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g4tr CoworEss | HOUSE OF REFRESENTATIVES Repory
a2d Sesaion No. 94-1754

INVESTIGATION PURBUANT TO HOUSBE RESOLUTION 1042 CON-
CERNING UNAUTHORIZED PUBLICATION OF REPORT OF SELECT
COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

Ocronen i, 1976.—Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed

Mr. Frywe, from the Committee on Standards of Official Conduct
submitted the following report on the investigation pursuant to
H. Res. 1042 concerning unauthorized publication of the report of
the Select Comumittes on Intelligeance.

INTRODUCTION

The House Seleet Commitiee on Intellizence initially was es-
tablished by H, Res, 138, 94th Congress, on February 18, 1975, “to
conduct an inquiry into the orgenization, operations, and oversight
of the intelligence community of the United States Government.”
{Appendix 1.)

On July 17, 1975, H. Res. 881 abolished the Select Clommittes
established by H. Res, 188 and established s new House Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, {Appendix 2.)

Sections 2 and 6 of H. Res. 591 required that before the Select
Committee conduet any inquiry it ‘‘shall institute and carry out
such rules and procedures as it may deem necessary to prevent (1)
the disclosure, ouiside the Select Committee, of any informaiion
relating to ths activities of the Cleniral Intellipence Agency or any
other department or agency of the Federal Government engaged in
mtelligence activities, obtained by the Select Commmiitee during the
course of it wtudy and investigation, not authorized by the Select
Committee to be disclosed; and (2) the disclosure, ouiside the Select
Committee, of nny information which would adversely affect the
intelligence activities of the Central Intelligence Agency in foreign
countries or the intelligence activities in foreign countries of any
other department or ageney of the Federal Government.”

A set of “Rules and Security Regulations" was dovised by the Select
Committes on Intelligence to carry out.its functions and duties, (Ap-

endix 3.) All employees of the Commitiee were required to sign an
tmployee Agreement that they would abide by H. Res, 591 and by the
Committes Rules and Security Regulations, (Appendix 4.)

On Monday, Jonuary {09, 1976, the Seleet Commities stafl disirib-
uled the first draft of ite report to Committee Members and gave a
copy to the Ceniral Intelligence Agency. After meking numerous
changes in the draft, the Committee, on Friday, January 23, 1976,
voted nine to four to adopt the report, The stafl was to make the ap-
proved chenges and have the report printed,
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By the tima the report was adopted, considerable details about its
contents already had been leaked to the press. Daniel Schorr, CBS
news correspondent, on or about Sunday, January 26, 1978, sceured a
copy of the report, He broadeast excerpis from it on CB8 News that
evening, highlighting and displaying a memorandum concerning a
Senatar which appeared only in footnote 119 on page 73 of the draft.

On the morning of Januery 26 end the evening of January 28,
schorr displayed other portions of the report on television,

The New York Thmes on Jenuary 26, 1376, published & major article
about the Beleet Committee report, indicating 1 had portions of the
document. The Times also chose the rather obscure memorandum
about the Senator as its lead item, (Appendix 5.)

The Chairman of the Select Commaittee on January 27, 1976, asked
unanimous consent that the Committee have until midnight, January
30, 1976, to file its report. A Congressman objected, and the Chairman
then introduced I, Res. §82, which follows:

Revofved, That the Select Committee on Intelligence have
until midnight Friday, January 80, 1876, to flle its report
ursuani to section 8 of H. Res. 581, and that the Select
‘ommittee on Intelligence have uatil midnight, Wednesday,
February 11, 1878, to file u supplemental report containing
the seleet commitiee's recommendations,

The C'ommittee on Rules, on January 28, 1976, reported 11, Res.
982 after it added the following amendment:

Hesolved further, That the Select Committee on Intelligence
shall not release any repori containing materials, information,
data, or subjects 1hat presently benr security elassification,
unless and untll such reports are published with appropriate
security markings and distributed only to persons authorized
to roceive such classified information, or until the report
hax been vertified by the President as not eontaining infor-
mation which would adversely affect the intelligence aclivi-
ties of the Central Intelligence Apency in forelgn countries
or the intellipence activities in foreign countries of any other
depurtment or agency of the Federz] Government.

The House by & vote of 246 to 124 adopted the amendment to
H, Res, 982, and by n wvoice vote approved the Resolution on
January 29, 1978, (Appendix 8.}

The Neleet Committee filed its repori with the Clerk of the House
on January 30, 1976, and coples of the report were placed under
segure custody. At least one copy remained outside Governrment
control—the one in the possession of Daniel Schorr.

The February 18 1976 issue of The Village Voice, 8 New Yark
City weekly publication, appeared on newsstands on February 11,
1976, ammouncing on page 1 its “EXCLUSIVE,"” n 24-page su‘lf\[})leu
ment which it titled in large red letters, “THE REPORT ON THE
CIA THAT PRESIDENT FORD DOESN'T WANT YOU TO
READ." (Appendix 7.) This supplement contrined the text of the
secend section of the Seleet Committee report entitled '"The Select
Committee's Investigntive Record.”

The February 24 1876, Viﬂage Voice, issued on February 18,
contained the text of the first section of the Select Committee report
entitled “The Select Commitiee's Oversight Experience.”




3

On February 19, 1978, the Houge adopted House Resolution 1042
by a vote of 269 to 115, This Resolution authorized and directed the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduct to *inguire into the
cireumnstances surrounding the publication of the text and of any
part of the report of the Select Committee on Intelligence, and to
report back to the House in o timely fashion its findings and recom-
mendations thereon.” (Appendiz 8.)

On February 25, 1976, H, Res, 1084 wes introduced, requesting the
Committes on Standards of Official Conduct be given subpoena power,
This was adopted on March 3, 1076, by a vote 321 to 84. (Appendix 9.)

On March 2, 1976, H. Res. 1060 wes introduced requesting author-
ization not to excead $350,000 to cover expenses ol the investigation.
H. Res. 1080 was adopted on March 29, 1978, by a vote of 278 to 87,
after the Committee on House Administration reduced the nuthoriza-
tion to $150,000. (Appendix 10.)

An invedtipative staff was organized during the first week in Mareh,
but the delay in approving the budget precluded the start of the
investigation until April 1, 1978,

Tha Committes decided to limit the original inquiry to the Members
of the Select Comunitice on Intelligence and their staffs and the staff
of the Select Committes, The second phase of the investigation eon-
cerned the Executive agencies where the draft report was circulated.

After these two phases of the investigation were completed, the
Committes decided on May 13, 1978, to contact members of the news
media in on effort to positively identily the soures of the leaks,

On June 24, 1976, the Commitiee adopted a motion calling for
investigative hearings to commence on July 18, 1976,

On June 20, 1978, the Committes adopted motions to call as
witnesses all Members of the Select Committes on Intelligence and
some stafl personnel. No decision was made at that time to call
representatives of the news media,

Prior to the start of the hearings, representatives of the Central
Intelligence Agency end Department of State also were called as
witnesses, These hearings continued through July 29, 1676,

On July 19, 1876, Congressmean John J. Flynt, Jr., Chairman of the
Committes on Standards of Official Conduct, in » statement opening
tf;]ha] im&estigative hearings pursuant to House Resolution 1042,

sclared;

In recent months, the Congress of the United States has
sought to take n more active role in the conduci of this
nation’s foreign policy and its concomitant intelligence oper-
ations. In furtherance of these efforts, the House of Repre-
pentatives estalblished a Select Committee on Intelligence to
conduet an inguiry into the erganization, operations, and
oversight of the intelligenca community of ihe United States
{overnment.

Sections 2 and 6 of House Res. 501, required the Select
Committee to establish and implement such rales and pro-
cedures as it deemed necessary to prevent the unauthorized
diselosure, outside the Select C}(,)mmittee, of “any information
ralating to the activities of the Central Intellizence Agency
or any other department or agency of the Federal Govern-
ment engaged m intelligence netivities, obtained by the
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Select Committee during the course of its study and investi-
gation," and to prevent “the disclosure, outside the Helect
Commitiee, of any information which would adversely affect
the intelligence activities of the Central Intelligence Agency
in foreign countries or the intelligence activitles in foreign
countries of any other department or agency of the Federal
Government."

Although ecertain rules and procedures were established
by the Select Committee on Inielligence, we now have
reason to believe that there were serious violations and
breaches of security during the ecourse of the Select Com-
mittee’s investigation,

On January 20, 10768, the House of Representatives
ndopted M, Res. 982 resolving that the Seclect Committee
on Intelligence not release any repori, prepared by the
Committee pursuant to House Resolution 591, containing
materials, information, data or subjecis that then bore
security classifieation, unless and until such report or reports
wers published with apprepriate security markings end
distributed only to persons authorized to receive such
clageifiad information, or until the report or reports had been
certified by the President as not containing information
which would adversely affect the intelligence activitias of the
Conitral Intelligence Apeney in foreign countries or the
intelligence activities in foreign countries of any ether depart-
ment or sgency of the Federal Government.

H, Res. 982 further authorized the Select Commitiee
to fils its report by midnight Friday, January 30, 1976, and
to file a supplemental veport contalning the Select Com-
mittes’'s recommendntions on or befors midnight, Wednes-
day, February 11, 1878,

We now know that portions andjor all of the Select Com-
mittee's report were disclosed to unauthorized persony out-
vide of the Select Committes and that the Select Committee's
report was published in part, in “The Village Voice,” o New
Yark pem’oéical, on February 16 and February 23, 1976,

In response to this apparent violation of House Resolution
582, the House of Representatives, on Februsry 18, 1976,
adepted H. Res, 1042, which suthorized and directed the
Committes on Standards of Official Conduct to “inquire
into the eircumstences surrounding the publieation of the
text and of any pert of the report of the Select Commitiee
on Intelligence, and to report back to the House in a timely
fashion ity findings and recommendations thereon."”

There cen be no question about the need to protect certain
types of classified information from unauthorized disclosure,

ecsuse of the grest mobility of modern conventional forces
and the instant shrile capabilily of intar-continenta) weapons,
the Uniled States must rely increasingly on military and
diplomatic intelligance to provide advance worning sbout
threats to its security, If the House of Representatives is to
play an important and vital role in our country’s defense,
1t must continue to have approprinte access io clnssified
information and it muet devise appropriste safeguards to
prevent unsuthorized disclosure of such information.
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Unautharized disclosure of classified information jecpard-
izes the credibility of the House and threatens the very
ability of the House to deal with foreign policy, international
affuirs, and intelligence operations.

Accordingly, the House has the authority, indeed the duty,
to investigate possible violations of its resolutions and pro-
teetive orders by those sabject to its jurisdietion in order 1o
protact the integrity of the legislative process.

Theas hearings are being held for the purposs of inquiring
inlo, B8 fully as possible, the circumstances surrounding the
publication of (he text and of any part of the report of the
Select Committee on Intelligence and reporting back up to
the House its findings and recommendations. The Congres-
slenal power in guestion concerns the intermal processes of
Congress moving within its leglslative command; it involves
the utilizatlon of the Commitice on Standards of Official
Conduct to secure testimony and evidencs needed to enable
the House to invesiigale and exercise legislative functions
belonging to the House of Representatives under the United
States Constitution.

The specific legislative purpores involved in these hearings
fare peveral,

If the House of Representatives is to perticipate mean-
ingfully in this nation’s foreign policy and oversight of
intelligence operations, the House must consider whether
new legislation is needed or the Rules of the Houss should
be amended to insure that the House ean soount for and
safeguard the security of classified information which comes
into its possession. This regquires inquiry into the rules and
Frocedures adopted by the Select Committee on Intelligence
or safeguarding classified information and evaluation of the
effectiveness of thess rules and procedurss. The Committes
on Standards of Official Conduct, then, seeks to make find-
ings and recommendations concerning the need for more
effective security procedures and whether more effective
security procedures can be designed to enahble the House to
earry out 2 larger role in this nation’s fereign policy and the
oversight of inielligence operations.

Moreover, the Hotse must consider whether new legisla-
tion s needed or whether the Rules of the House should be
amended to define and set out standards and conditions for
the handling and filing of House Commiliee reports con-
taining clagsified information, In these hearings, this Com-
mittes will seek to develop whether the eircumstances
surrounding the publication of the text or of any pert of the
report of the Seleet Committee on Intelligence demonstrate
g present need for such legislation or amendment to Rules
of the House.

Section § of Article I of the United States Constitution
provides, in part, that ‘'Each House may determine the rules
of its proceedings” and “punish its members for disorderly
behaviour.” This function may appropriately be described
ng the power of Congress, in particular of the House of
Representatives, to discipline its Members, officers and
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employees. In these hearings, this Commiitee will seek to
develop evidence as to whether the circumstances surround.
ing the publieation of the text and of any part of the report
of the Seleet Commitlea on Intelligence should result in
appropriste findings and recommendations by this Com-
mittee to the House for digscipline of any Members, officers
or employee of the House,

Section 5 of Article I of the United States Constitution
further provides, in part, that “(E)ach House shall keep a
Journal ‘of ita proceedings, and from time to time pubﬁsh
the same, exeepting such parts as may i their judgrmeni
require segregy * * *"

he issue here 1s whether or not the House presently hag
the effective power to defermine which of its proceedings
are to be kept wseeret, and upon making that decigion,
whether the House has the eflective power to enforce that
decision by Constitutional meang, In these hearings, this
Committee will neek to develop evidence a= to whether the
circumstances surrounding the publication of the text and
of any part of the repori of the Seleet Committee on Intel-
ligence demonstrate a need for the House to enact appro-
Friate legialation of this subject or to amend the Rules of the
Touse in aplpmpriate {ashion.

In view of the nature of thess proceedings und the subject
matter under inquiry, it iz expected that some evidence and
testimony will, of necessity, be required to be received in
Executive Session. Evidence or testimony received in
Executive Session esnnot bo roleased or revenled in publie
session or otherwise without the consent of this Committes.
These are rujes of the House of Representatives and this
Committee, The Members, staff and employees of the House
are hound by these rules. If this Commiitee learns that theuss
rules are being violated, it will act promptly and unequiv-
ocally in dealing with the persons or orgenizations involved.

Let the hearings commence.

On August 25, 1976, the Commities voted 1o subpoena 18 additional
former ufafl members of the Select Committes on Intelligance and
four news media representatives, including Daniel Schorr, for henrings
on September 8, 1876 and September 15, 19786.

As a result of testimony on Septamber 8 1076, the Committes
voted to recall thres former Select Committes stafl members and a
member of the staff of a Congressmen who was on the House Seleet
Committee on Intelligence, for hearings on September 14, 1976,

Scorr or INYESTIGATION

The Commities decided the initial phases of the investigation
would inelude interviews with the Members and staff of the Select
Committes and these Executive agency personnel who had access to
the report. No news medis representatives were to be contacted unless
such interviews later were deemed essential to the completion of the
investigation.

Voluntary interviews began on April 1, 1876. The investigative
staff conducted 432 interviews and reinterviews involving 396 people,
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These included the 13 Members of the Seleet Committee, 94 employees
and former employees of the House, and 246 officials aud employees
of the Executive Branch,

Late in the investigation tha Committes voted to seek the assistance
of certain news medis personnel to obtain information not otherwise
available. Some 25 contacts wers made with them or their attornsys,
Only five of those with whom interviews were sought agreed to
answer ¢usstions on the record,

All of the intervisws were vo]unt&l&y, and the persons interviewad
wers not required 1o teke an oath. The presence of counsel during
interview always was allowed. Transcripts were made of the inter-
views whenever requestad and copies of the transeript weres furnished
to the person interviewed if requested.

All 18 Members of the Selsct Committee were interviewed at laast
twice during the investigation concerning information and documents
in their possession pertinent to this inquiry. In addition, 33 members
of the staffy of the Select Committee Members who had access to the
Select. Commities report wers interviewed.

Records of the Housa indicated 43 individuals had served on the
Seleat Committes staff, It was determined that one of these never
actually served on the staff. Another was afflilinted with the Committes
only three days early in 1975. A third individual, whose employment
terminated in August, 1075, declined to be interviewed. The other
40 were Interviewed, some more than once,

The investigation within the Executive Branch was aimed at de-
termining how many copies of the report. existed there and identifyin;
and interviewing persons who hed access 10 such copies. This reveals
136 coples of three versions of the report existed in the Executive
Branch—88 of the initial draft, one of n later draft, and 47 of the
final draft. Interviews were conducted with 246 Executive agency
emplayees,

Twenty copies of the draft report were made and 18 remained
within the Select Committes for use of Members and staff /The other
two copies went to the Executive Branch, All but six of the 20 copies
weare turned over to this Committes, The other six reportedly weres
destroyed.

A detailed comparison was made of the text of the Select Com-
mitten report published in The Village Voice against copies of the
draft located in the Hxecutive Branch and those obtained from
Committes Members, None matched exactly,

Investigative hearings were conducted on July 19, 20, 21, 22, 26,
27, 28, and 206; September &, 14, and 15, 1876, During these hearings
sworn testimony was taken from this Comumittee's gD'ui'ecbor' of In-
vestigation ; from all 13 Members of the Select Commiltes on Intelli-
genee; from two staff members and one former stoff member of
Select Ceommittes Members; from all but one of the 35 persons em-
ployed by the Select Committee during January, 1978, (the one net
ealled wem out of the country): from three representatives of the
Central Intolligence Agancy; from two officials of the Department of
State; from four individuals affilinted with The Village Voice; and
from Daniel Schorr, Thres former em ployees of the Select Commitiee
and one staff member of 5 Momber of the Sslect Committee wers
subpoensed to testify a second time,



8
FinpINGs oF INvesTIGATION
THE HOUSE OF REPRESLNTATIVES

The Select Cornmittes concluded its hearings on December 19,
1975, amid a durry of lasks about C1A covert, sctivities,

Some staff members had assembled & preliminary deaft report, hut
this way discarded in foyor of a more ”Eard—hitting, calling it as we
saw it" report. The staff had untdl January 19, 1876, when Congress
was to reconvene, to complate the draft. Time was short and pressure
was grest.

Security procedures frequently were ipnored or relaxed in favor of
expediency, Staff personnel took work home with them and this often
ineluded classified material,

On the weekend of January 17-18, 1978, the stoff worked long hours,
reviﬁin%‘, polishing, typing, assembling the repors whieh exceedad 330
pages, Karly on January [9, 1976, they made 20 Xerox copies, dividing
the pages of sach shout equally into two volumes placed in black,
spring-clip folders,

The distribution method had heen decided a few days earlier, about
January 16, 1876, ut & mesting of the Seloct Committes Chairman and
top staff personnel. Aecording to one of the stafl, he recommended the
draft be reteined in Committee space and made available to Members
for review there. He said the Chairinan rejected thia plan,

Consequently, one copy of the draft report was delivered to each
Member of the (lommittee or to the Member’s office, on the alternoon
of Junuary 19, 1978. The coples were not marked in any way for
identification; no roceipts were required; no log was kept to record
delivery. The draft hore no seeurity classification. A copy of & latier
signed by the Stuff Director accompanied each draft sent to & Member
reminding that unauthorized releass of the draft “congtitutes a viola-
tion of Committes Rules.”” {Appendix 11)

Even befors delivary of copies to the Members was completed, an
error wes discovered, Staff employees had to retrieve various Mem-
berg’ copies to replace page 73 and add a supplemental pags 73-A.

This resulted from the ingertion of Footnote 119 quotiing a memor-
endum coneerning a Senator which had been copled in part from CIA
files by o Sdleet Committee employee.

Staff personnel reported the Stoff Director had wanted to use the
above memo as the lead item in the report. Others reportedly coun-
sel]ed7§gainst highlighting it snd it wes relegated to & footnote on
page 73,

The Staff Director deniad this report, testifying, "When I wrote the
draft of the report I didn’'t even know we had that memo. The only
reason it got in late s a footnote was because the Chairman asked
where 1t was, | went down and found it, read it, and put it in at his
raquest.’

Part of the memo was copled in longhand from CIA files on
December 15, 1975, by a member of the Select Committee staff. She
testified she typed the memo when she returnad to the Selset Com-
mittee office and brought it to the Staff Director's attention “within
the next howr.”

A copy of the draft report was furnished to CI4 about 4:00 p.m.
on January 19, 1976. This copy did not contain the revised pages
73 and 73-A.
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Leaks of information contained in the rveport began shortly after
diatribution was made. By 4:00 p.m. on January 19, 1978, a New
York Times reporter lm.cly called the Select Commities office with
guestions indicating he had access to portions of the draft. About the
same time another Mew York Times reporter made inquiry of CLA
about information in the draft.

The [ollowing morning The Times published & major article
revealing data from the report. (Appendix 12.) On succeeding days
there were a number of news articles in various papers and frequent
radio and TV broedeests reporting information in the draft report.

The Select Committes met each day from Janusry 20-28, 1978,
to consider the drafts. During the meetings some Members occasion-
ally borrowed a steff copy of the report, having failed to bring their
owh to the mesting. In at lenst one instance a Member kept an
extra, copy of Volums 1. It wag returned to the staff sometime after
January 26, 1976,

Seversl key stoff members admitted the disorganized nature of the
distribution and accounting for the varioun copies of the draft and
changed pages to it. One staffer commented thers was a rush, a lot
of pressure nnd control was lost insofar as accounting for copias was
concerned on January 21, 1076,

On Friday, January 23, 1978, the Commitise concluded delihera-
tion on the draft. By a vote of nine to four the Committes adopted
the report as amended. The Chairman and Ranking Minority Member
were 1o aﬁree on changes in references to the Secretary of State, and
the staff had authority to make technical and grammatical changes.
The Committee, through its deliberations, and the stafl, threugh
negotintions with the Hxecutive Branch, revised approximately 110
pages of the draft before it. was adopted,

The staff endesvored to complete the changes approved by the
Committes on January 23, 1976, and update the Members’ copies as
soon as poessible. In the rush the staff overlooked making changes to
four pages. This was corrested after it was mentioned by & Select
Committee Member at o meeting of the Committee on Monday,
January 26, 1976, The staff also failed to aceurately update some of
the Members’ copies, Pages were omitted and other mistekes resulted.

During the weekend of January 24-26, 1978, when & copy of the
report was made available to Daniel Schorr, all Members of the
Select Committes, except two, who suid they left their copies with
the Committee staff, had custody of a copy of the draft. Two pssistants
to Membery, and two employees of the Committes had copies of the
draft in their possession away Irom their offices.

An Administrative Aseistant to o Seleck Committee Member tenti-
fied a copy of the report was delivered to him by a Select Committse
staffer eround 6:00 to 6:30 p.m. on January 23, 1976, in the herseshos
driveway at the Rayburn Building, He stated an unrecolled member
of the Committee staff had telephoned the Member's office sarlier
that day asking if the office needed s copy of the report to work on
gupplementary views. He said he accepiled the offer of a copy which
he took home with him and wrote o draft of supplementary views. He
kept this copy at his residence until Sunday morning, January 25,
1976, when he took it to the rasidence of the Staff Director of the
Belect Commitiee after arranging to do so by telephone, He seid he
delivered the copy to the Stafl Director since he no longer needed it
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and did not want to be burdened with it when going to work Mon&@%ﬁ'
on the bus. !

A former Legislative Assistant to » Select Committes Member tostig
fied he obtained the Congressman's eopy of tha report from his offies
on Suturday afternoon, January 24, 1976, He then went to the Selage
Commities office whers ha obtained the latest changed pages, He toglg
both items to the Congressman’s residence where they worked toe
gether on the report. '

A Select Committes staff employee, late on Haturdey, Jenussir
24, 1678, took a copy of the report from the Committee oflice to hpy,
residence for review. She returned the copy to the Commitiee offieg.
on January 26, 1976, _

A member of the Committee stafl advised that the Staff Directol
also took a copy to his residence during the weekend of January 24-2¢/
1676. He denled this; howaver, he did admit he had at his residency
for a time the copy of the report delivered to him by an Adminisira-
tive Azﬁistant to & Select Committee Member around noon on Jan-
uary 25,

ach of the sbove individuals specifically denied allowing aocess
to the report by any other individuals or making copies of the report.

A Member voluntarily admitted when first contacted during this
inquiry that he had Joaned his copy of the report to the CIA on the
morning of January 24, 1676. He seid this was done after a representa-
tive of CIA advised he had been denied a copy of the ndopted draft b
n member of the Select Committee staff. The Member said he ton
this action because he hoped there might siill be an opportunity for
the Committes end the Exccutive agencias 1o resalve their differences
over the cantents of the report. He did not think he was scting con-
trary Lo (Clommittee rules,

Asked for his opinion concerning the supplying of & copy of the final
draft 1o ('LA, the Select Committee Clhinirman stated, ‘T would con-
sider that a leak.” He waid he would have been surprised if the {{TA
had not getten the report sinee "they got everything’ the (ommittee
was doing.

The Chairman of the Select Committee hud concurred in the staff
member’s denial of a copy for CTA

A Legislative Assistant to a Seleet Committee Member also admit-
ted on Initial contact during this investigation that he had furnished
copies of two or three pages of the draft report to a reporter for the
Reuters News Agency. He believed this occurred prior to January 23,
1978, He said he took the eetion because he felt information in the
pages alleging CIA used Reuters to clreylate “ngency-espoused ‘news’
articles” was incorreci. He felt Reuters should have an opportunity to
camment.

Enpch Member of the Heleet Committee, their stafl assistants, and
utaff personnel of the Committee were questioned regarding any in-
{'orﬁmtion they might have concerning the possible source of the

eaks.

The Chairman referred to his comments on the House floor on March
9, 1976, wherein he outlined his eontention that the Executive Branch
had aceens to the complets Commitiee report. {Appendix 13.)

He also recited what, he tarmed a series of interesting facts, He waid
Dianiel Schorr, in an article published in the April 8, 1978, iswue of
Rolling Stone, identified a Department of State offieial as a source of
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wmior clagsified information given to Mr. Schorr, The Chairman notad a
Fapmer member of the staff of & Select Commitisse Member who had
Pbeen closely involved with the work of the Committee, recently had
boen employed by the Department of State and is working for the
wofficial identified, The Chairmen pointed out the police log main-
ieined ot the Select Committee office showed the former staff member
«f tha Committes Member was in the Committee space on January 24,
1976,

The Department of State official vigorously denied there was any
validity to any implication that througi this f}:)rmer staff member the
official was involved in the leak of the Committes report. The former
ataff member testified he had not furnished the report or any part of
it to unsuthorized persons. He admitted being in the Committee
apaes on the afternoon of January 24, 1978, to obtain the latest changes
for delivery to the Select Committee Member for whom he worked,

A Beleet Committee Member on June 23 1976, advised Committes
investigators he had & conversation with Daniel Schorr in the Speaker’s
lobby shortly after Mr, Schore displayed a copy of the Commities
repoxt on television. He said Mr. Schorr stated he did not get the report
from the Committee and that he {the Member) would be surprised if
he knew the seurce of the leak., The Member waid he did not know
whether or not to believe Mr: Schorr.

On July 29, 1978, the Member testified hefore this Committee that
when he talked to Mr, Schorr in the Speaker's lobby, Mr. Schorr indi-
eated he had received ihe report from the CIA ana said, "Of course |
would deny that if anyhody ever nsked me.”’

Mpr. Schorr testified befors this Committes on September 15, 1876,
In response to u question as to whether or not, he had told the Member
he received the report from CILA, Mr. Schorr declared, "I have never
discussed with anyone the source from which [ obtained the report
other then two privileged persons’’ He subsequently identified the
privileged persons as his wife and his counsel, Joseph Califano, but
refused to comment further on this matter,

Both the Seleet Committee Chairman and Stafl Director noted
there had baen no leaks of information in the report until the draft
was distributed to the Committee Members and to CIA on January
19, 1976, The Staff Director, in making = strong defensa of the Clom-
mittes staff, deeclared there were never any leaks of information
until the matter came before the Committes snd the Esecutive
Branch at Committee mestings or hearings,

The Select Commitiee, however, was plagued by loaks, whether of
its own making or fram some other sources. Stafl perscanel reported
frequent discussions about leaks and stern warnings from the Chairman
and the Staff Director against talking to the press and leaking informa-
tion. Several stall members told of concluding that various lenks
came from Ezecutive agencies or from Members of the Committee,
There was considerable speculation bug littls evidence of any official
action within the Committee to identify the source of the leaks.

Leaks of information being considered by the Select Commiltes
were discussed several times within the Clommittee. On Navember
4, 1975, tha Chairman opened a meeting by relerring to a story
broadcast by Deniel Bchorr on November 1, 1875, wlich was Yoot
exactly” but “sort of attzibuted to this (fommitiee . . . as tha
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source . . "’ The Chairman said it wos possible “we do have s lnj
this Committes’ or it could be someone trying to discredi
Commiites, y:

The Chairman asked Mr, Schorr, who was present, if “yon
want to reveal your source or method at this particular time.'d
Schore replied, “No thank you.” b

There {followed a discussion among the Select Committes Mes;
coneerning possibla action regarding the leak, The Chalrman saf
felt it might not be proper for the Committes to be investigshiy
itself. Ho said he would not hesitate to ask the PRI to investipatey
laak if the Committes thought that was desirable, He stated thers'$
no organization within the Congress to handle such a serious inves
gation, Various Members volced the eonviction that the leak hadj
coms from a Member of the Committse, e

A Select Commiftee Member moved that Mr. Schore be Gﬂi%
belore the Committee in executive session to inquire abbut the sou
of the story. After some discussion, during which the Chairma _
maijrked this wos not the first leak, the mofion was tabled by a woils
vote,

On December 19, 1075, the Selsct Comamittes discussed o leak T
information appearing in an Associated Pross story indicating Memd
bers of the Cornmittee were considering the release of certain inform#
tion, A Member commented information on three operations had besl:
di&;usaad by Dantel Schorr on the previous Monday, December B
1975,

The Select Committee Chairman declared he did not know who wig
leaking ihe information. Ile gaid if he did know, he would ask the
Speaker ‘‘to kick him off the Commitiees.”

Duyring & mesting of the Select Committee on January 20, 1974]
the Chairman expressed concern over “the number of leaks which
have developed,” and seid, “I think that the sooner we finish oug
business, the less this is a problem.”

Later thai day s Select Committee Meiber commented that a
newspaper report that morning had referred to a footnote in the
Committes report, The Chsirman added The New York Timed
directly quotes from the report.

The Member agked how the Members could respond to questions
raised about what the Committee is doing to determine the source of *
leaks. He inquired if the Chaivman could enlighten the Members on
the source of the lenks,

The Chairman said he could not enlighten the Committee, that he
lins “some evidenes' of the source of leaks, “'but rarely any proof.”
The Member asked if ths Committee should not conduct some in-
quiry reﬁm’d' the leaks lest it be eriticized for not deing so, He
suggested the Chairman create & subcommities for this purpose. The
Chairman declared he was not going to appoint “a suboomimitbes to
investigaie Members of Congress.” .

The Member requested the Chairman to at least emphasize the
report should be treated as executive session material. The Chairoan
replied such a warning sccompanied the report and the recommenda-
ticns sent to the Members, adding that he could not supervise “the
execubion of the individusl Member’s respongibilities.”

On Jeanusary 28, 1876, the leak of the memorandum relating to a
Senator was raised in a Select Committes meeting. A Member m-
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sd why the memorandum was never discussed in the Committes,
asked "why it turns up in a footnote and is Jaaked to the news-
ars,” The Steff Director replied the memorandum was duscussed
wecutive sesslon on January 21. The Member stated at that point
report already had been leaked to the press. The Staff Director
JJ, “No, it had not, As I recall, it did not appear until Friday.”
is discussion is followed by a motion by another Selset Com-
Heresiop Member that the Chairmarn appoint a three-man subcommittee
ES investigate “the a,lle%f,tions that have oceurred during the last
¥ days and tho leaks that apparently oceurred during the last few
fduys and report back to this Commitfes before its termination.”
ke motion was defeated by a vote of eight to four,
BE The Secleet Committes Cheairman, in testifying before this Com-
nittee, stated "“Wo tried on & continuing basis to identify the source
5t the leaks. We were not very suceassful.”’
¥ e also testified the Select Clommittee did not conduct sn in-
trpgtipation to determine the sourcs of the lenk to Mr. Schorr. He said
‘the Committee's charter was about to expire and it did not have the
lataff to undertake such an inquiry.
¢ The Chairman refused to provide this Committes with information
[‘ile had concerning the possible source of leaks. He testified, “No, I
‘am not going to do that because all T have is suspicions and I am not
going to indulge in suspicions.”






COMMITTEE ON STANDARDS OF QFFICIAL: CONDUCT

THE EXECUTIVE ERANCH

About 4:00 p.m, on Jenuary 19, 1076, the Select Commitise Staff
Director gave a copy of the Initial draft report to a CIA representative.
The CIA representative received this copy in the Committes offices
with the understanding that CIA would eoordinate the review of ths
draft. throughout the Executive Brunch, He was asked not to distribute
copies of the draft outsidle CIA until January 20, 1976, since all
Mjls)smbers of ihe Select Committee had not yet received their copy.

The CIA representative returned to CIA Headquarters about
5:00 p.m. on January 19, 1878, whers 30 copies of the draft were made,
The first of the copies was ready sbout §:30 p.m. Three were dissemi-
nated within CTA. One was delivered to an official at the White House,
gince he was leaving for & conference in Europs that night. e toolk
* the copy with him, :

On January 20, 1976, CIA deliverad two additional copies of the
draft to the White House, two to the Department of State, one to the
Department of Defense, one to the Department, of Jusiics, one to the
Qffice of Management and Budget, and one to the CIA Director-
designete, CIA made 20 additional copies, for » total of 42 copies
for use within the agency for enalysis,

In order to ohtain an sssessment of parts of the report dealing with
foreign operations, portions were sent to officials abroad on January 28,
1976. Ono portion was cabled to an Ambagsador in Kurope and another
gection way delivered to CLA. representaiives in Athens, Gireecs.

The Executive agencies had only one workday to analyze the draft
report since their comments had to be submitted to the Select Com-
wittee by the CIA on January 21, 1976. The document containing the
comments of the intelligence community was classified Top Secret
based on the highest classifieation of the material contained therein.

The CIA established no control system with respeci to copies of the
draft report which were circulate&y within the agency, It eould not
account for all of the 42 copies it used, many of which were broken
into seetions to facilitate review.

The White House recoived three copiss of the draft from the CTA
and made four additional copies. One copy wag destreyed; however,
seven coples remained in the White House. The origin of the extra copy
is unknown,

The State Department received two copies and mads four or five
more, Six coples weve retained by the Department.

The Defense Department received one copy and made nine. It
returned one copy to the CIA, destroyed two and retained seven. On
Januery 28, 1976, Defense sent a compleie copy to the National
Security Agen? which made 16 additlonal copies, all of which the
agency retained.

{15)
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The Department of Justice recelved one copy and made six more,
Three were roturned to CTA, three were destroyed and one was retained,
One extra copy was located at the Department of Justice and the
official who had it could not recall its origin,

Tha Office of Managemaent and Budget received one copy which it
retained, No copies were made.

The CIA Director-designate received one copy which he retained
in his spfe. He made no coples.

On January 22-23, 1076, the Seleet Commitise siaff met with
representatives of various Executive Branch Agencies concerning
proposed changes to the draft report. During one such meeling on the
night of January 22, 1876, a Department of State official was given &
copy of the drafl. report by a member of the Committes staff,

his copy was retained under securs eonditions in {he Department
of State until April 27, 1976, when it was turned over to investigators
of this Committes. No copies of this draft wers made.

On Junuary 23, 1976, the Sclect Commitiee voted nine to four to
upKrOve the drafi report.,

CIA representative requested a copy of the approved report from
the Select &nmﬁttee staff on the afternoon of January 23, 1976. The
staff, with the eoncurrence of the Commitles Chairman, refused. On
January 24, 1076, a Seleet Committes Member loened his copy of the
raport to CTA for copying. His copy had been updated by the Commit-
tee staff on the afternoon of January 23, 1978, and returned to him
around 7:00 puan.

The CIA made 30 copies from the Committee Member's copy of the
report and returned it to him on the afternoon of January 24, 1076.

The CIA numbered these copies for accountebility and en the after-
noon of Januery 24, 1976, delivered iwo to the White House, two o the
Department. of State, one to the Depertment of Defense, one to the
FBI and one to the Office of Management and Budget, The remaining
copies were kept for review within the CIA,

Seventeen additional coples were made by the agencies to which CLA
made distribution for o total of 24 copies in possession of these agencies.
Of these, 14 were returned to the CIA, five were destroyed and five
wers Tetained by the agencies, four at the White House, and one at the
Office of Management and Budget.

The C1A destroyed all exira coples returned. The agency retained 25
copies, ane of which was furnished to this Committee.

Every copy of the report located in the Executive Branch and
examined by the investizgative staff of this Committee was determined
to be the initial draft obtained from ihe Committee on January 19,
1876, or the draft cbtained from the Committee Member on Januvary
24, 1976, with the exception of the one copy {urnished by the Com-
mittee stafl to the Department of State official,

Everyone in the Executive Branch identified ns having had posses-
sion of a complete copy of any version of the draft report was inter-
viewed. Hach denied furnishing the report or any poriion thereof to
unguthorized persons, Thess interviews involved 70 persons at CLA, 10
Rersons at the White House, 46 individuals at the Department of
State, 54 people in the Department of Defense, 27 psople at National
Security Agency, 28 persons in the Department of Justice, and 10
employees at the Office of Management and Budget.

e Seleet Committes Chairman, in remarks on the House floor on
March 9, 1978, during interview with investigators of this Committee,
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and in testimony befors this Committee on July 19, 1076, asserted OIA
and State Department representaiives wers given copies of the draft
report and corrected pages to update the drafts during a lengthy meet~
ing with Committes steff personnel on the night of January 22-23,
1976, Borne steff personnel who participated in this meeting, including
the Staff Director, provided much the same information, at lenst in

art,
P The Staff Director contended it would have been s simple matier for
the Executive agencies to have determined the faw changes the Selsct
Committee approved on fanuary 28, 1976, prior to adopting the vaport.

This information, eoupled with what these agencies were suppliad
during the meeting with the staff, would have provided virtually a
complets report, he claimed. The Staff Director noted The Villags
Voics published & “funny draft” of the veport, ons which had some
but not all of the changes made by the Select Committes on Jan-
uary 23, 1976,

Department of State official and two CTA representatives par-
tieipeted in the January 22-23 meeting, The Depariment of State
official said he was given a copy of the draft report during the meeting
since he did not have a copy. This copy was later turned over to
investigators for this Committes. He testified he did not receive any
changed pages. The two CIA representatives testified they were
loaned & copy of the draflt more current than the one they had for
use dwring the meeling, They testified they did not teke this copy
with them, Ieaving with only the copy they brought. They also
denied being supplied any changed pages to update their copy.

The Seleet Committee maintaingd no roceipts or othor racords to
support the elaim that Executive Branch representatives were suppliad
additional copies of the draft or copias of changed pages,

Even if the Executive ngencies received the changed pages, and
even if they wers informed of changes approved at the Select Coms-
mitiee meeting on January 23, 1976, the implicntion that these
agenciog wern the source of the leak to Mr. Schorr 1s highly improbable,

The Select Committes stafl neglected to make some changes
approved on January 23, 1976. This oversight was called to %ﬁe
Staff Divector’s attention by a Member when the Comimitise met en
Monday, Junuary 26, 1876, The next day, the Member again asked
about these chenges,

The Staff Director replied, “You are correct on all four. They have
been. changed,”

Some ol the changes overlooked by the ataff were in footnotes
which The Village Volce did not print, Two changes, however, wers
in material printed by The Village Voice, and the approved changes
do not appear in The Village Voice text,

Had the Executive agencies compiled thae report as the Staff Director
of the Select Committes contended, they undoubtedly would have
made the approved changes which the staff overlooked. Hencs, had
the Executive agencles leaked the report to Mr. Scharr, the overlooked
changes would have appeared in The Village Yolce text, It should be
recalled My, Schorr obtained a copy of the report on or about Jan-
uary 26, 1976, before the staff oversight concerning the approved
changes waa discoverad,

Officials of the various Executive ngencies assorted no leak of the
Select Committee report on portions of it emanated from the Execu-
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tive Branch. They pointed out CIA did not obtain & copy of the initial
draft, report until 4:00 pom. on January 19, 1976, and copies of this
were not available at. CTA Headquariers until about 6:30 p,m. Only
one copy wad disseminated outside CIA that dnte, this to & Whifs
House official who departed for BEurope that night.

The CIA Agsistant for Press Affairs reporied receiving a telephone
call prior to 5;10 p.m, on January 19, 1976, from a New York Times
Reperter who was attempting to verify information apparently from
the draft report,

The Select Committee Steff Dirvector advised that by 4:00 p.m.,
on Januery 19, (976, when the draft was first distributed, The New
York Times was calling with questions which indicated they had the
contents of somme of the mors dramatic sections of the report.

CIA officials conducted a detajled eomparison of The Village Veies
texl againat the two versions of the draft report they obisined—the
draft secured on January 19, 1876, from the Select Commities staff,
and the one obtained on January 24, 1976, from a Committee Member,
They raported numerous and substantinl differences between Village
Voice and the January 19 version, and 88 differences with the copy
obtained on January 24,

The CIA officials eoneluded neither of the two versions of the report
obtained by CIA and distributed through the Executive Branch could
have been the source of The Village Yoice texi. They alze concluded
it s impossible to combine pages from the two versions Lo match the
Village Voice text.

[ixeoutive agenoy officials pointed out that on January 25, 1876,
when Mr. Schorr and The New York Times apparently gained access
to the repart, representatives of the various agencies were rpeoting ot
the White House eonsidering means to induce the Seleet, Committes
to delete or revise objectionable information,

An official of the CIA, who worked with both the Senate and the
House Select Commitiess on Intelligenca, testified the publicaiion of
elagsified information contained in the Houge Seleet Commitise's res
port caused considerable damage to the CIA’s foreign intelligence
mission,

PHI NEWS MEDIA

This Committes on May 13, 1976, adopted a motion authorizing
and directing its investigative staff to interview those representiatives
of the nsws mediz necessary to carry out the mandste of H. Res, 1042
and H. Res, 1054,

These contacts began on June §, 1876, By then virtually all investi~
Ention in the House of Representatives and the Executive Branch had

een completed without positively identifying the source of the leak
of the Select Commitiee report.

Information was sought from 24 %ersons associated with the news
media including Danle! Schorr, Little information was received and
most medie representatives declined to be interviewed,

Four persons affiliated with The Village Voice or its slater publicas
tion, New York Magazine, agreed to interview and each later testified
before this Committee. They were Clay Felker, Editor-in-Chief of
The Village Voice; Aaren Latham, who wrote the introduction to the
text af the report; Sheldon Zalaznick, who edited the report; and Sosan
Parkar, secretary to Mr. Fellker. '
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M. Felker related he was contacted by a Now York City attorney,
and sdvised of the availability of the Select Comumitiee report. M.
Feiker ngreed to publish it in The Village Voics. The attorney suggested
that The Village Voice consider a contribution to the Reporters Com-
mittee, but Mr. Felker said: “There ware no negotistions per se, There
was discussion, o request, that we consider making a contribution to
the Reporters Commitiee, However, the request was not made con-
tingent upon the publication of the repori. The report was made
available to us, no strin%s attached.” He declared no contribution was
made to the Reporters Commities or anyone else with respect to this
matter,

Mus, Parker testified she flew from New York Clity to Washington,
D.C., on February 6, 1976, and traveled by eab to Daniel Schorr's
residencs. She told n maid who answarsd the door that she had “come
for a package for New York.” The maid gave her the report which was
in a plastic bag in a manila envelope, She returned to New York and
deliverad it to Mr, Felker.

Mr, Latham reported he made three additional copies of the report,
He gave one copy to Mr. Felker, two to Mr. Zalaznick, and kept one
for himself.

The Washington Monthly issue of April, 1976, reparied Mr. Latham
called “a friend on the Pike Commitiee” to determine if the copy he
had was the only one available for publication, The magazine reported
that Mr. Lethan’s contact ‘'made it clear that the Schorr copy, now
in possession of Clay Felker, was probably the only one extent.”

Mr, Latham declined to diseuss his contact on the “Copumiiiee
staff” when questioned by investigators for this Commities.

Mr, Zalaznick advised he used the crigina! and one copy of the
report in editing it for publication. When this was completad hs took
both copies to his Lome where he burned them in his back yard grill
late in February, 1976,

Mz, Felker testified he threw his copy of the draft in his trash,

Mz, Latham said he took his copy of the report to the office of
Joseph Califane, attorney for Daniel Schorr, shortly after the first
article appeared in The Village Voice on February 11, 1976, He did
this on instructions from an unrecalled person in the New Yark office
of his employer. He did not recall if this had been requested by Mr.
Schorr or Mr. Califano,

During testimony, Mr. Latham, citing First Amendment proteetion
of sources, declined to answer gquestions regarding any knowledge
he might heve about the soures of the drafi report obtained by Mr,
Schorr. He maintained that position even after Chairman Flynt
advised him of the neoessity of his answering, warned him of the
possible congequences, and directed him to answer,

Mr, Califano was asked on June 21, 1876, #f The Village Voico had
returned to him the copy of the draft report it received from Mr.
Schorr, He believed the copy was heing held hy his firm for Mr. Sehore.
He refused to turn it over to the investigative staff of this Committes.
He doubted it would be made availebie on subpoens. since it might
lead to the identity of the sourcs. He did not remembsar if the return
of the document was requested but thought it was by “mutual agree-
ment with The Village Voice,”

In response to a subpoena, Mr. Schorr appeared before this Corn-
mittes on September (5, 1976. In an opening staterment he said he
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would congider making available to the Committes two categories a
documents but would not produce his notes or the copies of the Seloe
Committes report in his possession, He sleo declared he would no
could not, belray a source.

My, Schorr testified he had attempted to have the Select Committe
report printed by various publishers to no avail. He had hoped i
would be published ag a book or pamphlet. In discussing the report’

ubliention with n representative of the Reporters Committes h
ad sugpested any royalties resulting go to that Commities,

He wag awnre the House of Representatives had voted the repor
should not be released when he turned it over to The Village Voic
for publication,

My, Schorr testified he had discussed his soures only with h
attorney, My, Celifano, and his wife. He testified no payments wer
made by him to obtain the report.

