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a ABSTRACT

N

~{ THE USE OF MILITARY FORCE TO COUNTER INTERNATIONAL \
= TERRORISM - A POLICY DILEMMA. !
'}; By Major Eadward H. Houle, USAF, 179 pages.

i . |
-, This study examlnes the use of military force as part <! a
j: proactive campaign to counter international tercorism. The ‘
.- study includes an examination of the threat rrem
i international terrorism as it has grown from 1968 to the

present day. Initiatives by the international community to

. confront terrorism are reviewed to provide a frameworx tor
o investigating U.S. counter-terrorist policy. Pr.omacy
' emphasis is placed on actlions by the United Nations in tnis
- review of international initiatives.

B The major portion of the thesls focuses on the deveiopment
L of U.S. counter-terrorist policy and the role of military
N force in that strategy. The study begins with the Nixon
L Administration. The review of national policy follows two
) - tracks; the development of a government organizaticn to
pf deal with the problem and the evolution of the poiicy
- itself. With U.S. policy outlined, the study rcev.ews
g possible options for overt military operations as part ot a
. proactive campaign against international terrorism.

e The author found that the threat from internationa:
ﬁ3 terrorism has increased significantly over the pas:t (D
.. years. More impoctantly, state sponsorship has emecged ac
“N the most significant threat development since . 984.

- Actions by the international community, specifica.:y the
:- Unitea Nations, have not successfully met the cna.ienige.
B Further, U.S. policy and organizational deveiopmeni has
- peen marginaily effective. Despite this, U.353. pui.cy
5 advocates the use of mllitary force in proactive =siii~es
'b against terrorism.

;: The study shows that U.S. policy and organizations must oe
'z updated to meet the growth and changing nature ot ine
:? threat. Military force, to include proactive operat.uns,
wj should be included in this update as an option tor L.Jo.
” leaders. However, the military option will be app:ricavie
’ in only a few cases. The decision to empioy m...taty
‘:} force must be made very carefully. The execution ot :nat
- option must then be conducted with clear objectives ang
;- under tight control.
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X INTRODUCTION

o .

& Purpose of Thesis

A The purpose of this thesis is to examine the use ot

- military force as part of a campaign to counter

N international terrorism. It will focus on the general use ;
) of military force as an element of United States

; counter-terrorist policy. However, the thesis will not

) address the merits of any specific element of that militacy

q

F. force. The study answers the gquestion: Should military

.

- force be used In a proactive way to counter the threat tooum

¥ international tecrorism? Proactive actions coclace
( ottensive military operations designed to interdict (ne

~

~ tecrorists’ capability to execute attacks against the U.3.

.Y

-~ , . . .

=, and its ailies. They go beyond the defensive niii.lary

- options wused to enhance security for personnel and

- facilities.

N Backaround

|

f Terrorism is not a new problem. The use ot
:j violence to terrorize is an ancient tactic qating bacx to
-
-i the wars between Greece and Persia.l However ,
f “international terrorism as we know it today had its

- 1

o

¢

. » . ® ot ‘._.' - ~n" . L r - A -...- - - " - - ~ " P - - - . n - - . - B ] - - [ . *,
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e origins in the political circumstances that prevailed at
(.-n‘
{ the end of the 1960’s."2 This thesis, while briefiy
,Ef reviewing history dating back t¢ the League of Nations,
)
\-:'
- focuses primarily on events beginning with the Nixon
\._,"
e’
) Administration in 1968. It ends with the current situation
L
N facing the United States today.
'-"__-:
%23 International terrorism captured increased interes:
e
W
! aftec the May 1972 terrorist attack at Tel Aviv s Lou
oo Airport and the massacre of eleven Israeli athietes auriug
N
L0 the Munich Olympic Games four months later. Since then,
‘.ﬂ intesiational terrorism has taken on new dimensions. AS
;fﬁ this study will show, it 1is characterized by advanced
i&: weapons, an expanded support base and state sponsorship.
s
(ﬁ The October 1983 bombing of the U.S. Marine

f}i headquarters in Beirut thrust the issue to the front ot

U.s. attention. Secretary of State George Shultz

emphasized U.S. concerns about this growing threat when he

_._.r' wrote:

N For we must understand, above all, that
A terrorism is a form of political vioclence.
SN Wherever it takes place, it is directed in
o an important sense against us, the
Jgemocracies, against our most basic vaiues
po-o and often our fundamental strateg.c
o intecests. The values upon which democt acy
S is wased - individual ri1ghts, edualil;
2o under the law, freedom of thought and
L expression, and freedom ot reiiglion - atl.
AR stand in the way of those wno seexk to
o impose their ideclogies or their ceiigious
ot pbeiiefs by force. A terrorist has no
e patience and no respect torc the ovuetiy
5

-..,a e .-,\.'
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processes of democratic scciety and,
therefore, he considers himself its enemy.S

Cn 14 June 1985, TWA Flight B47 was hiJacked Dy
mempers of the Shi“ite Moslem group, Hezballah (Pacrty ot

God». The non-American passengers, along with a.! :n

¥

women and children, were soon released. However, uuring
this highly publicized hijacking, U.S. HNavy diver Rope::!
Stethem was beaten then murdered by the hijackers. The 5%
American passengers and crewmembers that were held captive
were scattered throughout Beirut. After 17 days the
Americans were also eventually released.4 0On 19 June 1985,
terrorists attacked diners at a San Salvador sidewalk cafe
killing 15 and wounding 13. The dead included four
off-duty U.S. Marines and two U.S. businessmen.®

Four months later, Secretary Shultz opened the aocor
tor a more militant U.S. response to terrorism. inoan
October 1985 speech, he stated that the U.3. mignt use
military force to "perhaps even retaljate betore ai. :he
facts apbout a specific terrorist attack ace KkKRowhn." ne
aiso noted that "we may never have the kinca of evigerncre
that can stand up in an American coucrt ot law." 8 This
statement proved prophetic.

Secretary Shultz made his October statement auring
a new surge of terrorist activity. That same month
terrorists murdered a wheelchair-bound American during the

Achille Lauro hijacking. On 27 December 1985, dua.

Seam e R A N . . o e e A . . L T A R I R P )
. - - - - ~ . - - . - . ~ 4 - . Su . - - - - e “e ~a . > . . N N Y .« v W - = -
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tf; terrorist attacks on the Rome and Vienna airports leit ¥
23-} dead, including five Americans, and 110 wounded. Un

‘:i\ 2 April 1986, a bomb exploded abcard a TWA Boeing 727 on a
.ik flight near Athens killing four American passengers. Three
s

A days later the terrorist bombing of a West Berlin nightciup

killed three people, including two U.S. servicemen, and

wounded 230 more (including 50 U.S. servicemen). The U.S

government wuncovered a direct link between many ot the
[ terrorist attacks, most notably the West Berlin pomping,
.23 and the government of Libya.’ The U.S. respondeda with
military force.

'i:' In the early morning hours of 15 Aprii 1986,
eighteen F-111 tactical fighters from the 48th Tactical

Fighter Wing, RAF Lakenheath, attacked targets in anag

around Tripoli, Libvya. U.S. Navy aircraft simuitanecusiy

SN
."i-“' . . .
AN attacked targets near Benghazi. Primary targets incliuced
e J":
o . . L
}. terrorist command and contrel centers, training facitities,

logistics centers, intelligence posts and communications

PSS
ot
Ch'S facilities.
7N
Foor The emphasis for the air strike was not retaliation
e, o
Ve Y
.S.; for past terrorist activity. The administration caliled the
P
-
- attack a preemptive measure. Defense Secretary Casper
-
,',.:_'J’ . . ) ‘
:fv" Welnbergyer, while discussing the attack, stated "we are ol
AT
‘:ﬁ interested in cetaliation or revenge...what ~e ale
2
k- . . .
'5 Ilnterested in is trying to deter any turther fervor. st
A seke B ,
COOH atrtacks, President Reagan had reported:y widered fne
-
O 4
-
R
o
n."'-:'
04
W
-"“c"’
e A A . { - T4
*- '\4 \v.\ £ \. et \ T
¢ .A.'_{'L‘(L AR q..‘(A.'fsf Y :d' A.."L"x'_




strike to "preempt far reaching terrorist attacks that U.5.
intelligence officials said have been planned since the
first of the year Dy Libyan leader Colonel Muammac
Qaddafi." The United States had evidence of pianned
attacks on 30 U.S. embassies, including ten in Africa. oy
Libyan backed terrorists.? The U.S. action demonstcated
that Amer ican counter-terrorist policy now inciucec
proactive strikes against the centers of terrorism.

More recent events indicate that intecrnational

terrorism has not diminished. In October 1986, Great
Britain broke dliplomatic relatlions with Syria. A British
court convicted Jordanian terrorits Nezar Hindawi ot

plotting to blow up an El Al airliner. Evidence presentea
during the trial implicated Syrian officials in the plot.
The U.S. and Canada indefinitely withdrew their ambassaqors
from Syria in a show of support for the Britisn
government .10

Moreover, terrorist activities were not limited (o
England. During the Fall of 1986, a wave 0! terfur .St
pombings and shootings left eleven dead and more thaii (oo
wounded 1n France. Additionally, in late Novempber. a west
German court convicted Palestinians Ahmed Hasi and PFaroux
Salameh for the March 1986 West Berlin bombiiny of tne

German-Arapb Friendship Society offices. Evidence presented

in the trial directly linked the Syrian empbassy in rast

5




Beriin with the attack, West Gecmany Immed.ale.
downgraded diplomatic ties with Syria.ll

As this thesis wjill show, international terror:su
Ils intensifying. More importantly, it appears that
international terrorism will continue to challenge U.S.
national will and 1international policy in the future.
Further, the United States has demonstrated that militacy

force may be used in response to this threat.

Scope
This study begins with a review of the terror.st
threat and moves to the development of U.S. poilcy in the

face of that threat. It finishes with a discussicn ot tne

miiitary options available to U.S. policymakers. LU e

u

not address whether this use of military force viojates any
provisions of the U.S. Canstitution or any current laws ot
the Uniteda States. The thesis assumes employment of
military force in this scenario within the constraints
outlined by U.3. law. Further, this study reviews tne
general wuse of military force but does not discuss the
merits of specific elements of that military capability.
Finally, this project is unclassified, limiting the use ot

current jntelligence information on terrorist activities

and capabilities.
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The thesis is presented with a fiow from a review
of the threat to the development of U.S. policy to cdeal
with the threat. It is completed with a discussion ot the
general use of military force as a part ot that U.S.
counter-terrorist policy. The study is based on a researchH
of government documents and non-government |iterature. [ne
research was conducted in four major blocks cocresponding
to Chapters Two through Flve.

Chapter Two outlines the threat posed oy
internaticnal terrorism. It begins with a discuss.ion of
the definition of international terrorism, an item that has
presented a major problem in efforts to develop a counter-
terrorist consensus. Statistics are then used to
illustrate the growth and scope of tefrorism. Chapter Two
then outlines the major trends and developments 1N
international terrorism, its impact »>n the internatichria.
community and the emergence of the key element beaciny un
policy development - state sponsocship. finaity, .=
chapter links Soviet activities to international tevrat .si.

Lo sShow NOW terrorism is becoming a foreign pul.c, (o0,

.
s
a

Chapter Three traces actions in the interaatidiia.

PR AR

community to deal with the problems ot Lnternal s unog,

tecrocism. It Dbpegins with a short review ot eal

A

[N

<,
- ‘2

international actions beginning with the League cf Nat:ouns.
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Primary emphasis, however, is placed on 4United Halions
actlons since 1968, Selected bilateral and multiiateca.
international agreements are also outllned. e chaptler

concludes with an assessment of international actions tu
deal with terrorism. This information s provided o
establish the international environment and the framewocrk
in which U.S. counter-terrorist policy was developed.
Chapter Four concentrates on the development of
U.S. counter-terrorist policy. That policy is’ reviewed
from its beginnings during the Nixon administration through
its growth during the Reagan administration. It focuses on
two areas; the development of the government organization
tasked to deal with international terrorism and ne
evolution of U.S. counter-terrorist policy 1tseilt. A
review and assessment of current U.S. policy conpleles
Chapter Four.
Chapter Flve reviews the milltary options avaiiabe

to the United States as part o¢of the counter-tecrrorist

policy outlined in Chapter Four. Considerations ieading to

a decision to use force are addressed first. Primacy

emphasis is then placed on discussing passive defensive

N

options, reprisals and preemptive operations. Chapter Five
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.‘I..‘.

St S

concludes with a discussion of the 1986 U.S. action against

P

Libya.
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Chapter Six completes the thesis by outlining tne

conclusions drawn from the study. The results cut. ine




'i

what rcole, if any, military force should play in U.3.

n counter-terrorist policy. Finally, the thesis will answer

the question, should military force be used in a proactive

.'.' ‘0.-

campaign against international terrorism? Recommenaations
for further study complete Chapter Six.

! The review of literature is at Appendix A. It has
& tWwo purposes. First, the review demonstrates the depth ot
research 1nvolved in the preparation of this thegis,

& Second, it serves as & guide to assist others conduciing

research in celated aceas.
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CHAPTER 2

THE TERRORIST THREAT

Introduction

Chapter Two sets the background for the thesis by
cutlining the nature and growth of international tercorism
since 1968, It begins with a basic yet controversijial
aspect, the definition of international terrorism. The
international community has yet to agree on a sSlay.e
workapble definition of terrorism. HNext is a discuss:iun oo
reasons for the growth of international tecror.:sm ana the
trends that have marked that growth. The basic Strateg.o
opjectives of international terrorism are also ocutiineq.
Chapter Two then addresses state sponsorship tor terccc.st
organizations - the most significant development since
1968. The chapter concludes with a discussion of tne

Soviet connection to international tercorism.

Definition ¢ T .
A universally accepted definition of terror.ism
simply does not exist. The problem of defining terrcorism

has effectively hampered the development of a comprehens:ve

counter-tecrorist strategy at both the nationa. PO
intecnaticnai ievel.! The Vice President s Task ot .oe Lo
Cumbatting Terrorism called terrorism a phedsune o hal =

“asiel to describe than define, "<

i1
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For example, the 1985 machine gun killing <
U.S. Marines and two American businessmen at a San =a

sidewalk cafe was very similar to a 1985 shoo:t:

several undecworid figures on a crowded New Tork 3
The 3an Saivador attack was labeled a "terrorist zii<

wnile the New York killing was simply called a ..

On the international scene, the Uniteg 37lates agu.se

i
I
.

ot suppocrting international terrorism white C(ufa oo

the U.S. with supporting anti-government tercor.s:
in Nicaragua. This wunending cycle continues.
definition battle lIs gstill being fought in internz
forums today.

For the purpose of this study, the definiticn

in the 1986 Public Report of the Vice President s Tasx

Force on Combatting Terrorism is used. According

report, terrorism is:

The unlawful use or threat of violence
against persons or property to fucther
political or social objectives. It .S
generally intended to intimidate or cuerc

a government, individuals or groups
modify their behavior or policies.

e
(o

There are three primary elements ot infternal.cndg.

tercorism.

The acts are essentialily criminai, -ney are
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to tnhe

politically motivated and these activities Lranscena

national boundaries.S Tecrrorism is often |labeied

mindiess violence. However, when considered in an

12
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international political context, |t appears that feroorism
is a planned, calculated series of acts designed to i1nstiii
fear and intimidation. It is unique, however, in that
while the attack may be part of a planned scheme of
maneuver, the specific targeting is often random anc
mindless. Operations include bombing crowded pubiic
facilities, hijacking commercial aircraft, planting bomos
on commercial transportation and executing innocent

hostages.

A Form of Warfare

International terrorism has been characterized as i
form ot warfare. The late Senator Henry Jackson, it an
agaress tc the 1979 Jerusaiem Conference on lIlntecnationa.
Terrorism, said, "I believe that international terrcr.sn .=
a modecrn form of warfare against liberal democracies. N
believe that the u.timate but seldom stated goai ot tnese
terrorists is to destroy the very fabric of aemccracy .©
More recently, Secretary of State George Shultz, in a
statement Dbefore the House Foreign Affairs Committee on
S February 1986, stated, "terrorism is a form of wartare
waged Dby political forces - including some foreign
states" .’ Many international terrorists ana their
supporters agree with Senator Jackson and Secretary Shuitl.

International terrorist groups ciassity the:it

act.vities as acts ot war. [t Is not uncommon in wWrit,nGs
13
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ﬁl: on the subject to find the phrase, "one man’s terrorist (s
s
i . another man‘s freedom fighter". Terrorist groups often
N claim protection as compatants under the provisions of the
o Geneva Convention. Further, this has been the topic of
b -

e intense debate at many international conferences. Many
\

2 third world nations insist that organizations lapeied asz
l.3 “terrorist groups" by western governments acre, (i faci.
- 91
o~ . . . .
b conqucting struggles for national liberaction anu
ix_ self-agetermination. Their supporters contend tnat ine
jQ causes of terrorism and the political motivaticn of vicient
L

- acts are instrumental to the definition of terrorism. The
o

- indiviaual acts of violence <can only pe detinea as
b ::;
o terrorism if conducted for personal gain. Acts committeac
N

-

'q" . . . . . . \ .

o in connection with a political cause, especiaily against
( - "colonialism" and for *“national liberation", are outside
- the caefinition of terrorism. These acts constjitute
- legitimate measures of self defense.8

Brian Jenkins, the chief terrorist expert for ne

2 Rana Corporation, disputed this in his [¥85 stugy.
o Jaternat] i / wag . i tne stua,
,, he drew a clear distinction between internationa:! lecror iz

ALV ily Aand the rules of war. e pointed cut Nal Ui

iy tules ot war define pejiigerents and neutta:  Tell Tl L.

oy

Ccieal .7 prohipit the taking ot hostayes.

&

.

"
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They also grant civilians not asscciated with vaiid tacge

? at ieast theoretical immunity trom attack and pronicit

- violence against those held captive.? However,

i; terrorists do not recognize any rules or conventions ot wat

? for compbatants, non-combatants and priscnecrs of war. They

: do not recognize neutral territory. They use “"ruthless"

A

;: methods and tactics to attack civilians, including

B toreigners, who are not even remotely involved with tne

a controversy.10

A According to past underground leaders, this has not
always been the case for revolutionary movements. Michael

PR Falalh

Collins, the Chief-of-Staff for the Irish Republican Acmy
(IRAY until his assassination in 1922, said of the earc.;,

> IRA campaign against the British:

We struck at individuals, and by doing sc
we cut their (British) lines of communication:
and we shook their morale. And we conducted
b the conflict...as far as possible, according
K - to the rules of war. Only the armed torces
; and the spies and criminal a%ents ot the
British government were attacked.

Menachem Begin, former Prime Minister ot .srcae..

was the leader of the Jewish underground group [rgun cJvai

'S

f Leumi during the 1940‘’s. He maintained that civilians wete
: not targets of the Irgun. For example, he insisted that
- the occupants of the King David Hotel were warned prior to
f the 1946 bombing of the hotel by the Irgun. “There were
g many civilians in the hotel whom we wanted, at ali costs,
. to avoid injury. We were anxious to insure that they
. 15
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should leave the danger zone in plenty of time fcr the.rc

safety."12

There is a clear difference between the soldier and
today’s terrorist. The soldier employs violence in
accordance with the law against an enemy lidentified by
legally constituted authority. He is bound by the rules ot
war and, if he violates them, is held accountable for those
actions. The terrorist, on the other hand, uses vioience
in viotation of the law against persons who are not at war
with him. In the case o©of the solaier, the status of
belllgerency is at least a condition known Ly ALl
parties.l3 Senator Jackson highlightea the ditference
in his talk during the 1979 Jerusalem Conference, when ne
said:

Freedom fighters or revolutionaries don t

blow up buses containing non-combatants;

terrorist murderers do. Freedom fighters

don‘t set ocut to capture and slaughter

children: terrorist murderers do. Freedom

fighters don’t assassinate innocent

businessmen, women and children; terrorist

murderers do. It is a disgrace that

democracies would allow the treasured word

"freedom" to be associated with acts of

tecrorists. !4

The discussion on who is a terrorist and wno 'S GT
cont.nues today. [t is still the subject ut depatle 11 nhe
Unjited Nations. Chapter Three will address this 1sSzue .4
more detaij.. What 1S not debated s that inteciiat . oi,a,

tercori1sm has dgrown in scope and violence over (nNg oast

years.

16
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International terrorism is growing. From 1975

through 1985 more than 6,200 terrorist acts were recoraec

Wwor lcdwide., These attacks left 4,700 dead and over 9,600
wounaed. In 1985 alone, the number ot terrorist attacxs
reached a record annual high of over 800. This was a 6y

percent increase over the level o0f terrorism tor tne
previous two years. These 800 plus attacks resuited .n
2,223 casualties, of which 23 of the dead and (3% of the
injured were Americans. Since 1969, terrorists have
killed or injured over 1,000 Americans.15

Over the past ten years, terrorist attacks against
U.S. officials and installations have averaged one every 17
days. In the past 17 years, terrorists have murderea as
many U.S. diplomats as were killed in the previous 18U
years. Aaditionally, almost 50 percent ¢t Lhe

internaticnal terrorist incidents have been directed toward

U.S. interests.l6 Further, 80 percent ot the tecror.

4,
P

attacks in the 1970 ' s were directed against propecly w.:n
20 percent targeting people. Today, that relationsnip s
50,50.17

This upward trend is continuing. Jucring the

January-May 1986 time pericd, there were 346 internatiuna.

[oN

incidents, compared to 285 for the same perioa in [¥8

These 1986 attacks resulted in 318 dead and 763 wounded. '8

........
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There are many reasons for this growtn. continuey
political uncest and Socijceconomic probiems creale
v * conditions of turmoil in the world. These propbiems are
easily translated into acts of terrocrism. Additionaliy,
frustrated splinter groups are realizing they can make

& their own mark through acts of violence. Aadvanced

PR
. e ‘e by

communications technology almost assures instant ruulicity

-“‘v‘.l‘.-‘ ’

TR

for those terrorist acts. Further, international travei is

-

' d

much easier today and weapons are becoming increasingivy

.
e e
e

avaiiable to terrorists. Finally, governmerns Ssee
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et
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terrorists acts as a less costly way to str.ke a blow at

h

their enemies.19

s

Terrorism has become a worlawide proplem as wei;.

