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Congress's response to the Iran-Contra scandal continues to excite considerable discussion. Some 
critics charge that Congress shirked its responsibilities and failed to get to the heart of a 
constitutional crisis:  

Five years later, the whole affair . . . has become a matter not of justice but of spectacle. The 
corruption of our institutions which began when an Administration decided to run a secret and 
illegal foreign policy, and grew and spread when Congress proved unwilling to assume its 
responsibility for airing the crimes in their full gravity and punishing those responsible, has now 
emerged to make of Iran-Contra's public face a kind of amoral spy story--a confusing tale that in 
the end hardly touches on right and wrong but feeds a prevailing cynicism that views 
government as having little to do with either. (Talk of the Town, 1991: 24)  

Others argue that Congress is too willing to see "another Watergate" in every partisan 
controversy, and that "the mistakes of the Iran-Contra affair were just that -mistakes in judgment, 
and nothing more. There was no constitutional crisis, no systematic disrespect for "the rule of 
law," no grand conspiracy, and no Administration-wide dishonesty or cover-up" (Brinkley and 
Engelberg, 1988: 375). Congress is criticized for having adopted a too "prosecutorial" approach 
to allegations of misconduct.  

Neither assertion is fully satisfactory as an explanation for what can realistically be expected 
from a major investigation by Congress into foreign policy issues. By examining significant 
foreign policy investigations in a comparative framework, we can better assess the nature, 
function, and outcome of the Iran-Contra investigation. The sample of congressional foreign 
policy investigations examined here include hearings following President Truman's dismissal of 
General Douglas MacArthur, the Army-McCarthy hearings, the 1966 Fulbright hearings on U.S. 
Vietnam policy, the Church Committee investigations of the intelligence community, and Iran-
Contra. These investigations span the Cold War era.  

Three primary dimensions shape their nature and outcome. The first dimension concerns the 
exigencies of the international system. Congress is significantly more likely to defer power to the 
executive during foreign policy "emergencies," such as the Cold War, than in more stable 
periods, when it can be expected to reassert its prerogatives. The second dimension consists of 
the institutional roles and powers of the executive branch and Congress during the Cold War. 
The executive branch has clear institutional advantages for assuming a primary role in foreign 
policy making, and the trend has seen a progressive "ratcheting" of presidential power. When 
Congress does assert its prerogatives, its options are limited to making the case for a legitimate 
sharing of foreign policy power. The third dimension is political culture, or the premises which 
define the purposes of policy and the basic rules of the political game. The American political 
culture tugs in conflicting directions; its positing of an "exceptional" role for American policy in 
the international system heightens executive power, while traditional liberal concerns for "due 



process" and limiting state power are given operational meaning in Congress's efforts to reassert 
its foreign policy role.  

Because congressional assertiveness is a variable phenomenon, the nature and purpose of its 
investigations will also differ. Investigations are given operational focus by the cultural and 
structural variables most likely to characterize "emergency" or "stability" phases. Thus, certain 
episodes in the "Cold War phase" that meet many of the criteria for scandal simply were not 
perceived as such by Congress, while some of the biggest rows between the executive branch 
and Congress in this period are difficult to explain absent a "cultural" argument. "Stability phase" 
scandals, alternatively, do meet operational criteria for scandal, but the congressional response 
was limited to asserting the need for its role in the foreign policy process.  

EVALUATING FOREIGN POLICY SCANDAL 
INSTITUTIONAL AND CULTURAL PARAMETERS 

A culture imbued with liberal democratic norms exhibits a "deep-seated schizophrenia over the 
uses of political power" (Markovits and Silverstein, 1988: 5). Liberal theory enshrines the 
primacy of the individual; however, as Madison argued, the spirit of faction at the core of human 
nature requires the protections of a constitutional republic. The exercise of political power is 
unavoidable; equally compelling, though, is an anti-statist, negative conception of government. 
Fear of arbitrary power, and the near "sanctification" of due process, oblige the state to limit 
itself within a procedural framework--to "control the randomness, secretiveness, and exclusive 
character inherent in the exercise of political power" (Ibid., p. 6). Thus, "[the] liberal's inherent 
distrust of political power is lessened by a political process defined by strict rules, procedures, 
and public scrutiny" (Ibid.). The constitutional system of checks and balances erected by the 
federalists explicitly seeks to divide, limit, and contain political power.  

The Dominance of the Executive in Foreign Policy  

The institutions erected to defend these "classic" liberal values have, however, been subject 
during the Cold War to significant changes, which point to systemic factors likely to trigger 
foreign policy scandals and indicate how Congress may respond to them.  

Congress's legislative role has generally been diminished with the development of the "positive 
administrative state" in the 20th century. Huntington (1973: 5-6) has argued that the general 
pattern of American politics since the New Deal has seen congressional acquiescence to 
presidential initiative (see also Silverstein, 1988: 26-29; Schlesinger, 1973: vii-viii). Presidential 
dominance is even more marked in foreign policy, which can be accounted for by the exigencies 
of the Cold War, institutional disadvantages Congress faces, and political cultural parameters 
defining Cold War foreign policy.  

Congressional deference to the president, engendered by the pervasive sense of peril during the 
Cold War, is perhaps best illustrated by the regular use of (usually sweeping) joint congressional 
resolutions authorizing presidential action, amounting, some argue, to "presidential blank checks 
to deploy troops and spend money without restriction" (Melanson, 1991: 11; see also Johnson, 
1991: 4).  
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Institutional factors promote executive dominance in foreign policy. For example, congressional 
power is fragmented. Its committee structure prevents any single authoritative voice from 
speaking on foreign policy issues. Congressional representation among a proliferation of 
constituencies necessarily accounts for a more parochial outlook by its members. Most 
legislators have fewer incentives to take on responsibility for leadership in foreign affairs. In 
Johnson's phrase (1991: 117), "their gaze turns homeward"[ 1] to a public generally less focused 
on and concerned about foreign affairs. Fragmentation insures that Congress will move at a 
slower, more deliberate pace than may be exhibited by the executive and required by 
developments in the system (Johnson, 1991: 117; Huntington, 1973).  

More unified power strengthens the presidential hand, particularly when conjoined with the 
constitutional and "prestige" prerogatives accorded the president as commander-in-chief of the 
armed forces, as chief diplomat, and as head of state. These claims to constitutional primacy are 
reinforced by the need for confidentiality, secrecy, and discretion in diplomatic negotiations. As 
commander-in-chief and chief diplomat, the president is the spokesperson for American policy; 
congressional response to presidential initiatives must accommodate the disparate views of 
congressional members and leadership. Perhaps most tellingly for its investigation function, 
Congress finds it difficult to contend with the president's access to and sources of information 
and intelligence. Thus, quite apart from the tendency of congressional deference to the executive 
in the "emergency" of the Cold War, institutional dynamics of foreign policy point to control of 
the foreign policy agenda by the president, along with the information necessary to formulate 
policy.  

