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TO DEPENDANT'S SENTENC~NG MEMORANDUM 

The United States, by and through its attorney, the I ited 

States Attorney for the District of Columbia, hereby repli ; to 

Defendant JONATHAN J, POLLARD'S First Memorandum in Aid of Sen­

tencing (hereinafter •oefendant's First Memorandum") and De .f• dant 

JONATHAN J, POLLARD'S Second Memorandum in Aid of Sent• cing 

(hereinafter •oefendant's second Memorandum•). In support c its 

Reply, the government submits the following. 

INTRODUCTION 

It 111ould not be possible for the government, in the l : ited 

time remaiaing before sentencing, to specifically respond tc each 

contention contained in the voluminous pleadings filed by def• jant 

only five days before the scheduled hearing. Although defenc nt's 

First Memorandum was ostensibly prepared in August, 1986, and ~uld 

have been submitted for classification revie,. at any point 1 ere-

after, no explanation has been of .tered for its belated filing The 

government · will, however, attempt herein to briefly cite fc the 
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Court's co~sideration examples of the deceptive statements and 

distorted a·nalysis which are characteristic of defendant's plead tgs, 

and which evidence defendant's calculated effort to obtain a ~ >li-

tical solution" to these criminal proceedings. 

1. Calculated Effort to Obtain "Political Solution• 

Defendant's pleadil)gs reinforce the tactic which he ha• re­

lentlessly pursued during recent months -- to garner support 1r a 

•political solution" to the criminal proceedings pending h 'ore 

this Court. Defendant continues to express his hope that hi in­

carceration 111ay be cut-short by a "diplomatic or administra ~ ve" 

solution: 

"Although this embarrassing type of 
discovery [Israeli espionage against 
the united States] has previously 
occurred, both parties very often 
resolved their differP.ncP.s quietly 
through diplomatic or administrative 
channels, neither state wishing to 
prec1p1tate a cause celebre, which 
might put at risk more substantive 
aspects of their relationship. It 
is my be l ief that if this imbroglio 
had been managed irl-sucn-i discrete 
manner the Israeli government might 
have been inclined to act responsi­
bly from the start and to quickly 
admit their culpability.~ (Defendant's 
First Memorandum at 29). (Emphasis added). 

s~-;r · :: . ; ­

' 
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Indeed, defendant admits that his decision to cooperate with J.S. 

authorities was prompted by an expectation that diplomatic :lis­

cuseions regarding the resolution of his cas9 would ensue: 

"I had hoped that to the extent the 
[U.S.] government could be quickly as­
sured that no damage was sustained by 
the intelligence community's clan­
destine agents nets and communica­
tions security, the faster everyone 
could relax and proceed with both a 
more restrained debriefing proc•~ss 
and ~-!.~m..~t_i_c_d~mar~~~ith th; 
Israelis. ( Id. at 58). [Emphaslsaaaecrr:-- -­

Defendant has done more than merely express a hope for a ~li-

tical solution. In recent 111onths he has repeatedly made stat• ents 

designed to obtain popular support in Israel for such an ef :>rt. 

Beginning with his November 20, 1986 interview with Wolf Bl : zer, 

published the following day in the Jerusal~...!!! Post, defendan has 

solicited political efforts by Israel to obtain his releas (~I 

feel the same way that one of Israel's pilots would feel if fter 

he was shot down, nobody made an effort to get him out . • By 

avoiding the i!Ssue, Israel is leaving an unburied body to rc and 
I 

stink and foul the air"l(copy attached as Exhibit A to Goverro. nt's 

l(emorandum in Aid of sentencing. Similarly in a lengthy : tter 

authored by defendant and published in the Jerusalem Post or: Jan­

uary 27, 1987, defendant attempts to glorify his actions ( : am 

neverthless confident that what r did ••• will make a signi1 cant 

contribution to Israel's military capabilities l, complains o the 
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"painfully ~low process of judicial crucifixion" and laments hat 