Shortly after Mr. Schorr concluded his opening statement th
following exchange took place:

Mr. Magsgavn, Now, with regard to the third category,
that is notes taken during coverage of the Houss Select
Committes and seripts, sz well as the co;l)ies of the report
of the House Belest Committea on Intelligence prepared
pursuant to House Reselution &91, on behalf of 319 com-
mittes I now direct thet you produce all copies end drafts
of the report prepared pursuant to House Resolution 801
in your possesgion, custody or control,

Mp, Scgozrr, Sir, T must respectfully decline to do so
for the ressons staied, that I believe that they are a work
product, protected by the First Amendment in the first
place, and secondly and more importanily, could conceivably
asgist you in ascertaining the source,

Mr. MagssaLL, So the record will also be clear, I am
meking an additional demand, solely reslated to the report
of the Select Committes prepared pursumnt to House
Resolution 591, and am directing on behalf of the com-
mittee that you produce those copies of that report in your
possession, and thai you produce them at this time,

Mr. Scaonr, My answer remains the same.

Mr, Camirano, Mr, Marshall, may I just briefly note that
ther% are two types of doouments involved hers, as you have
noted.

With respact to one item, memorands, infernal reporters’
notes, out-takes, if you will, may I cite to the Chgir, may I
ask of the Chair if he is going to direct the witness to answer,
direct separately because with respect to notes end out-takes
there is a precedent in the Pfouse of Representatives.

That precedent was when Dr, Frank Stanton testified and
refused to provide similar material. The House voted at that
time 228 to 18! not to cite Dr. Stanton for eontempt for
refusing to provide that material,

Mr, Frynr, I have carefully studied the legal memo-
tandum, Mrp, Califano, which you heve filed with the
commities,

I must at this time advise the witness that this commitiee
is acting pursuant to the authority vested init by Resolutions
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1042 and 1064 of the House of Representatives, 94th
Congress,

Copies of those resolutions and the opening statement of
the Chairman of this commities setting out the lsgislative
purpose of these hearings were served upon you prier to your
pppearance as a witness hers today.

The subject, of these hearings is an inquiry into the cir-
cumstances surrounding the publication in The Village
Voice of the text and of any part of the report of the House
Select Commitiee on Intelligence, so that this committes
can re%ort back to the Fouse its findings and recommenda-~
tions thereon,

The papers described in the subpoena duces tecum,
including any and sll copies or drafts of the report preparad
by the House Select Committee on Intelligence, pursuant to

ouse Resolution 581, nre pertinent to the subject under in-
quiry in that these papers may identify or lead to the identi-
fleation of the person from whom the text and any pari of
that report were obtainad.

This report, of the House Selact Committse on Intelligence,
pursuant to Housa Repolution 591, is further pertinent to the
subjeet under inguiry, in thet it may constifute evidence or
lead to evidence aa to the method by which the text and any
part of the text of that report were obtained.

These matters are part of the eircumstances surrounding

the publication of the text and any part of the report of the
House Select Committee on Intellizence. Production of the
copy of this report is necessary to carry out the mandate of
the House of Represenfatives,
If gou continue to refuss your copy of this report, notwith-
standing the fact that you have %een duly served with a
subpoena duces tecum, your refusal will be desmed by this
committes to constitute a willful refusal to producs your copy
of thia report u€on a matier pertinent to the subject under
inguiry, and witl subject you te prosecution and punishment
by & fine or imprisenment or both, under Title 2 of the United
States Code, Sections 102, 183 an 194,

Your refusal to produce your copy of this report will also
subjeet you to prosscution and punishment for contempt of
the Houge of. Representatives,

Accordingly, you are hereby advised that I overrule your
refusal to producs your eopy of this report deseribed in the
subpoena duces tecum, served upon you, including your
refusal to produce any and all eopies of the dirafts of the report
prepered by the FHouse Select Committee on Intelligence
puranant to Houze Resolution 591,

As Chairman of this committee, 1 hereby demand and
direct that you produce your copy of this report.

Mr, ScroRr, Mr, Chajrman, for the reasons stated, that I
eannot engage in & venture aimed at ascertaining the
source, I nrust repeat that I respectfully decline to provide
any copies of the report.

Committee Counsel Marshsll later stated:
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This committes has racsived testimony under oath from
Congressman James V. Stanton that n,%proxim&bely one
wesk after that report was published in The Village Voice
Congressman Stanton talked with you in the Speakar's
lobby of the House of Representatives,

I have supplied counsel, your counsel, with a copy of
Mr, Stanton’s testimony in pubiic sessions of this hearing.

At that conversation, Congressman Stanton tesiified that
you told him that you obtained o copy of the text of the
report from the Central Intellizence Agency, and that you
also said, “Of course, ] would deny that if anyone asked me.”

Did you maka those statements to Congressman Stanton?

Mr. chorr replied:

Mr, Marshall, T have never discussed with anyone the
source from which I obtained the report other than two
privileged persons. &

My, Marghall asked if Mr. Schorr meant by this response that he ciid"g;
not have the conversation with Mr. Stanton, Mr, Sehorr said hish
response '‘must speak for itself,” adding later that he felt his 1‘ep1§r%
was adequate, 5

Mr, Marshall ingisted on an answer to the question concerning thai
conversation with Mr. Stanton, Mr, Bchorr vefused o snswer, 8

Chairmean Flynt stated he had listened carefully to Mr. Califanotyy
oral argument and had alse carefully studied legal mermoranda fileds
with the Commitiee. Using language similar to that quoted earliers
Chairman Flynt then advised Mr. Schorr of the necessity for him $ds
answer the guestion, the consequences for his refusing to answer, ands
directed him to answer, é

Mr. Schorr contended his prior answer was sufficiently responstva!
and refused to comment further, &

Following are additional questions put to Mr, Sehorr and his re;?onséﬂ
in refysing to answer, After epch refusal, Chairman Flynt read himi
& warning similar to the language quoteci earlier and directed him §5
answer. In each instance, Mr. Schorr persisted in bis refusal to answe

My, M arsaALL. M. Schorr, from whom did you obiain the
copy of the report of the Selest Committee on Intelligence,
%'h?% report being prepared pursuant to House Resolution
6917

Mr, Scuorn, Counsel, | regpectiully decline (o answer that
question on the grounds that [ feel that my right to withhold
the source is protected by the First Amendment and
absalutely essentisl to the functioning of a free press in this
country.

Mr, MagsraLL. Mr. Sehorr, did you obtain a copy of the
report prepared by the House Select Committee on Intelli-
gehce flz)'om a member, officer, agent, employee or a staff
member of the EHouse of Representatives?

Mr, Serong, For the reasons steted, and I won’t hore you
by repenting them, I decline to answer that quesiion.

Mr, MagrgHALL, Mr. Schorr, did you obtain a copy of the
report of the House Select, Commiitee on Intelligence pre-
pared pursuant to House Resolution 591 from a member or &
staff gmployae of the House Select Committee on Intelli-
gence!

ot s |
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Mr. Scaorn. As a matter of conscience, and in involdng my
First Amendment pretection, I respectfully decline to reply
to that question.

Mr. MarsmarL, Mr. Schorr, did you obtein a copy of the
report prepared by the House Select Committes on Intelli-
gence pursuant to House Resolution 881 from any person
or agency employed in the Executive Branch of the United
States Government?

Mr, Scrorr. Mr, Counsel, as a matter of personsl con-
science and relying on my First Amendinent protection, I
also decline to reply to that question,

Mr, Margrart. Mr. Schorr, on whai dnte did you obtein
the copy of the report prepared by the House Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence puranant to Houss Resolution 5017

Mr. Scuonrz. For Constitutional reagsons, or on Constitu-
tlonal ground, snd for personal reasons, becauss it is not my
intenticn o provide you with any information which could
possibly help you to ascertain the source, I respectfully
decline to reply to that question.

Mr. Marsgarr, Thoss are two separate questions, How
many coples (of the Seleet Committee report) did you make,
and of thoss copies, how many sare in your possession?

M, ScHORR. Answering the second question first, there are
four copies in my possession, With respect o the first gues-
tian, a8 to how many copies I made, ] must respectfully
decline to answer because I cannot answer that queastion
without entering into the internal ediforial process of pre-
paring news for dissemination which I belieyve s er'obecte&J by
the Iirst Amendment. That is to say, that L could not ahswer
that question by telling you something about the internsl
news workings which [ believe are protected by the Firat
amendrent, ,

Mr. Benngrr, Then my final question to you is that did
you ever sey to your wife or your attorney that the CIA gave
you thig report?

Mr. Canrano, His eonversations with his sttorney and
hiy wife we roperd as Frivileged.

Mr. Benngrr, Well, they are privileged, but I think they
could be walved, So, [ am asking the guestion.

Mr. Scpors, With due respeet, 1 choose not to waive any-
thing right now.

Mpr. Culifaro, on September 18, 1976, filed a lengthy brief with this
Tommitteo,
- The brief is based primarily on the premiss that the Seleet Com-
;Ia.ai%tige on Intelligence voted on January 28, 1076, *'to make the report
iblic.

”._In fact, the motion adopted by the Select Committes on January 23,
7978, was an follows:

Mr. Chairman, I move the adoption of the draft report
as adopted to this point, as amended, not as adopted to
this point, but sz amended.

‘The motion is ebsolutely silent with respect 1o making the report

Hihlic,
%The preceding dey the Selset Committee had discussed at some
tehgth when the report should be relessed. Several Members ex-
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pressed the view that the report should not be released publicly until
after it was filed with the Houss. The Chairman sgreed, ,

The SBelect Committes Chairman, when interviewed by investigators
of this Commitiee on April 2, 1976, was nsked if arrangements had
been mads for furnishing the news media advance eopies of the Com-
mittee’s report, Ho replied, “Catogorically, no.”

Further evidence of the attitude of Members of the Select Com.
mittee regarding the public release of the report wes provided in
testimony hefore this Committee, A Member of the Selact Com-
mittee testified on July 20, 1976, that it was his understanding the
adoption of the report did not make it public,

he following exchange took place between Chairman Flynt and
another Member of the Select Commitites when he testified before thig
Committee on July 26, 1976:

Mr. Prynr. Do you think i was either appropriate or
proper for it to be given to the news media prior to fling
with the House?

Mremaez, No, no, sir, T do not think so. Bui, of course,
I'do not think—I think that would be inappropriate to give it
to the news media in any event, whether it was a classiied—
well, certainly if it were a classified document, it would be
inappropriate to give it to the newa media. But even if it wers
not, even if it had nothing in it which endangerad security,
it would have violated our rule of prior release.

Mr, Frynr., And alwo the executive session rules.

Mgeyeer, And also the executive session rules of the
commitiee, So that, no, it should not have been released. And
I have to reiterute what I heard here in testimony the other
day, thet the release of it, in my opinion, injured the very
serious and important work of this committee.

Other contentions in the brief fled on behalf of Mr, Schorr, wergy
that no resolution, rule or regulation of the House or its Commitiees,
were violated hy the transfer of the Select Committes report hﬁ;é
Mr, Schorr, .

Section 6(a) of H. Res. 591 provides: "The select committes shulzﬁ
nstitute and carry out such rules and procedures as it may despy-
necessary io prevent (1) the diselosure outside the select committomg
of any information relating to the activities of the Central Intellizendsf
Ageney or any other department or agency of the Federal Governg
ment engaged in intelligence activities, obtained by the select conyd
mitiee during the course of its study and investigation, not authorizek
by the select committee to ba disclosed; and (2) the disclosure, outsl
the select committee, of any information which would adversel;
affect the intelligence activities of the Central Intelligence Agenf
in foreign countries or the intelligence activities in foreign couniﬂ'—%‘é
of eny other department or agency of the Federal Government,”

Rule 7.3 of the Rules and Security Regulations of ihe Sel"%

Committes on Intelligence, statest “Until such time as the commifl
has submitted its final report to the House, clagsified or other sensi%
information in the committee records and files shall not be matdl
nvailable or disclosed to other than the commitiee membership %ﬁ
the committee siaff, except as may be otherwise determined by ilig
committes,”
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This Committee raceived testimony from numerous witnesses to the
effect that the Selget Committee report did contain classified in-
formation.

The report was filed with the House on January 30, 1876, the day
after the House voied to prohibit its public relesse unless certam
conditions were met.

EXAMINATION OF PHYSICAL EVIDENCE

An effort. was made by this Commitiee to identify and account for
every copy of tha draft of the Selact Committes raport as well as any
records concerning their distribution.

Twenty copiss were produced by the Select Comumittse staff with
one going to ench of the 13 Membera of the Commitiee and one to
CIA on January 19, 1978. A copy was furnished to a Department of
State official on January 22, 1978, losving the Committee stafl with
five copies.

Tha copies were not marked for identifieation. Staff fpersonnel
stated some memoranda were prepared during the period of January
19-23, 1076, accounting for the copies but added these records were
desirayed.

The investi%]a,tive staff of this Committee, with authorization,
carefully searched the resords of the Select Committes giored at
National Arvehives nnder custody of the Clerk of the House and found
no copies of the dralt report nor sny records concerning distribution
of the draft or changed pages made for it. Likewise, no records were
found in the filles concerning charge-cuts of classified documents or
accounting for coples of such documents., Select Comunittee staff
personnel testifled thase records were destroyed,

During the early stages of this inquiry the investigntive staff
obteined coples of the draft report from five Mambers of tha Select
Committes, The stafl also obtained the copy of the draft furnished to
the Department of State official and two copies from CIA.

The copies from CIA represented the two versions of the draft ob-
tained by that agency and cireulated through the Executive Branch.
These were the version of Janunry 19, 1976, obtaned from the Select
Committee Staff Dirsctor and the version of January 23, 1878,
ohtained from a Select Committes Member. These were the only
twa versions of the report loeated in the Executive Branch excepl
for the (mé)y given to a Depariment of State official which was not
paproduced.

he investigative staff conducted a word-by-word comparison of
the nbove identified copies of the draft agninst the text of the report
published in Tha Village Voice.
' This disclosed over 90 significant differences between The Village
Yioies text and the drafi of the report obtained by CIA on January 19,
;?;976, and the copy obtained on January 22, 1976, by the Department
gf State official. The number of significant differences strongly indi-
Batas these two versions could not have been the source of The Viilags
Mijeo text.
... The sornparison of the remaining eopies disclosed & varying number
0f differences, the lowsst number being five which appeared in a Select
Hommittee Member's copy and in the copies CIA made from it. These
topies contained o pags 266 which Village Voice reported was missing
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from its cofgy. ‘They ench were missing pages 249 and 250 which Village
Voies published. Both the Member's and CIA’s copies containad
identical slgnificant differences on pages 198 and 199 compared to
Village Voice,

Subsequently, cop{}es from five additionsl Sclect Committee Mems
hers were abtained. Three Members reported they returned their copies
to the Select Committes office where presumably these copiss were
destroyed. A stall member testified the Select Committee Chairman
direcied that all copies of the draft in the possession of the staff, except
two, be destrayed for sacurity reasons on Junuary 29, 1978, after the
House voted not to relense the report. She eould not recall how many’
or whose copies were destroyed.,

The Chairman retained the two staff copies, one labeled “Emily—
Original” and the other labeled ‘'Vol. 1" and ¢Vol. TL" The former is.
the original of the initial draft; the latter is the muster copy kept up ta
date as chenpes weres made. These were turned over to thig Committes
by the Chairman of the Select Committes on July 19, 1978. The copies
Ol‘)?t.a,ined after the initis]l comparison with: Village Voice also were
chacked, None matched The Village Voice text with the significant
differences ranging from three to aver &0,

Pages 198 and 199 of the draft were considered the most sighificamt
in the comparison since they were revised substantially and were not,
resolved finally until an error on one of them was corrected on Satuss,
day,-January 24, 1076,

Only fomr of the copies examined contained versions of pages 168
and 199 identical to the text in The Village Voice, Thede wove the
master copy obtalned from the Select Commistee Chairman and thg
copies obtained from thres Committes Members, It was determined:
these three Members received their copies of the raport or the amendsdi

ages for updating their copies from the Committes staff on or after|
gflonday, Januery 26, 1876, 3

The differences in the various copies examined resulted from steff ok
Member failure to properly meke current changes. This, of coursel
should not apply to the master copy which presumably was maindg
tained in & curtent status at sll times. When this copy was checked i
was found to contain a number of changes made after January 347
19 .

78. :
The text published in The Vﬂln,ge Voica reflocts the ehanges made 13
the Select Commitiee stafl up to Saturday, January 24, 1878,

'FHE AGBEEMINT BETWELN THE SELECT COMMITTEE AND THE TXECUTIVH
BRANCH -
For some time after the reorganization of the Selact Committes o
July 17, 1975, thera was growing discord betwesn the Committeo nids
the Executive Branch, %i‘he Committes was demanding access {67
clasgified information but was recelving little. A confrontation in 4
courts seemed lmminent.
Congressran MeClory, Ranking Minority Member of the Seldoh
Committes, with support of the other Minority Members, initiaied]
action which led to & mesting ot the White Hoyse on Saptembe
1975. Present were the President, Spesker Corl Albert, Mines]
Leader John Rhodes, Cheirman Pike, Mr. McClory, William Celhvss
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Diﬁ'ector of CIA, Seerstary of State Henry Kissinger, and soveral
otharg,

An agreement was reached af this meeting concerning access by the
Committes to classified information and procedures poverning the
release of this data.

The specifies of the agreement were set forth in & lstter from CIA
Director Colby to Chairman Pike which was read into the record of the
Select Committes mesting on Cetober 1, 1975, This letter roads:

Dear MR, Crarrman: With the approval of the President,
1 am forwarding herewith the classified material additional to
the unclassified material forwarded with my letter of 20
September 1875, which is responsive to your subpoena of
September 12, 1975, This is forwarded on loan with the
understanding that thers will be no public disclosurs of this
classified maderial nor of itestimony, depositions, or inter-
views concerning it without a reasonable opportunity for us
to consult with respacs to it. In the event of disagreement, the
matter will be referred to the President. [f the President then
certifies In writing that the disclosure of the material would be
detrimental to the nationsl security of the United States the
matter will not be disclosed by the committes, except that the
committee would reserve its right to submit the matier to
judicial determination. In some 12 instances in the snclosed
material excisions have been made of particularly sensitive
matters, In ten of these instances they would pinpoint ihe
identity of individuals who would be subjeet to exposurs,

In two cases this would violate an understanding with a
foreign government, that its cooperation will not be disclosed.
In each such case, Mr. Chairman, I am prepared to discuss
with you and the committes, if necessary, the specific basis
for this exclusion due to the exceptionally high risk involved,
I am sure that we can come to o mutual understending with
vespeet to {9 continued secrecy or a form in which its sub-
gtance could be made available to the committes and still give
it the hLigh degree of protection it desarves, In case of dis-
agreement, the matier will be submitted o the President
under the procedure cutlined above and the committee
wogld, of course, ressrve its right to undertake judicial
action.

Sincorely,
W. E. Cavry, Direstor,

Following discusslon Mr. MeClory moved the Committes aceept the
materials on the conditions contained in the Jetter from Mr. &:Iby.
‘The motion was adopted by a vote of nine to three, (Appendix 14.)

The Select Commitiee atiempiad to relesse cerlain classified infor-
mation in mid-December 1975, under terms of the agresment. The
ALxecutive agency concernad objected, and the Commitise voted to
yefer two of the three items to the President. The President subse-
‘uently exercised his prerogative and ruled againet relense. His action
jwas moot since the gist of the information involved had been leaked
%o the press shortly after it was discussed in an exccutive session of the
Heloct Commitice.
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According 1o the news reports the information concerned covewy
operations In thres forelpn countries. This was broadeast by D&ﬂieﬁ}
Schorr on CB8 news on the evening of December 19, 1975, Theil
Washington Post. of December 20, 1975, reported the Selact Committags
had "balked" at efforis to male public information regarding one of
the covert operationa, This article reported how the Mambers of the)
Seleet Commities voted on that issue, (Appendix 15.) b

During discussion about the release of information eoncerning covexslgg
operations, the Select Commitiee Chairman indicated the Committes
would abide by the agresment and relesses the date only if the Presidené
gertified it could be relessed. e added, however, the Cormmitt g
would not go through thet procedure with respect to the Committess
report.

Ij&sked hy a Select Committes Membear if he {thought the Committ.a@%

?rt‘.!{;lld ’t,:'leclnssify information for the report, the Chairman responded,
&8,

The agreement became the central issue when the Select Committes |
firat met on January 20, 1976, to consider the draft report, .

One Member suggested the Committee recsive the comments and
observations of the aiffected intelligence agencies and then take sich
action ag the Commities may decide under the terme of the agreement,

The Chairman responded he did not think he had agreed, and it wag
not the intention of the Committee to agres, to allow the Executive
Branch to write the Committes’s report.

The Member persisted he sew no reason to distinguish betwesn
material in the report and material ariging in Executive Sessions.

The Chairman replisd that what the Member was saying wos that
the Prestdent could “‘tell us what weo ray have in our report.”

The argument continued into the Committes meeting on January 21,
1976, when & Mamber declered hig belief the release of information in
the report “is a violation of a solemn agreement between this Com-
mittes and the Administration.’”’ He felt the Committee had no
nuthority to make the release wichout the approval of the full House.
He said he undsrstood the Chairman consit{Jers the agreement not to
be binding with respect to the report and that the Exeeutive Branch
does not Eave the right to edit or dictats what should be included in
& Congressional report. The Chairman agreed that summarized his
views.

This same Member moved that all classified Information contained
in the dreft report be struck unfees the full Houss of Iiepresentatives
approved s inclusion or unless the provisions of the agreement wers
eomplied with, Conslderable discussion followed, during which another
Membeor obsarved thut to suggest “the intelligence sommunity would
he willing to give us classified information that is considered extremely
sensitive with the thought in mind that as of January 31, the z'eportinﬁ
date, it could all be made public, that it was only sensitive up unt
that time, , . . is preposterous, and I think an outrageons interpretation
of the final sensg of the agresment,”

By vote of eight to four, this motion was defeated.

Tﬁe stafl of the Select Committes apparently feli the agreement
did not apply to classified documents reviewed by staff members at
the various agencias, )

On Jenuvary 22, 1976, the Steff Director told a Belect Commities
Member that a letier reciting the terms of the agresment accompanied
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¢lpssified documents sent o the Commities by Executive agencies.
He pald there had been no “genersl lotter to the Chairman’ specifying
that any eclassified meterial the Commitiee sees anywhers also Is
covered by the agreement, He'declared “the staff”’ never signed any-
thing acknowledging the terms of the agreement applied to documents
gtafl membera raviewsd at the Executive agencies. Thoe Solect Com-
mittee Cheirman was Eresent during this conversaticn and indicated
his concurrence with the Stafl Director's views.

The argument over how the agreement should be interpreted spread
to the full House on January 26, 1976, The matter came to o head
on Junuary 29, 1976, when the House, by & vots of 246 to 124, adopied
the amendmernt to H. Res. 982 which restricted release of the report,
(Appendix 18.)

THE NEW YEAR'S EVE INGIDONT

On Dacember 31, 1075, severnl newsmen, including Daniel Schorr
were invited to the Select Committes office. They were supplie:i
information dealing with a phese of the Selset Commmiftes’s
investigation.

They also were allowed access to the transcript of a sworn interview
with & witness conducted the day before by thres of the Committes
counsel, The original of this transeript, mainiained in the files of the
Select Committee now in custody of the Clerk of the House, is stamped
“Hxeoutive Session,”

The Select Committes Staff Director said the meeting with the
newsmen in the Committes space wes ‘‘al my direction.” He also
directed a letter to the Attorney Ceneral, copies of which were
furnished to the newsmen.

Tho Belect Committee General Counsel advised he did not believe
the Selset Commities Cheirman was contaeted. He stated the Steff
Director had consulted him on the matter and he “did eopeur in this
setion . . . I did concar in the letter to the Attorney General.” He
snid he approved the contents of the lstter, its transmission to the
Attorney General, *and a]]leroved that & copy of the letter be made
%ublic.” Ho said as far &s he knew, the release of the information on
December 31, 1975, was the only such sction undertaken by the stafl
during its existence,

Two of the Select Committee's counsel, who participated in the
interview with the witness, tostified hefore this Committes that they
had recommended against public disclosure of the situntion invelved.
They recommendsd it he referred to the Department of Justice.
They testified the Staff Director furnished the nddress of the witness
to someons he was tallipg to by telephone, whom he lgter identifiad
as Daniel Sehorr.

One of the counsel stated the Staff Diractor said Mr. Sehorr is
“0.K., don't worry about him."”

The other counsel anid the Staff Director relsted, ““I ealled Daniel
Schorr . . . He has given ms a lot of good advice, and I asked him
what to do on this situstion and he said the best thing to do is to
make a dirsct attack,”

The Staff Director testified he callad Paniel Schorr to determins if
thers would be & newscast that evening, noting it was New Year's
Eve. He testified he did not recall stating that Mr, Schorr told him
*the best thing to do is to make & direct attack.”
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All employees of the Select Committes wers required to sign i
Employee Agreement. Item 5 of this Agreement, states: -

I further angree that until such time as the Committes
has made its final report to the House 1 will not divulge to
any unauthorized person in any way, form, shape or manner
the work produet or memoranda of the Clommities or any
material or jeatimony received or obtsined pursuant to
ITousa Resolution 581, 94th Congress, unless specifically
authorized by the Committes. )

Congrass was not in session on December 31, 1975, None of £
participants in the incident pave any indication thail approval {§
relense of the information had been sought from the Select Commitfai

The Chairman of the Select Committes testified on July 19, 1978}
that be had not approved the release of this informetion to the news”
medis, He was nsked if he constdered the sction a wivlation of fha.
Employes Agreement. He said he could not goneralize and would wayd
t% know whet the document was about and what the briefing wis
about.

By letter dated September 9, 1876, Chairman Flyat furnished !u%

the Chairman of the Selset Committee pertinent information e
cerning the foregoing matter, including a copy of the letter to thig)
Attorney General, a copy of the transeript of tﬁe sworn interview, ang
a copy of a news artic]pe reporting on thig matter. !

By letter of September 10, 1978, the Chairman of the Select Comigy
mittee responded:

Having examined the contents contained within your
letter and assuming the aceuraey of all of the allegations
eontained in your letter, the answer to your question would
have to be technically that providing a copy of the inter-
view with [ ] to the press would appear to violate
the employee apreement.

SECURITY

Both House Resolution 138 and House Resolution 591, 1‘ecognizingf?
the sensitive nature of the proceedings mandsted, required the Select
Committee on Intelligence to adopt rules, procedures and regula
tions to sssure protection of clogsified material from unwarranted
publication.

The Committes adopied Rules and Security Regulations and issued
them in booklat form, These formed the basis for the Commities's
efforts to maintain control of the large amount of highly sensttive
information it received during its inquiry into the U.S. intelligenos:
community.

There follows a listing of the security procedures and regulations:
adopted, snd information developad during this investigation oohe;
cerning the Select Committes’s adherence ta them:

1. Mambera of the Committse shall have access at all
times to all materials received or obtainsd pursuant to
H. Ree. 138 and H. Res, 581, 94th Congress.

No information was developed during the investigation to indicate
non-adhersncs to this regulation.
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2, All committee staff members with appropriate security
clearances, as determined by the Committee, will have nocoss
to documents and materials as determined by the Staff
Director, the Chairman, and the Ranking Minority Member.

Employees of the Select Commiites were subjects of FBI back-

ound investigations and were required to sign an “Employes
igre.ement” when entering on duty. Following these two actions and
authorization by the Chairman for clearance, stafl persons were given
elearances and appropriate briefings by CIA. Basec{j on the comments
of several staff members, strict adherence was paid to the requirement
that. clearances be held by staff members prior to their accest to
classified materials.

8. All Commitiea stefl will submil to the person designated
to contrel the sscurity of materials any end all materials
received or obtained pursuant to House Resolution 138 and
Houes Resolution 591, 94th Congress,

An estimated 74,000 to 77,000 classified documents handisd by the
Seleet Committen stalf indicaten the sxtent of the problsam nvolvin
security of documents. Generally, thess documents were delivers
by Executive agencies to the Select Commitiee with cover letters, On
oceagion, documents, some cleasgsified, were obtained by staff members
during visiis to intelligence agencies,

A former Select Committee stafl member advised on April 21, 1978,
thers were instances when stafl members would obtain documents
direct from tiie sgeney repregentatives and then delay placing them
in the central files, preferring to keep them in their degks,

A Select Committee Member commented about weak security of
the Commities and reported a lack of accounting by staff members
of matetial in the Committes’s possession.

A member of the Select Commitiee staff who was charged with the
geeurity of documents, in an undated memorandum to the staff, stated,
“It is my considered opinion thet, ne stafiers persist in Xeroxing multi-
ple copies of all memos and briefing summaries they hayve done, regard-
less ofIizl aaglfication, it makes no sense to continue to deliver the original
typed copies to my department. Since | [ decision hes been thus
far thet stafiers may keep personnl files, it necessary, and since all
staffers have deemed it necessary to keep such files, plus the compila-
tion of a privete ‘eantral file’ by one staffer, it merely wastes the time
of this department and the energy of the seeretarial staff, to attempt o
keop copies at p minimum. I sugpgest that all staffers ha given the
originol typed copies initially

This memorandum further states, “We simply canmot he held
responsible for documents which ave held to be outside of the realm of
doeument control. This includes documents which are signed for, or
brought from an agency, by stall members and kept at their desks
beecause they ‘simply have to use them,' My being verbally informed of
the receipt of documents does not, constitute turning them over to the
files for protection.”

4. Strict security procedures ghall be in foree at. all times at
the offices of the Committee steff, security devices shall be
installed and operational and at least one security guard
shall be on duty at all times at the entrance to the offices
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containing materinls, Identificution of wll persons seeking
admission will be required.

When the Select Committee was created by H. Res. 188, & securityi
sysiem was developed by staff members in consultation with inteld
ligence agency personnel, especially with CIA. The Committes ooy
pied space in Rooms 232 and 233 in the Cannon House Office BuiIding
m dune, 1975, and & uniformed Capitol Policeman was sssigned on &
round-the-clock basis, Alarms were installed on the doors and windows
and all individuals enteving the space except Commities Members a,m.lj
stafl personnel were yequired io sign in and out in a log book mains
tained by the guard and to be escorted by a staff moember. Staff
personnel were required to sign in and out on the log book wha;%?
entering ihe spece after 7:0¢ p.m., on holidays, and weekends, £

In August, 1975, the Committee staff moved to Rooms B316 g &
B317 in the Rayburn House Office Building. The spacs includad&sﬁ,‘i
reception room with guard desk and desks for secretaries and typistag
8 large roorn divided Into sections by low partitions for Staff Director,
Counsel, and investigative stafl) two interview rooms; a writers and}
editors room; and a room divided in half by o row of safetype cabine
used 1o stere the documnents obtained and developed in the Comg

-mittee’s work. "

On one side of the file room ware three doors into roomes not assigneds
to the Seleet Conumittes. These doors were sealed by metal strips sgh
they could not be opened wlthoui sxtensive unholting and the removal
of the bindings, 4

Capitol Polics puard servies was continuad in this epace on 8 roundsd
the-clock basia, Initially, two officers were on duiy, one ot the B316y
entrance, the other in the B317 entrance aren. 4fter instellation of axn,
alarm on the B317 door, the officer was removed from that post. The-
door subsequently was secured by & loek which required a key to opeit
from the inside or outside, and the key wae not furnished to siafiers,

The guard in B2316 was provided rosters containing the names of
Commities Members and stafl personnel authorized to enter the spuge.
All other individuals were required io sign in and out on the guard’s
log book and were admitted only with the authorization of staff,
personnel. Theea visitors were escorted by staffl personnel whensvel"
going bayond the reception room into the staff working area. Comge
ments by stafl members and others interviewed indicated the eseorfy
requirernent was followed. "

n obvious problem existed in the recepiion room where visitois
could observe the work being performed by the Office Manager,)
secretaries and typists located theve. Visitors hers also were in position
to overhear conversations among staff perscnnel and telephone cons
versations. Visitors in this room were not required to sign m snd ouf.’

The alprm system installed on the door for B317 nnd in the eafg)
cobinet fila aven was activated after working hours and on weekends
by o switch located near the desk of the officer on duty in B31&.
The slarm sounded in the Capitol Police House Office Building detail!
duty room, B220, Longworth House Office Building. The duty offices
there would telephonically advise the officer on guard in B316 when
it sounded, and he would check the Commities space and take appros
priate action, Ho also was required to notify one of several designated?
stafl members at home,
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During the period of August, 1975, through Jonuary, 1978, two
lectronic sweaps were made of the staff working space by Capitol
Police. Telephones in tha steff working ares were checked and sealed
twice in the same peried,

Consideration was given to the uss of a cloged cireuit television
monitoring system but its cost precluded instaliation.

CTA offered to assist the Committee in setting up & proper security
system. CIA was told that its help was not needed.

Comments from various Select Committse staff members and from
Executive Branch personnel involved with the Committee Inquiry ran
the gamut from %ﬂood to bad concerning seourity practices by the staff,
Some staffers believed there was a strong motivation for the staff to
maintain security. Despite this, they noted during times of husis
when preparing for hearings and working on the report, some staffers
who otherwise had been very security conscious tended to bypaas
gecurity procedures relating to docurnent handling,

The Corumittee ataffer in charge of security had little prior expe-
rience and irained on the job. Some said this made it difficult to
maintain staff security. Others said the staff member was most consci~
entions, did a good job in maintaining staff security under diffieult
circurnstances and badgered steff members to comply with security
requirements. There is evidence that over a long period of time some
stafl membera coopernted little in maintaining seeurity.

Acked if there was a “security officer,” the Staff Director suggested
the Chairman would have to be asked “about this,” He said the Chair-
man “dido’t want to call somebody a security officer, He didn’t want
people walking around with guns, and so on, but that he would rely
upon sdministration and such people and that kind of thing and that
we were not going to go around making & lot of show. So he objecied
rather vehemantly to calling [, . . .} & sscurity officer or calling
enybody a security officer.”

n July 22, 1976, the Btaff Directlor testified belore this Commities
be was in charge of security, snd that another staff member had
earried out o number of functions relating to security, In a lstter
dated January 28, 1976, to CIA, the Stafi Director refers to "our
security officer, [. . . .]”

The Select Committee Cheirman advised on June 23, 1976, he had
digseussed security matters with the Committes staff on numerous
occasions, This was corroborated by numerous employees. Frequent
briefings were given by the Staff %irect.or to the staff concernming
security practices to be followed. He stressed that sny breach of
gecurity resulting in leaks of Commities material or of any information
on Committes activities would result in dismisanl,

On May 3, 1976, the Staff Director advised he had discussed with
the Chajrman whether the Commities should have a press secvetary
or press relations officer. 1t was decided not to have a press person.
The policy was established that the two top stafl members, the
Chairman, and the Committee Members would be the only onss
authorized to talk to the press,

On February 18, 1976, a staff member with security responsibilities
advised n Member of the Select Comunittee there was a lack of security
an the Committee. She sajd the Chairman referred to her as the
Nibravian” and “laughed off" her complaints, She advised that
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joking remarks were made about her role, On one occasion comment
was made that she should not yefer to herself as the secyrity officer
or people would think she was paeking s gun. She said there was ne
regard for security, documents were taken home by members of the
stafl, and she sould not give any assurances that coples were nof
made, She related that security was breached by members of thy
stafl and Members of the Committes,

A member of the Selsct Commitiee furnished a copy of & memo~
randum prepared by one of the stafl members of the Belect Committeg
regarding security, This memorandum indicated the security systemy
and security devices were adequate to insure safekesping and .
?rave-nt. mishandling of classified documents and other matervials,
Towever, ns time passed the striet operating procedures gave wayr
to the Committes's hectic hearin% schedule and repulations were.
overlooked, Stall members signed for documents and were able te
teke them to their desks and, presumably, out of the office. They
oould wse them for days without returning them to the securs area.
Copying and duplieating of the materisls was not controlled oy
regulated, Some staff members obtained dosuments directly from the
agencies and feiled to place them n the eentral files.

A former staff member who had extensive prior security experience
and who was with the Selest Commitiee over six months, mads a
staternent hefors this Commitiee concerning security,

In this statement he said, *There seemed to be a peneral misunders
standing on the part of some of the Committes Members and most of
Its stall of the comseguences of poor security or even of what consti«
tuted poor seeyrity.”

He stated, “The incradible pressure of conducling a thorough in-
vestigation and producing a meaningful report within only six months.
resulled in, or encouraged, an attitude that nothing mattersd so muck
as ‘gotting the job done.’ Nothing. Ineluding security.”

18 statement revealed the following additional information.

Office machine repairmen had routine sccess to the area where the
nischines were located. Conversation which flowed freely could easily
be overheard by them, and documents, most of them containing highly
clagsified information, were literally scatlered ahout the room.

Clagsified material was shredded by a mechanjeal device but the
shreddaed paper was placed in plastie bags in the hallway outside the
Committes offices for pick-up by the cleaning crew. .

Control numbers were not assipned to Top Secret documentsy
hence, there was no means of sccounting for them.

Staff members loudly discussed elassified information within earshob
of persons who had “no need to know.” *

People not officially connected with the Committee had very good;
access to Information coming into the Commitiee’s possession. '

The formar staffl member furnished a photograph taken by him i
the Committee offices which he satd “illustrates how sloppily the pad}
pers were kept, thinga scattered all over the floor. The mers fact that Ig
could get into the Cormmitiee office with a camera and blithely tokel
photographs is, itself, evidence of poor security.”

He advised the photograph dapicts a room used for typing and intefe)
views of witnesses scheduled to appear befors the Commities. H]%E
stated the photograph shows “copies of decuments which wers boti
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classified and unclassified scatterad somewhat willy-nilly over the
work area, including the floor,” (Appendiz 17.)

An employee of General Accounting Offica, who served on Joan to
ihe Select Committee, furnished a copy of a memorandum he had
written to a Committes Counsel on September 8, 1975, setting forth s
number of security problerns he felt should be corrected. These rolated
10 control of insoming documents; control of material extracted from
sensitive agency documents by staff members; internal control of
work n cE)roceas; typewriter, tape recorder, and Xerox controls; and
file and desk security mesasures,

He declared in this memorandum that desk check, the timely de-
struction of sensitive documents and the continuing eontrol of doeu-
ments were “‘the only chance this Commitiee staff has of not being
extremely embarrassed at some future date.”

He also furnighed a copy of & memorandum dated February 17,
1976, he had written to his agency upon completion of his assighment
with the Select Committee. In this memorandum be atated:

“I found one problem thet existed from the day I was assigned to
thoe Committee to the day I was reassigned—namely, seeurity of
elassified matier, . , . Initially, until about September 1, 1975, there
was little or no control of clessifisd documents received from ihe
sgency. This was improved materially in the fallowing months by
essignment of a staff member to handle security arrangements in the
clagsified safe file room. However, n continuing problem exigied, in
that staff members retained classified doeuments in their desks and
briefeases with no thought of the security implieations involved.
The documents carvled agency classificafions ranging from Top
Secrct to Confidential, plus some speclal classifications which limited
digtribution of the document to specifie channels in the intellizence
community. Xerox copies of classified documents which were made by
the staff, were not controlled. I brought these problams to the
attention of the Staff Director, both arally sad in writing, with
little or no success.”

One Select, Committee Member advised it was his belief guards may
bave admitted unauthorized persons cen limited occasions to stall
spree, He suid thers was a need for more accurate records to be kept
as to when, how and who wers to receive the various sensitive doeu-
ments, and guards should be given a more clesr and procise set of
security requiremenis.

Another Select Committes Member ndvised-he felt thers was a lack
of effective controls on people coring into and using the Committee
space,

&, All clessified materials will be maintained in safes in a
gegregated secure ares within the Comumittes's offices,
Records of receipt will ba kept, The interna} handling and
disposition of surh clagsified material, including classified
waste, will be the responsibility of the security officer,

The documents received from intelligence agencies and those
created by the staff, both classified snd unclaesified, were housed
for seeurity purposes in 14 cabinets in the rear aren of the stafl space.
Twelve of these cabinets had combination locks, the other two had
key locks. All were located in the reom protected by a maotion de-
tector alorm system.
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A document control clerk was located just outside the safe apeyud
He maintnined a log showing the staft member or Commitiee Membay
who requested o particular document, the identity of the document!
its clagsification, its date, the time it was signed out, and the initirﬂﬁﬁ
of the doeument control elerk who checked it back in, Qg

The log maintained by the document control clerk apparently way
destroyved by shredding when the Committes stoff was d'lsmantlingﬁ
ite operation. !

A Belect Committee staff member advised thet on January 11, 19784
g staff membar having security responsibilities, opened the safes bk
shortly theresfter locked them and left. The first staff member okl
served n packet containing combinations to the sefes had been loff
on o desk. Some of the staff members needed informeation and nn%
of the to{) staff members took the combinations and opened t}i;g
safes, He loft the area, returning with the original and & X%rnx Copy,;
of the combinations, When questioned during the investigation, he
denied Xeroxing the combinations, indicating there was o need fe
get into the safes and somebody gave him the combinations.

8, All classified materials may be examined only at reading
facilities located in o secure area. Noteg may be taken but
must remain in the securs aren of the Committes’s offices.
Copying, duplicating, recording or removing from the Com-
mittee staff offices such materials is prohibited, excepi as
gpecifically approved by the Staff Director,

For a while staff members were permitted to review documen’uﬁ‘j
only a4 desis in a library area where ithe document control clerk wagf
located. Tater, with authority from the Stafl Director, staff members '
were autherized to take charged-out documents to their desks on &
case-by-cage basts,

The sense of urgency on the part of staff members often caused
problems. Instead of telephoning their requests, staff members began
coming dirgetly to the decument control clerk and waiting for ths:
documents. )

While this was not & violation of security, it made the system morg
diffienlt to operate and the staff members who did this tended to depart
without signing for the doecumentis, On oceasions some staff memberg
reportedly took documents out of the eabinets.

At night documents were supposed to be returned to the safe
cabinets but there were cccasions reported where documents were
loeated in staff members’ desks or taken home, This practice occurred
generally during rush periods, sllegedly with approval. t

Copies of documents frequently were made on a Xerex maching:
located in the office immeadiately behind the reception rcom. A logi
was maintained to indicete who was using the Xerox machine and|
how many copies were being made, but this was for cost control.
rather then document securify. There were no gscurity restrictions’
on the use of tha Xerox machine and no accounting for copies mada’
of classified dosuments,

One of the police officers on duty in the Select Commitiee space
reported finding a secret decument 1n the Xerox machine one night, -

Omne Seleet Committes Mamber stated he felt that in some instances,”
classified documents were not afforded proper security, noting th
the Xerox machine appearsd to be “going all the time with little of

L
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10 account.p,bility of what was being copied.” He further stated that he
Hd not think security procedures were adequate and did not think
ihe procedures in effect were Frogerly followed and enforeed,
: During the investigation of this matter, nine former employees of
“the Select Committes and ane Member of the Committes turned over
this Committee copies of documents they had in their personal
ipasession relating to the work of ths Committee. The Member and
pa of the formter employees had in their possession decuments clearly
bmarked with security classifications up to Top Secrst. One another
Iformer staff member had in his poesession documents which he ad-
enitted wers “highly sensitive’” and which the Clommittee determined
Aid eontain classified information,

He explained he had these dosuments in his possession because of o
wituation which developed during the final days of the Committes staff,
¥le went to the Select Committes office one day and was told by other
staff members the CLA was thers going over decuments and anything
he did not want CIA to get he had botter shred. Sinee there was a lina
of people waiting to use the shredder he put the documents in an
envelope and took them home with him,

The Select Committes Staff Director reported the Committee Chair-
man directed the draft of the Select Committes report should not be
classified. He said the Chairman asked him and other top stefl members
if the repori contained anything harmful to national security, They
seid not n their opinien, The Chairman then instructed it be handlad
as a normal Committee report. :

The Chairman recalled mesting with the top staff people during the
waek befors the dreft report was distributed but he did not remember
any discussion rfifn,rding classification of the report. One former top
staff member said he partieipaisd in diseussion about resirictions on
the report and stated the Chalrman desided there was no alternative
but to give each Committes Member s copy with a cover letter re-
minding them of Committee regulations.

7. Classified materials used in meetings and hearings will
not be removed, copied, recorded or duplicated. At the eon-
clusion of the meeting or hearing the materzals will be col-
leeted and secured by the seeurity officer,

During the Select Committee hearings a Capitol Police Officer was
on duty at the doer to the hearing room at il sessions, Numerous
dessified documents frequently were brought to the hearing room for
usa of the Members and stafl, On one occasion the Choirman asked all
staff personnel, except, the Staff Director, to leave the hearing room, A
staff member voiced conoern aver the clageifled documents in the
room, for which she was responsible but the Staff Director insisted the
Choirmen’s instructions be followed and she withdrew.

8. Material not classified or material in the public domain
will be mads available upon request to designated ataff of
Committes Members. The matertel will be checked in and out
and examined in o designated ares of the Committes's office,

No information was developed during ths investigation to indicate
non-adherence to this regulation,

9. As o condition of employment, each staff member shall
execute n security agreement. Siafl members failing to abide
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by the agreement and these seourity regulations shall be
subject to immediate termination of employment,

In signing the Employmenl Agreement, Committee ranf]plm;y-mé,i
pledged not to divulge to unauthorized persons any classified infog
mation received pursuant to H. Res. 58I, both during and afy
empioyment, with the Select Committes. In addition they agroed n
to divulge to unsuthorized persons, until after the Comnitiee's repof
wis made to the Houss, any material or testimony received undg
H. Res. 591, unless specifieally authorized by the Clommitiee. “

Ag previously set forth in this report, information was develop
concerning & situation where information pertaining to an invef
tigation was furnished to the press on December 31, 1975, by employ;
acs of the Select Commitiee without the authority of the Commitites]

Information was also developed that o former employese of {he
Select, Comumitiee wrete an arbiele which appesred m a n&tionﬁ
publication subsequent to his employment on the staff, He indieatef
that beceuse the House had voted not to release the Commities
findings, the article was derived from the public record.