Certainly, Congress may assert its constitutional prerogatives, but as Schlesinger notes (1973,for 
example at p. 68), periods of congressional resurgence in the 20th century have not reversed the 
general trend toward increased presidential power. Presidential power has, in effect, been 
"ratcheted" upward. The baseline against which investigations should be understood is the 
structural predominance of the executive in foreign affairs. This baseline will focus 
congressional investigations on the attempt to reassert its constitutional prerogatives in foreign 
policy in more stable periods. The decline in Congress's ability to limit the president's foreign 
policymaking power affects the manner in which Congress will assert its own legitimate 
constitutional powers in foreign affairs.  

Unique aspects of the Cold War political culture also promoted presidential preeminence. The 
American world view embodied by containment created expectations that the United States 
would play an exceptional role in the international system, which reinforced executive 
domination of foreign policy and exacerbated the drift from the "shared power" envisioned by 
the federalists. The pervasive sense of "exceptionalism" is a noted feature of the "American 
style" (Hartz, 1955; Hoffmann, 1968; Davis and Lynn-Jones, 1987). The idea that the United 
States is a unique country, and that its inhabitants are a "chosen people," points to an American 
self-understanding of a "new community," apart from a more corrupt world. American culture is 
imbued with a sense of virtue and innocence, and the "exceptionalist" ethos implies that 
American foreign policy operates from a higher moral plane than other countries (Davis and 
Lynn-Jones, 1987: 20). Exceptionalism has influenced the two dominant strains of American 
foreign policy throughout its history, namely, interventionism and isolationism. As Hartz put it 
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(1955: 286), "An absolute national morality is inspired either to withdraw from 'alien' things or 
to transform them: it cannot live in comfort constantly by their side."  

The manifestations of American exceptionalism were decisively altered by the Cold War, 
however, as United States' leadership in the system, animated by the rise of "national security" 
concerns and a policy consensus about the nature of the Soviet threat, foreclosed American 
isolationism (Yergin, 1977: Chs. 1, 8). As U.S. interests were increasingly defined in terms of 
competition with the Soviet Union, developments virtually anywhere in the system were seen to 
potentially impact American national security. As Yergin notes (1977: 196), the doctrine of 
national security "is characterized by expansiveness, a tendency to push the subjective 
boundaries of security outward to more and more areas, to encompass more and more geography 
and more and more problems."  

The unprecedented vulnerability of each superpower's homeland to the assaults of the other 
called for permanent preparedness and surveillance. The concomitant policy consensus within 
the foreign policy establishment braced for competition with an adversary viewed as 
ideologically driven toward confrontation with the West, whose foreign policy contained a 
purposefulness that would inevitably lead to expansion unless the United States "contained" the 
threat (Yergin, 1977: gh. 8; Kennan, 1974). Containment, the programmatic response to the 
emergency of the Cold War, reinforced the role of the president as the ultimate authority in the 
articulation and formulation of foreign policy initiatives (Melanson, 1991: 10-12).  

The Role of Congress  

Tensions inherent in the executive branch and congressional foreign policy roles, however, will 
be a variable phenomenon. Rosati (1992: 281-82), Schlesinger (1973: Ch. 4), and others have 
argued that while power flows toward the president in times of national emergency or war (what 
I will call the "emergency phase"), during peacetime (what I will call the "stability phase") 
Congress tends to reassert its constitutional prerogatives. Yet the reassertion of congressional 
prerogatives takes place against the cumulative expansion of presidential power. Given this 
pattern, Congress defends its autonomous role by refusing to yield to presidential initiative. "The 
loss of power by Congress, indeed, can be measured by the extent to which congressional 
assertion coincides with congressional obstruction" (Huntington, 1973: 6).  

The Constitution entrusts many foreign policy powers to congressional control, or describes 
processes requiring joint executive-legislative participation (Crabb and Holt, 1989: Chs. 2, 8; 
Johnson, 1991: Chs. 5, 6). After 1969-1970, Cold War deference by Congress gave way to a 
more aggressive assertion of its policy role. The wind down in Vietnam after the Tet offensive, 
anticipating a "stability phase" in U.S. foreign policy, propelled division between Congress and 
the executive, centering on Congress's desire to have a voice in shaping specific policy decisions 
(including arms control and war powers, as represented by the War Powers Resolution) and its 
efforts to limit foreign policy instruments used by the president (as represented by the 
establishment of the intelligence oversight committees, along with the 1974 Hughes-Ryan Act 
and the 1980 Intelligence Oversight Act). None of these initiatives, however, can be said to have 
resulted, either by design or effect, in the congressional seizure of the foreign policy initiative 
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from the executive branch. Rather, they point to Congress's insistence that it no longer be pushed 
aside.  

Further, as executive-congressional relations have been adjusted in the wake of Vietnam, 
Watergate, and the CIA revelations, Blechman asserts (1991: 22) that the "culture on the Hill has 
changed"--members of Congress now expect to be involved in foreign policy issues "as their 
due, as part of the job, as part of the reason for running for election."  

The outstanding question about congressional rage over being shunted aside again in the affairs 
of state in the Iran-Contra affair is whether its resurgence transcends the limitations on its role 
established by the trend of foreign policy empowerment of the president, and Huntington's 
consequent suggestion that "standing up" to the president is not equivalent to seizing the foreign 
policy initiative.  

CONGRESSIONAL FOREIGN POLICY INVESTIGATIONS: 
EMERGENCY AND STABILITY PHASES 

In general, it may be argued that countries "get the scandals they deserve" (Logue, 1988: 264). 
Political scandal reveals a good deal about the institutional configurations that permit or produce 
scandal, and about the political culture that defines and determines them. The essential premises 
of the American foreign policy culture shape the evaluation of what is scandalous, which 
significantly affects what Congress will investigate as political scandal, the goals of that 
investigation, and our evaluation of the results of the investigation.  