.

RPN |

L.

The most deadly groups continue to operate from the Micaie

o
L

East. Attacks from the Middle East account for roughly 35i

¥

.y
-

P PRy

JARRNE

x

percent of the total worldwide terrorist incicents. Theic

b

main targets are Israel, western governments and the.r

citizens (particularly the United States, France, Italy ana

i

Great Britain), and moderate Arab governments (especiai.vy

»
l' l.\-:\

7

Jordan, Egypt, Kuwait, and Saudia Arabia).<0

N

Western Europe, on the other hand, suffereda 200 of

‘1 @

Pl k'
)

» the over 800 worldwide terrorist attacks {n [98S. There

»:' _‘

= are [ndications that terrorist groups Such as the ita:ian

N -

A0 . . . . ;

® Ped Brigade, French Direct Action, German Kea Army bact. oo
ana Provisional Irish Republican Army are Deg..h.hy  °.

coordinate attacks throughout Eucope.;l

18
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Sociai, economic, and politicai turmoil nas
prolongea patterns of tercor ism 1n Latin Amer.ca.
Countries experiencing particulacly hign terror:st activity
includge El Salvador, Colompbia, Guatemala, Chile
ana Peru. During 1985, more terrourist attacks wece
Qirectea against U.S. citizens 1n Latin America nan ai..

other area of the worid.22

NORTH AMERICA =————
. 5%

WESTERN EUROPE

25.6%
*IDDLE
EAST
L6.6%
AFRICA
5.1%
ASIA  5.7%

EASTERN EUROPE
2%
LATIN AYERICA
16.3%

FIGURE 1
Distribution ot Internathuak
Terrorist incicents ;985 <3
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is But what is the real impact of these tercor:s:t
I: attacks? Has the United States inflated the threat trum
E: international terrocism?
A
?i Impact of Tegrorism
‘{; Walter Laqueuer, Chairman, Research Council of the
’;ﬁ Center for Strategic and International Studies at
ii Georgetown University, claimed that the United States tenas )
i to magnify the importance of international terrorism. He
;zz admitted society is vulnerable to attack, but stressea it
\E is also very resilient. While terrcrism is very "noisy’,
ié‘ he maintained that it has so far not Dbeen very
¥: “destructive", According to Mr. Lagueur, there were (&7
i&? U.S. civilian deaths from 1973 to 1985 as a resu!t ot
i:- international terrorist acts. He does not 1nclude U.s.
;f soldiers killed overseas by terrorists. He implied this is
ig not a significant number .24
t Mr. Jenkins made a similar point. He comparec
tg. terrocist casualty figures with the 200,000 indiviaua!s
nE: murdered over the past ten years in the United States. He
;; also compared this with the 60 million deaths which
3} occurred during two world wars.25 Jenkins usea this
%ﬁ overall picture to emphasize the importance of perspective.
:‘i He stated that "we must also remembec that terrorism s
jkt largely a matter of perception, so that a tew sSpectacu.ar
ﬁ&. incicents may give the impression ot a Sericus teCt i« oh
- 20
O
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—
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problem."25 He also maintained that, "within its present

AN

-

limits, terrorism is bearable. This is not to say that

¢ g

terrorism is tolerable, for it has become a more sericus
h. problem than anticipated. Yet, few governments are
seriously imperiled."27

@{ Laqueur and Jenklns did not say that tecroc.sn

- poses no real threat and that |t shoulc be ignorec.

Laqueur acknowiedged that it tercorism 1S negiecred,

y “unpleasant and dangerous consequences Will resu.z. ' «B

25‘ They both stressed, however, that the mayor impact trom
E international terrorism is not found in casualty
- statistics, but rather in its impact on naticnat pci.cy.

. While casuality figures are numericaily smaliec
. than for other trouble areas (such as domes;ic crime?’,

- terrorist casualties have a symbolic impact and are

politically significant. "Its real and lasting effects

cannot be measured in body counts or property damage Dput

y

r rather by its long-term psychological impact ana tnhe
G

1

- subsequent political resuits."2? It has altered U.S.
ot

;j toreign policy, affected the ability (o 1mp.ement hal
k]

L C e ,

v policy, demonstrated U.S. difficulty in <cesponuina o
}' terrorism ana compelled the United States o duvei.
o resoucrces to protect facilities and people. Wili,am Uaze. .
L

’ tormer Uicector of the Central Inteliigence aAuenc. (Ol-a0.
- believes radical groups have a potentai 1] fut ue
) ’

K4
- concessions not attainable through tradgitiona., dipiomat.o
!

. 21
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means. Further, he stated that our "dQecision mdakKk.ny

process can pe disrupted, confidence in the wockaoi:i.ty ot

our initiatives can be eroded, anad - uniess we dea.
;;' effectively with terrorism - our internationa!l credibii.%y
"o will pe seriously weakened."30

L. The threat from international terrorism nas

if{ underminea U.S. Middle East policy and demonstrated U.S.
- vulnerabilities. The 1983 bombing of the Marine Corps
iy headquarters in Beirut is a case in point. It demonstrated
o

&? how a terrorist act could impact U.S. foreign policy. The

attack provoked intense debate in the United States,

eventually prompted a troop withdrawal from Lebanon anc

!én tatally wounded the multi-national peacekeeping force.3!

.fl Ben,amin Netanyahu is the férmer Israeii: Ueputy
$£' Ampassador to the United States and curcrent Israei:
.53 Representative to the United Nations. He stateac that tne
;é; magor damage fcom intecnational terrorism is not pecsona.
e or physical damage. [nstead, he maintainet 1l S the
‘éi ‘shaken contidence in government", the guestioning of .3
EE ‘apilities and competence to insure a world subyect tc tne
,ﬁ rule of law.”32 But how successful have the internat:ofia.
;;: terrorist groups been?

R

?f- Terrorist authority William Waugh wrote that these
-_: groups have pecome increasingly successtul in Giscupling
::_;Z;.

o
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the West. Aaditiona. iy, LU appears  tne,r goa.sS  are
expanaing. The strategic oc.ect..es ot snternat.onsa,
terrorism are to:

(1) Gain publicity ang support tor their
cause.

2 Disrupt social, political andg econcmic
interaction among western nations.

(3> Force the polarization of society oy
cliviaing the populace and fostering a breaxkadcwn ct
the statlus quo.

(4> Punisn non-compliant Civiilans  and
gevernment agents in  areas that terroristis contli o,
Or infiuence.

(S Intimidate and harass author:.r.es ta
force concessions.

(6) Provoke government overreactior.
(V> Eliminate instrumental targets.
(8) Provide for their own organizationai

needs by torcing governments to free prisoners ana
pay ransoms.33

Terrorism has grown because it has peen ap.e <
fulfill many of these objectives. Tercrorists have achievea
political gains from their activity. They have aiso enjouyec
crucial support from states. Further, they have cocme Lo
celieve they can spread fear in the general pupb!ic and tne,

perce,ve a hesitancy Dy governments O [resSpolu o S,

chaiienges. 3+ Lawrence P. Tay.cr, a <Caieer ST
serv.ce  otf.cer trom the 3State Lepartment, a. e
popuLiaritly ©f tercorisSm has been growing Lecause 1 wol-~3,
0T a3, the i me Dut otren enouan. in TPe Gamb.ae o T e
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atfairs it is a relatively good pet."3% Statistics appear
to support Mrc. Taylor.

The State Department indicated that terrorisgts are
the least likely criminal to be caught and punisned. ‘e,
are hard to catch to pegin with, and {f capturea, acre ofilisr
released or deported by governments fearful of retaliaticn

from other terrorist groups. According to the

Ltatle

w

Department Ottice to Combat Terrorism, 146 individuals wete
arrested as internaticnal terrorists priocr to 1976. ot
that group, 140 were released without' punishment.36 A
study by the Rand Ccrporation examined 63 major kidnapping

and barricade events staged by terrorists between (968 anc

late 1974. Conclusions summarized by a CIA research stug;
showed:
1) A 79% chance all tercorists wouldg

escape punishment or death.

(2> A 40% chance all or some of the:
cemancds would be met where something other (narn
Sate passage was demanded.

(3) A 29% chance for full compliance w.tn
demandas.

(4> An B3% chance of sSuccess where sate
passage or exit tor themselves or others was

demanded.

(5> A 100% propability of gaining ma.or
publicity whenever that was one of the terroristis
goals.37

24
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Ray 5. Cline, a senlor advisor at the Center rcr

Strategic and International Studies at Geocrgetowrs
University, outlined reasons for the apparent success rate
of international terrorism. They include:

(1) There is no universal agreement within
the international community about who is or is not
a terrorist.

(2> The media assures terrorists of an ‘
almost immediate and extensive worldwide audience. !

(3> The world’s tolerance and sympathy has
often permitted terrorist organizations to employ
celigious symbols, terms and ldeas to support
secular goals.

(4) Some states tolerate, appease anu
often glorify terrorists as heros.

(S) Liberal democracies have often |ost
the resolve to deal with terrorists, desplte tne
tact that they are aware of the threat.

(6> A history of weak response has made
terrorism a low risk venture.

The threat from international terrocrism is grow:ing.

while it captures world attention with viocient ang
spectacular attacks, international tercorism is tacrget.- g
U.s. foreign interests and its ability to exec.
internaticnal policy. Despite recent U.S. actions ania

convictions in Great Britain and West Germany, wesile:n
governments do not have a very good record of eftect..e.,
responading to the terrorist threat. Further., the :rut..:-
Wil most lixkely present increased cha. ienges 1O Weel .-,
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Trends - State Sponsorship

-

= International terrorism is growing. In Septemper
1985, Ambassador Robert B. QOakley, acting Ambassacor at ’
o

F, Large tfor Counter-Terrorism. outlinea five major trends tut
this increased threat. Accorcing to Mr. vUakiegy.
!

b international terrorism is and will remain a ‘pcdiniaent’
L-.‘

- factor in the international politica! scene. He a.3o
N .

¥ stated that, for the Unlted States at least, the pcopien
h . . . . . .

- will remain external. Terrorist activity 1n the Unizlec
'

T States is actually decreasing and accounts for less than
. one percent of the worladwide total. Morecover, cpen
o

o societies will remain the principal targets. while no
” government s immune, democratic societies are the most
- vulnerable. Additionally, terrorist groups will enjoy a

- greater lethality in the future. Finally, there will be a
-

" definite rise in state sponsorship of terrorist groups
o

e througnhout the world.39  gtate Sponsorship is the moest

significant trend identified by Ambassador Uakley.

*:;- Brian Jenkins identified two Basic lypes oL
o .aternationas tecrcorism. The ticset, what he Ca o eu
[

. "erdinary tercorism", are acts by I1ndependent Nal.ilita.
\’ Lerrorist groups. These groups have conducted altaces ..
N

- 7z ditferent countries since 1968. The loca! governme.iis
R

’ where these attacks occur tend to protect tcreidyn naticha. s

and vigorously pursue these terrorist groups.‘4U
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The seconda group includes terrorist organ.zationg

receiving significant state sponsorship. These groups are
conducting a campaign of terror instigated ana dicrecteda Ly
a handful of state sponsors. This sponsorship ranges {rom
ideological, political and propaganda support to aiplomatic
assistance. It also includes outright support with funcs,

training and weapons.4l

Secretary of Defense Casper Weinberger supports

this view concerning state sponsorship. In a recent
article he stated, "terrorists have formed partnecshigs
with radijcal regimes that cffer funds, weapons,

paramiiitary <training, sanctuary and a mouthpiece tco
propaganca and claims to legitimacy."42

There are a growing number ot goveramentis us.iiu
terrorism as an element of foreign policy. Ot tne SUU
worlawiQge terrorist attacks in 1983, approximateiy 20l
targeted U.S. interests, and at least 70 percent ct hose
“probably” involved significant state sponsorsmp.43 .ne
State Department reported that 93 terrorist inciuents .o
1985 “bore indications of state support."+4 Additionaiiy,
1t appears that U.S. allies are reluctant to enter tne
pattle aga.nst these groups for political andg econom:c
reasons. 45

There are many reasons tor this trend. Modern
conventional war 1s too impractical and costiy. Tercor . 2o,

on the otner Nand, 1S recogniZed as an inespens . e wap,

(8%
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wage war. It provides a cost effective alternative to open
conflict and is considered a way for smaller nations to
attack larger world powers. Further, responsibility for
acts of terrorism can be easily denied by the suspect
nation, thus reducing the risk of a direct confrontation.
Moreover, It is no longer a weapon tor Jjust the weaser
nations; major world powers are now including tecrourism as

a tool of their foreign policy.46

State sponsorship has introduced two major

gimensions to the terrorist problem. As a resuit ot tn.=s
sponsorship, terrorist groups have experiencec a
qualitative leap in their sophistication of violence. They

have also increased their "staying power". For exampie,
state sponsored groups are eight times more lethai than
“ordinary groups" and employ a wider range of options.
State sponsored groups operate less frequently because they
are not required to conduct operations to raise finances
and weapons. "State sponsorship reduces the constraints on
terrorists and permits them to operate at a higher leve! ot
vioience, empoldened by more resources, money, inteliigence
and technical expertise."” They also generaiiy LUK
American targets.47

In addition to the improvements, It appeacrs ne
porentia, utility of tecrror 1 sm 1S also InCreas. Ny,

Tercorist groups are used more and mMore (N COMDINALITH w.:in

other tools of foreign polxcy.48 Robert sayre, touiae:

28




Director o©of the State Department s Otfice for Clombatl..ng
Terrcor.sm and Emergency Planning, expressed this conceii.
In a TVI Journal interview he said, "what really buthers me
is that nations will sSee terrorism as a cheap way Lo
achieve political objectives."49

The list of nations accused of directly suppocrting
international terrorism is growing. The United States nas
igdentified Libya, Iran, Syria, South Yemen, North Kotca.
Cuba and Nicaragua as the most active. They are accuseda ot
providing training sites, modern weapons, safe havens anc
financial and planning support.so A 1984 State Department

brief outlined the situation.

International terrorism is becoming
increasingly frequent, indiscriminate, ana
state supported. The countries that

repeatedly support international terrocism
are Iran, Syria, VLibya. Cuba and the
People’s Democratic Repupblic ot south
Yemen. The Soviet Union provides heavy
tinancial and material support to countries
that sponsor internatiocnai teccocism.2t

Lipbya, Syria and Iran are depicted as the st

active, John C. Whitehead, Deputy Secretary ot 3Stat

a

.

specifically identified Libya during a statement before ine
House Committee on Foreign Affairs. He stated, "the iouny
list of Libyan-inspired threats and actions dAd.cecled
against the United States and Europe demonstrates tnat
Libya is systematically using terrorism as a matter ozt
government policy.“52 Libya is suspected of spending up 0

$100 million a year in direct suppoct of
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terrorist movements.93 Libya is also suspected of training
over 7000 terrorists. On 11 June 1985, Libyan Ileader
Qaddafi boasted, "we are now in a position to e‘:port
terrorism, arson and liquidation to the heart of America -
and shall do so if necessary."s4
Syria has assisted such terrorist groups as Apu
Nidal, Sa‘’iga and the Popular Front for the Libecation ot
Palestine. They have stationed terrorists 1n 3yr.an
empassies throughout Europe. The bomb usea to desicoy ne
U.S. Marine parracks in October 1983 was rigged by Syr:an
protfessionals in the Bekaa Valley. Syria also previded two
terrorist experts to support the hijacking of TWA riignt
847 in June 1985. An Italian prosecuter’'s report contenus
that the December 1985 terrorist attack on Rome s airport
was planned in Syria and carried out by Abu Nidal with
Syrian support. More recently, Syrian officials have peen
implicated in terrorist activities auring trials in Great
Britain and West Germany .59
Former CIA Director Casey, while also naming Liovya
as a prime terrorist booster, claimed Iran 1s the top
wor ldwide supporter. "Probably more blood has bteen shed oy
iranian-sponsored tecrocists during the last tew ,esrs tnan
ail other tercorists combined."56 [van $ .S, ainc
Pevoluticonary Council oversees such (ercorisi 4iCups as oo

Dawa (The Call), Amal Islamic (The Hope), anu nezZps . . afh.

36




el i )

TN LR

LI AP A

P e
[

£ TT
O R ]

PR
e
[T W

—
L . o'

TR

-~

Over 2000 terrorists from 20 different nations have bpeern
trained in Iran. Iran was also instrumental during the
hiJaCKing' of TWA Flight 847 providing communications,
training and weapons support to the hijackers.S"
This state sponsorship is spreaaing beycnd tne
Middle East and Europe as well. Libya is alreauay
cultivating violence-prone black Moslem groups in the (U.3.
and supports the Moro National Liberation Front ana the New
People’s Army in the Philippines. Iran is supporting
pro~-Moslem groups engaged in terrorist vioclence in
Indonesia.58
While these nations have been identified as direct

supporters of international terrorism, it is the apparent

support of the Soviet Union that concerns western ieaders

the most.
Soviet volv n

The Soviet Union is increasingiy |inked wiin he
causes ana operations of intecrnational lerroris. Lnear

suppocrt ranges from complete controi ot activivies

1
G

supplies o©of money, weapons, training, tecnno.: ogy ana
propaganda. The Soviets are charged wWith supporting orC
directing known terrorist training camps in Culi, oOut!.
Yemen, Lipbya, Syria and Lepanon.5?

Mc. Casey charged that "the Soviets and their East

Eurcpean allies have provided intelljigence, weapons, tuna:s,

31




and training for Middle Eastern terrorists camps in tne
Soviet Union and elsewhere in Eastern Europe - East
Gérmany, Bulgaria, and Czechoslovakia."60

The Central Committee of the Communist Party ot the

Soviet Union has established at least two facilities for

" terrorist training in the USSR. The Lenin Institute in

.:\'.:_
}j{ Mcscow is used to train third world *visitors" in armed
TN )
g combat and guerrilla warfare. The Patrice Lumumpa
O8 Friendsnip University was established tor the
inaoctrination and training of potential "rreeccm
tighters. "6l
Documents captured in Lebanon during the Palestine
Liperation Organization (PLO) evacuation of Beicut 17 178
provided concrete evidence of Soviet involvement. The
‘o documents cutlined the scope of Soviet use of the PLU as a
e
o vehicle for destabilizing the Middle East and exporting
ot
oy terrorism worlawide.62
S The Soviet Union has apparently included tecrrorism
s
™
.ji as an element of foreign policy to meet strategic ¢gca:s
T ' id
t :"':"
Fi S where conventiconal armed force is deemed |inappropriate,
ra '-',
,?“ ineftective, too risky oc too difficult to empioy. Tne.r
1
vfﬁ oroad goals tor using terrorism incluge:
LIS
(SONS )
vy (1> Influencing the aevelopments R
1:* neignboring countries. Recent Soviet activit.es .
_ij' ican are clted as an exampie. Agditionaily. osovie.
., support tor Turkish terrorcists (s an etfort to
o influence events |(n that neighporing countcy.
A
oo (2> DUrawing non-communist sStates into tne
LS Joviet orpit. Soviet support ot terror i st
) activities in Portugal almost enabied
~ revoiutionaries to seize power there.
:__:- o 32z
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(3) Helping to create new states where it
will have considerable influence. Soviet support
cf Palestinian claims for self-determination i1s an
example.

(4> Weakening political, economic anda
military infrastructures of anti-Soviet alljances
such as NATO. Soviet support tor the outlawed
Irish Republican Army 1S sSeen as an attempt o
weaken Great Britain’s resoclve.

(5 Initlating proxy operations in distant
locations when direct conventionat military
activities are not practical. The Soviet
manipulation of the South West African Pecple s
Organization (SWAPO) is a case in point.

(6) Stirring up trouble for the U.S. in
the highly visible region of Central America by
using surrogates, Cuba and Nicaragua. This presents
the Soviets no significant financial ourdens and is
a low cost political adventure.

(7> Conducting a "secret war" against
individuals considered mortal enemies of communism
and the Soviet Union.63

Neil Livingstone summarized Soviet involvement witn
the following statement:

The Soviet strategy 1is clear. Moscow

supports, sustains and abets internationa:
tercorism because [t has proven to pe a

reiatively low-cost strategy for nibpiing
away at the peripheries of the Western
ailiance, for undermining HNATC and its

memper states, and for scoring majJor gains

in the Third World that could potential.iy

aeny the Unitea States and its ailies )

access to critical sealanes and raw matecia.s.b4

State sponsorship has emerged as the single wios:

significant development in the increasing tnreat tocm
internaticonal terrorism. The potential impact is {imitiess
when nations such as the Soviet Union, Iran, Syria and

Libya use terrorist organizations as instruments ot tore.an
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e policy. Mr. Netanyahu recently wrote, “"without the sSuppor:
of fered by the Soviet Union and the Arap worla,
international terrorism would revert to its eariier,

localized manifestations before the 1960°s and would hardiy

dominate the global scene."65

iéi Western governments face significant problems in
the future. The difficulties begin with the basic

g

f; definition of terrorism; a seemingly simple problem put one

{b; that indicates how controversial this subject reatly is.
® Terrorism 1s clearly on the increase. This growtn .nc.udgey
e
~3} a 60 percent Jump 1n the last two vears and LU.S. interests
oo . _ . .
- are peccming a favorite terrorist target. ‘There ace main,
K-~
( reasons for this growth, reasons that provice chal.enges
- for the U.S. in the future. However, the maJgor threat

development is what terrorist expert Yonah A,exander caiieu
the "new era" of state sponsorship.66 Terrocism 13
becomning a tool used by governments as patrt of the:r
foreign policy. The Soviet Union and other totalitarian
states like Iran, Libya and Syria are activeliy ana

enthusiastically exporting terrorism into other countries

o whose governments they wish tO 1njure or overinrow.®:

-‘3' Ropert C. McFarlane, former National Security asavisot o
it

B _

[, - President Reagan, said,
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State support on the scale that we are now
witnessing has greatly altered the dynamics

” of terrorism as we saw it in the 1960°'s ana

‘ 1970’ s. With the help o0of a sponsoring

p state, small groups of terrorists can

}j achieve extraordinarily destructive power .68
L~

D This factor has a mayor Dbeacing on L.5.
counter-terrorist policy development. it Wi
signiticantly impact on any decision to empioy Jfili.iltaly
torce. Lawrcence Taylor outlined the next cocncern:

. The issue Dbpefore us (s what nations anc
- which values are to establish the rulies ot
. the game regarading the use of intecnational
b violence for the rest of the century? The
’ international community should but won t;
v it will either be the U.S. and like minged
) countries or it will be the terrorist andad
their state sponsors.