Acrion Yy Commirrer oN STannarDs or Orrraral Connuer

On Septembor 22, 1976, this Committes took the following actions%
Mr. Hutchinson made the following motion: )

Whereas, Mr. Daniel Schorr was summoned o appear
before this sommittes on September 18, 1976, pursuant to
a subpoena duces tecum duly issusd under authority of
the Committes on Standarde of Official Conduet of the U.S,
House of Representatives, and having appeared, willfully
refused to produce certain papers deseribad by said subpoena,
a8 seb out in the Resolution attached hereic as Exhibit A.

I move thut this Committes raport the fact of Mr. Schom's
conduct to the House of Representatives, that the aitached
resolution be brought before the House of Representatives,
and that this committee recommend to the House of Rep-
reventstives that proceedings be initiated agrinst Daniel
Schorr pursunnt to 2 UB.C. Section 182, U.S.C. Section
193, and 2 U.B.C. Seotion 194,

Mr. Hutchineson read the Resclution identified as Exhibit A to hi§
maotion, a8 follows:

Resolved, That the Spoaker of the House of Represent-
atives certily the veport of the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct stating the faet of the refusal of Daniel
Schorr at a publie hearing on September 15, 1976, to obey
# dul issueé) and served subpoens dnees tecum demandi
that Daniel Schorr preduse certain coples of the Report of the
Houss Select Committes on Intslligence prepared pursuant
to House Resolution 591, together with all the fact in eon-
neetion with said refusal, under the Seal of the House of
Representatives, to the United States Attorney for the
Digirict of Columbia, to the end that said Daniel Schorr
may be proceeded against in the manner and form pro-
vided by law.
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On this vote the eyes wers five and the nays were six, and the
motion was not agreed to.
Mr. Cochran made the following motion:

Whereas, the House of Representaiives adopted on Jan-
uary 29, 1876, H. Res. 982, which prohibited the release
of the report of the Select Committes on Intelligence until
certain conditions were fulfilled, and,

Whereas, Daniel Schorr, & Washington correspondent for
the Columbia Broadessting Systermn, with full knowledge of
such House action did eause to be published in The Vﬁlage
Volee newspaper a substantial part of the text of the report
of the Select Commiites on Intellizence on February 16,
1076, and on February 23, 1978, deliberately disregarding
the will of the House as expressed in H, Res. 982, and,

Wheress, Deniel Schorr is an aceradited Member of the
House Radio and Televigion Gallery, subject to the terms
of Rule XXXIV, Clauss 3 of the Rules and Practice of the
Houge of Representatives, and,

Whereas, Rule XXXIV, (lause 3 of the Rules and
Practics of the House of Representatives vests in the
Speuker the responsibility for and authority to preseribs
such regulations and procedures as may be necessery to
maintain the Honze Radio and Television Gallery, therefore,

I herebi}' movye that this committes recommend to the
Speaker of the Ilouss of Representatives and to the Ilouse
of Representatives that the privileges of the House Radio
and Television. Gallery be withdrawn from Daniel Schorr for
the remainder of the 84th Gonpgress.

{On this vote the ayes were four and the nays were seven, and the
motion was not agreed to. )
Mr. Foley made the following motion:

Mr, Chairman, ] move that the commitiee release Daniel
Schorr, Aaron Latham, Clay Felker and Sheldon Zalaznick
from further sttendnnce, testimony and production of hooks,
records, correspondence, memoranda, papers, documents,
writings or other tengible things pursuwant to the subpoenas
of the House Commitice on Standards of Official Conduct
issued on August 26, 1976, I move further that in fakin
such action that the committee makes no finding an
establishes no precedent regarding the validily of any claim
of privilege by said Dantel Schorr or Asron Latham to
refuse to answer questions put to them by counsel of the
Committee on Standards of Officiel Conduct in public
session on September 15, 1876, under said subpeenas and
further that the commitiee make no findings as to the
validity of any claim of privilege made by the said Daniel
Sehorr in refusing to produce copies of the report of the
Select Committes on Intsiligence and other doeuments and
writings under subpoena ducea tecum at public hesrings of
the committee on September 15, 1876. This motion Is based
on the particular facts that presently appesr to the commities,
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On this vote the ayes were rine and the nays were one, and the,
mation was agreed to, ¥
Mr, Bennett made the following motion:

I move this committea do not recommend citation for
conternpt of Congress for Daniel Scherr and others in these
procesdings,

On this vote the ayes were five and the nays were five, and tht
motion was not agresd to.

OesERVATIONS AND CoNCLUBIONS
LEAE OF THE RBEPORT

The evidence is uncontested that Daniel Schorr obtained a cops
of the Select Committee report and made it available to Clay Fellee
for publication, 1

While some testimony indicated the sourcs of the leak way withiy,
the Executive Branch, based on all the svidence, this Commities
cBonclulcl]es that the source twas not assoviated with the Executivel

ranch.

This Commities further concludes that the original lesk vim.ﬁE
someone on or very close to the Select Committea staff. The porsow?
who lealed the veport had to have access to all changes made by the
staff through Jenuary 23, 1076, .

A comparison of the text of the Select Committee report whicl'
mppeared in The Village Voice with available copies of the draft of!
the report shows that Village Voice editorial personnel were accuratsg
and thorough in their editing. The Village Voice identified materis]
raissing from the copy it had and materis]l which it omitted for apacs
reasons. A {ew words published were in error, npparently resulting:
from a bad reproduction of some pages. '

None of the copies of the report examined by this Committes,
including all versions located in {he Executive Branch, matched Tha?
Village Voice text. Kach contained significant variations, not jug.t;g
miner differences,

This Commitiee located and examined 14 of the 20 coples t.h@ii
Select. Committes made of the draft. The other six reportedly wersf
destrayed by the Select Commitiee staff on January 29, 1976, 'I‘haség
involved three sia{l copies and the copies of three Committee Memberg:

Daniel Schorr obtained a copy of the draft which was current with®
all changes made in the report through Friday, January 23, 1976, §

CONFLICT BETWEEN SELRCT COMMITTEE AND BXECUTIVE BRANGE

The Selact Commitiee devoted the first section of its report to i
recitation of its frustration with the tactics employed by the Execys
tive Branch, &

The Committes reported while the words from the Executivey
were always of cooperation, the reality was delay, refusal, missingy
mformetion and asserted privileges. Ii reporied the Pregident of
September 12, 1975, cut the Committee off from all classified inforis
mation, and the State Department issued an order prehibiting &
witness from furnishing deta. e
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The Selsct Committee found the classHication system in the Execu-
tive Branch presenied many areas of conflict. Problems of oaths and

reements, selective briefings, special restrictions, and the release
of classified information frequently arose. ‘The difficulties sncounterad
prompted the Staff Director to comment the ataff was "treated as
though we were almost a foreign ﬁOVGI‘HInSnt.”

The Committee reported it “began by asserting that Congress
plone must decide who, acting in its behalf, has a right, to know secret
information. This led to & rejection of Executive ‘clearances’ or the
‘sompartmentelization’ of our siafl. The Committes refused, as a
matter of policy, to sign agreements, It refused to allow intelligence
officinda . to read and review our Investipaiors’ notes, and avoided
eanned briefings in favor of primary souree material, The Committee
maintained that Congress has o right to all information short of direct
communications with the President,”

The Executive agencies, particularly the intelligence comamunity,
from the inception were concerned that security moasures and practices
of the Select Committes wers not adequate to insure protection of the
highly classified information the Commitiee wan seeking. Some officials
in the intelligence community said the Chairman of the Sslect Com-
mittee showed anlipathy towards securitﬂ and that this antlpathy
permeated the entire Committes staff. The inielligence community
offers of assistance to the Commiitee in setting up end conducting a
gecure operation were rejectod.

Of further concern to mnielligence agencies officials was their feeling
the Select Committee stafl members were basically young, inexperis
enced, overly apgresgive and threatening in their approach, An attitude
of distrust resulied.

The agreement worked out in late September 1875, between the
Select Committee and the Executive Branch did not resolve the major
problems, In the end, this proved the wres of grestest conflict between
the Cornmittes snd the Executive and within the House. A majority of
ths Beleet Commitiee Members conecluded the agreement was not
applicable to its fina) report. The House, however, adopted H. Res, 082
on Janusary 29, 1976, to restrict release of the raport. This resolution
conteined bagic provisions of the agreement regarding relesse of
classified information,

One Member of the Select Commiitee, in testimony before this
t Committes, obrerved that the Seleet Committee’s problems were in
%art due to the strong personalitiss of the Chairman and the Special

ounsel for the CTA which led to a “fancing duel.” Another problem,
£ ho snid, was the rush to get out the final report, which placed a severa
burden on the staff end representatives of the Executive agencies.

SBECURITY

The rules and security regulations adopted by the Select Committes
'were adequate. They were not, however, strictly adhered to or
axecuted,

The handling of a large volume of highly clessified and sensitive data
requires the services of a trained professionsl security officar, with
strong administrative support,

3
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This Committee ig conesrned by information that stafl &s&stm{x&.

various Members of the Select Committee, not subject to the restraif
ut on Committee stasf personmel, had considerable access to mat
investigated by the Select Committes.

This Commitfes aleo is concerned by the fact that when the 8¢
Committea wag closed down, apparently little or no effort was mad
insure Members and staff personnel left behind documents
obtained during their affilistion with the Committes. A numbey
clussified and highly sensitive documents were discoverad by th
Committea still in the possession of Select Committee Members ¢y
staff personnel months after that Commitiee ceased to exist.

DANIEL SCHORR

This Committes did not recommend elting Daniel Schory
contempt. for refusing to diselose his souree of the Helect Commitié
on Intelligenca report.

This Committee does conclude, however, thet Mr. Schorr’s roly
publishing the report was a defiant act in disregard of the expresged
will of the House of Representatives to preclude publication of highlyl
classified national security information. Wi

In an erticle, published in Rolling Stone of April 8, 1976, M4
Schorr wrote that by early February, 1876, no headlines were loft 352
the Select Committes repert sinee CBS and The New Yok Times hafs
told the main story. He had concluded he might have the only cop
out of (tovernment conirol. He continued: o4

1 daon't think that, as a report, it's all that greaf, It has
sbout it & sense of advoocscy, s wey of taking the goriest de-
tails out of context to make a case agsinst the CIA. But
good report or bad report, it is the result of a long congres-
gional investigation, and I feel that it will die—f I let it
die. So, I reach the decision that I must try to arcange to - 23
have it published as a book and, if that iz not possible, by
anyone who will promise to publish the full unexpurgated
taxt.

Mr. Schorr testified befors this Committee that he was aware the
House of Represontatives had voted on Januery 29, 1976, that the
Select Committee report should not be released to the public unless
certain sonditions were met. He iestified he “‘contncted seversly
parsons who I thought might be able to make arrangements, or male:
inquiries of book publishers, to find out whether it could be publisheds
as o book.” He said these inquiries “never resulted in anything.’y

Mr. Schorr testified the Reporters Committee for Freedom of 1 G%

Press put. bim in touch with & New Yerk atierney who contacted
some book publishers to no avail, This attorney finally advised hiny
that Mr. Felksr was the only person willing to publish the repovt.)
Mz, Schorr seid he made a copy of the report in his possession available]
to Mr. Telker on February 6, 1976, i

Whils Mr, Schorr eleimed he wanied no money for himself
from the publication of the Select Committee report, he indicated his
willingness to designate » favorite charity to recetve such funds, He
tegtified he suggested ang royalties or remuneration resulting from his.
role go to the Eeport.ers smmitise.
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Gy Mr. Felker tostified his printing of the report was not contingent
s, making any payment to anyone. He said no payment was mada.
t5a Disclosurs by The Washington Poat of the involvemeni of Mr,
Fuehorr and the Reporters Committee in the publication of the report
f;jnitially resulted in a denial by one and no comment from the other,
£ Mr. Schorr, according to the Post article of February 12, 1976,
declared, “I have no knowledge of how The Village Voice acquired
its co}gﬁ'. I had no connection with it and I do not mean by that to
Htate that I have a copy.”
%  The article also reported, “Tha reporters commitiee agread, affer
s telephone poll of its trustees, not to say anythingl publiely because
tof the ‘confidentiality’ of ite conversation with Schorr.”
¢ This Comumities is encoursged by the fact the journalism profession
Ljtsell exposed the involvement of Mr, Schorr and the Reporters
Clommittes in the publication of the Select Commities report. In
pddition to the Fost, The Washington Monthly issus of April, 1976,
| and Bsquire of June, 1976, revenled additionsl information sbout this
! matter. (Appendix 18, 19, 20.)
Such self-policing of tha profession certainly will reduce the potential

: for a constitutional confroniation on the First Amendment. A wider
+ adherence by journalists to their canons and ethies also would help.

This Committes recognizes the free press, as is its right, often
disagrees with the Government over the control of information,
It is pot exiomatic, however, that the news modia s always right and
the Government is always wrong, We suggest those who embracs
thiz concept reaveluste their position and adopt o more cbjeetive
cutlook.

No doubt a newsman can find someone who will print information
without regard to potentizl damage to our national welfare, Newsmen,
just like anyone else, are not infallible in their judgment of what is
right or wrong, good or bad, for our Nation,

The mere agsertion by a tewsman that he revealed some Govern-
ment secrat “for the good of the country” does not insure the country
actually will benefit. Nor is the assertion that the Government over-
elagsifies or improperly classifies much information a guarantee that
the ravealed secrel will not do great harm,

The fuct is, the news media frequenlly do not possess sufficient
information on which to make a prudent deecisicn on whether the
revelation of a secret will help or harm, We suggest caution and dis-
eretion should be the wetchwords,

This Committes did not recommend that Mr. Schorr be held in
eontempt, but it does congider hiz actions in causing publication of
the report to be raprehensible.

Coumarrres RecoMMENDATIONS

LEGISLATION DEALING WITH CLABBITICATION AND DECLABSIFICATION
OF BECURITY INFORMATION

‘This Committee recommends that the Leadership of the House
assign & Commitise to promptly initiate research and study which will
lead to establishing & classilication and declassification system. This
task should begin immedistely.
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Disputes about classifieation and declassification of national security
information will continue to cause difficulties, conflists and confronts..
tiona, and inépe.de the flow of vitel Information smong the three%
Branches of Governmsnt unless thers is & vahicle for resolving thage
disputes in an orderly manner, o

pecific criterin should he esteblished to define the type of infor.:
mation which can be classified, how and when it can be declassified,,
and the selection of Fersona suthorized to carry out these function ‘3

Thought also should be given to providing o system whereby cozi?ﬁ
flicts between the Branches over declamsification can ba resolved to-,g
preclude unileteral releage of security information. .

¥

HOUBE RULEE GOVERNING CLABSBIFIED INFORMATION

This Committee recommends that the Leadership of the Houge
direct an epprepriate Committes to promptly undertake the drafting
of new Heuse rules applicable to all Members, Committees and em-
ployees of the House, concerning obtaining, retaining and using
classified information,

To insure uniformity in the execution of whatever rules result, thig |
Committee suggesis a small stafl of professionals be recruited a.ndii;i
trained as security officers, fo function under the authority of the
Spepker or perhaps the Sergeant. at Arms, Thess individuals could be !
responsible for obtaining and controlling all classified documents.
sought by or in the possession of the House, its Metmbers, Committeos
and emp (&yees. '

Sseure depositories should be construeted within the House complex .
for the storage of all such records, to replace the current patchwork
system wheraby every Commitise, old or new, has to devise its own,
ways and memns and whereby Individual Members and their staffs
frequently have virtually no securs means of retsining clagsified data.

The professional stafl of security officers also could take over the
responsibility of screening those applicants for security clearance in
the House, again to replace the ocurrent systemn whereby Meombers
andfor Commattee Chairman make the decision. ‘

This professional stafl also could be used to conduct inguiries into.
leaks of information within the House, there being no present orge-
nizaticn to handle this function.

This Committes recommends the House consult the Hxecuiiw
Brench in establishing the proposed rules and suggested professional,
staff to drew on its knowledge and expertise in t%lﬁ aren of security,

[ WO - P TERY, .- Y

i et s,

Apoprion or teE Barorr

i e

This Committee met in executive sossion on September 29, 19786, to
consider the report of its investigetion pursuant to H. Res, 1042,
Mr. Quie made the following motion:

Mr. Chairman, I move the report of this committes be
adopted.

On this vote the ayes were seven and the nays were one, and the
motion was agreed to,

+

i
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Staremunt Unper CLavse 2(1)(3), axp Crause 2{1)(4) or Ruus X1
or T Ruues oF THE Housk or REPRESENTATIVES

A, Oversight statement

The Commities made no special oversight findings on this resolution.
B. Budget statement

No budget statement is submitted.
¢ Estimate of the Congressional Budget Office

No estimate or comparison was received from the Director of the
Congressional Budget Office as referred to in subdivision {C) of Clause
2(13(8) of House Ruls X1I.

D, Oversight findings and recommendations of the Commiltze on Govern-
ment Operations

Ne findings or recommendations of the Committes on Government
Operaticns wers received as referred to in subdivision (D) of clause
28)(3) of Houss Rule X1,






ADDITIONAL VIEWS OF REPRESENTATIVES FLOYD
SPENCE, OLIN TEAGUE, EDWARD HUTCHINSON AND
JOHN J. FLYNT, J=.

In {failing to follow through on its investipetion of the eircum-
stances surrounding the unsuthorized release of the Report of the
Select Committee on Intelligence, the Committee on Standards of
Official Conduct has succumbed to a concerted effort on the part of
the media to influence its judgement. By voting sgainst aven the
most rudimentary effort to obtain the information that we nesdsd
from the one man who was sure to know, the Committes has shown
that it is intimidated by the specier of Constitutional questions which
do not in fact exist in this ense,

Freedom of the press is basic 10 our system of government, and
not one ameng us would ever attempt to compromise this wvitsl
guarantes, Bub our attention was diverted from the reel issue which
was!

Do the people of this nation, through their elected repre-
sentatives, have the right to inveatigate the circumstances
surrounding the unauthorized release of information which
can undermine the security of our nation?

Time and again we were told through the press that we should
avold a ‘‘eonstitutional confrontation” at sll costs, “There is noth-
ing to pgain from forcing the issue,” they urged, “Everyonae would he
the loger.” Why? Why would “everybody’ lose! Who haz won now?
Certainly not the American people who have sent us here to represant
their interest, and have trusted ua to profect their security. Certainly
not the Congress, which has been made to appear as & group of

ublicity seeiers who are willing to frade government secrsis for
avorable trestment by the press. Most eertainly not the Committes
on Standards of Official Conduct itself, which has managed to ratify
in the mminds of soms people the actions of a man some of whose own
collengues have described as “unprofessional’” and ‘‘irresponsible.”

The real reason that the media fought us o hard on the subpoens
isgue is very simple: They Imew that they would lose, The Behorr
cage provided them with a very slender reed upon which to lean,
with their weighty constitutional arguments, and they knew that
an adverse precedent would discournge future leals of congressional
documents and future sensations] news stories.

Like any other privilege, freadom of the press carries with it o heavy
respansibility. Nothing in the Constitution guarantees that a newsman
will never he nsked to account for his actions, While he cannot be
subjected to prior restraint, having published, he iz sub;iect to the same
laws that govern the rest of socisty. As '"The State™ newspaper in
Bouth Carolina has noted, “. . . journalists snjoy no special status
a5 American citizens thet exempts them from ordinery responsi-
bilities.”

{47}
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The privilege of free press does not bestow ell wisdom on ever
person who happens to be a part of the media, The unilateral declassi-
fication of national secrets Iy iricky business, snd there are few who
are qualified 10 make the delicate distinctions called for in the highly
technical security field,

A reporter who forgets his own limitations, or his fallibility, ms,
find that he has undermined the very eiren th which gusrantess his

rotected staiua. If this ocours, we lose our ?reedom of the press, our
reedom of spesch, our freedom from slavery, and all of the gther
rights which our Constitution provides, but which only ocur national
geeurity can guarantes us,

An individusl whe appoints himself az a representative of the
people's interest without having been clected by anyone for that
purpose, is meraly presumptuous. But when he takes it upon Limself
to determine which natienal secrsts belong in the public domain, he
becomes a threat.

Daniel Schorr came befors us as o self-appointed champion of the
poople’s right to know, yet befors the elected representatives of the
people, he refused 1o respond. He even took the position that the

eople had no right, to ask. By choosing not to pursue My, Schorr, we
Eave delivered the mantle of truth and right to a man about whom
“The State” wrote, '“He deserves no prizs for American citizenship or
journnlistn.” Wa have created o most unlikely hero.

S0 many guestions are left hanging, Even if Mr. Schorr could have
met the conditions laid down by courts for protection of souree, did
he qualify as a newsman in this cass? Was he not merely a conduit—a
purveyor of information to the press? Should he be accorded a status
different. from snother citizen who deals in unauthorized information,
but who does not happen to be a newsman?

What effect will this precedent have on any future attempts to keep
our house in order? Surely we have a right to discipline our members,
to conduct oversight, mldy te carry on investigations necessary to our
legislntive funetion. These rights are meaningless without the power to
subpeena. A subpoena is meaningless without the ability 1o enfores it.
Will our hands be tied in the future, if s newsman happens to he
involved?

To avold the sort of preblems that we have had, the Senate has
approved rules so strict that Members cannot even discuss information
with each other, [& this the answer? Is this offgctive oversight? Would
it not be more proper and respectable for the Congress to be able to
sssure the Executive Branch, and the American people, that it can be
trusted?

These are only a few of the guestions plaguing ug in the wake of ths
Committee’s capitulation, They are important questions which deserva
the serious and thoughtful consideration of every Member of Congrass,

Unfortunately, we have denied thein that opportunity.

Frorp SrenNom.

Owuiny Traaue.
E»swanp HurcHingoN.
Joun J. Fuywr, Jr.




INDIVIDUAL VIEWS OF REPRESENTATIVE THOMAS 8,
FOLEY

On February 19, 1978, the House, by & vote of 28D to 115 with
three Membara voting present, adopt-ed H. Res. 1042 nuthorizing
and directing this Commiitee to “inquire into the circumstances
surrounding the publication of the text and of any part of the report
of the Select Committee on Intelligents and to report back to the
House in a timely fashion its findings and recommendations therson.”

The Committee and its staff, regular and speeial, hes worked hard
to fulfill their respongibilities under the mandate of the Houge in its
Res, 1042, The Committes retained able, spesial counsal and ex-
perienced investipative staff who conducted thorough interviews and
prepared for extensive hearings,

either this investigation, nor any investigation of a quasi-judicial
nature on the facts of a specific case, can ever guarantes specific
results. Such a tesk is exceadingéy difficult and this Committes has
performed fully as well as could be expected under the circumstances.

Specifically, I have no quarrel with the diligent manner in whick
this Committee and ita staff prepared this report in secordancs with
H. Res. 1022 or with mast of the general narrative description of the
cireumstances leading up to the unsuthorized disclosure and later
publication of the report of the Select Commitées on Intelligence. I
disagres with some of the ultimate evidentiary findings and recom-
men%s,tions which the Committee hag madas,

First, I do not think this Committes has & sufficient evidentinry
basis for eoneluding that the source of the leak of the Intelligence
Commitiee’s report to Daniel Schorr and from him te the '*“Village
Voice” “was not sassociated with the Executive Branch” and “was
someone on or very close to the Select Committes staff,”

After all of our mterviews and all of our hearings, both public and
axecutive, we still do not know what precise chain of events led to
Mr. Schorr's obtaining the report. Although I do neot think that any
persuasive evidence exists that someone in the Bxecutive Branch wag
responsible for the leak to Mr, Schorr, the fiat conclusion of the Clom-
mittes that this is not the case gees beyond the reach of the svidence
available to the Committes.

Again, we simply do not know who provided the report to Mr.
Schorr or by what chain of circumstances he obtained the report,
Similarly, evidence available to the Committee is too thin and fragile
to conclude that the original lesk was someone “on or very close to
the Seloct Committes on Intslligence staff.”

Second, while 1 understand that many members of this Comimities
and this House feel strongly about Mr. Schorr's frst securing and
later eooperating in the publication of the report of the Belect Com-
mittes on Intelligence, I do not fesl that the reselution calls for an
inguiry into the conduet of the press, The Commities’s denuneiation
DfC%VIr. Schorr and its general lecture to the press on its responsibilities

(48)



£0

under the Firat Amendment contained in the report and the additiong)s
views seem to me to be unnecessary and gratuitous. _

1 do apres with this Committes’s findings that the House shouldgis
instigate resenrch and study into how classified and sensitive informas (g
tion 18 eurrently handled by the House and its committees with s view?
toward consideration of appropriate rules and procedural changes toi
safeguard such sensitive material and information. In pursuing sueh 2
an inguiry, the House would do well to refer to the thoughtful and}
useful sugpestions of the Bolling Committes Report (Report of thej;
Saleot Committes on Committess of the 93rd Congress, Repori N,
93-916, Pt. 2, pp #3-08), Consultation with and recommendations
from those experienced with the hzmdlin%lof sesurity information jg
a reasonable, indeed, essential, part of such a study, k

Howevar, I disagree ﬁt,rongiy with the suggestion that the Housg
should employ o staff of “‘professionsl security officers,' aeting undei
the'Spesker or Sergeant at Arms, with wide-renging and discretionsry
authority over the hendling, di?osition wnd necess to ell security op ¥
sensitive information by the House, ity Members, committess or
employees.

To repose in o group of “‘professional seeurity officers” the respon-
sibility to police the flow of senaitive information, to obtain and control
the physicnl porgession and stornge of “all classified documents sought
by or m the possession of the House, itse Meambers, comimittees and
employses,” to judge the trusiworthiness and reliability of the
Members, officers and employees of the House and to approve or
deny their security clearances, to “conduct inguiries into leaks of
information within the House,” and to remove all of these judgements
and powsers from Members and committees, is an unprecedented and
startling proposal whose dangerous implications {for the Houss should
be obvicus.

Tromas 8, FovLmy,
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APPENDIX 1
[H. Res, 138, pdth Cong., lst sess.)

Rusorurion

Resolved, That (a) there is hereby established in the House of
Representatives a Belect Committee on Intelligence to conduct an
inguiry into the organization, operations, snd oversight of the in-
taﬂigence community of the United States Government,

(b) The select committes shall be composed of ten Members of the
House of Representatives to be appointed by the Speaker. The
Spoaker shall designate one of the Memhors ag chairman,

(e} For the purposes of this resolution the select commitiee is au-
thorized to sit during sessions of the House snd during the present
Congress whether or not the House has recessed or adjourned. A
majority of tha members of the seleot committee shall constitute a
quorum for the fransaction of business except that the selset com-~
mittes may designate & lesser number as a quorum for the purpose of
talking testimony,

8ge. 2. The seloct commiitiee is nuthorized and directed to conduet
an inquiry into— ,

(1} the collection, snalysis, use, and cost of intelligence in-
formation and allegations of illegal or improper activities of
intelligence agencles in the Unlted States and abroad;

(2} the ﬂprocedures and effectiveness of coordination among and
between the various intellipence components of the United Stales
Government,

(3) the nature and oxtent of execuiive branch oversight and
control of United States intelligence activities;

{4} the need for improved or reorpanized oversight by the
Congress of United States intellipence netivities;

(6) the necessity, mature, end sxtent of overt and covert
intelligence activities by United Siates intelligence instru-
mentalities in the United States and sbroad;

(6) the procedures for and memns of the proteetion of sen-
gitive intelligence information;

7) procedurss for and means of the protection of rights and
privileges of vitizens of the United States from illegal or impreper
intelligence activities; and

(8) such other related matters a9 the pelect cormittes shall
deem necessary to carry oui tha purposes of this reselution,

Sme. 3. In carrying out the purposes of this resolution, the ssleat
committes 13 authorized to inquire into the activities of the following:

(1) the National Security Council;

{2) the United States Intelligence Board;
(3) the President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board:

{3}
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(4} the Central Intelligence Apency;

(8} the Defense Intellipence Agency &
(6} the intelligence components of the Departments of thel
Army, Navy, end Air Force; 5

(7‘)ythe Nuational Seourity Agency; B

: (8) the Intelligence and Research Bureau of the Department off
Stata:

59) the Federal Bureau of Investigation; e

5 10} the Departmont of the Tressury and the Department of

ustics;

5111} the Energy Research and Development Administrationts

an !

{12} eny other instrumentalities of the United States Goversi

ment engaged in or otherwise responstble for intellipence opergdl

tions in the United States and abroad, £

SEc. 4, Tha gelsct committee may require, by subpens or otherwige/
the attendance and testimony of such witnesses and the production t%éfv
such books, records, corespondence, memorandums, papers, apdi
doeuments a5 it deems necessary. Subpenas may be issued over thej
signature of the chairman of the seleet committes or any membepd
designated by him, and may be served by any person designated by thef
chairman or sych member, The chairman of the select commitiee, pf
any member designated by bim, may administer caths to any witness

Src. 6, To enabla the selact commitiea to carry out the purposes of
this resolution, it 18 suthorized to employ investigators, atforneys#
consultants, or organizations thersef, and olerical, stenographie, ang
other assistance. #

Sgc. 6. (a) The select commities shell institute and carry out such
rules and procedures as it may deem necessary to prevent (1) the dis-
closure, outside the select committee, of any information relating to the
activities of the Central Intelligence Agency or any other department
or agency of the Federal Government engaged in intelligencs sctivities,
obtained by the select committes during the course of its study and
investigation, not authorized by the select committes to be disclosed;
and (2) the disclosure, outside tl{e selact pommities, of any information
which would adversely affeet the inielligence activities of the Central
Intelligence Agency in foreign countries or the intelligencs activities in
foreign countries of any other department or agency of the Federal
Government.

{b) No employee of the select committee or any person engaged b
contract or otherwise to perform services for the select committee shalt
be given accese to any classifled information by the select commities
unless such employee or person has received an appropriate security
clearance as datermined by the select committes. The typs of security
clearance to be required in the case of any such employee or person
shall, within the determination of the seleet committse, be commen-
surate with the sensitivity of the classified information to which such
employee or person will be given nccess by the select comrnities.

(g) As a condition for employment as degeribed in section 6 of thig
resolution, each person shall agree not to accept any honorarium,
royelty, or other payment for a speaking engagement, mapnazine
article, book, or other endeavor connected with the investigation and
study undertaken by this cammittas.

o]
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Sze. 7. The expenses of the select committes under this resolution
shall not exceed $750,000 of which amount not to exceed $100,000
ghall be available for the procuremeni of the serviees of individunl
consultants or organizations thereo!. Buch expensea shall be paid from
the contingent fund of the House upon vouchers signed by the chair-
men of the select committee and approved by the Speaker.

8gc. 8. The palect commities is authorized and directed to report to
the House with respact to the matters covered by this resclution as
soon as practicable hut no laler than January 3, 1976,

Szc. 9. The authority granted herein shall expire three months after
the filing of the report with the House of Representatives.






APPENDIX 2
{H, Res. 581, 04th Cong., 1at sess.]

Resovurion

Resolved, That (a) thera is hereby established in the House of
Representatives & Select Committee on Intelligence to conduet an
inquiry into the organization, operations, and oversight of the intelli-
gence community of the Uniled States Government.

(b} Tho select committes shall be composed of thirtesn Members
of the House of Representafives to be appointed by the Spealker.
The S}%ga.ker sha]l designate one of the members as chairman,

(c) For the purposes of this resolution the select committee is
authorized to sit during sessions of the House and during the present
Congress whether or not the House has recessed or adjournsd. A
majority of the members of the select committee shall constitute =
quorum for the transaction of business except that the select committee
may designate a lesser number as & quornimn for the purpoese of taking
testimony,

8xc. 2. The select comemnitten is anthorized and directed to conduet
an inquiry into--

(1} the collection, analysis, use, and cost of intelligence
information and allegations_of illegal or improper activities of
intelligence agencies in the United Rtates and abroad:

{2) the procedures and effectiveness of ecoordination among
and between the various intelligence componants of the United
Btates Government,

(3) the nature and extent of executive branch oversight and
control of United States intelligence activities;

{(4) the need for improved or reorganized oversight by the
Congress of United States indelligence netivitios;

{b) the necessity, nature, and extent of overt and covert
intellipence activities by United States intelligance Instru-
menta%ities in the United States and abroad;

(6) the protedures for and means of the protection of sensitive
intalligenee information;

(7) procedures for and meens of the protection of rights and
privileges of eitizons of the United States from illegal or improper
mislligence activities; and

(8) such other related miatiers ag the select commitiee sliall
desm necessaxy to carry out the purposes of this resolution:

Provided, That the authority oconlerred by this section shall not be
exercised until the committee shall have adopted the rules, procedures,
and regulations required by section 8 of this resolution.

Sec, 3. In carrying out the purposes of this resclution, the select
committes iz authorized to inquire into the activities of the following:

{1) the National Security Couneil;

{2} the United States Intelligence Board;
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(3{ the President’s Foreign Intelligonce Advisory Board;
(4) the Central Intslligence Agency;
(8) the Defense Intellipance Agensy:

(8) the intelligence components of the Depariments of
Army, Navy, and Air Force;
(7; the National Security Agency:
f%% the Intellgence and Besearch Buresu of the Departmet
of State;

(9) the Federal Bureau of Investigntion; i
s (10) the Department of the Treasury and the Department ¢
ustice; i
((111) the Energy Research and Development Administratic

an
(12) any other instrumentalities of the United States Gove
ment engaged in or otherwise responsible for intefligence opey
tions in the United Stetes and abread.

Sec. 4. The seloct commitiee may require, by subpena or otherwisd
the attendance and testimeny of such witnesses and the produetigs:
of such books, records, correspondence, memorandums, papers, and
documents ai it deems necessary, Subpenss may be issued over thif
signature of the chairman of the select commiitee or any member
designated by him, and may be served by any person designated by the
chairman or such member. The chairmen of the select committee,
any member designated by him, may administer onths to any witness,”

Sre, 5, To enable the select committee to earry out the purposes of {
thiy resolution, it is authorized to employ investigators, abiorneys,
eonsultants, or organizations therecf, and elerical, stenographic, and
other assistancs,

Sec. 6. (2) The select committes shall institute and carry out such
tules and procedures as it may deem necessary to prevent (1) the
disclosure, outside the select commitics, of any information relating
to the setivities of the Cenfral Intelligence Agency or any other
department or agency of the Federal Government engaged in intelli-
gence activities, oblained by the select committes during the course of
its sthdy and investigation, not authorized by the selsct commities
to he disclosed; and E‘Z) the diselosurs, outside the select commities,
of any information which would adversely affect the intelligence ac-
tivities of the Central Intelligence Agency in foreign countries or the
intolligence activities in forelgn countries of sny other department or
apopey of the Federal Government,

{b) No employee of the select committes or any person engaged b
contract or otherwise to perform services for the select eommittee shsfl
be given access to any classified information by the select committes
unless such employes or person has received an appropriste security
clearance as determined by the select commitiee, The type of sscurity
clearance to be reguived in the case of any such employee or person
ghall, within the determination of the select committee, be commensu-
rate with the sensitivity of the classified informetion to which such
employes or parson will bs given scoess by the select committes.

E{;f As a condition for employment as deseribad in section § of this
resolution, each person shall agree not to accept any honorarium,
royalty, or other payment for a speaking engagemenf, magazine
article, book, or other andeavor connected with &1& investigation and
study undertaken by this commitiee,
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¢ Bxre. 7. The axpenses of the select committes under this Resolution
ighall not exceed $760,000 of which amount not to exceed $100,000
shall be available for the procurement of the gervices of individusl
gonsultants or erganizations thersof, Such expenses shall be paid from
the contingeni fund of the House upen voucgers signed by the chalr-
snan of the select committes and approved by the Speaker,

Sre. 8. The salact, commitiee Is authorized and dirested to report
to the House with respect to the matters coversd by this resolution ns
goon a8 practicable but no later than Jenuary 31, 1976.

Sgc. 0. The authority granted herein shall expire three months aftar
the filing of the report with the House of Representatives,

Sre. 10, The selsct committee established by . Res, 138 is
sbolished Immediately upon the adoption of this resolution. Unex-
nded funds authorized for the use of the select committes under

. Res, 138 and all papers, documents, and other maierials gensraied
by the select committee shall be transferred immediately upon the
adoption of this resolution to the select commitiee created by this
resolution.






APPENDIX 3
SoLeer CoMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

U.A, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 94TH CONGRESS, RULES AND RE-
CURITY REGULATIONS

Muatumrd oF COMMITIGE

Qme G. Prem, New York, Chairmen
Roakrr N, d:.uuu, Conneoticut
Jamms V. Branron, Chio

Rowato V. Derrums, Celifornda
Monaan F. Mureny, Tllinoie

Emg Aprin, Wisgonsin

Dare Mywrorp, Texas

Parwp H. Haves, Indiana
Witnism Lemnmawn, Florids

RoserT McCLory, Ilinols

Davip €. Trgey, Loulslang

James P (JiM .]’()HNBON, Colorado
RoperT W. KasTen, Jr, Wiscongin

A, Bravrg Fipin, Siof Diveclor
Asron B, Dounzr, Counsel

Ruies ror THE SziRer CoMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE

1, The Rules ¢f the House of Represenialives ave the rules of
the commitiee except ag otherwise provided herein.

RULE 2, MEETING PROCEDURES

2.1 Tor the purposs of carrying out any of its functiona and duties,
the commities 18 authorized to sit and act at such times end places,
within the United States whether the Houae is in session, has recessed,
or has adjourned, and ic hold hearings, The committee will meel at
puch times as may be fixed by the chalrman or by the wiitten request
of a majority of the members of the commitiee in rocordance with
House ruls XI, clause 2(e). Members of the committes shall be given
reasonsble notice which, except in extrpordinary eireumstances, shall
ba at lagst 24 hours in advance of eny meeting.

2.2 No general proxies may be used for any purpose. A member
may vote by special proxy, which must be in writing, shall assert that
the member is unable to be present at the meeting of the commities,
shall designate the person who is to execute the proxy authorization,
and shall be limited to a specific measure or mafter and any amend-
mants or motions pertaining thereto; except that a member may au-
thorize o general proxy only for motions to recess, adjsumm or other
procedural maetters. Kach proxy to be effective shall be signed by the
member assigning his vote nad shall contain the date and time of day
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that the proxy is signed. Proxies may not be counted for a quorum

All proxies must be filed with the committee counsel and be availablafi
for Inspection at any time. &

2.3 No recommendation shall be reported or tabled by the comg
mittes unless s majority of the commitiee is actually present, :

2.4 A rolleall of the members may be had on the request of iy
menthesrs, 4

2.6 A majority of the committee shall conatitute a quorum f{ :
the purpose of taking final action on matters before the commitiess
However, & quorum for the purgose of taking testimony and receiving;
evidence by the commitiee shall consist of two members, at least ou'g'
of which shall be 5 member of the minority party unless the ranking;
minerity member censenis otherwise. E

2.6 At each hearing the chairman shall announce prior to the
opening statement of the witness the subject of the investigation ang!
a capy of the committee rules shall be made available to each witness,

2.7 'The time any one member may address the committee on any§
maftter under consideration by the committes shall not exceed 52
minutes, and then only when he has been recognized hy the cllairma-n,,}

excopl that this time limit may be exoseded by unanimous consent.

2.8 Each committee mesting for the tramsaction of business shall
be apen to the public except when the commitiee, in open session
and with & quorum being present, determines by rolleall vote that sll
or part of the remainder of the meeting on that day shall be closed
to the public. No person other than members of the committes and
such commitiee staff and such departmental representatives as may
be authorized by the commities shall be present at any business
sesslon which has been closed to the public: Provided, however that
the committee may by the same procedure vete to close one subse-
quent meeting; snd Provided, further, that the committes may hold
foint hearings or meetings ai the discretion of the chairman in con-
sultation with the ranking minority member with committees having
eoncurrent jurisdiction over intelllgence matiors,

2.9 Each hesring conducted by the commities shall be open to
tha public except when the commities, in opean session with a quorum
heing present, determines by rolleall vote that all or part of the re-
mainder of that heering on that day shall be closed to the public
because disclosure of testimony, evidence or other matters Lo be
considered would endanger the national security or would violate
any law or rule of the House of Representatives, No person other
than members of the committes and committes staff and such de~
parlmental representatives as may be authorized by the commities
shall be present at any hearing which has been closed to the publie:
Provided, however, that the committee moy by the same prosedure
vote to close one subsequent day of hearing,

2,10 'The commities shall make public announeament, of the date,
Elace and subject matter of the committse hearing at least one week
before the commencement of the hearing. However, if the chairman
of the committes determines that there is good cause to begin the -
heering sooner, he shall make the announcement ai the earliest
possible date. Any announcement made under this paragraph shall be
promptly published in the Daily Digest.
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RULE 3. RUBPENAR

3.1 The committes may require, by subpena or otherwiss, the
attendance and testimony of such withesses and the producticn of
such books, records, correspondence, memorandums, papers, docu-
ments and other memorandums and materinls as it deems necessary.
Any such subpena may be lssued by the committee in the conduct
of an investigation or activity or e series of investigations or aetivities,
only when authorized by a majority of the members of the committee,
and suthorized subpensas shall be signed by the chairman of the com-
mittes or by sny member designated by the chairman. Each sub-
pena shall contam a copy of House Resolution 591, 94th Congress,
st pession, Compliance with any subpena issued by the committee
may be enforeed only as muthorized by the House.

RULE 4. FROCEDURER POR TAKING TRETIMONY

4,1 When giving testimony, witnesses may be accompanied by
their own counsel, There shall be no direct or cross examinstion by
witness' counsel. The chairman of the committes, or any mermber
of the committes or staff member designeted by the chairman may
administer onthe to any witness.

4.2 Any prapaved stotement to be presented by a withess to the
conunittee shall be submitted to the sommittee at least 72 hours in
advance of presentation and shall be distributed to all members of the
committes at least 48 hours in advance of presentation, If a prepared
statement contains security information besring & clagsification the
gtatement shall be made available only in the committes rooms to all
members of the cornmittes at least 48 hours in advance of presentation;
however, no such statement shall be removed from the committes
offices: Provided, however, that these reguirements may be walved
by the chairman,

4,3 In the discretion of the committee, witnesses may submit
brief and pertinent sworn statements for inclusion in the record,
The committee is the sole judge of the pertinency of testimony and
evidente adduced at ita hearings,

4.4 [f the committes determines that evidence or testimony at a
hem'in? may tend o defame, degrade, or incriminate any person,
it shall:

. receive such evidence or testimeny in executive seasion,

b. afford such person an opportunity voluntarily to sppear as o
witness, and

¢ receive and dispose of requests from such person to subpena
additicnal witnesses.

4.5 Ezecept s provided in rule 4.4 above, the chairman shall
receive and the committee shall dispose of requests to subpens addi-
tional witnesses,

4,6 The minority perty members of the commrtéee shall be en-
titled, upon timely requests to the chairman of a majority of them, to
call witnesses selectad by the minority to testify with respect to the
maditer in question,

4.7 When 2 witness js before the commities, members of the
commities may put questions to the witness only whan they have
been recognized by the chairman for that purpose.
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4.8 Members of the committee who so desire shall have not to
exceed five minutes to interrogate ench witness until such times as
each member has had an opportunity to interrogate such witness;
thersafter, additional time for questioning witnesses by members is
dizeretionsry with the chairmaen,

4.9 No sworn depositions will he taken unless suthorized by the
chairman, who shall inform the ranking minority member, or by
vote of the commitiee,

RULE b. COMMITTEE RECORDS3

8.1 The result of ench rolloall in eny meeting of the commitiee
shall be made available by the committee for public inspection in
the offices of the committee pursnant to such procedures as the chair-
man may establish, Information so available for public inspection
shall include a description of the amendment, mation, order, or other
proposition and the name of each mamber voting for and each membor
voting sgainst such amsndment, metion, order, or propogition, and
whether by proxy or in person, and the names of those members
present but not voting: Provided, however, that the chairman, in
consultation with the ranking minority member shall take appropriate
measures to delste classified or sensitive material,

52 The attendance records of members at commities meetings
shall be available for public inspection in the offices of the cornmittes
purstiant, to such procsdures as the chairman may esteblish.

RULE €. BTAFF

~ 8.1 The appeintment of all staff members and consultants shall
be made by the chalrmean and the giaff director in consultation with
the ranking minority member, Staff members shall ba under the direct
supervigion and control of the chairman and staff director in consulta-
tion with the ranking minority member, and shall be responsive to
all members of the commitiea,

6.2 The stafl of the committee shall not discuss either the sub-
atange or procedure of the work of the commitées with anyone other
than s member of the committes or committee personnel,

8.3 As p condition of employment ench staff member shall affirm
that he fully understands the rules and regulations of the committes
and agrees to abide by them.

6.4 The choirman shall have the authority to utilize the pervices,
information, facilities, and personnel of the departments and estab-
lishments of the Government, and to procurs the temporary snd
intermittent services of experts or consultents or organisstions
thereof to make studies or assist or advise the committee with respect
to any matter under invesligation.

RULE 7, PROTECTION OF PAPERE AND DOCUMENTE

7.1 All maderinl and testimony received or obtained pursuant to
House Resolution 891, 94th Congress, shall be deemed to have been
received by the commities in executive session and shall be given
sppropriate aafekeeping. .

7.2" The chairman in consultation with the ranking minority
mermbar of the committes shall, with the approval of the committee,
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establish such procedures as in his judgment may be necessary to
prevent the unauthorized disclosure of all material and teatimony
received or obtained pursuant to House Resoletion 591, 84th Congress.
Buch procedures shall, however, Insure access to this information by
any member of the committse undar such procedures ss may be
established by the eommities,

7.8 TUnbl sueh time s the committes has submitted its final
report to the House, classified or other sensitive information in the
commities records dnd files shall not be made available or disclosed
to other than the commitiee membership and the committes stafl,
except as may be otherwise determined by the committes.

RULE 8. COMMITTHE REPORT

8.1 If, at any time of approval of sny report by the committeo,
any member of the commities gives notice of intemtion to file supple-
menial, minozity, or additional views, thet member shall be antitled
to not less than b5 celendar days (excluding Saturdays, Sundays, snd
lagal holidays) in which te fils such views, in writing and signed by
thaet member, with the staff director of the commities. All such
views so filed by one or more membars of the committee shall be
ineluded within, and shall be a part of, the report filed by the com-
mittes with respect to that matter,

RULE 9. RULE CHANGIR

9.1 These rules may be amended or replaced by the committee,
provided that n notice in writing of the proposed change has been
given to each member at least 48 hours prior to the meeting at which
action thereon s to be taken,

BEeuniTY PROCEDURRS AND REGULATIONS

Pursuant to rule 7.2 of the House Select Comrmittea on Intelligencs,
the following wecurity procedures and regulations have been spproved:;

1. Members of the commitiee shall have access at all times to all
materials received or obthined pursusnt to House Resolution 138
and House Resolution 591, 94th Congress.