A foreign policy scandal is a "political scandal," or the exercise of political power at the expense 
of process and procedure (Markovits and Silverstein, 1988: 6). Any political scandal upsets the 
institutional arrangements and the cultural expectations that delineate the functioning of 
American democracy. Scandalous behavior, in operational terms, may be readily demonstrated 
when efforts are made to conceal the actions in question from Congress and the American public 
(Logue, 1988: 258-59). It may be difficult for political scientists to easily agree on a definition of 
scandal, but "its participants instinctively know when their behavior is scandalous. They 
demonstrate that through their frantic efforts at concealment . . . [the] attempt at concealment is, 
like hypocrisy, the tribute that vice pays to virtue" (Ibid.: 264). Concealment invokes the private, 
secretive, and exclusive elements of the exercise of power that liberal political culture regards as 
most illegitimate. This is only part of the story, however, as the cultural precepts of 
"exceptionalism" and structural dynamics yet remain; the absence of "scandal" removes neither 
these shaping influences nor the possibility of significant controversy in foreign policy 
investigations.  

Emergency Phase Investigations  

The interplay of systemic, institutional, and cultural factors shape the nature and function of 
congressional investigations. In the Cold War "emergency phase," congressional support for 
presidential preeminence produced what Smist (1990: Ch. 1) tellingly calls (regarding oversight 
in intelligence) "advocacy oversight." This meant that congressional committees were supportive 
of the foreign policies pursued by the president. Deference to the executive branch was 
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manifested primarily by leaving foreign policy initiatives to the executive, along with only 
intermittent oversight. "Emergency phase" investigations involved controversy, challenge to the 
executive, and critique of policy, but the cultural bases of policy, the executive branch's 
performance, or partisan differences figured prominently--not the structural distribution of power 
between Congress and the president. Congress was not concerned with asserting its autonomous 
role in the foreign policy process. Absent congressional incentives to assert its constitutional 
prerogatives in foreign affairs (whether or not the executive branch is attempting to conceal its 
activities from the Congress), congressional investigations were windows to other debates.  

Cold War investigations considered here are the Senate's investigation of President Truman's 
Korean war policy and the decision to dismiss General Douglas MacArthur as Supreme 
Commander of the Allied Powers in Korea, the ArmyMcCarthy hearings, and the Fulbright 
hearings on American Vietnam war policy.[ 2] These events were the occasion for major reviews 
of American foreign policy, and generated enormous controversy, but they do not contain the 
classic "stuff" of scandal. None revealed behavior the executive branch had attempted to conceal. 
All, rather, were very open dramas revolving around the American political culture's response to 
the exigencies of the Cold War.  

These hearings were clearly partisan, but how was that partisanship expressed? The Republican 
"minority report"[ 3] stemming from the joint hearings on the MacArthur affair focused on 
criticism of Truman's containment policy and supported the supposed soundness of MacArthur's 
strategy for "victory" in Korea (Wiltz, 1975: 3593-3596; Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 
1951: 253).  

Likewise, division was apparent in the final report on the Army-McCarthy affair. Both 
Republican majority and Democratic minority reports, in the final analysis, were about 
personalities--McCarthy himself, and to a lesser extent others in the cast of characters, such as 
Roy Cohn, G. David Schine, Robert Stevens, and John Adams (Charges and Countercharges, 
1954: 78-83, 83-97). Though it evenhandedly criticized the behavior of all participants in the 
affair, in the main the majority recommendations for action can be seen as a mild rebuke of the 
way McCarthy had led the Subcommittee.[ 4] The minority report more directly lambasted 
McCarthy's role in the affair, taking special care to condemn his call for government employees 
to supply him with information concerning communism regardless of whether it was classified 
(Ibid.: 96). The minority report also criticized Army officials for having improperly attempted to 
appease McCarthy. But differences between minority and majority reports were not great, 
leaving one reading at a literal level at a loss as to the deeper significance of the hearings.  

Finally, though in general congressional opposition to LBJ's Vietnam policy centered on the 
Foreign Relations Committee and Senator Fulbright (Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1966: 
395; Olson and Roberts, 1991: 151-52; Vietnam Hearings, 1966), its extent in 1965-1966 should 
not be overstated, particularly in the "emergency" context of U.S. escalation of the war. Indeed, 
following the hearings on supplemental appropriations for the escalating war effort in Southeast 
Asia, Senate and House conferees agreed on the full amount of assistance asked for by the 
Johnson administration (Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1966: 396; Amending the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1961, 1966).  
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Absent in these investigations are recommendations or demands for a greater congressional role 
in foreign policy, nor is there a hint of a "seizure" of foreign policy primacy from the executive 
branch. Instead, these investigations articulate the "limiting" frustrations of the United States' 
designs for waging the Cold War. Containment embodied the "exceptionalist" idea that the 
United States must rebuild and defend a democratic and capitalist international system against 
communist aggression; simultaneously, however, given the imperatives of national security in 
the nuclear age, containment was designed to pursue these objectives short of war with the 
Soviets. Given the nature of the bipolar struggle, war would necessarily be global in character.  

This triggered MacArthur's dismissal as Supreme Commander in April, 1951. Containment 
dictated limited conflict in Korea,[ 5] but this objective clearly clashed with MacArthur's desire 
to achieve military victory. Still chafing in his farewell address about restrictions imposed upon 
prosecuting the war, MacArthur argued, "[Once] war is forced upon us, there is no other 
alternative than to apply every available means to bring it to a swift end. War's very object is 
victory-not prolonged indecision. In war, indeed, there can be no substitute for victory" (Military 
Situation in the Far East, 1951: 3557).[ 6]  

The joint hearings of the Senate Armed Services and Foreign Relations Committees were the 
occasion for a major review of Truman's execution of the containment policy and its essential 
opposition to a "victory" strategy. However, the focus of the hearings for conservative 
Republicans was to chide Truman for not doing enough to meet the communist menace (and it 
was clear that China's entry into the war squarely put to American policy the choice between 
"containment" and "rollback") (Wiltz, 1975: 3596, 3616; + ongressional Quarterly Almanac, 
1951: 242-43). Republican Senators hitched their complaints to the general's star, but neither his 
testimony nor the interrogation of the subsequent parade of administration witnesses (including 
Secretary of State Acheson, Secretary of Defense Marshall, and the Joint Chiefs of Staff) could 
deny MacArthur's insubordination nor credibly establish a rationale for "victory" in the ongoing 
conflict.  

There is a curious "nothingness" to the Army-McCarthy hearings, though the essence of the 
immediate dispute was simple.[ 7] In fact, these hearings may be the most extreme illustration of 
the "cultural" dynamic of emergency phase congressional investigations. The partisan bickering 
on the Subcommittee evident throughout the hearings was geared less to foreign policy issues 
than to McCarthy himself- most especially with regard to his improbably wild accusations about 
treason in the Army. But the core of McCarthy's power, and the grip he held on the American 
imagination, lay in his ability to exploit "the communist issue," and to keep himself at the crest 
of the anti-communist wave. McCarthy did not "invent" the issue, but he skillfully exploited the 
fears and uncertainties of key segments of the American public. McCarthy never uncovered any 
"conspiracy so immense [or] . . . infamy so black as to dwarf any previous venture in the history 
of man" (Speech Attacking . . . Marshall, 1975: 3820), but his conspiracy theories did tap aspects 
of the political culture that espoused "exceptionalism" and a penchant for embracing the 
"paranoid style" (Hartz, 1955; Hofstadter, 1979.)[ 8] So long as McCarthy could tap those 
sources, he was central to this Cold War drama.  