. Chapter Three will review the actions of the
K international community to meet this challenge. [t wiii
3 concentrate on actions in the United Nations since 1968 to
- establish the background for U.S. counter-terrorist poiicy

- deveicpment.
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CHAPTER 3

INTERNATIONAL ACTIONS
introguction

Chapter Two outlined the threat posea

oy

international terrorism. Ropert C. McFarlane, tormer

National Security Advisor to President Reagan, summarizeaq

that threat in a 27 March 1985 speech.

Terrorism has been established as a
fundamental challenge to our nationatl
security and that of our allies which
promises to endure and to expanda unti
together we find effective means tor
cealing witn ie.l

Chapter Three will <trace acticns o,

internat.onai community to deal with tnat tnreat. oS

Dackground 1s providea to establisn the Internat.ona.

tramewcork tn which u.s. counter-terrorist poiiCy nas

evglveaQ.

The chapter begins by reviewing actions taxen
the League of Nations in 1937. This is foilowea oy
review of the Uniteda Nations (U.N.> Charter as we |
cther declarations and conventlions dating tfrom | v48
L970. This provides a basis tor the more deta:'!'ea sStucy

U.HN. activities over the past titteen years (1%, -




This detailed review begins with the 1972 aratt
resolution on terrorism proposed by the Unitea States.
This resolution finally surfaced the major i(nternat.cna.
problem of defining terrorism, an issue that continues &
plague the Iinternational community today. ACQlitiohai .y .
U.N. actions from 1972 through 1987 are then out..ned.
Selected multi-national conventions and regional agreeinen:s
ace then discussed to proviae additionai packgrouna
information on internaticonal initiatives. Chapter incee
concludes with an assessment of the response oy :ine

international community to the terrorist challenge.

League of Nations

The first real effort to deal with international
terrorism by an international forum did not take piace
until the 1930’s. Cn 9 QOctober 1934, Xing Alexander ot
Tugoslavia and French Foreign Minister Louis Barthou were
assassinated in Marseilles, France. The govecrnment ot
France immediately proposed that an internationa. <¢im.oda.
court pe established to prosecute "terrorist wr.mia:s. <

The League ot Nations responded By NOSting ani .oleliial.oha.

ceontecrence on tecrorism in Geneva which prLoduced TG

convent,ons. Cne convention estaplished an 1nietratiola.

Cramina:r court ., The second, more importanti.y, Jet ;ned 107 s

of international terrorism and pronibited  3tates oo

conaucting any such acts.3 On 16 Novemper [“a7T, tre
42

* '-"""'-' e . ot ».‘."-" »'-'.'.\. *
I BRIV W TN G W G S N SRR PP SR S FRIRF P NP N SRPORPI DI N

- ’\-.-. ; 1'.}'_')
v



/

sl

L
N
QL

: .“ R

P

PR e

e 8
I

.
1

.« T )
L I}
R}

resu. ting Convention tor the Prevention ana Punishment of
Terrorism cetined tercrorism as:

criminal acts directed against a state

and intended or calculated to create

a state of terror in the minds of

particular persons, or a group ot
persons, or the general! public.4

However, terrorism was apparently not considerea a
magor internaticnal problem in 1937, The convention was
not ratified by a sufficient number of nations to make it
international law. The two conventions were eventua: iy
discarded ,unratified, with the collapse of the League of

Nations and the start of World War II.5

United Nations Chartecg

The original United Nations charter was des.ghied
to promote a peaceful world where internationa: acispuies
were settleda without the use of force. It dida not airect.y
adaress Ilnternaticnal terrorism, but various artic.es nNave
since been applied to this issue. Articie 2, paraygrapn <
ot the U.N. Charter essentially outlaws the use ot tcrce
short of a declared war by calling on U.N. members ¢
"settlie their international disputes by peacetul means".
The application of this "peaceful" resolution is turther
defined in Article 33, paragraph ! which outlines a number
ot peaceful alternatives to armed conflict. Art.cle o,
pacagraph 4 of the charter supports the tWwQ prev.cus

.

artici.es oy caliing on membe nations to ‘rettra.n N
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international relations from the threat or use of force.'
These three paragraphs, when combined, sSeem to prohibit any
method of settlement involving the use of force, or threat
of force, short of a formal declaration of war. “The use
of armed reprisals, for example, is not to be regaraed as a
peaceful means, though technically it may not pe war.'®©

Article 51 of the U.N. Charter proviced the on!vy
exception to this rule. It states that “*nothing in Ine
present Charter shall impair the inherent rignt oi
inaivicual or coilective self-detense." '

The internaticnal community has, in the pas:t
acceptlead the jdea that self-defense agalnNst Aarmed A&atIack
itncluces the right of the "victim" to end an attacx,
even prevent or deter the attack, Dy 'taking the war (o the
aggressor.’ This inherent rignt tncorpeorates the
traditiona: pre-charter concept of self-cefense which was
not .imitea to responses and aid not have to await the
AClua., armeqg allack . However. In cases where Tne3

gre-eTpt.. € Or Aant.c.patory” selt-defense ftorce was used,

L Nac LU Ce feasohAac e andg proporctionas . AU T Cha. .
LS LorTept ot o Lnrerent <el f-defense presuied Lhal Lt s
Tre OL4nt Sl oeach naliln., S 0Of Nat.ions acling lLugelhel . Lo

dec , e Lhern o and tor NoW L ong cond.aticns ex1 st wNich | wsSe

SO

The e, e Lt T s o Se st caetense Couns e
noweser , egGa. SCHhQo . ars Ltecaay [SFVR SR SO I TN
ConCenT . LGS denw i, Aan  authorony on NSNS G TGN R oAt
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and diplomacy. wrote that Article S1 is more restrict.ve
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than "anticipatory self-defense" implies. T[The seit-gefense
exemption applies only to emergencies. The nation mus: e
unger armed attack which is “"clear, unambiguous, sup,eci :c
proof, and not easily open to misintecpretation or
tabrication." Nations should not be allowed to cry “"vitai
interests" or “anticipatory self-defense" to Justity
military action under the right of self-defense.®

Yehuda 2. Blum, Israel’s Ambassador to the Unitec
Nations from 1978 to 1984, raised the question of applying
Article 51 to terrorism by classifying acts ot
international terrorism as "armed attack". He wrote that,
while terrorist attacks viewed separately might not quality

as armead attack under Article 51, the campalgn ot

international terrorism considered in its tota.ily (S
another question.l0 Critics of applying Articie o2i :tu
tecrorist attacks, on the other hand. guesticn Cw

governments that are not fighting tor their existeuce
against Intecnationai terrorists can Ciaim Self-cetense. * -
Apbraham Scfaer, legal aavisor (o the Stale
Jepartment, outlined the administration s sStandg of the
app.ic3iticn of Articie 5i. In discussing atfacks Oy

1TEe GGl TSOred Ler{O0 1St groups, he said:

.nternationas law recognizes the right tc
use torce in sel f-defense against armed
ittack...To the extent that they are state
Supported, or ceyond the capap ity ot
ne .o o governments  to contro., we (LU.S.)

ERCAL  AOaTaranac ol
L
3
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are entitled now to use necessary ang
proportionate force to end such attacks.l<

f “”‘A' L, 4,

N He also stated that international law regulates the use of

force in the territories of other states “whether to

Ay capture or attack terrorists or to rescue hostages |ocateca

there, or against the states themselves for sponsocing

f:%? terrorists or conspicing with them in specific terrorist
:E;i activities."13

\on This =Zebate continues today. The prohibitions of
i _ Articies 2 anua 33, as well as thé application of Artic.e
i ?E 51, remain hotly contested issues on the nationa: and
SO,

_:: international scene. The Reagan administraticn has acoptiec
Tl

1Eif an open interpretation of Articlie 51 insisting that tne
I

:ji U.S. is under "armed attack" from internationa! terror:sm

(__' and, therefore, free to respond with military force.

SO In addition to the basic U.N. Charter, the Unitea

Nations specifically addressed terrorism as early as 1948.

Through a series of declarations and conventions, the U.N.
estaplished a framework for later action on international

tercorism.

Zarly Declaratjons - 1948 to 1972

A Early actions py the United Nations, apart :iiom
the oasic Charter, did address the prooiems RN

ternationa. tefrorism. Four sSpecitic exailip.es aie

46
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In 1948, the U.N. Declaration of Principies or

Internaticnal Law denounced the organizing, assisting or
participation in acts of terrorism by one state in another
country.l4 gsimiiarily, Article 2, Paragrapn 6 of the Dratc:
Coae of Uftenses Against the Peace and Security ot

Mankind, drawn up by the U.N. International Law Commiss:c:n
in 1951, declared unacceptable "the unqQertaking cr
encouragment by the authorities of a State ot tercor.s:t
activities in another state". In a 1956 deciaratiocn
adopted by the General Assembly, the Unitea Naticns
prohibited states from supporting internaticnai
terrorists. 1S Finally, the Declaration of Principles ot
International Law Concerning Friendly Relations ang
Cooperation Among States, adopted by the General Assemb.y
on 24 October 1970, further supported the ban on

terrorism.16

This summacy of United Nations deciarations :t: o

1948 to 1970, although not all-inclusive, sShows tnat ine
intecrnational community clearly regardea terrorism as
iilega:. The wording of the declarations outiawed Ny ooe

of terrorism and terrorist tactics by one nation against
another. However, as this study will sShow in ne oex:
section, the key issue of defining "terrorism" had yet ¢
be adaressed effectively. This agetinition propiem :u

surfaced with the United States draft resolution anu
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convention on international terrorism supmitted to tne

General Assembly on 25 September 1972.

97 .S aft lutjon

In addition to the U.N. declarations that
addressed terrorism in general terms, the internationai
community also approved four multi-national conventions.
These conventions, adopted prior to 1972, addressed
specialized threats from internatiocnal terrorism. Three
conventions dealt with the threat to civil aviation whiie
the fourth was designed to protect diplomats from terror st
attacks. 17 The international community haa adaressed ne
problem of sSelectea special cases o0t terrorism Sul i
general convention on international terrorism nad nct oee:rn
aqopted.

On 25 September 1972, the United States introcucey
to the U.N. General Assembly the Draft Convention for une
Prevention and Punishment of Certain Acts ot [nternaticnrna.
Terrorism. Th2 proposal attempted to expand the range ou:
crimes outlawed under international law to include acts not
already covered under the four existing speciaiiczec
conventions. The U.S. government believed that [t was
imperative to take action against terrorism (o protect tne
lives of innocent peopie. Additionally, terrocrism now
posed a Sericus threat to the Internationa!l orger.+S Sho

acoion accompanied aIcdilionNal poliCy thillatives

48
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within the Nixon administration to address the

international terrorism dilemma.
The resoclution attempted to protect a

individuals from attacks by terrorists, not Just diploma

i

s

or passengers on civilian air carriers. In Article 1, tne

dratft convention identified an internationai terrorist as

any person who unlawfully kills, causes
serious Dbodily harm or kidnaps anaother
person, attempts to commit sSuch acts,
or participates as an accompliice ot a
person who commits or attempts to commit
any such act.l9

It attempted, however, to avoid “becoming enmesheda in t

ne

thorny issue of aggressive acts carried out in the context

of a people’s right to exercise self determination (f

or

example, in civil wars or colonial insurgencies).” The

proposal specifically excluded a discussion of domestic

terrorism and tried to avoid placing constraints
legitimate wars of national liberation. The proposai
applied only to acts of "international significance  wnhi

was detinead in Acticle 1.20

on

cn

Article 3 of the dratft converntion inciuued a xe,

prcvision. lt piedged each signator tu either extcagile
punisn individAuals found guilty of “"terrorist auls
internationail slgniticance” as outiineg oy

convention.<l

N -
o

(@]
re

The draft convention met 1mmediate resistance,

The predominant objection was that, aespite U.3. eftortis

49
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A
- tne contrary, the resolution hipncerec VIVE-19 wals  Cf
nat.onal liperation. The obyections tocused on three Ma.n
' issues.

(1> Racist and colonijal powers would
exploit tne issue of international terrorism to
Justify oppression.

(2> Colonial and racist regimes were
terroristic themselves but their actions were not
aadressed by the proposed U.S. resolution.

3 International terrorism was really

A - not a major problem and the resolution distractea
e world attention away from the real issue of
N imperialistic oppression, racism and colonialism.<2
o Critics of the resolution also maintained that ine
2, proposai should be defeated because (ts definition ot
v terrorism was unclear. They also said it was necessary LC
(j< study the causes of terrorism turther petore tak.ng acticn.
. Aaditionaiiy, tney maintained that the U.N. was be.ng asereu
e to act in haste, primarily as a response to the lefror:st
L attack auring the 1972 Munich Olympic Games.<*
' Once the U.3. realized that there was .nsuitb.c.ear
'}'."f.'
-
Qs support in the General Assembly tor the dra:t resoiul.on.
N
H.\.
o _ . .
':t; 1t shifted to supporting a compromise proposai sponscred oy
L~
.’
N a group of western nations. Unlike the U.S. proposarl, tne
o
T compromise resolution inciuded a paragraph speciticCa..v
,}k reaffirming the rights of wars tor nationa,
XS 24
i sel f-determination.
[
3i However, before this compromisSe dratt was voled
L~ v,
;f? on, a thicd proposai was intrcduced. This thica spt.on.,
3
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sponsored by 16 African and Third World nations, tocusec
attention on affirming the rights of self-determination anag
the legitimacy of national liberation struggles wnile
condemning "repressive and terrorist acts by coloniai,
racist ana alien regimes". The proposal recommencea nc
immediate measures to deal with international terrorism put
rather reterred all action to an ad hoc committee to sStucy
the problem. The African-Third World draft was aaopted oy
a 76 to 34 vote withn 16 abstentions.<®

As a resulit of the vote, the Generai: AsSsemu.w

established a 35 memper ad hoc committee on i1nternational

f terrorism. [t first met in July/August 1973. The meetings
j were characterized by fundamental differences on wnat zIne
ti committee’s focus should be, what measures were appropriate
{. as responses to terrorism and what would be an acceptabie
i cdefinition of terrorism. The initial committee report was
3 little more than a "summary of divergent views."26 Ihe
committee was continued by a 1977 U.N. resolution ana

)

E reconvened, but met with similiar results. The aa noc
;; committee failed to develop any practical or speciti.c
‘ measures to deal with international tecror.sm. ol
D

% essentiatly kilied any chance tor an etfective [esSpohise
2 With 1S tinal ceport, submitted in 1979.27

é Aithough the U.S. proposa: tal . ed, C

-

nigniignt tne major 1sSsue Dlocking the deveiopment oui  a

v

consensus oOn International terrorism. The Un:tea otaies

- Sl
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saw the problem ot internaticnal terrorism as pr.mar..,

(‘ ‘ numanitarian issue. Feeling that there was a Lr.ouo
gyf international agreement on the nature of the threat. iz
W

ihf U.S. concentrated on resolving disagreements over tecnn..:.
U

f;?: questions of how to deal with it. The thira wor.ig aru
tiaf communist nations, on the other hand, saw the :ssue ..
tiﬁ primarily political. There was no agreement tcom them ., .-
by

$ﬁ the problem, as outlined by the U.S., even existedq. e

real problems c¢entered on colonialiam and repress..e

regimes.28

U.N. Actions 1972-1987

g
S
e The problems of defining terrorism continuex o
ol impede the development of international norms  anc
A
A, . — .
ccoperation throughout the 1970 s.2°9 The internaticna.
AN community dic successfully ratify a numpber <t
'_\‘:'.
NN multi-national conventions dealing witn specitic torms ot
o~ terrorism, sSuch as aircraft hijackings and nostage-ta<.na.
‘-'. . .
N dowever, the deveioping Third World, with suppoct rcem e
.\:’4_.‘
:s} Communist Bioc, sSought to narrow the detiniiicn  .:
_.-1._‘-
';- international terrorism to preserve the l!egitimacy a:nc
el

legality of "terrorist violence" Dby national Licerat.on

movements. The third worid continued to resist ettorts o

define terrorist acts as criminal. Instead, they chanaec
the focus from the aces themselves to the ‘misery .,
1
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frustration and grievances"” that aliegediy caused
tecrorism.30
’ The Soviet Union did atfirm its opposition c
“acts of terrorism" such as murder, kidnapping and a.r
higacking. However, they frustrated western efforts tor a
comprehensive international convention for the preventicn
of terrorism. They refused to join western leaders in
giving the term “international tecrorism" a proaa
interpretation that may include certain acts Dy nationai
liberation movements. Instead, the Soviets insisted hat
those wno engaged in these wars of |iperation, regaraless
ot the tactics wused, should De protecliec uince:
lnternational Jaw. The west, which founa vicient acts
aimed at innocent civilians unacceptable, retused to ygranc
these movements legitimacy.31
Despite this refusal by western governments,
terrorist groups have attempted to use the i1nternationa
legal system to claim equal status with sovereign nations
ana to posture as legitimate liberation movements. They
have enjoyed some success.32
In 1974, Palestine Liberation Ocrganization <(£LJ>»
chief Yasic Arafat was ilnvited to address the U.N. Uenhieta.
Assemply. The U.N. also invited the PLO to a conveutl.un

e to impraove upocn the 1949 (Geneva Lonvenuici, <.

Q
bl

dumarnitacian rules of War .33 During the conference the oo

oLcried roc the acoption ot a Cesoiution Nnacl Nva s s

Ui
W
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2. ass.ty "struggles ot pecpie against colontat...anc
a..en...raclist regimes® as "international armed conti.cis
wnger the Geneva Convention. Fucther, the protccu.

proviged that compatants need net aistinguisn themse. Jed
tCcm Cciviilans untii the actua: point Or engagement. LD
was an attempt to extend the rights atforded o unifociuew
compatants by the Geneva Convention to '"irreguiars® wno ilay
not pe opliged to separate or distinguish themseives {rom
the civilian population. The protocol was aaoptea by :tnhe
conference in 1977. It effectively legitimized the
terrorist practice of concealing themselves among tne
civilian population. As a result, the protectea status of
civilians, the <core of the Geneva accorcs, was
significantly weakened.34

Due to what Defense Secretary Weinberger calls a
‘grave lapse", the U.S. sighed the 1977 c¢convention.
However, the convention has not peen ratified py the Uniteaq
States, Further, Secretaries Weinperger, Shu.tz aad
Attorney General Meese have recommended to President reagarli
tnat the convention not be submitted to ne sSenale Lol
catitication in the future. In February 1987, Presiaent
Feagan sent notice to the Senate Foreign Keial.aongs
Committee that he would not submit Protocol 1, as tne
revision adea.ing Wwith international armea contiicls e
known, for ratification. The President did, nowever, urye

that the Senate ratify Protocol 2, wWhich deais w.un

S4




]
; non-international contiict. More tnan (UL naticns s.dne.d
o the protocois and more than 40 have ratitied tnhem. e
Soviet Union has not put NATC aliies Denmarx, Norwa.,
; Belgium and Italy have ratified the accords.3°
f' From September 1972, when U.N. Secretary-Genera.
- Kurt Waldheim first asked for the inclusion ot
g international terrorism on the agenda, until 18 Decemper
~ 1982, seven resolutions dealing with terrorism were
t? adopted. While they did express deep concern overc
;E increased violence, the resolutions actually congaemnea on.y
55 cne tning; "the contjnuation of repressive and terccr.st
;: acts oy colonial, racist and alien reglmes."36
%t Neil Livingstone further outiinec the oecuti .,
< Councii record of responses to terrorism during tn:s

L

perioa. He notea that,

from 1968 to 1978, eieven Security Councii
resolutions discussed Israel counter-
tedayeen activities directed at Lepanon.
All eleven condemned I[srael for violating
the territorial integrity of Lebanon or
- for engaging in forbidaen military
: reprisals; none condemned Lebanon, the FLC
or the Fedayeen; nor on their surtace ao
they suggest that any violence on the

DR

X
e 1.

e part of the Fedayeen_ preceded the

By condemned Israeli attack.3’

- In 1985, the U.S. was more successtul 1n opbtaining
f: agreements and stronger resolutions on tnternatiomna

’ tercorism. On 9 Cctober (985, the President ot the uU.l.
3 Secur:ty Council 1ssed a statement congemn.ng a: ! aCis Ot
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terrorism and hostage-taking. Two months later, on 9
Decemper 1985, the U.N. General Assembly adopted resoiution
40,61 on international terrorism. In it the Genera:
Assembly acknowledged that terrorism was having a camag!ng

impact c©n international relations ana was reaching .eve.

U]

‘which may Jyeopardize the very territocial integrity anc

securiiy ot States." The resclution, “LunequivocCa. . r
condemns, as criminal, all acts, methoas anda practices o:
terrorism.” Further, it calls upon ail nations tc '‘retra.:

from organizing, instigating, assisting or particigating ..
terrorist acts in other states.'38 It is noteworiny inatl
tnis statement (s similar to those adoptea by the ¢n.ted
Nations 30 years earlier.37

Cn 18 December 1985, the Security Counci|

unanimously passed Security Council Resolution 579. ine

resclution, introduced by the United States, concemnecd
"“unequivocally all acts of hostage-taking ana abauc.ohi. A

The United States was extremely pieasec Wiin nedfu

recent U.N. actions. Ampassador Vernon Waliters., ‘e oL,
rermanent Representative to the Unitea Nations, cac.eu hos
‘a nistoric step, aimost without precedent o (e eni.i= ..
vears ot tne United Nations. 4! The issue. nowe.er. .= ;..
cicseaq.