2, All cornmittes staff members, with nppropriate security clear-
anees, 88 determined by the Committee, will hava sceess to documents
and materials a8 determined by the stefl divector, the chairmen snd
the renking minority member,

3. Al committee staff will submit to the person designeted to
control the security of materisls, any and all ‘materials received or
obtained pursuant to House Resolution 138 and House Resolution
541, 94th Congress,

4, Btriet security procedurey ghall be in foree at all times ot the
offiees of the committes stafl; security devices shall be instailed and
operational and at least one security guard shall be on duty at all
times at the entrance to the offices containing materials, Identification
of all persons sseking admission will be required.

5. All clussified materinls will be maintained in safes in 8 sepregated
gocure ares within the commitiee’s offices, Records of receipf wil be
kept. The internel handling and disposizion of such classified maierial,
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in{filuding classified waste, will be the responsibility of the securit
officer.

6. All classified materials may be examined only ot reading facilitie
loeated in o secure ares. Notes mey be taken, but must remsin in th
secure area of the committee’s offices. Copying, duplicating, recording
or removing from the committes staff offices such materials is pre
hibited, except &s spacifically approved by the staft director.

7. Classified materiale used in meetings and hearings will not b
removed, copied, resorded, or duplicated. At the conclusion of th
meeting or hearing the materials will be collected and sseursd by th
security officer.

8, N%atsrial not classifled or material in the gublie domain will b
made avsilable upon request to designated staff of commities mem
barg, The matarial will be checked In and out and esamined in «
designated ares of the committes'n affice.

8. As a condition of employment, each staff membar shall executs
a seeurity agreement, Staff members failing to nbide by the apresmen
and these security regulations shall be subjeet to immediate tarmina
tion of employment,




APPENDIX 4

EupLOoYEE AGREEMENT

1. I have read House Resolution 591, 94th Congress, establishing
tha Ilouss Belect Committeo on Intelligones, and the Committee’s
Rules and Sscurity Hegulations.

2. I understand. that as a condition of employment with the Com-
mittes I am required to, and hereby apree to, abide by House Resolu-
tion 581, 94th Congress, and by the égmmittee’s Rules and Security
Regulations.

3. I agree not to accept any honcrarium, royalty, or other payment
for a speaking engagement, magazine article, book, or other endeavor
connected with the Investigation and study undertaken by the Corn-
mitioe.

4, 1 further agree that 1 will not divulge to any unauthorized person
in any way, form, shepe or manner the contents of classified informa-
tion received or obtained pursuant to House Resolution 591, 94th
Congress, | understand that it is my responsibilily (o ssceriain whether
information so recelved or obtained is classified. I further understand
and agree that the obligations hereby placed on me by this parsgraph
continue after my employment with the Committese has terminated,

5, I further agree that until such time as the Committes has made
its final report to the House I will not divulge to any unauthorized
person in any way, form, shape or manner the work produet or memo-
randa of the Committes or any material or testimony received or ob-
tained pursuant to House Resolution 591, 94th Congress, unless
spacifieally authorized by the Committos,

6. I understand that failure to abide by any of the forepoing will
subject me to irnmediate itermination of my employment with the
Committee,

{Slgnature)

(Iate signed)
(67}






{From Now Yotk Times, Tan, 2, 1976]
APPENDIX 5
I»

"House Commrrrnr Finos INTrLLiaEnce Acpnciss GeNzrainy Go
- II'noroex oD

A YEAR'S INVESTIGATION UNCOVERED NUMBRR OF IREEGULARITIRS

(By John M. Crowdson)

WasmnaroN, Jan, 2b.—The House Seleot Committes on Intelligence
has coneluded following a year-long investigation that the Federal
intelligence agencies, ss they are currently constituted, operate in
guch sceret ways that they ave “beyond the scrutiny” of Congress,
according to the panels’ finsl report,

The 338-page report, which has not been released but a copy of
which was obt&ine(f by The New York Times, discloses a number of
irregulazities uncoversd by committes investigators. These include
an n}:]pa.rant violation by the Central Intelligenee Agency of a 1067
Presidential divective prohibiting it from providing secret financial
agsistence to any of the nation’s sducational institutions.

Low Budget Figures

The House committee algo concluded that secret budget figuras
given to Congress by Federal intelligence ngencies over the years were
“three or four times” lower than the totals actuslly spent by the
United States in gathering intelligence at home and abroad,

Many of those expenditures, it said, were obscured from Congress
and were not adequately audited either by the Office of Manepgement
and Budget or by the agencies’ own accountants, with the result that
wastefulness and questionable expendifures had occurred.

The document is the third major government report in eight months
detailing improper C.LA. covert aclivities at home and abroad. On
Juns 10 o Presidential commission headed by Vies President Rocke-
foller released its report on the agency's domestic spying activities
and on Nov, 20 the Senate Select Committee on Inbeﬁigence issuad
fts report that included assassination plots against foreign leaders.
O-to-4 Vote

The commmittee's investigation, the veport on which was approved
in final form by a 9-to-4 vote of the panel’s membars on Friday, but
which will not be made public until the end of thie menth, also turned
up the following revelations:

That the National Security Agency, which has the responsibility
for monitoring the communications of other natione and attempting
to break their codes, illegally listened in on overseas telephone con-
versations of specific American citizens whose names or telephone
numbers had heen previded to it by “another government agency.”

(60}
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That the Federal Burenu of Investigation violated its own manmgfs
of regulations by preserving in its files “intimate sexual gossip” ploka
up by agents during a criminal investigation, 2

That Robert A, Maheu, a former top alde to Howard R. Hu
the billlonaire, arranged at the behest of the C.ILA, to supply %
Hussein of Jordan and other forefgn leaders with female companio
who were reimbursed for their afforts with Federnl funds.

That "thousandy, if not millions, of dollars of unwarranted mak
ups’ were added to the eost of bugging equipment purchased by th

.B.1, throuph a private company whose president was a closs friend
of high bureau officials. '

An F.B.I spokesman said he would have no comment on the m
port's allegations until it was made public.

Colby Calls Ii Biased

But Wiliam E. Colby, the outgoing Director of Central Intelliz
genes, said that a preliminary draft of the House report he had seans
was '"biased and irresponsible.” 7

Mr. Colby said through a spokesman that the panel’s disclosure of§
saveral of the agency’s sensitive activities would herm Amoricanh
forsipn policy, and he criticized what he termed *a selective use ofl
evidence' by the committes "to present o totally false picture of
American intelligence as a whols.”

A Searle Field, the committee's staff director, responded that My,
Calby had not yet seen the finul version of the report approved by the
pane| on Friday, from which a number of nemes and other sensitive
details were deletod.

Mr. Field added that the committes “would appreciate his nel
aitempting to irresponsibly cheraetlerize the report before the puble
has bad e chance to read {rt. for themsalves.” -

The committee’s three Republican members and one of its 10 Demeo-
crats voted on Friday ageinst releasing the report in its present
form, However, one souzes present at that meeting said that none of
the four had objected to the report's fone or conclusions, only to the
incluston of sensitive information about thres covert, C.1A. operations,

On Arms Shipments

The documsnt contalns long sections on the C.I.A's financing of
political parties in Ttaly and its shipment of arms to anti-Communist
forces in Angola and to Kurdish rebels in Iraq, although none of the
countries ig Identified. )

Mr. Colby pointed out today, however, that the unilatersl release .
of that informsiion, much of which has alrsady appearsd in news
accounts, violated the committes’s agreement with the While House
to first seek President Ford’s approval to make it publie,

In a subsequent interview tonight with NBC, Mr. Celby, asked
what he might do after leaving office later this wesk, replied that he
wag considering writing a hook gbout “modern intelligence' methods,

The C.I.A. has algo expressed private concern about the committes
report's description of ita failure to glive foreign policymakers sufficient
advanee warning of the outbrenk of the 1073 Middle East war, the
1974 political coups in Cyprus and Portugael, the Indian nuclear
explosion that same year and the 1968 Soviet invesion of
Czechoslovalda.

1
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But a commitiee source said today that the inislligence agency
had not responded to the panel’s request for dstails on comparabls
intelligence successes, except to cite the ‘saving of Kurope' from
Communist control following World War II and the frustration of
efforts by Prime Minister Fide! Castro of Cluba to "export revolution”
to Latin America,

“In Complianee”

Told of the commitiee assertion regarding the vielation by ths
C.LA. of the 1967 Presidential directive, Mr, Colby replied through a
gpokesmen thet he believed the agency to have been in compliance
with President Johnson’s ordar to halt “any covert financial asststance
or support, direct or indirect, to any of the nation's educational or
private voluntary organizetions.”

The Houss report noted, however, that Carl Duckett, who heads
the C.1,A.'s division of science and technology, testified to the panel
last Nov. 4 that the agency “still has ongoing contracts” for research
and development “with a small number of universities,” and that
some of them were covertly let—that is, that the institutions por-
forming the work were unaware that they were working for the C.ILA.

The agency, the report declarad, has ‘‘unilaterally reserved the
right to, snd does, depart from the [1667] Presidenticl order when
it has the need to do so.”

Retaining Flexibilily

It quoted o June 21, 1967, memorandum to Richard Helms, then
the Director of Central Intelligence, noting that the agency would
try to conform to the Johnson guidelines “‘as rapidly as feasible and
wherever possible,” hug that “the agency must retain some flexibility
for contracting arrangements with academic institutions."

The panel also cited o study it reguested from auditors for the
General Accounting Office that concluded that signifieant portions
of the Federal intslligence budget had gone unreported to Cangress
in recent years.

The_secret intelligence budgets given to Congress, the G.A.O.
said, did not contmin o number of important items, including 20
percent of the National SBecurity Agencey’s apnusl budget, the budgets
of the Pentagon’s Advanced Projects Research Administration and
the National Security Council, and the cests of domestic eounter-
intelligence functions performeci by the F.B.L.

The expenditures of those funds, the report said, were largely
unnheckmf by Congress and even by the Office of Management and
Budget, which assigned only six full-time suditors to the foreign
intelligence agencies. It said this spending was zlso insdequately
monitered by C.LA, sccountants, who told the committes that in
meny ceses they had been forced to “rely solely on the integrity’" of
meny sgency oilicials,

One of the categories of inappropriaie expenditures cited by the
agency was Mr. Maheu's procurement of women, which a coramittec
source sald occurred sround 1957. ‘This was some years after he
hevame n consuliant to Mr. Hughes end ahout the sapme time thai
ho produced for the agency a pornographic film, “"Harey Days,"
~which starved an sotor who resembled Indonasian President Sukamo
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The report did not elaborate on the production of the film, or
whether ii was over used to embarrass Mr. Sukarnoe, as the agency
had intended.

Neither Mr. Maheu nor Mr, Sukarne were named in the report,
from which sll idenfities have been excized. But their names, like
that of King Hussein, were provided by sources familiar with the
Houge pancl’s investigation.




APPENDIX 8
Houss Calendar No, 240
[H. RER, 982, d4th Cong., 2d vess,

[Report No, 94-796]
Rasororion

Resolved, That the Seleet Commities on Intelligence have until mid -
night Friday, January 80, 1976, to fils its report pursuant to section
8 of H. Res. 591, and that the Select, Committes on Intelligance have
until midnight, Wednesday, February 11, 1976, to file a supplementa)
reporb containing the select cominiitee’s recommendations,

Rosolved further, That the Select Commitiee on Intelligence shall
not releasa any report vontuining materials, information, dote, o7 sub-
Jects that prosemtly bear socurity classifieation, unless and until such
reports wre published with appropriste securily markings and dis-
trebuted only to porsong wuthorized to vecetve eueh classified informa-
tiom, or until the report has been certified by the Prewident as not
containdng information which would edversely affect the intelligence
aotivities of the Central Intelligence Agency n forsign countries or
the indelligenos aotivitios in forelgn countrics of any other depariment
ar agency of the Federal Government.

(13)
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APPENDIX &
FE, RIEH, 31042, 0dth Cong, 24 sess.]

Brsorurion

‘Whereas the Febrnary 16, 1676, issus of The Village Voice, a New
York City newspaper, contrins the partial text of a report or n pre-
liminary report prepared by the Select Committee on Imtelligence
of the House, pursuant to H. Res, 501, which relates to the foreign
activities of the intelligence agencies of the United States and which
containg sensitive clasgified information; and

Whereas the House, pursuant to H. Res. 982, adopled January
29, 1976, resolved that the Select Committes on intelllgenea not re-
leaze any reé)orb prepared by it pursuant to H, Res, 591 until the re-
port ig certifled by the Presigent as not containing information which
would adversely aifect the intelligence activities of the CIA in for-
ei%n countries or the intelligence activities in foreign countries of any
other department or agency of the Federal Governments and

Wherens it agpears that Daniel Schore, & correspondent for the
Columbia Broadeasting Sysbem, and a member entitled to admis-
gion to the Radio and Telavision Galleries of Congress, has allegedly
admitted publiely that he had ohtained a copy of the report roferred
to above snd, ag o result of his alleged %e/er‘sonal disngresment with
the action of the Houge in adopting H. Res, 982, allegedly took ac-
tions which resulted in the publication of portions of t%)is aforemen-
tioned veport in “Che Village Voless and

Wherens it therefore appears that the aforementioned alleged actions
of the sgid Daniel Schorr may be in contempt of, or a breach of the
privile%s of, this Houge: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved, That the Commities on Standards of Offieial Conduet be
and is heraby wuthorized and directed to inquire into the circum-
stances surroundin% the publication of the text and of any part of
tha report of the Select Committes on Intelligence, and to report back
to the Houss in & timely fashion its fndings nnd recommendations
thercon,
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APPENDIX 9
House Calondar No. 271
TH., RHY. 1054, Ddth Jong,, 2d pess~Report No, 94-8651

Resovtrion

Resolved, That for the pur%jose of carrying out . Res, 1042, the
Committee on Standards of Official Conduet 18 auvthorized to require,
by subpensa ar otherwiss, the attendance and testimony of sueh wit-
nesses and the production of such books, records, correspondence, mem-
orandums, papers, and documents as 1t_deems necessary, The chair-
man of the commitiee, or any membor desipnated by such chairman,
may administer oaths to any such witness,
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APPENDIX 10
House Oalendar No, 800
{8, REB, 1080, Bith Cong, 24 sews—Report No. 94-580]

Resororion

[Strike out &l after “Resolved,” and Insert the part printed in ifnlie]

Resolved, EThat expenses of the investigation to be condueted gur—
suant to H, Res, 1042, by the Committes on Standards of Offlcial
Conduet, acting ag a whole or by subcommittes, not to exceed $850,000,
including expenditures for the employment of investigators, attorneys,
and clerical, stenographic, and other assistants, and for the procure-
ment of services of individual consnltants or organizations thereof
pursuant to ssction 202(1) of the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1046 (2 U.B.C. T2a(i}), shall be paid out of the contingent fund of
the House on vouchers suthorized by such committes, signed by the
chairman of such commjttes, and approved by the Committes on
House Administration. Not to exceed $300,000 of the fotal amount
provided by thig resolution may be used te proeure the temporary or
intermittent services of individnal consultants or orgenizations thereof
pursuant to section 202(1) of the Legislative Reorganization Act of
1946 (2 U.,8,C. 72a.(3} ) ; but this monetary imitation on the procure-
ment of such services shall not prevent the uge of such funds for any
other puthorized purpose,

[8ec. 2. No part of the funds authorized by this resolution shall
be available for expenditure in connection, with the study or investiga-
tion of any subject which is heing investigated for the same purposs
by any other committee of the Houss; a,ng the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Standards of Official Conduct shall furnish the Committes
on House Adminlstration information with respsct to any study or
investigation intended to bs financed from such fumds,

[Skc. 8. Funds authorized by this resolution shall be expended pur-
suant to regnlations established by the Committes on House Admin-
istration in accordance with existing law.]

That empenses of the itnwestigalion fo be conduocted pursuant fo
H. Bes. 1048, by the Conunittee on Standards of Offimal Conduet,
acting as a whole or by subcommittee, not to enceed §150,000, dnolud-
ing oopenditures for the employment of snwestigators, atiorneys, and
clevical, stenogrophic, and other assistanis, for t}w procurement
of services of individual consultants or orgamipations theroof pursu-
ant to section 802(i) of the Legislative Reorganization Aot of 1946
(2 U.8.C. 78uli)}, shall be paid out of the contingent fund. of the
House on voyohers aut]wm'zeg by suoch commities, signed by the ohatr
inan of such commities, and approved by the Oommitice on Houss
Admindstration. Not to exoced §130,000 of the total amouwnt providea
by this resolution may be wsed fo procure the temporary or intermil-
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tent serwvices of individual consultants or erganisations thereof pwgﬁ%
ant to section BOB(L) of the Legislative Reorganization At of 1945
(2 US.C. ¥8a (1) y; but this monatary Vmitation on the provuremes]
of such services shall not prevent the use of such funds for any othéd
authoriged merpose.

Sxe, 8. No part of the funds authorioed by his resolution shall G5
aveilabls for expenditure tn conmection with the study or investigaligl
of any subject which iy being tnuestigated for the swmne purpose b
any other comvmitice of the House; and the ohairman 6f the Committee
on Standords of Official Conduct shall furnish the Committes onl
House Administration information with respect fo any Study ol
tnvestigation intended to be gfrmnaed Jrom suoh funds,

Sec. 3. Funds authoriged by this vresolution shall be anpended pursy
ani to regulations established by the Commitlee on House Amﬂ&
tration in accordance with exlsting law. ¢

i




APPENDIX 11

Sereer CoMyrrrsn 03 INTELLIGENCE,
U.8, Hovsn or RupreseNTATIVES,
Washington, D0, January 19, 1976,
Hon, Davin C, TrzgxN,
" Cannon House Offiee Building,
Washington, D.C.

Drar ConeressMaN Treen : Encloged is a4 copy of the Draft Final
Beport of the Select Committes, Drafl recommendations and appen-
dices will follow shortly.

The Chairman hes secheduled o meeting for Tuesday, January 20,
1978, for the purpose of discussing the report and recommendations.

I remind you that velease of this Draff Report to unauthorized
persons constitutes a violation of Committes Rules.

Bincerely,
A. Sparce Fipip,

Staff Divector,
(83)






APPENDIX i2
[From New York Times, Jen. 20, 1070}

Hovan Commrrrer Rerorr Fixos C. LA, Uxpersrarer VALUE OF
T0 ANGOLA

(By John M. Crewdson)

WasaINGrow, Jan, 18—The Central Intelligence Agency has sys-
tematically un&erva,luad, in some cages by half, the military egmp-
gment supplied to warring factions in Angols, according to evidence
obtained by the House Select Commities on Intslligence,

The effect of the accounting procedures, valuing .46 caliber suto-
matie pistols as low as $6 and .30 caliber semi-automatic carbines at
$7.55, would be to understate the value of American aid,

The final draft of the House committee’s raport on the intsllipence
community, portions ol which were obtained by The New York Times,

-~ gonelinles that~theactual -investnrent —in - the -Augelan cenflict—wag— -

grestor than the $31-million the Ford Administration has told Con-
gress it hog spent gince January 1975,

ROLE IN CYPRUE CRISIH

Ths report also snys that State Department and C.LA. officials may
have intentionally permnitted Gresl militants to engineer a coup d’état
against Archbishop Makarios on Cyprus,

Ths somrittes repoert, which is to be presented to members tomor-
row for their approval after a year-long investigation, reflects the
commitiee™s interest in the cost of gathering intelligence, account-
ability for the funds that are spent, the eﬂgctiveness of American
agengies in predicting international crises and the risks involved in
coverl operations,

One of the high-risk operations described in the 35B-page report
is the Navy's 15-year program of gathering intelligence through sub-
marines operating inside territorial waters claimed by other nations,

On at lenst nine oecnsions, the report said, the submarines, some of
them armed with nuclear wespons, have coilided with other vessels.
On more than s hundred occasions, submarines have left themselves
vulnersble to detection by the targets of their intelligence-gathering,
the raport said.

Although meny terget nations, including the Soviet Union, claim
# 12-mile limif, the report said the Navy allowed vessels to sail within
four nautical miles of foreign shores,

Despite these factors, the committes found, the Navy officinily lists
the submarine operations, which are designated by code words like
“Holystone,” as low-risle activities,

. In public hearings, the ecommittes had produced testimony show-
ing that intelligence agencies failed to predict & number of interna-
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tional incidents, inciuding the 1078 Middle Bastern war, the mility
coup in Portugal and the overthrown of the Cypriot Government of
Archbishop Malariog, 3

The committee’s report contains evidence of additional failures gf#
infelligence in predicting the explosion by India of a nuclear devipdh
in 1074 and the Sovietuﬁad jnvagion of (fgachoslovn.kia, in 1968, 3

Documents provided tfo the committee illustrate the uncertainty of
the intelligenes community over wheiher India possessed the ability
to explode a nuclear devies or its intention to do so. £

A C.LA. post-mortem assessment declares that the lack of predip
tion daprived the United States of “the option of considering diplos
matie or other initiatives to try to prevent this mignificant step jn:
uuelear proliferation®, . &4

The assessment chastised the intelligence community for having
failed to interpret available satellite photographs that were latgf
found to ¢lenrly show India's nuclear festing facilities, K

A pimilar faflure, the commitiee report stated, occurred in Auguséy
1968, when the first word of the Czechoslovak invasion was passed to
President Lyndon B, Johnson by Anatoly ¥, Dobrynin, the Seviezg%
ambassador. k-

The report said that not only did American intelligence fail toj
provide poliey-malkers with a warning that Mescow had decided to
move againgt Alexsnder Dubeek, the liberal Communist leader, buiié
the C.LA, for two weeks in early August, actually lost track of a¥
largs formation of Soviet troops that had moved inte Poland.

Much of the House Committee’s investigation focused on the proc-
egges by which intelligepce operations have bean funded and approved, !
The report conveyed distress at some of the panel’s findings. i

In one case, which involved the supplying by the C.LA. of weapons
to Kurdish rebels in Ireq. the Nationa! Security Council's 40 Comw
mittee, which was sef up to approve covert operations, was advised’
of the project by Seeretary of State Henry A. Kissinger only a month .
afier it had begun, ;

The committed, which is headed by Representative Otis G. Pike, ,
Democrat of Suffolle County, also said that it had found inadequata
sccounting procedures by the Office of Management and Budget in.,
overseeing the $10 billion spent annually on the overseas operations
of the intelligence agencies, ‘

That sum, never hefore disclosed, has heen allocated “by a handfal
of people with little independent supervision, with inadequate con-
trols, even less auditing and an overabundance of security,” the repori;,‘.}
snid, s

Tn some cases, the panel found, funds were spent by the CLLA, “Ta 4
provide kings with female companions and to pay people with ques- 4
iionable reputations to make pornegraphic movies for blackmail,”
The report did not elaborate. R

Balance sheets provided to the committee stafl also showed that ayj
mediym-sized C.I.A. post overseas purchaged $86,000 worth of liquar
and cigarettes over o five-yesr period to he given by agenis4o friendly
officials of the host government.

Another C.LA. posat, also unidentifled, bought more than $100,000 i
in furnishings over the last few years, a quantity that the report char- P
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qeterized 88 only a small dporﬁion of the agency’s total purchases of
=efrigerators, watehes and other consumer goods.

b A_lthough the report suggested that not all of these items had besn
purchased for officinl purposes it provided no evidence of any setual
misallocation of funds.

The Pike commities staff also questioned the C.LA.'s previously
unrevesled practice of acting as a go-betwsen for foreign offieine
oversens in purchasing American zutomobiles and consumer goods.

Although ‘the C.LA. is eventually reimbursed for thess procure-
ments, the report said, the administrative costs “are borne by Amer-
jean taxpayers”,

In one case, an unidentified foreign povernment received a 20 per
ent discount on $1 million worth of equipment by having the mate-
rials purchaged by the agency in the name of the Federal Government,
In other cages, the report sald, snch procurements were ermployed “to
satisty little more than the whims of foreign officials®,






APPENDIX 18

[From the Congresslonal Record, Mar, 9, 1976]

CoMMENTARY ON THE SELEcT CoMmrrre OF INTELLIGENGE

The Serarxr. Under a previous order of the House, the gentleman
from New York (Mr, Pike) is recognized for 80 minutes,
. Mr. Prxe, Mr. Speaker, lnst Sunday while I was pieking up oysters
apd eating up some chowder, I decided that perhape the time had
ome for me to make o atatement ahout the late House Select Com-
pittes on Intelligence.
! Everybody elze has been malchlﬁ speeches about it and writing arti-
tiles about it, It oeaurred to me that I knew ahmost 8 much sbouf it
%.a5 the people who were doing all the talking and writing and that
,gggma embers might have some passing interest in my views.
5 In July I was asked to be the chairman of a committee of 18
members. Mr. Speaker, 122 Members of the Iouse did not want the
| gommittee re-crented, If they had known that I wae going to be the
ghairman, it might well have been a majority,
The first thing which we did after we got organized was to review
* ghe budget of the intelligence community, noncontroversial and not
3 wory difficult, except for getting the executive branch to admit what
the budget of the intelligence eomufunity wes,
¥  Then we decided to do a little spot cheelcing on the results we wera
gotting for onr money, and immediately it got very controversinl
L indeed. The CIA, the State Department, and the White House wers
pware of onr program; and they tried, not very subily, to get us io
ook st other things, They told us about some geadly ghellfish toxin
§ which had not hesn destroyed and asked whether we would not like
b to investigate that,
We said no, we would not; we would like to investigaie the results
bef our intelligence dollars,
 Every membera of the committes was invited to submit a list of
j events which have had a significant, effect on American foreign rela-
Hons or foreign policy or on life in America,
| " This time severa! of the Members made guggestions and several
{ events were looked at to see how well our intelligence community hed
é'parf{}rmed in predicting it, They were chosen at random with no
forgknowledge of what the investigation would reveal about the per-
' formance of our intelligence. Wo looked at the Soviet invasion of
» Czechoslovakin; the Tet offensive in the Vietnam war; the last Arab-
, Jsraeli war: the coup against Makarios and the Turkish invasion of
“Clyprus; the coup in Portugal! and the Indian nuelear explosion, In
-every cnse we asked just this question:

» What wee our Intelligence telling us about the Mkelibood of these majo:
vents before they happened?
(89)



Finally we locked at the risks involved for America and Americdig
citizens as & result of our intelligence operations, This was essily {1
most controversial of all our exercises of looking at where the doliail:
have been expended. We were aware of two seeret wars in which vwig
wora involved, one of those was Angola, Wa looked at our interventisi
in the politica Frocesses of other Iands. We investigated the paymart
of large Bums of money to peo%::le in other lands. We investigatod £fgh
interference in the rights and lives of American citizens at home ani
found apparent carruption at the upper echelons of the FRE

We concluded our investigation just before the Christmas ressds
Over that recess the stafl prepared & deaft of our report. No memhem
the commitiee participated in the preparation of that draft. %

On Monday, January 19, 1078, the first draft was made avaiinble
the membexs of the eommittes and to the CTA for the comments of ﬁh'a%
exeeutive branch. ;

On Monday, Tuesday, Wednesdny, and Thursday, January $93
through January 22, many changes were made by the committee
where they agreed with executive branch comments and criticisms, b
the staff, 5

In g session which Yasted until 2 san. on Friday, January 23, our sbﬂ%
and representatives of the CIA and the State Department made addi
tional changes, And when they were done, the State Department anf:
the CIA were given cgpies of the report, meluding all changes mada
up to that time. The CTA had two coples and the State Departmenﬁ-f
one Copy. . )

On Friday, January 22, the committes met at 10 a.m,, henrd preid
posad amendments, voted on them, added two gentences, deleted o, fesp
sentences, changed a few sentences and, by a vote of 9 to 4, adopted thé
report, The chairman and the ranking minority member, the entlos1
man from Illinois {Mr, McClory) wers, by unanimous consent, a%]owedé
to make certain minor changes they agreed od pertaining to Dr. Kis«»-é
einger and the staff was, by wnanimous consent, allowed to correef
gxammatiesl errors, punctuation, and other technical errors, All oft
tha changes made on Friday, January 23, would not have totaled two{
paragraphs of print, I

The version of the report printed in The Village Voice containet
soms of the changes made in the Friday, January 23, session but not thed
grammaticel, punctuation, and techmical changes mads by the staff.
Tt contained none of the appendixes and only a portion of the footnotes; d

On the evening of the day that the committee adopted the repusty
the chief of stafl of the committes wag told in a conversation with the
eognael }“or the GTA. the following: “Pike will pay for this, you walfg
and ges,’

“I am serious. There will be political retaliation for this. You wilhd

“Any political ambition Pike has in New York is through, We wil} 4
destroy him for this” . g

Heving received a couple of death threats during the course of pul'}f%
investigation, U was not greatly moved by the concept of politiealt
reprigal, But it did occur to me that it constituted an ugly precedsnhé
for any committes of Congress condueting any oversight which the
overseen did not like, I asked our chief of staff to make a record of that %

gonversation, {

f
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»  Qver the weekend of January 23 to 28, apparently, the report was

lealed. On Monday, January 26, the New York Timeg printed a story

oting the repert. On Wednesday, January 28, the Committee on

les voted that the report should not be published, or voted out a

rule to that effect, On the morning of Thursday, January 29, Daniel

Schorr showed a-copy of what purported to be the report and the table
of contents page on television,

That afternoon, Thursday, January 20, by a vote of 246 {0 124 the
House voted that the report not he published. The committee von-
eluded and filed jts recommendations which were wholly debated and
adopted In open session on February 11, completing its work. The
game day, February 11, the Village rV'Yoice. published & portion of the
gemifinal version of the report, and 1 week later published another

ortion.,
P There are no “sources” or “methods” in the report. The national
geenrity is not prejudiced by the report, It contains no transeripts of
conversations between the Secretary of State and any foreign leaders.
The State Department only leals thosa to friendly Harvard professors.

Those Members who have read the report and asked me about it
said, “What’s all the fuss about ¥’ The snswer is not national seenrily;
it s embarrassment and perhaps shame. Unfortunately, very few
Members have read it,

I agked today a group of about 18 representatives of the press who
I suspect have read the Village Veice version of the report whether
any of them found anything in it which prejudiced our national
sacurity, and the angwer wag, “No,”

The report discusges how the CIA nsey the medin, The report dis-
cosses how the CIA manipulates the Congress. We now have flve com-
mittees bolding the report as secret and one investigating why it is
not, Americans were told public%ﬁ that we had to back our side in
Angola, and the report does say that the Director of Central Intelli-

ence could not find much difference among the three factions there.
ime.ricans are told publicly that Ameriean corporations shall bs
prosecuted hy the 11.3. Government for puyofls to foreign officials,
and the reiort says the Government hag been making payofts to for-
eign officials,

We voted almost two to one publicly last week to bar funds for
assassinations and political operstions in other countries. And the
report talls sbout agsassinations and politieal operations in other
countries,

This House was publicly chastized by the administretion for our
actions in regard to the Turkish invasion of Cyprus, Our report dis-
cusses the administration’s sctions during the Cyprus erisis and the
Turkish invasion of Cyprus,

Our veport talks about & secret war that the CIA did not want
to et involved in but was told to get involved in.

Qur report talks about secret payofls that the CTA did not wand to
make and was told to make,

None of the above, though interesting and constituting most of
what the media has chased, constitute the basie thrust of our report.
‘The basie theust of our report is that despite the hillions of dollars
we expended on it, despite the genius of the scientists who work in our
intalligence community and the dedicstion and occasional bravery of
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the men working within our intelligence community, despite its oemZ
sional emall ruccesses, in every single instance in which we compasil
what our intellipence community wes predieting with what regi[s
happened, our intelligense community faited, :

Drowning in red fape, incomprehensible data, and daily tons s
paper, burdened with so much trivia that no forest is visible smof3
the trees, constantly prejudiced by politienl jud%mants and wishdy
thinking, our inteliigence community is repeatedly, consistently, ym2
changingly, and dangerously weak. That is the thrust of cur repoph
but that is g secret,

If the CLA and the State Department could provide, digest, andg
analyze objective intelligence as woll ng they can plant stories in thes
medin, lead the Congress around, and put the secret stamp on thejp
embarrassments, horrors, and failures, we could all sleep better aig

night.

Mr. Evaar, Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield? ,

My, Pixg. I yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania, :

Mr. Ebgag. TY&[r. Speaker, I commend the gentleman for his statad
ment and I would just add one extra word, i

I was one of the many who voted against the releasing of thes
report. As soon as I saw in the back pages of the Congressionsl#
Record the ipdieation that the report was availuble in the five comdd
mitteas that were mentioned, I took advantage of the opportunity ofy

oittg to thy International Affairs Committes and reading the report.:,
gent two ¥Dear Colleague” letters out since then, urging my eﬂiu%
leagues to take advantage of the opportunity to read the report, T sy
not cerisin 1o date how many have, I feel that many of the Memberay
of Congress even now, after the report wug made aveilable to us,
have not read it. 1

I for one, as one who voted to keep the report secret until I as ol
Member of Congress had an opportunity to read it, would now change
my vote, having read it. I think there are a number of Congressmen,
who would do the same if they took the opportunity to read the report.”
and then in a future time had the opportunity to vote again on that.
issue of whether fo release the report to the public,

Again T commend the geotleman in the well for his articidate
statement now and for his staterment he gave earlier In the day, T hops -
bhie press will, in fact, print much of what the gentleman said ag well ,
e read between the lines and read what the (%ngress of the United
States is try'milto do in struggling with this important issue, '

Mr. Npan. Mr. Spenker, will the gentleman yield to me for a-
gnrestion?

Mr, Pirg, I yield {o the gentleman from North Curolina,

My, Npar. Mr, Speaker, T also voted against revealing the report
hecause I thought we would be viclating sn sgrewmnent made by the
gentleman's comimittee if we did publish the report at-that time, Buj
I also feel ag the gentleman says, that it should be made public, and.
I wonder what the procedures now will be for making it publie. Will
we have an opportunity to vote on that very issue?

Mr. Prxt, I ean only say I am not going o offer a resolution to make
it ¥ub1ic. A resolution could be offerad to make it publie,

made it o8 clear ag T could ab the time of the debate that fivst of
all I did not believe and the majority of the members of the committes
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Idid not believe that there was any mgreement with the President
i to our report. :
Ez T would go further and sey that if there had been, under our agree-
#ment_with the President, the only %-mund? for not printing it was
- that it was prejudicial to our national security, and T have yet to hear
‘any objective observer who has read it say that. it is prejudicial to
Lpur national gecurity.
B 1 have heard a lot about honor. I do not think we can conceal
E,gmurder in the namea of honor. I do not think we can conceal secret
wars int the name of honor,

I believe very strongly that it is & tough report, It does not skirt
y dssues. It is embarrassing to some people, there is no question about
. it, 1 pnnounced to the Members of the House on the day that we
" debated it that it would be embarrassing to some people; but I do
1 ¢hink that the report can, in fact, be published, if people want to
read it.

Mrs, FEnwick. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, Pig I yleld to the gentlewoman from New Jersey,

Mrs, Fenwior. Mr, Speaker, for the gentlemman in tha well and
others, a resolution is being civculated to provide for the speedy print-
ing and publication of the report of the Select Committee on Intelli-
gence. Aecording to the agresment and, I, too, have read the report, I
am allowed, I believe, to mention what I have read in the report,
becanse I signed those documents,

Mr. Pxn Noj; but T think the gentlewoman could render a judg-
ment whether the gentlewoman thought it is prejudicisl to our na-
tiona] security,

Mrs. Fenwren. 1 think the gentleman eannot at the same time say
that It i3 necessary to revesl to ethers, once we stop a war that has
already besn stopped, as we know, by setion of Congress.

Mr. Pixg, Tt was stopped by action of Congress only because there
were lealts about it

Mrs. Frnwicr. It was not necessary, in other words, to publigh the
report without following the agreement, because the war had been
stopped and any information about it, as the gentleman in the well
said, it is now in the report.

In my opinicn, although I think it should follow the supervision
which was agreed upon, in my opinion the supervision should not
remove anything of substance and interest to the publie.

Mr, Pz, My, Speaker, T want to suy 1o the gentlewoman that the
particular war which was stopped, or at lsast our perticipstion in it
was stopped, was one of the items that the President had said that
revealing would be prejudicial te the national security,

Mra. TeNwiok, I wag not privy, of course, to what the Pregident
gaid; but I do feel that & solemn agreetent made by a commitee of this
Honse must be honorad.

Mr, Pixkr. I could not agres more with the gentlewoman. T would
simply say that T was a party to the agreement and the gentlewoman
from New Jersey was not. The gentlewoman's interpratation of it ia
not my interpretation of it. s

Mrs, Fonwior, I read the interpretation of the gentleman in the
report; so therefore, I do not feel that we gravely differ, The point T
am trying to make, it must be published. Thers should he no effort
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not to have it published and we should follow the sgresment that wh
?igreed upon, and, if necessary, go to the courts and see that iyl
one, g

Mr. Pixe. If we go the route the gentlewoman is talking about ¢
report would never get published. '

Mre, Prnwicr, V\ﬁ)y not? ;

Mr, Pre Beocause the President would say that it will never
published, Y

Mrs, Fenwick. We ean take It to the courts and that is specifienl]

o right to be presarved. =5

r. Piep, Well, if the gentlewoman wants to wait for the numbsi
of years it would take to resclve that issue that way, I think that thad
substance of the report would be moot, In my judgment, the repesits
hould be published now,

Mr. Joun L. Bumron. Mr. 8pesker, will the gentleman yleld? [

Mr, Pixce. I yield to the gentleman from California, t

Mr, Joun T. Burrow, %Ir. Speaker, I would like to commend thy?
gentleman for these remarks, I wonld hope that if there is s resolution;
put in concerning thia report, one of tha ways to force the Membersi
to read it would De to have n secrot session, so that we know what Wéi
are voting on, :

One of the problems with the procedures of the Rules Commitées!
wag that it was stated rather eloquently by the gentleman from Obdeg.
(Mr, Hays) that we were put in a pesition_of voting on something :
and we did not know what it was. The procedurs was that if we voted
one way, there would be a secret sesgion propoged, but if we vated thy
way the majority of the House voted, there would be » seeret tession,
go we would be voting in ignorance,

What really should have happened should have been a procedurs
whereby we could hiave been forced to have a secret session to hava
this report explained &6 us, 50 that then we knowingly conld have cast
a vote,

Mr. Prm The gentleman may very well be correct, and I think it
was the gentleman from Tennesses (Mr. Quillen) on the Republican
gide in the Committee on Rules who at one point made that suggestion,
but that is not what the Rules Commities voted out.

The genleman trom Ohio, while I do not recall that he said that,
the other thing he snid was, in my judgment, much move pertinent,
That is, that after all of the controversy sbout the report, anybody
reading it would find it to be somewhat of an anticlimax,

My, Joun L. Bunron, Right, and I think that is very true.

Mr, Have of Ohio. Mr, %pea,ker, will the gentlentan yield

Mr. Prxm, T yield to the gentleman from Ohio, and I say thet he put
it far mors eloguently and flamboyantly,

Mr, Have of Ohio, The effect was the same, and the peint I was
meking is that most of it had already been lealed to the press,

My, Prxr That, of courss, was not an accurate statement at that
time. Tt is now an sceurate statement.

Mr, Havs of OQhio, Well, it had been lesked somewhere becauss T
was aware that they had copies of it on the other side of the Capitol.

Mr, Pizn. Let me just give an example nhout the documents on the
other side of the Capitol, We had one wan from the Department of
Defense come in with a copy of our veport, and it was a numbered
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. copy of our report. It was either number 171 or number 191, I cannat
remember which it was. I had & phone call shortly after the Village
Voiee published its version, and it was from a Dr, Land, whe was a
member of the President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board, -

Dr. Lund said that he did not like something that our report had
gaid about the President’s Foreign Intelligenca Advisory Board which
had to do with the members of the President’s Foreign Intelligence
Advisory Board tending to be large Government contractors, and he
did not like that, '

I said, “Dr. Land, I am interested in what you say. but 1 am more
interested in something else. Where did you ses a copy of our report §”

He said, “Well, it was printed in the Village Voice.”

T snéi,gl, “Dir, Land, are you telling ma that you vend the Village
Voice

He anid, “Well, no, actaally, it was circulated o us down nk the
President’s Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board.”

I said, “Now, that really Interests me. YWho cirenlated it to you down
at the President's Foreign Intelligence Advisory Board §

He said, “Well, I can’t remember that, It was somebody on the staff.”

Now, in fairness, that version may not have been the same version
which was printed in the Village Voice. I do not know the answer,

Mr. Havs of Ohio. Well, I do not know the answer either. I will say
to the gentlemen, but 1 will say to the gentleman that there were copies
an the other side of this Capliol, and given as man;;lphotu duplicating
machines a8 thers are around here, if two peopls have u copy for 18§
minutes, suddenly there can be 100 copies,

Mr. Puxr. As I said earlier, the night befors we adopted it we pro-
vided the State Department with one copy and the CIA with two
copies, We thereafter made about a total of two paragraphs worth of
cha.ngﬁs. Now, if one believes—it Is possible to believe—that tha CIA
and the State De}imrtmemf, were pever advised of those changes, it is
alse possible to helieve in the tooth fairy and Peter Pan.

Mr. Girarmmo, Mr, Speaker, will be gentlernan yield{

Mr, Pree. 1 yield to the gentleman from Conneectieut,

Mr. Grarso, It shonld not have come as sny surprise that there
might bo a report on the other side of the Capitol. I happen to know
there were copies of portions of the report on the other pide of an
ocean, and for security purposes perhaps we should not mention which
ocean, But, I had o discussion with an offieial of the 1.8 Government,
a trangoceanic discussion, wherein he discussed the report with me and
had & portion of the report before him. I also know who gave him the
report. Obviously, 1t was the axeentive branch.

r. PixE, I have never said whare the leak came from because I do
not know where the leak came from, I simply say that it is perfectly
porsible that it ceme from our committes ; it 18 perfectly possible that
it cime from our committes staff ; it is perfectly possible thest it enme
from the staff of & member of our committes; 1t ia perfectly possihlo
that it came from the State Dapartment; it is perfecily possible thal
it came from the Defense Department; it is perfectly possible that it
came from the White House or the CTA, And I simply do not know.

I do know that the beneflt of the leaks inure to the CIA and not to
the Congress. The people who were hurt by the leaks were our com-
mittes and the concept of congressional oversight, Tha peopls who
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were helped by the lenks were the CIA and other parties of the inbeu,]j§
Hgence community, thanks to their PR operation, blaming =il of the
leaks on the Congress, Their PR operations, as I think I mentioned)
earlier this afternoon, is s pretty good operation. :

Mr, Mrvroro, Mr. épeaker, wil% the gentleman yield 5 minutes oé
his time for another view on thigsubject 4

My, Pigre Mr. Speaker, how much time do [ have lsft? o

The Seeager pro tempore | Mr, Murphy of Illinois], This gentles
man from New York has 30 minutes remaining, K

My, Prer, I will yield 5 minutes of my time to the gentleman frome
Taxaa (Mr. Milford),

Mr. Mizronp. My, Speaker, first of all, I want to thank the Chair«.
man for yielding. It has been characteristic of his work on the Selodb
Committee on Intelligence throughout its time, We have many differ-
ences of opinion, both in philosophy and in ideas on infelligence. Bub
throughout these differences, the gentleman’s fairness has coms
through to svery member on the committes, No member on the com-
mittee was ever denied any opportunity to present hia views to the
very fullest, For that I am very apprecietive, and for that I think it
speaks well for the Chairmen of the Select Commities on Intelligence.

My, Prgw, Mr, Speaker, I thank the gentleman,

Mr, Mirromn. Mr. Speaker, I would like to first address myself io
the report, The chairman is ahsolutaly right that probably if any Mem-
ber in this Chamber were to read that report he would not spot clnssi-
fied mecrets. That simply is not what we are concerned with, One would
not find our order of battle, one would not find a dramatic revelation
of anything in the way of seourity information. DBut interspersed
throughout the report are bits and pieces of technical information
that axi experienced intelligence analybt can put together to form pie-
tures or messages or information that cowld geriously compromiise
ongoing intelligence nperations, That is concern Ne, 1,

Second, the report would be an official 1).S, Governent report. It
has things that everyone here already knows and all of the press knows,
They heve written sbout them, But to have it appear in an official U.S,
dorument ean present, gerious foreign relations problenis with certain
politieally unstable countries and underdeveloped countries, simply
by the fact that we officialize it. It is one thing to have the press report
something. The press is net an official arm of the U.S, Government;
the Congress is.

I would like it clear]ly understood that I do not in any way endorse
many of the netivities that we are aware of or any of the misdeeds that
have been committed by our intelligence agencies, nor do 1 defend
them, but I think it is time that we stopped to realize something,

Mr. Speaker, I would like to make one general statement that 1
think the people of this Nation and the Members of this Congress
should know. In making the statement, I do not in any way (uestion
the motives or intent of any person either in this Congress or any
person in the administration.

T think that it is very important for everyone to understand the
overall atmosphere that was present throughout the hearings held by
the Select Committes on Tutelligance. Thig peculinr atmosphers may
huve considerable benring on the total picture, X .

T'o begin, the hearings were an ndversary proceeding. The committes
was hostils to the administration and vice versa,
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Rather than a nonpartisan objective search for truth, on the part of
the committee, and, an earnest attempt to seek efficient reorganizations
of the intelligence community, on the part of the administration—the
overall atmosphere was more fike two bull elephants squaring off in a
jungle clearing.

Cominittee questions were invariably couched in the tenor of: *Do
you atill beat your wife” ! The administration defended with a barrage
of technical roadblocks, Neithar side trusted the other.