• {w] e fully expect the worst because no one has sull\l!IOned the [Je· sh1 

community to put a stop to this ordeal." (copy of January 27, 987 

~~~~~~-~~ ~s~ article attached hereto a~ Exhibit A l . 

These ·public relations efforts recently culminated in YP. an­

other newspaper article designed to glorify defendant's action: and 

miniiWizo the public perception of harm resulting from defend ·t's 

espionage activities. However, unlike the prior instances ol il'l­

tervieYS and public dissemination of information by defendant, ,ich 

constituted technical violations of defendant's obligations der 

the plea agreement, on this most recent occasion defendant's lis­

closures · to the press constituted unauthorize(l disseminat i on of · .s · 

classified i nforrnat ion as well as a violation of this Co ·t' s 

Protective Order. 

On February 15, 1987 an article · authored by Jerusalem ·ost 

Reporter Wolf ali tzer, and entitled • Pollard: Not a Bumb let But 

Israel's Master Spy,• appeared in the ~ingto~ POst (copy att hed 

hereto as Exhibit B ). In the initial portion of the article six 

cateqories of information are described: according to the art le, 

these categories constitute a portion of the classified inform i on 

delivered by cJefandant to Israel. The author of the articlE of 

course, did not identify the source which revealed that this .pe­

cific information had been compromised by defendant. Rathel the 

information was attributed to a number of "Israeli and Aine can 

Sources• including •one American with firsthand knowledqe 0 1 t he 

Pollard case• {Exhibit B at p. ll. 
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AS explained in the Government's Memorandum in Aid of S tten­

cing, government counsel previously learned that defendant w the 

source for information previously published by Wolf Blitzer 1 the 

~<l~_h_i_!ljtt:_O_!!_ ~~!;. on November 21, 1986, obtaiped during an int :vLew 

with defendant at Petersburg Federal corrections Institution FCI) 

the preceding day. (See Government's Memorandu~ in Aid of Se :enc­

ing at pp. 52-53, and Exhibit A thereto). At that til' the 

government set forth its view that the provision of informat •n by 

defendant for publication is in direct contravention to parag 1ph 9 

of the plea agreement exec... ted by defendant: that paragra1 re­

qui res defendant to submit all information, prior to public :ion, 

for a classification review by the Director of Naval Intell 1ence 

(!._C!· at n.l3), 

In view of defendant's prior circumvent ion of paragrapl C) of 

the plea agreement, and giyen his singular. familiarity wi1 the 

information he sold to Israel. government counsel commenc an 

investigation to determine if defendant had again provided 1for­

mation to · Wolf Blitzer following the publication of the Fe :uary 

15, 1987 article. First, government counsel contacted ·Pete ;burg 

FCI and learned that defendant had again agreed to a visit from 

Wolf Blitzer on January 2~, 1987, only two weeks prior ' the 

puDlication of the attached article. With this discovery, g ·ern­

ment counsel, along with agents of the FBI, conducted an int :v i ew 

of defendant, in the presence of his attorney, on February lf!, .987. 

1 
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At that time defendant was shown a copy of the attached Fe· ·uary 

15 article, whereupon defendant 6pecifically denied providi~ Wolf 

Blitzer with any of the U.s. information contained in th six 

categories described in the Article. In fact, defendant .a ted 

that he did not even confirm for Blitzer that any of the si : des­

criptions were accurate. At the outset of this interview with 

defendant, he and his counsel were advised that the gove 111ent 

intended to conduct a polygraph examination of defendant 01 this 

subject. After he had denied that he provided the informat . n to 

Blitzer, defendant was again advised of our intent to measu: the 

veracity of his responses by polygraph examinations. Defenda was 

given the opportunity to reflect upon his answers and consul · with 

counsel: after doing so he again deni~d any role in providi1 the 

information contained in this article. 

On the ~orning of February 25, 1987 defendant was trans: ·rted 

to the Washington Field Office of. the FBI. There special .gent 

Barry Colvert, the polygrapher who has conducted all of the ex. . ina­

tiona of defendant in connection with this case, informed def• dant 

that he would he polygraphed on nine questi.ons relating t the 

specific categories of u.s. information contained in this at· ched 

washington ~ article. At this time defendant was again iven 

the opportunity to consult with his counsel. After doin· so, 

defendant informed Special Agent Colvert that he was now pr• ared 

to tell the truth about his role in the preparation of the at · ched 

article. Defendant proceeded to ad111it that on .January 29, 191 , at 



Petersburg .FCI, defendant in fact discussed with Wolf Blitzer •ach 

of the six categories of classified infor!lation described ir the 

article. Set forth below are the acb!tissions defendant mac t o . 

Special Agent Colvert as to each category of information. 

a. Israeli Air Raid on Tunis 

Blitzer asked defendant if he had any comment on the previ rsly 

unconfirmed reports that u.s. classified information compromis by 

defendant was used by Israel to prepare for this air attac on 

Tunis. OElfendant told Blitzer that he (defendant) had ' workE on 

this raid and provided the u.S. classified information to Is 1el, 

l-_1=:2=5=X=l=a=n=d=6='=E=.0=.1=3=5=2=6=::!....-__JI which permitted Israeli p rnas 

to penetrate Tunisian air defenses. 

b. Jraqi and Syrian Chemical Production Capabilities 

When Blitzer asked for a description of the U.s. inform .ion 

which defendant had provided Israel on this subject, defe !ant 

confirmed that he had delivered to Israel the u.s. class ied 

satellite photos and maps of Iraqi chemical-warfare facili .es. 

c. u.s. Assessment of a PLO Unit 

Blit~er asked defendant if he had provided Israel with cl ;si­

fied information about a PLO unit named Force 17. Defendant ·on-

firmed that he h.ad followed u.s. classified intelligence as •ss­

ments about this PLO unit, and provided such information to Is .el, 

d. Soviet Arms Shipments to Arab States 

Bli tzar asked defendant if. he had provided Israel with r.s. 

classified information about SOviet · arms shipments to SyJ:ic and 
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other Arab states. Defendant confirmed that · he had p-covided Juch 

information. When Blitzer inquired if classified informatio was 

provided . regarding two particular soviet missile systems - the 

SS-21 and the SA-S defendant answered in · the affirmc ive. 

e. soviet-Made Fignters 

When defendant was discussing with Blitzer the u.S. clas~ fied 

information regarding the above-mentioned soviet arms shi{ ~nt, 

defendant volunteered that he had also provided to the Israel i : J.S. 

classified · intelligence assessments of a particular soviet fi~ c.E>.r • 

Defendant admitted to special Agent Colvert that the descripti ~ of 

this subject contained in Blitzer's article is a verbatim recit t i on 

of the information defendant revealed to Blitzer. 

£. Pakistani Nuclear Capabilities 

Blitzer stated to defendant that his (Blitzer's) ~ ~ces 

claimed defendant had compr011ised u.s. classified e~nalyses ·f a 

Pakistani nuclear reactor. Defendant confirmed that this wa£ crue 

and that he had delivered to Israel u.s. classified sat' l i te 

photos of the l..__-1::1~2~5~X~l~a~n~d~6~,~E~.O~.l~3~5~2~6==:::t------l 
There · can be no dispute that in nis <:iiscussions with ltolf 

Blitzer, defendant revealed sensitive u.s. classified inform< ion. 

Defendant's knowledge of the information revealed during this 

interview was derived from the classified documents which c Een­

dant sold to Israel. Furthermore, as defendant well knew, th1 'lery 

fact that the u.s. gathers intelligence within certain cour ~ ies 

I 25Xl and 6, E.0.135w~classified. In partie lar, 
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the fact that the u.s. has used its reconnaissance satel lit• t o 


photograph 

I 25Xl and 6, E.0.13526 
Tbe disclosure of :h i s 

/ 
classified information to an individual not authorized to re ' i11e 

it, such as Blitzer, is not on l y a breach of the plea aqree mt, 

but is also ~ serious violation of the laws designed to protec our 

national security. Se~ 18 u.s.c. S 793(d). 

The gravity of defendant's conduct i s compounded by the :a c t 

that he understood and intended that the information he disc >sed 

would ba published. Defendant ad111itted to special Agent Co •ert 

that he was motivated to disclose this classified informati• by 

the anger wh ich he feels towards government counsel. Moreover a l l 

of defendant's statements to the press, including in parti 1lar 

those pr.e'(iously made to Blitzer and reported in this Jeru !.!~..!~! 

?..Q.ll on November 21, 1986, have been designed to invoke smy 1thy 

for defendant's ca~se. Thus it i s evident that defendant's Iis­

closures to Rlitzer were both calculaterl and vengeful. 

It is a l so clear that even though he is incarcerated, defe lant 
/ 

continues to wreak daaage to u.s. national security. Accordi 1 to 

u.s. dipl0111atic and intelligence officials, i:he February 15. l987 

article published by 'Blitzer contains o .s. classified inf orm : ion 

which endangers our relat i ons wi th countries such as Pakista and 

Tunisia. While we cannot be certa i n that this article woul not 

have been published but for defendant's disclosures, the pub .ca­

tion of this article only two weeks after the interview 1ith 
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defen(lant cannot be 111ere coincidence. CP.rta inly defendant' t d i s-

closures resulted in more specificity in the article, and tl reby 

more potential for damage to u.s. national security. 

Equally invidious is defendant's unauthorl zed d i sclosu ! to 

Wolf Blitzer of infonaation contained in the Weinberger Dec_lar. i on. 

When interviewed by government counsel and FBI agents on Fel uary 

18, 1986, defendant was shown the description of the TOP : CRET 

(Codeword l Weinberger Declaration reported in the Blitzer ari cle, 

whereupon defendant specifically denied discussing the documen with 

Blitzer. However, during the February 25, 1987, pre-pol: raph 

examination interview with Special Agent Colvert, defendant a ' now­

le(lged that the description of the content of secretary Weinbe : er•s 

Declaration reported by Blitzer was a verbatim recitation of for­

mation revealed by defendant. Defendant admitted that when 8 t zer 

inquired if the Weinberger Declaration concluded that u.s. na· onal 

security had been harmed by defendant •a espionage activ i ·~s. 

defendant provided t~e patently self-serving description c the 

Secretcary' s dcamage assessment which appears in Blitzer ' s ar- cle. 

The Weinberger Declaration was made available to defenda and 

his counsel immediately upon its filing .!.!! camera on Januc t 9, 

1987. Defendant was granted access to this classified gove me nt 

pleading pursuant to the Protective Order entered by this Cot t on 

October 24, 1986. That Order provides, in pertinent part: 
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•The purpose of this Protective Order' is 
to insure that those.named. hereip,•.. [i.pcluding 
defendant] will never divuige . the 'classifijtd 
info~ation or documents disclosed to them 
to anyone who is not authorized to receive, 
it, and without prior written authorization 
from the originatinq agency 11nd in conformity 
with this Orderw (October 24, 1986 Protective 
Order at p, 12). 

On November 12, 1986, defendant . expressly acknowledged his o iga­

tions unde:r the Protective Order in executing, under oatt the 

required Memorandum of Understanding (copy attached hereto < Ex­

hibit C). It is clear, however, that defendant is no more w ling 

to honor his sworn representations to this Court than the nu rous 

non-d iscloaure agreements he executed, and subsequently bre :hed, 

during his employment with the u.s. Havy (see examples of non­