In January 1987, Egyptian Foreign Min.sSielr ~nav.o

[e
0
3
a
ot

Apcel Meguid, askea the Unitea Nat.cns o Ded,
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prepacraticns for yet another i(nternational conterence o

Y
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o tecrcor:sm. In his 1etter to Secretary-Generai Javier Perec
e de Cue.lar, Mr. Meguid said "the international commud.t,
continues to sutfer the effects of terrorism Dy inQividua.s
- ana even U.N. mempcer nations."42

The United Nations has been the most active

international forum to address the problems ct

N international terrorism. After almost 40 years ot ettorct,
o wrought by diplomatic failures to reach a consensus, the
- General Assembly fully adopted a resolution on the genera;

control of international terrorism. However, major issues

X remain unsettled. For example, the proplem of qeifining

S

[

terrorism is still not solved. Syria recentiy calieu 1Ct

Pt

LM

. an international conference on terrorism with the rocus un
agefining "the distinction between terrocism ana the
iegitimate struggles of peoples."43

:i The international community has historica. !y desi
more successful in reaching agreement on pProtocois tc daea.
R with specialized aspects of international tercorism such a3
aircraft hijacking and hostage-taking. Chapter Tnree
‘é continues with a brief review of selected multi-natiocna:

:,. agreements that deal with these specialized cases.

R S N AL RPN S
JPETV. V. P50 6. WL VNN, PRV, ROV VI, V3. 194, 0§
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Agditicrnal Conventions/Regional Agreements

In adaition to the General Assemply Resolutiocon
4061 on International Terrorism and Security Councii
Resolution 579 on Hostage-Taking, the United Nations has
agopted five other major conventions dealing with various
aspects of international terrorism. Three deal witn civ..
aviation and were developed under the ausplices of L\nhe
International Civil Aviation Organization.<44
The Convention of Cffenses and Certa.n Ulhel =Uls
Committed on Boacrd Aircraft (Tokyo Convention:, sSigned at
Toxkyo on 14 September 1963, pledged the sSignatcrs o
prosecute anyone for seizing or interfering with a <Civi,
aircraft in flight. It dealt primarily with the guest:ion
of jurisdiction. The convention, however, daid not incluce
an obligation to extradite the hijacker. Further, aithougn
signed in 1963, it took six years for the required twelve
naticns to ratify the accord making ({t DbDinaing unaQer
international law.45
On 16 December 1970, the Convention tor ine

Suppression of Unlawful Seizure ot Aircratt (the Hague

Convention), was signed at the fHague. fhis convent . wn

Altempied to strengthen the 1nternationa! adl eee Tl Ui

a,0Ccrcatt  nNijacking by rcequiring Stitter pena.t.es ol

rijackers. More 1mportantly, (U expressiy Maue Ni dChel =

supject T0o extradition. The dgetaining cocunktry nad ne
S8
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cpt:on Lo prosecute the hijacker or extradite nim to eitner
the ccuniry ¢t aiccraft registry or the country wnere ne
nNisackea aiccraft landed C(if this country 1s different tcom
tne cetaining country).46
The third airccatt convention, the Convent.on ror
the Suppression of Unlawful Acts against the Satety ot
Civil Avaition, was signed at Montreal on 23 3eptemoer
1971. It adged sabotage to aircraft or civil air service
installations to the list of crimes. It also incluceg as
crimes acts of violence against passengers oOr crews. Lixke
the Hague Convention, the Montreal Convention incorporated
a prosecute or extradite provision. These three
conventions established a framework for internationai
cooperation to prevent aircraft hijackings.47
The fourth agreement, the Convention on ne
Prevention and Punishment of Crimes Against [nternaticna..ivy
Protectea Persons, including Diplomatic Agents (Hew LU~
Convention), concluded at New York on 14 Decemper (% =.
This convention addressed specitic acts, such as mucaer aad
kK idnapping, but was limited only to protect:ng dip.cmail.c
personnel. The agreement also made attacks on the ofticia.
premises, private homes, or transpoctation moces or
diplomats criminal offenses.48
The last protocol, the International Convent;ci

against the Taking of Hostages, was adopted in New 7Yorx on

17 Decempecr 1979. [t ocutlawed the taking of hostages ana
59
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aisc 1ncluaed a prosecute or extradite provision. The 1983

O E e

i' Security Council Resolution (579> on Hostage-Taking
reaffirmead the 1979 convention.4?

However, there were significant politicai anc
legal barriers to overcome before many provisions of these
agreements could be executed. The most significant was the
Political Offense Exemption to extradition. This exemption
first appeared in treaty form in the Franco-Beligian
Convention of 1934. The 1972 United 3tates-Spa.n
extradition treaty illustrated the po!xtfca: otiense

exemption. Article V of the treaty states that extraaglitich

. Paliatk
& R -
[y s,

shall not pe granted wnen the offense iIn guestion iS Ti a

PR
-
[N

"political nature” .90
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Abraham Sofaer, in a July 1985 acddress pefore tne
American Bar Association, outiined the poiitical otftfense
exemption as interpreted by U.S. courts. According to tnhe
- court, the poliitical cffense exemption "pronipits
;:J extradition of persons whose crime, however serious, was
committed in the cause or in futherance of civil war,
insurrection, or political commotion."S!

More recently, the Supplementary Treaty Between

Ve . LE
Wt L

tne Government of the United States of America anc ne
Governments ot the United Kingdom ot Great 8i.tailn and

0. tivcwn (rerand highliighted the pcob.em. PNL D G eene

proposed to modify the existing extradit:on trealy wueles..

the J.5. and GLrceat Britaln. The mMosSt 1MPor: 1. aoue L

LS. S N RO NS, S-S T S R S G S ST S, T 5.
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this controversial supplementary agreement, which was
eventually approved in 1986, is that it identified specitic
crimes that can no longer be exempted on poiitical grounas.

Since 1979, U.S. courts have denied four Britisn
requests tor the extradition of accusea o©or conviciecd
members of the Provisional Irish Republican Army. All fcur
involved violent terrorist crimes. Cne <case 1nvoivec
Joseph Patrick Doherty, who "blasted his way out ot priscrn’
while awaiting a British court’'s cecision on cnarges
including the murder of a British Army ofticer. Great
Britain requested his extradition from the U.5. on charges
of murder, attempted murder, possession of firearms witn
intent to endanger life and charges related to his escape.
However, due to the "political conflict" existing at the
time and finding that the offenses were committed "in the
cause of and in furtherance of that stcuggle", the juacage
ceclared Doherty s oftenses as political ana acenieac ing
extradition.22

Mr. Sotaer icentified the law asS the core prob.em.
not the juages enforcing the iaw. He stateaq,

The pbasic problem is the [aw 1tseit,

insctar as it is peing appiled sc that

the United States has pecome a sanctuarly

tor terrorist muraerers.

In addition to Jjust retusing extraac:.tion., I Nus
also been custom since the 19th century for the Jdetaining

nation to provide "political ottenders" asylum. lerror i1 st
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groups have exploited this. The politica: Otrense
exemption has Dpbeen used extensively Dy internationa:
terrorists to avoid extradition to tace prosecution tor
violent crimes.%4

Countries have attempted to close the political
offense exemption loophole, primarily through regional anc
bilateral agreements. With the 1977 European Agreement on
Combatting Terrorism, the 26 member nations of the Counci.
of Europe outiined violent crimes that could not pe treatec
as political offenses. These included c¢rimes such as
muragerc, kidnapping, hostage-taking and the use ot
explcsives or tirearms. The 1986 revision ot e
extradition treaty between Great Britain ana the J.o.
exciuded from the political exemption provision ‘"murgce:r.
manslaughter, kidnapping, and other violent crimes, aiong
with violations of international conventions on a&a.r piracy

and hostage—taking."55

The 1977 European Convention on the Suppression o1
Terrorism is one example of regional cooperation. ine 1%/}

T
i

Convention to Prevent and Punish Acts of Terrorism Takling
the Forms of Crimes Against Persons and Relatea Extortion,
approved by the Organization of American States in [¥7., (S
another example. The convention focused on deterring the

murder of pubiic officials and xidnapp.ng :or L AnSCm.

[hese agreements were aqQopted by regicha:. patt.es no tne
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absence of broader worldawide action on intecnationai

tecrorism.56

Assessment

Despite the apparent advances made Dy Ine
international community, Ernest Evans, o©¢f the Brook.nas
Institute, claimed that these agreements doc not constitute

a network of deterrence against terrorism.27 The majcr

~

(6]

propiem centers around a fundamental weakness of Mo
international conventions; there is no ettective
enforcement machinery. For example, Greece i€ a party o
the Tokyo, the Hague, and the Montreal Conventions. AS
such, it was responsible to hold an accuseda wou!c-ce
hijacker captured at Athens Airport during the June 1985
hijacking of TWA Fiight 847. However, the alleged hijacker
was traded by the Greek government in return tor the Greex
passengers of Flight 847. Mr. Sofaer argued that these
conventions are not enforceable because "parties te lne
cenventions have repeatedly retused to exicad.:ile U
prosecute hiljackers anda, indeed, have supportea tne.:
activities." 58

More recentiy, a frenzy Ot NosStage Taxk.nyg ..
Beirut has apparently gloweda extraditicn proceed, ius
petween tne U.3. and West Germany. SN Lo vanualy L
Monammeda Ali Hanadei, one of the four a:ieuec CiNG.LaCC: 3

in the TWA Flight 847 hijacking, was arrested N Fransmiut b,
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west Germany. Hamage| is suspected ot peing one ot the W
original gunman that hijacked the tilight ana muraeced Lavy
Diver Robert Stethem. Two West German pusinessmen |1v.ay
in Beirut were quickly kidnapped ana ottered in 3
nostage-for-prisoner swap. After initialily incgicating tnat
Hamadei's extraadition to the U.S. would be arranged quickiy
(with U.S. concessions to waive the death penalty), West
German officials suddenly altered their position. They
pecame concerned that the extradition might result in the
death of the two businessmen. West Germany later suggestec
that the extradition proceedings may take several weeks or
may not be possiple at all.9?

Mr. Maechling charged that politics permeate every
levei of international counter-terrorist actions. He citec
the Italian release ot terrorist leacer Appbu Appas atter
the Achiile Lauro hijgacking as an examp:.e. He aisou stateag
that,

countries l|like ltaiy, France, ana Spain

have made pbargains with tercorist groups

glving prisoners early paroie 1N exchange

for release of hostages and promises that

national territocy would be immune trom

terrorigst attace.®
In January 1987, three ot the Unjtea States
strongest allies refused to attend a proposeda conterence 1o
discuss "coordinated responses to the continued Nostage

taking in Lebanon." The U.S. proposed the meeting petween

representatives of the U.5., Great Brita.n, l7ai1y, rciance,
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west Germany, Canada, and Japan. These nations haa signed
a statement at the May 1986 summit meeting in Tokyo
“pledging international cooperation to combat tercorism.'
The U.S. suggested the January meeting to exchange
information and views on the recent wave of kidnappings in
Beirut. It was not intended to "elicit joint actions cr a
unified strategy." However, France, Great Britain ana west
Germany were unwilling to attend "because ot concern thacs
puclic knowledge of such a session would put them 1o af
awkwara position in terms of the safety ot nhostages Icuomn
their countries. "6l

The impact of formal international agreemenis on
the international terrorist threat has been minima:. [T a
single terrorist has been brought to justice as a resuilt ot
the three aviation conventions or the conventions o©n
hostage-taking and protected persons. Some have been
Jailed under bilaterial agreements and a few have bteen
extradited. However, most captured terrorists have peen
prosecuted under the country’s national laws or turnea over
Lo other nations using me thods other than torma.
extraaition.62

Mr. Wardlaw cilteq two easons whny nNaticns Na.e ol
cee ettective in regulating tercoc i s tnrgLan
aternational treaties and cenventicns. he [N SRR SO
propiem tocuses oOn the detintion 1sSsSue aAna nNe  Lhh. il

nature ot sStruggies tor selt-ueterminatl.on. hEe el
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community has not agreed on what does and dqoes 1ot
constitute a legitimate struggle for seit-determinatichn.
Adgitionally, Wardlaw identifies the second prociem as the
reiluctance of nations, incluaing those wno genecali,
support counter-terrorist initiatives, to give up their
right to grant political asylum to those WNG COMMm: <
politically motivated acts of violence.63

The U.N. has been effective in developing 1aw ana
marshalling support on those few issues in which tne
international community has reached a consensus; commerciai
aviation protection and the protection of diplomats.
However,

its contribution has been limited because

the difference in legal systems and

political orientation results in strong

disagreements over the definition ot

international terrorism ana who (s a

terrorist .64

Paul Wilkinson identified the Unitea Nat,ons

1tselt as the proolem. “The Unjted Nati1ons nas prcecvec Lu
ce a broken reed on the whole sup,ect ot tercor:sm. ©F
J.ce Presiaent George Busn was more Qirece in N.s
evaluation of the U.N.

To put it pluntliy - which, as a former

chief representative of the Unitea States

at the U.N., I may be torgiven tor aoing -

that organization has shown neither tne

ability nor vyet the willingness to come

close to an accentable agetinition ot

international tercorism to consider 1(sS
causes and sources; or to give shape to
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more than minimal cooperative measures

designed to prevent or compbat this prutai
activity.

In short, the United Nations cannot enforce peace.
It simply has no mechanism for controlling internatiocnal
teccrorism.8’

Efforts at international cooperation for the
control and punishment of internatiocnal terrorism, even
among close allies, have not been completely successtul.
This tailure could eventually lead to more vicient anc
gangerous responses by nations acting alone to tiii the gap

left by non-cooperation among sovereign States.58

Summary

Chapter Three reviewed the activities ot tne
international community to deal with internaticnal
terrorism. A number of declarations were outlineq,
peginning with the League of Nations in 1937. The mayocrt
international protocols that were discussed are iisted
below.

Tokyo Convention Canti-hijacking) 1963
The Hague Convention (anti-higacking) 1970
Montreal Convention (anti-higacking? 1971

New TYork Convention (diplomat 197
protection)

Iinternational Convention Against N
Tak ing Hostages

~)
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General Assembly Resolution on 1985
International Terrorism

. Security Council Resoclution S§79 1985
(Hostage-taking)

This is not an all-inclusive list but it qoes
represent the major agreements. Of tnhese, oniy the 1vgo
Genera! Assembly Resolution on Internaticnai Terrcocismn
aadresses the threat of terrorism as a whole. ‘he
remaining conventions focus on a specitic manitestation of
terrorism.

Chapter Four will trace Uniteda States
counter-terrorist policy development from 1972 to tne
present in light of the international environment. u.s.
policy was developed in concert with initiatives in the
international community, such as the 1972 proposed

convention.
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CHAPTER 4

U.S. POLICY DEVELOPMENT

Chapter Three outlined the history of ne
internationai response to terrorism. It showed tnat
international actions, centered on the United Nations, nave
peen marginaily eftective.

Chapter Four will review the development ot L..5.
counter-terrorist policy beginning with the N.xcn
aaministration. It begins with a short discussion of tne
strategic impact of international terrorism on U.S. poiicy.
It then outlines the development of U.S. counter-terrorist
policy from Presidents Nixon to Carter. There is no
discussion of the Ford administration because there were no
major developments during this period.

Chapter Four then concentrates on deveiopments
auring xXonalda Keagan' s administration. This section t.rgst
discusses tne organizational deveopment WwWiihin ne
4aministration to deal with [nternatiocnal tecrorism. wiln
the organization outl! ined, the chapter tnhen rev.evs
counter-terccrist policy gevelopment. ihe cnapoer

concludes with an assessment ot policy ettectiveness,

Kae)
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lmplicazions on U.,S. Policgy

Chapter Two outlined the threat pcsea oy
international terrorism. Chapter three reviewed activit:es

by the international community to deal with this threat.

Two major policy implications were derived from these
discussions. The threat from |nternational tecrQrism
constitutes a new form of warfare. Aaditicnally, tnose

national governments sponsoring international terrorism are
conspiring to reauce and discredit U.s. influence

worlawiae.l

Further, despite U.S. eftorts, internationa.
terrocism cannot pe “deteated" In a way that a mi:.laly
enemy can pe defeated i1n war. Terrorists cannot pe :orced

[

to cease ocperations completely nor e compe! !ed <
disappear as an aaversary.z Nejl C. Livingstone wrote,
[t must Dbe recognizeda that terrorism 1S
endemic to the modern world and wii}
not soon disappear. It cannot, In any
absolute sense, be defeatea or eradicatea.>
Additionally, as Anthony Quaintcn, tcrmer

Ampassador to Nicaragua and former Director ot tne State

Department's QOffice for Combatting Terrorism (1978-198Z)

pointed out, international terrorism 1S not tne singie mcst
important 1 ssue to American foreign pollcy.4 Yice
rresident George Bush, in a recent articie, Wrole nal
“tercorism 1S not as great a danger (O QuUC DA tiLlia.

Survival u4s, tor example, the Soviet NUCiear arseha. .
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u.s. efforts to contain international tercorism Wi
inevitabiy conflict with other political, economic,
commercial and humanitarian foreign policy obgyectives.
Counter-terrorist policy must be developea in reiation to

these other foreign policy initiatives.6

-~
It

However, the problem of internationa!l ter:sor.

i

must be addressed by policymakers. [t Is apparent tnat . :
teft unchecked, terrorism could become an important threa:.
Vice President Bush emphasized that, althougnh it may nci Lo
as significant as Soviet nuclear weapons, "as far &S (nhe
President ana I are concerned, terrorism isS a nationa.
threat."

Lawrence Taylor, a career foreign service otticer.
ocoutlined a series of points to consider in viewing
.counter-terrorist policy development.

(1) Terrocism will remain a probiem for
the foreseeable future. Attacks on embassies anda
staffs are certain to continue.

(2> Terrorists could paralyze the entire
U.S. toreign policy establishment by a systematic
reign of terrcor.

3 Continuing to absorb attacks w:thout
Jeveioplng a visipie etfective deterrent cr
t

ceaction works tC undermine generail perceplt.ons o
U.35. creaipiiity and power.

(4) 3State sponsored Lerror:ism 1S padl Ot
a broacer pattern of low-level violence directea <
tne West. [t presents a strategic chalienge o
western vaiues, pollcies and the J.5. 701 as a

worla leader.
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(5> The level and intensity of terrorism

nas no natural limits. It could grow to threaten
large populations with chemical and Dplotoglca:
weapons.

(63 Any strategy must be aimea at
controiling "the general terrorism phenomenon, not
oniy its current threat."8

Brian Jenkins summed up the problem of aeveiop:ng

a comprehensive counter-terrorist policy.

Such a strategy, in the case of terrorism,
is particularily difficult to design not
only because terrorists are ubiquitous,
elusive, ruthless, and imaginative...pbut
also because any effective defense against
them must be o©of an international sort,
binding together in common policies and
actions nations and governments that often
have vastly divergent views on almost
anything, including some of the aspects ot
tecrorism.

This study has already reviewed the "internat:oha
scrt’, the remainder of Chapter Four examines U.S. po. il

development.

pistory - 1968 to 1980

Nikon Agministration

On 4 September 1969, Charles Burke Elbrick, tne
J.S. Ambassaqor to Brazil, was kidnapped oy Brcact!.ian

terrorists. He was eventually released when the government

of Brazil met terrorist demands and flew 15 priscners tc

freedom in Mexico. Prior to Ambassador Elbrick

u

abduction, there was no real U.S. policy cealing wizin
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tnternationa. tercorism because few actls ot terrorism

involvea U.S. citizens or interests.i0

The beginnings of U.S. counter-terrorist poiicy
can be traced to a series of terrorist acts in 1972. 0On o
May, Japanese gunmen attacked passengers at Tel Aviv's Lca

Alirport «iiling 25 and wounding 76. The attack was

(U]

conducted py the United Red Army of Japan which wa

recruitec tor the attack by the Popular Front tor :Ine

Liperat.cn of Palestine. In September 1972, Palestin.an
tecrror.sts wxillea eleven mempbers of tne lisraeii Ciynp.c
Jeam auring the Munich Olymplc Games. In aacait;on, =wc

<1

C.5. diplcmats were murdered in the Sugan anda tne U.s.
Ampassador to Colombia was kidnapped.ll
In September 1972, President Nixon directec
Secretary of State- William Rogers to establisn a Cabinet
Committee to Combat Terrorism. In a memoranaum o
Secretary Rogers, President Nixon tasked this new committee
to coordinate and evaluate the government s
counter-terrorist activities and to formuiate overa:.
administration policy. This included the worlaw:ue
coliection of terrorist-relatea inteiilgence ana ine
protection ot U.S. personnel and instaiiations aproad.'<
The committee, chaired by the Secretary ct Siale.
inciucged tne Secretaries of Detense, (ransSporlial.sh. and
Treasury, the U.S. Ambassador to the Unitea Nations. ne

Director ot the Central Intelligence Agency (C.A), LUne

9
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Attorney General, the Director of the fFeqQeral Bureau

8]
re

Investijgation (FBI), and the Assistant to the Presicent 1ol

Domestic Aftfairs. The U.S. also 11ntroducea 118 <C

I8

3

conventicn on international terrorism to tne J.h. Ge

"

=

Assembly auring this month.13

The Capbinet Committee met onliy once. .ne
committee enaorsea an overall program strongly conaemnn.n g
terrorism, outlined a requirement for expanaed inte.|;gence

cooperation with aliies, and established a "no concessicns
policy.14

The committee did establish a permanent working
Group on International Terrorism under the airection c: Ine
Special Assistant to the Secretary of State. detween

Septemper 1972 and March 1976 the working group met (0.

(¢l

- N N A
times, frequently in response tc crisis situations.*

Carter Acministration

President Carter apol!isned Presicent liisoi o
original Capinet Committee to Compat Terrorism o .Y . i
I1ts place, he establishea the Nationa: 3Jecurily <Counci.
(NSC)» Special Coordination Committee. [his comm:tiee, muon
li1xke President HNixon's Cabinet Committee, was cnaicec oCy
the Secretary of State and included the Ssecretar.ies or:
Defense, Treasury, and Transportation, the Attocrney
General, and representatives from the CIA, NSC ana Joint

Chiefs of Staft.l®
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.. Two intecagency groups were aisov estabii:shec
assist the NSC committee in policy development, agenc,

coordination and information exchange. {he bkxecut.ve

e
2.

~ e
(]

B
AR

Committee on Terrorism included senior representatijives trom
selected government agencies. The Working Group on
;}: Terrorism, on the other hand, included representatives trom
;:. any agency with even a remote interest in the problem of
17

- tercorism.