Further, the interests of the foreign policy establishment in securing public support for 
containment required stark portrayals of Soviet intentions and American (in)capabilities. This 
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preparation of the American public came to haunt the Truman administration as McCarthy 
turned the anti-communist rationale back on the executive branch (Ambrose, 1991: 111).  

McCarthy's grasp upon the issue had clear partisan value to the Republican party in its race for 
the presidency in 1952. With Eisenhower's victory, however, McCarthy's continued onslaught 
threatened his own party, and his support within the Republican leadership in Congress 
evaporated. Some dramatic showdown was thus inevitable as he set his sights on the national 
security apparatus--including the State Department, the CIA, the AEC, and the Army. The 
Army-McCarthy hearings were that showdown. The motion to censure McCarthy was introduced 
before the final report on the Army-McCarthy hearings had been released (Jeffreys-Jones, 1989: 
74-75; Wallace, 1975: 3740-55). Conversely, at one level it may appear that Fulbright's 
challenge was more fundamental. He asserted that the basic issue of whether escalation in 
Vietnam was in the national interest must be openly discussed, that Congress and the American 
people had the capacity to judge "whether the massive deployment and destruction of their men 
and their wealth seems to serve their over-all interests as a nation" (Vietnam Hearings, 1966: 
xii). U.S. escalation in Vietnam had left the nation at war "without there ever having been a 
national decision, a national commitment to war" (Ibid.). This "war without decision," Fulbright 
concluded, lay at the heart of its divisiveness. Yet getting to the heart of this issue led not to an 
assault on the prerogatives of the president, but on a consideration of the political cultural 
underpinnings of containment in the Vietnam Hearings, while the Committee's tepid final report 
limited itself to the question of supplemental aid.  

Containment's application, this time to Vietnam, was again open to debate. While Fulbright's 
view (that the conflict was a nationalist conflict and not a "classic" case of "external aggression" 
by the North Vietnamese against the South) opposed the "orthodox" containment view, as 
expressed by Secretary Rusk, his opposition was not framed in terms either of offering an 
alternative to containment, or to challenging the president's initiative in foreign affairs, but rather 
that the U.S. was "wrongly" applying containment (Vietnam Hearings, 1966: 229-36, 273-74).  

Congressional investigations in the Cold War "emergency" phase stand in marked contrast to 
similar events in the later stability phase. These events involved the elaboration of the cultural 
premises that defined the course of American policy. It will not do to say that there were no 
"scandalous" episodes in this period, where concealment and shunting Congress to the periphery 
of foreign policy decision making occurred. In an emergency phase those "secretive and 
exclusive" aspects of the exercise of power--that would include concealment from Congress--are 
likely not to be perceived as scandalous at all. CIA activity in Iran and Guatemala are the most 
dramatic cases in point (Smist, 1990: 5; Jeffreys-Jones, 1989: Ch. 5).[ 9] Congress did not 
oppose the diminution of its role; indeed, there was no real basis for this perception, as Congress 
had accepted a role wherein the president and instruments of foreign policy like the CIA were 
entrusted with executing the U.S. Cold War mission.  

Stability Phase Investigations  

One can identify the onset of the stability phase of American foreign policy from just after the 
Tet Offensive, for in this context the conditions giving rise to congressional deference to 
presidential power waned. Considerable stability in the direct interaction of the superpowers was 
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evident, and in fact Vietnam (and third world policy generally) had been essentially "detached" 
from the processes of detente (Lynch, 1992; Ambrose, 1991: Ch. 12; Rosati, 1993: 281-82, 296-
98). Tet itself was a "cathartic" experience; it highlighted the inadequacy of U.S. policy in 
Vietnam, and undermined the containment policy consensus. Tet was the beginning of the end of 
active U.S. combat involvement in Vietnam. The "stability phase" investigations noted here (the 
1975 CIA hearings and the Iran-Contra affair itself[ 10]) occur in the context of turning away 
from the preoccupations of the Cold War.  

In the stability phase Congress has had more incentive to invoke its concerns over "process 
norms" dear to liberal government. These incentives include a diminution of the atmosphere of 
emergency; a "learning" incentive, whereby congressional attempts to limit the reach of 
presidential initiative generate their own momentum; and long-term factors that may indicate 
greater congressional involvement in foreign affairs (Crabb and Holt, 1989: Ch. 2).[ 11]  

Congress here became concerned with "participatory oversight," meaning that its investigations 
revealed a desire to assert a more coequal role vis-a-vis the executive branch. Smist's (1990) 
exhaustive chronicle of institutional changes in oversight arrangements with the establishment of 
permanent select oversight committees in intelligence is revealing. A real change in expectations 
regarding congressional participation occurred in the wake of the U.S. exit from Vietnam and the 
Watergate and CIA scandals, yet in Smist's view Congress did not implement adversarial or 
prosecutorial oversight, or the employment of aggressive investigatory methods (Ibid.: 22-23, 
2s2).  

In this context, Congress equated "process" violations of norms governing the operation of 
American foreign policy with its struggle to assert a more coequal role in the decision making 
process. With the structural limitations on the congressional role in the conduct of foreign policy, 
the primary goal Congress defended was to have a significant independent role in foreign affairs. 
More simply, by defending this norm Congress was attempting to prevent being shut out of the 
process.  

Thus, though the liberal constitutional legacy was altered during the Cold War, it was not 
rejected. American liberalism still demands an adherence to constitutional process. While the 
political culture has accentuated the American role in the world, and with it the primacy of the 
president in foreign policy making, it has also set the stage for reactions against that primacy. 
Defense of "process" will be seen principally in terms of Congress's attempts to reestablish a 
foreign policy role--to become a "limiting partner" in the foreign policy process.  