disclosure agreements executed by defendant attached as ex hits 

to weinberger Declaration). 

Defendant's public disclosure of sensitive information, •hich 

he directly attributes to the TOP SECRET (Codeword} Declarat •n of 

the Secretary of Defense, was a calculated effort t.o rainimi : the 

public perception of dalllage caused by defendant's espionage :tiv­

ities. It therefore cannot be explained away as a mere t.houg .less 

or negligent act. Rather this action was wholly consisten · with 

the _tactic which defendant has relentlessly pursued thro ;bout 

recent months -- to garner support for a •po-litical" solut . n to 

his incaroeration. 
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T~is pattern of public relations gambits undertaken by c Een­

dant belies the image, which his counsel ha11e sought to l?re mt, 

of a defendant who while frustrated and desperate, respect !lly 

submits himself to the mercy o f the court. Rather, defend 1t ' s 

recel'lt conduct ·has demonstrated that he is as contemptuous of chis 

Court's authority as the laws and regulations governing the I is­

semination of u.s. classified information. The 1?9riod bE ~e en 

defendant •s guilty plea and sentencing has been a time wh· he 

could have . demonstrated remorse And a willingness to confer his 

conduct to . the law, Instead, defendant has proven. through :on­

tinued violations of the plea agreement and the Court's ProtE :ive 

Order, that he is a recidivist and unworthy of trust. 

2. Deceptive and Misleading ~tatements 

It i s, of course, true that the government has conf i ne d, 

throug~ us• of polygraph exaiRinations, defendant's descript i ' of 

the roles of Israeli co-conspirators in this espionage open lon • 

Defendant has sought to exploit this fa~t by indiscriminate c) ims, 

throughout his pleadings, that the polygraph has confirmed his llf­

serving version of events. While defendant could have recitE the 
\ 

precise polygraph question as.ked to support his claim ~ only 'nee 

does defendant point to a specific polygraph question, whi he 

assertedly answered truthfully. In fact, in the instance cite the 

polygraph actually exposed defendant's deception. 

~ ... 
j. 

"1 
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In defendant's Second Me111orandum, lle contends that the g• am­

ment's 

~ •• polygrapher specifically interrogated 
Mr. Pollard on his ~otivations tor providing 
information to Israel. T~e polygraph opera­
tor found no deception when Mr. Pollard stated 
that he acted ~imarily for ideological reasons. 
~at p. ~· 

Defendant was ~ found to be non-deceptive in his claim t . t he 

acted pricriarily for ideological reasons. In fact, only two pol: raph 

questions were posed to defendal'lt on this subject, and his res : nses 

to both questions were determined to be deceptive. In one • the 

earlier interviews of defendant conducted by the polygr her, 

defendant was asked, "Did you · provide classified material t the 

Israelis solely for personal financial gain,• aoo (2) "l!a" you 

intentionally lied to •e with regard to your true reason for 

providing classified material to the Israeli government.• Wnen 

defendant answered these questions ~no", his responses were ter­

mine~ by the polygraph to be deceptive. 

These specific questions w9re selected by the polygrapt C' at 

the outset of the polygraph examination as •control" ques · ons. 

such Mcontrol" questions are intended, among other reason to 

obtain a ~;eading on answers which, because of information a : eady 

related by the subject. are known to be deceptive. Even at this 

early stage of the polygraph examination, defendant had co1 eded 

that money hl!ld played an increasingly important role in h:i es­

pionage activites. Given the strong, deceptive responses to nese 

"control" questions, the polygrapher never posed the questi " to 

defendant again. Moreover, defendant never requested that be 
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tested on this subject after the •control" question expos• his 
1/ 

deception-:­

Because the evidence of defendant's financial excesses re •aled 

by the government's investigation is in our view overwhelmin re­

ference in our previously filed sentencing memorandum to defen tnt's 

inability to survive polygra~h inquiry of his "ideological" d .:ense 

seemed unnecessary overkill. Inexplicably, defendant respon •d to 

the government 'a restrained approach to this issue by ase ("ting 

that he truthfully answered a polygraph question about his ~ :ives 

which the record shows he was never asked. 

There are several other examples of defendant's disse >lin9 

which can be briefly addressed. In defendant's First Memor 1dum, 

he now claims that it was Rafi Eitan to whom defendant addrese I his 

offer to repay all the money received from the Israel i s d to 

establish a •chair" at an Israeli intelligence training c 1ter. 

(at 39) • This is at least th.e th i.rd version of this story def •lc'lant 

has told. During a debriefing on september 4, 1986 defendar: told 

P'BI and NIS agents that he had writ ten a letter to Josept. iagur 

of~ering to repay his espionage proceeds and fund an Israeli, 1tel­

ligence chair. on October 1, 1986, during a pre-polyoraph exan1i it ion 

ll In-SUbsequent interviews with the polygraph examiner, def 1dant 
admitted that hi.s motives in conducting espionage were mixe He 
explclined that while he co!lllllenced his activities for Isra• for 
ideological reasons, he was quickly corrupted by the monies was 
paid. Moreover, defendant never informed the polygrapher t 1t he 
resisted the Israelis payments. Indeed defendant acknowledge that 
by the Sui!UIIer of 1985 he developed an uaddiction" to money The 
polygrapher accepted this explanation, as has the government 1 its 
Memorandum in Aid of Sentencing. we are prepared to have the :ourt 
sentence defendant on this basis. 
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interview ·regarding this and other subjects, defendant ad· .tted 

to FBI polygrapher Barry Colvert that he never had written let­

ter on this subject to Yagur, but instead asKed l~~t Erb to tform 
2/ 

Yagur of defendant's intent in this regard. About the only 

aspect conunon to each of these three versions is that def odant 

repaid none of the money received, all of which had been sp· t by 

·the time of his arrest. 

Another example of defet'ldant 's false exculpatory explan .ions 

is his claim that he never would have received all of the toney 

promised billl by the Israelis, in particular the annual $30,0 · de­

posit into a foreign bank account, because he had •alread! made 

the decision to terminate his activities at the end of 1985• ( ·ten­

dant 's First MetaorandUII\ at 41). Defendant also now claim! that 

he never saw any proof the foreign bank account existed, an• that 

•the United States has determined that the account was dev< d of 

funds.• (Defendant's second Memorandum at 29-30), 

During all of his prior debriefi~gs and interviews, de£ :dant 

has never revealed this "decision• to terminate his esp . n~ge 

activities at the end of 1985, Instead defendant has prev •usly 

informed government investigators that in october, 1986, af t r he 

had been promised an additional S30,000 each year for ten ·ars, 

defendant execu·ted signatur~ cards for the foreign banlt a · o unt 

into which the money was to be deposited. The governmen has 

v -T1if&lasC·ve·rsion is repeated in defendant's Second Menlo noum 
at 26 n. 5) and is also at odds with the above-mentiol'led v ·s ion 
appearing in defendant's First Memorandum (at 39). Thus def· dant 
has been unable to keep bis versions on this subject cons tent 
even as between his two pleadings. 

1 
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obtained confirmation that the foreign account was in fact tab­

lished for defendant by Joseph Yagur, and monies deposited th· eln. 

Defendant certainly did not refuse the Israeli offer of hese 

additional monies, and has never before claimed any inte to 

conclude the espionage operation within two months of exe· ,ting 

these signature cards. 

In any event, if defendant's point is that he expect 1 no 

further financial gain from rsrael after 1985, he contr licts 

himself in tile very next paragraph of his pleading. There def· .dant 

acknowledges that wllenever he ceased his espionage activit : s in 

the U.s., it was understood that he would remain on the I aeli 

payroll: 

•The understanding was that since I would 
eventually be employed either in the offi­
ci.al or •gray• arms market, this assignment 
[advising Yagur on a~s sales) could be 
viewed as my initiative, commission and 
all.• (defendant's First Memorandum at 
42) 

It is therefore obvious defendant well understood that his a l li.ty 

to profit from his clandestine relationship with Israel w.: not 

limited to a short-term period of time. 

Despite the fact that defendant • s veracity regarding his c imed 

ideological motives hat~ been seriously undermined, he sees 1 t to 

challenge the veracity and motives of certain u.s. citizens t• whom 

defendant discloseil classified information, and who have coop' ated 

in the government's investigation. Defendant asserts that t.l se 

individuals should be disbelieved because the government di not 

charge them with law violations and did not subject them to a oly­

graph examination. First, it .should be noted that each ot hese 

,_ ..'" ~r v~·· \; r :-~~"'i=-
. . ! ., '\ \ ! 
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individuals, unlike defendant, immediately and completely de1 ~ibed 

their receipt of classified information when first contac td by 

govermnent investigators. second, after some dissembling res) nses, 

defendant ' eventually confir111ed these individuals' descripti IS of 

defendant's unauthori~ed disclosures. since defendant now chal­

lenges only the characterization of his motives in providi 1 the 

inforMation, there was and is no need to suoject these coopt ating 

individuals to a polygraph. Finally, in criticizing the gover1 ent's 

decision not to charge these individuals, defendant ha: lost 

sight of the fact that it was he, not the cooperating indiv · uals, 

who violated a sworn non-disclosure oath in expectation o fin­
.!/

ancial gain. 

2. Distorted ~laims Regarding Lack of Harm to u.s. security 

Defendant begins his argument with the groundless sug~ stion 

that secr!!tary Weinberger signed his Declaration in i gnora :e of 

its contents (defendant's second Memorandum at n.l). In fa• , the 

Secretary insisted as early as May 1986, that he be per: nally 

3/ In defendant's Second !4emorandum, he also attempts to • plain 
his unauthori~ad disclosure of u.s. information classified : CRET/ 
NO I"ORE!IGN DISSEMINATION to Australian Naval Attache Peter )le • 
In this respect, defendant claiRis for the w~ry fi~st time I 3t he 
was authorized by his superiors to give Mole . the informatic • In 
defendant's November 19, 1985 written statement to the F :, he 
said: "The only other non-authorized individuals I passed clas­
sified information to was LCDR Peter Mole, Royal Australiar; Navy, 
in the Spring of 1985.• (at p. 10). In all subsequent stat 111ents 
to investigators, defendant continued to acknowledge tha this 
disclosure vas unauthorized and made without the approval E, or 
notice to : his superiors. 

1 
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involved in describing for the Court the damage caused by defen• nt's 

.Y
crimes, Beyond this frivolous assertion about the Secretary 

familiarity with the case, defendant offers no authority to fute 

the detailed description of damage submitted i~ this case ~~ ~ era. 

Rather, defendant is asking the Court to disregard the u.s. c ssi­

fied i nformation disclosura policies imDlemP.nted by the Pre: dent 

an6 his predecessors over the last forty years, and to accept hose 

formulated by defendant instead. 

We believe it is critical in this regard for the em: to 

tocus upon a statement, which defendant has made in his plea· ngs, 

that "I'd be the first one to g~state the degree of danger r a el 

