UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT )
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA \

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA

V. Criminal No. 86-0207

— N

JONATHAN JAY POLLARD

GOVERNMENT'S REPLY
TO DEFENDANT'S SENTENCING MEMORANDUM

The United States, by and through its attormey, the 1 ited
States Attorney for the District of Columbia, hereby repli : to
Defendant JONATHAN J. POLLARD'S First Memorandum in Aid of Sen-
tencing (hereinafter *pefendant's First Memorandum") and Def¢ dant
JONATHAN J., POLLARD'S Second Memorandum in Aid of Sente cing
(hereinafter "Defendant's Second Memorandum*). In support ¢ its

Reply, the government submits the following.
INTRODUCTION

It would not be possible for the government, in the 1: ited
time remaining before sentencing, to specifically respond tc each
contention contained in the voluminous pleadings filed by def¢ dant
only five days before the scheduled hearing. Although defen: nt's
First Memorandum was ostensibly prepared in August, 1986, and ould
have been submitted for classification review at any point + ere-
after, no explanation has been offered for its belated filing The

government will, however, attempt herein to briefly cite fc¢ the
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Court's consideration examples of the deceptive statements
distorted analysis which are characteristic of defendant's plead
and which evidence defendant's calculated effort to obtain a "

tical solution” to these criminal proceedings.

1. Calculated Effort to Obtain "Political Sclution”

Defendant's pleadings reinforce the tactic which he ha:
lentlessly pursued during recent months —-- to garner support
“political solution® to the criminal proceedings pending b
this Court. Defendant continues to express his hope that hi
carceratién may be cut-short by a “diplomatic or administra

solution:

“Although this embarrassing type of
discovery [Israeli espionage against
the United States] has previously
occurred, both parties very often
resolved their differences quietly
through diplomatic or administrative
channels, neither state wishing to
precipitate a cause celebre, which
might put at risk more substantive
aspects of their relationship. It

is my belief that if this imbroglio
had been managed in such a 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).
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Indeed, defendant admits that his decision to cooperate with
authorities was prompted by an expectation that diplomatic

cussions regarding the resolution of his case 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 process

and diplomatic demarche with the
Israelis. (Id. at 58). (Emphasis
added). )

Defendant has done more than merely express a hope for a
tical solution. 1In recent months he has repéatedly made state
designed to obtain popular support in Israel for such an ef
Beginning with his November 20, 1986 interview with Wolf Bl
published the following day in the Jerusalem Post, defendan
solicited political efforts by Israel to obtain his releas
feel the same way that one of Israel's pilots would feel if
he was shot down, nobody made an effort to get him out . .
?voiding the issue, Israel is leaving an unburied body to rc
stink and foul the air")(copy attached as Exhibit A to Governr
Memorandum in Aild of Sentencing. Similarly in a lengthy
authored by defendant and published in the Jerusalem Post or
uary 27, 1987, defendant attempts to glorify his actions (
neverthless confident that what I did . . . will make a signis

contribution to Israel's military capabilities), complains o
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"painfully slow procéss of judicial crucifixion" and laments
“[wle fully expect the worst because no one has summoned the [Je
community to put a stop to this ordeal.” (copy of January 27,
Jerusalem post article attached hereto as Exhibit A ).

These public relations efforts recently culminated in ye
other newspaper article designed to glorify defendant's action
minimize the public perception of harm resulting from defend
espionage activities. However, unlike the prior instances of
terviews and public dissemination of information by defendant,
constituted technical violations of defendant's obligations
the plea agreement, on this most recent occasion defendant's
closures to the press constituted unauthorized dissemination of
classified information as well as a violation of this Co
Protective Order.

On February 15, 1987 an article "authored by Jerusalem
Reporter Wolf Blitzer, and entitled "Pollard: Not a Bumbler

Israel's Master Spy," appeared in the Washington Post (copy att

hereto as Exhibit B ). In the initial portion of the article
categories of informatiqn are described; according to the art
these categories comstitute a portion of the classified inform
delivered by defendant to Israel. The author of the article
course, did not identify the source which revealed that this
cific information had been compromised by defendant. Rathe)
information was attributed to a number of "Israeli and Ame
Sources® including "one American with firsthand knowledge of
Pollard case" (Exhibit B at p. 1).
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As explained in the Government's Memorandum in Aid of S
cing, government counsel previously learned that defendant w
source for informatian previously published by Wolf Blitzer

Washington Post on November 21, 1986, obtained during an int

with defendant at Petersburg Federal Corrections Institution’

the preceding day. (See Government's Memorandum in Aid of Se
ing at pp. 52-53, and Exhibit A thersto). At that tin
government set forth its view that the provision of informat
defendant for publication is in direct contravention to parag
of the plea agreement executed by defendant; that paragra
quires defendant to submit all information, prior to publiec
for a classification review by the Director of Naval Intell
{Id. at n.l13).

In view of defendant's prior circumvention of paragrapl
the plea agreement, and g'wen his singular familiarity wit
informatidn he sold to 1Israel, government counsel commenc
investigation to determine if defendant had again provided
mation to Wolf Blitzer following the publication of the FPe
15, 1987 article. First, government counsel contacted ‘Pete
FCI and learned that defendant had again agreed to a visit
Wolf Blitzer on January 29, 1987, only two weeks prior i
publication of the attached article. With this discovery, g
ment counsel, along with agents of the FBI, conducted an int

of defendant, in the presence of his attorney, on February 18,
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At that time defendant was shown a copy of the attached Fe
15 article, whereupon defendant specifically denied providin
Blitzer with any of the U.S. information contained in th
categories described in the article. In fact, defendant
that he did not even confirm for Blitzer that any of the si:
criptions were accurate. At the outset of this interview
defendant, he and his counsel were advised that the gove
intended to conduct a polygraph examination of defendant ol
subject. After he had denied that he provided the informat
Blitzer, defendant was again advised of our intent to measu:
veracity of his responses by polygraph examinations. Defenda
given the opportunity to reflect upon his answers and consul
counsel; after doing so he again denied any role in providii
information contained in this article. A