Both stability phase investigations were triggered by "scandalous" behavior of the executive 
branch, which isolated Congress from the fundamentals of foreign policy processes. 
Congressional furor fueled by media revelations about the CIA in 1974 demonstrates the 
concealment inherent in these activities and the changed context for the reception of those 
revelations.[ 12] In the emergency phase concealment of CIA activities would be expected, but 
the altered structure of executive-congressional relations here triggered a significant 
congressional response.  
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The Reagan administration had targeted Congress as a major impediment to the achievement of 
its foreign policy goals, where any ". . . sharing of power with Congress in foreign policy [was 
seen] as a derogation of the Presidency" (Draper, 1991: 590). Reluctant administration adherence 
to the requirements of intelligence oversight, and an emphasis on covert action, pursued partly to 
avoid bruising public debate, indicated that congressional-executive relations were heading for a 
breakdown.  

We might also expect greater partisanship in these investigations, since both occur under 
"divided government." Mayhew (1991: 31) disputes this, however, noting that "such 
extravaganzas seem to go on regardless of conditions of party control"-the incidence of 
investigations is not sensitive to whether party control is unified or divided. Still, sometimes 
bitter partisan divisions surfaced in the Church committee (Smist, 1990; Johnson, 1985), and 
Senators Tower and Goldwater did not sign the final report. Greater levels of partisanship might 
have been exhibited in the investigation of Iran-Contra as well, since the 1986 midterm elections 
returned majority control in both houses to the Democratic Party for the upcoming 100th 
Congress. It was apparent that the Republicans on the House Committee were more highly 
partisan than their peers in the House and Senate generally. Democratic partisanship can be 
identified in the House panel as well, however, since six of the nine House Democrats were on 
record as opposed to Contra aid (Baktiari and Moen, 1988: 430; Congressional Quarterly 
Almanac, 1986: 432-33). Open partisan rancor was evident as the hearings drew to a close.  

"Partisanship" and the likelihood of incentives for congressional assertiveness are not mutually 
exclusive variables, but the determination of the foreign policy phase has a major impact on the 
ends to which partisanship is expressed. The stability phase investigations noted here provide an 
interesting test of whether sharp partisan division will overtake the "institutional" nature of 
congressional assertiveness.  

There is substantial reason to believe that the predicted institutional response, namely, 
congressional assertiveness toward "coequality," characterizes the response to the CIA and Iran-
Contra scandals. Both investigations must be set in the context of a codification of congressional 
participation in foreign policy. Shortly after Seymour Hersh's December 22, 1974 story on CIA 
surveillance, the Hughes-Ryan amendment was enacted (Section 662(a) of the Foreign 
Assistance Act of 1974), which required presidential approval of covert operations in the form of 
a "Finding," and the reporting of each operation "in a timely fashion" to the appropriate 
committees of Congress (Johnson, 1989: 268; Treverton, 1987: 238). This represented a major 
change in intelligence policy. Establishing the Church committee showed a determination to 
assert Congress's role, since the Senate brushed off the Ford administration's attempt to deflect 
its intervention with the creation of the Rockefeller Commission (Mayhew, 1991: 29; Jeffreys-
Jones, 1989: 199-200; Johnson, 1989: 207-08). In December, 1975, the Clark amendment 
stopped funds for CIA covert operations in Angola, the first time in American history that 
Congress had cut off a covert program with an open vote (Jeffreys-Jones, 1989: 211; Johnson, 
1989: 20; Treverton, 1987: 158-59). President Ford, responding to the furor surrounding the 
assassinations issue, announced an executive order prohibiting assassination as an instrument of 
U. S. policy (Jeffreys-Jones, 1989: 213-15). The Permanent Select Committees on Intelligence 
were established in May, 1976 in the Senate and July, 1977 in the House. Intelligence oversight 



was further codified by the 1980 Intelligence Oversight Act, requiring that Congress be "fully 
and currently informed" in a "timely" fashion of covert activities.  

The drive for coequality can be seen in the final recommendations of the respective committees. 
The Church Committee's massive final report contained 87 remedial recommendations for 
intelligence operations, the bulk of which considered legislation for the structure, control, and 
scope of intelligence operations. It called for a legislative charter for the CIA (Johnson, 1989: 
208-09; Foreign and Military Intelligence, 1976: 426-27). It recommended that an NSC 
committee be constituted to provide centralized advice to the President on covert action, with its 
chairman subject to Senate confirmation. Most importantly, the Committee recommended a more 
formal oversight process, calling for advance notice of covert operations by the Director of 
Central Intelligence to the intelligence oversight committees. Crucial here was the 
recommendation that permanent select committees on intelligence be formed (Foreign and 
Military Intelligence, 1976: 77-79, 430, 470-71). The final report urged statutory proscription of 
paramilitary activities without the explicit prior approval of Congress, and of covert action 
involving political assassination, subversion of democratic governments, or support for internal 
security forces "which engage in the systematic violation of human rights" (Ibid.: 448-49).  

Though the Iran-Contra investigation concerned itself with "litigious" issues- criminal 
wrongdoing and questions of the extent of participation by President Reagan, which was perhaps 
its greatest source of partisan rancor--the recommendations of the majority report dealt with 
constraining executive branch decision making and establishing Congress as a more equal 
partner in the policy arena. The majority report affirmed Congress's place in the foreign policy 
process. It asserted that the Intelligence Oversight Act should be strengthened (beyond the 
mandate to keep the Intelligence Committees "fully and currently informed" "in a timely 
fashion" on all covert operations), to require prior notification of a covert action "except in 
certain rare instances and in no event later than 48 hours after a Finding is approved" (Brinkley 
and Engelberg, 1988: 363). Legislation was recommended requiring that copies of all Findings 
be sent to the Intelligence Committees, with the President himself obliged to report them. It 
asserted that Findings cannot be used by the executive branch to authorize actions inconsistent 
with, or contrary to, congressional statutes. Finally, it argued against creating a single joint 
intelligence committee. Johnson speculates that at issue is the problem of potential cooptation of 
a single committee by the intelligence community. "[Cooptation] becomes all the easier where 
bureaucrats have to confront only one legislative committee. Pulling the wool over the eyes of 
two is still possible, of course, but harder" (1989: 222).  

In any event, implicit in the assertions that "the Iran-Contra Affair resulted from the failure of 
individuals to observe the law, not from deficiencies in existing law or in our system of 
governance" and that "the principal recommendations emerging from the investigation are not 
for new laws but for a renewal of the commitment to constitutional government and sound 
processes of decisionmaking" (Brinkley and Engelberg, 1988: 362) is the idea that no significant 
structural rearrangements in foreign policy power and initiative should occur. In this case, 
Congress was less interested in vetoing covert action than in insuring that "the benefit of its 
counsel . . . be realized" (Ibid.).  