is currently facing (Defendant's First Memorand at 

28). This statement is true without a doubt, as is the 1 · ical 

corollary o f this statement -- that defendant would be the irst 

one to understate the degree of damage to u.s. security cau : d by 

his unlawful activities. It is with reference to these r a t ed 

truisms that we ask the Court to measure defendant's self-s• v ing 

distortion of the Weinberger Declaration. 

!/ Defendant's counsel join their client in criticiz i ng the cre­
tary's participation in the sentencing phase of this case by a uing 
that the damage assessments in another "espionage" case in hich 
they are counsel were not signed by the Secretary of Defense. Th.at 
case, United States v.Zettl, et. al. does not involve esp nage 
but ratnerthe--un-authorrze:a-disclosure of classified inform ion, 
contained primarily in a single document, to u.s. defense co· rae­
tors. The security clearances counsel had been granted in tha case 
were for a much lower classification level and would have auth• ized 
access to only a small portion of the information involved are. 
The Secratary's participation i n this case is therefore c arly 
appropriate; defendant's counsels' continued efforts to vert 
attention to other cases is not. 
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First defendant faults tile Weinberger Declaration ·fc its 

assessment of damage, both actual and potential. As to the l~ter 

aspect of the dantage analysis, defendant argues that the ;ourt 

should disregard the reasoned concerns of a u.s. Cabinet men ~r as 

to the real potential for further injury resulting from defer ~nt's 

criMes. In short, defendant says that if the government ~nnot 

state with certainty that all the damage which could rea~ nably 

occur in fact has occurred before sentencing, an. espionage del ndant 

should not be held accountable for potential harm which he ~lone 

has wrouqht. 

In support of this argument, defendant erroneously ol ~r.ves 

that the government has had fifteen months to conduct a amage 

assessment. Defendant did not reveal the · specific documentf ~hich 

he had co111promised until after his plea in June, 1986. By Sept lllber, 

1986, defendant had identified thousands of U.s. classified do< :oents 

and messages which he had sold to Israel, and acknowledge that 

there were !'lany more which he could not specifically recall The 

process of making even a preliminary assessment of the ret ltant 

damage could not possi~ly be done in the following few montt , and 

in fact will take years to complete. 

Although the gov-ern1116nt selected twenty representative :l.ocu­

menta for analysis in the Weinberger Declaration, defendan does 

not even address the speci fie 1 reasoned [)reject ions of dama ~ re­

sulting from the· compromise of these documents which the Weir ~rger 

Declaration contains. Instead, defendant resorts to arguin t.hat 

....... . ·· 
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First defendant faults the Weinberger beclaration to i ·ts 

assessment of damage, both actual and potential. As to the tter 

aspect of the damage analysis, defendant argues that the ourt 

should disregard the reasoned concerns of a u.s. Cabinet me~ r as 

to the real potential tor further injury resulting from defen nt's 

criraes. In short, defendant says t ·hat if the government · nnot 

state with certainty that all the damage which could reas• ably 

occur in fact has occurred before sentencing, an espionage def• dant 

should not be held accountable for potential harm which he. lone 

has wrought. 

In support of this argument, defendant erroneously oh, rves 

that the government has had f i fteen months to conduct a ' mage 

assessment. Defendant did not reveal the speci fie documents h.ich 

he had compromised unti 1 after his plea in June, 1986; By Sept• ber, 

1986, defendant had ·identified thousands of u.s. classified doc' ents 

and messages which he had sold to Israel, and acknowledge( that 

there were many more which he could not specifically recall . The 

process of making even a preliminary assessment of the res' tant 

damage could not possibly be done in the following few month' a nd 

in fact will take years to complete. 

Although the C;}overn111ent selected twenty representative :>cu­

menta for analysis in the Weinberger Declaration, defendant does 

not even address the speci fie, reasoned projections of damag re­

sulting from the compromise of these documents which the Wein l rger 

Declaration contains. Instead, defendant resorts to arguing that 
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th~se potenti~l risks -- such as the use of u.s. classi£iec infor­

mation by Israel against third countries, the prov.ision b) Israel 

of u.s. elassifed infornation to third countries adverse :·o the 

u.s., or the further compromise of u.s. classified intorraz ion to 

hostile countries-- would not likely occur since Israel is . close 

and careful ally. 

The short and dispositive answer to this argu111ent is 1at it 

was this close and careful ally who, by defendant's own < :::ount, 

mounted a ·large-scale espionage operation against the United tates. 

In doing so it demonstrated, contrary to defendant's claim , that 

Israel considers its own interests paramount. to those of th~ Jnited 

States. The purpose of this Isra~li espionage operation ·as to 

obtain u.s. classified inforraatio~ that successive administt :ions, 

both Republican and Democrat, comprised of many pro-Israe sup­

porters at least as ardent and certainly more experienc• than 

defendant, have determined should not be disclosed to >rael. 

These non-disclosure policies were grounded in the reaso1 d and 

carefully considered determination that Israel did not n• d the 

information. its disclosure would cons ti tu te an unaccepta.b risk 

of further CO!IIpromise, and/or U.s. interests would not ot •rwise 

be served. 

rn ·defendant's myopic view, notwit.h.standing this for ·-year 

old policy, he remains best equipped to determine what Israe needs 

and is capable of protecting, Three representations in his olead­

ings point up the folly of this position. First, defendant s ·s the 

u.s. policy of sharing SOllie information with Israel demonstra •e our 

willingness to "assume the risk" of a hostile country infil ·ating 
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the Israeli intelligence colll/!lunity (defendant's Second Memc !ndum 

at 11). The obvious fact is that although the u.s. may b pre­

pared to assume the risk that the less sensitive infort~~at ·n we 

author.ize . for disclosure to Israel might be compromised , t t u.s. 
is ~illin.9. to put at r i sk the more highly classified i nfot 1t-ion 

11 
which defendant stole in contravention of u.s. disclosure po l : i es. 

Second, defendant describes Secretary Weinberger's determinat >n of 

Israel's military and intelligence needs as "fac i lev (.!2_. t 12) • 

However, it was defendant's uninformed assessment of I~ tel's 

needs which was easily made since he was not burdened by cor ider­

ationa of countarvailing benefits to the U~:~ited States. I con­

trast , the assessments of Israel's needs made by Secretary <l ei n­

berger and a l l of his predecessors have i ncluded an analy s of 

whether those needs were consistent with u.s. nat i onal sec ci ty. 

finally, defendant states that it is inconsistent for the Jere­

tary ot Defense to describe tne damage caused by Istaeli es( >nage 

against the u.s., 
I 25Xl and 6, E.0.13526 

This ar~ument demonstrates, above all others , ,fen­

<lant's complete loss of any perspective cons-istent with our · n<! ional 

security. It is a sign of defendant's desperation that he se ; s to 

f/"i5e!endant also attempts to excuse his conduct by claimin that 
the u.s. was withholding classified information which shou l have 
been disclosed pursuant to u.s. - Israeli exchange agreements ( ! fen­
dant 's First Memorandum at 15-16). Defendant acknowledges t l t he 
is familiar with those exchange agreements, and he along wi , his 
counsel haYe been given the opportunity to revie"' the ent i r list 
of documents compro111ised by defendant . Yet he h·as not i denti .ed a · 
single document, ot - the thousands comprom i sed, that was i mp~ >er l y 
withheld by the u.s. i n contravention of the u.s.-Israeli ex ,ange 
agreements·. (~ ('"' ; -.. ;

( .)~_t , i 

' 
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excuse his traitorous conduct by noting the u.s. •spys~ too. While 

the distinction may . nave been lost on defendant, we are c< Eident 

that it remains clear to virtually any other citizen of thE ~nited 

States. 

3. Distorti~.!'_ RegardiM Exte_n_! !!'Jd Valu~ 2._f Cooperation 

Defendant challen9es the description of his cooperatic • ~ro­

vided in the Government's Classified Sentencing Memorand • and 

sets forth nineteen ( 19) areas of cooperation which, he . ~ates, 

should be Nweighed heavily" by the court {defend lint. a secon Memo­

randum at pp. 37-40). As explained briefly .hereinbelow, thE 3xtent 

and value of this cooperation is grossly ·ex·aggerate<S by def 1dant·. 

As the government has previously acknowledged, defend ,t has 

provided i nforMation, about which he has personal knowledge, ~gard­

ing the activities of !'L i s co-conspirators and th.e methods, 1 well 

as the facilities, used by them to receive the classified i :orma­

tion compromised by defendant. This coo~eration is required JY the 

plea agreelll9nt and, in our . vie"W, is the very least to be e >ected 

of a defendant pending sentencing on an espionage charge (See, 

defendant's Second Memorandum at 37-38, '111 1,.2,8,9,10,11,16 How­

ever, defendant's description of this aspect of his cooperat >n has 

been embellished. For example, defendant describes his rev .ation · 

to U.S. investigators that he briefly observed a large xerox tchine 

and camera at the !rit Erb's apartment building as ~document 1Upli­

cation technology \andl. electronic emissions control me 10ds•. 

Defendant also describes the instructions he received fr ~ his 
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these potential risks -- such as the use of u.s. classifie• infor­

mation by Israel against third countries, the provision b} Israel 

of U.s. classifad information to third countries adverse ~o the 

u.s., or the further comprDlllise of u.s. classified inform< ion to 

hostile countries -- would not likely occur since Israel is close 

and careful ally. 

The short and dispositive answer to this argument is :1at i t 

was this close and careful ally who, by defendant's own < count, 

mounted a large-scale espionage operation against the United tates. 

In doing . so it demonstrated, contrary to defendant's clain , that 

Israel considers its own interests para~ount to those of thE United 

States. The purpose of this Israeli espionage operation •as to 

obtain 0 .s. classified information that successive administl tions, 

both Republican and De!llocrat, comprised of many pro-Israe sup­

porters at least as ardent and c~trtainl y more experienc than 

defendant, have determined should ~ be disclosed to srael. 

These non-disclosure policies were grounded in the reaso 'd and 

carefully considered determination that Israel did not n ,d the 

information, its disclosure wou l d constitute an unacceptab , risk 

of further CO!Ilpronaise, and/or U.s, interests· would not ot ~rwise 

be served. 

In defendant's myopic view, notwithstanding this fo1 r-year 

old policy, he remains best equipped to determine what Israt needs 

and is cal)able of protecting. Three representations in ·hif ?lead­

ings point up the folly of this position. First, defendant ! lS the 

u.s. policy of sha.ring some information .,ith Israel demonstrc es our 

willingness to •assume the risk" of a hostile country infil ~ating 
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the Israeli intelligence co..un ity (defendant' a second Ke111or 1dum 

at ll). The obvious fact i s that although the u.s. may be )te­

pared to asaw.e the risk tl\at the l ess sensitive info t"'llat.i · we 

authorize for disclosure to Israel might be compromised, the J.S. 