On the morning of February 25, 1987 defendant was trans
to the wWashington Field Office of the FBI. Theré Special
Barry Colvert, the polygrapher whe has conducted all of the ex.
tions of defendant in connection with this case, informed def
that he would be polygraphed on nine gquestions relating t
specific categories of U.S., information contained in this at

wWashington Post article. At this time defendant was again

the opportunity to consult with his counsel. After doin
defendant informed Special Agent Colvert that he was now pr
to tell the truth about his role in the preparation of the at

article. Defendant proceeded to admit that on January 29, 19
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Petersburg FCI, defendant in fact discussed with Wolf Blitzer
of the six categories of classified infomatioﬁ described it
article. Set forth below are the admissions defendant mac
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
, unconfirmed reports that U.S. classified information compromis
defendant was used by Israel to prepare for this air attac
Tunis. Defandant told Blitzer that he (defendant) had worke

this raid and provided the U.S. classified information to Is

25X1 and 6, E.0.13526 which permitted Israeli p

to penetrate Tunisian air defenses.

b. 1Iraqi and Syrian Chemical Production Capabilities

When Blitzer asked for a description of the U.S. inform
which defendant had provided Israel on this subject, defe
confirmed that he had delivered to Israel the U.S. class
satellite photos and maps of Iragi chemical-warfare facili

C. U.S5. Assessment of a PLO Unit

Blitzer asked defendant if he had provided Israel with cl
fied information about a PLO unit named Force 17. Defendant
firmed that he had followed U.S. classified intelligence as
ments about this PLO unit, and provided such information to Is

d. Scviet Arms Shipment2 to Arab States

Blitzer asked defendant if he had provided Israel with

classified information about Soviet arms shipments to Syrie
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other Arab states. Defendant confirmed that he had provided
informatioﬁ. When Blitzer ingquired if classified informatio
provided régarding two particular Soviet missile systems -
8s-21 and the SA-5 -- defendant answered in - the affirme

e. Soviet-Made Fighters

When defendant was discussing with Blitzer the U.S. class
information regarding the above-mentioned Soviet arms shig
defendant volunteered that he had also provided to the Israeli:
classified intelligence assessments of a particular Soviet fic
Defendant admitted to Special Agent Colvert that the descripti
this subject contained in Blitzer's article is a verbatim recit
of the information defendant revealed to Blitzer.

f. Pakistani Nuclear Capabilities

Blitzer stated to defendant that his (Blitzer's} sc
claimed defendant had compromised U.S. classified analyses
Pakistani nuclear reactor. Defendant confirmed that this was
and that he had delivered to Israel U.S. classified satc

photos of the 25X1 2

There can be no dispute that in his discussions with

Blitzer, defendant revealed sensitive U.S. classified inform:
Defendant's knowledge of the information revealed during

interview was derived from the classified documents which ¢

dant sold to Israel. Purthermore, as defendant well knew, the

fact that the U.S. gathers intelligence within certain cour

| | 25X1 and 6, E.0.13526 -ERﬁf—mssified- In partic
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the fact that the U.S. has used its reconnaissance satellit.

to

|

photograph
/——4 | 25X1 and 6, E.0.13526 | P————

classified information to an individual not authorized to re

it, such as Blitzer, is not only a breach of the plea agree
but is also a serious violation of the laws designed to protec
national security. See 18 U.S.C. § 793(d).

The gravity of defendant's conduct is compounded by the
that he understood and intended that the information he disc
would be published. Defendant admitted to Special Agent Co
that he was motivated to disclose this classified informati
the anger which he feels towards government counsel. Moreover
of defendant's statements tov the press, including in parti
those previously made to Blitzer and reported in this Jeru
Post on November 21, 1986, have been designed to invoke smy
for defendant's cause. Thus it is evident that defendant's
closures to Blitzer were both calculated and vengeful.

It is also clear that even ;hough he is incarcerated, defe
continues to wreak damage to U.S. national security. Accordi
U.S. diplomatic and intelligence officials, rhe February 15,
article published by Blitzer contains U.S. classified inforn
which endangers our relations with countries such as Pakista
Tunisia. While we cannot be certain that this article woul
have been published but for defendant's disclosures, the pub

tion of this article only two weeks after the interview
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defendant cannot be mere coincidence. Certainly defendant's
closures resulted in more specificity in the article, and t!
more potential for damage to U.S. national security.

Equally invidious is defendant's unauthorized disclosu
Wolf Blitzer of information contained in the Weinberger Declar
When interviewed by government counsel and FBI agents on Fel
18, 1986, defendant was shown the description of the TOP
(Codeword) Weinberger Declaration reported in the Blitzer art
whereupon defendant specifically denied discussing the documen
Blitzer. However, during the Pebruary 25, 1987, pre-pol
examination interview with Special Agent Colvert, defendant a
ledged that the description of the content of Secretary Weinbe
Declaration reported by Blitzer was a verbatim recitation of
mation revealed by defendant. Defendant admitted that when B
inquired if the Weinberger Declaration concluded that U.S. na
security had been harmed by defendant’s espionage activ
defendant provided the patently self-serving description ¢
Secretary's damage assessment which appears in Blitzer's ar

The Weinberger Declaration was made available to defenda
his counsel immediately upon its filing in camera on Janu:
1987. Defendant was granted access to this classified gove
pleading pursuant to the Protective Order entered by this Co

Octobexr 24, 198B6. That Order provides, in pertinent part:
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“The purpose of this Protective Order is )

to insure that those.named. herein.[ipcluding

defendant) will never divulge the classified

information or documents disclosed to them

to anyone who is not authorized to receive,

it, and without prior written authorization

from the originating agency and in conformity

with this Order" (October 24, 1986 Protective

Order at p. 12).
On November 12, 1986, defendant.expressly acknowledged his o
tions under the Protective Order in executing, under oatt
required Memorandum of Understanding (copy attached hereto «
hibit C). It is clear, however, that defendant is no more w
to honor his sworn representations to this Court than the nu
non-disclosure agreements he executed, and subsequently bre
during his employment with the U.S. Navy {(see examples of
disclosure agreements executed by defendant attached as ex
to Weinberger Declaration).