The committes insisted on publicly airing matters that either in-
volved classified date or would give valuable clues to classified data.
The administration insisted on trying to classify everything, including
many materials that could have besn released to & responsible body
or even to the publie, :

Mr. Speaker, what T am snying is that both sides of this controversy
came out looking like fools, In the eyes of the American people, The
net, result has been to foster further distrust of the people of this
Nation, in their elected government.

I think peeple Jook to Washington, D.C. for government, not for
a fight between the legislative and administrative branches of govern-
ment. Regardless of dpurty differences and regardless of what party
controls which branch, we must stop asinine Eattles of the type that
developed during the intelligence hearings.

Agamn, I am not trying to make this n personal matter nor am I
trying to smear either members of the committee or the administraiion,
I think every single member, in both branches, betieved in their basic
positions, However, collectively, on both sides, they let the gnme get
out of hand.

The membership of the infelligence committess in both the House
and the Senafe consisted of individunls possessing very divergent
political philosophies, views and opinion. When one reads the many
volumes of debates and speeches, few agreements were found bepwean
the oppormg philosophies,

‘Fhere ig one proposition, that not only has the overwhelming agreg-
ment of the membership of both committees, but also the concurrence
of all administration witnesses, nongovernment intelligence experts
and almost everyone else that participated in the investigations, That
proposition was the agreement on the need for a psrmgnent intellj-
gence commitiee.

Our select commitiees simply did not have the time and the resourees
to do a comprehensive job in studying the intelligence community.

Wa need to get on with the important job of congressional over-
gight by organlzing o permenent committee and giving it the proper
tools to do 1ts job,

Further debate on the mistakes of yesterday and further irrational
fighting over the problems of todsy only aggrevate the situation. I
would hike to sea ug bring this matter to an end.

Me, Hourzmaw, Mr. Spealker, will the gentleman yield ¢

My, Pire. I yield to the gantleworoan from New York.

[ Ms, Holtzman asked and was given permission to revise and extend
her remarks. ]

Ms. Hovezaean, Mr, Speaker, 1 thank the gentleman for yielding,

T would like to say frst that I wish to compliment the gentleman
from New York (Mr. Pike) for taking this specinl ovder and for rais-
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ing again today the issues that he had raised bofors about publishing
the Prke committes report. -5

One of the reasons I mrm so deeply conesrned about this problen; 32
because the pentloman iz raising one of the most profounc}] questionss
that could possibly affect us} namely, our responsibility as Membg i
of Cengress, under the Constitution, to insure that the Constitution ig]
observed, We fake an cath to uphold the Constitution, just like the;
President and just like the Supreme Court Justices. T

One of the principles implicit in the Constitution is that our Govi
ernment has to run with the consent, of the governed, and to that exte b
the governad have to understand whet the Grovernment is up to-2
whether it is obeying the laws, whether the laws are adequate, ang:
whether agencies of the Government have in fact done the job ¢ 63;'
were asked to do in the name of the people and on behalf of the peopl 5

Mr., Prxe, Mr. Speeker, T just wish to Interrupt the gent]ewema%g
for a moment beeauge I want to ask the gentleman from Texas:
(Mr. Milford) pleage notto leave yet becauss T want to address myseld:
to the remarks he made, .

Ms, Hourzaeaw, Mr, Bpeaker, we are wrestling with the question Q:Eri
how to ingure that the CIA and other intelligence agencies, as well ag
other parts of the executive branch of Government, have fulfilled thejr
obligations to the people of thix country and how we os Memhers of
Congress can insure that the executive braneh lives up to its obligations:

I would sny to the gentleman from New York, in view of the come
ments from the gentleman from Texas (Mr. Milford) that we havg
heard, that it would be very important to permit a forum in whick
the specific allegations agninst this report ean be fully aived. Now we
henr only vague genoratirations, We are told that this report may harm
pational security. How, in fact, doeg it harm national security ¥ 'We
neod page, chapter, and verse of this claim so that we can debate the

uestion and understand it. Otherwise we have only these unsubstans
tiated charges, and we as Members of Congress do not have an oppor
tunity to make an informed judgment.

I would prefer o haye the judgment made by Members of Congress,
nof the executive braneh.

Mr, Pixn. Mr. Speaker, I would like to say to the gentlewomun
from New York (Ms. Holtzman) that we addressed in debating this
report with our comumnittes, all of these so-called tiny tidbits that the
gentleman from Texas {Mr. Milford) refers to. We voted on them,
and we found them to be, hy majority vote, without substance,

Yes, it is trus Lhat if this report were to be published, it would indeed
be an official Government report,

I recall that when we wore debating this report, the issue was raised,
8s I recall it, over on the other sida of the aisle within our comunities;
and it went something like this: “Does it not bother you if the official
Glovernment version is a lie and if the truth is stamped ‘secret’ ¢

The anawer was “no,” but it bothered our committes. To me, when
the official Government position. ig a lie, there iz just no justification
for stamping the truth “secret.” There may be, I will not make that
statement that flatly, that broadly forever. There may be, but in gen-
eral on the issues which we looked at, where the official Government
positions wag a lie, we decided that our obligation was to tell the truth,
and that is what the report did,
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Mr. Speaker, I would like fo address myself finally to the concept
that we were somehow hostile to the intelligence community or to the
administration, I have said publiely many, ma,nix.r1 times thaf,)I( eamse out
of this investigation, beliave it or not, with o higher regard for the GLA
than I had when I went into it. T came out of this investigation with
o Jower vegard for people who were telling the CIA what to do, and
this applied o Democratic administrations as well as Republican
administrations, .

I think, in the final analysis, it is part of the genius of the Constitu-
tion and part of the genius of this Nation that our Government was
mennt to be advers&r% in natire. Our Government was eroated to be
pdversary in nature, The Congress was hot, gupposed to be a yes-man
or a rubberstamp for the executive branch, The Judiciary was not
supposed to say that everything the Congress does is correet,

r, Speaker, it is part of the penius of our entire establishment, one
Constitution, and our form of Government that this adversary rela.
tionship does exist; and we cannot exercise oversight if we do not
have some adversary relationship.

Ms. Aszua, Mr, Spesker, will the gentleman yiald ¢

Mr. Pixe. I yield to the gentlewoman from New Yorl, :

Ms, Apzoc. Mr. Spesker, 1 wani to commend the gentleman, and I
would like to try to create o little clarity about the nature of this
report. .

pSinee it was clear that this report was in the possassion of other than
the committee, namely, various departments 0? (Government, ag chair-
man of the Subcommitte on Government Information and Individual
Rights of the Committee on Government Operations, which ig con-
cerned with the Freedom of Information Act, I wrote a letter tn the
Department of Defense, the Department of Justice, the CLA, the OMB,
and the State Department. T agked for a copy of this report, which
I considered then to be in the public domain,

The respanses that I have received are very interesting. I think the
gentlewoman from New Jersey (Mra., Fenwick) shoudd he interested
in this, The responses indiente that they regard this report a8 a cons

ergional document and not a dogument of the Government. Thore-

ore, they cannot possibly relesse this “record® to me under the Free-
dom of Information Act, and they say that only the Congress can
decide what to do with the report: and sinee the Congress has already
deeided, at this moment in any case, not to relemse it, they feel they
might be in contempt of the action of Congress should they relesse it.

The importance of what the gentleman %as described this morning
and the importance of what the gentlernan has deseribed this after-
noon, I think, makes it clear that the Congress has failed in its ve-
sponsibility to act upon its own initiative, ag preseribed by the Con-
gtitution, and that it hag vialated its own duty with regard to the
gepuration of powers, and, indeed, what this Constitution provides
with respect to the separation of powers of the Congress,

And the only course of action with respect to this report in view
of what the gentleman from New York said thig morning and in view
of whet the gentleman from New York said to me, and in view of what
those who have read the report have indicated, is for the Congress
te act in its own behalf and not abdieate any furxther of its own re-.
sponsibilities with respect to this report, The Congress must act to
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releage thig report itself. Only then can we be sssured that the natyes
of this Government is operating as we understood it to be 200 years ag

Mr, Huneats. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield . i

Mr, Pirr. I am happy to yield to tﬁe gentleman from Missouri, .23

Mr. Hungarr, Mr, Speukter, I want to join in commending t¥5
gentleman from New York (Mr. Pike) on the outstanding work §
gentleman has done in the Congress, '

Mr. Pixe Did the gentleman say to it or for it?

Mr, Hongare. I think the gentleman would do more for Congress
if they would let him do more, u

Mr, Speaker, I think that conflict is, indeed, built into the separgl
tion of powers and that it is part of the geniue of eur Government;%
When two peopla agree one of them is doing all the thinking, And$
yet T think we deprive ourselves of a great deal by not giving furthery
support to the gentleman from New York and to his committee andj
to the distinguished Members on both sides of the aisle, Members |
who did not see ench area in the same light and this too is part of the
diversity which is the genius of the Congress. I can only regret thag
our Founding Fathers did not antieipate the existence of politieal -
pa.rties because I think this is whers we fail, and we fail on both sides,
T'he struggle of the separation between the executive and legislative
branches would come out far bebter, I think that when something
comes up with the President in the White House, and when someone
would side in and defend him, or perhaps vice versn, and maybe one
disagrees with the gentleman now in the well, I think that if we did
not: have political parties, they might very well find themselves stand-
ing side by side with the gentleman new in the well.

Mr, Pz, I thank the gentleman for his coroments,

Mr, Graimo. Mr, Speaker, will the %'entlem an yleld ?

Me, Pixe, I yield to the gentleman from Connecticut,

My, Grarmo, Mr. Speaker, I want to commend the gentleman from
New York {Mr. Pike? on the excellence of the explanation the gentle-
man has given, and, may I add, a very much needed explanation.

T might point out that I am gotting a little tired when I constantly
hear the criterion, that eriterfon being explained and set forth in
termg of our national security, as if that iz the only thing we in
Congtress must concern. ourselves with, One must keep in inind that
if national security is the only eriterion to be used, then an absolutely
secret government would be the best way of prasewingi]whatever that
nafionel geeurity might be, as defined by the man on the white horae.

But thers ia another consideration which our committes had to
concern itself with and that is the constant balance which must exist
between proper concern for national security and preper concern for
the rights of American citizens a8 to whether or not their Government
or the agencies of thelr Government were in any way violating the
rights of the citizens,

t was this concern which gave rise to the ereation of this committee
and to the committees in the other body because there was evidence,
in fact, thers i admission that thers have been violations of the rights
of American citizens, Se we have to balance concern and proper con-
cern for nationsl seeurity, which we have done in our committes, and
also balance it against what I consider to be the paramount right, and
that is the right of American citizens to be secure from an all-powerful
and gecret govarnment,
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%ﬁ Mr, Pz, Mr, Speaker, I would like to use up a couple minutes. of
Ty remaining time and sey fo the gentleman from Connecticut that
'; appreciate the gentleman’s views. I agres with his views. I do not
ihink there is anybody in this Chamber wheo does not pupport national
maenrity. The question is: How do we define national sacurity ¥ What
45 national security § What contributes to the strength of our Nation®
£Tt seems to me, st the present tima in our country, perhaps the greatest
Eihreat to our national security is the fact that millions upon millions
of Americans believe that their Government lies to them,

% How can we have # strong nation when millions and millions of
%@maricans are convinced that their Government does not tell them
fthe truth? The American people believe in substantial numbers that
{ihieir Government lies to them. Wo were confronted with a problem
‘pf whether we wers going to perpetuate some of the lies or whether
kypo wern going o tel% them the truth, and we opted fo tell them the
Hruth.

Mr. Jorwson of Colorado, Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman. yield?

Mr, Prex, I yield to the gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. Jomnson of Colorado, I thank the gentleman for yielding,

I just want to say very briefly that the gentleman has been pilloried
pnd abused, There have heen very little aftacks of the gentleman that
1 thought werc rational, Much ofy the attacks were mads in ignorance.

‘But overall the gentlemnan will be vindicated in his position and ac-
ijons a8 the chajrman, I think he will ecome to be admired by the
Ameriean people very much. '

I feel it was a great privilege to have served on the commitlee with
the genilemaxn,

Mr. Pixn, I thank the gentleman from Colorade for his comments.

Mr. Dmruows, My, Speaker, will the gentleman yisld?

Mr. Prxe, I yield to the gentleman from California.

Mr. Drorroms. T thank the distinguished gentleman for yielding
£0 108,

I would fivst indicate that I am very pleased that the gentleman
took the wall to make the explanation that the gentleman did this
afternoon. It makes many of us who served with the gentleman on
the select committes feel that at least symbolieally we are trying to
communicate to the American people that we are not cowered or in-
timidate hy the heavy barrage of propaganda against the distinguished
gentleman in the well and many members of this commitiee.

Firat, I would like to point out that it was a distinct pleasure and
privilege to gerve with the distinguished gentleman in & very difficult
situation.

Second, I would like to address myself to a coulﬂe of arguments
made in opposition to the statements made by the distinguizhed
gentleman.

The gentlsman from Texas, a member of the committes pointed out
that upon & reading of the report, an expert could put together bits
and pieces that could define a level of sources and methods that would
communicate to a hostile nation information that we would not like
them to have, T would not at this moment take the time of the pentle-
man in the well to challenge that asgertion, T would simply say that
there wers 18 members who lived miensely with this experience, and
of the 18 members, ¢ whe approved the report believed that the
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report was specific and in the generic in no way revealed sourceys
methods. T will leave the distinguished gentleman from Texas wy
his assertions and with his judgments, I would just s,aI,y that the giy
tleman wag in & digtinet minority on the committes, The mnjority
us did not belisve that, _
Third, there wera arguments on the floor with respect to the fssg
of the honor of the committes in maintaining the agreement, I 4
one of the thres or four members who voted against the agreemsf
on the ground that it viclated the integrlfg of the House of Rey
sentatives, of the Congress of the United States as a eoequal brang
of Government on the notion that if there were 15,000 buresucrats wl
could classify tnformation, the U.8, Congress certainly could reses
unto itself, as en independent, coequal hranch of Government, j
right to declagsify information, This agreement to #ome extent o6
promised that very important principle. I was on the other side. I 4§
at that time that 1t would set a bad precedent, but wine members o
not ngree with this gentlemen from California, ncluding the distin
guished chairman, the gentleman in the well, g
The ranking nmnorit{v1 member believed that this agreement caridady
through to the report, the distinguished chairperson and various othus
members who entered into the agresment did not believe it earriads
forward, s
What is the message ta the House of Representatives? The messagas
is that even among the nine people who entered into this agreementz
that I did not agree with, they were certpanly nmong themseives ng

in agreement es to how far reaching this would be, and there woul
be ultimate ramifications,
The distingnished gontleman from New Yok took the well an
upon persona% integrity, upon political integrity, and upon the respon?
sibility of lendership said he did not in good faith believe in eny way
‘that the agreement would carry on to the report. 1
Thoe whole Government, our whole way of life, our entire society 18}
based on the issue of good faith, and the gentleman put that integrityd
on the line, It would seem fo me that for the House of Representatives
to say this tiny little committee, because of a so-called ngreement thag;
there wag no unanimity upon set a pracedent that all of the Membel‘%
of the House should back on the hasis of honow is an absurdity. T wou
der what the Flouse of Representatives would have done if our comé
mittes had issued o subpena citation direction to the Heerstar a;ﬁ%
State, Mr, Kissinger, Would the House then have said, “On the ga.si 1
ol honor, we must back our comnittee’ T would dare say that the vote}
would have been just the reverse. :
Me, Pixn 'We came pretty closs to that, but my “vibes” told me thais
the gentleman read the vote right, "
Mr, Prrrome, Exactly, Mr, Chairman, My final statement with red
gard to the issue of the agreement is this. Why is it that the Houagy
came together around the dubious agreement of a tiny little committesy
of 18 persons when the House of Representatives is not willing t6d
come togethar apparently around the basle agreament of how we come
together to govern ouvselves, the agreement written down in the Cons{
stitution of the United States, that says governments and agents and;
representatives govern at the will of the American peopls and funetion
within the framework of the law, What ahout that basic agreement$
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% To some extent when we voted on the floor and when the vote oc:
wourred, it seemed to me dubious to vote on the agreement of the com-
mittes and that it woe far more important how we relate to each other
in this country, X .

; Why is the press writing about leaks and not the absurdities and

1 illegalities and unconstitutionalities? . .

i Mr. Pixg, I would like to cut the gentleman off. I have very Hittle

(Y

'bin]}r,{r. Dertoms, Even in the end the distinguished chairman is can-
tankerous. .

I would like to say in closing that the Members of the Congrass of
the United States, based upon that vote, have the responsibility indi-
vidually to resd that report and. arrive af, a conclugion that many of
18 who wrote the raport have arvived at.

I thank wy distinguished chairman for giving me this opportunity.,
Tt makes me think there ig int.eﬁrity in the House, ‘

Mr, Pigr. 1 want to sey fizst that obviously the agreoment was
arrived at in the context of an interim releass of information.

Mr, Derruys, This is certainly what I am trying to point out.

Mr, Pz, [f the agreement had heen deemed {o cover our final re-
port, to say that the CIA would decids what we conld include in its
own report, I do not think anyhody on the committes would have
approved that,

My, Derveras, I think not, :

Mr. Pize, Mr. Speaker, I want to say any chairman who has th
honor of having both the radiecal Members from Californin and the
eonservative Member from Louisiana hag some problems, and I think
in fairness it would he appropriate for me to yield at this moment to
thegentlaman from Louisiana.

Me, Trumx. I thank the gentleman for yielding,

I do commend the gentleman for the job he did in reconciling at
lenst procedurally the different viewpoints of the members of the com-
mittee, and I know that the gentleman in the well will recognize what
I have to say now, and very briefly I do 8o, i3 not to suggest a lack of
regpect for his ability, inteprity, or dedication, I am entiraly convinced
the gentleman holds those qualities in abundance, but T do think the
issue has been somewhat obscured, and Y do not say it has been ob-
scured intentionally, but for many Members on the floor when we took
the vote—a vote of 246 to 194, I believe—many Members wers per-
suaded that the sgreement entered into by the commitiee was an im-
poriant factor. '

The Mambers have had the opportunity to rend the substanca of the
agreement, It was Fublished in the Record. T think thera were copies
on the floor and reference was made to the sctual resord in which the
agreement, wag reached, and so many Members did vote that way be-
cause they felt that ngresment the committes had made should be
upheld by the full House,

1 recognize that on the commitlee there conld have been different
interpretations, but thers were many Members in this Ilouss who, read-
ing the agreement for the first time and having access to the record,
concluded, as did I and the minority on the commitice, that the agree-
ment was binding, that however unfortinate—if it was anfortunate—
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that we entered into the agreement, it wns a matter of integrity fg
the House to live up to the agrecment. §

The Spraxgr pro tempore. The gentleman from New York hag o
3 minubes left,

Mr, Pirg, Mr, Speaker, I have only & few minutes under my speg]
order remaining and I would like touse it mygelf.

Mrs, Fanwror., Mr, Spenker, my names has been mentioned on 4
floor, and I believe when one’s name has been mentioned on the flof;
one has the right to spenk. I do not know whether I can be given pomgs
oxtra time,

Mr. Prae. I do not blieve I mentioned the gentlewoman’s name,

Mr. Fenwiok. The gentlewoman from New York mentioned
namie, it
Mr, Pigz, I am sorry, but I have the time and I do not beliswes]z:
mentioned the gentlewoman’s name, i
I simﬁly want to say that when we voted to suppress this reporfis
those who wers tallking about honor were telling us that we would s}
have copies of this report. That was in the “Dear Collengue latler” afg
the genttlernan from Texas, “You will each have a copy of this report 43
That was in the argument of the gentleman from Illing:
(Mr. Andsrson). “You will be able to have this report.” o

Now, a great many Members voted the way they did, 1 am toldi’
because they believed that they would not have to go sit in somebody
elge’s offies and sign a secrecy oath in order to read it, that it wouldd
be given to them se that they could read it at their convenience in theiﬂé
offices and have it. @

Kow, I think that also was a part of the honor problem when peopli
wero told that the report would be delivered to them and it was nevesd
ever delivered to them. 3

My, Speelrer, now I yield to the gentlewoman from New Jersey.

Mrs, Fonwror, Mr, Speaker, 1 thank the gentleman,

I cannot stand in this House or before my C(ﬁleagues and have it su
gested that I voted to keep that report in its proper procedure before

publication becwusge T wished to su%press thae report. i
© " Mb, Speawker, may I just conelude in a few sentences, if the gentle
man would yield further?

Mr, Pixe. The gentlewoman doeg not understand the issue, The isgiuag
wis we were geing to publish it or we were not going to publish it
The CTA wanted to cut out half of ihat report, -

Mrs, Fenwiog, Well, then, take it to the courts. It is in the agrees{
ment, T must speak out, 4

Mz, Pocr, The CTA wanted to cut it cut. 4

Mrs, Fexwrox, Mr, Spesker, surely I may have two seniences @11-3\;
this floor. T do not speak very long.

My, Prxe That is a Judgment. i

Mrs, Fenwricz, Mr, Speaker, I do not make remarks about th&&é
gentleman’s comments and I do not thing this is quite kind. f}g

Mr. Pixzg, The gentlewoman wrote an article about my honor whichy
was published, %

The Serarxr pro tempore, The gentlewoman will desist. Does thet
gentleman from New York yield any further? 4

Mr, Prxe. Yes, I yield to the gentlewoman from New Jersey. ;

q

&

L Mo
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Mrs, Fenwicr, Mr, Speaker, I certainly meant no personal attack
T feel strongly that this Government cannct operate without mutua
trust, that we must be able to count on esch other’s word when giver
and it was only for that reason and regretting the delay it may caust
that I voted against it and wrote and spoke as I did. We will have ¢
resolution coming before the Committee on Rules or some other com
mittee of this House and I hope everyone that wants that report mudr
public will vote for it,

My, Prre. Mr. Speaker, does the resolufion say that the report pgets
submitted to the President for his cenaorship ¥

Mre. Fenwicr, It says only it follows the procedure ag outlined ix
the agreement, ,

Mr, Pren, Then the report will never get published.

Mu. Orrivene, Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. Pige. I yield to the gentleman from New York :

Mr, Orrevger, Mr, Speaker, I would like to congratulate the gentle
man on the way the gentieman has eonducted the investipation anc
on the gentleman’s appearance today.

Mr. %pe&k‘er, I resolved my own doubts on the agresment in fuvo
of the committes, One of the things that bethers me about the remarks
of my colleagus, the gentleman from Texag, is the apparent assump-
tion that the executive depertment is the sols arhiter of national secu.
tity, the sole repository of wisdom with respect to national security
It seems to me the sommitice was given an assignment to investigate
abuges in the CIA, It was its duty to do so and the whole concept of
having the CIA censor the fina] product would have made the whole
effort hudicrous.

Therefore, T think the House was quite wrong in its decision:

The Srearer pro tempore, The time of the gentleman from New
York hag expirad,

My, Mirrorp, Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous congent, that the time
of the gentleman bs extended 6 minutes,

The SeearEr pro tempore, The gentleman’s request is out of order.






APPENDIX 14

[From tho Congressiona! Record, Jan. 26, 1076)

House or RerrusEnTaTIVES,
Serecr CoMMITTEE ON [NTELLIGENCE,
Washington, 0., October 1, 1076,

The committes met, pursuant to recess, at 10:05 am,, in Room 2113,
Rayburn House Office Building, the Honorable Otis (3, Pike (Chair-
man) presiding,

Present: Representatives Pike (Chairman), Giaimo, Stanton,
Dellums, Aspin, Murphy, Hayes, Lehman, McClory, Treen, Kasgten
and Johneon,

Also Progent: A. Searle Field, Staff Director, Aaron Donner and
Joek Boog of the committee staff,

Chairman Pirr, The committee will come to order,

We have essentially two purposes for our meeting this morning,
The first is to disouss with the committee the question of whether the
commities should accept the documents which were tnrned over to me
last night as being in compliancs with the subpoena which we issued
under the conditions set forth,

Mr. Field, do you have the letter from Mr, Colby to me setting forth
those conditionst T think they will bo familiar to all of you, But I
want to malke it very clear what they sey before we approve or dis-
approve of that action, I don't hesitate to just summarize them b
siying that they set forth essentially the conditions whic
Mr, MeClory and I discussed with the President the other day as tothe
release of any of the information contained therein,

Do you have that letter?

Would you read it to the commitiee?

Mr. Fretp, For the record, T would note that the letter is claspified
top secret but there is a stamp on it that says that it may be unclassified
when the enclosurs has been detached and the enclosure has besen
detached ;

Drare Mr, Cuamrman: With the approval of the Pregident, T am
forwarding herewith the classified material additional to the uncias-
gified material forwarded with my letter of 28 September 1975, which
is regponsive to your subpena of September 12, 1975, This is for-
warded on loan with the understanding that there will be no public
disclosure of this classified material nor of testimony, depositions, or
interviews concerning it without a reasonable opportunity for us to
eonsult with respect to it. In the event of disspreement, the matter
will be referred to the President. If the President then certifies in
writing that the disclosure of the material would be detrimental to
the national security of the United States the mutter will not be dig-
closed by the committee, except that the committes would reserve its
right o submit the mutter to judicial determination. In some 18
instances in the enclosed material excisions have been made of partic-
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ulnrly sensitive raiters, In ten of these instances they waould pinpois
the icdentitfy of individualg who would be subjest to exposura, 1
In two cascs this would violate an understanding with o forejp:i
government that its cooperation will not be disclosed, In each such
casg, M1, Chairman, T am prepared to discuss with lyou and the com
mittes, if necessary, the specific basis for this exclusion due to ]
excoptionally high risk involved. I am sure that we can come to g
mutual understanding with respact to its vontinued sscrecy or n forsi
in which its substancs could be made gvailable to the eoinmittee ang
shill give it the high degree of protection it deserves. In case of dig
agresment, the matter will be submitted to the President under the
rocedure outlined above and the committee would, of course, reservs;
its right to undertake judicial action, H
Sincerely, !

W. BE. Corry, Director, '

Chairman Prxs., Does any Member of this Commitiee object to ong
recelving those documents under those conditions?

Mr, Aepin, Mr, Chairman, I'd like to just ask & fow questions. These
a;let i&hen the procedures which in your mind conform Lo what you
askoed,

Chairman Pixm In my mind it conforms to what I teld the Presis
dent that Iejliarsonally weuld be willing to aceept, but that I would not
speak on behalf of the rest of this commitiee or the Congress, . . .

Mz, Aserw, A further question, Mr. Chairman, Is all of the infor-
mation that has been provided all that we havs requested ¢

Chairmap Pres, That is a very good question. Thers is missing
cable which we subpoensed, It is, I beliove, the cable to which
Mr. Adams referred in his testimony.

M, Colby and Mr, Rogovin simply say they cannot find it. I believe
them. I kidded them a lztile bit, but I said in the finsl analysis I do
not believe that there is an intentional withholding of a document in
their possession,

Mr, Agein. A further question, if I may, What is the Chajrman’s
feeling about the fifty words or whatever It is that have been deleted
from the matsrial that hes been presented ¢

Chairman Pixp, I believe thay have been properly deleted,

My, Apery. Mr, Chairman, before we vote on this, let me be clear,
%his %s, then the vots. We are establishing s precedent, am I correet

ero? . . .

Chairman Prem. I think there ig no question that we are establish-
ing the precedent for this sommittee. Before you vote, I want to point
outb that T do not see what we have gotten rs any great triumph for
this committes, I am not claiming any great triamph here. We have
gotten pracisely that on which we said we would move for contempt.
‘We have gotten ahsolutely nothing else, We have gotien no-additional
documents which have been requested from the State Department, To
the contrary, n dosument which we disenssed at some length yesberdetgf
and which yesterday I believe we had been assured wou]c% be provided,

‘we learned last night would not be provided. So T think that we have

gotten, exactly that which keeps Mr, Colby from being in contempt
angd nothing alse. ' .

My, Aspiv, ‘What, then, in the Chairman’s view happens to omr
resolution should we vote nys to accapt this material under these rules?
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Chairman Pree. In my judgment, we should go forward with it
simply because we have gotten nothing else, I thigk that it may have
10 be amended or modified and addressed to some other person or some
other pleces of paper, But that can be done in the Rules Committes on
the recomunendation of this committes, I do not wish to lead the com-
mittee to belieye that there has been any major breakthrough as to
the aceess by this committes to docuwments,

Mr. Gratmo., Will you yield?

Mr. AsprN, Yes, .

Mr, Gramvo, I am a liftle confused because I came in a little late,
th,; is it, then, speocifically? Why should we take any vote at this
time?

Chaivman Pres, The only reason we should take a vote is that I
made an oral cormitment, which I am going to kesp, that if we do
not accept the pieces of paper under these restrictions I am going to
give them back.

Mr, Agein, As I understand it, these papers would deal with the
matter of information that you wanted from Mr, Colby.

Chairman Prews, That ia right, That is all it deals with,

Mr, Agery, That is all it denls with,

I am not trying to ereate a confrontation, I think we should avoid
that wherever posgible. By the same token, it seems clear that until
we ingist in Congress we get little if any action from the Executive
Branch. So that insisting and taking a hard position is important, But
what concerns ma is that if we set precedents here today they are going
to bo binding on Congress in the futurs,

Chairman Prxe, They will certajnly be binding on this committee
and T would tend to agree that they would be used as precedents
throughout the Congress,

Mr, Agpry. Do we have to create a precedent here today? That is
my question. Can’t we just take Mr, Cof)by’s proper testimony and not
worlt out an arrangemsnt formelly?

Chaizmen Prxe, I do not think we ean. I think they have in good
faith offered it to us under certain conditions and we are committed
to accept those conditions or give it back, Mr, Me(Clory.

Mr, MoCrory, Mr, Chairman, I notice that we have the geeond of
the two bells ringing,

Would you rather we recess before I make & statement?

Chairman Prew, Yes, we will recess for fifieen minutes, I think it is
important that we discuss this,

Brief recess.]

Chairman Pire, The committes will come to order.

My, Lehmsan, you had a question }

My. Lmmyan, Yes, Mr, Chairman, I just have kind of a thing about
deletions, In accepting these docwments with these 50 some-odd
deletions.

Chairman Pixs. T don’t want that to hang there. I am told it is 50
some odd words, A deletion can he very, very big.

Mr. Lerinan, Yes, Now what coneerns me is that if we accept these
documents with deletions as stated by the Chairman, will this prevent
us or preclude us, il we so decide, to go back to Mr, Colby and say
that we need these particular names?

Chajrman Prex. No, it will not,
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Mr, Leasran, If we want these deletions filled in, it will be upi_,

Chairman Prem No, that is not acourate, elther, We are nevep .j
hibited from going back to Mr. Colby and arguing the case and tnl‘%"“ ;
it wp to a higher level, We can take it up to the President. But I do5ig
want to indieate to you that wo will get it no matter how hard
argue, :

Mr, Lmmraw, But it does not preelude ns from trying?

Chairmen Pies, No, it certainly will not. ;

Mr, Logwan, Thank you, -

Chairmsn Pign, My, Agpin, ¥

Mr. Arerw. There ars two things I would like to talk to the Chaly
man o little bit about and maeybe make & record on this issue. They
are two aspects to this grecedent gotting that we are doing here, if §
ig pracedent setting, and I believe it is, One is what kind of precedeni
does this establish for further information from not only the CTA:
but from other intelHgence ngeneies? Hag there been any assuraneeg 6"J
any verbal discussion with the President or anybody in the Whltéfi
FHouge about what will happen in the future if we accept informatiog
on these ground, rulss$ What about the other reL{uesfs we hove, nef
only .furét er requests from the CIA, but also the DIA and ot:hej.f
agencies { \

Chairman Pize. T hate to say this in Mr, MeClory’s absence, T will,
sey 16 and repeat it in his pressnce, Other than Mr. MeClory’s optis
mism, I have no such assurance gt the present time. Would the gtaff
agres with that? You lknow, you B/%et vague hints and allusions ang
promises of goodieg down the vo , but I have no assurahes either
written or oral at the present time that our aceeptance of these docue
ments under these conditions is going to mean anything to other
documents from other departments.

My, Asprv, A further guestion: It also does nothing aboui our
access probletn to question witngsses that we are having from the State
Department,

Cheirmir Pree. Not one lota,

M. Asern, So what we are really doing is accepting this informa-
tion ng presanted beosuse it covers the things in our resolution, But
we have no guarantee that it is going to go beyond that to other issues
that are facing this commitiee.

Chairman Pres, Mr, McClory, T want to repent, Mr. Aspin asked
earliar whether I have any assursnces that our scceptance of these
documertts would mean anything as far as the fiow of other documents
is concerned. I said that other than your optimism I have no agsurance,
T have nothing either oral or written saying that other pisces of paper
would be made available to the commites.

Me, MoCrory, Mr. Chairman, if you will recognize me, T would
like to respond.

Chairman Prrr. YVou are recognized,

Mr, McCrony. I would Iike to regpend by saying that in my con-
versations with the President, and I had a conversation with him yes-
terday, he indicates that he is going to cooperate fully with this
committes with regsrd to all of the information which the committes
requires for its investigntion and will direct the agencies of the Execu-
tive Braneh to provide that kind of cooperation,

It is true that with respect to the procedures which he has outlined
and which T think are implicit in the covering letter which we have,
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there is » mechanism for our declassifying or releasing for publication
classified material which, ag you indicated, Mr, Chairman, is accsptahle
to you personally and which I feel-provides a ressonable manner in
swhich we ean handle that almost. un{)r&cedenbed procedure, -

1 would like to eay further that I inquired with respect to the other
gubject that was raided in yesterdays executive session with Mr
Boyatt with respect to any statement bj}; a sentor officer regarding a
pogcy matter which he haa reperted to the senior officer. The question
was raised as to whether he would be compelled under his oral instrue-
tions to remain silent in ease of a misrepresentation of his policy racom-
mendation, The President assured me that with respect to any
testimony of any junior officer that he had a parfect right and I would
gather an obligation, at least there was no restraint whatever on him
to correct any insceurscy, any misrepresentation, to refute that with
his indspendent testimony,

Accordingly, I feel that the limitations which are thus seemingly
placed on junior officers ars only those consistent with the law and.con-
sistent with an effective orderly operation of our international rela-
tions and the handling of them,

Chairman Prgw. Are you saying that you find that that concept is
implicit in our accepting thess documents and that letter? Becauss
if they are, I am changing my vote.

Mr. McCrory. No. I am reporting on two things, I don’t thinlk the
subject of the testimeny of a junior officer ig involved in the delivery
of materinls which we are recelving hers at wll. T would say this, M
Chairman, that I have personally gone to the President encouraging
the cooperation with this committes which we are now recelving,

All of my colleagues on this side have done the same. The Republican
Leadership hag done the same, I think the response is a respanse to this
comunitiee. T would not want to regard it ag n response to a threat. It
is an attitude of this President, notwithstanding one celumnists’ com-
ments to the contrary, and is guite in contrast to the kind of stonawall-
ing which we hud in o totally different proceeding last year,

(heirman Pixe, Mr, MeClory, may ?ask you a question t

Mr. McCrory. You certainly may.

Cheirman Pire. Why, in your judgment, have we not gotten all of
the other papers which we have subpenasd from all of the other
ngencies with the spime covering letters?

Mr. McCrory, Well, I judge that this response from Mr. Colby is n
response 1o one requast we have made. [ wonld agsume that we would
live similar responses from all of the other agencies, I do not see any
reason why we should not.

Chairman Prxe, Why do you suppose we have not gotten them{

My, McCrory. Frankly, Mr. -(,%a,irman, I would not be able to
answer the guestion why we have cartain materials and why we have
not. raceivad others, I don't have any audit of the total materials that
we reguire. I can nssure you that I want the committes to get the in-
formation and all the materials we require gimilarly from other

agencies as we are now receiviiig from the CTA, T fael confident that
we will get it. I feel confident that this President will see that we
get i,

Chairman Prxe. Mr. Aspin.
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Mr. Asern, Let me put the situstion as I see it and perhaps pattj
it a little in pessimistic terms, Tf it is too Eassimistie, Thape the Chafy
man will say so. It scems to me we are being asked to secept certej
information under certain gnidelines laid down by the person whayj;
giving the information, guidelines ns to what we can do with it, Iy
aocept that, it seams to me that we are accepting a precedent fop th
future for how we are going to act as far as releasing the informatiey
On the other hand, it does not appear that they are ngcepting ﬁ“g
transaction as o precedent for giving mors information in the futyy

I think that what we end up with is a gituation where we nceeph,
precedent on how we receive the information or establish s preceggn
on how we receive the information, but their g}ilving the information. i

1l

,1;‘ ust 4 one-shot, propogition and no guaranteo that they will do it in {;hgz_

uture, y
Mr. McCrory, Will you yield? 4
My, Agrin, Yes,

Mr. McCrory, I do not think that is the case, The President hag
adopted a procedure under which the ¢ommittee would release classly
fled information. We adopted a };;rocedure which initially provided for
n review and comments by the affected intelligence agency. The
procedure which is outlined in the letter new frem Mr, Colby includes
this additionnl element which Mr, Pike and I discussed with the
President and others at the White House. That is that in the caso of
disagreement between the affected intelligence agency and the coms
mittee, then the President would have to personally verkify that
national seeurity was involved in order for us to withhold the infor
mation, Even at that stage if we then insisted that we wanted to make
it bgubfr;lic, wo wonld get to the point where we could hifigate that
subject.

It soems to me we may never get to the point where the President
hag fo certify. T hope that we never get bsyond that. But this is o
mechanism whereby we can avold this confrontation, aveid this litigae
tion, avold the contempt steps such as sending the Sergeant at Arms
after Mr, Colby and things of that nature.

Chairmgn Praw, IT the gentleman will yield to me, T would like to
say I think what you have stated is ahsolutely correct. I also think
what Mr. MeClory has stated is abgolutely correct. But it svoids the
basic question which you pase, That is, we have had no assuranee that
the adoption of these limifations on us in this instance will do anything
to them in the production of papers, or at least T have not received any
agsurance,

Mr. Aspiw. That is the point, Mr, Chairmen. I think that ig
'ngorbant. . )

Jlearly the thing we have to bargain with, and we were talking
a.bout the bargaining situation, what he wants from us ig some guaran-
teo nbout how the information is going to be releaged. What we want
from him is some guarantes about our access to the informstion, Tt
seeins to me he is getting what he wante without us getting what we
want.

Let me further probs the extent to which we are establishing a
precedent, if T might, My, Chairman, by establishing these procedures
and %}ound l'ules.gI think the views of the ranking ﬁ!linority Member,
Mr, MeClory, weuld be important on this, T would like fo ask Mr.




118

+ MecClory and Mr. Pike what they view as the precedent that we are

. astablishing. If we accept these restrictions or these procedurss for re-
leasing the Information, does that epply to this proup of papers only !
Does it commit us to follow this proecedure in releasing oll other in-
formation? Does it commit Ejust this committes to this kind of
procedure during its lifetime? Does it commit other committees or
cstablish a precedent for other committees of Congress? Would they
haye to follow similar procedures?

Is it going to set precedents for them? Is it going to establish prece-
dents that will last beyond the lifetime of this Congress?

That is what worries me. 1f it were 2 onec-ghot proposition whers we
aceept these papers under thesa conditons but, it is not a precadent I
would not be sa concerned., At the very least, Mr, Chairman, I would
like to make sure that whatever we do, that maybe we are establishing
a precedent for this committes for the future, but I hope we are not
establishing a precedent for other coramittees of the Congress and
other Congrasses of the future,

T hope we will reserve our right to recommend somewhers some other
procedures because I think the procedurs that is laid down by this is
not necegsarily the one that we want to establish for all time and all

laces.
P Chairman Pire, Mr, MceClory.

Mr, McCrory, I suppose every time n committes adopts a procedure
it will be referved to at a later date ng a precedent if 8 committes wants
to take similar action, Thig is, it seems to me, an initial and perhaps a
unique procedure which we have adopted with regard to a very sensi-
tive areq of information and & committse is getting classified informa-
tion in & way which no commiites of the Congress ever has before, I
don’t believe,

Mr. Sranten. Would you yield$

Mr, McCrory. It is, I would hope, & pattern which we might ba able
to follow in securing additional information, It provides & mechanism
whereby we can, if in our judgment we decide we want to make public
cortain elassified information, we can do so, If there is objection by
the President on the basis of national security, we atill have left open
the route of 1itigating the subject.

I would hope we would not have to get to that, But we can get on
with the work of our committee by getting this large volume of classi-
fied information and then moving on.

Chairman Pixe. Mr, M¢Clory, we cannot get on with the work of
our committes if we don’t get it. I have had no agsurance that we are
going to get it.

Mr, McCrony, T thought you had it,

Chairman Prex. We have that limited bit of information in response
o the subpena on Tet. We have nothing in response fo any of our
other subpoenaes, -

Mr. MeCrory, Tt wonld seem to ma that we would proceed with the
material we have, insist upon getting the additional material. T would
assume that it would be fortheoming, I know that this President wants
us to receive al the information that we vequire. This is evidence of it
and I think we will have further evidence of it.

Chpirman Prsx You have always had this feeling, but we have
never had the papers,
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Mr, Srawron, Mr, Chairman, let’s be practical, If you tried to wig
this precadent. in the Fareign.Aﬁ'aira Cominittes, they would laugh ye
right out of the room. The same would go in the Appropriation Cox
mittee. We are dealing with a specific instance here. We either acesy
it or reject it. We ought to have o vote on that question. I don’t thig]
gn{;{boc}y feels this in going to bs binding to the Supreme Court or ang
ody else, ;

Mr. Trzex. Would you yield?

Mr, Srawron. Yes.

Mr. Treew. I agree with the gentleman from Ohio, T have listenaf]!
to the talk about precedent, While in a colloquinl sense everything is 4
pracedent, we are not bound by what we have done kefore, Indead, if i
would make other Members more comfortable, Mr, Chairman, whw?
would be wrong in making that clenr in whatever procsdure we usé
hera to accept this, that this is for this instance, this subpoens, only and
18 not considerad a precedent? Certainly it is not a precadent, I don’
consider it. binding to me and I don’t fathom the argument that al
though it is & precedent of sorts it is binding on any of us, I do nel
find it binding on me.

(hairman Prxze, The difficulty T have with your statement ig that if
we do not deem it to be o precedent for coh mheetsiitmt a3SeyLguUts
we do not deem it to be a precedent for this commiites how axe wo
going to ﬁet any other documents? We have said it does not represent
the procadure which Mr, McClory says it does represent.

Mr. Staxrox, Mr. Chairman, if I might, T would point out that we
are going to have a good deal of difficulty getting information, espe-
cinlly information that might be particularly embarrassing to the
Administration.

We know that in terms of what we are dealing with, We have this
information, There is a difference between what you would say you
would sbide by in rules that would reguire a free flow of information,

Mr. MeClory would abide by rules in which he would reside all his
confidence in the President to disclose the information, I think we
ought te vote on thig issue, get it over with and go fromn there,

Chairman Pirx, Is the committee ready to vota?

Mr. Dellums. '

Mr, Droeoms, Thank you, Mr. Chajrman, I have a few comments,
First of all, I disagree with the majority of the comments made by
most of my calleagues here becausa I believe that this is another delay-
ing tactic. It is a piecemenl approach to a very critical problem. I think
this committes ought to stand its ground. First of all, whether weo
stipulats that the ranking Member is correct, that there is no precadent
involved here, I would suggest, first of all, that in this covering letter
the condilion is that we agree in effect to the digcussion draft provision
with respect to public disclosure of information, I disagres with that
approach. No. 2, under the titls “Materials to be Supplied,” we heard
testimony in executive session from our own staff which convinced
severa] Members to change their vote and the result was ten to two,
to in effect reject out of ﬁs,nd the discussien drait laid down by the
Executive Branch on the supplying of matérials and the publication of
materials, .

It would seem to me that {f we secept this material today within the
Tramework of the covering letter we are in effect backing off the ten-
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to-two vote of this committee becnuso, No. I, identities of seeret
agents, sources and persons, organizations inveolved in operations, et
cetera, is both implicit end explicit in this covering letter.

I don’t have to repeat the language on public disclosure, [ think that
is very evident to most members of the committee here, I think we
ought to stand our ground,

f the Exocutive Branch were operating in good faith it would seein
to me they would have given all the material to us. It has always been
my thought and I would clearly point out that it is simply my judg-
ment, that the materia] that is most controversial and the material
that has given rige to this eontroversy does not go to the Tet offensive
nor the October War, but it goes to the information on the coup in
Portugal and it goes to the information with respect to Cyprus, Both
bodies of material I think are highly explosive and I think we are

oing to continue to be mouse-trapped further and further down the
Hine with more delays.

I think we ought to operate in the framework of a toial solution. I do
not think we should operate today on a fragmented approach. 'We are
here today on Tet. We may be here next weelz on something else. If the
Executive Branch wanted to be fortheoming, why don't we have a elear
unquivocal settlement on this issust

I wonld like to agk the Chalir one question for thé fecord. Given the
content of the covering letter and the content of the draft discussion
that we in affect rejacted. in a vote of ten to two, do you see any sub-
stantial dicerences and if so, enn you point them out to me?

Chairman Pirn I would simply say that the differences 1 find I
suppose are in degree,

The matters which have been excised, the words which have besn
excised from the materials which have been delivered to this com-
mittee I belisve were properly excised.

Mr. DeLvomg, Thank you, Mr, Chairman. [ would only point out
that we have had tacit agreement here that we wonld make those deter-
minations 88 a full committes, 8o I find myaelf having to vote on the
deletion of at Jeast 50 words with no ability to determine for myself
&8 a member of this committee whether or not they in fact represent
the examples in the draft copy No. I under the headline “Materials to
be Supplied.™ In that t'egaré), I think it would be premature for us to
attempt to vote without clenrly understanding to what degree we are
compromising in this srea,

I am not prepared in any way to vote to nceept this material giving
these conditiong,

The other day T voted with the ten, I have diligently attempted to be
in support of the Chair because I think the Chalr has been logical,
rational and very courageous and clear-thinking in this matter,

In this particular issue today 1 find myself in a position where I
probably will be in opposition to the Chair because 1 think our posi-
tion is clear, I think our pogition is clean. I think cur position can and
will be sustained by the House of Representatives, In that regard 1T
think we ought to not attempt to resolve these large quesitons as a
speeial sslect committes, Let’s find out whather the House weants fo
handle it for all time, one way or the other.