The State Department was identified as the 'iead

agency” for matters involving international tercorism an
- headed both interagency groups. The State Jdepartment 3
.tj Counter-Terrorist Utfice, later known as tne Utr.ce :or
Compatting Terrorism and Emergency Planning., naa cgeen
N established in 1972 to coordinate all State Ueparimenc
counter-terrorist activities.

This interagency approach outlined tne Carzter

T administration’s "tri-level" organization for dceaiing wiin

- international terrorism. Figure 2 depicts the program.
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The tour maygor components of tne Cartéer proucran

were Preqiction, Prevention, Deterrence, ang reaco.ul..
Predjiction was based on intelligence ana
counter-intelligence efforts. Preventiocn exerclsec

international initiatives and diplomacy to make terrorism a
matter of international law. Deterrence concentratec c¢n
the protection and security of personnel and instaliations.
The "no-concessions' poclicy plavyed a major role il
deterrence. Reaction focused on the use of military tocrce
in specific cases.1®

Despite these changes, the U.S. counter-terccr. s«
organijization under President Cartcr was lneifectlive. e
groups became large and cumbersome with otten dJispata.s
interests. The (nterag ncy Executive Commitiee grew :: .
an initial 10 selected agencies to 3! agencies i
gepartments py 1979.20

The State Department QOttice tor Comcati.n gy

Terrorism aiso suffered problems. From 1972 to (¥.©8 1ne
otfice had seven different directors. Those wno e:f:
either retired or moved to relatively minor posts. Ne L

Livingstone charged that the Offtice tor Compat:.n
Terrorism had "traditionally been a aumping grounc :cr
foreign service officers with no special expertise n Ine

field and without sufficient stature to merit appoiniment
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to a diplomatic post."21 As late as 1982, tnhe COffice for

Compatting Terrorism was staffed by only six officers.<<
The Carter policy was likewise jneffective. The
agministration concentrated on human rights as a
"tfunaamental tenet" of U.S. foreign policy. It faiiea to
respond aecisively and to develop new initiatives o
counter the growing challenge from internationai tecror.ism.
Not wanting to appear inconsistent with 1tsS strong numan
rignts position, the Carter admin:istration tocused on ine
'root causes’ of terrorism and attempted tc Soive tncse

prop.ems. Wnile tightening security at embass.es a.u

Q]

aipiocmatic missions to discourage terrorist attack
President Carter softened his stand on tercorism o
pubiicly disavowing the use of force and by appearing

willing tc negotiate with terrorist groups.23

Nixon to Carter - Summacy

U.S. developments in counter-terrorist poiicy were

marginal auring the 1970s. In 1972, Presicent Nixon <.a
torm a Capbinet Committee, a dratt resotution oo
.nLecnaticnas terroc1sm  was introgucec 1. the Uli.feu

fat.ocns, ang the Jtate Jepartment Countecr-Terruo St oIl o
wWdas esStapi isned. However, progress wasS SiOow.

President Carter ailtered NHixon s sSlruciuie o

snitting responsipiity to the NSC Special Cooraginan . iy
Committee. He did expand operations with the 1ntecragency
84
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groups e€empIoyInNg a Pprogram that emphasited pled.cn.oi,
prevention, getercence, and reaction.
However, the U.S. government responaec s.C-. ..
The programs targeting international tterrorism rece..ec
only moderate attention and resources, and uSua:.y tnen
only atter a major terrorist inciadent. During the 1v¥ius,
terrorism was treated mainly in the context
of specific terrorist acts, with i1mitea
awareness of the significance of the
patterns or trends, particularily state
sponsorship of terrorists.

The legacy of U.S. policy left for Ronaia Reagan
as he assumed cffice included an announced "no negotiati:on.
no concessions” policy, a system that functiconed witn tne
State Department as the leaa agency for internationa!

terrorcism, an interagency structure tor policy deveiocpment,

anc tne Lelta Force.<25

Keagan Acminjistration - Urganizatjion yeveigopment

i980 to 1983

Eight days atter his inauguraticn, rres,cent
Reagan weicomea home the Iranian nhostages after theil -ia=

cays of captiv.ty. On that occasion he remarked,

Let terrorists pe aware that when the
rules ot internationai behavior are
violated, our policy will bpe one ot sSwitt
and effective retribution.<®
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In a iater speech, the President saidq,

We must make it clear to any country that
is tempted to usSe violence to unaqermine
democratic governments, dgestapllize our

friends, thwart efforts to promote
democratic governments, or aisrupt cur
lives, that they have nothing to gain, ana ]

much to lose.<
Brian Jenkins stated that, 1n tune with this new <oncern,
the Reagan aaministration "“politicaily eievatea tne proo.em
ot international terrocism to an | Ssue ct paramcun, s
. n "\8
importance." <

in 1ts first year the Reagan adnin.sioal.ohn

retinec the "lead agency' Cconcept (nitiatec py 2Iresidenc
Carter. The State Department sSti1ii acteda as tnhe ,eacd
agency for international tercorism. ine Just.ce

Department, through the FBIl, was responsible as the ieac
agency for domestic terrorism anda the Department ot
Transportation, through the FAA, [felel the lead over
terrorist acts apoara aircraft within the Jurisaicticn ot
the Unitea States.<?

The new aagministration also estaplished a numper

ot i1nteragency groups to develop and cooradinate overa..

poiicy. The 3Zenior Interdepartmentai: Group Ccn L1€0000 0 Sm

was the primary ocrganization. Simiaar LU rresiceli

Carter s Zpec!a, Coorainating Committee. The ST L0

[nteraepacrtmental Group met freguentiy (O CGeu: W.l iSoues

suUCn a5 inTternational cooperat.cn, JeSe a1l on iU
: 86

SEANL LY
Wittt

T _ 0 _r 3
R Y N

..

LN
ela et

.
)



B il et i ana¥ aa- cas oanof

ceve.opment, legisiattion, puclic diplomacy, tra:ning
prcgrams ana exercises., Chairec Dy a senior representative
trcm tne State Department (the [irector ot the Uffice or
Compatt.ng .errorism and Emergency Pianning), the Gicup
inc.ugea senior representatjives from tne QOftice of the V.ce
rresicent, tne NSC ana Departments ot Detense, lreasury.
Energy ana Justice. Senior representatives from the r3..
CIA, ana Joint Chiefs of Staff completeda the group. in
acgit:on, a numper of working groups were estaplishea to
support the Senior Interdepartmental Group. They operateca
in areas including technical support, exercises, training
assistance and public diplomacy.30

Within the State Department, the Director of tne
Ctfice for Combatting Terrorism and Emergency Planning
reportead to the Undersecretary for Management. This oti.ce

worked to support internal State Depacrtimen:

counter-terrorist programs anndg, as heaa ot the sel .

intecrdepartmental Group, coordinated governme: -
. . 3
ertfcrts to counter the terrorist threat.>:
The lead agency/intecrdepartmenta. wu:

was used as a policy~-developing coa..

Situation, however, an ad hoc group .o:

.

).

> oftficials was formed to aavise r.
.‘ - . 230

o X specitic situation.3<

tj'_;':' Neil Livingstione =« "«
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R signiticance was accompl ished aquring the first years of tne
S,
Y ( Reagan presidency. Mr. Livingstone quoted Richard Alien,
o
'jsr President Reagan’s Natlonal Security Aavisor during tnis
4
b
gﬁJ period, as saving that the U.S. was "way behind the power
1Y
~
[
k) curve" in developing a counter~-terrorist policy.33
f}{' Three factors were identified to explain this lack
ﬁ_: of national direction. Powerful voices in the foreign
b policy community maintained that terrorism was not a magyor
L
o problem and not a significant threat to the security ana
-..-\
- interests of the U.S. Additionally, <despite the
‘. administration’s organizational changes, there was no rea;
RS
e institutional machinery in the U.S. government to acaress
2%{ the terrorist threat as a total entity of sStrateg.c
aar importance. A vast majority of actions were nandieda on an

AR individual case-by-case basis. Finally, the controi ana
suppression of international terrorism was regarced by pas:
administrations as "inimical" and somehow "antitheticai" to

other foreign policy goals.34 Brian Jenkins chargeda that

during this period the U.S. government,

had not paid serious attention to the
problem of terrorism, despite the strong
rhetoric emanating mainly from the White
House. Most_ _regarded terrorism as a xina
of nuisance.
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;‘;} 983 - Marines Bom

i .

::; The October 1983 bomping of the Marine Barracks in
sz Beirut changed this sgituation. This was the turning point
-

" that pushed the Reagan admjnistration to increase attention
_::’.: and resources towards fighting terrorism.36

E:_ After the Beirut bombing, a 1983 Spec:iai
':'-: Presidential Study outlined new policy guidance. it
;L; provided for a program based on unilaterai, bilateral anc
ﬁ; multilateral actions using a variety of tools to counter
'%; terrorism. These tools included diplomatic, economic,
‘E% legal, intelligence and military options.37 In aadition,
-.\.,'

-:::' the Vice President was named as heaa of a newiy formea
~"

."} Special Select Group to function as part of a new crisis
(.ﬁ action program. .-The Special Select Group inclucea the
:3‘.; Secretaries of State and Defense, the Assistant to the
?..“J’: President for National Security Aftairs, the Director ot

the CIA, the White House Chief of Statf and the Chairman ot

SUL

o

' < - i

3 tne Joint Chiets of Staft. The Senior I[nteraepactnentai
e

i, . . X )

;‘_j Gcoup, outliined earlier, supported thi1s gpecla: oe.ect
[}

..‘ Group in an advisory capacity during crisis situations.<v
T

> In addition to these actions. the President sSouwn:
7 .

'5. support from Congress. On 6 March 1YBd, he sent a package |
- |
;!: of tour anti-terrorist bills to Congress aesignea to ueal
""-.

f}} with various elements of international tercorism. Two
':;: bills proposed to ratify and implement internationas:
Ny 9
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conventions signeda earlier py the U.S. fhese inciudea tne
Montreal Convention on aircraft hijacking, originally
signed in 1971, and the 1979 Convention on tne Takjing ot
Hostages. Neither convention had been approvea Dby
Congress. The third bill proposed paying a reward for
information leading to the location of hostages or tne
resolving of a terrorist incident. The final bill sougnt
to prohibit individuals or groups within U.S. Jjurisdiction
from supporting or training terrorist groups in other
nations. Congress passed three of the four bills. The
proposal outlawing support and training of terrorist groups

failed because it appeared to intringe on indiviauai rignts

guaranteed py the U.S. Constitution.39

The singie greatest change in adaministration
policy, however, was the move towards the use ot torce tc
counter terrcorism. Cn 3 April 1984, Presiacent Reagan
signed National Security Decision Directive 138 (NSUD 1343,

The directive tasked government agencies to deveiop options

N .
. B :
P Y

b for using military force, to include preemptive, punitive
’-.
x- and retaliatory operations, against the "instigators ana
.{‘: f
%; perpetrators” of terrorist attacks.40
o2 Prior to NSDD 138, U.S. poricy pr.mar..y
NG
o emphasized defensive measures to counter the terror:st
;f tnreacs. "Although apbsoiutely necessary. (hese mMmMeaguivs
U
.- - - .Q -. ‘l .I e - .- 3 - - S \ .- te .b . -I - .O " S . -~ “. y \ - - ‘e “ "
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alone do not constitute a strategy against terrorism." 4!

This changed with NSDD 138. The chief themes of the
classified directive are |listed below.
(1) No nation can condone terrorism.

(2) Every country has the right to defena
itself.

(3> Terrorism is a problem tor ail
nations.

(4> The U.s. will work with other
governments to deal with terrorism.

(5 U.S. policy aims to deal with ail
forms of terrorism but regards state terrorism as a
special problem.

(6) States that use or support tercorism
cannot be allowed to do so without consequences.

(7> The U.S. will wuse all availaple
channels to dissuade states from supporting
terrorism.

(8) The U.S. will heighten efforts to
prevent attacks and to warn and protect its
citizens and allies.

(9> The U.S. will seek to hold up acts ot
state terror to the strongest public condemnation.

(10> Where these efforts fail, the U.s.
has the right to defend 1tself.42

The qirective reaffirmed that tertorists weie

criminals and that U.S. actions to counter tnem wouia o€

guiaea Dy the rule ot 1aw. flevertneiess, ine
administration assecrted that the U.S. may take miiitacy
action betore each and every tact was known. CCl LSy ian 2l s

hoped to deter terrorists by clearly proctltaiming that (ne

U.S. response would be swift and sure.43

21
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The same day that President Reagan signea NoOU

138, Secretary of State Shultz
poiicy adaress to the Trilateral
statea that to effectively
tecrrorism, the U.S. must be

Secretary Shultz said,

We have publically put
that they can expect no
We will not pay ransoms
We will not bargain

hostages...Governments
actively support acts
us can expect rapid

deliverea a major tocreign
Commission. The Secretacy
compat state sponscreud

prepared to use force. =4

terrorists on notice
concessions from us.
or release prisoners.
for the release ot
which engage - in or
of terrorism against

and certain response.

We will wuse all appropriate resources at

our disposal, be they
economic, or military

diplomatic, political,

’ to respond to sucn

acts of international intimigation ana

extortion.4

Brian Jenkins, refering to NSDD 138 anca :1ne

Secretary’' s speech, said that "

tocgether they constjiute a

Qeclaration of war against an unspecitied terrorist roe, .0

pe tougn’ at an unknown piace and time witnh weapcns yel 10

ce cnosen.’ He callea it
signiticant policy and organizat

In addition

a mayor aeveopment waln

ional 1mplications.4®

to these statementis, ine

Anti-Terrorist Assistance Program (ATA), whicn wWas

initiatedq earlier, received greater support. The proaram

was designeda to train foreign

civilian law entorcement

agencies in anti-terrorist techniques. The program, wnicn

focused on areas such as

detection/disposai, and host

ajrport security, DCMD

age negotiations. rescues,

o’
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provided training to over 2000 participants from 32
countries by January 1986.47

Further organizational deveiopments took place in
198S. On 4 March 1985, the State Department Office tor
Combatting Terrorism and Emergency Planning was
reorganized. The director’s position was upgraded to the
level of Ambassador-at-Large for Counter-Terrorism. Tnis
new ambassador now reported directly to the Secretar, of
State, bypassing the Undersecretary for Management wno naaq
peen an intermediate echeion. The otfice was taskea :cC
develop and recommend policies on tercorism. O CoRduLLt
liasion with other governments ana work directiy wiin u.o.
inteillgence agencies. Following the initial ieagersnip
turmoil in the counter-terrorism office of the eariy 1vY.LUs,
the recent leadership provided stability. Antnony
Quainton, former Ambassador to Nicaragua, headec the ot:iice
from July 1978 to May 1982. Robert Sayre. focrmer
Ambassador to Brazil, directed the office from May 198Z to
1984. Ambassador-at-Large Robert OQOakley has tiiiea the
position since repiacing Ambassador Sayre in 1984 . 48

However, according to recent news accounts, lnhe

aaministration was pitteciy dividea on U.o. SO RN
execution. A Washington Post creport statea thatl .eaue; -

the Jepartment of State anda Department ot cJerehnse s gowid

against a "risky and unrealistic’ wWhite House ana C.ov . s
aitmea at removing Moammar Gadghafi trom power in o.iDY% . .he
93
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1985 plan reportedly called for a combined U.S.-Egyptian

invasion of Libva. The proposal was rejecteda py Egyptian

Presiadent Hosni Mubarak.49

Vi ent - K
Despite the adjustments made in [983-1984,
international terrorism continued to impact U.S. torejan
policy. Prompted by frustrations during the June 19835

hijacking of TWA Flight 847, President Reagan asked the

Vice President to form a task force to review the problem.

The Vice President’s Task Force on Combatting Terrorism was

formed because of concern for the increasing loss of
American lives as well as repeated terrorist threats
against U.S. citizens. Headed by Vice President quh. the
task force was comprised of fourteen senior government

officijals with major responsibilities tor U.s.
counter-terrorist policy. This cabinet levei task torce
spent the last six months of 1985 evaluating U.5. policles,
programs and capabilities for compatting tecrorism.>Y

The task force tocusSed on WO main areas,

organization and strategy-/doctrine. [t attempted to answer

questions relating to pbureaucratic organization. the

application of the "lead agency" concept and tnhe roie ot

the National Security Council. It also adaressed questions

concerning the scope of the threat ana the leve | ot

attention and resources that should be dedicated to this

94
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area of foreign policy. The Public Report ot the vice
President's Task Force on Combatting Terrorism was reieased
in February 1986. It made strategic proposais that
included a wide range of military and non-military options.
The task force made 44 specific recommendations to tne
President which later became codified by Presidential
directive.5!

Additionally, in January 1986 President Reagan
signed a secret directive authorizing the CIA to abauct
suspected terrorists in foreign countries and return tnem
to the U.S. for trial. The directive aiso reportea.y
authorized "covert actions against terrorists., I1nciuding
pre-emptive sStrikes against those" preparing tor an assauit
against U.S. interests. The President signea tne
directive, which was supported by then CIA Director Casey,
Attorney General Meese and Secretary of State Shuitz,
“aespite fierce opposition from some ofticials 1n nis
aaministration."92

Ambassador-at-Large QOakley insisted that progress
has been made in the U.S. effort to counter internationa:
terrorism. In a 16 June 1986 speech, he outlined Reagan
admininstration counter-terrorist initiatives over the pas:
two vears. They include:

Clo Intensitied Dbilateral reirationsn.ips
Wwith some titty gcvernments.,

(2 Uedlcatea more resources d4ana given
nigner priority to 1ntelligence activities abcovadq.
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(3> Improved security for embassies and
consulates.

(4) Improved intelligence collection.
(9) Wider range of unilateral sanctijons
against state sponsors such as Syria, Libva, Iran,

Cuba and Nicaragua.

(6) Strengthened covert and militarcy
capabitity.

(7> Greater cooperation with the private
sector.

(8> Expanded work with international
forums like the United HNations to establisn the
principle that terrorism is a threat to ail nations.>3

Qrganization - Overview

From President Nixon to President Reagan, some
form of interagency approach has been used to develop ana
coordinate policy. The current counter-terrorist planning,
coordination and policy formulation process runs from the
President through the National Security Council to many
executive departments and agencies responsible tor some
aspects of tercorism counter-action. The Seniorc
Interaepartmental Group on Terrorism, chairec ©y ne

Director ot the State Department Utfice tor Compali.ny

Terrorism and Emergency Planning, 1S the princip.e
coordinatxng committee tor counter-terrorism unaer ne
NSC. 54

In a national crisis, the Vice fresidgen? assumes

crisis management authority as head of the Speci1a! Sejec:t




Group. During this crisis situation " olicy decis.cns ace
made by this N3C-Cabinet level group. This group maintains
direct contact with the President Quring the crisis. ine

Senior Interdepartmental Group becomes a Suppori ana
advisory element for the Special Select Group aur.ing times
of crisis. (see Figure 3595

The Reagan administration’s counter-tecrorist
organization expanded over the six years from 1980 to 198o.
Growth was slow during the first three years but it was
acceleratea by two major events, the 1983 bomping ot tne
Marine Corps headquarters and the June 1985 nhijacking oz

TWA Flight 847. Th2 counter-terrorism organization

'\"._"4 [ 1ol B

.

evoivea to eventually include an ambassadoc levei post .0

the State Department to coordinate U.S. ettorcts. ine nex:

-'.. '.' ..

section wilil review the actual U.S. counter-terrorist

poiicy.

A nistration - i vel ment

ack na -~ C

U.S. counter-terrorist policy deveiopment nas been
influenced by many factors. They 1nclude the aeveiopment

of the threat, the nature of U.S. society, the obii1gations

of a democratic nation, and the responsibilities ct a wor.a

v en

(W)

leader. U.S. policymakers have attemptea to zarance

natura! desire for cetaliation with otner J.5. 1nteresis al

~
.
-
.
.
-
)
-

LA i
ECRRRAN :\.1
AN 2t



ST w T T W e T ™

TR WU W Y mU w0 Wy '.“T"FWVV‘WW‘:‘“W‘T'TWW!“ i Sal val Sl to b Sal Aol Gnf el Sok tah son .|

_ T
I SPeciaL
' Csil%:OUP . e
' SENIOR
INTERDEPART:ENTAL
L | GROUP
CRISIS ON
SITUATIONS TERRORISM
TECHNICAL SUPPO Bﬁauc DIPLOMACY ANTI-TERRORIST MARITIHE
WORKING GROUP WORKING GROUP ASSISTANCE SECURITY
Directs counter- Spreads greater ngﬁg%g%géNG WORKING GROUP
terrorist understanding Assess port and
technology of the threat Coordinates shipping
efforts and efforts to training vulnerabilities
counter it programns
REWARDS EXERCISE LEGISLATIVE
COMMITTEE COMMITTEE COMMITTEE
Fnrects monetary Coordinates heviews
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nhome and abroad. A tailure to do so coula perpetuate
terrorism and actually undermine U.S. interests.57

For this reason, among others, U.5. opticns tor
cgealing with terrorism must be as broad as possinle. 1o
implement an ettective policy, particularly against staie
sponsored international terrorism, decision-makers must be
able to draw from a full range of options. This s
aifficult when state sponsored terrorists succeea in
disrupting the fabric of democratic socjieties yet do not
reach the point of open war .58

The U.S. has two primary problems in aeveloping an
effective counter-terrorist policy. The policy must deal
with a wide variety of terrorist groups which operate
outside U.S. borders. Additionally, as outllined in Chapter
Two, state sponsorship provides the U.5. witn a majul
poiicy probiem.S5?

The administration has a tuil range ot optlicis
avaitable for responding toc the terrorist threat, ney
incluae 1ntelligence programs, internationa! cooperaticn.
economic/security assistance, political ana gaiplomatic
pressure, econhomi¢c sanctions and intormation campaigns.
foreign broadcasts.60

Military force is also a tool which 1s a necessary
aspect of policy development. However, there appears to pe

a dichotomy in democratic governments between the possibie
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need to use military force and the desire to find otnec

ways to address the problems of international terrorism.6!
In addition, these "responses" to terrorism are

only part of the solution. Neil Livingstone stressed that
terrorism neither occurs in a vaccum nor is it generaiily
the product of outside influence, al though foreign
influence may contribute to its growth and development.