Defendant's public disclosure of sensitive information,
he directly attributes to the TOP SECRET (Codeword) Declarat
the Secretary of Defense, was a calculated effort to minimi
public perception of damage caused by defendant's espionage
ities. It therefore cannot be explained away as a mere thoug
or negligent act. Rather this action was wholly consisten
the tactic which defendant has relentlessly pursued thro

recent months -- to garner support for a "political" solut

his incarceration.
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This pattern of public relations gambits undertaken by ¢
dant belies the image, which his counsel have sought to pre
of a defendant who while frustrated and desperate, respect
submits himself to the mercy of the Court. Rather, defend
recent conduct has demonstrated that he is as contemptuous of
Court's authority as the laws and tégulations governing the
semination of U.S. classified information. The period be
defendant's guilty plea and sentencing has been a time wh
could have demonstrated remorse and a willingness to confor
conduct to the law. Instead, defendant has proven through
tinued violations of the plea agreement and the Court's Prote
Order, that he is a recidivist and unworthy of trust.

2. Deceptive and Misleading Statements

1t is, of course, true that the government has confi
through use of polygraph examinations, defendant's descripti
the roles of Israeli co-conspirators in this espionage oper:
Defendant has sought to exploit this fact by indiscriminate ¢l
throughout his pleadings, that the polygraph has confirmed his
serving version of events. While defendant could have recite
precise polygraph question asked to support his claim; only
does defendant point to a specific polygraph question, whi
assertedly:answered truthfully. 1In fact, in the instance cite

polygraph actually exposed defendant's deception.
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In defendant's Second Memorandum, he contends that the g

ment's

“. + « polygrapher specifically interrogated

Mr. Pollard on his motivations €or providing
information to Israel. The polygraph opera-

tor found no deception when Mr. Pollard stated
that he acted primarily for ideological reasons.
{at p. 27)

Defendant was never found to he non-deceptive in his claim t

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

questions were posed to defendant on this subject, and his res
to both questions were determined to be deceptive. In one «
earlier interviews of defendant conducted by the polygr
defendant was asked, "Did you provide classified material t
Israelis solely for personal financial gain,” and (2) “Hav
intentionally lied to me with regard to your true reason
providing classified material to the Israeli government.®
defendant answered these questions “no", his responses were
mined by the polygraph to be deceptive.

These specific questions were selected by the polygrapt
the outset of the polyéraph examination as "“control" ques
Such “control" questions are intended, among other reason
obtain a reading on answers which, because of‘information a
related by the subject, are known to be deceptive. Even at
early stage of the polygraph examination, defendant had co
that money had played an increasingly important role in hi
pionage activites. Given the strong, deceptive responses to
"control® questions, the polygrapher never posed the questi

defendant again. Moreover, defendant never requested that

. o
'\T\r

ern-

t he
raph
nses
the
her,
the
you
for
When

ter-

ons.
to
eady
this
eded
os-

hese



JRp—

[
-14-
tested on this subject after the "control® gquestion expos:
deception%/

Because the evidence of defendant's financial excesses re
by the government's investigation is in our view overwhelmin
ference in our previously filed sentencing memorandum to defen
inability to survive polygraph inquiry of his “ideological® d
seemed unnecessgary overkill. Inexplicably, defendant respon
the government's restrained approach to this issue by ass
that he truthfully answered a polygraph question about his «
which the record shows he was never asked.

There are several other examples of defendant's disse
which can be briefly addressed. In defendant's First Memor
he now claims that it was Rafi Eitan to whom defendant address
offer to repay all the money received from the Tsraelis
establish a “chair®™ at an Israeli intelligence training ¢
(at 39). This is at least the third version of this story def
has told. During a debriefing on September 4, 1986 defendar
PBI and NIS agents thﬁt he had written a letter to Josepk
offering to repay his espionage proceeds and fund an Israeli,

ligence chair. On October 1, 1986, during a pre-polygraph exami

17 In subsequent interviews with the polygraph examiner, def
admitted that his motives in conducting espionage were mixe
explained that while he commenced his activities for Isra
ideological reasons, he was quickly corrupted by the monies
paid. Moreover, defendant never informed the polygrapher ¢t
resisted the Israelis payments. Indeed defendant acknowledge
by the summer of 1985 he developed an "addiction" to money
polygrapher accepted this explanation, as has the government
Memorandum in Aid of Sentencing. We are prepared to have the
sentence defendant on this basis.

——
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interview regarding this and other subjects, defendant ad
to FBI polygrapher Barry Colvert that he never had written

ter on this subject to Yagur, but instead asked Irit Erb to

Yagur of defendant's intent in this rega%é. About the
aspect common to each of these three versions is that def
repaid none of the money received, all of which had been sp
‘the time of his arrest.

Another example of defendant's false exculpatory explan
is his claim that he never would have received all of the
promised him by the Israelis, in particular the annual $30,0
posit into a foreign bank account, because he had 'altgad:
the decision to terminate his activities at the end of 1985" (
dant's First Memorandum at 41). Defendant also now claim:
he never saw any proof the foreign bank account existed, am
“the United States has»?etermined that the account was dewv
funds." (Defendant's Second Memorandum at 29-3Q).

During all of his prior debriefings and interviews, def
has never revealed this "decision" to terminate his esp
activities at the end of 1985. Instead defendant has prev
informed government investigators that in October, 1986, af
had been promised an additional $30,000 each year for ten
defendant executed signature cards for the foreign bank a
into which the money was to be deposited. ' The governmen
27 This last Vversion is repeated in defendant's Second Memo
at 26 n. 5) and is also at odds with the above-mentioned v
appearing in defendant's First Memorandum (at 39). Thus def

has been unable to keep his versions on this subject cons
even as between his two pleadings.
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obtained confirmation that the foreign account was in fact

lished for defendant by Joseph Yagur, and monies deposited th
Defendant certainly did not refuse the Israeli offer of
additional monies, and has never before claimed any inte
conclude tﬁe espionage operation within two months of exe
these signature cards.

In any event, if defendant's point is that he expect
further financial gain from Israel after 1985, he contr
himself in the very next paragraph of his pleading. There def:
acknowledges that whenever he ceased his espionage activit:
the U.S., it was understood that he would remain on the I
payroll:

“The understanding was that since I would

eventually be employed either in the offi-

cial or "gray* arms market, this assignment

[advising Yagur on arms sales] could be

viewed as my initiative, commission and

:;%.' {defendant's Pirst Memorandum at
It is therefore obvious defendant well understood that his a
to profit from his clandestine relationship with Israel we
limited to a short-term period of time.