T think it probably premature for us to back off this sitnation, I
think ths Executive Branch knows thers is some velidity to our com-
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ing here with s modification to & degres in their position. I think we
should not back off,

Chairroan Pige. Mr, Johnsor,

Mr. Jonwnsow. I am constrained to meke s statement because the
lnst statement characterized my position as a member of the majoriy.
I do not feel there cen be any withdrawel from the premise that a
Congressional committee is entitled to the information thai it needs
to have to conduct its investigation, But any examination of the law
objectively, I think, will require ons to sckmowledge the publication
of sensitive materizl and the rights ag to who will declassify it ig
something that is o gray axes of the law, It is not that clear, The sub-
migsion of the materinl subject to the letter of September 30, 1075,
signed by Mr, Colby, is in essence in agreement with the position taken
hy the committes earlier sy to the publication of rensitive material,

[ find nothing offensive about it and nothing wrong with it. T in-
tend to continue to ingist on the right of this committee or sny com-
miftea of Congress to get the information it needs to have to do its
work, Whethsr or not it will subsequently declassify thoss doou-
mentg is something that can be worked out and should be worked out
at this point with the Exccutive Branch because the low ig not clear.
I find this commibiee meeting degenerating inte a political harangue.
T don’t want. to have anything to do with this kind of talk.

As far as I am concerned, the resolution hag been complisd with,
The commities subpoens has been complied with relating to Sep-
tember 12, The other subpoens has not been complied with, If we want
to take action with respect to the subpoenas which bave not been com-
plied with, let's de 1t. But let’s not start talking about this Adminig-
ration versus some other Administrations which have occurred in the
past, I personally have a great luterest in vavious assassination ate
tempts which have occurred in previous Administrations. Covert ac-
tivities which have oceurred during previous Administrations ars of
Ereat interest to me, Tf we leé this thing degenerate into a political

arangue, then we are really going to miss the point which 15 in my
judgment an opportunity to make a contribution to the intelligence
gathering activities of this country snd remove the nefarious, clan-
destine covert activities which have oceurred which I personally am
ashamed of, T would like to see us direct our attention to the real guts
of the commission of this commnittee and that is to do something and
not make political issues and harangues, We have the material we
subpoenaed,

If you want to go on and provide in your resolution that we will
enforce the obtaining of the other subpoenas which have not been
complied with, I will vote for you, But if you are going from the point
of view of making it & political instrument and start this neme-call-
ing procesy we seam 10 be degenerating inte today. I don’t want to be.
any part of it, I don’ want my vote characterized.

Chairman Fixs, Mr. McClory,

Mr. MeCrory, T move the committee accept the materinls which
the committee has received which you have explained on the condi-
tions eontained in the letter from Mr. Colby, T asl for a roll eall vote,

Chairman Pixe, Mr, Stanton,

Mr, Stawrown. I move the previous question.

Chairman Prer. Mr, Dellams,
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§ Mr. Decuows. I would simPly like to make a brief comment in re-
bponse to my distinguished colleague.

i Chairman Pige, Will you withhold your motion §

' Mr, Stanrvon, Yes,

i Mr. DELLons, 1 am not involved in any kind of political harangue.
f think it is tragic that we would even make those kinds of labels,
1 am not interested in campaigning against Gerald Ford, He wowldn't
get many votes in my district anyway. He wouldn't get many votes
~ Ip Berkeley, 5o I think it is absurd to malke that stetement. I am notb
doing any name calling, I am saying that Congress, ons, has a right
o fget any niateria] that it needs in order to pursue an investigation,
1 frankly believe that we ought to come down on a sids that we can
publicize any material that we ehoose to publicize if we in our judg-
ment within the framework of a democratie process decide to do It
That hag nothing to do with political harangue, it has to do with &
gtatement of 1E.ull*inciplel and a statement on judgment, You and T may
disagree on those judgmental questions. It has nothing to do with
polities or has nothing to do with Gerald R. Ford. It has to do with
what we perceive as our rights on the committee.

Chairman Prae, It is the position of the Chair that we understand
the isues,

Mr. Murrenry, Mr, Chairman, I think what we are talking about
here iz obvicusly congresionel intent and I think the committes is
unanimous in its feeling that it does not want to he bound by a
precedent.

Perhaps we can bs bound by this letter in this specific instance.
"We are not establishing policy,

Cheirman Pxs. T would like to agres with the gentleman, but I
don’t think T can, I am afraid that if we accept these documents under
these conditions, we are in effect setting a poliey for no other com-
mittes except this committes, but I do think we are setting a precedent
and a policy for this committee,

Mr, Agpin, Can we make B elear wo do not want this to be estab-
lighed a8 a precedent snywhere else ?

Chairman Prge. Let the record so stipulate.

TTas anyone objection to thai §

Mr, MoCrory, Without prejudice, we are receiving it.

My, Stanton, [ move the previons question,

Chairman Proe. The Clerk will ealfthe roll.

The Cerri. Mr. Glaimo.

Chairmen Pree, Mr. (Haimo votes “no,” by proxy.

The Crerx, Mr, Stanton,

Mr, Scarrow, Yes,

The Crerx, Mr, Dellums,

Mz, Derroms, No,

The Crerx. Mr, Murphy.

My, Murray. Aye.

The Crerx. Mr, Aspin,

My, Aserw, No,

The Crogx, Mr. Milford.

Chairman Prre. Mr, Milford has left me his proxy and I think it
would be fair tostate he would want me to vots it “aye.”
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The Crepe. Mr. Hayes,

[ No response. ]

‘The CLerE. Mr. Lehman,

Mr, Lenman, Aye,

The Crrrk, Mr, McCrory. Aye.
‘The Crerzx. Mr. Trecm.

My, Trezn. Aye,

The Crerm, Mr, Kasten,

Mr, Ksgren, Aye,

The Crerx., Mr, Johnson.

Mr, Jor~aow. Aye.

The Crere. Me, Pike.
Chairman PisE, Aye,

The motion is ngreed to by a vote of nine to three.
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APPENDIX 14
Piex Pawny Bars Kuep DISCLOSURE
{By George Lardner Jr.)

The House intelligence comumittes balked yesterday at efforts to
nake & public report on a controversial Central Intelligence Agency
yperation undertaken in 1972 ab the raquest of the shah of Iran.

By w tis, 6 to 6, the committee rejected a proposal by Rep. Jamea P.
Johnson (R-Celo,) to seek disclosure of what sources said was a staff
mmmary of the secret operation which—demanded by President
Nizon over the objections of the CLA and the State Department—
Envolved the supply of weapona to Kurdish rebels in morthsastern
g

In other closed-session votes, however, the committee, sources of
siimilar reports on CLA operations in Angols and CIA mvolvement
m an Italian election.

Tnder elaborate procedures worked out several months ago, these
two reports, already drafted and reportedly revised in light of CIA
objections will now be sent to President Ford, He can still block their
pu%olicatmn by declaring in writing thet they would be damaging to
national security.

The reagsons for the commlites’s reluctanes to send the White House
a repor't on the secrel weapons shipments for the Kurds were not, en-
tirely clear, The broad outlines of the operation, which involved
delivery by the CIA of millions of dollars worth of Soviet and Chinese
arms ahd ammunition, were disclosed last month by CBS News and
The Washington Post.

According to one source, however, some commities memnbers were
apparently fearful that the report might anger Iran’s Shah Moham-
med Reza Pahlevi and perhaps threaten TS, interests in Tran

The shah reportedly asked for a secret anpply of arms for the Kurds
when Nixon visited Tehran in late May of 1972, The CIA was opposed

to American involvement but sources said, carried out the misgion ab
Nixon’s insistance, collecting some of the munitions in Cambodia.

The freshly armed Kurds went to war agrinst Irag in March of
1074 at the expiration of & four-year truce, but were abandoned a year
later when ths shah reached his own settlement with Irag,

In Ttaly, it was reported several years ago, the United States is said
fo have given the Christian Democrats as much as $3 million a year in
seeret financinl support between the end of World War IT and 1967,

Greham A. Martin, U8, ambassader to Italy in 1870, reportedly
urged CIA financinl support that year for the Christian Democrats
nnder former Premier Amintore Fanfani, but President Nizon is sup-
posed to have rejected the proposal.

(1i9)
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Voting against making the Kurdish report publie, sources said, were
Reps. Les Aspin (D-Wis.), Dale Milford (D-Tex.}, Willinm Lehmar
(D-Fln,), Robert MeClory (R-IIL), David C. Tresn {R-La.) anc
Robort W, Kasten Jr. (R-Wis.).

Aspin, who has often lined up against Chairmen Otis G. Pike (D-
N.Y.S and the original Demoeratic members of the committee ap-
pointed last Februsry, also voted against disclosure of th. report ox
the Tialian election but joined the majority in calling for pubBeatior
of the Angola study.




APPENDIX 18
[Trom ihe ‘Congresslonnl Record, Jan, 26, 1076]

+,
AUTHORIZING 1% SpLEct COMMITIEE 0N INTELLIGENCE TO FiLe ITs
Rerorr Y Mrpnrert, Januvany 30, 1876, axp ror Otner Purrreosss

Mr. Youwa of Texas, Mr, Speaker, by direction of the Commiitee
on Rules, I call up House Resolution 952 and ask for its immediste
consideration,

The Clerle read the resolution, ag follows:

House REsoromiow 982

Resolvad, That the Belect Committes on Intelligence have until
midnight ﬁ‘l‘lday, January 30, 1976, to flle its report pursuant to
section 8 of House Resclution 531, and that the Select Committee
on Intelligence have until midnight, Wednesday, February 11, 19786,
to file a supplemental report containing the select committee's
recormnendntions,

With the following commities amendment

Committee amendment: On page 1, after the first sentence, add
the following:

“Regolved further, That the Selsct Committee on Intelligence shall
not releage any report containing materials, Information, data, or
subjects that presently bear security clagsification, unless and until
such reports are published with appropriate security markings and
distributed only to persons authorized to receive such cIassiff’ed n-
formation, or uniil the report has been certified by the President as
not containing information which would adversely affect the intelli-
gence aetivities of the CIA in foreign countries or the intelligence
activities in foreign countries of any other departments or agency
of the federnl government.”

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr, BowLina, My, Speaker, I have a pariiameniary inquiry.

The Spgaxzr. The gentleman will state it,

Mr, Botriwg, Mr, Speaker. iy parliamentary inguiry is to deter-
mi:&e the procedure in the process of considering the resolution just
read.

The resolution is & resolution with an amendment. Oun the resolu-
tion with the amendment, if the previous question wers ordered on
the resolution and the amendment, would the next step after the pre-
vious guestion were agreed to be a vote on the amendment?

The Sprazur, The Chair will state that the gentleman is correct,

Mr. Borrina. I thank the Speaker,

The Sprarcr, The gentleman from Texas (Mr. Young) is recog-
nizad for 1 hour.

(121}



122

Mr. Youna of Texas, My, Speaker, I vield 30 minutes to the dif
tinguished gentleman from Tennessee (Mr, Quillen)—and mightit
say, Mr. Speaker, at this point, that all time I yield will be for thi
purposes of debate only—pending whieh I yield myself such time 43
I may consume, ko

[Mr. Young of Texas asked and was given permission to rovid
and extend his remnrks,] ?

Mr. Youna of Texas. Mr, Spenker, we come hers today with &
rule that, in my judgment, might be one of the most important evel
to confront this or any other Congress. i

Mr, Speaker, the rule that we bring Rules Committee is for
purpose of giving the House of Representatives an opportunity,
say whether or not they want o report from the Intelligence Tnvesti
gating Clommittee containing classified meterial to go out over l:b;.g
official signature of thiy body. ﬁ

Mr, Speaker, the reason that we considered it important to bring
this matter to the floor of the House is because 1lhe %Iousw of Reprai
gentatives, in creating the Intelligence Committee by House Resolus
tion 581, in July 1875, performed what I think was a valiant b
futile effort to protect the clasgified information that this committes
would be handling, .

I refer, Mr. Speaker, to section 6, pm-s,gray])h 2, of that resolutieny
where it gpoes on to say thai in regard to disclosure outside the seleh
committee, it prohibits the disclosure outside the select, committes of
any information which would adversely affect the intelligence activi-
ties of the Central Intelligence Agency in foreign countries or thy
intelligence nctivities in foreign countries of any other department ow
ageney of the Federal Government,

Mr. Speaker, section 7 of the Senate’s resolution ig identical,

The resolution that I bring here today by amendment simply pros
vides that there not he publighed in the repert of the House ofy an
resentatives any classified material unless that material bears the
required classifieation and unlesy those reports arve restricted to only
people who are qualified to recsive clugsified information. And it goey
on to say:

Or uuless the report hag besn certified by the Pregident as not hoving mato
vial that would be detrimenial to the securlty of this country,

Now, Mr, 8peaker, thers will be much said about the President and
much sald about the wisdom of permitting the President to operate
or to esercise any charncter of veto over the activities of the House
of Representatives. I would say to thig august body that the Presi-
dent is not exercising a veto, I am as sensitive to that ag any Member
nf this House. Whati the President is doing is he is trying to live up
to an agreement eatered into between the President and the leaders
of the corninitiee that was set up to investigate intelligence.

T know that this committes will explain to this House how that com-
mittes works and how that agreement works, but [ particularly want
{hem to explain clearly to the House of Representatives how they can
agree with the President not to disclose classified matter and then
sny that that agreement does not apply to the repert of that committee.

So, Mr, Speaker, the committee agreed with the President, The
committee has not received the President’s approval, All this resolu~
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gn would do would be to say to that committee, “You have to abide
by your agreement with the President as to the report or any other
sclosure of that material,”

This is & very, very important consideration, Mr, Spesker, because
i am adviged that tﬁis material, while I have not seen it, containg
wome inflammatory matler involving coveri operations in other
mations, many of which I am sure we are all concerned about and
ant to see corrected, But for the 11,8, House of Representatives to offi-
inlly publish a report that containg this information is much more
Ezorious than to have it published by the media pursuant to o leak, How-
lgver nceurate the report, if it comes from the media, it is something
different than if it comes from the House of Representatives.

Why is this so important $ IDoss the report name names? I am told
by reliable members of the committee in testimony before the Com-
geittea on Rules, that the report does name names, but that the names
that 1t names are those of people who have appeared in open session,
T toke their word for that. I hope that their report did not in any
way refer to Richard Welch, the unfortunste person who was mur-
dered in (ireece in Iecember, and I am confident that it does not,

Mr, Spealer, if this report containg the inflarmmaiory meateria] that
I understand it does angd then we couple that with such organizations
ag the fifth estate in their published Cowunterspy and the material
which has been publighed by other groups of » subversive nature, we
can cause untol{li) migehief, not only to the operations of our Nation
abread, but also we would endanger the lives of those people who, in
good eonseience, are representing the interests of this Nation abroad.

This fifth estate, ns I get the information, is on the verge this month
of disclosing the names of 32 CIA operators in foreign lands and then
tater this month they will disclose the natmes of operators in Sweden,
gmpue, and Angola, and later on, operators in Japan, Italy, and

ain.

PIn eombination, then, Mr, Spesker, cur responsibility in this ITouse
of Representatives ia acute, it iz serious, and it is deep,

Therefore, Mr. Bpenker, what T urge this House to do is te adopt
the amendment which I have attached to the requested rule, That will
at least give us an opportunity to keep this report restricted until
wo can have a better chance to know what i3 in it and a better chance
to evaluate what mischief it will do.

Mr, Spenker, I have agreed to yield 14 minutes en bloc to my distin-
guished friend, the gentleman from Missouri (Mr, Bolling), on the
Colmmittee. on Rules. Again T say, I yield for the purposs of debnie
only.

Mr. Borcive, Mr, Spesker, I understood the gentleman from Texns
{Mr. Young) to yield me 15 minutes,

T ask unanimous consent that I may be permitted to yield, for debate,
to o},her Members & portien of thet 15 minutes without remaining on
my teef,

3'II‘hes Srearer. [s there objection to the request of the gentleman from
Missouri ?

There wag no objection,

Mr, Borrang, Mr, Speaker, [ yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. Pike) the chairman of the committee in question,
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{Mr. Pike asked and wag given permission to revise and extend ki
remarks, o

[Mr. Pike addresged the Hounge, His remurks will appear herveafidis
in the Extensions of Remarlks, | it

Mr, Bovoivg, Mr, Speaker, I yield 4 minutes to the gentleman fry
1llinois (Mr, Murphyf.

[Mr, Murphy of Illinois asked and was given permission to rey
and extend hisremarks, | g
My, Mureuy of Illinois, Mr, Spealter, as the gentleman from N
York (Mr, Pike) has described to tha Members, this committes
had s long history of division. About 6 months ago we were hejids
fighting over the chairmanship of the gentleman frorm Michigan (M¥;
Nedzi). Thds is one Democrat who supported the gentleman froyi
Michigan (Mr, Nedzi) the whole way through a lot of fighting in thi
Spenker's office, the majority leader’s office, and on the floor, I con
sider mygelf in this day of labels, if we are to apply labels, as o]
moderate. .

The gentleman from New Yorl (Mr, Pike), our chairman, hagl
worked hard on this committes to bring differant political and phile
gophical factions toEether. I think he and we have done a great jol
with this report. ‘The day the report was printed, the CIA got theg
report befors some of the members got the report, The CLA sent doway,
bhEiclfi corrections, We adopted about #0 of those exceplions the CE4
cited. b
To my good friend, the gentleman from Texas (Mr. Young) leb!
me answer a couple of speculations that he made in his openingy
remarks. Mr, Weloh's name i3 not mentioned in the report. Cff
agents’ names are not mentioned in the report, unless those agents
appeared and testifled in public sessions, Sure, there are some em--
barrassing episodes in thig report. What do the Members think we
have beent experiencing for the last 4 years with Wrtergate, abuses
of the FBI, nbuges of the IRS, and abuses of the CIA agency by the
executive department ?

Mr, Speaker, let me state this to the Members. After a eareful
reading of this report, the Members will come out with these conely-
stone: First, that we need a strong CIA, a str()n%er CIA than we do
military intelligence agencies, beeauss they woere far more correct and
accurete in our cperations in Vietnam and sscond, the C1A has been.
blamed. for episodes that they were directed to do by people in the
exeentivae branch thet were not thought up by the CIA. They were
registed by the head of the (XA but directed and overruled by mem-
bexs of the Democratic administrations and Republican administra-
tion, That iz what the Members are going to find in this report.

It was aboitk 6 years ago today that I stood in the well and raised
vy hand asa new{y elected Member of the House of Representatives,
I remember the oath in part was to uphold the laws of the United
States, I we are not o cosqual branch of this Government, if we ave
not equal to the Fresident and to the Supreme Court, then let the
CIA write this report; let the President write this report; and we
ought to fold our ient and go Lome, or go swimming, or go golfing,
becauge peopls are saying, “Where wers you, Congress$”

This 18 another thing the Members will get out of this report,
Where was the Clongress when all this activity was taking place?
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Ve were sitting on our duffs, We were saying, “Pleass do not tell us
E@’Zout your activities because they are sacret. We do not want to know
Yibont them,” .
' We Members get paid a good salary each year to assume responsi-
Jiflities for our actions. The Constitution directs the Membera to over-
e the purse of thig country, the taxpayers’ money, It is & responsi-
yility that we should not talre lightly, 1t we pass it now, I never want
o hear another Member come up to me agsin and say, “When are
Hva going to police the FBI? When are we going to police the IRSY
When are we going to stop the abuses of intelligence agencies ¢ The
Members forfeit that right when they vote for this resolution today
;ﬂlﬂt has come out of the Committee on Rules.

Mr. Pumre Borron. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?
! Mr. Mugesy of Ulinois. I yield to the gentleman from California.
Mr. PEor Borron. 1 thank the gentleman for ylelding,
! T would like to commend the gentleman in the well. I rise in joir-
g with him and the others in opposing the Young amendment,
H think the gentleman ndequately stated the very simple issus before
loe

w“.

The issue before us ia: Is the legislative branch o coequal branch
igf this U3, Government?

. 'The answer to that siraply must be ¥Yes”, 'We must inform the
_exoentive that we, ourselves, have confidence in the judgment and of
1 our collengues on the cormittee.

i We ought o support the committes in its effort and reject the
P Young amendment,

., Mpy Borrivg, Mr. Speakar, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
“Connecticut (Mr. Giaimo). '

" (Mr. (isimo asked and was given permission to revise and extend
hig remarks,)

Mr. Grarvo, Mr, Spealer, we have heard the arguments about the
peosssity to maintain the independence and separateness of the legis-

“lntive branch,

I would like to just brisfly talk to the Members about our chairman,
the gentleman from New York (Mr. Pike). I say with all the serious-
ness I can muster from 17 years of service in this body, that Otis Pike
is one of the most distingnished Amerjcans who hag ever served in
the House of Representatives. That is Mr. Otis Pike, the gentleman
from New Youk.

Mr, Spealter, I want the Members to know that if they think the

- geptleman from New York (Mr, Pike), the chairman of this com-

© Initiee, to say nothing of others on this committee—Is going to release

" pnything which in his judgment will jeopardize the security of the
United States in any way, they are wrong, they are wrong,

But the smokescreen has been spread by those dowantown that thers
are names in here and that countries are named, Tt is not so. Think
bacle. 'The opponents of this commities have been consistent through-
oul; its stormy existence, starting last January when we tried to estab-
ligh this committes and they were strongly opposed to it. They tried

~ to block and hamstring us in every possible way so as not te have an
meaningful investigation of the intelligence community, We prevailed.

Then we had some difficuliies involving division in the committee
which were serious in nature, and through a stroke of good fortune
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we had the gentleman from New York (Mr. Pike} come in ag aha'{
man, He took this divided committes and pulled. it ttﬁether to a d-tol
majority position and point of view. I submit to the Members, a O-n2s
position—and the four have been categorically opposed to any megys
ingful kind of investigation of the Intelligence community at afiss
time. The gentleman from New York hag given this cominittee leadshs
ship and dignity and respect. J2y

Are we to reject him now? Are we to say we do not trust him g
hig veport and that the report of his comamittee must be censored !
a.pfr.oved by the CIA. #

say there can only be g vote of confidence for our chairman emds
the committes, ol

Mr. Bouuiwa, Mr, Sgaa,l{er, 1 yield myself the balance of my time,

My, Speaker, I endorse what the gentleman from Connoctient
(Mr. Giatmo) paid about the gentleman from New York (Mr. Piw)y
but I would Tike to add to it the other eight: The gentleman frog
Connecticut {Mr, Gia.imo}, the gentlema.n from Ohio” (Mr, James Vi
Stanton}), the gentleman from California (Mr. Dellums), the gentle«
than from Ilmois (Mr. Murphy), the gentleman from Wisconsin
{Mr. Agpin}, the gentleman from Indiana {Mr, Hayes}, the gentle.
man from Florids (Mr, Lelunan), and the gentieman from Colorade
(Mr. Johnson), Those nine are the nine who voted for this report,
snd, they do not include among them one Member of this House wha
would damage this country.

The issue 18 not the report. The issue iz whether the report, No, {,
con be sanitized by those who have fought every step of the way to
keep everything secrst, and the issue is very simply whether the Housoe
of Representatives is serious about exercising oversight not only of
intelligence activities but also of all other secret activities,

1 interjected myself into this operation when thers was trouble in
the Nedzl committes and I got involved in it for only one reason:
Becayse I wanted a committes of the House of Representatives to
recommend to the House how we eould improve our security and how
wa could improve our oversight of our business which we share with
the executive,

A vote for the Young amendment in my judgment destroys any
hope in the near futurs and perhaps in the distent future of the
Houge of Representatives ever exercising any eflective oversighi of
the executive activities that invelve secresy,

T think it would he o gheer disaster if after the avants of the last
10 years and the last year in particular we put ourselves in that posi-
tion. There is nothing—there is nothing—in this report that will
impair the United States, There i nothing in this report that com-
pares to the importence of the Congress playing s responsible, sound
role in the foreign policy and the defenge policy of the United Btates,

Mr. Spealtar, T urge that we vote down the Young amendment
when the first voie comes after the previous guestion is ordered.

[Mr, Quillen asked and wag given permission to revise and eziend
hig remarks, ]

Mr, Qumisy, Mr. Spesker, I yield myself such time ag I may
consurne,

Mr. Spenlter, the able gentleman from ‘Fexas hag sufficiently ex-
plained the amendment to the resolution which was adopted by the
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Tfommittee on Rules yesterday in a very long session, I am amazed
i some of the remarks which have been made here in the well after
 ihe o]isﬁn hearings and the activities which took plage in the Committes
o Rudes.
t‘ The chairman of the Select Committes on Intelligence said that
{ the report containea secret and claesified material. I have not seen the
" yeport; but I think it is time that we ask ourselves & question down
" desp in our hearts, What comes first in our minds and our thoughts
and our activities as Members of this great body? L think if I would
agk each one individually that question, we would all say my country
comes first in. my aetivities as o Member of this body.

This Member says openly and without question that my country
eomes firgt and I will not vote to releass classified information to
anyone, either domestically or abroad.

{ think we have been chellenged on many fronts for many aetivities
which have taken place. One member of the CIA has been agspgsingted
bacause his name was revealed as being a member of the CIA,

We have covert activities. We hnve secret activities in practically
overy country on the globe, I am tnformed, I do not Inow the extent
of those astivities, but when we say here in the House that we are
chullenging the integrity of the committee, that is wrong,

What is at stake is this. What agreement did the comriiites have
with the CI1A and the President of the United States when this classi-
fied mnterial was delivered for scrutiny by membars of that coramst-
tee? It was a bona fide agresment transmitted by letter with the
undorsteanding that none of the elassified motorinl would be made
sublie, unless it was so suthorized by the President of the United

tates,

Now, nine members of that committee, the majority of the com-
mittee, voted to have this report made pu?blic and printed for all the
waorld to see. Now, what comes first, the majority action of the cornmit-
tee or the majority of this House of Representatives?

I say todsy that this House should decide the future course that
we are going to take and we should not viclats the security of this
Nation and we should not give away secrets, particularly after the
chairman of the committes srid that there was elassified maferial and
there was secret material which wag in the report.

I would plead with the Members to adopt the Young amendment
{0 the resolution, and lat us et on with our business. Now, should that
fail—and I do not think it will—under a precedent of this House
that goes back more thun 188 years, I have In mind making a privi-
leged motion that the House go in secyet session and discuss soms
of these issues, because I think it iz so vital to thiz Nation that we
not. violate our oath, that we not violate our conselenee, that we not
violste the conscience of the peopls of this great Nation of ours,

Mr, Spesker, I yield 5 minutes to the distinguished gentleman from
Tinois {(Mr, MeClory), the ranking minority member of the Select
Committes on Intelligence. '

[Mr. McClory asked and was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks. ]

Mr. McCrory, Mr. Qpeaker, I supported the establishment of this
committes, I do not think this committes would have heen estab-
lished if I had not consulted and cooperated with the gentleman from.
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Missouri (Mr, Bolling) in connection with the restructuring of ¢hia
eommittee and the establishunent of the commities through He
Resolution 581, It was established; I supported its activities to obtag
information. As a matter of fact, I supported receiving all of

clagsified and secret information which the committes received, ands
ngain I do not think the committee would have received that infoh
metion if it had not been for the efforts of myself and others who wengs
directly to the President. ) ] %

1 did that in the flrsb place, supported by the minority leader, by’
the Vice President, and by others, Following that, we went to thgi
White House and met with the President in the Oval Office, the chajnzs
man of the committes (Mr. Pike), the Spasker of the House, thes
minority leader (Mr, Rhodes), Dr, Kissinger, Mr, Colby, and a fi %
others, and we discussed the need of the committes for seeret and§
clagsified information from the varicus intelligence agencies, ¥

I represented to the President as I represent here today, that ag
the only member of the committes who served on the Judiciary, Coma
mittee last year when we could not get information, and now as a.
member of this committes T said that 1 wanted this President te,
provide our Select Committee on Intelligence with the information
wa wanted and required. e said that he would, and he directed ail
the intelligence agenecies to cooperats with us and provide us with
the gecret information which we vequired.

We have received over 90,000 pagoes of secret information from just
the (IA-—30 linea! feet of secret material. Now, did we receive that
for the purpose of making it all public as we chose in our judgment?
No; wa got it becanse we were charged with investigating secret
activities of our intelligence organizations.

Wa got the materin] and woe did conduct the investigation, We did
find n [ot of wrongdoing, We want to criticize this, but we do not have
to expose and spread out in the Record all of the secret information
that we reeeived, including information that might jeopardize the
lives of individuals, and most assuredly would jeopardize our rela-
tions with foreign nations and be detrimental to the national security.

Now, it is true that In the resolution that we adopted the committes
was directed to provide procsdures which would prevent doing any
disservice to the CTA and other intelligence activities in their notivities
overgeas. Furthermore, following our meeting with the President, we
adopted procedures—solemn procedures, not an alleged agreement,
but, I repeat, solemn procedures—in which we agreed in fulﬁ‘ilinﬁ
our pledge to the President that we would receive this secret an
clagrified materin]l under a promise that we would retain its confi-
dentiality unless we communicated with the intelligence agencies, nnd
gave them an opportunity to comment on it, and 1f we had disagree-
ments, then the President himeeif could certify in writing whether
nationzl security was involved, Then, if we disagreed with the Presi-
dent on that isste we could still go to court to resolve cur differences.

That is the agreement, and it 15 s solemn agreament. If we violate it,
if we repudiate it, n great disserviee to this House of Representatives
and to the commitiee will have bean committed.

It has been charged that the record is flexible, that I suppoyted
g‘uttiug in some gecret information in the report with respect to the

ET offensive. That is not true. In the fivst place, the hearing with
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mespect. to the TET offensive was an open hearing on Decembar 3.
‘In the course of the objections of the ('IA, they objected to severnl
factual statements, and only with 1‘&5}}3@1; to one part was there a
Wruestion  of classified information. The gentleman from Texss
f{Mr. Milford) said thet he wanted that part modified. It was modi-
“fied, so that the CLA had absolutely no objections to the TET section
ton the basis of national security, when I made my motion fo approve
4t, That is the truth.

Mr. Speaker, if we publish this report in violation of the agree-
ment that we made with the President, in viclation of the procedures
that we adopted, in violstion of the resolution which was adopted
by this House and which created this committee, we are then going
to be unworthy of the trust that was reposed in us,

Talking about having oversight in the futurve, what intelligeng
agency do the Members think will provide us with information, will
provide us with data and docurents, if we cannot be trugted ? That ia
the question that is involved here tociay: Can 2 committee of the Con-

ress ibg trusted to Fulfill an agreement it makes with the exeentive
ranch

I think we ean b, and I think we should be,

To translate these leaks into some kind of official document of this
Congressg would be unworthy of the Congress of the United States. 1
urge the Members to adopt the amendment and to support the smend-
ment offered by the gentleman from Texas (Mr, Young).

The amendment offered by Mr, Young was approved hy the Rules
Committes on & #-to-7 vote. The initial effect of the Rules Committee
resolution would be to extend until Friday night the filing of the select
committes’s report and to permit the filing of recommendations up to
and including Wednesday, February 11, I would coneur in those
exteneione,

However, I also wani to conhcur emphatically in the committee
amendment. which would have the effect of requiring the committes
to exelude from its report secret and ¢lassified information which the
commiitee has recaived from the various intelligenece agencies of our
Federal Government,

There are thres principal reasone why this amendment and the reso-
Intion should be adopted. Firet of all, the resolution (. Rea. 591)
whieh created our committes set forth specifically that the select com-
mittee should institute and earry out yules and procedures “to prevent
the disclosure outside the select committes of any information which
would adversely affect the intelligence activities of the Central In-
telligence Agency in foreign countries or the intelligence activities in
forsign countries of any other department or agency of the Federal
Government.” In my view, the publication of the comunittes’s report as
presently drafted would be a direct violation of thaf language,

In addition, at the meeting with the President of the TInited States
in which the chairman of the comumittee, Mr, Pike, and I participated
as well as the S%aeaker of the House, the minority laader, the Director
of Central Intelligence, Mr. Colby, Dr, Kissinger and several others,
an gereed procedure was discusssd which formed the basis for the deci-
sion of the President to direct the intelligence agencies to cooperate
fully with our comniittes in furnishing secret and classified informe-
tion. It was ag a result of that solemn agreement, that the commdttes
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adopted procedures to provide that in the event it was proposed to Qi
close any classifled or other secret information, the intelligence agap?
cies affected would be notified and given an opportunity to commae;
thereon, If, following those comments there was a dissgresmant, £h
President, of the United States would still have an opportunity to esih
tify in writing to the committee that the disclosure of the materin]:
would be defrimental to the national security of the Nation nad this
would preclude the committes from disclosing the material except thak
the commities reserved the right for judieial efetermina,tion. &

My, Speaker, with respect to large portiens of the committes’s proxs
posed report there is classified material which hes not been subject; tﬁz
this procedure and with respect to which the President has not beayd
given an opportunity to certify whether in his opinion the nationgl}
gecurity of the United States would be adversely affected by the publis
digelosure of the proposed parts of the report. X

Mr. Speaker, in connection with the adoption of the committesy
procedures on October 1, the chairman of the sommittes summarizedr
the agresment and policy of the committes when he said:

“] am gfraid that if we accept these documents under these condi~
tions, we are in effect gotting a policy for no other committee except
this committee, but I do think we are sefting n precadent and a policy
for this committee.”

In connection with the classified materials at that time—and theres
%f’ﬁar received by the committee, a covering letter resd in part as

oLlows?

“This {5 forwarded on loan with the understanding that there will
be no public digclosure of this classified material nor of testimony,
depositions, or inierviews concarning it without a reasonable oppor-
tunity for us to consult with respect to it. In the event of disagresment,
the matter will be referred to the President, It the President then cer-
tifies in writing that the disclosure of the material would be detri-
mental to the national security of the United States, the matter will nob
be disclosed by the committee, except that the commities would re-
serve its right to submit the matter to judicial eonsideration.”

Mr, Speaker, there wag never at any time any agreement or under-
standing, any warning to the intelligence agencies involved or any
other basis for concluding that the requirements of section 6 of the
resolution or of the agresment reached with the President or the pro-
cedures adopted by the committes would be inapplicable with respect
to any committee report.

It was admitted directly and clearly in the Rules Committee hearing
yesterday by the chainnan of the committee that the commities report
as presently drafted does indeed contain classified information—infor-
mation which has not been declagsified by any intelligence agency or
authorized to be veleased by them or by the President.

The attempt to declassify and divulge secret information unilaterally
does in my opinion violate House Resolution 591, the committee®
agresment with the President and the eommittee’s procedures, all of
which are well understood and explained in the covering letter of the
Central Intelligence Director William Colby : “There will be no publie
disclosure” until and unlegs the procedures adopted by the cornmitiee
and agreed upon with him and with the President ave adhered to.
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My, Speaker, this is not a question of leaks, This is a ease whers a

apmmittes proposes by deliberate action to renounce a solemn agroe-
fent, to violats and breach a confidence and to make public informa-
tion which it agreed not to make public, Furthermore, Mr, Speaker.
while I support entirely the need for the committes to have receiv
the classified information which wes furnished to it, I have never
wombended and I do not think it was ever contemplated that the receipt
euf this information ineluded any license or authority 1o wnilaterally
%ecla,ssify and make public matters which might indeed advorsely
affect our national security or the foreign affairs of our Nation,
I The procedures adopted by the committee unequivocally and deliber-
yately and on a rolleall vote required that the committes not diselose
wlageified or sensitive information received from the intelligence agen-
zies unless and until the intelligence agencies were notified of an in-
fention or desire to disclose snch information giving the agencies
involved an opportunity to comment with respect to that intention,
and in the event of a disagreement to permit the President to per-
sonally certify that release would be de%?imenta,l to the national se-
ourity, thereby precluding the committes from releasing such classified
or sengitive information, This was subjest, however, to the further sx-
ception that the committes would have the right to submit the issue to
the court for final determination.

That was and continues to be the basis upon which the committee
received virtuaily ali of the classified and sensitive information which
we were required to have in order to carry out our investigation.

Mr. Spealzer, one other point was made at the Rules Committee
which requires clarification and comment at this time: namely, that
gince 4 draft of the committes’s report is reported to have boen loaked
to the New York Times and published and since other leaks are ro-
ported to have resulted in disseraination of classified information that
gocordingly, no harm would result from the publication of an official
report of the select commitfes containing guch secret or clessified in-
formation. This s not true.

Mr. Spealer, the rumors and lealks and reports of eavlier drofis and
revised drafts and o great variety of statements about what a staf
put together in o draft of a comumittee report are quite different from
an official document of the Houge of Representatives delineating or
alluding to information which wes theretofore secret and which could
and, in my opinion, would seriously and in some respects permanently
adversely wffect our foreign affairs and even our national security.

Mr. Speaker, I do not interpret the mandate given to our select
committee to permit it to undertake unilaterally fo declassify seerst
information or documents nor to make public diselosures of the highly
gensitive information whieh the committee was required to gather in
the course of our investigation.

‘There is no suggestion in what I am saying that all the actions of
all of the intelligence agencies of our Nation were appropriste and
proper. On the contrary, the need for our investigation was appar-
ent when House Rerolution 591 was adopted. The responsibility for
delving into many of the secret uctivities of our intelligence agoneies
was apparent and essential, but it was never the intent of this House—
and the resolution itself deliberately and specifically circumscribes
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the select commities’s authority with respect to disclosure of classifind
or secret information outside of the select commities which would adf
versely affect the intelligence activities of the Centr"a.l Il}t@]]igen“-
Agency in foreign countries or the intelligence activities in foreign
countries of eny other department or agency of the Federal Govern?
ment, That language is elear and specific and certainly does not yield
to any interpretation that when it eame time for the flling of %11%
committes report that classification restraints could be rejected and
that the commities could unilaterslly declassify and publish secrd;
and sensitive information which. in the course of our hearings we havg
had no authority to divulge, !

Mr, Bpeaker, let us be perfectly clear about this: The issue here iy
most emphatically not whether the executive branch has a right &4
censor of vetd & congressional report—tihat ig not the imsue hero—the
question is whether this House will allow the select committes 4!
brezch an agresment which wags made in good faith with the admin.
istration by deliverately including classified information in its fing}
report. Iff we are seriously interested in the honor and integrity of
this House, we must not let this happen, I urge my colleagues {o vobe
“aye™ on the commitiee amendment and then approve the resolution;
a8 amended.

My, Speaker, I s the only member on the House Intslligence Coms
mities who served also last year on the House Judiciary Comimnitiea,
Any effort to liken the Iutelligence Committee’s expericnee with thet
of the Judiciary Committes last year must cbviously fail, In contrast
to the refusal and the go-called stone-wolling which tho Judiciary
Commities experienced, the House Select Committes has had the cos
operation snd support of the President in divecting the intelligencs
agencies of our Government to furnish the committes with more classi-
fied and secret information than hes ever heretofore heen received by
any committee of the House, This flow of information from the execu-
tive branch is unprecedented in House committes experience, Indeed,
virtually all of the information essential for the committes to carry on
ita E,vork was mude available to the committeo and to the commities
stafl,

‘While subpenas were issued regularly by the committee—fregquently
at my request—this was the formal demand in response to which the
agencies cooperated promptly and to the satisfaction of the staff and
of the members of the commities,

Anyone who tries to manufacturs an snalogy between this kind of
cooperation with a committos of tha House amir the experience of the
Judiciary Comittee lagt yeur is failing to ncknowledge the basic in-
telligenes of this hody and of the American people,

In other words, the President hes been forthright and open and
cooperative with the committes in a manner unprecedented in our
congressional experience, .

The crux of the issue today is whether or not the majority of the
committee in its decizion to releage classified information in vielation
of procedures which were adopted and which formed the basis for the
receipt of this large volume of information-~are not violating the
solemn agreement made with the President and violating the proce-
dures which the committes itself adopted overwhelmingly.
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We sre not talking hers today about leals from the committee. We
are talking about an effort by a majority of the commitiee by deliberate
getion to divulge and disclose secret and classified, information in vio-
Jation of an agreement with the President, in viola,t'%on of theloom—
mittes's own procedures and, in my opinion, in violation of section 6
pf the House resolution (H. Res, 591} wlhich established this com-
snitiee.

Mr, Quizien. Mr, Speaker, I yisld b minutes to the distinguished

rtleman from Illineis (Mr. Anderson),

[Mr, Anderson of Iilinois aslked and wag given permission to revise
gnd, extend hig remarks. ]

Mr. Anpereow of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, I frankly was appalled when
T read in this morning's newspaper that the chairman of the Select
Committes on Intelligence had, at least according to the report that L
saw, accused the Committes on Rules, in reporting this legislation, of
participating in the biggest coverup sinoe Watergate,

I do not think the distinguished chalrman really meant that exz-
treme statement. I de not think the igsue this afterncon is the pop-
ularity of the chairman. I like him very much. I do not think it is the
jntegrity or the sincerity of any member of that Select Commibtee on
Intelligence. I regpeet and admire each of them, But I think, ag the
distinguished ranking member, the gentleman from Illineis, hag told
ug, the question is: Are we as the House of Representatives poing to
honor an agreement which one of our commitiees made and on the
bagis of which certain information was delivered to that committes?

That is where the honor of this bedy is involved, That is what is at
stalte on the vote on the smendment that will come in just a few
minufes.

Mr. Bpeaker, I listened with surprise and chagrin to the statement
that was made by my distinguished colleague on the Committes on
Rules that the issue 18 whether or not the Houwse intends to condnet
meaningful oversight of the intelligence community and that unless
wo violato the agreewment we gimply cannot exercise what Iz our re-
sponsibility ag the House to oversce in a mesningful way those
agencies,

Mr. Speaker, let me just suggest one thing.

Mr. Borrina, Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield ?

Mr. AwpErseN of Tllineis, 1§ I have time, I will,

Mr. Borrine, Mr. Spealer, the gentleman reforred to mo.

Mr, Anperson of Ilinois. I did not mention the gentleman’s name.

Mr, Borring, Mr, Speaker, the gentleman mada it very clear who he
wasg spealing about.

My, Anpmraon of linois. I refuse to yield.

Mr. Spealker, I think this Houss should not launch a career of in-
vestigation on the basie of violating the clear language of an agree-
ment, That agreement is in the Record, It was put in the Record on
January 26, when the gentleman from Illinois teok a speein] order.
Adso he put in the Record the statement. that is in the transeript of the
committes—and I have read it—the stateruent by the chairman, the
gentleman from New York (Mr. Pike) :

“T am afraid that if we accept these documents under these condi-
tions, we are in effect setting  policy for no other committee except
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this cominittes, but I do think we are getting o precedent and a poliels
for this committes.” g

And indeed when the wote was taken, two of the distinguishel]
members of that Selsct Ceminities on Intelligence said that one of)
the reasons that they voted sgainst the agresment was because they]
did not want, to set that kind of o biding precedent for the commiftsss
in connection with the rest of its deliberations,

Make no mistake about it, Members of this Hougs, they kmew whent
they voted on the first of QOctober the conditions they were setting
for the further delivery of material, And to violats that agreemen
now, by unilaterally undertalking a declagsification through the repayf
of thig committen, is to truly violate the honor of this House, 3

My, Spesnker, I digressed, and I want to go back and say thab thal
isa verE poor way in which to begin the awesome and importan
responsinility of conducting proper oversight of the intelligends]
cotmmunity, by

Y am for that—FBI, CIA, DIA, all of them, But for heaven’s sales
let, ug not make the mistake of beginning that oversight on & foundaes
tion erected on that kind of a basis where we deliberately sat out {s,
violate the promise that we made,

Bo in voting for the Young smendment, I want to resmphasize to
the Membhers of the House that we are not in any way impeding the
right of that committee to file its report, its classified report, and
make it available to the Members of this Houge. Then if we decide,
after re&dinghthat. report, that it all ought to be put in the publie
domain and that 1t should be declassified and released, we can come in
with a resolution; we can have the Government Printing Offiecs an-
thorized to print 280,000 coples or more of that document and have It
distributed,

Mr. Spesker, the gentleman from Missouri says there ig nothing in
that report. that will impair our security. I have not read it, but maybe
he has, T da not know what is in the report. I do not think the gentles
man from New York (IMI'. Pike) or any other member of the corm-
mittee would deliberately put anything in that report that would im-
pair our security,

Mr. Speaker, all T want the Members of this House to de, through
its comroittees, iy to respect the agreements that it has alrendy made,

Mr. Quinten, Mr. Spesker, I yield 4 minutes to the distinguished
gentleman from Cloloradoe (Mr, Johnson).

[Mr, Johnson of Colorado asked and was given permission to revise
and extend his remarks, |

Mr. Jomnson cf Colorade. Mr, Speaker, following the gentleman
from Illinois, John Anderson, is a rare privilege, but it is o privilege
that I would fust as soon not have in this particular ingtance. As the
only Republican who voted to relense the report, T want to address
myeelf te the two questiong that have been raised concerning it. Those
are the matters of the alleged violation of the agreement and, by
implieation, the honor of those who are involved, whether or not we
lived up to our word,

The nine members who voted te relenge the raport may or may not
be men of honor in the eyes of other members, but that is not really
the issue, If we are not considered men of honor, that is our personal
problem ag individuals. It might be a problem of others in dealing
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rith us a8 colleagues, but that hag nothing to do with the filing of
his report, .

A vote to receive the report is not an endorsement nor an aeceptance
iof the conclusions or the recommendations contained in the report.
it 19 simply an acceptancs of the obligation that we have to fulfill to
%"eﬁle, the report,

There 18 nothing in the report that jeopardizes the safety of any

f4ndividuals. Nobody has said that there is,

M, Spealker, a3 to the question of whether or not the release of the

; geport will harm. the national sacurity, all I can tell the Members is

- that nine of the members of the committee folt that it would not and
four of the members of the committee felt that it would, and the admin-
isteation agrees with the minority.

AsTaeeit, thizis the issue: Alfthe Mernbers keep talking ahout what
they think tfle issues are, 8o I will point out what | think the issue is as
gincerely as I know how to do it. As I ses it, tha issue for us to decide
today t‘jefi whether or not we belisve despicable, detestable acts should be
reported.