At the root of most terrorist outbreaks

are real grievances such as the unequal

distribution of wealth, the inability

to participate in the political process,

and systematic government oppression.

If no channel exists tfor the peacetui

resciution of social grievances, vioient

change often becomes inevitable.®<
He aiso quotes W.T. Mallison and S.V. Mallison, wno wrcte
in the Hacvardg Law Joucnal,

There is considerable historical eviaence

that no governmental attempt to suppress

terrorism has been successtul in the

absence of a political _program designed

to eradicate the cause.
Bruce Laingen, former Iranian hostage and State Department
official, indicated that long-term policy etforts shouia
focus on the "grievances and pain" that are the root causes
of terrorism.64

These writers qQid recognize that in some cases

temporary measures, to include the use ot torce., ma, Ce
necessary to ‘“purchase” the time regquirea o (mpiemens

reforms. Further, barring drastic soCiai and pPo.:tlicCai

retorms that cemove the sStiMulus tor teccrorism, Ine o.o.
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cannot appear weak and vacillating in the face of the
tecrocist challenge. This woula provide a powertul
incentive tor future attacks. A policy ot concessions and
appeasement will not deter terrorists. “State

sponsorec terror Will increase througnhn our sSubmMmisSsion o

it, not from our active resistance."65

Past Polijcy

U.S. policy prior to NSDD 138 naa opeen
characterized as "deterrence" oriented; a strategy ot
defense and reactijon. It stressed ‘"deterrence"' over
"prevention", defensive actions versus otfensive
intiatives.66

There is a critical distinction petween
“deterrence” - and “prevention”, as defined Dby Arnolc
DiLaura. "Deterrence" focuses on manipuiating tne
terrorists: calculations on relative costs, benet.its ana
the risk of a certain act. It invoives tne creqio:ie
apliiity to aeny the terrorist nhis opjectives wWniie aiso
Iimposing costs aisproportionate to any gains ne migni nope
to achieve. However, the ability to impose tnese
conditions rarely exist for the U.S., particularly overseas
ana when aeal ing with groups which emp | oy suliciqe
tactics.67

"Prevention', on the other hand, keys on the

terrorists’ capabillities. [t seizes the i(nitiative una
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seeks to discupt, diminish or destroy the terrorist
capability to perform hostile acts. Prevention invoives a
variety of tactics to include infiltration, psychologicai
warfare, and preemptive and preventive military strikes.68
Stephen Passony, of the Hoover Institute, stresseaq
the need for “deterrence" over ‘"prevention"'. He was
discussing U.S. policy when he made the following statement
at a terrorism conference.
Prevention is an attractive but unworkabie |
idea...At best it is feasible to minimize
danger and damage and to exact punisnment.
Anti-terrorist strategy shouid aim at
deterrence. This means that a security

capabiliity of such an ettectiveness is
created that it persuaces many terrorists

that their actions will not pe successtul.
that they will be caught or kilied it tney
attack.6%

Ambassador Quainton responded to Mr. Possony by stating.
“that’'s our (U.S.> policy; you couldn’t have statea 1l more
succinctly."70 The U.S. apparently had a dqefensive

“"deterrent" oriented policy.
1] velopment - Post

The Reagan administration’s approach to updating
U.S. counter-terrorist policy was to develop an estimate ot
the problems and threat international terrorism posea <o
society and national security. The aadaministrat.on tnen

examined U.S5. national poiicles ana reviewec the goverament
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organization and structure for responding tc terrorism on
both the international and domestic levels.
Finally, the U.S. continued efforts to address aitferent
aspects of terrorism in coordjnation ana cooperation witn
cther governments. This evaluation resuitea 1In tne
Juagment that international terrorism was a sSigniticant
threat ana that, as of yet, there was no eftective means o
counter it.’1
Ambassador QOakley identifiea tne genetai

counter-terrorist policy goals in a S March 1985 speecn.
They were to,

(1) Attain effective coordination ana
action among all! agencies involved in combatting
terrorism.

(2> Effectively Iintegrate more passive
defensive measures and proactive operations to

deter or preempt terrorist activity.

(3> Secure interpnational cooperation in
the fight against terrorism.

(4) Use the full U.S. inteliigence
capability against the terrorist threat.’Z

Finally, the 1986 Vice President s lask frocce
Report outiinea the current U.S. counter-tecrrorist pPoi.icy.
The Vice President s report statea that

The U. S. position on terrorism 1s
unequivocal : firm opposition to terrocri:sm
in atll its torms ana wherever 1t takes
place. Several National Security Decision
Dircectives as wel| as statements by the
President and senior officials contirm
this poiicy.
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(1> The U.S5. government 1S opposea (o
aomestic andg internpational terrorism ana 1Is
prepared to act in concert with other natiocns or
untilateraily _when necessary to prevent or respond
to terrorist acts.
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(2> The U.S. Government considers the
practice of terrorism by any person or group a
potential threat to its national security and will
resist the use of terrorism by all legal means
avaijlaple.

ey
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({3) States that practice terrorism or
actively support it will not do so without
consequences. If there is evidence that a state is
mounting or intends to conduct an act of terrorism
against this country, the United States will take
. measures to protect its citizens, property ana
o interests.

.

P
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N (4> The U.S. government will make no
® concessions to terrorists. It will not pay ransoms,
7o release prisoners, change its politics or agree to
N other acts that might encourage aqadi tional
S terrorism. At the same time, the United States
o wiil use every available resource to gain tnhe sate
. return of American citizens who are held nostage oy
( terrorists.

o (5> The United States will act 1n a
AT strong manner against terrorists witnhout
e surrenaering basic freedoms or endanger.ing
aemocratic principiles, and encourages other
governments to take similar stands.’

104

While stressing that U.S. policy must oe
unampiguous and must make full use of non-miiitary toco.s,
Secretary Shultz emphasized that the strategy musSt aisc
have a military dimension.74 William Casey saidad that ‘'we
cannot and will not abstain from torcible action to
prevent, preempt, or respond to terrorist acts where =ne
conditions justify - indeed, our knowiedge justities - ne
use ot torce." 'O Further, the ettect:veness ot
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non-military approaches is increased if those who use ana
export terrorism understand that behind these peacetu!

initiatives stands the U.S. armed forces.’®

Policy Effectiveness
At a 7 January 1986 news conterence, Presiaent
Reagan responded to a question regarding the etfectiveness
of U.S. counter-terrorist policy by stating, “we nave
actually recorded in the Jast year, and know, thati wWe have
aportea 126 terrorist missions".’/
However, despite advances |ike these. some wr;tecs
chargea that the U.S. reponse "still lacks a creaip.e
strategy of counter-terrorism, particularily against state

sponsored terrorism." /8

Balance

The U.S. response to terrorism is accused of peing
ocout of Dbalance with the actual problem. It l1acks an
"historic perspective' and is "prone to substitute anger
tor policy." u.s. regsponses to individuai acts ot

terrocism tend to be “spasmodic” rather tnhan 'Judicious’ .

I'ne aaministration |is charged with puffeting INe pul.l

WALy

T with “sensational news accounts on  one nana and Oy
JHN incenalary puplic rnetoric on tne other.' fne pubic .3 !
®.
2 " L9
e padly 1ntormed and subject to “bouts of hysteria.
o
e
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Accorading to Gary Sick, a memper of the frorg
Founaation anc former NSC aavisor unaer rresiqents rorc.
Carter, ana Reagan, this "hysteria" serves o maghity
rather tnan diminish the visibility ana impact ot
tecrorism. “Succumbing to our own sense ot outlrage, we oo
ourselves more aamage than the terrorists coula ever nhcpe
to accomplish by themselves." He also maintained tnat tnhis
pupblic preoccupation with tecrrorism and increaseaq
government rhetoric recently led the American peoplie to
conclude that terrorism is the single greatest threat to
the nation.80
The results of a New York Times,CBS News Foi i
conducted 1n April 1986 showed that Americans consiqgerec
terrorism the mcst important proolem facing the nation (<.
peccent of those polled), as comparea to the eccnomy (..
percent) and wunemployment (11 percent). fhis was a
significant yump from a poill conaucted tour MONINS eari.el .
in Decempber 1985, a New York Times Poli! touna that oniy cre
percent of thcse surveyed consigered terrorisSm as a ma o
concern. However, Dbetween the two poils, terrorisis nacg
attacked the airports in Rome and Vienna. a somc nac
exploded apocard a TWA flight near Athens and terrorists naa
recently bombed the West Berlin discotheque.81
Aaditionally, U.S. policy has peen chargea w.iin
pbeing unbalanced because |1t has concentratec oOn aeai:ny

with the “"threat" ot tercorism. [t cgoes not agaress N
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causes of terrorism, as recommended Dy experts sSuch as

Livingstone and Laingen.82
C ioiLi

The United States also faces a credipbility gap in
its counter-terrorist policy. The U.S. has preaominantiy
viewed each terrorist act as an individual incident without
a practicai pattern or strategic dimensijon. Some writers

charged that this is a "naive view" in lignt ot ttne growina

The pecrception iIs tha. no reail strategy exists,. ACCUl G NG
to Brian Jenkins,

Tercorism diverts government attent,.on

for brief moments ot crisis. when not

under the gun, most governments treat

terrorism as no more than a nuisance...

In the United States and most Western

European governments, the rhetoric agains:

terrorism almost always exceeds the amount

of resources devoted to combatting 1. B4

The U.S. policy of *“no negotiations. no

concessions" has also come under fire. The higacking ot
TWA Flight 847 in June 1985 preoccupliea U.S. leaqgers anc

paralyzed the national security decisSion makinNg process.

The terrorists’ condition for releasing the JaY Ame:r . Can

nNnostages was the release ot lUUU Lebanese and fa.iev’ . . an
pr.scners neld by Israel. fThose prisoners were e 00
apou % the sSame time as the American NoOStLaues. L

adm.n.siracion 1nsisted that no dea. nag Ceen Sl s
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that the release of the Israeli prisoners aiong with tne
Americans was 1ncigential. However, the inciaent was
viewed DY the 1nternationai community as a concession oy
tne U.S5.8°

A recent New York Times StOory quoted Brial Jenkilis
as saying.

we may reiterate our no-concessions poliicles
put in tact, 1f one looks at the nistory ot

hostage incidents, in the vast majority
American hostages are taken to make gemanus
on  other governments. In the mayority ot

those cases, these governments make
concessions.

That same story reported that the U.S. had pressured xKuwaizt
toc release imprisoned terrorists in exchange for American
hostages in Lebanon.8&

More recently, the November 1986 report that the

U.S. sold arms to Iran in an attempted "arms tor nhostages

swap' was a severe blow to U.S. credibiiity. Accoraing to
the Jower Commission Report, the i(nitiative "ran Q.oeci.w

counter to the Aaministration s own PO.iC.esS o
terrcrism .8

Cn 2U January 1984, [ran was otticiar.y des, ynated

A4 State sponsor ot internationa. terror.ism Oy (e Slale
Uepartment. The U.S. actively pressed a.i.es 1O ! ase
action against Iran, to ihcluge a pronhibdit.on Ci Al
shipments. Despite this public stana, the u.o. 4Cl.,.uln «i1s

1n fact a series ot arms-for-hostage aqea.s . (nNese
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“trades rewarded a regime that ciearly supported terrori1sm
and hostage-taking“.88

This action contributed to a serious crediopliity
gap with Western allies and frienaly Miaaie East
governments and damaged the Administration’s roie as tne
leader of the international effort against terrcorism. Tne
secret arms deal appeared to be a “blatant contradiction

with highly publicized U.S. policy".89
.

U.S. policy has also been cailed i(nconsistent.
Lecuis Beres, a professor of Politicai Sc.ence ahiu
.nternationa: Law at Purcaue University, charygeda tna:il ine
U.5. has "subordinatea every principie anua gca: (L lho
sterile daualism of U.S.-Soviet rivalicy.” ine U.>. is
accusea of using ideology, not tactics empioying wWanion
violence", as the measure (0 distinguish between tne
terrorist and legitimate guerrilia fngnter.qo

An example of this percelved inconsistency (s uv.o

aid to the Contras. Mr. Beres charged that the (.3 s
supporting an organtzation that is ‘wiaely ana
authoritatijiveiy"” involved in the executlion ol
non-combatants n Nicaragua anag Honauras. ! .ne
3am.nistraticn ma:ntained that, cCCNtrary o lerret .ois, wne
Contras ace organized 1n military units. wear ui..i1utms,
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clearly outliine theijir ocbjectives and accept responsibiiity
for what they do.%2
Despite these charges, some authorities peileve

that U.S. policy is unambiguous and no drastic changes are

,.. neeqged. U.S. policy may require refjinement, put the pasic
o toungation 1s establisheq.%3 Vice Presigent Busn aic
;E}- hignhiighted some areas requiring improvement, Dut tne
» Pupblic Report of the Vice President's Task Fforce on
Compatting Terrorism stated that "the U.S. policy anu

program to compat terrorism is tough and resoiute."‘H

Summary
U.S. counter-terrorist policy has grown since

terrorism was identified as a major threat by the Nixon

A
. e

agministration. The government organization to deal with
ﬁ:f international terrorism has expanded and matureq,
- ; particuiarly under the Reagan presidency. U.S. policy nas

also qeveioped over the years and nhas taken an increasea

proactive tone since 1983.

;quaQJ

vy

nowever, problems exist. The organization nas

s

.n

v,

«
LI |

grown to 1nicude multiple agencies and Qepartments ana (9
otten cumperscme and siow. Further, the aaministratien nhas
peen chargeda with allowing a sSmail grcoup ot otr.c¢.a.s
witnin the NSC to run U.S. policy. In tne case ot tne iian
initiative, "the NSC process did not taii, 1t SimpPiIy WwWas

rargely 1gnored.” [t 1s a "case study 1n the periis o
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poiicy pursued outside the constraints ot orgaeriy process
The aaministration is stili attempting tO recover trom ine
iran-Lontra controversy.95
U.S. policy is sometimes seen py the wor:d as
vacillating and inconsistent. Much of the planning tor tne
Libyan bompbing and the weapons transfer to Iran took piace
simultaneously. “The result taken as a whole was a U.S.
policy that worked against itself."96
Nevertheless, with NSDD 138, the aadministration
establishea military force, used in a proactive way, as one
tool to counter international terrorism. Defense Secretary
wWeinperger outlinea the policy.
Our government reserves the rignt to Strike
asS a last resort, against a state or toreign
organization that willfully oraecs tnhe
muragers of U.S. citizens or the destructiocn
of U.S. installations...The use ot torce
against international terrorists....s a
matter of national selt-defense consistent
with the principies of international i1aw ana
with Article S! ot the UN Charter.9’
Chapter Five completes a qetailea review 0i nhe

use oft militacy force as an element ot tn:s

counter-terrorist policy.
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CHAPTER S

MILITARY OPTIONS
introguction
The use of miljitary force to counter internationai
terrorism cannot pbe discussed outside the context ot U.S.
policy. Military force is a "means to an ena’, not an enc
in itself.! Chapters Three and Four proviacea :ne
packgrouncd on international initratives ana U.S5. PpPoicy
evoiution. This chapter moves trom that generai AdisSCusS.icCii
to focus on the use ot military torce as a part o©i ine
overall U.S. policy.
wWhile this chapter discusses “'cetens.ve-
operations such as hostage rescues, It primarily aagaresses
the use of "offensive" military operations to counter tne
threat. Chapter Five will first review consigerations
leading to a possible decision to use force in a proactive

campaign against international terrorism. After tne

o discussion of considerations, the chapter out.ines tne
Cad

" . . : hy

“'-:_ primary military options open to U.S. pollicymakers. w.ln
2.

NG
2

the options outlined, Chapter Five then conciudes Dy

f:'

[ J

":."‘ reviewing the most current u.s. mi+itary action in .S

e .

‘,-:'_ controntation Wwith international teccocr.3m, tNne . "bo
.:’"

poombing ot Libya.
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Chapter Four noted that miiitary options o

counter 1nternationai tecrrorism cannot pe Separateda iUl
Qipliomatic and economic initiatives. Further, tnhe success
ctf aqiplomatic anda economic efforts otten rests upon ne
pecception of U.S. military power.2

The Reagan administration experiencea a tive year
aepate concernﬁng the use of military force as a eiement c:
U.S. counter-terrorist policy. The debate focusea on five
major issues.

(1> Did the U.S. have irrefutapble evidence
to prove that accused state sSponsors were (nvolved

in terrorist attacks?

(2) Could the u.s. identity targets
airectly linked to a specific terrorist act?

(3> Was it possible to employ nign
technoiogy and lethal conventional military power in
a discrete ana “"surgical" manner tc gestroy these
targets”?

(4) Would the American public Support
Miiitary acrLion?

(5) Couid the U.S. obtain Support trom (s
cucropean ajllies?

Secretary ot Defense Casper Weinberger, a.:004d Ww.1n
the Joint Chiefs of Staft, raised seriocus qguestiunJ
concerning the use of force. They were primariiy concernea
with i1ssue Number 3, the application ot high technou:iogy ianc
conventional military power. They expressed deep concern

over pians that would task mii1tary wunits to execule

." -
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so-called "surgica: sStrikes" against targets jgentitiec o

highly populatea urban areas.4

Speeches by the Secretary of State, the Secretary
of Defense ana the President’s National Security Aaviscr
finally clarified U.S. policy on the use of force. Tne
U.S. position included the following points.

<1 If a country or group persists in
mounting terrorist attacks against U.S. citizens

and facilities, or 1ts friends and allies, the
Unitea States may revert to military force.

(2> [t the U.S. elects to use torce, it
Wlii nNot use more torce than the case reguires ana
Wi seex Lo limit poth military ana civiiian

casuait.es.

(3) DBetore using force, the U.S. Wi,
Q:1ScusSs the matter as fuily as possibile wWith oilher
interested countries.

(4> The aim will pe to sStop terrorist
attacks, ana any wuse of force will be continea to
the pursuilt of that objyective.

(5) Force will pe used as a last resort,
but it will pe used if no other option proves
workaple.5

Other nations had already usea military torce .o
response to terrorist acts. In 1972, Israel usea m...tizTy
force to free 97 passengers of a hijackeq Belgian air..ner
parked at Ben Gurion Airport. In Juiy (9o, (SC e,
commandos flew over <ZUUU miles to Uganda 'O rescue  ,oa
passengers 4ang crewmempbers Ot a nhijackea a.C SUoaiu
A, Ciinec. (he Mii:itary torces ot west uermaliy, .oawenes, a,

/efieZu.a, and LCeal Jritain Nave aiso CoNAUCTLRd Suluess. ..

rescue operations. nowever , in 1785 WO T

12U
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operations failed. In November 1985, an Egyptian atte

to rescue passengers ©of a hijgacked Egyptian Air air..n

after it lanced in Maita resultedq in S9 dgeatnhs. That zane

montn Coiompian army units stormea tne Palace ot Justice
Bogota after terrorists captured it. Over l0U dcied .:
miiitary operation.6

These military actions, however, were react..e
nature. They were directea against cterrorists .1

specific crisis situation with the single uitimate gca.

freeing the hostages. These acts may indirectiy counter
the terrorist threat by showing that hostage-taking IS not
productive. Nevertheiess, they are not proactive miiitary
actions designed to destroy the terrorist intrastructure

and crippie the terrorists’ apbility to conauct operat.:ons

in the future.

Schlomo Gazit, former Director ot lsraeiy Mii.zacy
Inteiiigence, stressea that a defensive, passive SIifi.cuvr

1S 'aocomed” to taiiure. A government taced wWiln tne tnhi @it

cf international terrorism shoula not concenst ate
rescurces only on qQetensive measures. Moshe  arern_.
pcominent minister in the [srael.: governmen:i. stated

Preventive measures, good preparaticn, and

good inteiligence are not enougn. ...1<
force ourseives into a aqetensive posture,
to exciluaqe the option ot tark iy “ne
offensive, 1S as suiclidal 1In the case Ut

tecrrocism as 1t would be I1n any otner rotm
of warfare.8
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potn these gent.emen nhave extens, ¢ expel . el e
gea:.ihg with tne internationai terrorist InNreat. ..o
terrori1st experts Neil Livingstone ana Brian Jenk.ng apgea:
to agree with this assessment. In orger to errect;ve.,
manage the increase in internationail terror . ism, governmenils
must turn the tables on the terrorists ana maxe ‘ine
nunters a!so the nunted".’

The threat of proactjve military torce p.aces
psycnoiogical pressure on terrorist groups and the nal.cns
tnat support them. It creates a climate or dQoupt rorC e
terrorist ana acts as a qgeterrent DY Putltling pressure <.
tne sState Sponsors. Furtner, the PpPsSYycnoiog.ica. ana
SYmMPDo. ic use ¢t force can have an inriuence Cn 1ellfCl.s.
groups ana tneir supporters tfar opeyona the (mmed.ale
gestruction cesuiting from any specitic miiilary act.ohn.

However, any country contemplating the use Ot miiilaly

torce must aaaress many difficuit propiems. 10

Prooiems For Miiitary Action

The U.S. must address a numpber Ot pcoC.ems wnen
contemplating military action against tnternaticrna.
Lterrori1st groups. Many ot the problems are reiated 1 ne
five |1ssues outlined eari{ier that were getateqa oy Temoe:

cf the KReagan adaministration.
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intelljgence

The U.S. will often be required to make a decis:on
or operate with lnadequate intelligence intormation on tne
proposed terrorist target. This is partiy aque to ne
strict controis imposea on the inteliigence communicty U:
tne carter agministration andgd congressionai oversigni
committees 1n the late 1970s. Many of these 1nte. . uence
gaps nave peen fillead by the Reagan adm.inistration.
However. inteliigence information of the quaiitly required

tor a miiitary operation is still too often not avaiiapie.

.S, E Q .