Despite the fact that defendant's veracity regarding his c
ideological motives has been seriously undermined, he sees !
challenge the veracity and motives of certain U.S. citizens t
defendant disclosed classified information, and who have coop
in the government's investigation. Defendant asserts that ti
individuals should be disbelieved because the government di

charge them with law éiolations and did not subject them to a

graph examination. First, it should be noted that each of
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individuals, unlike defendant, immediately and completely det
their receipt of classified information when first contac
government investigators. Second, after some qissembling res)
defendant eventually confirmed these individuals' descripti
defendant's unauthorized disclosures. Sinqe defendant now
lenges only the characterization of his motives in providi
information, there was and is no need to subject these coopt
individuals to a polygraph, Finally, in criticizing the gover
decision not to charge these individuals, defendant ha:
sight of the fact that it was he, not the cooperating indiv
who violated a sworn non-disclosure oath in expectation o
Yy
ancial gain.

2. Distorted Claims Regarding lLack of Harm to U.S. Security

Defendant begins his argument with the groundless sug
that Secretary Weinberger signed his Declaration in ignora
its contents (defendant's Second Memorandum at n.l). In fa:

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

3/ 1In defendant's Second Memorandum, he also attempts to ¢
his unauthorized disclosure of U.S. information classified
NO FOREIGR DISSEMINATION to Australian Naval Attache Peter
In this respect, defendant claims for the very first time t
was authorized by his superiors to give Mole the informatic
defendant's November 19, 1985 written statement to the F
said: "The only other non-authorized individuals I passed
sified information to was LCDR Peter Mole, Royal Australiar
in the Spring of 1985." (at p. 10). In 2ll subsequent stal
to investigators, defendant continued to acknowledge tha
disclosure was unauthorized and made without the approval
notice to his superiors.
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involved in describing for the Court the damage caused by defen
crimes.i/ Beyond this frivolous assertion about the Secretary
familiarity with the case, defendant offers no authority to
the detailed description of damage submitted in this case in ¢
Rather, defendant is asking the Court to disregard the U.S. ¢C
fied information disclosure policies implemented by the Pre:
and his predecessors over the last forty years, and to accept
formulated by defendant instead.

We believe it is critical in this regard for the Cou
focus upon a statement, which defendant has made in his plea
that "1'd be the first one to overstate the degree of danger
is currently facing . . ." {Defendant's FPirst Memorand
28). This statement is true without a doubt, as is the 1
corollary of this statement =-- that defendant would be the
one to understate the degree of damage to U.S. security cau:
his unlawful activities. It is with reference to these r
truisms that we ask the Court to measure defendant's self-s

distortion of the weinbérget Declaration.

4/ Defendant's counsel join their client in criticizing the
tary's participation in the sentencing phase of this case by a
that the damage assessments in another “espiocnage® case in
they are counsel were not signed by the Secretary of Defense.
case, United States v. Zettl, et. al. does not involve esp
but rather the unauthorized disclosire of classified inform
contained primarily in a single document, to U.S. defense ¢oO
tors. The security clearances counsel had been granted in tha
were for a much lower classification level and would have auth
access to only a small portion of the information involved
The Secratary's participation in this case is therefore c¢
appropriate; defendant's counsels' continued efforts to
attention to other cases is not.

____%;;;~;;4-——-""'—

nt's

fute
ora.
8si-
dent

haose

ngs,

rael

ical

icst

ated

ving

cre-
uing
hich
That
nage
ion,
rac-
case
ized
ere.
arly
vert



A E
-19-

First defendant faults the ngnberger peclaration f¢
assessment of damage, both actual and potential. As to the
aspect of the damage analysis, defendant argues that the
should disregard the reasoned concerns of a U.S., Cabinet men
to the real potential for further injury resulting from defer
crimes. In short, defendant says that if the government
state with certainty that all the damage which could reas
occur in fact has occurred before sentencing, an espionage det
should not be held accountable for potential harm which he
has wrought.

In support of this argument, defendant erroneously ol
that the government has had fifteen months to conduct a
assessment. Defendant did not reveal the specific documents
he had compromised until after his plea in June, 1986. By Sepl
1986, defendant had identified thousands of U.S. classified doc
and messages which he had sold to Israel, and acknowledge
there were many more which he could not specifically recall
process of making even a preliminary assessment of the res
damage could not possibly be done in the following few montt
in fact will take years to complete.

Although the government selected twenty representative
ments for analysis in the Weinberger Declaration, defendan
not even address the specifi¢, reasoned projections of dama
sulting from the compromise of these documents which the Weirt

Declaration containa. Instead, defendant resorts to arguin
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First defendant faults the Weinberger ;beclaracion fo
agssessment of damage, both actual and potent{al. As to the
aspect of the damage analysis, defendant argues that the
should disregard the reasoned concerns of a U.S. Cabinet mem
to the real potential for further injury resulting from defen
crimes. 1In short, defendant says that if the government
state with certainty that all the damage which could reas:
occur in fact has occurred before sentencing, an espionage def
should not be held accountable for potential harm which he
has wrought. _

In support of this argument, defendant erroneously ob:
that the government has had fifteen months to conduct a
assessment. Defendant did not reveal the specific documents
he had compromised until after his plea in June, 1986. By Sept:
1986, defendant had identified thousands of U.S. classified doc
and messages which he had sold ro Israel, and acknowledgec
there were many more which he could not specifically recall.
process of making even a preliminary assessment of the res
damage could not possibly be done in the following few month:
in fact will take years to complete.

Although the government selected twenty representative
ments8 for analysis in the Weinberger Declaration, defendant
not even address the specific, reasoned projecrions of damag
sulting from the compromise of these documents which the Wein!

Declaration contains.. Instead, defendant resorts to arguing
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these potential risks -- such as the use of U.S. classifiec
mation by Israel against third countries, the provision by
of U.S. classifed information to third countries adverse
U.S., or the further compromise of U.S. classified informe
hostile countries -- would not likely occur since Israel is
and careful ally.

The short and dispositive answer to this argument is
was this close and careful ally who, by defendant's own :
mounted a large-scale espionage operation against the United
In doing so it demohstzated, contrary to defendant's claim
Israel considers its own interests paramount to those of the
States. The purpose of this Israeli espionage operation
obtain U.S. classified information that successive administr
both Republican and Democrat, comprised of many pro-Israe
porters at least as ardent and certainly more experienc
defendant, have determined should not be disclosed to
These non-disclosure policies were grounded in the reaso)
carefully considered determination that Israel did not n
information, its disclosure would constitute an unacceptab
of further compromise, and/or U.S. interests would not ot
be served.