is unwilling to put at risk the more highly classified i nforn : ion 

which defendant stole in contravention ot u.s . disclosure pol i 
2/

ies. 

Second, defendant describes secretary Weinberger's determinati 1 of 

Israel's military and intelligence needs as •facile• (_!.!!. at l2). 

However, it was defendant's uninform&<l assessment of Ist. !l's 

neeoa which was easily made since he was not burdened by con£ ler­

&tiona of countervailing benefits to the United States. In ;on­

traat, the · assessments of Israel's needs 111ade by Secretary 'in­

berge.:- and all o f his predecessors have included an analys of 

whether tho$& needs were consistent with u . S. national sec~ i ty. 

Finally, defendant states that i t is i nconsistent for the! ;re­

tary of Defense to descr ibe t he damage caused by Israel i espl 1age 

against the u.s., wh en the Secretary acknowledges the need fc the 

United State& to gather intelligence about other fri&ndly n l ions 

g. at 12). This argument dei'IIOnstrates, above all others, i. :en­

dent's compl ete loss of any perspective consistent with our nat >nal 

security. It is a . sign of defendant ' s despe r ation that he seE ito 

y--Derendant also atten~pts to excuse h i s conduct by claiming : ha t 
the o.s. was withholding classified i n formAt ion which shoulc 1ave 
been disclosed ~ursuant t o u.s. - Israeli exchange agreements Cc t en­
dant • a Pirst Me..orandum at 15-16). Oefen<1ant ac know ledges th : he 
is fandl!ar with those exchange agreements, and he along wit his 
counsel have been · given the opportunity to review the entire list 
of docuaents compr o111ised by defendant . Yet he nas 1\0t ident if ><1 a 
single document, of the thousands compromised, that was imprc 3rly 
withheld by the u.s. in contravention of the u .s.-terael i exc ~nge 

agrHmenta. 



••• -· . .. . . . .. I 

-22­

excuse his traitorous conduct by noting the u.s. "spys• too. While 

the distinction may have been lost on defendant, we are cc ~ ident 

that it remains clear to virtually any other citizen of th~ Jnited 

States. 

3. pis_t:sJrti_?_!'l_ Regardi~~_!'l_! ~n~. Valuf!_.2!_ Cooperation 

Defendant challenges the description of his cooperatic , pro­

vided in the Government •s Classified sentencing Memorand • and 

sets forth nineteen ( 19) areas of cooperation which, he tates, 

should bP, "weighed heavily" by the Court (defendant's secon Memo­

randum at pp. 37-40), As explained briefly hereinbelow, tht 3xtent 

and value of this cooperation is grossly exaggerated by def ·ldant. 

As the government has previously acknowledged, defend Lt has 

provided infor~ation, about which he has personal knowledge, ~gard­

ing the act i vities of his co-conspirators and the methods, ~ well 

as the facilities, used by them to receive the classified i f orma­

tion compromised by defendant. This cooperation is requirec :Jy the 

plea agreement and, in our v i ew, is the very least to be E ~ected 

of a defendant pend i ng sentencing on an espionage charge (See, 

defendant's Second Memorandum at 37-38, '' 1,2,8,9,10,11,.16 How­

ever, defendant's description of this aspect of his cooperat >n has 

been embellished, For example, defendant describes his ~e' Lation 

to U.S. investigators that he briefly observed a large xerox ~ chine 

and camera at the Irit Erb's apartment build~ng as wdocument lupli­

cation technology [and] electronic emissions control mE ~ods•, 

Defendant also describes the instructions he received f i m his 

http:1,2,8,9,10,11,.16
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•handlers" about where to travel for meetings as "detailed nsight 

into Israeli clandestine modus operandi. which included • · in­

ternational travel arrangements and command/control network: " (I~. 

at 37). This hyperbole should not be mistaken for cooper< ion of 

value. 

The information defendant says he provided about hi ! -level 

Israeli government policies and activities (Defendant's second 

Memorand~m at 3B-39, '1'1 4,S,l 2,13,14,1Rl and Israeli inte: igence 

activities not specifically r~lated to defendant's espionage ctivi­

ties (Id. at '1'1 3,6,15,19) was in fact based upon second c third 

hand information obtained from defendant's handlers, and ;J not, 
6/ 

indeed cannot be verified:- Significantly, while defendant ; des­

cript i on of his cooperation i111plies to the contrary, defen• nt has 

not provided U.s. investigators with verifiable informatic about 

other specific Israeli espionage activities in the U.S. 

Finally, defendant expounds upon the "briefings• he w< asked 

to give "intelligence officers" on various subjects incluo : g some 

"beyond the realm of his activities for Israel" (Defendant'! second 

Memorandum at 41). The fact that PBI and Naval Investigati• serv­

ic~ (NISl agents listened politely while defendant deviat fr0111 

the subject of his espionage activ i ties, and the agents the t closed 

the interview with a courteous "thank you•, has been mi sint• preted 

by defendant as an acknowledgement that defendant's excursir s into 

unrelateo areas were •of value". In its Classi Eied Set enc ing 

oTror e·xample, defendant claims to hava provided informa •.on of 
value regarding Israeli Cabinet meeting discussions abo Arab 
nuclear capabilities and plans to attack, with India's ass : tance, 
a Pakistani nuclear facility. Defendant was not present during 
such discussions, and neither was his •source•, Joseph 'lagur. 
Defendant's information regarding arms sales to I~an d the 
Afghanistan Hujaheddin concerned only fragmented discussion• 
with Yagur . _..., ,-·· ,.. 

:-· : 
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Memorandum the government has described the information larted 

to U.s. investigators by defendant , pursuant to his agree! nt to 

cooperate, which has been of value to this investigat i c we 

believe that description i s the on l y fair and accurate on• wh i ch 

has been presented to the Court. 

The expressions of remorse conta i ned in defendant's p l •d i ngs 

are both belated and hollow. we suggest t~at the Court is n 1 told 

defendant is remorseful only because the government has pre .ously 

informed the Court of defendant's February, 1986 statement .o the 

PBI that he would commit espionage for Israel again i f gi n the 

chance. I :n fact, defendant began the process of trying to c:l ; tance 

himself fr0111 this candid admission when in Ju l y, 1986 h E heard 

another inmate at Petersburo FCI make a similar statement about 

that inmate's · offense, and real ized how damaging such a ·emark 

could be at sentencing. 

Moreover, all of defendant's state111ents of re1110rse are g >unded 

in the fact he was ~u~, and not in recognition of the wrong 1lness 

of h i s actions. Defendant co~plains primarily of the restr :tions 

placed upon his freedo~ by i ncarceration. He disdainfully de :ribes 

the "thieves, murderers, kidnappers, child molestors, ex t ort i ,ists, 

pimps and drug-pushers," with whom defendant has been incar ~ rated 

and professes amazement that these i ndividuals view defenc nt as 
'I 

•potentially dangerous• (defendant's First Memorandum at 54) · That 

z;rwhiTs- ~"ffie· ···aepr1vations suffered by any defendant in j < l are 
harsh, defendant has chosen to make this point, both durin· pcess 
interviews and in his pleadings, through denigrating descript >ns of 
the fellow human beings with whom he has been incarcerated This 
attitude, we subnlit, is another exalllple of the . arrogance which 
characterizes the conduct and judgment of th i s defendant. 
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defendant-'s fellow inmates consider him to be dangerous may • sur­

prising to defendant, but it is a view which is entirely con .stent 

with the self-evident proposition that espionage is one of t ' ~oat 

heinous o'f crim~s. This view was adopted by the sentenciil< judge 

in a case cited by defendant, Unit~_States v_. Horiso_!!, er:-e a 

three year sentence was imposed for the publication of a dngle 

classified photograph. Defendant refers the Court to that c 1e for 

the proposition that "the volume of the co111promised info tation 

meant nothing" (defendant's second Memorandum at 5). H 1ever, 

a more accurate analysis of the Morison sentencing ratiot l e is 

that three years is the appropriate penalty for an isolate inci­

dent of unauthorized disclosure of clas!ified inforMatio: to a 

publisher or newspaper. 

In the present case, defendant has engaged in a pat1 rn of 

espionage- for pay, and his unauthorized disclosure of cla ; ified 

information ~as continued even after his arrest and incarce •tion . 

The evidence has revealed defendant's perception and belief 1at he 

need not conform his conduct to lonq-established u.s. cla ;ified 

information disclosure policies, sworn non-disclosure agre 

u.s. espionage la111s, plea agree11ents, or orders of this ~curt. 
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Accordingly, we ask the Court to impose a sentence which rel 3cts 

both the damage already inflicted by defendant upon the nat i ~al 

security, as well as the continuing risk of disclosure pose( Jy 

this defendant. 

Respectful ly subm i tted, 

h-.. /J cr- 1.7/ ' /~, ,:J!l~ <-( ~ ? . c: . r.. <...- ~--t£ ~ 
JOSEPR F.. DIGENOVA 
United States Attorney 

c) •..<: ;­
t~~t:.<; _::., (.~t~"-~

-=c=HA""'R:;:-;L;-:E;:-;S S. LEEPI!:R . =;_.__ 
Assistant United states Attorr { 

States Attorr 'I 

fERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

I HEREBY CERTIFY that a copy of the foregoing Governmer 's 

Reply to Defendant's Sentencing Memorandum has been by hand > 

counsel for defendant, Richard A. Hibey, Bsquire and James F. Ribey, 

Esquire at the Department of Justice Security Center this 3t day 

of March, 1987. 

Ct~~ ~~-t, - , F1~ 
CHARLES ·s--:-LEEPI!R- ·1 · -~---

Assistant United States Attorr. 1 

... ... .. :· ..... ~ :. .. 
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eee•w ¥* 1. *SMS* as LA 4 

In a letter to a concerned well.;.wisher 

Pollard describes his 'judicialcrUcifixion' 
Jc:,.....lrm Potl Reporl<r { <lcotinl( "'"r or by Ihe po~vention of en~ tbtou&flthe Jlrenl'bcn-/ wntriwed ltRsulion•lisrn wrrcundin& rhe rue hot b my mori•d 

lt~t~lhllfJ P~&l'11 biM\Jti thtJ~ ··~.' ~Qiiii ro l.ft~'J ~flttg·ltfl.tr in, or hracl't ~ternnl C'oApleily'then at leaat 10111ethins tpod 
.H.,.,,,,_r "-'~'' mdred wonlt lh~ " :'k..f th11r fu• Witt lu ..,.,.1/r 1011k. '" will h:we NrM fmm I hi" lrnaedy. 
1111\.'itr).: dUJli{ltd U.S. if(umuUIOit '(' lsmd ' Ytlu ,houkJ undtr!itind tha' I WillS 1ai~d with lhc nutiun llw~ 

'" ,, lt1r<r '"''' mv111h ro Juli~" u,,.,.S.,rgvn•. " r!Ot·ror who · ~•ch •nd e•cry Dio:1p0re Je., tw1 an oboolule oblit!olion '" o<~ 
/ll"J llo'llr l'Jri/4dt/phiiJ, f'o/ltJrJ II'TOI~ th•l lltr III(OffliUJrcm lot• 
r;umt IIUVJI JhfYt1tJ<d .fiUII .... 'tll.oJJ<J/t' 11(-.. X~tWrtliion t~/ltflrt~• 
sr>plr•:•· •ic~t•J Mi/1/ary ~uipr•t~lll" _, quittrly btuog introduc~d 
inru .•lrab t~nulllr, "tllitltoul IJrtJrl htm., Jo,.tM'flrllld b." hrT 
o.>to·m;h)_r. 'lofol' o//kr... 
1';~~-o·~ ,~nn -plf~~lttt~r ....·n.r inrc.•,\pmrU'UJ•Ji1(lrrJinll'frrlf ,,,J.,, __ .- U~"~Rur-S u'l(011 .Til"nrtl mrmtln ''JtD. inqt~i'ri•IRitbt•ll ll iJ 

~o...uro· · ,.,.,,,.r.rrawofmi~td. . 
T/o · tor ..,.,.. H>. Pollord our of <Y>II< '"? rh•r ''" J,•.,.,h 

c.· m~tnfu ' ltdd "wtittm him oflm a crimillll, , ' _. 
fi> 1g iS r/u rut of Poltord'slrrrtr:l Oe<"nobcr 11, IY~ 

· ·.. Pcrorohurg, VA 
O••r f) n~••·S&r&on. 

. ­
I ··· n'IIOJl )'0\1 bo.. mud• I ;tppoet iattd re<eivins your lcllct 

,,, "-'PPt•rt . Aflt'r h.1'\lin1 ht.•t'n held in J.Ud11sulati~>n Cor O\.'tr .a 
. !•'"' •n~ he!ievi"'tbaube entire Jew isnco<nmunhy had simply 
r,,r!!utlcn about 11y t1.1K the :li ~tht of _your mc,;'ac: p1odu~d • 

! 
i 

v. ~•\c uf indcs.cribah1L· ioy wi1h"1n n1e-. HnpduH!' . God willing. 
ru~ \\tf1.· :.t nd I will he ahlr tut.IIJUl'S\ our sinn.• rt· ~ruliluc.k: to )'(Ht 
•n Jll:r:-•ln when Br'ld if we ;ne JXI n1iUcd to sct:o n!tlitutc: tnar lives 
··~ill fl. fn lht rneutime, u.,,u~h . pfe•se r~~· li"HJrtd chat )UUf 
~· \· uh·111 nHIU'I·n rnr our w~:llarr •••s hcen unr "r lht~ fc•• brighl 
~~~·~nh't'l" 111 <tur ~llhtawhit: 1r.:tvn1a1ir lift· . 