The administration must be conscious of U.S.
public opinion. The American people subscribpe to a system
of individual rights and fair play. Further, Americans
traditionally reject the first use of military force. ine
JU.S. nas historically given the "enemy® the tirst piow ana
takes price i1n the fact that the U.S. does not start wars.
rroact.ve mi:itary operations airectliy contcacict UUhese
Trac.tions., s

Jesp.te thisS tradlt.ona: pase, a3 Ma,ority Jt

aAme: .cans  appearc to  sSupport sironaqger ac.on 34a. s

T

tercror.sts. in an Aprii 198b Galiup POl conauciegd att
Lne .oy an combing, BU percent ©of 1ndividQua:s aduesi. dliew

Sa,3 tnat the L.3. should take mifi1tary action again  .:

L.Ly4 concuctead orf sponscred terrorist attacks igainst Ine
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. U.S5. Ten percent said no: ten percent nNaa no oOpin.cn. e
{ the same poli, 64 percent said that the U.S. shouia concuct
bomping raias against 3Syria or Iran if they comm.:
terrorist acts.lZ The U.S. people. at least in .ivco.
\ appeared to support military action against terror.s:t
! groups to include "military reprisals, the assassination ot
tecrorist leaders, capital punishment ana summary

[) .
executxons.“13

who To Attack?

A" I T T

If military force is considered, the U.S. must
' clearly igentify the specific target. In the case ot =ne
& terrorist group themselves, there are tew iucrat:ve
‘3 military targets to attack. Terrorist groups nave i:i:Il.e
or no poilitical structure. In terms ot tore.gn
; investments, territory, capital assets ana sovere i gn
: ooligations, they have little to detend anQ less to attack.
Further, 1t 1S reiatively easy to restore a l[errorist group
»
. once it has been attackea.l4
v
'; Targeting state sponsors of internationai
] terrori1sm has certain advantages but also presents
,S propiems. Nations have more military targets and are more
ﬁ‘ vuineraple to attack. The military nature of the targets
i should decrease damage and inJury to the civiiitan sectlor.
)
3

Aaditionailly, U.S. attacks o©on state sponsors wi.i have a

U,

Stronger 1mpact DY IMPCSing CcOSLS Oon terrorist supporiel

- ._;‘_.f.q’...:_"-_:-_._- .--_ - ‘_\ \ -‘ . \ o
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and aqiscupting the terrorist base. However, tne u.S5.
requires clear proof that the targeted nation supportead
international te}rorism. This is a difficult task, 1t
takes time and may require the compromise ot sensitive
intelligence sources. Further, there is a great poiiticail
liability in violating a nation’s sovereign territory <to

conduct proactive military operations. The U.3. 1s aico

cunning the risk ¢f escalating the conflict to open war . 49

U

Former CIA Director William Casey outtinea the .
position concerning attacks on state sponsors.

We (U.S.)> should pe prepared to airect a
proportional military response against i
bona fide military targets of those states
which direct terrorist actions against us.
And we need not insist on apsolute
evidence that the targets were used soleiy
to support terrorism.l6

Legal Questions

From an international law point of view, an attack
on terrorist groups is justified. Further, attacks on
state sponsors can be justified if the U.S. can prove tne
nation's complicity with international terrorism. inhe
victim of a terrorist attack can consider the state spchHsSer
as the aggressor “whether or not that state nas oec.,
unwiiling, or unaple, to curb terrorist activiily (Lol .=
territory ' .1’ According to Secretary of State Shu. iz,

‘a4 natian attacked DY lerrorists .S permiiled (U wae oo 0w

to prevent or preempt future attacks, (O seliZe lelror.sta,
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or to rescue its citizens when no  other means S
availaolg.“la
This view is not universally acceptea Dy =IIn

tnternationai community. However, history aoes support ine
argument for the use of military force. Anarew Jackson
conducted military operations in the Spanisn poessession ot
Fiorida to stop attacks against the southern United States.
The U.S. also conducted military operations in Mexico to
neutralize Pancho Villa. The historic and legal preceqent

for using military force does exist.l?

Decision To Use Force

Many of the problems and considerations critica:
to the dgecision to employ military force were ailscussec
earlier in this chapter. The U.S. must shnow that 1t nas
exhausted all other measures to deal with thne prooiem
betore using force. The U.S. must cieariy prcciaim a
determination to uphold the rule o©f {nternationa. t1aw a.du
must qemonstrate this politicali wiil oy 1tS  acticns.
Furtner. government officials may be requirea 0 qQivu!ue
sensitive intelligence information and getaiiea ev,dence
Agalnst the terrorist group oC the state SponNsors o
Justify the action. The military action snouild oe time.ry,
appropriate and have a high chance ot succeeQing. 2 3
shouid not be allowed tO degenerate into a DIiow-tor-Diow

response with the terrorist group. Finaily, the u.o.
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snould not over-estimate the possible gain trom us.ing
military torce. The etfects from these actions are
unprecictaole.zo
In addition to these general considerations ana
guidel ines, there are two principles that impact on the use
of force. The U.S. should not wundertake any military
action against international terrorism that woula unaercut
the political stability of friendly governments. fne u.o.
shoulda aiso avoid operations that would gamage U.b.vtore;gn
poiicy interests in other ways.<!
Secretary ot Defense Weinpecrger outlinea a test

for tne use ot military force. The test was aesigned o
igentify tne circumstances under wnicn the U.3. wou:Q
empioy its military power.

(1> The'U.S. should not commit military
force unless the issue was vital to U.S. national
interests or those of jts allies.

(2) If the U.S. decides to use force., 1t
should do so wholeheartedly. If the government is
not willing to commit an adequate force to do the

Job, 1t should not commit it at all.

(3) The force should be committed witn
clearly defined military and political objectives.

(4> The operation shoula be tiexibie
enougn to allow leaders to reasses the size.
composition and disposition ot the torce ana make
adyustments as necessary.

(5> There shouid be some reasonuau.ie
assucance tnatl tne American peopie Wil, Suppcri uneg
cpecrat.ion.

(6 divitacy force snould pe 3 ETR

rescec. . <<
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Robert McFarlane, former National Security Aavisor
to President Reagan, added to the Secretary’s criteria wnen
he stated that tne use of force shoula pe "proportionate to
the threat", that it shouid be "judiciousiy" appiiea and o
“targeted as precisely as possible". More important:ry. ine
U.3. must "want to succeed", Further, the Unitea statss
nas not anda will not use force “1ndiscrim1naCe1y”.23

The U.S. has attempted to outiine critecia ftor une
use ot force against international terrorism. Juestions
concerning intelligence, public support and legality must
be answered for each case. If these guestions are answered
satisfactorily, the U.S. must then decide wnat form tnat

military force will take. The remainder of Chapter Five

reviews the options open to the U.S. government.

Military Options

A military response to tercorism can take wo
torms. The response can be "aqetensive’ 10 natuie
concentrating on the protection and security Of 1ndiv.dua.s
ang properiy. The acministration Nas (nlroduced wiuesSol vad
agetensive initjatives such as personal secucity (Faininu
tor ailpiomats and has increased tne secur iy any
tortitication ot overseas installations. [nese nave

proauceda positive results put these parriers o terror.sls

are not unsurmmountable.z4 As noted earlier, many expecris

pel:eve that detensive measures are simply not enouqn.‘b
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The most etfective poiicy to counter i1nternationa.

tecrorism incorporates the second option, proactive
"offensive" actijons. This option includes “"appropriacte
preventitive or preemptive actions" against internationai
terrorism. The strongest deterrent to terrorism appears to
be a government’s "demonstrated will and ability to capture
and kKill terrorists and destroy their operations.’ ‘
Additionally, this proactive strategy extends peycna i
prevention and includes neutralizing terrorism by imposing
scme penalty or punishment to deter the terrorist ftranm
acting again.<6

This pro-active offensive campalgn can invc.J/e a
variety ot operations. It coula i1nciude tne ciancesi.ne
infiiltration of terrorist organizations to neutrailize their
operation. it could also involive covert sSupport 1or
counter-tercrorist operations by friendaly governments.
These options require little active involvement Dy UuU.o.
military forces. However, the U.S. could also empioy overt
miiitary force to directly attack terrorist organizaticns.

This could involve strikes by u.s. forces against

- igentified terrorist bases or personnel usea I1n  past
E attacks against Americans. It could also 1nciuae miiitarcy
K operations to preempt future terrorist activity. Mol gs
tf chapter wili discuss the two overt military operat.uhnis.
f; moce commoniy reterred o as reprisals anc preenpl. .o

Strikes., <!
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Reprisals are coercjve measures used by one nation

against another nation, or group, in response to or 1in
retaliation for some "“illegal" act. The purpose is to
cbtain "reparations or satisfaction ot the {Iiega: acg .
Reprisals are recognizea under international taw it certain
conaitions are met. The reprisal cannot be "capricious ana
open-enaeqa"” ana it must contorm to certaln careru!ly
agetinec conditions ana limitations. For exampie, 1T musSt
Ce precipitatea py an illegal act on the part or tne
cttenaing sState or group. The reprisai must also ope
precedea py an "unsatisfied demana for peaceful rearess cf
the injury". Finally, the response must be "proportionai
to the initial offense.28 .
In relation to terrorist attacks, reprisals shouid
meet additional guidelines. The reprisal should bpe
conducted as Soon as possSible atter the terrorist attack.

The government snould also provide a direct ana provap:e

.
P

liNnk between the target and the tercorist inciaent.

3
.

Acdciticnaliy, the military operation must compi:y wWiih ne

LT

law of proportionality. Massive retajation 1or a
comparaply mMinNor inhcident will not be accepiec 2y Lhe
International community. Finaily., the government sncuid

Make every ettort (0 avoid civiiian casuditllies and ganhaue

to civiiian property.29
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s The opyective of reprisals against Lerrocr.s.
l' groups is to reduce the terrorists capapiiity to continue
N attacks in the future. They ai1soc aqemonstraie tnat
b~ .
‘ -.-‘. . . . » - 1 -
A continued terrorist activity will bring U.S. action ang
o show that the U.S. is not impotent in the tace ot <ne
{
. tercorist threat.30
o The theory behind reprisals is based on tne
.~
- concept of “‘collective responsibility". Unaer coliective
?f- responsibility, all members of a particular community or
-
A group are held accountable for the actions of a tew
e mempers. It is based on the Dbelief that the majocrity
[
= either support the terrorist group or IS incapabie ¢
}:' unwilling to restrain the terrorist organization.3i
- Israel has a long history of systematic repriSais
R o *
‘_. against international terrorist groups anc tne; o
-
‘& supporters; at least as Israel sees them. in 1Yo, nu
P
i '.‘: . . - -
‘N government of Syria encouraged the new!y organized L. ratan
' _
‘ Palestine Liberation Urganization to estabiisn pases in
L
< . - .
- Syria. Syria also encouraged El Fatah to make terrorist
¢ "
- incursions into Israel from those bases. Tne tempo o
o
2, those raids increased in the later part of 1966. israe.
-~
e appealed to the United Nations Security Councii seexing
»
e actions against Syria. The Security Council responded witn
S
0. a "mild resolution suggesting only that Syria shoulda axe
-.Jl
-.,- N . .o
Aa stronger measures to prevent such i(ncidents". IThe UboK
-""~
-
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vetoceQ the resoiution. israej turnea to ne T, .laly
option.3<
Since then, I[srae: has agopted a n~umbper o

military measures to counter te.{oOrisSm. israe,, m...tary

(@]
re

torces nave conQucted air attacks anag sne. . :GS

settliements and campsS De: ;eved uSec 4SS errcr.st  Taces,

They nave conducted commanQo ra.ds c avenge el o0 .30

attacks such as the 1973 ra.ag oy the M.:rtar o on.d . Lo s ‘
wratnh > wnich k|iieda three ra.est.n.ar guer:. 2 esoel s

Beirut. iSrae, nas a.so emp.Jyeo 1SSasSe . G

nunt aowm ana execute Paiest.n.an Cpel 17 Ll . ~om T

toreign countries. 33

From tne enc Ot the [~ 4 [ 5m L Lboul “ 3

eariy 1978, 200U Arap men, wcmen ana or. et Tzl Luw

kKillea quring Israel. repr.isa. [ra.Ccs 4aga. 57 3 oeEt 0710
viliages and refugee camps 1N Lecanon. e ot st Lale
period, 143 I[sraei; Ccit.zens were =« e teelon o
attacks. In Novempber 977 a.cne, (“e A 105 = - e

N .

¢ wounded during retaliatory a.r Sto.= s .o Do e .

,:{

. rocket attacks thai x..:.:ed three .srae, 5. 2"

A | -

-"'-:

) in 1¥YBs, Mo tary torces 1oon oL e . T

“_\

T Lepanon and drcve to Beirful N oar @510l Lo il e e

T Paiesiine LibPerat;on Urgan.Zdai.on  ‘ooo.. U NN

AN

0. .28h, [Sraei wWarp.,anes atlaCeed N€ oo Neaidea Lo

u,

-:t Tunis, .unisia. flore recent.y. ON B oaiiwal 2T L0 e

‘-

‘-’\.

-':.\ dtlacked the Neadguartiers ot the oSyYr. an Supbar e o oz ar

AN

Ay
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taction headed py Apu Musa. These operations were
conaucteda as reprisals tor terrorist attacks aga.insy (srae:
ana Israeli citizens.3%9

However, the effectiveness ot t(hese ml;itary
campaligns agalnst terrorism 1S gquestioned. ine 1srae. ;
poilicy ot i(mmedjate reprisals "has not curped t(ercor.s:
attacks agailnst Israel and its citizens." Insteaa, 1t nas
resulted in "repeated escalations" culminating in a ser.ies
of wars with surrounding Arab states.36 Arnold DiLaura, a
consultant on defense and foreign policy issues, wrote

Although the spectrum of violence includes

air strikes and naval bombardment of

terrorist positions, there is little

evidence that the wuse of such higher

levels of violence has haa either a

preventive or a deterrent effect.

Israel s actions were challenged in 1nternatiocna;
forums because they were not precedea DYy a request ot
redress and they did not meet the ruies of proportionailiy.
However, israei sees efforts to sSeexk peacetul redress as

tutiie ana a "waste ot time". [n 1966. [srae: peziticnec

tne U.N. Security Council seeking rejiet trom i1ntecnaticna.

terrorist attacts. The U.N. did not act. rurtner., a
forma! state of war still exists between [srae: and most ot
its Arab neignhbors. Israel ciaimea that Arab support tor

these terrorist groups were acts ¢t war unaer the current
conditions. Israeli military operations were conductea as

part ot th:s tormal state ot war.38
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The Israeli policy ot using military torce <o
counter jnternational terrorism has also Deen politicaiiy
costly. Terrorist attacks have continued ana sSupport amony
the Arab people for these attacks against Israe! has
strengthened. Israeli bombardment of refugee settiements,
coften resulting in the death of women and chilaren, has
resulted in Israel forfeiting the right to internationai
sympathy for its own losses to terrorism.37

However, the U.S. has gained some iessons trom tne

israeli experience. Unlike the policy ot 1israei, wnicn

uses miljitary torce immedgjateiy, the Uniteg States v.iews
the use or military force against i1ntecnationail tterrorism
as a last resort option. The legitimacy ftor tne use ot

that force is based on America’s wiillingness to make

dedicatea etforts to initially deal with the propiems oy

5{?3 means short ot force. Further, U.S. policy is pasea on a
_3i; careful analysis in order to maximize the chances z:or
R effective action while minimizing the chances tor
E?; government overraction or misuse of force. An overraction
'Egi may set 1n motion a "vicious cycle of escalating vioc.:ence"
@

S that plays intc the hands of the terrorist group ana 1:IS
:'J-_.

e sponsors. This could turn a tactical success 1nte a
A

._'.1_”

o strategic deteat .40

N I . L . . - .
P rReprisais, nowever, may nNot pDe tnhne answel. Ll
L7

ﬁg; appears that reprisals nave not peen very etiecil.ve .i. INhe
l'_- '_‘

Vet .

ARy pasc. indiscriminate mliiitary operations Usluai Wy

A
L
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antagonize a large group when the reprisal is an etifort tc
combat & smail minority. Experiences in Aigeria. Cyprus
and Greece are good examples. Atter Worla war 11, narsn

actions py the British i1n Palestine darove more Jews 1

support the vicient Zionist movement tnhan wWou:ic na.e

normaiiy peen the case. Terrori1st activities may Se  ToJl
effectijive"® put using massive conventional torces .0
retallation for terrorist acts 1s not. IT usuariy causes

the violence to escalate ana, to the terrorits ceiigni.
raises the i1ssue to involve “glopbal politics".4!

Further, the West rejects the notion of coilective
responsibility. A policy that adopts indiscriminacte
reprisals against a group for the terrorist crimes of a trew
“is to accept the distorted value system ot the terror;:st
and pecome like him."42 Aamiral James D. wWatkins, Chiet ot
Naval Operations, indicated that reprisais actua. .~
compromise the U.S. moral position.

Retribution and punisnment are not part

ot a moral cause, and wiil not suttice a

reasons to_  take action against on
tercorist .43

@« U

According to President Reagan, YOu nave tu ue
aple TO pinpoint the enemy. fOou Ccan ¢ Just sStari sShccl..u
Wwithout naving someone in your sSights'. Reprisais adga.no"
International terrorist groups can pe consigcecec i

operation that attempts to "strike a Diow 1n a genela.
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Jirection', ana tnis could pe consigereqa a Lerror.st ace
in itselt." 34

Reprisals, while pasea on internationa. . aw,
seigom proviae a sutficient answer To interrnations.
terrorism. They have not bpeen eftective, they ternc o
antagonize an entire population and generaily resu:t ifn an
escalation of the violence despite their coJeclives.
However, preemptive strikes, based on clear evigence ot a
tuture terrorist intent, that caretully targecr ne
terrorists themselves, their infrastructure ana sStazte

suppcerters may present U.S. policymakers w;in i celier

rreemptive <SirikesS are Mmliitary oQperal.ong
conaucteaQ \n acvance ot suspectleqQ tercor s alLagxs N

srevent tneir occurence. They are not (ntencea ¢ cur.

et

ne terrorist put rather to prevent tuture 214t

[oH

Nowever, preemptive Strikes raise many dirticu:t L S3Le

n

.ney (nvoive a mili:tary operation without a prior ...eca.
action by the terrorist group. The U.S. runs the r.sk oOf
‘rejinquishing the moral high grouna tnat aqaer:.es . 206
oeing the victim ot an attack". Further, 1t Wil redu.ie 3

Stiroung pupijc case to ,ust: fy such action.4®

rreemptive St ixes CoOul@ De Cconsidered .07
B~ aetense consisuent “1itn ACtic.e T Il oo R
14
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Charter .47 However, they must comply wWith certain ruies.
Like other military operations, preemptive Strikes are a
last resort option used only when all other measures to
solve the propiem have been exhausted. Before conauct.nag
operations, the U.S. shouid attempt to persuade tne 'nNcst

nation to gea,; with the threat. uninvitea mi..tary acvi.oi
Dy the U.3. couid pe conslidered a viclation or a nat.ci, =

sovere gntl: and thus a vigiation ot tnternat. . olia, P Q.

inis issue 1S particuiarty qaitticuit when tne "ncst Lal.on

.S .cgentitied as a state sponsor or lnternal . enza
Terrcrism. rurtherc, the torce usec SNou .G ce
crepert.ona,s , @esigned oniy to remove the tnreat. e

cperat.on sheou:d De hnighly discriminating and Cc.ear. .
cet.nea to prevent tne neegiess loss ot |ife.48

Acmiral Watkins igentifiea five princip.es tnat
.usSt.fieda preempt:ve military action against internatiora.
Terccrists.

1o The U.S. shou'lq have Just cause to
ce..eve that [ LU (S trueily threateneq.

) he acecision to use torce mLsST Le
Caised S ccmpetent authority.
(3. Moo tacy torce must e a . ast resol
(43 ne J.o. must Nave a4 reasonab.e nooe
tLU SuCTess  otherw ;Se the .Sk 0Ot ..te . nave.vel o
L acceptap.e

(3 The oJ.3. MusSt toresee more gooa nal
Ling rrem thne action.

?—'—,—,
Y )
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Further, tne operation must not gegenerate inze a
retaiiation attack pased on a desire tor revenge. ine
action musSt pbe moratl and legal and must De closely taiiclieu
to meet the desired opjectives.4?

The question ot employing preemptive Strixkes .3

viewed in a new ilght by the prospect of terrorists armec

with weapons of mass cdestruction, such as chemicai, .
biological and nuclear weapons. There have been no mass
casualties or widespread disruptions of vital pupi!ic

systems resulting from a single terrorist attack to aqate.
The 23 June 1985 terrorist bombing of Air India Flignht isL,
which resulted {n 329 deaths, may be an exception. Buz.,
while growing in scope and violence, most terrorist ailtacas
nave peen reiatively smal .50

Terrorists have experimentea with cnemica. weagons
in tne past. In 1975, the West German government cece..gu

4 threat tnhat Stuttgart would be attacked wiln mustacra

¢!
0
9

o

which nada peen stolen from an ammunition SLOCaye Dunicel .

In 1976, U.S. postal authoritlies intercepted 4 packaul.

"presumabily malled by Arab terrorists’, aesignec e
dispense nerve gas when opened. In 197y, tercorises
poisoned Israeii grown oranges. This causedg tear among

European consumers and the 10sSs ot the European fru.:
market caused significant financial burdens :tor L SC ae . .
UJespite these (solated cases, terrorists have acene

retra.ned tcom usSing these types of weipcns, !

1.38
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There are a number of reasons tor tnis.
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Governments have established strong protective measures to
e keep mMass destruction weapons away from terrorist groups.

Terrorist groups also face internal constraints concerning

the use of such weapons. State sponsors have not proviceg

nor encouraged their use pecause this may cause a

detoriation in their control and intiuence witn tne
terrocist organization. Further, terrorists, as Qo lnheir
state sponsors, tear retaliation it they use mass
gestruction weapons. However, there 1S noc guaraniee na:l
these sSelt-imposed constraints wiil continue. Chemica.