In defendant‘'s myopic view, notwithstanding this for
old policy, he remains best equipped to determine what Israe
and is capable of protecting. Three representations in his
ings point up the folly of this position. PFirst, defendant s
U.S. policy of sharing some information with Israel demonstra

willingness to "assume the risk" of a hostile country infil
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the Israeli intelligence community (defendant's Second Memc
at 11). The obviocus fact is that although the U.S. may b
pared to assume the risk that the less sensitive informat
authorize for disclosure to Israel might be compromised, trf
is unwilling to put at risk the more highly classified infor
which defendant stole in contravention of U.S. disclosure po)
Second, defendant describes Secretary Weinberger's determinat
Israel's military and intelligence needs as "facile" (1d. ¢
However, it was defendant's uninformed assessment of It
needs which was easily made since he was not burdened by cor
ations of countervailing benefits to the United States. I
trast, the assessments of Israel's needs made by Secretary
berger and all of his predecessors have included an analy
whether those needs were consistent with U.S. national sec
Finally, defendant states that it is inconsistent for the

tary of Defense to describe the damage caused by Israeli esg

andum
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’ This argument demonstrates, above all others,

dant's complete loss of any perspective consistent with our ne

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

5/ Defendant also attempts to excuse his conduct by claimin
the 0.8, was withholding classified information which shoul
been disclosed pursuant to U.S. - Israeli exchange agreements (
dant's First Memorandum at 15-16). Defendant acknowledges t
is familiar with those exchange agreements, and he along wi
counsel have been given the opportunity to review the entir
of documents compromised by defendant. Yet he has not identi
single document, of the thousands compromised, that was impr
withheld by the U.S. in contravention of the U.S.-Israeli ex
agreements. o R o=
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excuse his traitorous conduct by noting the U.S. “spys" too.
the distinction may have been lost on defendant, we are cc
that it remains clear to virtually any other citizen of the

States.

Defendant challenges the description of his cooperatic
vided in the Government's (Classified Sentencing Memorand:
gets forth nineteen (19) areas of cooperaticn which, he
should be “weighed heavily" by the Court (defendant's Secon
randum at pp. 37-40). As explained briefly hereinbelow, the
and viiﬁe of this cooperation is grossly exaggerated by def

As the government has previously acknowledged, defend
provided information, about which he has personal knowledge,
ing the activities of his co—conspirato;s and the methods,
as the facilities, used by them to receive the classified i
tion compromised by defendant. This cooperation is required
plea agreement and. in our view, is the very least to be e
of a defendant pending sentencing on an espionage charge
defendant's Second Memorandum at 37-38, %4 1,2,8,9,10,11,16
ever, defendant's description of this aspect of his cooperat
been embellished. For example, defendant describes his rev
to U.S. investigators that he briefly observed a large xerox
and camera at the Irit Erb's apartment building as "document
cation technology f{and]l electronic emissions control me

Defendant also describes the instructions he received fr
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these potential risks -- such ag the use of U.S. classifiec
mation by Israel against third countries, the provision by
of U.S. classifed information to third countries adverse
U.S., or the further compromise of U.S. classified informe
hostile countries -~ would not likely occur since Israel is
and careful ally.

The short and dispositive answer to this argument is
was this close and careful ally who, by defendant's own :
mounted a large-scale espionage operation against the United
In doing . so it demonstrated, contrary to defendant's clain
Israel considers its own interests paramount to those of the
States. The purpose of this Israeli espionage operation
obtain U.S. classified information that successive administ:
both Republican and Democrat, comprised of many pro-Ilsrae
porters at least as ardent and certainly more experienc
defendant, have determined should not be disclosed to
These non-disclosure policies were grounded in the reaso
carefully considered determination that Israel did not n
information, its disclogure would constitute an unacceptab
of further compromise, and/or U.S. interests would not ot
be served.

In defendant's myopic view, notwithstanding this fo

old policy, he remains best equipped to determine what Israc -

and is capable of protecting. Three representations in his
ings point up the folly of this position. First, defendant
U.S. policy of sharing some information with Israel demonstr:

willingness to "assume the risk" of a hostile country infil
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the Israeli intelligence community (defendant's Second Memor
at 11). The obvious fact is that although the U.S. may be
pared to =assume the risk that the less sensitive informati
authorize for disclosure to Israel might be compromised, the
is unwilling to put at risk the more highly classified inform
which defendant stole in contravention of U.5. disclosure poli
Second, defendant describes Secretary Weinberger's determinati

Israel's military and intelligence needs as “facile" (1d. at

However, it was defendant's uninformed assessment of Isr.

needs which was easily made since he wae not burdened by cons
ations of countervailing benefits to the United States. In
trast, the assessments of Israel's needs made by Secretary
berger and all of his predecessors have included an analys
whether those needs were congistent with U.S. national sect

Finally, defendant states that it is inconsistent for the ¢
tary of Defense to describe the damage caused by Israeli espi
against the U.S., when the Secretary acknowledges the need £c
United States to gather intelligence about other friendly nz
Id. at 12). This argument demonstrates, above all others, ¢
dant's complete loss of any perspective consistent with our nat
security. It is a sign of defendant's desperation that he see
%7"beianaant also attempts to excuse his conduct by claiming
he U.S. was withholding classified information which shoulc
been disclosed pursuant ko U.5. - Israell exchange agreemants (¢
dant's Pirst Memorandum at 15-16). Defendant acknowledges th
is familiar with those exchange agreements, and he along wit
counsel have been given the opportunity to review the entire
of documents compromised by defendant. Yet he has not identif

single document, of the thousands compromised, that was imprc
withheld by the U,S. in contravention of the U.S.-Israeli exc

agreements. ’12’;‘(-_\;/
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excuse his traitorous conduct by noting the U.S. "spys" too.
the distinction may have been lost on defendant, we are c<
that it remains clear to virtually any other citizen of the
States.