There are also formidable executive branch advantages in control over agenda-setting and 
congressional access to witnesses and information necessary for investigation to go on at all. 
These serve to limit the scope of congressional investigations, even in the stability phase. Senator 
Church's efforts to forge consensus on the Committee and to make its investigations "responsibly 
bipartisan" simultaneously stressed the need for Congress to show it was a responsible player 
capable of oversight of the national security apparatus and showed the inherent limitations on the 
nature and scope of an investigation under these circumstances. Particularly in a period of 
divided government, anything smacking of an attack on the prerogatives of the presidency was 
likely to be checked. The Senate as a whole had voted overwhelmingly to establish the 
committee, and direct attacks on Republican administrations made similar attacks on previous 
Democratic administrations a certainty (Smist, 1990: 35-37; Jeffreys-Jones, 1989: 208). The 
desire to be "responsible" was manifest as well in the stringent security successfully attained by 
the Church committee. As Senator Church explained, "Security was important. I realized from 
the outset that there were great pressures in this city to stop the investigation. Anything that 
happened that might discredit the committee would be used to undermine the investigation. So 
the preventing of leaks of sensitive information affecting the national security was of top 
priority" (Smist, 1990: 37-38). In this regard the Church committee self-consciously, and 
successfully, emphasized its differences in substance and style from its counterpart, the Pike 
Committee (Smist, 1990: 35, 53-55). The committee seemed all the more professional and 
nonpartisan with the Pike Committee's travails serving as a foil.  

The Church committee labored under the ability of the executive branch to control the agenda 
and political context of the investigation. Two illustrations dramatically make the point. The 
Ford administration seized upon the assassination of CIA Athens station chief Richard Welch in 
an effort to discredit the investigation (the administration chose not to discriminate between the 
Pike and Church committees in this regard) (Smist, 1990: 64; Johnson, 1985: Chs. 13-15; 
Jeffreys-Jones, 1989: 207-12). That the Ford Administration controlled the major inputs needed 
for oversight is revealed by its ability to determine the focus of the committee. "With very few 
exceptions, the [Church] committee's investigation centered on the items contained in the Family 
Jewels. So the committee's time was occupied to a large extent by a focus on past abuses.... The 
committee's agenda ... was determined to a large extent by executive branch decisions on 
providing information" (Smist, 1990: 58). Johnson's expose dramatically documents the 
committee's lurch from abuse to abuse, with many on the committee frequently wondering 
whether the CIA itself had set the committee down this trail--Greg Treverton quipped to Johnson 
that "the only successful CIA assassination plot has been against the Church committee itself" 
(Johnson, 1985: 54). In this regard, the Church committee was constantly engaged in 
negotiations (or skirmishes) with the Ford Administration over access to and release of 
information by the committee (Smist, 1990: 58-59; Johnson, 1985: 270).  

The joint hearings of the Iran-Contra investigating committees demonstrated similar qualities. 
While Men of Zeal notes the limited effectiveness of the investigation owing in part to the 
greater partisanship of the House members, one might well emphasize the Senate's efforts at 
forging bipartisanship on the committee as an inhibitor of an aggressive, "prosecutorial" inquiry. 
Senator Inouye's decision to name Senator Rudman as vice chairman of the Senate committee is 
a case in point (Cohen and Mitchell, 1988: 22-23). Consistent with this basic approach, Cohen 
and Mitchell note, was the underlying reason for adopting limited time for the completion of the 



inquiry (indicating that more was afoot than Republican concerns about losing their majority in 
the Senate in the 100th Congress). Democrats and Republicans alike, they argue, wanted to avoid 
having the investigation spill into the election year of 1988-"[both] Inouye and Hamilton 
recommended rejecting the opportunity to prolong and thereby exploit President Reagan's 
difficulties, determining that ten months would provide time enough to uncover any 
wrongdoing" (Ibid.: 30). And like the Church committee, the Iran-Contra investigating 
committee encountered the fundamental constraint of presidential control over vital information. 
The investigative committees had no independent sources of information, insuring that they 
would know only as much as the administration chose to tell them (unless, as Draper notes 
(1991: 372) they happened to ask exactly the right question in order to get information, a process 
made difficult since one cannot ask these questions in an information vacuum). In conjunction 
with the short deadline, the dependence on the executive for information made the pace with 
which the Reagan administration released information and the (at best) grudging cooperation of 
key witnesses major impediments to a wide-ranging investigation (Cohen and Mitchell, 1988: 
31, 147-50, 251).  

These limitations determined the nature of the inquiries. A Pike committee staffer complained 
that the Church committee asked less-fundamental questions in its inquiry, and allowed itself to 
be coopted by the constraints imposed by the executive branch. "[The] Church committee 
focused more on abuses. The Pike committee focused more on problem solving, improving 
American intelligence, and intelligence failures" (Smist, 1990: 54). Pike himself scornfully 
noted, "The Church committee focused on aberrations and blowguns. We went after standard 
operation procedures" (Ibid.).  

Similarly, the Iran-Contra investigating committees limited their focus, leaving a number of 
questions unasked and unanswered. From the beginning of the inquiry, Democratic leaders of the 
panels conceded that the hearings would be restricted to the question of the Iran arms sale and 
the diversion of profits to the Contras. This approach was further limited by focusing primarily 
on the president's role; framing the issues in this way inherently limited what the committees 
could do, even if the administration had been disposed to cooperate. Since there was no apparent 
"smoking gun" revealing a direct or immediate role by President Reagan, more fundamental 
questions of a constitutional nature were given less emphasis or ignored- questions of secret 
government, "off the shelf" covert capabilities represented by the Enterprise, foreign policy 
initiatives financed by private parties and foreign governments, and about the climate in which 
criminal mischief had been allowed to flourish, all took a back seat (Smist, 1990: Ch. 6; Cohen 
and Mitchell, 1988: 43-50; O'Connor, 1987: 122-23, 145-47; Malbin, 1989). Each of these 
unanswered questions vitally affects the character of the role Congress can establish for itself in 
the foreign policy process. This effort at "bipartisan" "participatory oversight" is perhaps most 
poignantly put in the rather plaintive assertion in the final report that "Congress's role in foreign 
policy must be recognized, not dismissed, if the benefits of its counsel is to be realized . . . the 
Administration must not lie to Congress about what it is doing. Congress is the partner, not the 
adversary of the executive branch, in the formulation of policy" (Brinkley and Engelberg, 1988: 
362).  

The minority report, on the other hand, was unwilling to yield even on the crucial point of a 
greater congressional role. It supported formation of a joint intelligence committee, sought to 



strengthen legislation preventing and punishing leaks of classified information (this concern was 
directed at committee staff), and called for a reduction in the number of congressional leaders 
who must be notified of covert action in special circumstances (Brinkley and Engelberg, 1988: 
459).  