Ill ..ptl\.' .,, th\: (•L'I1h.al I h .. \'\,; hecn ~U"il lly lrllubrctJ U~Cf how t :,h;ucll hy all the bradi.~ wilh whom J had the. honour to work. 
eft ... '"·hn l ~,.• :•rl:ti r ha!t been mishttnt.IIL...t h\· ht\th lhc lsr;tdi .ilruJ \ Gi,.... ,. 1be: special rclntionU.ip btlwl.'en tit..• IWll ('tluntriu and 
AL1ll 'lll";U l C,ll\ t,:f~n~nl\ I ;,m. rl l' "'t"'r lhl'lt"" · O l llh&.'nt 1hat ""hat Ihi! 11 11fli4r.liltfl f'I()JlU'Tinn'u16thi~ Ct'antry hm~ JYI"OYidcdaur lnc:tl 

\ I · ' ' · ' ''·'" · · • ···• , .,_,.,;~,.i,· •~• tr .,, .... ;.., ~....... , ''"''"' otoiiJ .... ...... .. t •• ,. .;,t.'"'''"""'',.lino '"""'' ''l .,1. 1 -.~u .1\ '""•'"'"~n 7inni~f .. """" rhin.. 
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day uuter b•ttlrme,.s ot Zion. Althou&J! this oummitment 
usually UIOI1ifnl5 ibtlf rhrOU&h aueb conventional m.,;hanisnu 
ct!i Rliy•. finarw:iaJ ~upporlloand poJiticallobbyinJbn behalfof 
l>ra~lth~rem•ybe other hiJhlyunusual dreumsrana:sin wlllclt 
it Jew i~ for"d to apply J.tluatlonal ethiR••• pid' tofljsor her 
ac-tioM . tn my cacc4 th'' compJe.1 and orten »Jonizins inttllcc-­
tu otl fll tl4.'&:SS ..as s<Nucwhat ~implifiedhythe realizaliol\ thxt rhe 
Mrt'llJ.:IIn::ning of hnn::l woukl unqucstaonably improve 1'\mer• 
itu\ ..trotcP: posuioo throughool the Middle Ee~'l. ln other 
\\tthJ, J,rdcr.. g~in would 1n no way l;le A.mer~c;.\ km- qu1tc 
till.' t,:unuoery. I (:41\ also a~~urt ynu ahat this prr~J)tCiivt was 