3. Distortion Regarding Extent and Value of Cooperation

Defendant challenges the description of his c¢ooperatic
vided in the Government‘'s Classified Sentencing Memorand:
'sets forth nineteen (19) areas of cooperation which, he
should be "weighed heavily" by the Court {defendant's Secon
randum at pp. 37-40). As explained briefly hereinbelaw, the
and value of this cooperation is grossly exaggerated by def

As the government has previously acknowledged, defend
provided information, about which he has personal knowledge,
ing the activities of his co-conspirators and the methods,
as the facilities, used by them to receive the classified i
tion compromised by defendant. This cooperation is requirec
plea agreement and, in our view, is the very least to be ¢
of a defendant pending sentencing on an espionage charge
defendant's Second Memorandum at 37~38, 99 1,2,8,9,10,11,16
ever, defendant's description of this aspect of his cooperat
been embellished. Por example, defendant describes his re:
to U.S. lnvestigators that he briefly observed a large xerox
and camera at the Irit Erb's apartment building as "document
cation technology [and] electronic emissions control me

Defendant also describes the instructions he received fi
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“handlers™ about where to travel for meetings as "detailed
into Israeli clandestine modus operandi, which included .
ternational travel arrangements and command/control network:
at 37). This hyperbole should not be mistaken for cooper:
value.

The information defendant says he provided about hi¢
Israeli government policies and activities (Defendant's
Memorandum at 38-39, §9 4,5,12,13,14,18) and Israeli inte:
activities not specifically related to defendant's espionage
ties (I1d. at ¥Y 3,6,15,19) was in fact based upon second <
hand information obtained from defendant's handlers, and t
indeed cannot be verified?/ Significantly, while defendant
cription of his cooperation implies to the contrary, defen:
not provided U.S. investigators with verifiable informatic
other specific Israeli espionage activities in the U.S,

Finally, defendant expounds upon the “"briefings®™ he w:
te give "intelligence officers" on various subjects includ:
"beyond the realm of his activities for Israel® (Defendant':
Memorandum at 4l}. The fact that PBI and Naval Investigati:
ice (NIS) agents listened politely while defendant deviat
the subject of his espionage activities, and the agents the
the interview with a courteous "thank you", has been misint
by defendant as an acknowledgement that defendant's excursi

unrelated areas were “of value“. In its Classified Se:

8/ For example, defendant claims to have provided informa
value regarding Israeli Cabinet meeting discussions abo
nuclear capabilities and plans to attack, with India's ass
a Pakistani nuclear facility. Defendant was not present
such discusgions, and neither was his "source", Joseph
Defendant’'s information regarding arms sales to Iran
Afghanistan Mujaheddin concerned only fragmented discussions
with Yagur. S A :
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Memorandum the government has described the information i
to U.S. investigators by defendant, pursuant toO hig agree
cooperate, which has been of value to this investigatic
believe that description is the only fair and accurate on
has been presented to the Court.

Conclusion

The expressions of remorse contained in.defendant's pl
are both belated and hollow. We suggest that the Court is n
defendant is remorseful only because the government has pre
informed the Court of defendant's February, 1986 statement
FBI that he would commit espionage for Israel again if gi
chance. In fact, defendant began the process of trying to d
himself from this candid admission when in July, 1986 he
another inmate at Petersburg FCI make a similar statement
that inmate's offense, and realized how damaging such a
could be at sentencing.

Moreover, all of defendant's statements of remorse are g
in the fact he was caught, and not in recognition of the wrong
of his actions. Defendant complains primarily of the restr
placed upon his freedom by incarceration. He disdainfully de
the "thieves, murderers, kidnappers, child molestors, extorti
pimps and drug-pushers,”™ with whom defendant has been incar
and professes amazement that these individuals view defenc
"potentially dangerous” (defendant's First Memorandum at 54)
7/ Whnile "the "deprivations suffered by any defendant in j:
harsh, defendant has chosen to make this point, both durin
interviews and in his pleadings, through denigrating descript
the fellow human beings with whom he has been incarcerated

attitude, we submit, is another example of the arrogance
characterizes the conduct and judgment of this defendant.
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defendant's feilow inmates consider him to be dangerous may
prising to defendant, but it is a view which is entirely con
with the self-evident proposition that espionage is one of t
heinous of crimes. This view was adopted by the sentencim

in a case cited by defendant, United States v. Morison,

three year sentence was imposed for the publication of a
classified photograph, Defendant refers the Court to that ¢
the proposition that “the volume of the compromised info
meant nothing" (defendant's Second Memorandum at 5). H
a more accurate analysis of the Morison sentencing ratio
that three years is the appropriate penalty for an isolate
dent of unauthorized disclosure of classified informatio
publisher or newspaper. :
In the present case, defendant has engaged in a patt
espionage for pay, and his unauthorized disclosure of cla
information has continued even after his arrest and incarce
The evidence has revealed defendant's perception and belief
need not conform his conduct to long-established U.S. cla
information disclosure policies, sworn non-disclosure agre

U.S. espionage laws, plea agreements, or orders of this
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Accordingly, we ask the Court to impose a sentence which ret
both the damage already inflicted by defendant upon the nati
security, as well as the continuing risk of disclosure posec

this defendant.

Respectfully submitted,

N A4 .ﬁ/(<

Jo §EPH E. DIGENOVA
United States Attorney
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STEPHEN R. SPIVACK
Assistant United States Attorr
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Assistant United States Attorr
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In a letter to a concerned well-wisher

Pollard describes his ‘judicial

Jerusalem Post Reporicr

Jonaihun Poliard believes thar “the gains 1o Isroel’s lang-term
security were indeed worth the risks” thut fie and fi:s wife iook in
passing clussified U.S. information to Israel.

In i Letter fust month 10 Julian Ungar-Sargon, i doctor who
Iives near Philadelphia, Pollard wrote thal the informuiion he
cume acruss showed shar “‘u whole new generation of ulira-
sophisiicated miliiory equipmens™ was quietly being introduced
into Arab arsenclt, “withoui israel being forewnrned by her
estensily ‘loyal’ allier.”

Pellgrd's seven-page letter was in response 10 a sitort noie seat
10 ot Ungar -Susgon several months ogo, inguiring ubout is
heaith Yvd currend siate of mind.