In contrast, clear illustrations of what may happen when a committee goes "too far," and is at 
least perceived to be challenging the prerogatives of the executive, is dramatically illustrated by 
the Pike committee. The Pike committee most fundamentally ran afoul of the Ford 
administration by the threat it represented to the dominance of the executive branch. Pike refused 
to have the agenda of his committee shaped by the intelligence community (on the trail of the 
"family jewels") and he refused to yield on questions of classified information in part because of 
his views on the prerogatives of the Congress (Smist, 1990: 154-55, 175-76). It is true, of course, 
that the Pike committee had considerable problems with leaks of classified information, and 
partisanship on the committee born of party ratios that served to marginalize the Republican 
members (Smist, 1990: 156; Cohen and Mitchell, 1988: 27), but "[when] it became apparent that 
the Pike committee would not be diverted toward past abuses or peripheral issues, the executive 
branch took additional steps to frustrate the committee" (Smist, 1990: 178).  

Indeed, a concerted and systematic attempt to derail and discredit the Pike committee was 
undertaken by the Ford administration (Johnson, 1985: Ch. 16; Smist, 1990: 176-87). Media 
allies, after briefing by the Secretary of State, labeled the committee's running battle concerning 
Kissinger's unresponsiveness to committee inquiries as "McCarthyism." After the committee's 
September release of part of a secret report criticizing CIA performance in the 1973 Yom Kippur 
war and Kissinger's unresponsiveness to intelligence warnings, the Ford administration cut off 
classified information to the committee, even though, as Smist details (1990: 185-87), the 
conflict over the four words at issue was wholly contrived, having already been compromised by 
Kissinger and other sources. Here, too, the Welch assassination played a prominent role in the 
concerted administration effort to derail the committee.  

Finally, when the compromise reached between the committee and the administration (agreeing 
that the president would be the ultimate judge on future disputes over public release of classified 
material) was held by Pike not to extend to the committee's final report, the struggle over 
classified information climaxed. The House voted 246-124 on January 29 to withhold the report 
until it had been "certified by the President as not containing information which would adversely 
affect the ingelligence activities of the CIA or other federal agencies" (Congressional Quarterly 
Almanac, 1976: 330). House action followed the January 26 publication in the New York Times 
of a summary of the final report, and subsequent White House pressure. In short, the House's 
desire to demonstrate its "responsibility" guaranteed it would play a political game whose rules 
were dictated by the executive, and moved it to quash the Pike committee report rather than 
confront the executive, indicating in part the vulnerability and sensitivity of the investigatory 
process to executive pressure (Johnson, 1985: Ch. 16; Smist, 1990: 185-87).  

This sort of denouement for the Pike committee was amply confirmed when on February 11, the 
day it disbanded, it drew up a list of recommendations for reform of the intelligence community's 
structure and operation. Though not very different from the Church committee 
recommendations, they "vanished without a trace" (Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1977: 



376) in the furor over the publication of excerpts of the final report by The Village Voice ("The 
CIA Report the President Doesn't Want You to Read," 1976). Its credibility destroyed, the House 
diverted by investigations of the leak to The Village Voice, and the White House up in arms, the 
recommendations had little impact. The dispute delayed formation of the House Permanent 
Select Committee on Intelligence by more than a year (Jeffreys-Jones, 1989: 207-12; 
Congressional Quarterly Almanac, 1975: 406-07, 1976: 330-35).  

CONCLUSION 

The claims that Congress either shirked its constitutional responsibilities with a "half-hearted" 
investigation of the Iran-Contra scandal, or that it blew out of proportion an essentially partisan 
policy disagreement; do not establish realistic expectations for its foreign policy investigations. 
The nature and results of these investigations cannot be determined in a vacuum. If Congress's 
response to the scandal is evaluated by criteria that allow comparison with other investigations, 
the outcome of the Iran-Contra investigation is not surprising.  

One of the major indicators of likely congressional deference to initiatives of the executive 
branch in foreign affairs is "system phrase." Without "emergency" conditions prompting 
deference to the executive, Congress is more likely to reassert its foreign policy prerogatives and 
to take action over violations of "process norms" that are central to the American political 
culture. Coming as it did in a "stability phase" of American involvement in world affairs, the 
Iran-Contra scandal afforded Congress the incentive to question executive branch actions.  

The limited sample of stability phase investigations examined here suggests that diminished 
expectations of congressional deference to the President, and heightened concerns about 
inadequate control of his powers (a central component of liberal democratic norms aimed at 
limiting state power), yield investigations whose principal emphasis centers on "participatory 
oversight," or a desire by Congress to assert a more coequal role in foreign policy matters.  

The Iran-Contra investigation is consistent with the expected institutional response by Congress 
in the stability phase. The majority report of the Iran-Contra investigating committees affirmed 
Congress's place in the foreign policy process, and its focus was less on restructuring 
arrangements of foreign policy power and initiative than it was on insuring an autonomous voice 
on issues of covert action. Here Congress was less interested in vetoing covert action than it was 
on insuring that the Reagan Administration comply with its oversight mandates.  

In important respects, surely this is a limited reaction to a significant political scandal, but 
formidable obstacles hinder a more forceful congressional role. In sum, the assertion by 
Congress of its foreign policy powers takes place against the backdrop of the structural 
dominance of the executive in foreign affairs. Congressional assertiveness is tempered by the 
formidable powers of the executive. The exigencies of the Cold War and the centrality of the 
presidency in the rise of the national security state; clear institutional and constitutional 
advantages afforded the president in foreign affairs; the president's control over the agenda of 
foreign policy issues and congressional access to the witnesses and information necessary for 
investigation to go on at all; and the continuing influence of those elements of the political 
culture that make the president the symbol of "American exceptionalism"--are all fundamental 



elements that significantly centralize power in the executive branch, and have combined to 
profoundly alter the checks and balances scheme envisioned by the constitutional framers.  

These aspects impose inherent limitations on the nature and scope of investigations. Congress's 
limited ability to constrain presidential powers affects the manner in which it can assert its own 
constitutional powers. When Congress does assert its prerogatives, its options are limited to 
making the case for a legitimate sharing of foreign policy making, and attempts to supplant the 
executive's role or seize the foreign policy initiatives are precluded. The design and impact of the 
Iran-Contra investigation, like the CIA investigation, therefore, did not amount to a 
transcendence of the limitations placed on the foreign policy role of Congress. In their thrust, 
both investigations did no more than attempt to constrain executive branch activity and make the 
case for Congress as a "coequal" partner in foreign affairs. Thus, in the case of Iran-Contra, 
conscious limitations were placed on the scope of the inquiry: fundamental questions that might 
diminish the president's foreign policy powers were not asked, and the need of the committees to 
demonstrate that they were a "responsible" partner of the executive branch helped check partisan 
incentives to attack President Reagan.  