":"<' iP'J!Ir';lctiorh; have ~eeJI Llll~rlr d"'tOde~ beym~d reco~i· 
11nn, lf!AW"''ng thr AmtttC'Jn pubbc with Ihe ntL\lotk~nlnlpre!'l~on 
that JJ.rllel ftatJ t..-mpfoyed a m~ncn•rY 10 un<Jcra "lle acli,·itiel 
<lc•isncd to darnaac the noliooalsccurily of rho Ui\itcd Star~•· 
[)espite liM: remot• po..ibility lhol tbis 8role•qv< ali"e(>re­
HRIGiiOBD((htuprraliOnMa,.IJavebetnC.IUSetr. fD ,...rt , bylhe 
hylteri• euoci>orcd with thcapJIC ol So•ict •ri~> ~rrc.stc,J thii 
year, I QD't help but oome to rhe conehtsitllh ~9.1 ee-rlain 
politi<al clo~Mmlo. <>PJ'Osed te> t~e couaordin•rf · ck,.., rc:la­
tionship>bc:IWHn lerwatcm •rad W~hifl&tvn. h~v ·b.:eR using
tbil cue u 8 mean" of embanusirt& the Ani€ . ¢~n J.ewish 
ma1111uni1y, !mel. and its allies witbin rhe go~el'lfi ~· 

Aa l'llc n:pe<~lcdly 51tlcd botll on and off rhc£· d, I am 
l'llortified that my acrioru have inadvertenlly p\o 'd•d thl.!..:t 
local a~ll·Semit~ wilh aft opponunity ro wnp .·!'..lvea i_n 
tho fla1 vr rcspccc•biliiY ami lo emerge fmno 1ft h lbelr 
roelrs. I un only ~ope rhat'wirll the cven1ual di aie oflhe 
Uuth who lever pen;eived damaa• has b<:tn dune lo the•l•n<lin~ 
American Jewi~ t<>ntmunily and hraeJ will be l<p>i~ . JuS! 
plouc accept m~ word thai the fUiiWi "' ,.,.,.,,.. lone '""" 
lectJrily ""tre ittdced worth the ril.k~ 11ntl lh;•t I WCIU id never 
ban jeOJ)Illdiztd either my lilr nr my wife"• htDIIh ill hadn 't 
~ht the 3ituii.Cifln demand~ is . P\:thil~ you ca" ~Iter 
undcrMIU)(1 my pc.t~iliora in lighl of tt UtiHL"W cx(Jre:.~ioq which 
has long he en u~cli 1n rltt.tribe our tnor;.t ..:hoke! wh(n i1 comes 
ru the i.~su\! ,,f Jcwi!h IUJYival: t·ir•·fu~i,ult - no •hcflliiti\·c: . 
God, hUlA'( Wili11 it had betnnlherwi,.e. bllt il "''OtJid tlavc hct:n 
an outri~lll hc.'lm)"al nf mjr hcrita~;~ . rny IJI.:UUnlll if11tt;Jat~· ••ml 
tmentir( 4;,mti.ly h•~• in Ihe m ·('nSttf ttJt Holocaust it I tu:ll ~imply 
lilkcn the "41fe r(nelc ;rnd cltlli~d mr \.'yt:s hl "''hllt hatJ tu he &.lu11L'. 

I'm quilt.• ~ur.: IIHll yo" c;cn ap,.,rcC"i:ll~ the prcc:tSiou~ na1urc 
nr bnc.'l'to !>ll'4 11C.'~it:V1u:uinn in 1ht .\4'iddlc ~:...~c :.truJ tht faCII ht11 
•n:.nr;,.in:.h•ol rhr.-.,,, 111 rft~ • ,r;,h•'''"'"·i\'al l':Jn ll lillt.' ri:llitc \ t ' l \ 
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..•i~ roiiCd·
llaltdlllllnf'uiMi anyo·nc whtl 
to the <ontfary is <ilhcr 

L~~:~~~~~~~~;:~~~::.'.' ofhistory ur
Thir.\, when J rcul­
ntw ccneration o{ 

U•kr>o...,,phitti~··•d. milillty equ1p · 
ount .,.., quit!IY bc:i"l introduttd 
irtto lbe ar1e11ab of ()lJr mm.t im­
pllccabtc enemies, tt~~"J•Oflt brael 
bc:i"l forewaraed by her OStensively 
··&oy~l:· allieE. it WM ~'lea~ Ihat the 
tondtt1ons wete beW1C la.id for a 

Harbor ot we­
tbt Yom Kippur

..,""''""'"paleincompwtoOn. 
, Ia particular. able to 

llcom·mr.o":e houalitin :al • m0111eftu 
know wh..her

•c a cl1ort•f•se<l tiJIIO 
OOOMthbts mote m•""f"· 
I could say for oert.ldn, 

that time. ofwhct<:ver 
.II!'"''•"""· ulti1111tdy translflled out 

lvaeli lives aecl aaeol 
·aa~•ti111IIY· 

PoUard's ~judicial crucitixion' 

.~·· ,.. t:.<kndaiti )i.\{ihiii~·;,it';;~-.h~i·j', ;~;·~;:;;;i;t 
.., JtlUI to Mammun. tu. yow: ~'"' 
uadouMedly •••u~ . :ol(•ir< su<to ' " 
lh...'SIJ ft&:<41~rity rct~,uih:n ~ft;t1 dL•.o•l 
ul tlll!}s.tic s:upporL whidl ~ :t (nC'l u( 
lite f1(')t rz·~aly \Cif....·vid.:nr ru th.· 
~ ...~race ,..,._,,:.,,.. m\ lhf' ~.,........ L 
MOftci'ICr . &Oven 11>< rather jallo.'d 
erptctationsof a ~ll.."ic1y Jon, '-fo•n 
acc\nl1omed to one dtmc,.~tonad ''•il<­
It iM .. it has been far easier fm tho 
pros~~auion '!" attrthut~ ~imptc 

cuP.1arJ mohYet to t Jtw1.dl 'l,Y 
athcrthanoomplexideolasic:llo••.. 

ooe •i#nifi.,..nt"e lioc wen ne~"'"' 
" pathttally ~mioed powe,. of 

prehension. 111 spite of baving 
rd tvi4t.nce woh~lt e1piJint rhis 
ujcubr~ •cdnJ! tl('ect ol the 

• the •lice Depoortrtleflo can'o 
am able to appnoeialf ..,_ fact tbot 
Ill~ 10 repay my r.,..u C<>n­
trolwithouuooaeu-whchiolurdty 
the belu.Yiour ol a cold blooded 
men:eAary. 1'be prosecuUon i> <lc:­
~rmiMd. thOUfh. 10 o...rlook thu 
aopea ol ony bc:luovi<lr aod pound 
away 11 my ollesed rnc~r1l con­

. tlon. 
Oosely RlaiCd to thi• heofd•u· 

su:t~r au·•tsina&ion llas b.un the 
f<IUIIIf daant!ifl8 piece of O<lfri,ht 
clbin(or~U~ion concernina ony re· 
ported "'me•tal ilwability." which 
hat b<oeo conv..;.lllly dit<ovcr~d 
I>J a pooca~tioft tryinc dcsperat<ly 
10 dio<ftdil me. Elfona by my do­
feruc. atto.-..ey to &&in teCC$5 •o these 
rc<:ords have beenrcportedlr denied 
~I'd now we've been told &:bat rnanv 
atc oni>>if18. Wc:B,pcrll"f'•wioh li.,C 
U\d access 10 lbe /t~ell the attitude. 
or should I say, rnalle•bility. ol the 
pm$ wo11 dloq~ With r~rd to riiJ 
p<nonal iat'lniJ. In the int.orim. 
lho•Jh, I almottlecllikc 011e ol tile 
R.dllscniks wiiO, aner beine tole! 
throtl>e ODU>tbe ..iasanc.. forwontin& 
10 lo&•e lhe social»I panwae. is 

pr\lmplly lhruYen iah• "u 01 \.)lun\ 11nd·············- ..~... ... ,.,~..- .....~- :.... 
m.o•k:c it intJlA)Sihk ftiJ :u•v A~·rk.J~t 
Jew t•t KJ)\:alc: ~'ul in .n;·\k(cnx I 
,, . ,.,.,., tc-ot.\i7.cd th;Af \~·' -w.~f\· ~~~~oillint 
"'h.:~ up thit. thtc:tl·h~ ,.r.:;din~" 
t•·.tJ•,: fmm Cht> KCiiL or cuurv.. I 
stwuhJ hit\'C tuuwn ht.1t-:t' ,.inu· 
1lk.'SI! W\!1~ &t'k: ~\l\." ...dftet»l" whrJ 
rna.Jc 'ur-= 111~: _.ik iialll flk:Mkdunc 
d~r ~fon: u Hclu5c vt.•lt.' W4b Jl.\.'h~· 
uul.:d '" c~o....>ot.: """"".' or not '' 
:IJ'p•n"&! a Savdi urn~ p»d;,¥'-'. 