-Bocior wrote 10 Pollard out of convern ther the Jewish
iy had "“writien him off as a criminal."'
\g s the rex: of Polfard's levier:

December 17, 19860
Petersburg, VA
nyar-Sargon,

-»

I can't tell you how much { itpprecisted receiving your letter
ul suppart. After having heen held in xuch salation for over o
_svir and befieving that the entire Jewish community had simply
forgoticn about my casc the sight of your message produced a
wute of indescribable joy within me. Hopelully, God willing.
o wife and 1 will be able to expiress onr sincere pralituge 1o you,
w person when and if we are permiticd to scconstitute our lives
aginn. [ the meantime, though. please rest avsured that your
vttlent comeesn for our weltare has been one of the few bright
sments i our otheewise travmatic life.

cructfixion’

2

during war or by the prevention of onc thwough the streng

ing of Israel's deterrent capacity then at least something good
will have come [rom this tragedy.

You should understand that | was saised with .Shc nution that

surrounding the case both my motives
and instructiorns have been utterly distorted beyond recogni-
tion, leaving the American public with the mistaken impression
that Isseel had cmployed & mercenary 10 undertoke aclivities

"clch und cvery Dinspora Jew has an absol g 10 8¢
a8 one of the stones, so to speak, which comprise the modern

designed 10 damage the netional security of the United States.
Despite the remote possibility thal this grolesque misrepre.

Cans A3 ax gpputy b put Tsod in bor plau by eguakeg
ruy acion wite e f 0 Soat spy il cary e dayy Qacn
oudd T puygh Good Yeck 0m, o pasae will do Brun whad
ue ted b oo - v paopl - gin Y .

Sinceuly,
ﬂﬂ“‘#‘d« fottaud

Jtionship be

of the operation may have been caused(. 1n part, by the
hysteria associnred with the spate of Sovict spids urrested this
year, | cant help bul come 1o the conclusioh jhgt certain
political elements, opposed 10 the extraoidinarily chne rela-
tween Jerusalem and Washington, hijvd been usin
this case as a means of embamassing the Ami&r&ar i g
communily, [srael, and its allies within the govers
As J've rcpeatedly staicd both on and off the’
mortified that my activns have inadvertently
local anti-Semites with an Opportunity to wrap e
the flag of respectubility and to emerge from W
rocks. I ean only hope l}al with the eventual di

day vuter buitlemems of Zion. Although this commitment
usually manifests itself through sueh conventional mechanisms
as aliya, financial support to and political lobbying on behalf of
Isracl there may be other highly unusual circumstances in which
a Jew is forced to apply situational ethics as a guide to hisor her
actions. In my casc. this and often ugonizing intell

truth er p ge hus been done to the standing
Americen lewish community and Israel will be repaired. Just
please accept my word that the goins 1w Israel’s long term
securily were indced worth the risks and that 1 would never
bave jeopardized either my life or my wife's healih if [ hadn't
thought the sitvation demanded it. Pechaps you can better

1ual process was somewhat simplified by the realization thxi the
strengpibiening of Isracl woukd unquestionably improve Amer-
itu's Mrategic position throughoot the Middle Eust. In other
wards. Iyrael’s gain would in no way be America’s kiss ~ quite
the contrry. 1 can also assure you that this perspective was

T spric ot the tactthar Thave been greatly troubled over how | shared by all the Issaclis with whom [ had the honous to work.

thes whole affir has been mishandied by both the Isricli anyg
Amencan u_mcngmenul am, nevertheless, connfident that what

70 b iMeadsicsdd 31 war in rateovinert will meabe -

/ me persective if this results in the savingof Jewis] lives either

Given the special relationship between the 1wo countries and
the unparalled apporiunisies this country has provided aur lncal

Tacich mmmnnitu haw ranbianu A mansan 7Zionint sven think

Elaving said this, i1 is indeed unfostunate that due to all the |

d 1 my pasition in light of a Hebrew expression which

has long heen used 10 describe our noral choice when il comes
to the issve of Jewish survival: einsbreisuh ~ no alicinative.
God, how I wish it had begn otheswise. but it would have been
&h gutright betrayal of my heritage, my personal integsity sind
anentire family lostin the ovens of the Holocaust if Thad simply
taken the safe route and closed my eyesto whot had tobe done.

I'm quite sure that you can appreciaie the precarivus nalure

of Israel's strategic situation in 1he Middle Exstund the fact that
wnanticinann i theean o the cae'ssarvival can matersalize ven

1Canlinued on Page 6)

Economic package
‘tn be sioned tndav’

Levysees

‘consmiracy’
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(Cuntioued frum Page Une)
‘of peaoce treaties. confidence build-
ing "uﬂitmandi#n and prem
power dssirances of U

aid, we stand wlune und anyone wha
believes to the conrary js either
unmunnbiy ignorant of histogy ar
¥ naive. Thus, when | real-
md that a whole new generation of
whra-sophisticaied military equip.
menl was quictly being introduced
into the arsenals of owr most im-
lsccable enemies, withowt lsrael
ing forewarned by her osiensively
“loyal™ allies, it was my fear that the
conditions were being laid for a
echnological Pearl l'!mhm of such
proportions that the Yom Kippur
War would look pale incomparison.
With Syria, in perticular. able 10
commence hostilities al 2 moments
notice, | really didn't know whether
Was ohserwnl 8 shortfused (ime

Tﬂ war are rolled ~ s Ludendorfl

durstion, uhimately translated out
n terms of Tuwaeli lives and acred

d W‘hﬂlmyml! Anne, and | vi-
4 slwdﬂnGulmHemmle
mer of 1985, it was wilh a sense of
§ guarded optimism that we locked
across that hrhdmummmt at
the distant Syrian posi tmmdrul»
mdl!mnhnd:lhut

fparticularl

Pollard’s ‘judicial crucitixion’

mlr support rhte pubin:iy Wlnlr n ~ Irue lh.ul

my woul lo Manunon, Ay you are
undoubtedly aware. affairs sudh i
these necesanly requite o preat deal
of lngistic mn‘mn. which 5 a Lict of
life not exaaly seliwvidenr 1o the
arsrape pErdan an the ctreer

Moteover, given the rather jaded

expectations of a ety long grown
accustorred to one dime nsional “vil-
laing™ it hat been far easber fur the
proséculion 1o attribute simple
cumisry motives to a Jewish spy
ather than complex icalones
significance lies well bevond
ty Ihtlhll Himiled ers af
= henlior,;. In spitep::haviﬂg
hard evidence which explaine thic
vexing aspect of the
pase, the Justice Department can’t
seem able 10 appreciate the fact that
0 repay my [srachh con-
sucoess —which is hardly
the behaviour of a cold blooded
mercenary. The prosscution is de-
termined, though, to overlook this
aspect of my behavior and lpauuld
awzy @t m;r slleged moral