"Participatory oversight" seems increasingly to have been institutionalized since the 1970s, and 
Congress has sought to reclaim powers lost in the Cold War era of "advocacy oversight" (when 
Congress readily deferred to the executive and did not oppose the diminution of its role, and 
when foreign policy investigations were less "scandals" than windows to other controversies). 
Anger at being bypassed by the executive branch in the Iran-Contra scandal was genuine. But the 
"process-oriented" assertive response to this lack of consultation was clearly "defensive"; the 
Iran-Contra majority report's recommendations clearly were focused on establishing the 
legitimate and necessary role of Congress in foreign affairs. The "process" violations of the 
Reagan Administration in the Iran-Contra affair drawing congressional wrath were the attempts 
made to shut Congress out of the policy.  

Defense against "process" violations by an assertive Congress in a stability phase of international 
relations is a real, if limited, check on the executive branch in foreign policy. Despite the fact 
that both stability phase investigations were triggered by the "scandalous" behavior of the 
executive branch, the result was neither a significant diminution of the cumulative growth of the 
president's foreign policy powers nor the imposition of a pattern of adversarial or "prosecutorial" 
oversight. Rather, the Iran-Contra investigating committees implicitly accepted that Congress has 
a "junior" status in foreign affairs as a "limiting partner." The upshot of the majority report's 
rather restrained admonitions bears this out (as noted by Brinkley and Engelberg, 1988: 362, 
above): "Congress's role in foreign policy must be recognized, not dismissed, if the benefits of its 
counsel is to be realized.... [The] Administration must not lie to Congress about what it is doing. 
Congress is the partner, not the adversary of the executive branch, in the formulation of policy." 
The American political culture, altered though it has been by the Cold War and other forces 
promoting centralization of power in the hands of the executive, still insists on the salience of 
"due process" and the limitation of state power. Within the framework examined here, the 
reaffirmation of a form of checks and balances on this key constitutional power is given 
operational meaning in Congress's efforts to retain its voice in foreign affairs. Congressional 
motives and actions in the Iran-Contra investigations have been crucially shaped by long-term 
trends affecting the division of foreign policy powers. The Iran-Contra investigation was not 



"overly prosecutorial," nor did it fail to challenge the executive branch. Congress is ill-disposed 
and ill-adapted, perhaps, to do more than exercise its constraining role.  

Notes  

[1] During the Senate investigations on CIA activity in Chile prior to the overthrow of Salvador 
Allende, Johnson (1991: 117) notes that one senior legislator left the hearings noting: "I have to 
go now. l am trying to get jobs for 400 people in Minnesota today. That is a great deal more 
important to me right now than Chile."  

[2] Joint hearings of the Senate Armed Services and Foreign Relations Committees on 
MacArthur's dismissal occurred May 3 through June 25, 1951 (Wiltz, 1975; CQ, 1951: 244-53). 
From April 22 to June 17, 1954, 35 days of hearings before the Government Operations 
Committee's Subcommittee on Permanent Investigations were held on the charges and 
countercharges of the Army and McCarthy (Wormser, 1982: 186; CQ, 1954: 343-61; Wallace, 
1975: 3752-56). The Fulbright Vietnam hearings were conducted January 28, and February 4, 
10, 17, and 18, 1966 (CQ, 1966: 382).  

[3] The committees determined that a final formal report would not be issued. It was agreed that 
committee members could file their conclusions with Chairman Russell of the Armed Services 
Committee, who saw to it that they were included in the Report on the Military Situation in the 
Far East. Eight of the twelve Republican members filed extensive conclusions.  

[4] McCarthy is not named directly, but recommendations for handling staff and limiting the 
scope and procedure of investigations (particularly its "ad hoc" qualities) are clearly directed at 
him (CQ, 1954: 348-61; Charges and Countercharges, 1954: 78-83).  

[5] President Truman indicated in an April 11 ratio address that if MacArthur's suggestions for 
prosecuting the war were heeded, 'We would be running a very grave risk of starting a general 
war"-and Truman noted the entire basis of U.S. policy was to avoid just that outcome (CQ, 
1951: 242).  

[6] MacArhur's strategy for victory included imposing a naval blockade against the Chinese 
coast, removing restrictions on reconnaissance flights over the Chinese coast and Manchuria, 
and allowing military forces of the Republic of China to engage in operations (with American 
logistical support) against the Chinese mainland.  

[7] The Army alleged that McCarthy and Chief Counsel Roy Cohn sought to obtain preferential 
treatment for G. David Schine (a former consultant to the subcommittee and a friend of Cohn's) 
after Schine's induction into the Army. McCarthy charged the Army with attempting to thwart the 
subcommittee's investigation of communist infiltration in the Army Signal Corps (Charges and 
Countercharges, 1954: 3-11).  

[8] Ambrose (1991: 110-111) notes the logic: "Given . . . the power America had at her disposal, 
given American goodwill, and given the eagerness of peoples everywhere to follow the American 
example, how could East Europe and China [fall] to the Communists? . . . America had failed in 
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the Cold War not because of inherent limitations on her power . . . but because of internal 
treason."  

[9] "When the CIA overthrew the governments of Iran in 1953 and Guatemala in 1954, 
[Congress was] very supportive. In fact they were briefed by [DCI] Dulles about the 1953 
overthrow of . . . Mossadegh . . . only after it had occurred. Yet the committees supported this 
action strongly and, instead of being upset about not having been informed in advance, were 
only surprised about 'how very cheaply' the ouster had been accomplished" (Smist, 1990: 5).  

[10] The Senate created the Select Committee to Study Governmental Operations With Respect 
to Intelligence Activities (otherwise known as the Church committee) on January 27, 1975. On 
January 6, 1987, Senate Resolution 23 created the Select Committee on Secret Military 
Assistance to Iran and the Nicaraguan Opposition; the next day the House created the Select 
Committee to Investigate Covert Arms Transactions With Iran.  

[11] Factors indicated by Crabb and Holt include the expansive role of government in all phases 
of policy, and the complex interdependence of foreign and domestic issues.  

[12] On September 8, 1974, the New York Times and the Washington Post ran stories on CIA 
involvement in Chile in the three years prior to the overthrow President Allende. On December 
22, a New York Times story by Seymour Hersh detailed illegal domestic surveillance activity by 
the CIA. pursued during the Johnson and Nixon administrations.  
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