In many U:ipcC.:I!i . no wetter. 
Ann•'• ordeal h.,,. bccft for wone 
lhan mine si..a llct cew:re pt>yslal 
prnNr.ms were trt•lly ronopficlled 
by .the .SC•i•l of propor medical
81ttntloft whileshe .._. beinl held at 
the tli11rir:t of Columbta Jail - an 
izu1i1udonal m1l1~&rK) lhal could 
be unra•ourahly romporcclto such 
notoriou• pri<on• H l ubyanta and 
Dan11100r. Youwota-.M•e• bdic'Wie 
a detc-a1i01t facility lite this eccually 
eJCtsti in che United $1.ate• 11nieu 
yo•·de11f><rien<edit f~n~ band: rau. 
I IUit... $W&rM< of tl\<e<U, oW> htat . 
no li&""· no bbnkdsor s~. i~· 
um noiie. tOilel• thul o••er work. 
the cot~stant ptet:enc.e of ,.e-wer p-t• 
unpotabi~ watc•. path ulo&•e•l 
JIUUds, untreated AID1 HITicoS 
hondlins food lraJ•. and an inmate 
foOpulo tiott ollar rdlc«• the mo.t 
dcaenerate voupol subhumt~~ il"ii·. 
....;dr.aal• e ver ro1Jee1c<l un.dcr "ne 
roar. It ;..quite titu•by• l<vel <>fbeli 
that covld have fia~rcd prominantly
iw Dunc•s: lttfcrtto. AfteT three 
m<mlhs o f bei111 sllbmersed within· 
thi..'\ nc('tolie enw·im.ftmulll wit'hout 
c•cn bc:ina abte to brc:•1he frc:sh a.i_,. 
or see the l i~lltofday. orrtc:eiYc her 
medicatioM until I S1artt'd '"C'OOpet· 
ati~~&••• my wife "'~' Ql''ndlcion•IIJ 
released due to hu rapidly de· 
te,.iontinJ hcalcb . Ourtns this 
v•:riorl uf lllllC Anne; ••Ill I were not 
allowed -to cwon - <ath other. 
wltith lor • cuuplc: "e'- u •• lilt 

~.l'o J.. IIJIJitt "hull oiJ l<a.: llllt' Ul\,0 

11nly ntW> wllio:h I"'"~ (lC'trnin"4 Ill 
han ~t-lOI her wu,. llaac ,.... •~ ;ut;aft 
lhuthcrhoocl !lad ins&ruct.:u llwir 
r••- .. 1.. - ......~............" .. ::n ...... ~, ........ 


· i\porl from "''">~nli11ued '-'P>rR·

lt''"· whi~ 1\u). t-een '"'"'rvclt~·tu.,_, 

l•fc ft>r Anne h•• """" rrr<tty hmd 

*'"'"~" ht•r rw"'(..,.rr.:nl medical p•oh· 

k:~n). tht vnc-t~rl~inty ,.ro••r Cuu,rc. 

"ncJ lho:•• Mrrell<l<J"" all.,atioo.- 11b· 

CIUl eMir ''tif\: Atyk:' .lllh~t:h h tJYC 

cvi4r:•tly lro:on dai&tOCd kl 6r:.,ruy 

wlm1 rc'"aiu) of wr rep.Ut~~ci.t.ua5. 

Noc:dlct.~ 10 ..y. we a re both c:•· 

trcmely tired ri&ht no.. and arc 

trJine. aj beSt we c.an . to P"'r•re 

ourselves tor o sentcncina s..:~ion 

w~ich mi&hl reiUII in our dC$IIU<cion 

a. a couple. I can•t even htsi• ID 

adcij...tc:ly ckteribe "'hoi l ind of 

emotional prcssurcsarepr~aaed by

this paiofallysl<nvproer.. err jurirli<-­

.. ervr:ifilion. In a aenrc, AGne udI 

fed as if we•re abo.\111 ooeof those 

arrle c.an pullin& up to the sq>Ara· 

lion plotfor"' at Auoct...iu. while all 

oboul us tht ltowiih commonicy just 

'itt Jike mu1e s:pcaa\Ors awaitinat~ 

fa ll o( Ihe aJ.C. 


Pertlaps you en 110111 Wldtrstand 

bow itnpartaat the reczipt or >""'' 

letter was to 111 - il ~prr~tnted the 


•lint overtsij!ntllll """obndy ca•e<. 
A''''""i!l& the oouot io merciful. wt" 
INY"~ -live to rerodl f•ud. but &t ~,. 
ohe present time the prOieC<Ilion u 
clemofldin& our 1\Uda u an object 
less.on for 01bers w11o ..,;.,,. be simi· 
brlyiDCiiudtoh.rlplsrMI. We lvUy 
capec1 tilt wont beuuseno OAo hat : 
SUO>ll\oned tile COIRII\t>nity to JM~l a 
stop to thio o.._.. In tho pt'OC&nCf of 
sud> timidity,lhose JNCicc of6clalo 
wlllo viewthiS ca• as M oPfOrtu•ily 
to put lsl'oel in bor p~ hy eq.,.tiJO$ 
my adiON ,.lth th- ofa Sooict spy 
will fllfl} the clay Annund I prayto 
God t~at ar>rMwtoc~ o pcti!HI will 
dofllf 111 wi!AI ~ tri<d to do lor our 
people- p.e them lik. 

Sincerely 
Jonathatl PoiS.rd 
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Pollard:.N(nOR: .. ABumbler, 
But Israel's 
MaSier Spy 

trt hll br.ru :. p:articubl', fti.:t~~~lc . nir~JC o( 
t ~~ll vl wlll l r. lllCII i•. JCO:Itf. . . SilJ~ Lt., 
... 1ft lftOit et&ctt. lrwli,cihM: kr U •"' .,.Jbre 
Q&totu iP. tM Vlliled ~., . lot fiiAMia e1 
eponolon t Ol*l ren. tiler m OA dorla­
"'"""'"'~ ' ...,._ollkr Anol ..... it_ol 
t fa-.. """ U• C*DCA~ ~ • ~tJ 
... 1171b>- - - ­
alo. 
A- io tll<lod 

lll!)io_ 

..ltiq_ ....
............ 

llltlllnllr . 

:::::6i•Y..--
Atol ­

::?i-



r ····-·- -- • . . ­

-f\lllonl,.,..,_.-..... 
lo ..... .._... .... 



;i
:~
~:
,~
~:
y~
s:
~:

-:
~·
~~
L:
~.
o:

:L ~
+:;~

;2,
~:'-

::-:-':
 ~,~1

 l!
 




-..,..,... ... \, -~ 

ATTACHMENT B 

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING 

1. Having familia~izec myself w:~h applicable espionag 
laws, I understand that I may be the recipient of information :nci 
cocuments that concern the present and future security of the 
United States and belong ~o the united States, and that such 
info~tion anc documents ; tocrethe= w~~h the rrethods of 
collecting national security informa~ior., are classified 
accorcing to security standards set by the Unitec States 
Government. 

2. I agree that r shall never d i vulge, publish, or rev ~ 1, 
e~ther by word, conduct, or any othe= means, such classified 
information or documents unless specifically authorized in 
writing to do so by an authorized representative of the U.S. 
Government, as requireci by CIPA, as otherwise ordered by the 
Court, or as provided for in the Protective Order entered in tis 
ease·, United States v. Jonathan J. Pollard, Criminal No. 86-C J7, 
United States I:l:l.striet Court for the District of Columbi'a. 

3. I understand that this agreement will remain bindir 
upon me after the conclusion of these proceedings. 

4. I have received, read and understand the ProtectivE 
Order, entered by the Onited States Dis~rict Court for the 
District of Columbia on JJ A:avtn\llt!". , 1586 in the aforesaid ca£ , 
relating to classified intormation, anc I agree to comply wit 
the provisions thereof. 

Da~e 

Sworn to and subscribed before me. 

:z1t:u4 c"'. .· 
Parole Office• 

Authorized by the Act d 
July 7, 1955 to administer 
oaths (18 U. S C "",CQ4) 