1;: do not blame those who are responsible for trying to keep those acta
secret. Shameful ncts have boen perpetrated, and lies have been told.
Naturally, those who are responsible do not want their condunet ex-
posed. There ars those Members who believe it is more reprehensible to
expose shameful conduct then it is to engage in it in the fixst place. We
are being cagtigated by thoss who perpetrated the acts and then classi-
fied thew.

The clagsification sysfem is used and abused in many waye. It is
used to hide failures of the intelligence-gathering system, Those fail-
uras are human and underatandable. Wanting to keep failures secret
is understandable, but the refuss] of Ceongress to hear about them js
not understandable to e,

The clagsificetion system is also used to hide from the Ameriean peo-
ple conduct which the Government is ashamed to releasa. Allowing
it to remain hidden by the cloak of the classifiestion system for
national security secrats makes Congress share complicity for ihe evil,
Two examples of this kind of elagsification which are now in the public
domain due to the release of classified information by congressional
committees are the bombing of Cambodin and the assassination
atternpts against Castro.

Thoge reports were made by congressional committess from classified
information. The Cambodiane knew they wers being bombed. Castro
knew we were trying to kill him, We just kept it secref from the Ameri-
can people, in whose nalne these operations were being conducted for
their alleged security.

M. Speuler, vur choies today is whether or not to continue hiding
shameful conduct and faulty judgment, Let us bs Lonest enough fo
admit what it veally is. It is not the national seeurity that is invelved;
it is the national ghame.

; Jes,us sald: “Ya shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you
ree,”

But, Mr. Spenker, the reverse iy also true, If we refuse to face the
truth and we refuse to deal with it, not only will we not be free, but wo
do not deserve to be,

fam
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My, Quieen, Mr, Speasker, I yield such time ag she may consumosy
the gentlewoman from New Jersey (Mrs, Fenwick}, (%%
[Mrs, Fenwick nsked and was given permission to revise and extang:
her remarks.] T
Mrs, Fenwick, Mr, Speaker, I thank the gentleman for yielding, %

I rise in support of the remarke of the gentleman from IIH ,ﬁjﬁ
(Mr, Andsrson). 3

I cannot belisve some of the things suggested to be followed when 13_,?’?1
issus of honor is at stake, The issue is not defending the horrible thing§
that have heen done. That is not the point, The point is, How are i
going to do it? - e

Mr. Spesker, I would like to masociate myself with the remarks ¢!
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr, Anderson). Gl

r, QuitLeN, Mr, Speaker, [ yield 5 minutes to the gentleman frenj;
Louisiana (Mr. Treenf. :

[Mr, Treen asked and was given permission to revise and extend”
his remarks.] < i

Mr. Trzen, Mr. Speaker, as o. member of the select, committes, I want
to assure all who are here that I have the kind of respect that has been,
expressed here for the chairman of the committee, the gentleman frow-
New York (Mr, Qtis Pike), I think that he has done a very commends
able job in & very diffieult eircuumstance under very trying times, somg
of thogs trying which were caused by me. However, this is not the issie
that is hefore the House, iz competeney, his dadieation, thoss are nof
the issues at all, '

Mr. Speaker, let us not turn. this into a question of whether we are
going to support one man in his point of view or not support that indi-
vidual. I ask the Members to look at the record involves.

The Record of January 26, on page H200, in the first column sets
forth the terms of the agreement solemnly undertaken by our commit-
tes with the executive branch. Thia agreement, this contractual ar-
rangoment, grew out of n confrontation which our committes had with
the executive braneh in gelting information, In order to get this infor-
mation, we agreed—many of the members reluctantly agreed—to the
arrangement,

Let, me read the pertinent portion of that agreement that was en-
tered into by a vote of 10 to 3 on Qctober 1 of this past yesr.

The agreement provides that information would be forwarded to
the committes “with the understanding that thers will be no public
diselosure of this elussified material, nor of testimony, depositions, or
interviews concerning it, without a ressonable opportunity for us to
congult with respect to it.”

Therefore, consultation was the first thing agreed te.

Next, and I 2ontinue to quote the agreement

“In the event of disagreement, the matter will be referred to the
President, If the Presidens then certifies in writing that the disclosure
of the material would be detrimental to the national security of the
United States, the mater will not be disclosed by the committee, except
that the committes will reserve its right to submif the matter to
judicial determination.”

Mr. Speaker, the argument here is not about the words of the agree-
ment, nor about, whether we entered into it. The argument is whether
or not that sgreemient appliss to the final report of the committes.

-
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syl Sggest these three things for your consideration: Keep in mind
Bihet this agreement was enfered into on Oetober 1, 1878, 4 months
Hafore the expiration date of this committee. When we provide, in
the final gentence of this agreement, for the commitiee to go to court
%ﬁmf judicial determination if there is disagresment with the President
B&# the United States, then I ask: If we had been in agresment that we
Peould discloge all of this information in the final report what would
Ef;,ve been the purpose of having that provisiont

¥ Becond, just before our recesy in December of last year we had
gﬁavami motions befors the commities to declassify certain informan
g?lilon, and we prepared documents of declassification and went through
g«;his process knowing that we could not possibly devote our attention
i1o the response of the agencies until we retured on January 18, 11
1days before our final report. Now, why would we go to all of that
’i;roublf; if we thought we could put the information into the final
yoport?

p’I‘hird, somas of the information that was given to us covers many
yours, And, incidentally, I have to dispute the chairman (Mr. Pike}
shout. the reference to events ocouring in previous administrations,
Ons of the motions I made was to take oul classified material with
respect to ‘aqtivities that went back over four administrations, So,
many administrations were involved, This is not a partisen matter.

But dees anyone think that the CIA and other agencies would come
and give ug, under the terms of this agreement, micrmation going
back over 18 or 20 years that was classified, if they felt that 4 months
ater we could relemse it to the entirve world ! Thai is oufrageous and
preposterous,

Agnin, contrary to what was sald, this Member moved repeatedly
to excise sections of this report that contained information 81&1: waB
submitted to us nuder the terms of this ngreement, and for that reason
enly, because it was in vielation of the agresment.

The Srparer, The time of the gentleman has expired,

Mr, Qurnimy, Mr. Speaker, I yisld 1 additional minute to the gentle-
man from Louisiana.

Mr, Trern, Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman for yielding me the
additional time,

Mr, Speaker, in our deily workings with the executive branch of the
CGovernment, under our constitutional system, we enter into all kinds
of agreements, snd how, under our constitutional s?zstem of sopara-
tion of powers we can expect to cooperate and work harmoniously, as
the American people want us to do, if we do not live up to our agres-
ments, T just donot know.

Mr. 8pesker, the Bible hes been invoked here. Well, T will invoke
the sanctity of the obligations undertaken, freely and with complete
understanding of what they wera. I say that the integrity of this
House is involved.

S0, Mr. Speaker, T hope the Members will not be persunded that the
issue is something other than that which il is. I say to the Members,
refer to the agreement and refer to the resolution that we voted on to
create this committes in section 6{n) (2) which provides that we have
the obligation not to diseloze information that would hurt our intelli-
gence activities.

The Seeaxpr, The tims of the gentleman has again expired.
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My, Quireen, My, Speaker, I yield 8 minutes to the distinguisis
gentleman from Maryland (?Mr. Bauman), o

[Mr, Bauman agked and was given permission to revise and extar:
liis remarks, ] :

Mr. Bausran., Mr. Speaker, | would sugpect thet this is o healili
effort in which we are engaged; far more healthy than it would haf
heen had this report simply heen filed and all of ity many conten
made public, with the attendant ramifieations, Whatever the outconss
the fall House of Representatives will have exercised its legislatiy
prerogative on an hisforic oceasion and the action will have the sml
of o majority, Al

But, Mr. Speaker, I must confess I would have ufmfermd a Seopel
session in which the chairman of the committes could have explaing
in some detall to the Members what portions of the report he fel
would not harm the internstional security of the United States, ad
he indicates he does not belisve it would. We could have then maded
much more il‘l.bsﬂit%f;’lt decision on this issue.

I do not now that the very Eeople in our midst who are anxious te
impoge sanctions and control the power of the execusive branch ovep
policies in international affeirs, in security affairs, in defense mattems)
are the same ones who saecord to the executive branch complete wisdons
and power aver every other aspect of our lives, When it comes to the
international! struggle with communism, they guite often cry that we
must not fight againgt the evil force but ingtead examine our owi
national congeience at great and unresgonable length.

There is no doubt that when, for instanes, the classified material
regarding American agsistance to the democeratic parties in Ifaly was
revealed the Italinn (tovernment fell. That was & direct result of the
relegse of classifisd information. There is no doubt that Ameries’s

gition hes been compromised repeatedly by commitiees on bath

ouges of Congress, and some inﬁvidual Members blatantly have
used classified information entrusted to them for their own purposes.

There are Members of this body and the other body who do not
want any intelligence activity on the part of this country, and I think
thet is & most unreasonable attituds to adopt in a real world where
the internationsl struggle is eminently clear,

Men have died as a vesult of the stupid or malicious revelations of
matiers that wers classified not to cover shams, but to cover noble
acts—aets by men who died belisving correcily that they were acting
on hebalf of their country. Try to explain what we might do here to
the late Mr, Weleh's family—this zeal to confess and to expose every-
Thinﬁ, regardless of the consequence,

All of us want to solve the problem posed by the grave mistakes of
agencies, We must do that, All of us want to make riglht what has gone
wrong in this country, But this is not an exercizse in “Watergate”
polities; this is not a #coverup® and it is unworthy to suggest other-
wise. We seelt only a chance for this House to act careful%y in a very
fundamental matter regarding whether or not our conntry is going to
continue te exist at all; for there are people out there in the dark be-
yond the campfire kindled by this country’s spark of freedom whe
look hungrily at the United States and seek its destruction, They are
waiting for ugto falter.
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#2 No, these Government agencies have not been perfect, nor should we

w to the Exeentive’s every whim, But this is not just a matter of
Fonstitutional machismo with one branch vgl'ing against the other, Wa
Hught to join hands with an honest President of the United States
ghom 1 respect and I think most of us respect for that honesty, an

sake o joint judgment as to what should or sheuld not be reveslad,
¥ we are 1o err, let it be on the side of prudence, on the side of
rdmerica,

Mr. QuinLex, Mr. Speaker, [ yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Illincis (Mr. Erlenborn).

[Mr, Erlenborn asked and was given peymission to revise and ex-
#tnd his remarks, ]

Mr. Erumnporn., My, Speaker, there are those who today have said
the igsue is: Do we trust the chairman of the committen? I do not
think that ig the issue. There are those who ray: Are not the nine men
whe voted for this honorable men? Should we not trust them? I do
not think that iz the issue either,

Mr. Spesker, this ig not a question as to whether the Congresy or the
House of Representatives is a viable and a cosgual branch of Govern-
ment, I believe it ig, and I um jealoug of the prerogatives of the House,

The question is: Do we let & committes act in the name of Congress?
We do not when we pass legislation, We let the committes make recom-
mendations to us, ?’Ve then become informed, and we as informed
Mombers pass judgment, I think that is what we should do in this
case, The decision should be made by the ITousge of Representatives, not,
by its committee, We should receive the report. Ws should look af the
material, We should then cast an informed vote, and T think that
merns that to follow this process we should adopt the amendment,

The Seeaxer, The time of the gentleman has expired,

Mr. Quirrex, Mr. Speaker, I would sppeal again to the Mambers of
this Houss that we should vote today for the %oung amendment, bo-
cnuse the security of this Nation is so important, and if we start whit-
tling away our security measures, then the future of this Nation is
not going to ba secure,

As we celebrate our 200th anniversary and as we go forward for
centuries Lo come, let us not destroy the very element that has made
this Nation great--security around the globe and confidence in our
people to earry out our activities abroad and here in America,

Mr, Speaker, I would urge the Members to vote for the Young
amendment, and then if it is not adopted, against the resolution,

Mr. Young of Texas, Mr, 8peaker, I yield 1 minute to the distin-
guished gentleman from New York (Mr, Stratton.)

Mr, Srrarron, Mr, Speaker, let me make just two points in this
very brief time in support of the Young amendment, The first, is that
there is no quegtion about the authority of the Congress to determine
how to handle clasgified matter if we want to do it bat the fact iz thet
we have already passed legislation that turns that whole responsibility
over to the exacutive branch and has assigned to the Directorof Central
Intelligence the responsibility for protecting classified matter, Tf we
want to change that law, if we want to release clagsified matier our-
selves, let us change the law and let us do it in an orderly procedure,
not by the action of just nine Members,
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all in a committee of this Congress checking with the Pentagon {
classified material before releasing s report, This is what the Arn
Services Committes, which probably deals with more classified g
tevial than any other committee, has done for years; and we
igsued some pretty stinging reports, Ior example, thers way a repob
in 1968 by n commitiee, of which I.was a member, on the Mylai m%;;
dent, a very critical report too. But we cleared it first with the Penth™
gon for security before we released it. ¥
And you may be interested to know that the gentleman from Nyl
York (Mr, Pike) chaired a subcommittes on the Pusblo incident backs
in 1968, and issued a very eritical report; but his suboommittee cloamds
thet report with the IPantagon for security beferchand, too,
All the Young amendment does, Mr. Speaker, is to requirse that ¢hel
Seleet Committes on Intelligencs iollow the usual proeedures in thigs
House, and, the principles of the existing law on classified informpl
tlon, until such time as the Congress, in its wisdom, shall enact new
lnws regarding the safeguarding of classifierd seeurity matier, :
Mr, Young of Texas Mr, Speaker, I yield 1 minute to & very disg
tinguished Member of the House, the gentleman from. Ohio (M)

Hays).

13'&). Hays of Ohio, Mr, Speaker, I find myself in o bit of & dilemarig
on this. My friend, Ed Koch, and I were discussing it at lunch apd
both of us agreed, and we may vote it opposite ways, that what we nie
baing asked to do is vote on the report in the dark or let the President
censor. Neither of us liked that situation. It ssemed to us that thgl
ideal situation would be to have the report and then go into executive
sesaion ke the Senate does and then debate it and then vote, and thep !
vate whether to releass it or not, or whether to release some parts of it,

I think we are put in a very untenable position. I probably will vote
not to release it, bacauss I do not know what 15 in it.

On the other hand let me say it has bean leaked page by page, sops
tence by sentence, paragraph by paragraph, and drop by drop to the
New York Times, but I suspect, and [ do not know and this s whak
disturbe me, that when this report comes out it is going to be the
big%est nonevent since Drigitte Bardot, after 40 years mnd four hugs
bands and numerous Iovers, held s press conference to announce tha
shoe was no longer o virgin, :

My, Youwa of Texas, Mr, Speaker, 1 yield the belance of my time
to the distinguished gentleman from Texzas (Mr., Milford), n mems
ber of the Helect Committes on Intelligence,

[Mr. Milford asked and wag given perrnigsion to revise and extend
hig remnrks.]

My, Motroro, Mr, Spesker, we have had several comments from our
colleagues shout the nine great Americans on the Select Committes
on Infelligence who heve voted for the release of the report, And ¥
agrea with them, those men are indeed nine great Amerioans,

I am one of the four nongreat Americans on that committee, And I
would like to correct one impression that has been put forward cons
cerning the opinions of the four nongreats.

, Wirst of all, not & single one of us was opposed to conducting this
investigation, Tndeed we wanted it done. Wl; wanted it done in every
iniimate detsil,

The other peint I want to meke is that there is nothing unusu:?
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Mr, Speaker, the only t'hinig weo are concerned about is that we do
mot want to announce our intelligence secrets to the world.
+ Purthermore everyone of these classified details that we are con-
perned with, and most of them are mere technical details, could be
sliminated from this report and it would net change a single thing,
Tt would not cover up a single act or item,
 The problem, and it iz & pructical problem thet we have heen fac-
ing, is that no ons on this committee and no one on the committee gtaff
ha% any exFertise in intelligence techniealities What ia in dispute
here is Inielligence technicalities, When the House Members read thet
report, most are not going to be able themselves to recognize these
intelligence detsils, However, an experienced intelligence annlyst,
with our adversaries, will find ¢he report to be & virtual bonanza.

That is all we are concerned with, Every one of these technical de-
tailg could be eliminated withowt harming & single thing, As has been
stated here, and I plead to the House, all that the Young amendment
in doing is forcing it to be published initially as a classified doeument.
Wo will all get a copy of it. All we have to do is sit down and read it
oursalves snd, if we think it should be made public or this House
thinks it should be made publie, it will take s simple resolution to
publish it to the world.

The real issue involved here, the real gut issue, is: “*Can nine Mem-
bars of this House unilaterally releass information that could be dam-
aging to this Nation?” You ses, once it is published, it is kind of like
the fellow jumping off the Empire State Building and wanting to
change his mind half way down, F simply cannot be done,

My friends, I plead thet we vote for the Young smendment.

Tge argument hag been made that--

“Since much of the report hag already been leaked to the press, we
might ns well turn the rest loose.”

That argument, should be rejected for two good reasons: First, the
Americon press is not an oﬂicia{ organ or spokesman for the U.S, Gov-
ernment; the Congress, or an official congressional report js, Second,
“Official” acknowledgement of certsin past or present intelligence
activities can seriously damage foreign relations by forcing some coun-
tries to take unpleasant reactions that otherwise could be avoided.

While it is true that a large part of the report has already heen
leaked to the pregs and, if every Member is given & copy, undoubtedly
much more of the report will be leaked, The legks will involve senga-
tional or scandalous types of information. I am not concerned with
these matters.

My concern deals with o number of classified tochnical details that
are seattered throughout the report, ‘These technical details will not
make good headlines and will largely be ignored by the press, These
same technical details will be & virtual bonanza for our adversaries’
intelligence analysts.

By far, the greatest danger in publicly relessing the report would
stemn from the damage it would eause in our foreign relations with cer-
tain couniries,

Relations with underdeveloped countries or politically unstable
countries are at best an extremely difficult problem. The commities
report, will seriously aggravate these problems and may seriously harm
the interest of the United States.
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Many of these countries are vital to our Nation’s welfare, Sk
produce and sell vital natural resources needed for our induséris
Others ars strategically vital for our eccnomic well-being and off
national defense. Normal diplomatic relations with these countries aif
often difficuls or impossible, H

For example, we may be receiving vital copper are from country 3
whose head of state is a virtual tyrant over an enslaved people s
who constantly denotuinees the Unifed States as a “capitalistic inanstond
Obviously normal diplomatic relations would be impossible, Yet, W
neet the copper ore from country X and that country needs our ingajs
factured goods. o

While we may be in sympathy with the people and strongly op:
posed to the tyrant, the blatent fact of life still remaing~—~we need mﬁg
other. Furthermore, the tyrant has an option, He ean gell hig ore {5
our adversary, We cannot obtain the ore elsewhere. Therefore, it 18
vital to this .{Iation’s welfare to maintain some sort of relation Wiﬁ',{;i;é
eountry X, even though it is very distasteful to our people. -

This type of situation is not wnusual and it ig the type that is oftag
resolved through clandestine arranpements that are ecarried out by
the CTA, The tyrant eannot. openly do business with the United States;
because of his own internal political situation. These internal political
problema may stem from the tyrant’s fear of internal unheaval, rala
tions with his neighboring countries or many other factors. ‘

Several Memhera argue thai most of the revelations in the report
have already been published in the newspapers, This is true. However,
the American press is not an official organ of the U.8. Government,
While publication of such items create problems, they are not. usually
fatal, because history has shown many such press accounts to be incom-
plete, inaccurate, end even wntrue, Furthermore, the tyrant can de-
nounce presa reports without upsetting his neighbors or losing inter-
nal contrel,

Publication by the Congress or statements by the executive depart.
ments makes it official to the world, Such prenouncements force actions
that would not etherwise have oceurred,

In the hypothetical example given herein, once the clandestine rela-
tions nre “oficially™ known, tha tyrant of countey X would be forced to
terminate the mutually benefieia] trade with the United States and go
over to our adversaries, His people would still be enslaved and we
wauld have lost an irreplaceable soures of ore,

I urge you to yote for the Yoeung amendment.

Mr. Rmearr, My, Speaker, for the House to delay or not release the
Select Committee on Intelligence's report at this time would destroy
the credibility of this commitiee and its recommendations for revamp-
ing our intelligence agencies,

There has already been enough material released to the public on
intelligence activity in the eountry to eonvince most people that the
intelligence ngencies have exceeded the autharitly granted them by the
Congress, In {act, a number of these matters have already heen re-
ferred to the Justice Department for investigation,

One of the lessons of Watergate ig that Government sscrecy ean be
injurions to the democratic process, Any nnnecessary delay or admin-
istration restrictiong on the relengs of this report merely edds to the
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Eiutenst that peeple elready have about their Government ag a result
E Watergate,
g5 support the cheirman of the Select Committes on Intelligence
(M. Pikef} in his effort to release the committes report without prior
Eploprance from the executive branch,

pMr. Brvauam, Mr, Speaker, I have listened carefully to the debate
Hoi House Resolution 982 and the Young amendment, and I am pre-
‘pared to vote a,%s,mst the latter and for the former,

% have no difficulty in concluding that the Select Committes has the
bt

shtigntion to give us its best judgment and the matters we asked it to
f pvestigate and that it cannot nllow the executive branch to censor the
fhommittes’s report. Moreover, it was clear from the start that that
igaport would have to des] with, and diseuss, many matters that have
'gintil recently been regarded as highly secret. And I have sufficient con-
Hidenoe in the chairman and the eight members of the Select, Conunittee
bwho voted for the report to have no fear that their report is going to
1flamage the security interests of the United States or the strengtﬁ of
,fature intelligence operations
"~ However, I am somewhat troubled ahout whether the report con-
“gtitutes a violation of the agreement the committee made with the exee-
-niive, On this point I have come to the conclusion that this is a matter
for the comnittes iteelf, not the House, to decide, Agsin, I am satisfied
to accept the judgment of the majority of the committee that they have
viclated no agreement,

Mr. Fnexzer, Mr, Speaker, I shall suppori the commities amend-
ment to House Resolution 982 forbidding the publishing of classified
materinl, 1 would like te have the report published, but I do not see
how we can do so under these circumstances.

In the first place, we do not even know what is in it. I think we all
helieve that classification is overdone, and is often used for purposes
of eensorship, Nevertheless, until we Imow what, we are unilla,bemlly
unelassifying, T think diseretion is the better part of valor,

The commitics apparently made an srrangement with the Execu-
tive about withholding classified material. T do not think we should
vote to abrogate that sgreement until we know what is in it.

I undergland that there is some precedent for publishing classified
materinl, Since I have atrong objections to over classification, or mis-
usie of classification, I might vote to do so, but not blindly,

Therefore, Mr, Speaker, I shall have to support the committee
amendment, prohibiting release of classified material to unauthorized

EIHONE.
P Mr, BroomrizLp, Mr. Speaker, I am deeply disturbed by the latest
confrontation between the President and the House Select Commitiee
on Intelligence. At the heart of the issue iz whethex ar not this body,
ot a component thereof, can keep ia word, If we cannot, I seriously
question whether we should ever again be entrusted with any investi-
gative responsibility that requires o bond of trust.

For those of you that yet have not hed the opportunity to delve
into this matter, I invite your attention to the transeript of the Select
Committee’s October 1 meeting that decided how the committes would
handle clagsifled information. You will find that the commitiee voted,
by a § to 8 majority, to be formally bound by provedures that pre-
c]%ded the present unilateral effort to declassify information,

£
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A rveview of the debgie within that meeting will also revesl nef
indication whatsoever that the ndopted procedures were not also 2pe
Elicable to the use of classified information in the select committes's;

inp] report. Moreover, both Chairmen Pike and the ranking minority:
membey flatly declared that the acceptance of classified materials wis!
der the conditions stipulated by the executive branch constituted .,
binding precedent and policy t{&t obtained for the full life of the
seleot committas, ¥

HEnowing all that, it is beyond my comprehension how anyons can
conelude that there is a distinetion gatween releaging classified infor~
mation in & fnal report versus some cther means at an sarlier date,
That is a nuance that defies eredibility.

I am a proponent of strong congressional oversight of the intelli-
gence community, and have cosponsored legislation to bring that
about, With stech oversight, however, goes the heavy responsibility to

ractics if in & manner that does not jeoperdize our nutronal security
interests.

Adoption of the seloet committee’s majority epinion on this issue
Ec:(f_lfl;m call into serious question our ability to recognize that responsi-

ility.

Mr. Spesker, it is imperative that we teke action today that will
insure that the word of this House will continue to mean something,
Therefore, I endorse Houss Resolution 982 and urge its passage with-
out further delay.

Mr, Youna of Texas. Mr, Speaker, I move the previous question
on the amendment wnd on the resolution.

‘The previous question was ordered on the amendment and on the
resolution.

‘The Seeamer. The question is on the committes amendment.

The question was taken; and the Speaker announced that the noes
appeared io have it.

Mr, Youna of Texas, Mr, Speaker, on that I demand the yeas and
neys.

The yeas and nays were ordered,

The vote was taken by electronic device; and thera were—yons 246,
nays 124, not voting 62, as follows:

[Rell No, 281
YEAR—240

Ahdnor Blanchard Butler
Alezander Bogga ‘Byron
Allen Bonker Carter
Anderson, I Bowen Gederberg
Andrews, N.C. Breaux Chappell
Avcher Breckinridge Clancy
Ashbrool Brinkley Claygen, Don H.
Asghley Broomfleld Clawson, Del
Bafplis Brown, Mich, Cleveland
Baldus Brown, Ohlo Cochran
Beuman Broyhill Cohen
Beard, Tenn, Buchanan Colllng, Tex,
Bedell Burgener Conable
Benneti Burlke, Fla. Clonlan
Berill Burke, Mass, Conte
Biaggi Burleson, Tex. Cotter
PBiggter Burligon, Mo, Coughlin



{rane
D'AmMOUS
Daniel, Dan
Daniel, B, W,
Danlels, N.J.
de la Garza
Delaney
Dent
Derrick
Derwinski
Devine
Dickinson
Downing, Va.
Tnmean, Qreg,
Dunean, Tenn,
du Pont
HEdgar
Jmery
Bnglish
Trlenborn
Thech
Eghleman
Byans, Ind,
Wying, Tenn,
Fary
Fenwlck
Findiey
igh

Tigher
Fithian
Flood
Fiorle
Fiyant
Forsyihe
Tronntain
Frenzel
Frey

TFugue
Gaydos
Gilman
Gian
Gotdwaler
Gonzalez
Goodling
Gradigon
Gragsley
Gude
Hagedorn
Haley

Hall
Hamilton,
Hammergehumidt
Hangen
Harsha
Hayn, Ohip
Heckler, Mass,
Hefner
Henderson
Higks
Hightower
Holt

Horton
Hubbard
Hughes
Hutehingon
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Hyde
farman
feffords
Jenrette
Johnson, Pa.
Jones, Ala,
Jones, N.C.
Jones, Tenn,
Kasten
Karzen
Relly
Keinp
Kitilteys
Krueger
Lagomarsino
Landrum
Lutta
Lent
Levitas
Lifton
Lloyd, Callf.
Lloyd, Tenn,
Long, La.
Lott
Lujan
MeClory
MeClosley
MeCormaclk
Dade
MeDonald
McKinney
Mahon
Mann
Martin
Metsunage
Muzzoll
Michel
Milford
Miller, Ohlo
Millg
Minigh
Mitchell, NY,
Mollohan
Montgomery

Mooro
Moorhead, Calif,
Mosher
Murtha
Myers, Ind,
Myers, Pa.
Nateher
Keal

Nedizl
Nichols
Nowalk
{"Brien
O'Hara
Pasgmen
Patten, N.d.
Perling
Peitis
Pickle
Poago
Pregaler
Preyer

Quillen
Rallsback
Regula
Rinaldo
Roberts
Rohlnson
Roe
Rogers
Rooney
Rostenkowslc]
Rough
Rongselot,
Rnsgo
santini
Sarasin
Satterfield
HAechneebeli
Schulze
Sharp
Bhuster
Blkes

Bigk

Slnek
Smith, Neby,
Bnyder
Spellman
Bpence
Bteggers

Stanton, J. Wiltiam
Stead

Bteelman
Bteiger, Arlz,
Btelger, Wig,
Stratton
Stuckey
Bymington
Symums
Taglor, Mo.
Taylor, N.C,
Teagne
Thone
Thornton
Tresn

Van Deerlin
Vander Jagt
Vigorito
Waggonuer
Walsh
‘Wampler
Whalen
White
Whitehurst
Whitten
‘Wilson, Bob
‘Wilgon, Tex.
Wirth
Wright
Wydler
Yatron,
Young, Alagka
Young, Fla.,
Young, Tex,
Zptloeld
Zeforetti



Ahzug
Adamg
Adgabbo
Ambro
Anderson, Oalif,
Annunylo
ABDin
Badillo
Baueus
Beard, R.I.
Bergland
Bingham
Blouin
Boland
Bolling
Brodemas
Brodheed
Brown, Calif.
Burka, Onlif.
Burton, John
Burton, Phlllip
CUarney

Cary
Chigholm
Colling, Il
Congery
Cormann
Jornell
Danielgon
DNavig
Dellums
Dingell
Downey, N.Y,
Drinan
Harly
Bdwsards, Galif,
Bilherg
Bvang, Colo,
Toley

Ford, Mich,
Ford, Tenn.
RHaimno

Andrews, N, Dak,
Armstrong
AuCoin
Bell
Brooks
(lay
Diggs
Dodd
HMekhardi
dwerds, Ala.
Fageell
Flowers
Fraser
Gibhons
Grean
Guyen
Hanley
Heéhert
Helinz
Hillg
Binghaw
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HAYB—124

Hannaford
Harlkin
Hurrington
Hprrig
Hawking
Huyes, Ind,
Hechler, W, Va,
Eelsboaki
Holtzman
Howard
Howe
Hurngate
Jagobs
Johnson, Colo,
Jordan
Kastenmeier

MoKay
Macdonald
Madden
Mapulre
Meloher
Meyner
Mezvinsky
Miken
Miller, Calif.
Minetn

Mink
Mitehell, Md,
Moalkley
Moffett
Moorhead, Pa,
Murphy, 1.
Nolan
Oberstar

NOT VOTING—32

Holipnd
Tehord
Johngon, Calif.
Jones, Okla.
Knxth
Retchum
Lgfalce
MeCGollintey
MeTwen
Madigan
Mathls
Meeds
Metealfe
Maorgan
Moas

Mott]
Murphy, N.Y,
Nix

Patman, Tex,
Patterson, Callf,
Papper

Q' Neill

Qbey
Qttinger
Pattigon, N.Y,
Pilke

Price
Pritchard
Rangel

Rees

Relss
Richinond
Rodino
Boncallo
Rogenthal
Roybal
Ry

St germaln
Sarbanes
Soheuer
Sehrosder
Heiberling
Bhipley
Bimon
Hmith, Towa
Bolarz
Stanton, fames V,
Biark
Btokes
Studda
Thompgon
Tsongas
TUllman
Vander Veen
VYanik
‘Waxman
Weaver
Wilgon, G H,
Woltf

Yaten
Young, Ga.

Peyger
Quie
Handall
Rhodes
Riegle
Rigenhoover
Rose
Bunmels
Ruppe
Sebelns
Fhitver
Akubltz
Htephens
dullivan
Talcott
Fraxler
Udall
Wigging
Winn
Wrlie
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The Clerk announced the following pairs:
On this vote:

Mr. Hébert for, with Mz, Udall against,

My, Hanlsy for, with Mr, Pepper against.
Mr. Mott] for, with M Risgle against.

My, Mathis for, with Mpr, Green against.

Mr, Flowers dor, with My, Meeds againsi.,
M, Rose for, with Mr, Dipos against,

Mpx, Stephens for, with Mr, Karth against.
My, Guyer for, with Mr. Nix against.

My, Runnels for, with Mr, Cluy against.

My, Gibbons for, with Mr, Metealie againat,
My, Jeboxd for, with Mr. Holland against.
My, Rhodes for, with My, Moss against.

My, McEwen for, with Mr. Patterson of California against.
Uniil further notice:

My, LeTales with Mr, Andrews of North Dakota.
Mr, AuCoin with Mr, Ketchum,

Mr. Murphy of New York with Mr. Ruppe.
Mr. Brooks with Mr, Sebslius,

Mr. Dodd with Mr. Wylie.

Mr, Fascell with Mr. McCollister.

My, Frager with Mr, Shrivar.

Mr, Morgan with Mz, Madigan.

Mr. Patman with Mr, Wiggins.

Mr, Randall with Mr. Taloott.

Mpr, Risenhoover with My, Peysor,

My, Sullivan with Mr, Quis,

Mr. Traxler with Mr. Winn.

Mr, Eckhardt with Mr, Heinz,

Mr. Hillis with Mr, Johnson of California.
My, Jones of Ollahoma with Mr, Skubitz,
Mr, Armstrong with Mr. Hinshaw,

Mr. Bell with Mr, Edwards of Alabama.

Mr. Ryan changed his vote from “yea” to “nay.”
So the committes amendment was agreed to.
The regolution, as amended, was ngread to.

A motion to reconsider wag 1nid o the table,

GrnERAY, Luave

Mr., Youna of Texas, Mr, Speaker, I ask unanimous consent, that all
Members may have 5§ legislative days in which to revise and extend
their remarles on the resolution just agreed to,

The Semaxmr, Is thers objection to the request of the gentleman
from Texas?

There was no objection.
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APPENDIX 18
[From the Weshington Poet, Feb. 12, 1976]
Mrrobrasa ar Vievsoe Voicn
(By William Claiborne and Laurence Stern)

Aftar & week of clahdestine melodrama complete with secret code
names (Operation Swordfish) and eovert working headquarters, Vil-
Iange Voice publisher Clay Felker went to press with a 24-page sup-
plemeant under the titillating headline:

YRR CTA REPORT TYR PRESIDENT DORSN'T WANT YOU To RMADY

By the time the circumstances of the Voice exclugive seeped to the
surface there appeared to be some question whether it was more
important as a substantive scoop or a journalistic morality play.

Telker, veflecting the secretive mood in the offices of New York
magazine, which was the operations center for the Voiecs leak, said
laughing *as far as I know, it landed on the back doorstep in a
basket.” Both publications are directed by Felker,

But other sources familiar with the hush-hugh developments of the
story say that CBS correspondent Danisl Schorr, who covered the
intelligenics committee for his network, was inatrumental in trane-
mifting the report to Felker.

It was nlso learned that s Washington-based organization of jour-
naligts, The Reporters (‘ominittes f%r Freedom of The Press, had
afgrreed to accept “passively” any cash proceeds from publication of
the report by arrangement with Sehoor.

Schorr, who recently displ&gred the title page of the still-secret
House comimittee report on television as he deseribed some of its
contonts, said yesterday that he was obliged “to deny on the record
thet I have a copy of the report.”

The CBS correspondent also denied that he had discussed the report
with Felker. “I have no knowledge of how The Village Voice acquired
its copy. I had no connsction with it and I do not mean by that to
gtate that I have a copy.”

He added that whatever conclusions viewers might guther from
having seen the report’s title page on the screen *is something that
they are inferring.’

Schorr told a %e]]ow ('BS reporter on a TUBS vadio broadeast that
he had a copy.

Sohorr also acknowledged that in a conversation he had recently
with a Washington Post editor he said he possessed the House veport.
He added, however, that he regarded it as o “business conversation®’
and off the record. Both Schorr and Post Agsistent Managing Editor
Hﬂ,rr% M, Rosenfeld agresed that nothing was said about the conversa-
tions being off the record.

{1513
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APPENDIX 19
[From the Washingion Monthly, Avrll 10761
Dan Somosr: Tae SmcRET SHARER
{By David Ignatiug)

1t was a nasty business, from beginning to end, and pecple got
hurt. Dan Schorr, a CBS reporter who wanted to iz a spotlight on
the CIA, found himself muzzled off the air by his employers, The
staff director of the House Intelligenee Committes, who wanted to ex-
pose the intelligenca blunders that had surrounded Henry Kiesingar's
foreign policy, ended up waiting nervously to be interviewed b
Houss Ethies Committes investigetors assigned to track down Schorr’s
gource. The trustees of the Reporters Committes for Freedom of the
Press, who had helpsd Schorr find g publisher and agread to avcept
the roynities, ended up apelogizing for *arimes against jounalism®
(The Chicago Tribune) and “selling secrets” (The New York Times),
and bickering among themselves over how to divide the blame,

Something had changed in Washington. That much was obvious
The House Intelligence Committee had been astablished to investigate
the illegal, covert operations of the CLA. But by the end, the com-
mittee’s own security lapses had become the foeug of public attentjon,
and it appeared that an official secrets act, for mors repressive than
anything which had come before, might result. The Demoerstic Con-
greas, which onl¥ monthe befors had been loudly asserting its inde-
pendencs of the White House, wis now refusing, on the advice of the
President, to sign its nams to the report of ons of its own committees—
and then instructing another committes to inyestipate the first, It was
o comic opera finale to the great era of investigation that had begun
in 1973. Now ("ongress was attacking the Congress, the press attacking
the press, the Administration (and those charged with eommitting
illegnl acts) gloating, ever so slightly, from the sigelines.

The story of how 1t all happened, reconstructed from scores of inter-
views, is o navrative of small details, of conflicts of interest among
friends, of elite backstabbing, of ill-considersd judgments, of ironies
gross and delicate, There have already been a number of partial ac-
sounts—too many perhape—but the story deserves a few words more.
For it is a truly dismal chain of events, in which each participant
seoms to be wenring blinders, hurting those elogest to him ng he stun:-
bles forward. Jt ig a story in which everyone lools bad—though, as
it turng out, Dan Schorr betier than most—and it left many people
with a queasy sense that the game—whatever game it was that the
press, the Congress, and the Adwministration had been playing since
Nixzon left the White House—was aver,

A year ago, in March 1975, when the game was still fun, many of
the principals spent s weekend together at The Homestead in Vir-
ginia. sttending one of those pleasant, foundation-sponsored confer-
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ences where members of the elite mest to discuss common Froblems.
Thig conlerence, gpongorad by the Ferd Foundetion and The Wash-
ington Post, concerned “The Medis and the Law.” In & preface to g
houok published later, an observer wrote that the assembled journalisty,
jurists, lawyers, and government officials *struggled with the most
troublesorne First Amendment problems, argued, tested the high
ground of principle against the erosive foree of renl world legal and
journalistic practice, agreed to disagree, sometimes even agreed, and
learned more about each other than most had ever known before.”

Frad Groham of CBS wag thers, slong with the other trustees of
the Reporters Committes for Freedom of the Press, Harry Rosenfeld,
national editor of The Washington Post was there, with his colleagnes
Ben Bradlee and Howard Simons, GIA. Director William Colby led
& group of prominent government officials,

Dan Schorr was there too, and he, perhaps more than any of the
other journalists, symhbolized the determination to press the First
Amendment, to its limits, Sehorr could be aggressive, almost beyond
reason, in pursving storles about intelligence abuses, Later that year,
chasing down a tip about CIA infiltration of the White House, Schorr
would persistently guestion n National Security Couneil secretary who
was at home recovering from major surgery, complicated by hepa-
titis, until she admitted that she worked for the CIA. (In truth the
WORAY Wi 13 ugt & CIA “detailee,” working in the White House but
paid by another agency for cosmetic budgetary ressons.) Later, Schorr
enne geross Colonel Fletcher Prouty, s man whoge experience with the
CIA dated from the early 1980g, and put him on the CBS Momiilf
News, where he innceurately named Alexander Butterfield aa n C14
contact in the White House, This kind of reporting on the CIA had
led Ceolby’s predecessor, Richard Helms, normally a gentleman, to
call Sehorr & # * * at a press conference. Schorr’ aggressiveness

ntimidated even his own colleagues, who sometimes grumbled the

CBS reporters had three competitors: NBC, ABC, and Dan Schorr,
Yet Schorr was, by most accounts, a dedicated snd highly competent
reporter, As Davi({ Halberstam would note, he was an *old fashioned
print journalist—too serious, too subile, too talented, too aggressive for
television,”

Joe Calitane, of Williams, Connolly & Califano, was at the media
conference, too, A year later, he would be acting as Den Schorr’s
lawyer, trying to he %P Schorr beat a, contempt of Congress charge and
save his job—after Schorr pressed the Firgt Amendment farther than
the House of Representstives or his employers deemed appropriste,

The Homesmnc{) conferees met for round-table discussions of thres
cage studies, but the most interesting was the fivet, It deseribed a hy-
pothetical situation: Harlow Mason, an investigative reporter for The
Tadaral City News, has coms into posgession of two documents about
the CIA “which he believes highly newsworthy.” But the CIA in-
sists privately that publication of the documents would do “irrsparable
damage to national security.” What should Harlow Magon do? Should
it make any difference to anyons how he cbtained his decuments?
Should he, or his editors, have to consider the effects of publication
on the prestige and effectiveness of the intelligence ngencias?

The discussion was civilized; there was little real disngreement.
The press should do its job, namely, to make public everything it

L3
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gauld find out about the government. The government should protect
anly the seerets whose exposure would truly jeopardize nations] se-
warity—the sailing orders of the Polaris fleet, for example. Whers
“there were grey areas, editors ghould intervene and make the hard
decision. It was & reasonable discussion among reasonable men. And
why not? CLA Director Colby was, at the time, completing his in-
tprnel investipation of CIA abuses. The congressional commitiess
would soon be sxamining this material and dmftin%- new legislation
to prevent future abuses. The Dan Schorrs would have a role, too!
bringing befors the public as much information as they could dip-
cover, It the Dan Schorrs ever got into trouble on First Amendment
" questions, the Reporters Committee would be there to defend them.
Thit was the way it seemed o year ago, when the process of exposing
snd correcting C%A miseonduet was beginning. The prospect sesmed
painful, even risky, to some. But that was what life in a demoerncy
wagz il about, wasn't it? Suffering the indignities, and the risks, of
living in an open society.

THE CUTTING EDGL

In the months after the conference at The Homestead, the Honse
Intelligence Committee became the cutting edge of the drive to ex-
pose intelligence agency abuses, Where the Senate Intelligence Com-
mitte took & judiclous posturs, the House committee was o strest-
fighter. Key committee staffors began io see themselves locked in o
girugele with ons man-—-Secretary of State Henry Kissinger—who
to them personified the anti-democratic impulse that had gotten Amer-
ica into 80 much trouble in the past decade. Led by combative Chair-
main Otig Pike, the Houss Intelligence Committee disdained “balance”;
their job wag o attack, attack, atiack. The CIA, they reasoned, would
pot lack defenders in high places.

The most emphetic éIA defendar was, in fact, the Secretary of
State. Kissinger believed Pike and the others were reckless madmen:
he saw them undermining necessary institutions and, perhaps worse,
fostering the illusion that & superpower could ever conduct its diplo-
macy by pristine moral rules.

But Pike pexsisted. If exposure of illegal or incompetent activities
made the continuation of such activities impossible, so mueh ths
better; and when Kissinger tried to withhold information from the
committes on grounds that it would esuse grove harm, Pike threatenad
to cite him for contempt, The committee had no use for Kissinger’s
argumenty sbout stability and prestige. Sueh arguments wers un-
democratic, pure and simple. As one committes staff member observed
m the waning days of the investigation, what the Kissingers failed to
grasp was that an open, democratic society could never use clandestine
operations ag effectively as a closed, totalitarian one, “We have to get
used to the iden that we'll never be as effective as the Soviets,” the staff
mamber said, “We have to he willing to take the visk of less than
perfect intelligence,”

The commities staff drafted its final report in January, and it re-
flected the strectfighter style. Written in non-bureaucratic prose (one
person who read the first deaft ealled it *anecdotal, one-sided, over-
dramatized and childishly written”), the report chronicled every
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devious move of the pregent Secretary of State, and every intelligéjie,
gathering failure of the CLA. Here were all the embarrassing
ments: Tet, Czechoslovalds, Portugal, Irag, Cyprus, and Italy; e
record of fiissinger’s attempts to suppress the truth about thempf
mid-January the first draft’ was submitted to the executive hrapgli
or more precisely, to Miteh Rogovin, ap Arnold and Porter lawygs
who had been retained by the CIA und was acting as chief confs
between the agency and the committee, Rogovin parceled out 4
draft to the State Department and the CLA for comment, collextid
the comments, and pasged them back to the committee. -t
In its second draft, the committee made pome of the requestndls
changes. Unlike the first, however, this one was not sent out for exes
utive branch comments, Instead, it was given to the committee mihe
bers for final approval. For the staff, it was the culmination
months of exhausting worl., During the final drafting process, stail}
members had been up late most nights, typing in the offies or at honig
catehing e fow hours of sleep when they could., On Friday, Janyagy;
23, the committes voted 9 to 4 to approve the report for publicationy
Up to this point, reporters had been uneble to wheedle much of $he
report out of the Pike committee, The members and staff had beeni
guarded, Now, after the committee vote, everybody relaxed. The rey
port was going to come out; it would soon be on the way to the prinf'/bi’ﬁ
Any reporter who had been following the committes carefull3
would have known that it would now he considerably easier to lay;
hands on & copy of the veporl than it had heen before. And over thg,
weelkend of Januery 23-24, two reporters did get access to the 'nﬁ’;
draft, One was John Crewdson of The New York Times, The otheny
was Dan Schorr of CBS. Schorr made a Xerox copy of the repoif:
before returning it, doubtlessly hoping o stretch out his sooop, doing%
g story a day until the report was actuaf‘lli ﬁphlished. For a long tine;:
18 copy.

no one knew what Crewdson had done wit

THE BIG LEAE

In severa! weeks the hunf for the source of Schorr’s copy would
begin. The nearly universal assumption within the Waghinpton press
corps would be that Schorr’s sourcs had been A, Searle Field, the
committee stafl director. Indeed, it would be said that when Schort,
admitted giving the report to The Village Voice, he came danger-
ously close to pinpolnting his source, since it was widely known that
Schorr and Field had been friendly since the Watergate days, when
Field worked for Benstor Lowell Weicker and Schorr covered the
Watergate Committee, Field may indeed have aided Schorr’s ate
tempis to get the report, But thers was informed spaculation that the
actual leaker was not Field, but the administrative sesistant of one of
the committes members, At this writing, the Houge Ethics Committes
hag appropriated $350,000 towsrds ity effort to identify Schorr's
souree, and the matter seems beat laft to them.