Closely selawed 1o this line of char-
acter asiassination has beem the
equally chamming picce of outright

):vu this is no1 ta xay that | simply ol

P

the security nf [hou npnied fron-
gicr settlements behind us. How the
prosecution can turn around and

bert that this behaviour
I Iht manifestation of an ying
il smoral mentality on our part is ex-
| tremely difficult for me o under-
siand. But, then again, most of this
case has been nothing shorl of g
Kafkacsque nightmare for us.
Regrettably, the issue of money
hat gerved to obscure true mo-
tives in this affusit which, unti] Mr,
Blitzer's interview in The Jerusalem
Posi, 1 had mot been ablc 1o articu-

concerning my re-
ported “mental instability,” which
has beea conveniently discovercd
by & prosecution trying desperately
1o discredit me. Efforis by my de-
fense attorney 1o gain acoess (o these
records have been reportedly denied
and now we've been told that many
ase missing, Well, perhaps with lime
and access 1o the fects the attilude,
or should [ say, malleability, of the
press will chrulgc l'itll regard (o my

prompily throwa isto an asylum and
Boarrniotbiam haas ML R

marke it imponsible fur sy American
Jew 1o speak out in my dkefeose |
never pealized that they wene willing
by hack up this threag by steatogg
page from the KGH. OF cuurse, |
stould have knewn betler sinee
e were the sanwe of icwls

maide sure iy wile and [ pleaded vne
dhay belore o 1house vaote wan sche-
dubed 10 deade whether or not W
approve i Saudi arms package.

N ANy TESPELIs. NOWEVES,
Anne's ordeal has becn far worse
than mine sinte her severe physical
problems were greatly romplicated
by the deminl of proper medical
altention whilc she was being held at
the District of Columbia Jail — 2n
inslitutional malignancy that could
be \mﬁvmmhly compared to such
nolonous prisons as Lubyanka and
Darmoor. You would aever believe
a detention facility like this actually
exists in the United Staies unles
you'd experienced it first hand: rats,
wnakes, swarme of ingects, no hear,
nolight, no blankels or sheets, inces-
xant nojse, 1oilels thal pever work,
the constant presence of wwer gas,
unpotable watcr, puho'lu;lul

vards, untreated AID: camiers
ndlms food trays, and an inmate
population that reflects the most
rneme group of subhuman ipdi-,
I ever collecied under one
roof, I is quite litcrally afevel of hell
that could have figured prominantly
in Damie’s Iaferno. Aller three
months of being submerged within
thit necrotic environment without
even being able to breathe Fresh nie,
of se¢ the light of day, or receive her
medications until 1 siarted “cooper-
ating,” my wifc wes conditionally
¥ d due to her rapidiy de-

n
lhoujh 1 almost lul Ime one of the
Refuseniks who, after being told
that he musi be “insane’ for wanting

o leave the socialisi paradisc, is

teriorating health. During this
period of tme Anne and | were not
allowed 10 even se= each other,

which for s couple 8s cluse as we arc

o bl slhail o Lo luse i
vnly nevas which | was permitted to
hesn aboat her wis that v Y aufi
Brotherhood had instructed their

Fennnla mpcatasnacie ba B haw iFika

" Aparl from vur continued wepara-
won, which hus been excrucinting,
fifc for Anpt has beun preity hard
given her recurrent medical prob-
kems, the wncertainty of onr future,
und these horrendous allegations ab-
out our “life siyle.” which have
evidently heen designed o destroy
whint remains ol our reputations.
Needless w say. we are both ex-
tremely tired right now and are
trying, as best we can, 1o prepare
ourselves {or 0 senlencing sussion
which might resullt in our destruciion
ax a couple. | can’t even begin 1o
ndaqumelr describe what kind of

are produced by
this nllr'ylhwproe:ud juridic-
tl':r!:::ﬁnm Inasense, Auftamil
ft:llzs it we' rﬁlamar:ouu:of those
caitle cans pul up to the separa-
tion platform lln}suchwlu.whlk all
sbout us the Jewish community just
sits like mute spectalors awaiting the
Il of the axe.

Perhaps you can now understand
how important the receipl of your
letter was 1o s - it Wnlem

~firut overi sign that somebady cares.
Assumiing ke court is merciful, we
may yi Jive 10 reach Farael, bur a1 i,
the present time the prosecution is
demanding our heads as an object
lesson for olhers who might be simi-
larly inclined 10 help Israel. We Fully
cxpect the worsi because ne one has
summoned the community to put a
stop 1o this ordeal. In the nce of

timidity, thase Justice officials

who view this Case 23 3n opporiunity
10 put lerael in her placc by equating
my actions with those of a Sowel spy
will carry the day. Anne and 1 prayio
God that somewhere a person will
do for us what we trizd to do for our
people - give them tife.

Since
Jonathan Polla
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ATTACHMENT B
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
o Having familiarized myself with applicable espionag

laws, I understand that I may be the recipient of information
documents that concern the present and fufure security of the
United States and belong ¢o0 the United States, and that such
information ané documents, together with the methods of
collecting nationzl security information, are classiZfied
according to security standards set by the United States
Government.

2. I agree that I shall never divulge, publish, or rev
either by word, conduct, or any other means, such classified
information or documents unless specifically authorized in
writing to do soc by an authorized representative of the U.S.
Government, as required by CIPA, as otherwise ordered by the
Court, or as provided for in the Protective Order entered in
case, United States v. Jonathan J. Pollard, Criminal Ne. B86-C
United States District Court for the District of Columbia.

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 United States District Court for the
District of Columbia on i2 Movesdiy’ , 1586 in the aforesaid cas
relating to classified information, ané I agree to comply wit
the provisions thereof.

[Jowathan /Py Frllad

Signature o

12 Movewt ber 1986
Date

Ve pny
WLtne(tj (’b Z J
Sworn to ané subscribed before me.

/- f6

Parole Officar
Authorized by the Act <f
July 7, 1955 to administer — A
gaths (18 U. S C 40C4) £ P T e ¢

FCI PETERSSL
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