Wherever he got it, Schorr had his copy, and he used it for the first
time on the night of Sunday, January 25, He choose to open with one
especially julcy item—a memorandum detailing Senator Henry Jack-
son’s efforts to protect former CIA Director Richard Helms from &
Senate Foreign Relations Clommittes hearing into possible perjury
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iy Helms in earlier testimony on the CIA’s role in Chile. Schorr
Sgho“wed on the televiglon sereen the actual memeo describing Jackson’s
:‘il‘b]_.‘er N
E. The Administyation was jolted by Schorr’s Sunday night stovy. Not
ghly was the reg;)rt supposedly still seeret, but the memo in question
'gsomed o have been smuggled out of a room at the CIA headquarters
i1 Langley, where Pike's staff had been allowed to read and make notes
on docmrzents undisturbed. A.Iéparently the memo had besn pur-
pined—onrried out in a pockethook—by somebody on the committee
gtadf who might have wented to make political trouble for Senator
Juckson, Angry st the disclosure, and the apparent lareeny, the Ad-
ministration inereased its efforts to have the Pila report withheld
from publication until it could be fully reviewed by the White House.

Schory himgelf hadn’t purleined any documents, and he had a good
seoop, an. exclusive, He prepared. a second story for the Monday CBS
Morning News, this time showing the cover of the Report. But the
exclusive wag short-lived, That game morning, The New York Times
ran Crewson's comprehensive account of the highlights of the Report.
Schorr must have assumed, regretfully, that the Times, too, had a
<OpY.

ﬂurance Stern, The Washington Post reporter covering the Pike

Committes, was considerably more upset than Schorr, Stern had just
returned to the Post after o leave of absence. Although he wes one of
the most respected reportere on injelligence matters, Stern had been
having difficulty establishing good sourcez on the House committee
beat-—s0 much 5o that he asked George Lardner, another Post reporter
who had been mverinF intellégence, to help him moke contacts, But
top staff members, ineluding Searle Field, had been unwilling to dis-
oues the Report, even on “background.” Now two journalistic rivals
seemed to have their own copies, Stern protested this favoritism to
the committee staf,

BUFPRESBION OF THE REPORT

The lenks from the Report wers, paradoxically, helpful to the
Adminjstration in its effort to delay release. Ever since the assassina-
tion of CIA sgent Richard Weleh, following publieation of his name
by the Ameriean magazine Counter-Spy, chservers could not help but
feel unensy about the effects of pregs disclosure of intelligence informa-
tion. Lealks seemed to be killing CIA agents—and there developed a
gubtle 8hift of public opinien on the disc%osure guestion. ('The public’s
anger at Counter-Spy was to some extent misplaced, as James i'allows
explaing in another article in this issne.) As alwuys, the House was an
aceurate baromster of public sentiment, and as the January 20 House
vote on final publication of the report approached, the “safe” political
position for an incumbent facing reelection appearad to bo against
disclosure, Op January 28, the day before the vote, Schorr reported
the House situstion on the Cronkite show, displaying his copy of the
Report and saying that the document he was holding in his hand
might never be published.

he next day the House voted 246 to 124 to suppress the Pike
Report pending White House clearance. Pike was suddenly the martyr,
8 role he rather liked after so many months of appearing as a com-
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bative bully. Sshorr, meanwhile, continued to report on the committess
and in the days immediately after the vole, he must have falt somdsy
what peculisr, making his rounds in the Rayburn Building. Sinee sl
congressional coples of the Report had been hupounded, sny commipiy
teo stafler who wanted to see what he had written would have bad {3y
ask Dan Schorr, The irony was not lost on the staff, several of whoriy
jocularly told Schory that the Report would never come out unlusgs
Dan Schorr released it. 5

Any other journslist who wanted a copy would slsc have had.tg3
come to Schorr--and that was just what Harry Rosenfeld, nationsis
editor of The Washington Post, did on the night of Jenuary 28, jusf)
after the House voted against publieation, The two met at » receptions
at the Shoreham Hotel %:ilven by vigiting Israeli Prime Ministor Babini
A Schorr was leaving the party, Rosenteld approached him. “F'd lika;%
to get a copy of thak report,” Rosenfeld said. J;S)c]:lorr, who kmew thag
most of the big stories in the Report were already out, aslzed Rosenfeld
why he wanted it. Bosenfeld said that the Post had experts who could,
o over the dooument in detail and analyze its findings. Schorr offered,
to write & series of articles himself. Rosenfeld said no, that the Pogh
W];}.nted to assign its own reporters. Schorr said he would think
about it.

The nexi morning, Rosenfeld called Schorr and seid that Posg
exeoutive editor Ben Bradlee had told him to withdraw the requesty
on grounds that the Post would not be willing to give CBS a similae
dociiment if the sitmation wern reversed. Rosenfeld satd he thoughk
Bradlee was wrong, but that those wore his orders, "

Rogenfeld’s keen interest might have been motivated by a fear thab
The New York Times had o full copy and was working up analysis
stories of its own. But in the days after the January 29 vote, the Times.
was mmum, Schorr must have begun ta wonder whether he wag, in facf,
the sole possessor of the Pike Report and begun wondering, too,
;w}iiether hie had & responsibility to gee that somebody published it in

u a4

On Tuesday, February 3, Sehorr’s suspicion that he wag the sole
possessor whe confirmed by 2 call from William Safire, The New York
Times columnist and former Nizon speechwriter, Safive, still carrying
the special resentment of Honry Kissinger peculiar to those who
worked in the Nizon White House, seid that he was doing o plece on
Kigsinger's dealings with the Kurdish rebels in Iraq. ("Fhis was per-
haps the most damaging material about Kissinger in the Report.)
Would Schoir be willing to let Safire have the chapter on the Kurdst?
Schorr was startled, Doesn’t the Times have a copy ? he agked. Appat-
ently not, Safire gnid, He had made inquiries at the Times, and Crewd-
gon, it seemed, had only made notes.

BOEXORR’S DEQISION TO PUBLISH

Dan Schorr was in a bind. OBS had already used most of the hot
items in the Pike Report, The network had gotten its scoops, and if
there was anything in the Report damaging to national seenpity, it had
already come out, But the document i%salf was being kept from. the
publia by a decision of Congress. It was one of those bizarre situations,

all too frequent of late, whers despite the wide dissemination of a sob
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af facts, formal admission of them—in the form of a book, sitting on
Jibrary shelves where it could be thumbed through by any citizen—
wag deemed harmful to the national interest. It was an appalling situ-
ation, and Schorr wanted to get the doeument out, with an introdue-
tion, setting forth the background of Pike’s investigation and explain-
jnp the national security issuss implicit in the taxt.

%ut Schorr's situstion had so many ambiguities. Was & decsion of
Congrass to withhold & document binding on w reporter who had prior
access to it? Would its publication add to the Eerception abroad that
jenrnalists wers running the comtry, and thus hamper our diplomatic
ralations, as Kissinger claimed? Or would it insiend encourage an
invigorating debate on the role of intelligence in a democracy? If
Sohorr mads the Report }:Lublic, he could he accused of flaunting the
wilt of Congress. But if he joined in the suppression, he might be
violating the ethics of his profession,

Hehorr did not want 4o make the decision alone, He called his friend
Alan Barth, a former editorial writer at the Post and a sensitive
gtudent of First Amendment issues. Fleo told Barth that he felt some
responsibility to make the Report available, but that he would do it
only if he eould find some way whers there would be no profit for him,
Barth said he would think about it.

The next day, Barth ealled back. “You have to do it,” he said, But
he expressed anxiety about several points: What about the potential
contempt of Congress problem ¢ What about the source? What would
(B8 do? Barth said that if Schorr was willing to face the problems
that would surely arise, he should relesse the Report. (When asked
whether his name could be used on the record for thig account, Barth
eontidered the guestion for some time and then responded simply: ¢X
want my nams to be associated with Dan Schorr™)

Sehorr, with Barth's help, had made this decision, He would see that
the Report got out. But how? The obvious course of action was to get
a UBS subsidiary to publish it, so that any monetary gain or notoviety
would go io OBS, much as It already had from Schorr’s use of the
Report on ((BY News,

The guestion of what discussions Schorr had sbout this with CBS
is o touchy subjeet. Richard Salant, CBS News president, hag refused
to comment on reports that he talked personally with Schorr about
posaible publication through a CBS subsidiary. Some basic facts can
be inferred: Publication by the principal (UBS-owned publishing
house, Holt, Rinehart, & Winston, was impossible. Holt, Rinehart
produces hardback booksand eouldn’t possibly do a quickie paperback
of the sort Schorr wanted. But the other CBS publishing subsidiary,
Popular Library, could—in fact, it would have been ablo to produce a
Pike Report quickie in about ten days. Pat O’Clonnor, the editor of
Popular Library, has refuged to commeni on whetler snch a quickie
wag even discussed, reflecting mn order from CBS management not
to discuss any aspect of the Schorr affair with reporters, But several
sources have confirmed that there ware such diseussions, and that CBS
executives decided against any Popular Library involvement,

THE REPORTERR COMMITTEER

(Mlosed out of in-houge publication, Schorr had to make ather
arrangements, He turned first to his colleague Fred Graham, CBS’%
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Supreme Court raporter, In his spare time, Graham served as a trusis
of the Reporters Committes for Freedom of the Press, the Washingig)
group speeializing in First Amendment problems. As o brochure ggig
of the committes’s work: “The Reporters Commitice Fights Back, o
[1t] believes that every major challenge to tEPeSS freedom requiressif)
early and effective response on the part of the working press,” o

In many respects the Reporters Cominitiee was a stepchild of thy
Nixon yesrs, Created in 1870 when the Mitchell Justice Departmei
was atterapting to subpoens reporters’ notes and jail those who refugg
to supply them, the committee had survived into the new, post-Nixaf
era, when reporters were iriumphant culture heroes and governmenf
officials were in ragged retrent. The committes was also pomething ¢
a pet project of CBS. In addition to Graham, Walter Cronkite wal
on the steering committee, And CBS itself had been the largest (;ozgﬁg‘*
tributor, giving $80,000 in 1975, more than double the amount of the
next largest contributor, As if to stress how seriously the network toolf
First Armendment rights, CBS President Avthur Taylor, warning of
“eurmmlative ercsion of press froedem,” had pledged in i\{ay 1975 oy
help arganize a $-mitlion fund-raising drive for the commities.

o, in geoing to the Reporters Committee, Schorr had prudently
chosen the boss's favorite charity. He explained the situation tg
Grabam: he wanted the Report published a5 a quickie paperback, the
way the Pentagon Papers wers, with ax introduction, It would be
in effect, The Pike Papers—the Dan Schorr Edition. But he needad
help, Sinee publication was n First Amendment fight, he wanted any
proceeds of the boolk sale to go to the Reporters Committes, whers they
could be used to help other reporters, Would the trustees agres to ace
cept the nroney and vouch for Schorr’s stutement in the introduction
of the boolk that he wag turning over the money to charity ¢ Gralmm
snid he would poll the trustees.

In the hours after Schorr's first discuesion with Fred Graham, the
telephones began ringing in » number of newspaper, legal, and
foundation offices, s the small net of people with an intense interest
in intelligence affairs began to hear that Dan Schorr wanted to anlond
the hot document.

John Murks, a former forsign service officer who had gons to work
for the leftish Center for National Security Studies exposing CLA mis-
deeds, had lesrnad that HSchorr wanted to release the Report. Mavks
told this to his friend Robert Borosage, the Center’s young director.
Borosage then cslled his friend Chuck Morgan, director of the
Washington office of the American Civil Liberties Union, and said
that although Bchorr apparently didn't want the Center's help (the
%roup was too much identified as an antagonist of the CIA), he might

¢ willing to relense the Report through the ACLU, Morgan then
called his friend Dan Schorr, saying that the ACLTU would like to be
helpful in any way it could. Somewhat taken abacl, Schorr said that
while he was grateful for the ACLU% interest, he didn’t want publicu-
tion to be an ACLWU project. It was a reporters’ thing, Schorr suid, and
he had alrendy contacted the Reporters Committes,

Meaning to be helpful, Morgan then called his friend Jack Nelson,
Washington hureau chief of the Los Angeles Times and told him
that Schorr had the Report. The Times might be able 4o gat a copy,
Morgan said, if it wers willing to print the full text. Nelson was inter-
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gpeted, and made inquires with his editors in Los Angeles, Word came

Zhacl that the Times wanted the Report but would insist on using

“feditorial discretion” in choosing what to print, Having already
Edecided against piecemea] publication, Schorr turned the offer down,

{ [It would later be said thet this windmill telephoning had made

« identification of Schorr ag the Volce's source inevitable. ]

* " Fred Graham was the person on whom Schory was actually depend-
- ing, nnd Graham reported back that the Reporters Commiitee trustees
]w% unanimously approved the arrangement, Just what the arrange-
ment was is still o matter of dispute within the Reporters Comnmittee.
Several of the irustees believed that the group was to play o merely
“passive” role—raceiving, and publicly acknowledging, & contribution
from Schorr in the amount lhe received from g pubiishe;r. But the
committee, or at least one of its trustees, gave a more active soré of
help: Fred Graham supplied Schorr with the name of a New York
lawyer who knew the publishing world,

THE NEW TORK INTEEMEDIARY

'The New York lawyer was named Peter Tufo, and his role in the
story is intriguing, Tufo was a personal friend of Fred Graham (they
had known each other for ten years) and Graham's personal lawyer.
When & desperate Spiro Agnew threatened, in the final days of his
Vice Presidency, to subpoens, some of Graham’s notes on the Agnew
casge, Tufo immediately flew to Washington. By most aceounis, Tulo
was a channing, intelligent man, who had left his Midwestern back-
ground far belund and made it big in New York, winning the trust of
the New York business and political elite, Flo was also making his way
in enfe society, photographad often by Women's Wenr Daily escorting
Jackie ennedy's sister Radziwill to the movies, to society dancey,
and the like. (Womens Wear Daily called him a “walker"—iheir
gossip term for someone who escorts prominent socialites about town. )

Finally, and most important, Tufo 'vas o friend of Clay Felker,
editor of New York and The Village Voiee, Tufo wag also o director
of the parent company which owned the iwo publications, It appenry
to have been an extraordinary, multiple conflict of interest,

The question of whom Tufe was representing would later cause enor-
utous ot fusion. Tufo now says he thought he way representing the Re-
porters Commitiee, The Reporters Committes now says he was repre-
senting Schorr, He may in fact have helped Felker most. But at the
outsei, he was probably just doing a favor for his friend Fred
Gralaan,

Sehorr explained to Tufe that he wanted to have the report
}}ublished quickly, with an introduction. e thought by this point that
1e had the only copy, but he was uncertain encugh to warn Tufo not
to contact Quedrangle, The New York Timeg’ hook company, on the
chanca that Crewdson did bave a copy which he might then release.
Behorr was still thinking like a journalist. Beyond hisbasie ronviction
that the Report should be released, Sehorr wanted to release it first,
But Quadrangle was an unlikely bet anyway; there were only two
houses specializing in quickie paperbacks, Bantam and Dell.

On Wednesday, February 4, Tufo called Osear Dystel, publisher of
Bantam Books, Dystel returnad the eall the next dey, and Tufo out-
lined the proposal—in imprecise terms, but clear enough that Dystel
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understood what was being offered, Dystel said that Bantam, whify
had published the Pentagon Papers, would be interested, but would
probebly want to publish i e joint venture with s newspaper like tji5;
Pogt or the Times. “We would want to talk about this with a partneﬁi??‘-
Diystel said. Dystel expected to see a copy of the Report the next da,?j
but when Tufo relayed the conversation, Schorr balked st the "“jeifts
ventura” aspeet. He was apparently afraid that such a relationshipf
would disturb CBS, (Meanwhile, Schorr’s business agent, Richafg!
Loibner, was slso making calls to Bantam and Dell.) =

Tufo called Schorr Thuredny night, Febroary 5, with an imnporbayt:
message. He wag gotting nowhere with book pui)lishers. “Bub I dai
havs one firm offer,” he said, “Clay Feller,” Tufo did not suy whidg:
of Felker's publications wes the potentinl publisher (although ﬁhgé
could casily have been inferrved: it would be impossible for o ma, a.zizé;j
like New York to publish the entire report in one issue) . Tufo did nef,
mention his business relationship and friendship with Felker, eithes '
He just said that Felker was willing to publish the fnll text, and thyf
he would make a “substantial” contribution to the Beporters,
Committes,

Sehorr groaned : “Oh, no . . . I've got to think about that. It's just:!
too awful.” And it was, For if thers was one publisher Dan Schopp.
would not have wanted to entrugt with the Pike Report, introduced by
Dan Schorr, it was Clay Felker, In May 1975 Felker had published g
very eritical piece on Schorr in the Voigs, written by Ann Pincus,
Washington free-lance and the wife of Washington Post reporfer
Walter Pineus, The next month, Felker published another .%Jc'horr
profile, which Schorr also disliked, in New York, Schorr had heen
stung, especially b[y the Voice plsge. Iis reaction when it firat ceme
out, a friend vecalled, was *hysterieal,” and he threatened to sue for
libel. Monthe later, he still refused to talk to the suthor, Ann Pincus,
even when the two found themselves together in Aspen during the
suwmmer of 1975, Pincus had questioned Schorr’s professionalism, and
thai, to Schorr, wag unforgivable. Moreover, the Voice had been
eritical of CBS in recent months (so much so that CB8 people were
joking that Felker had a socret slliance with NBC), and Schorr was
enoupgh of a company man to be offended by that, too.

The prospect of publication in the Voice had obviously amtated
Schorr. *Think about it," Tufo said, *But the offer is valid only until
tomorrow. Fellier has to have the document tomorrow afternoon.”

Such sn ultimatum was typleal of Felker, dubbed “New York’s
Rudding Beaverbrook® by [MSRE] in 1975, One young writer would
recell that Felker had usad a similar hurry-up style in offering him a
job as an editor—saying in one machine-gun sentence: “You wauna
jobt Whotd'dys make? Il pay’ye morel” But in this case, Fellrer

ad a special reason for hustling s potentind contributor, His first
national issue of The Village Voice, planned for months, was coming
out the next week. With the Pike Papers stuffed inside, it would prob-
ably sell out nationwide, attracting notoriety and new revenues for the
financially siling paper,

SCHORR'S MISTARE

Schorr must have felt wretched, Here he had embarked on a First
Awmendment crusade, but the one firm offer of publication had come
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sppm 8 publication he had reagon to dislike. What was more, he had
1y 24 hours to make n decision, In a sense, he had no choice: he would
iye Felker the Pike Report, fulfilling the promise he had made to
@fmself. But. he would do no more, SBomsehody else would hava to
Sypite the introduction, And, to spare himself personal embarragsment,
Tahorr would ask that his role in the transaction be kept quiet,
it In this sudden change of{plﬂ,ns, Schorr made his only major mistake
.%i the Pike Papers afair, He had, commendably, wanted to take cradit
{or releasing the Report, and to help explain its meaning to the public,
But now, apparently, recalling past indignities—and thinking more
ghout the form of puiolica,tion than about content—he was asking for
gponymity. Dan Schorr, more than most, should haye learned to be
Jiek-skinned sbout such eriticlsm as he had received in Fellker's
publications,

He hadn't, and he would pey a severe pries. For it seems clear,
with hindsig‘ht, that open publication, with Dan Schorr’s by-line on

_ the iniroduction, would have spared Schorr most of his later problems
with Congress, the Reporters Committes, snd CBS.

(There is one other plausible speculation: that Schorr hed last-
minute source problems of his own, It is concelvable that whoever had
given Schorr the Report in the first place learnad that he was about to
releage il and insisted that Schorr provide a buffer of protection by
not identifying himsel{ in any way with publication. This explana-
tion~it conld not be contirmed—would place Schorr’s behavior in &
more favorable light.)

Schorr ealled Tufo Friday morning and told him that Felker could
have the Report but would haye to writs hix own introduction. The
Report would be waiting at Schorr’s housa in Cleveland Park. Tufo
called Ogear Dystel at Bantam and told him that the Report had
“gone” elsewhers.,” And then, on Fridsy afternoon, Tufo left New
York for the weekend.

The lest-minute transformstion of the project into n surreptitious,
hughed-up deal would prove ruinous for Den Schorr, But if anything,
it inereased the sex appeal of Felker's big scoop,.

Felker wanted to get his hands on the Report immediately, so he
dispatehed his seeretary, who took the air shuttle down and back,
pickin% up the document from Schorr’s housekeeper, (The secretary
would later have a bitter argument with her husband about whether
she did the right thing in helping transmit the document. )

Felker had chosen Aaron Lathem to write the introduction, Latham
wae a eareful reporter, who had made a name at The Washington Post
before coming to New York. Under Felker’s tutelage, he had become a
master of the “reconstruction” story—recreating i loving detail the
events of Nixon's Seturday Night Massacre, for example, and twe
years later, recreating in eimiler fashion Ford’s firing of James
Schlssinger and William Colby. Meticulous in his writing and atten-
tive to his aditor's advice, Latham was Clay Felker's star, “Clry had
s crush on Aaron,” observed Sally Quinn, who had reason to dislike
them botl pfter Latham wrote o savage profile of Quina for New York,
(%I eon have any penis [ want,” was one memotrable, but according to
Quinn, insscurately quoted line.) Quinn’s comments may have been
excessive, but Latham was elose to Felker, and the ideal trusted aide to
exocute the Pike Papers project.



166

OPERATION BWORDFISH

When Latham walked into the New York offices that Frida,y akien
noan, Felker took him aside, “Wa have o Pentagon Papers sltuugi
hare,” ke suid, He gave Latham the Report and asked him to mshi
thres coples: one for Felker, one for the typesetters, one for Lath]
to use in preparing his introduction. The operation codenegiah
“Swordfish” by Felker, would goon be moved to a secret headquarts
ot the offices of the Voice's tyt]ljesetbers, Sterling Graphics, But ths
afterncon Latham had to copy the entirs 338-poge draft in the crowdi
New York office. Felker, it seemed, had forbidden pavtitions, on "i
theory that people performed better with other people looking gy
theirl shoulders. Latham had to tell passers-by that he had Wribteri
novel,

The exact form which publication would take waa still in questigy
The Report would be inserted in The Village Voice—that much wa
fairly clear, But thers had been discnssion with Schorr about t]is
publieation of a special 64-page “one-shot™--a. copy of the Repoid;
which could be sold with the Volee and sold separately, too, On Friduyi
afiernoon, Felker discussed the ¥one-shot" with Latham, New York
editorial director Shelly Zalaznick, the circulation director, and they
distributor, The diseussion was inconclusive, There were some jokes’
ahout the risks everybody was taking, Felker hypothesized his owd
arrest s “I'm, geing to go down screaming—'You never got the highas
ups. You never got Kay Giraham.' ™ Latham went home to 72nd Stree¥
to read his copy,

By Saturday Letham was the only one who had read the repops!
through, and he was distressed, He had been looking for the major
news story, the new scandal, the scoop, which the Voice could banner,
But( as Scharr could have told him) all the hesdlines had alrendy been
printed. Latham wag also worried that other publicstions might be
preparing to run verbatim excerpts of their own. Ha celled a friend on
the Pilre Clommittee, who confirmed that most of the findings—perhaps
70 percent—had indeed already been reported, But the staff member
also made it clear that the Schore copy, now in possession of Clay
Felker, was probably the only one extant.

Onea I realized that not everyone had it, I knew we woere on to
something," Letham would recall. The laws of supply and demand, nof
the Report's contente, made the docuwent valuable. It was sup-
pressed—therefore a hot property. Latham realized that the headline
would haveto be, in effect, # i)e Village Voice Publishes Pike Report.”
That wagthe news—the act of publication.

On Sunday morning, on his way to get a cup of coffec, Latham inet
Shell Zalaznick, who was on his way to the Slterling Graphics office.
Latham explained his worry that theve was not much sepsationa] news
in the Report, The two agreed. tentatively, that the one-shot Swhich
had been Dan Schorr's Iast hope for respectable publication of the full
text% was a toser, Later that day, Felker ngreed.

The Report would come out, in abbreviated form, ag a 24-page insert
in the regular edition of the Voice, folded into the usual jumble of
Voice ads for massege parlors and dirty movies. There was some dis-
cussion ahout raising the price for this issue, Feller decided that there
had already been so many price rises (the newsstand price had in-
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giensed from 25 to 35 to 50 cents during Felker's short tenure) that
idenlar Volce readers would get angry,
?ir‘:ﬁ,tha.m steyed up all night Sundey writing the intreduction, Mean-
@liile, the report was heing typeset, with the slug “Swordfish,” and
Yhgofread, There was zlso some editing to be dons, since even in agats
fype, the Report would never fit into the 24-page format, Part I,
ﬂiﬁamng the Pike Committee’s frustrations in trying to get informa-
tion from Henry Kissinger, was dropped entirely on the grounds
that it was “boring.” (It would be published the next weel after
saguests from veporters and others.) In addition, about two thirds of
the footnotes in Part I were cut~with the edifors trying to preserve
‘oply those quoting eclassified CIA or State Department cables, “The
rost were really boilerplate,” Latham recalled. (Pike Committee staff
snembers, however, would be despondent when they yead the Voice
adition and saw the cuts, since they felt that much of their case was
developed in the careful decumentation of the footnotes,)

By Tuesday, ihe Voice’s prosses were rolling, The next day, Wednes-
day, February 11, the Voice was heading towerd newsstands across
the country, It was a f.i;a,]n premisr for Felkar's first national issne—
with a New York Daily News-atyle full-cover headline in red type:
#The CIA Report the President Doesn't Want You to Read.” And
(Hay Felker had it, William Safire (among others) called to congratu-
late him.

Meoanwhile, in Waghington, all hell was breaking loose. It was sud-
denly gangland war among the journalists, friends, and friends of
friends who had hovered around the project. What was the Report
doing in the Voice? And where was Dan Schorr's introduction§ Was
he even the gource?

Laurence Stern of The Washington Post kiew that there was a story
here. Conversations with people who had knowledge of the matter led
Stern to suspect strongly that Schorr was the source. Harry Rosenfeald
could confirm that Schorr had had a copy. But it was difficult to con-
firm that Schorr had made it available to Feller, {The Post's Bob
Woodward cafled his friend Latham that Wednesdny afternoon and
asked who the Voice's source was, Latham said he would divulge the
name if Woodward would tell him who “Deep Throat” was.)

A LEBAGUTE OF FRIGHTENED MEN

After making some ealls, Stern contacted Dan Schorr, and there
ensued an exiraordinary cat-and-mouse conversation, weaving back
and forth, on and off the record, Stern, who felt that Schorr wanted
“plavsible deniability” on the record, made it as clear ag he could
without being insulting” that he knew Schorr had given the Voice
itg eopy, Schory insisted on the record that be was nof the source, but
explamed off the record some of what had happened, The line between
off and on became blurred, and Schorr felt he had been betrayed the
next morning when Stern’s story on the *Journalistic Morality Play”
appeared, naming Schorr ag the source,

tern’s motivetions for writing the story bear examinaiion, Rightly
or wrongly, reporters usually aveld naming sources-—their own or
other people’s. Stern had broken the unwritten rule in this cage. Some
would later question whether Stern's resentment at failing to get the
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Report himself when two other colleagnes had it might have beeyssi
subtle motivation. But those who knew Stern found this implausih
*Stern ig one of the faw reporters who doesn’t have a vindictive strea]
Leslie Gelb of the Times observed, “It took courage for him to b
the usual taboo on writing about other raporters,” Stern himsalf wor
tater axg:lajn that he had first learned about the story almost by i
dent and that he felt he had a responsibility to publish the informati5iy
he had accumulated, He reasoned that “when the press ,c?rets involved i&H

clammy affairs, we've got to be ready to report on them.” .
The recriminations were already heginning at the Reporters Copmy
mittes, whose trustees were seeing the project to which they had g
voted hundreds of hours of spare time ensnarled in controversy ot
exchange of a classified document for money, They were engry : most
of all at Den Jehorr, whose decision not to take credit in the Voice ha:ea
given ths whole arrangsment a elandestine, guilty-handed aura. i
On Thursday, February 12, Dan Schorr issued a statement admiéis
ting he had provided the Report to the Voice and denouncing thé:
Reporters Committee for “leaks.” The situstion began to get viclowss
Trustee Bob Muynard, & Post editorial writer, retorted that Schoms
wag “trying to make us a partoer in hig calumny.” Trustes Jack Nelsoif)
told a reporter that Schore was #just u no-good * % % trying to trang<
fer blame to the committee in case hin source gets burned.” Steeringh
Committee member Ken Auchineloss, managing editor of Newsweek;
resigned from the commities in protest. Old friendehips exploded thak
Thursday, as rveporters began telling tales on other reporters—«rkga
i

reporters covering the story of the story.

The Reporters Commitles trustees wers feeling more chagrined
than they needed to, and their sense of being caught unwittingly inf
the act of something sly, involving imoney, led them to suppress much.
of the true story of their dealings with Schorr. But there was another
repson for their anxiety and obfuscation, One of the frustees, Fred
Giraham, was deeply involved in the publicstion arrangement. It wig
already clear that Schorr was in trouble at CBS (he would soon be,
taken off the intelligence beat, then sugpended altogether from report-
ing), and the trustees hoped that by separating the Reporters Com-
mittee from Schorr, they could help protect Graham. A lawyer him-
self, Crrabam refused repea.tedly to discuss any facet of the story with
reporterssnying that he was “daferring to the wishes of the lawyers®
and that “we’ve got to protect ourselves now."

Meanwhile, ug the journalists wers behaving like n lengue of
frightenad men, others in Washington moved to take what sdvantage
thay could from the disclosure. President Ford offered “the full re-
gources and ssrvices of the executive branch” to track down the person
who leaked the document to Schorr, Secretary of State Kissinger, in
what was described as “an unusually hoarse and tense voice.,” told a

ress coniference that the Schorr leak was %a new version of McCarthy-
igm,” which had “dones damage to the forelgn policy of the United
States® in some way that he was too mortified to explain to the chwrls
of the press, On Capitel Fill, House Tntelligence Committes chajr-
man Pike and staff director Field opined that they sugpected the
leak had come from the executive braneh, as part of an effort to dis-
cradit the committee, Field would later explain, “You're dealing here
with propaganda experts, whose stock-in-trade is to turn isenes to their
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%ﬂv&nmge.” The counterculture magazine, Crawdaddy, assuming that
-fField must be right (after all . . . who had benefited !) , immediately
-nasigned a reporter to expose the conspiracy. Rep. Samuel Stratton,
i3 the meanutime, introduced a successful resolution to investigate
Swhother Dan Schorr should be held in contempt of Congress.

i
¢

IRONTEH GROSE AND DELICATE

. AsLarry Starn would later observe, “Evelyn Waugh, et his bitterest
pould not have written n more depressing story.” Schorr—deserted
by most of his colleagues, threatened with a eontempt citation, in
danger of ]psmg his job—was the only one who seemed to have a clear
wnderstanding of what had bappensd. He had done what he felt he
had to and he wee paying the price,

The gross irony of the matter wag that Schorr's victimization ecame
not. at the hands of the government, but from the world in which he
Kved, worked, went to parties, His problems were, for the most part,
created by his friends—other journalists, other liberals, others who
shared his anger at the CIA. These people surrounded Schorr as soon
a8 1t was known that he had the hot 1tem, wanting to make themselves
useful, offering help, reinforcement—and then calling up other friends
to chat shout the matter. Ag the pupers made their way neross the
gpider web of the journalistic/social elite of Washington and New

ark, & little of Dan Sehorr stuck at each point of contact, and finglly
he was canght,

Schorr himself was a part of this spider-web world, and it must be
said that he played & major role in his own entrapment, For when
he et an old resentment againgt Clay Felker and The Village Voice
overrule his proper instinet to relesse the Pike Beport openly, he
glmlged himself into the very world of secrecy, hackstabbing, and

etrayal which he had spent his career expoging,

The delicate irony was that Schorr’s personal act of conseience
seemed to have gone in vain, Ife had helieved that release of the doeu-
ment would stimulate public discussion of the role of intelligence in
s democracy, but he was in error. In the days after the Report was
published there was not o single major analysis of its contents, There
was 1o great debate over intelligence; no spontaneous court of publie
spinion; no apparent need, or even desire, to know—no sign whatso-
gver, in fact, of the vibrant democratic consciousness that journalists
likke to involee when, ferreting out secrets,

Instead, the public seemed to he angry at Dan Schorr and desirous
to protect the fragile institutions of government from the arsaults of
people like him—peaple who, in the public mind, were weakening the
country, exposing its foreign apents to sssassination, divalging its
secrots, This reaction was egpecially unfortunate in the case of the
Pilte Report, which provided citizens with genuinely useful informn-
tion. Unlike earlier examinationg of the CIA, this was not a collection
of sengational revelations and hlown covers, It was, instead, an attermpt
to a,nalgze the consistently poor performance of our intelligence net-
work abroad. The goal of the Report was, ultimately, to strengthen the
CIA, not weaken it, and it provided the kind of facts about intelligence
that informed citizens do need to know,
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The public resction wag mnfortunats, but it was real nonetheless,
There was, in the meantime, 4 pained silence from most of Schorr’y
colleagues (Tom Wicker was 2 notable exception) ; but in the siletce,
ona could ssnse 8 dawning recognition that although Dan Schorr had,,
done no more than what s good reporter is supposed to do—geb oug,
the facte—he had misjudged the public temper. This was not the.
Pentagon Papers and he was not Daniel Ellsherg, and thie was not
even the samo country, anymore, that hed needed the pross to battesr'
its corrupted institutions, force a lying President out of office, strip
the cover of national security from the CIA, The necessary demolition,
had been accomplished, and the country was like a wounded animal,;
leadarless and eonfused. But Dan Schorr—ever the reporter—wasg still
battering away, It wos an nck of conscience—by one of the countryls
most dedicated broadesst journalists—but it suggested the limits of
the press’s role, .

In this sense, somethihg had cheanged, Schorr could rightly claim
that he had only been doing his job, If information came mto his
possession, his only vesponsibility, his only cholcs, wag to make ii,
available to the public. And until the Big Leak, this view seemed
widely accepted, TBS, which would later suspend Schorr, had not,
protested when he used the Report te scoop the other networks, and
win prestige for the corporation, The Reporters Committee, for all ita
reeriminations, had dove no more than what it had alwayes done in
the past—help raporters who believed that the First Amendment right
to publish outweighed any other consideration. And the Conpress,
which now, facing reeleetion, wanted to disown the Report, had com-
missioned it in the first place in a fiush of democratic sentiment,
believing that the anarchic process of debate in an open society, with
Congress always at the throat of the executive, and the press nlways
ab tha throats of hoth, was preferabls to the imperial presideney, the
cult of intelligencs, and the rest.

Those noble sentiments faded in February 1978, as after three
bruising years. Washington’s great experiment in democracy began to
seem too dangarcus, too rancous, too-free,

We were all bureaucrats now, more concerned about the threat of
leals than with understanding the vital information they conveyed.
And =0 an extraordinary period in our nation's history—in which the
power and secrecy of the executive branch had, for n moment, been
challenged; in which the scourge of CIA dirty tricks hed, for a
moment, been lifted; in which the lassitude of the Congress had, for
a moment, been dispelled—ssemed to have coms to an end, Dan
Schorr was the immediate vietim, but we were all likely to pay a price.




T'un Rain TrAT Faris on DavieL Scuorn's Parapn
Media By Nora ¥Ephron

At the CBS Washington burean, they are tryin%lto keep straight
faces over what has happened to Danlel Schorr, but it's not easy.
Shorr is not a popular man, and there are a ot of peopls who are
thritled that he has been caught committing the journalistic sins of
coyness, egomania and self service, These sins are, of courso, common
to all journaligts, which ig ne exeunse for getting canght at them. None-
theless, his collesgues might have gritted their teeth nnd supported
Schorr but for ane thing : he panieked and attempted to shift, the blame
for what he had done, tried to implicate one of his co-workers in the
deed, lsmd that gave everyane the excuse they needed to abandon him
entirvely,

The issus of character probably should not intrude on a First
Amendment ease, but when it corpes to Dan Schorr it's dificult to Jeave
it out. Schorr insists that his prohlem ought to be shared by the jour-
nalistic community, that we must all heng together or we will most
assuredly bang separately. As he put it recently: “It scrves CBS, and
it serves me, and it serves you--hecause whateyer happens to me will
someday happen to you—ihat we preserve s, united front now. I reall
feal o Little bt like the allisnce in World War Two, where De Gaulle
and Stalin and Roosevelt and Churghill sit down and say, you know,
wo're going to have some problems, but lot's ok the Nuals first, . .
This is an extremely peculiny metaphor, but the part that interests me
i3 not the equation of Nazis with the Flouse of Reprasentatives but the
phrase “whatever happens to me will someday happen to you." It is
gnits probable that what happened to Dan Schorr happened to him
precisely beenuse he was Dan Schorr, There are elements of the story,
in faet, that are reminjscent of A ppointment in Samarca, or any novel
the theme of which is that a man’s character is his fate (or, put ancther
way, that the chickens always come home to roost), The ﬁ)lot is a
gimple one: a reporter whose obsession with scoops cecasionally leads
him to male mistakes develops an obsession about a secret document
pnd malkes soveral terrible blunders that lead to his downfall, What
happened to Dan Schorr ie a real tragedy, hut only because he did so
mueh of it himself.

To recapitulate : Schorr, fifty-nine, a CBS reporter since 10568, man-
aged to make s Kerox of the Pike committee report on the C.LA, &
Taw days before it was scheduled to be released, e broadesst several
stories based on it. Then, n few days later, on January 29, the House
of Representatives voted not to relense the report. Schorr discovered
he wag the sole possessor of it, and set nbout getting it published, pref-
erably in o paperback sdition for which he would write an introduc-
tion. He aslceg kis boss, CBS News head Richard Salant, whether
any of CBS’s publiching subsidiaries wers interested and sent Salant
a Xerox of the report. After s faw days, Schorr realized that CBS
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was dragging its feet, so he contacted the Reporters Committee for
Froedom of the Press, The coramittes put him intouch with its lawyer,
Peter Tufo, who waa also a board member of New York Magazine
Compuny, which owna The Village Voice. Tufo and Schory’s business
a%nt Dick Leibner struck out at two paperback housss—neither of
CB&'s publishing subsidiaries was contacted by them or Salant—and
Tufo then made a deal with New York editor Clay Felker to publish
the report. Felker agreed to make n vo]untzuq contribution to the
Reporters Committee, which he subsequently failed to do. In any case,
the Reporters Comnuttes had reverssd ground and said it would not
accept payinent,

Schorr, meanwhile, had lost control, The report was about to be
published in The Village Voice, which had recently printed an uncom-
plimentary mrticle about Schorr., For thet reason, and to protect his
source and himself, Schorr decided o abandon the idea of doing an
introduction. “Qnee you start down a certain line,” Schorr said later
“the steps by which one thing leads to another coms very swiftly, and'
suddenly you're totally wrapped up in it. You want your copy pub-
lighed and not somebady else’s, You find yourself saying, ‘By Ged, 1
don't care if this appenrs in Pravda as long as it sppears,’ In the end
you're amazed al how far you've come from what you originally
wanted to do.”

But what did Schorr originally want to do? These days, he says
that hie sole concern was getting the report out in publie, “1 had to
congider whethar I wis golng to cast the fina] decisive vote to supprdss
that report. . . . I would have been the one who prevented the Ameri-
can people from seeing & report that had been paid for with four
hundred fifty thousand of their tax dollars.” But that is only part of
the story: Schorr was also concerned with getting the credit for his
scoop, And he got hig wish, On Wednesday, February 11, the report
appearad in The Village Voice, with an introduction by New York
writer Anron Latham, On Thursday, February 12, Latrence Stern
of The Washington Post published an artiele linking the report to
Sehore, The New York Times denounced Schorr in an editorial, the
Housa Committee on Eihies announced it would investigate him, and
CB3 suspended Schory from his reporting duties,

The story o far is an exercise in bad judgment and bad form—
neither of which cught to have cost Schorr ths support of hig col-
lengues, But it gets worse,

On January 29, the night the House voted to suppress the report,
Sehorr was at o reception st the leraeli embussy, where he saw his
friend Harry Rosenfeld, the Washington Post national editor, Rosen-
feld, whose. &)a,per had not been able to obtain access to the report
good-naturedly approached Schorr, grabbed him by the lapels and
said, “I want that report.”* A conversation ensued, Schorr volunteered
to write » series of articles for The Post hased an the report, Rosenfeld
said he was not interegted, that he wanted his own reporters to see it.
Sehorr said he wanted The Post to print the entire text, Rogsenteld
said he could make no such guarantee. Schorr said he could not do
anything without consulting GBS, “Of course,” said Rosenfeld. “The
question is, are you through with it?” If Schorr and CBS were, said
Rosenfeld, he would be glad to pay the cost of Xeroxing,




173

The next morning, Schorr saw Washington Post reporter Walter
Pincus and told him that Rosenfeld had offered him imnoney for the
Pike report. Pincus reported the conversation to Rosenfeld, who hod
already talked with two other Post editors, who thought any sort of
arvangemnent with Schorr was o bad ides, He cslled Schorr and with-
drew the request for the report; he also told Schorr he was outraged
at what Schorr had told Pineus, “Schorr is » * * * liar* Rosenfeld
gaid later, “We don’t pay for news.” For his part, Schorr elaims he
misunderstood Rosenfeld. “Somehow money was mentioned,” he says.
“Harry says he wes only talking about the cost of Xeroxing the report,
I dom't know what that is supposed to mean. I had & Xerox machine
and he hag u Xerox machipe,”

The day The Villags Veics appeared, Laurence Stern of The Post
ealled Behorr and agked if he was the source of the report. Schorr
was unprepared for the call, On the record, he denied that he had any
conmection with The Voice. Off the record, he conceded that he did
have a copy of the report and had tried to get it published through
the Reporters Committee, but he continued to deny responsibility for
the Voice lesk, “The last thought T would have would be Clay Felker,”
he said, Stern had independent confirmation that Schorr had pro-
vided the report to The Volee and went with his story. A few cfays
later, though, when he was going throngh his notes of his telsphone
conversation with Schorr, he noticed a remark of Schorr’s he had not

aid much attention to at the time: “I thought I had the ouly copy,”

ch’?rr had told Stern, “but someone must have stolen it from under
me,

The “somsone’” Daniel Schorr was trying to implicate at that shabby
point was Leslie Stahl, a CBS reporter who is one of several ('BS
employees {along with Eric Severeid, Phil Jones and Dan Rather)
who do not get along with Schorr, The morming The Village Voice
appeared, Schorr took it into the office of Washington bureau chief

andy Socolow. This is Schorr's version of the story:

“The Village Voice came in on Wednesday. Se I go into Sandy
Socolow’s office with it, P'm gtill in this funny in-between stage, How
do T tell CBS about my partners? How do I tell The Washington
Post. about my invelvernent? So here you have a day when OBS does
not know it's me who's done this, and there is the Aaron Latham by-
line. You have to understand that Aaron Latham is o hoyfriend of
Leglie Stahl’s; he's a familiar figure around the office, Sandy looks
at the by-line and says, ‘Are vyou thinking what T'm thinking? I
shrugged. T did not say to him, “You're off on & wrong tangent.! T did
not at this pomt disabuse. him. Then T heard Sandy asking one of
the producers if he had been in the office when the thing was Xeroxed,
T could gee him formulating o theory that Leslie or Auron had gotten
hold of it in that way. None of this was said explicitly, The point is
that there were & couple of hours when I did not dispel the sugpicion.
T couldn’t have without saying it was me,” Scherr paused.

“I think T went further,” he said. “T had lunch with o junior
Cronkijte producer that day, ‘What do you think of this report? 1
said. T kind of led him to think that Leslie had something to do with
il. T realized Tater in the afternoon that T wag playing games for no
reagon at sll. T went to Sandy and said, ‘Before you start any investi-
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gntion of the Xeroxing, I know Leglie had nothing to do with it
I don’t want te preb&n% I did anything partieularly smart or wigs,
Bug if all this iz blown wp into a theory that ¥ planned to blame Lesliy
or Aaron, it’s just not tiue” v

Sandy Sccolow says that Schorr’s version is “a rearrangement off,
what ha}apeued of tﬁe worst sort. It is just an abeolutz rewrite of,
history, He eame into my office that morning with The Village Voled,
I had ne reason to believe he wad the source of the Voice story—he hag]
hated the piece The Voice ran about him, and he'd stopped speaking
to the woman who wrote it. He came in, and thess aren't specific quotes,
but he said to me, shouldnt we check where Loslie and/or {.]l\arorg
were while the Xervoxing was going on. The next morning the Washs
ington Post article appearsd, and Dan came in again and said, you
have no resson to suspect Leslie or Aaron, and you can disregar
everything I said to you yesterday.” Don Bowers, the producep
Schorr lunched with, called Leslie gtuhl a few days later and told)
her that Sehorr had fiatly accused her of stesling the report from him,
(Stahl consulted n lawyer about the possibility of a slander snit.).

There are & number of interagiing periphera) 1ssues here—the gueg-
tion of whether Schorr broke the ground ruleg in Xeroxing the repouls
the question of whether CBS or Schorr owned the repeet, the quesﬁm‘g
of whether Peter Tufo informed Schorr of his conflict of interests
and I'm sorry I don’t have the space to go inte them. In any caag,
whether he hnd a right to or nof, Schorr went ahead and bergaired
away a copy of the Pike report he had obtained as a CBS employes;
thas Is the situation we're stuck with, I don’t think CBS had the righ)
to suspend him because he is the subject of an inquiry; they may have
had the right to suspend him for not fully informing his employey
that he intended to nct as &n agent for the report. .

And 50 Dan Schorr is in what he calls “the full-time martyr busl-
ness,”” He sees his lawyer, he speaks to college andiences, he picks up
awards from the American Civil Liberties Union. An ungemea,t}t
it all, undernenth this squalid episods, there is one thing that is erystal
clear, and that is the logal question: whether the House of Reprosentg:
tives, having prssed a vesolution prohibiting publiention of one of ftg
reports, can then hold a citizen In contempt for causing that report
to be published. The answer, for anyone who believes In the Firgh
Amendment, is that it cannot, It ig impossible not to be angry withy
Dan Sehorr for having made it so difficult for the rest of us to marcis
in his parade.
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