Wweapons are easy to obtain and relativeiy easy to cei.ver.
Bioiogical weapons are currently within the tecnnciogical
capabillity ot terrorist groups and their state sponsors.54

Terrorist groups wili fing it much more aifticult
to obtain or puild a nuclear device than a chemica: or
piological weapon. The terrorist group must optain

fissicnaple material and then design, produce, assemp:e ana

deliver the bpomb to its target. There 1S a n.gn
propablilty that this effort would pe detectea at eacn
stage. Furtner, 1t is uniikely that a terrorist g cCuk
WwCuid ungertake such a project. Neverthe.ess, a1 o.o.
Gallup PrPcii Inaicatied that many AMEericans view a LuC. = a.
JNCICent G nVOIvIing Lerrorists as a more IMIninens  danae:

“han nuciear war with the 5ovxets.5J AQAILiCha: iy . wusSL e

ACTNur o. Loiaperqg remarxked,

139




e
“~

o
Al A

» Pl
‘e vs @
I" -: 'A, 4

5
N

.'
.
2w

Y

:

Modern terrori1sm, with sophisticatea
technological means at its aisposa!l ana
the tuture possibility ot access o
Dloiogical and nuclear weapons, presents a
clear ana’ present danger to the very
existence of civiiization 1tseit.24
Preemptve strikes, like reprisais, raise sericus
¢cperationai, iegal and public relations quest.ons. lnese
proplems tena to discourage U.S. policymakers trom us:inc
military force except in cases with "high consequences anc

solia aocumentable circumstances". The Aprii 1986 U.3>.

attack on Lipya was one such occasion.5°

Attack i a

The military strike against Libya markea a turning
point in the Reagan administration's policy on tne use C:
military torce as a response to internationai: terrorism.>c
In agiscussing Lipya, President Reagan stateaq,

By proviaing material support to terroricst

groups which attack U.S. ci1tizens, LiCYa

nas engaged inh armed aggression against

the United States unager estapi 1snec

principies o¢of international law, JusStl ias

it ne (Gacagati) hnaa wusea 1US oOWn armed

torces.of

The decision to use miiitary torce aga.nsi o.i.a
was Not madge (n a “"cavallier manneg . L to.10wec a seven
year history of Lipyan support tor internationa: terror.Sm
anad a gradquatea response py the U.S3. in 1Y/9, Licvya was
officlaliy designatea by the Unjited States as a ccunuoy

supporting internationail terrorism. Cver the nextl 5.x

vears, the U.3. initiated a numper o©Of dipiomal.c AnG

1 40
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economic actions In response to this support. in May .9wBi.

the U.S. ordered Libya to close its diplomatic mission in
Washington D.C. In 1982, the U.S. piaced an empargoc ohn
Libyan oil and curtailed techology exports to Lloya.58

On 7 January 1986, President Reagan imposea strict
economic sanctions on Libya after he linked Lipya to tne
Decempber 1985 terrorist attacks on the Rome ana Vienna
airportsﬁ The President declared a nationai emergency,

pronibited purchases and imports/exports from Libya, parcrec

(o7}

U.S.-Libyan aviation and maritime relations ana troze $..
piilion ot Libyan assets. A White House statement on o

January 1986 calied for woriawide cogperaticn wWitlh ecCoiidh.<

-

ana political sanctions against Libya. italy canrniec
pcrtion of (ts arms sales to Libya ana Canawga proviaed
support for the U.S. initiatives. However, tne remain:ng
U.s5. allies did not respond. The economic ties nat
connectea West European natjons to Libya were apparen:.:
“stronger that their political and moral committment to
oppose tercorism’ .99

The U.S. conducted a "preemptive " miiitary strixe
on Libya in the early morning hours of 15 April 198b. e
attack was directed to preempt reported pians Dy oidyan
ieader Uaqggat: to attack up to 30 U.S. embassies (Nrouuncusl
tne wor1a.®Y  The administration cilaimea thne ianerent . .un

ct se.t-qetense under Articie 51 1n Justirying tne

.,,..- [ .’%‘. e .-_ 1‘.‘. B

vty . ~ " A
AA-.{A-MA:{A.A.LAJA':.M I TRANEA Y
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attack. President Reagan, in his aaddress to the nat.cn
regarding the action, saia
Self-defense is not only our rignt, 1t 1s
our duty. It is the purpose behina tne
mission undertaken tonignt - a mission
fully consistent with Article 51 ot tne
U.N. Charter.6l
The bombing left 61 dead and 97 woundeda. 1¢ was
R wicely criticized throughout the wor ld. JB createu
- dissension within the European alliance ana a wave oO:
énti—Americanlsm in Europe. Critics chargec that zine
" attack cilearly lacked ©proportionality to the tnreat
37_ Furtner, tne civilian casualties were "inevitabie, given
A manifold strikes near urban centers performed in the mida:e
. of the night". The military operation was called "the
product of the frustration of a superpower unable to handie
a convoiuted problem in a patient manner" .62
However, U.S. public opinion clearty supportec tne
air strike. A New York Times,/CBS HNews Pcll snowea that ine
action had popular support and a Gallup Poit reveaiea inal
-?j 7l percent or Americans approved Ot tne MISsSion. ine o.o.
- miiitary action tollowed years Ot non-millitary ericris (o
; persuade Libya to stop its support tor inlernal.olia,
tercorism. Ihese economic ana dipiomatic etforis fai.eu.
The U.S. nad evidence Libya was supporting tne recent

®5 escalation ©f terrorism and had inaications thatl ..DYa wal

planning additional attacks against U.3. torelgn missions.
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Ei AS & result, the RKeagan administration turnea 0 ne
X military option.63

¥ ..

- Summary

Eg The military option has become an eiement ot U.o.
_.* counter-terrorist policy. Passive defensive measures nave
E? peen compbined with proactive offensive operations to form
iz the overall military element of U.S. strategy. The 1986
; Libyan oéeration demonstrated this proactive element.

ta However, as Chapter Five discussed, it is not an
Ei easy decision to employ military force. There are a numper
i; of problems that must be addressed. The two main over:
?f operations, reprisais and preemptive strikes, raise serious
E; concerns. These issues are further compouncea wnen Siale
rda

J sponsorsnip tor international terrorism is introauced.
ri This cnapter outlined the majyor proplems anc
E: options facing U.S. policymakers WwWho contempiate tne
:; miliitary option. It is one thing to adopt a strategy ihacl
jg includes a military option but guite another to actuai.y
i; emplioy that force. Chapter Six wili outiine tne
- conclusions drawn from this study and comment on tne
:; practical application of military force.

.
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K.

) introguction

e This proJject was promptea by tne Aprii (986 o.o.

.-

attack on Libya. Like many Americans, [ was nappy nNadl N

—
o

% U.S. had finally done something to respona 0 INe QrCw...d

3 threat ot international terrorism. However., arier
N compieting initial research on the mission, ¢ inciuce a
i: ciassified priefing on the attack, [ was |esSs conv.aceu
i that the attack accomplished the dgesiread oouect.ves.
i Therefore, I decided to investigate this issue further.

- The initial focus for the project was the use ot
tactical airpower, such as the F-111s and Navy A~7s usea in
the Libyan action, in a counter-terrorist role. However,

the issue quickly shifted to the general use of miiitary

- force, regardless of its form. It really Qid not matter ;1
ground ftorces or tactical airpower were useaq. e xe,

2 issue 1s the use of military force at aii. Chapters .w~C

ﬁ tnrougn Five are tne resuits ot that reseaccn.

¢ -

g ¢oncius,ionsg

{j Should miiltary torce pe usSed i a8 ki Jiade..o

S campalgn agalnst international tercorism? lne answer Lo

¢ o ) i

- that gquestion 1s yes. Miititary torce must D& [NCiuded Ag

b an element of U.S. counter-terrorist poiilcy andg  Inut

- incluges the proactive use of that torce. However, tne

Ca

1
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any circumstances. These proactive military opIions

=3

Cce executed unger very tight controls, supject to C.3. anud
.nternationai law ana with cleariy aqefinea gca:s anc
cyectives., While this study only discussed open miiitary
action, this proactive military option should incluce soin
covert and overt operations.

However, overt reprisal operations do not have a
place in the U.S. policy. They provide little in the way
of deterrence and foster a poor international image o:r ne
Uu.s. They have not worked in the past and actuaiiy p.av
into the nands of the terrorist groups wnicn atlempt ¢
portray tne U.S. as an evil aggressor.

Caretully planned preemptive miiitary sStrixes, on
tne. cther hand, should provide the packpone to ne
proactive military option. These operations are verw
gependaent on accurate and timely inteillgence 1Ntormat.on.
This 1s not always readily available. Nevertheiess, tney
must pe considered in light of the growlng threat iroml
tnternational terrorism, the increased state sSponsorsnip
and the prospect of mass destruction weapons.

However, the prosctive military option wiiti oniy

pe applicable (n a very few situations, many 1ess tnhan

.

would have originally thought. The tact tnhat memoers Gt

e

tNe rKeagan aam.nisication strugglied wilh INe poesSS.iuie o oo
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ot torce for ftive vyears indicates that the deci1sion was ncet
made 1n haste. The military option is not a panacea tor
this very serious world problem nor should it pe usec as a3
tocl to simply release U.S. anger and frustration. The use
ot miiitary force |3 also not a cause for reyoic:ng.
Military force must be used very carefully as par: o: a
comprenensive counter-terrorist poiicy.

The major question facing U.S. policymakers :s nat

whetner miiitary torce should be (nclugea as an optich. Lul

rather who to attack if military torce is caiiea tor. Fie
appears that very little will be gainea in attacks on <tne
terrorists themselves, given the risks involivea. ihey cc

not generally represent lucrative military targets for
overt military force. However, the state sponsors do have
military targets. Further, it appears that attacks on
these sponsors might have a major impact on internationa:
terrorism by interdicting the terrorist infrastcucture anc
dissuading natjons from supporting terrorism. State
sponsocsnip may represent the center ot gravity or ine
more sopnisticated terrorist groups today.
I am not naive enough to pelieve TNAat (NIS wWol.w
eiiminate intecrnational tercorism. However ., rcecent masoco
|

terrorist operations were conducted wilnh State Supporl.

Thney most 1i1xeiy could not have peen execuled WilNCu:. Ina.
sSupporet. U.S. ini1tiatives that 1(socliate terrorisi Qrowps
151
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trom these state SpPONSors Wil reguce tne errslists

capability to conduct many high destructions

nign pupbiicity attacks. Nevertneless, the qgec:is.chi o
sStrike the state sponsors will be very difticu:it anc w:..
involve complicatead legal, moral ana internat.iona: 1Ssuec;

many without precedents.

This raises the issue of U.S. policy pecause

policy should rule the decision to use force. However, tne
United States has not been completely successful in ts
counter-terrorist strategy. At times it appeared that no
cohesjive policy even existed. It also seemeda that what we
had was more reactive than proactive. Two major terrorisc
incidents forced the U.S. to react during the l%Y8Us. ine

1983 pomoing o©of the Marines in Beirut ana the June [vz&o
hijacking of TWA Flight 847 prompted the adaministrat.cn o
taxke acrtion. AS a result, the administration pub..snec
National Security Decision Directive 138, wnicn
lncorporated military torce as a policy option, anc torineu
the Vice President s Task Force, which conducted a compiele

evaijuation of U.S. policy.

The U.S. has also suftered tailures in its poiic

A

."‘ .’:.‘
‘v ‘v‘

.
v
v

execution. The 1987 controversy over arms sSales to i{ran

. _a_ v

Oy
[}
L

>
>
A
E

b

1l lustrated how policy execution can go wrong. This

2.

failure was not so much a policyscrganization proo.em as . <

was an execution failure, However, a policy 1S oniy as ‘
|
gooa as 1ts execution. Policy IS not magce up  or
i
15
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pronouncements ailone, i1t must inciuge accion. ine

repercussions from the Iran-Contra affair couid proauce a

severe plow to U.S. efforts to counNter internat:onal
terrorism. Further, the Iranian failure involved oniy tne
tr e of arms. The U.S. must guard against tuture

policy or execution problems that involve the unwarranteg
employment of military arms under the auspices oct U.o.
counter-terrorist policy.

The attack on Libya was not an end o u.J.
miiitary invoivement in counter-terrorism. 1T openec a licw
era ana introduced a shiftt in U.S. strategy. it 1s tne
peginning of what could become a protracted conirontailicn.

one the U.S. does not want pbut one [t is opbligea tc tignt.

ecommendation or Furth tud

The subject df international terrorism ana the
U.S. response to this threat encompasses a great number of
issues and questions. A writer could investigate any

number of areas concerning this subyect.

One area not addressed by this study was U.5. iaw.
I assumed that any U.S. military action against
3- internacionail terrorism would pe conducted wiin.n ine
constraints established py the U.S5. Const.iut. o alic
i
e<xisting tederai 1aws. I did not invest.gale Lne .mpad. oo ‘
|
U.D>. 1AW ONn the use Ot military torce 1n this Cra.e. S B
|
\
Not address the legail DASIS tOor RIS Mi . T30y ach. ol .ol i




A A A A0 L. ahi ol abh abl dha-abl'abl s ARt ety et Snl Lol Bull ok Sl

i e S et i > ol iadd alhh AVE ALA Aah 8 +h S s 2 S 4l and Sk asaie s ol sese ambe-aio.aiy o

aida [ review the constraints U.S. law piaces ocn tne

executive branch. This would Dpbe a worthy sSup,ect =

0}
o

researcn in the future.

This study reviewed the general use Ot militacy
torce, However, different components oOf tne acmec :icroes
may have different applications in the counter-terrorist
role. A future study could outline the conditions tnat
would prompt the U.S. to employ a specific military tco:.
such as tactical airpower or special forces. A T stuaqy
outlining the strengths, weaknesses and applications or
various elements of the military would be very interesting
and may help identify major military shortfalis in tnis
area.

Lastly, I cannot help but wonaer what tne future
nolas. wWhat are the projections for tne growin ot
international terrorism? What are the suspected causes :tor
tnis growth? Wili the threat adopt wedapons o©:rf inass
agestruction? A study along these lines may poo.wiae
I1NsSignts to the tuture which coulg AQirect a po:.Cy chande
to accomodgate this new threat. It couta move the ..5. O 2
more predictive mocde rather than the reactive $S.Iludal.sil

tnat nhas exi1sted 1n the past.
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This stuay opened with a review ot the threat

posed by international terrorism. It showed how terrorism
is growing in scope and violence. More importantiy,
terrorism has become a foreign policy tool used by nations
throughout the world, to include the Soviet Union.

The study also examined the response o©of ne

international community to terrorism. The record is not
good. The nations of the world have yet tc agree on a
cgefinition ¢f international terrocism,. They nave peen

successtul 1n reaching agreements on how to aeali wiin wneg
propiem in only a few specialized cases, sSuch &S Cciv.iiian
airilne nijacking and attacks on diplomatic pecsonne:.

U.S. policy has developed in the void created oy
the inaction of the international community. Atter peing
identified as a concern in 1972, U.S. organizationai and
policy development was slow. Even the first three years ot
the Reagan administration vyieldeda little of supstance.
Only atfter the Marines were bombed 1n Beirut were steps
taken to develop a comprehensive policy. further, tne

execution ot that policy as late as 1987 has peen severe.;

flawed, !
|
Miiittary torce, usSed 1IN0 4 prcaci.J/e “Jav, i
c.eariy an eljement ot J.S5. counter-terrorist pu. il P
+ O SNQW oe . nowever ., Mmoo tary torce = aCL e SIS
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option, and not even the main option, for countering
international terrorism. Further, there are a number ot
propblems with using military force.

Nevertheless, preemptive operations appear tc pe
the pest option tor employing overt military power. Lven
then, the use ot force must pe done very caretully ahu Wizin

strict gujcelines. On the other hana, 1t U.3. ieager

[

deciqae to use the military option, 1t shouia notl De &

haitf-nearted effcrt. If the target is not imporiant enougn
to risk the consequences of combat, then U.S. ieaqers
should not launch the operation. Neil C. Livingstone

summed i1t up in his book, The War Against Terrorism, wnen

he wrote, "force, however odious, must always remain tne

uitimate sanction in dealing with terrorists".
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE

Introauction

The Review of Literature demonstrates that reseaccrn

was conducted in sufficient depth to support tn.s res.<.

Hopetully, it will also assist others conauct.ng reseal -
on this ana other rejated subjects.
The review is organizea aiong topica: ..nes. LT

'

3

tirst major section outlines references ot genera. .a..e€

v
1
MY
e

i
o

.

the stuay. A single reference listea nere gio.. el

information spanning the entire thes:.s. iU CL.C not ool uo

on Just one area of the study.
The remaining sections 1centity reterences tna: <4pg.,
to Just one area of the thesis. These sections inc.uce tne

. 2 N . v 1
threat, actions by the internatiocnal community. ana L.S5. ;

policy development.

General References

Books

international I€CCOriSm: A B.L. oyl apie . -

LAakKoOsS, 1S a Qetaiied DiD: 10graphy ol . Soues s

intecrnational tercorism. It was extreme . .

deveioping my Own DiDI 1OgGrapny. PN ST SRR
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reterences oDy general supJect ana by areas of ng wor.u.
tncluding specific countries.

A number of DOCKS contained a coilection Or articies,
papers and speeches by terrorist experts. Tne eaitor o
the book wusually include an intrcauction. ferrorisa,.
edited by Steven Anzovin, is an example. It Inciuces
articles by noted experts such as Brian Jenkins, Ampassaqor

Ropert QOakley and former CIA Director William Casey tnat

proved very helpful. Fighting Back - Winning the War

Against Terrorism was also extremely valuabile. In adait:on
to articles by the book’s editors, Terrell Arnoia ana ei:
Livingstone, the book included writings by prominent
experts in the field of policy development.

Perspectives 0On Terrorism, eqitea py Lawrence

Freeaman and Yonah Alexander, inciuged a collectlion ¢©:
papers aqQdaressing a wide range of terrorisc reiated
activities wnile focusing primarily on the psSycho.cgy O
tercrorism. [t was useful for packground DUt (TS Girec:t
application to this study was li1mited.

international Terrorism [n the Contempocacy wor (.

edlited by Marius Livingston, also i1nciudea a numper oOr

articies by prominent experts in the field ot 1nternationai

terrorism. The article by Ernest Evans. "American rPo:.cv

Response to International Tercrorism: Prooiems or

Ueterrence’, was particulacriiy nelptul. Uespite Cce.nd
158
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publ isned almost nine years ago, this Dbook proviuaec

x
.

hY

excellent packground information on the 1972 to 1979 time
period.

On Terrorism and Combatting Terrorism was a review ot
the proceedings of an international seminar of tercorism
held in Tel-Aviv in 1979, Edited by Ariel Merari, an
associate at the Jaffee Center for Strategic Stuaies, zne

book tocused on the Palestinian issue and was siigntiy

P
S
’

aated. However, the contributors are noted experts anc

2
¢

P
LA
L a0

proviaed valuaple insights into the prco.em ot

2 e
¥

*a
AT

internaticnal terrocrism in the Micale East.

bl

Benyamin Netanyahu, former Israeii Leputly aAmpassacor

SR
RN i

to the Unitea States anda current Permanent Represeniat.ve

[
ol

of Israel to the United Nations, edited two collections ot

writings. The two books, Internatjonal Tecrorism:
Challenge and Response and Terrorism: How The West Can

Win, provide an excellent collection of writings :com

. current world leaders and internationai experts cn

ale
Fr S

P

tercorism.

R
Y
B

- David C. Rapoport ana Yonah Alexander. egiLors tor

®

E‘{ The Rationaljzation o¢of Tecrorism. aiso provicea  an
N | |

Ed_ excelient collection ot articiles. The art.c.e Uy
e Ampassaaor Antnony C.E. Quainton, Mora: anu  zZin.a.
@n

?fi consicdecations 1n Jetining a Counter-rerrei iSt S 2, wad
-"”.

?i especiaily usetui.
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s The last collection ot writings on intecnaticna:
v terrorism, Terrorism: Threat, Reality, Kesponse, was ed.leu
"~ by Ropert Kupperman and David Trent. wWnile gatea. (T .
~ _ 4 .
" proviae valuable information 1n the teCcnNnNc.ugical aie
L management aspects Ot anti-terrcorism.

¢ .
T3S The reterences Iistea apove are COIIECTIGNS Gl
q ,}.
.
il . . -
-, articies and speeches Dby experts in tercorism. iwo olner
-
books, Polijt i H ng

(4 ﬁ.-
'l ¥,

Countermeasures, by Grant Wardlaw, and Jnternat.:ona:

P
-
',

tg Terrorism - How Nations Respona To Terrorists, by wiiiiam
;i Waugh, also proved extremely valuable. These two DOOkS are
[

p not collections of writings by other experts bput were
-i written by the authors.

. Geovernment Documents

; Three major government references haa a widge
fi application to the thesis. The Pub! e t . Ine vice

= Pres.gent ' s Task Force gn Combatting Terrorism cCuliined ine
”f threat trom i1ntecnational tercorism, Qiscussed pasi o.o.
i} responses and, more mportantiy,., documenteqa ne Turcend
2 U.S5. policy on international tercorism.

;3 lnternational Terrorism gSelected Uocument SLILDeL o
:ﬁ puplisnea py the U.3. [Uepartment ot State, was a Vel .
72 vaiuable collection of otficlal statements and speecies 0,
ﬁ? aaministration officials. Finally., the month:y udJepariment
};

- 160

.-!‘

7
2
rd
-




)
a0

'
a .

’
v
y BTN

L
N
NS
i
\::*.
':;: ot State Buljetin proved lnvaluaple 1n tracing L.5. 3¢t:.cns
L™ o>
( regaraing counter-terrorist policy.
%Pﬂ‘ The Threat
‘:'- :
k) In addition to the references |listed as genera;
0 : : .
aqj sources, three books provided valuable information on tne
- Mae
TRt
.qf »
iFJ nature of the threat from international terrorism. They
"
‘ would pe extremely valuable for anyone researching th.s

= topic. Claire Steriing’s The Terror Network was a very

important general reference on the threat. Ray . Ciine.

!;; tormer Deputy Director for Intelligence tor the Cia anda now
';;f a senior aavisor at the Center tor Strated.c  ana:
;iﬁ internaticnal Studies at Georgetown University, anc .ofial
- Aiexancer. Director of tne Institute tor Stuc:ies Ll
::2: International Terrorism at the State University or li€w
t?i; Tork, teamead up to Wwrite tWo DOOKS on tne <nreat.
{;; Terrorism As State cnsored Covert Warfare anc Leccgr.csm:

The Soviet Connection, provided criticai background c¢n Iine

magor threat development, state sponsorship.

Actions By The Internaticnal Community

Book s

L

Chacter ot tne Un:ited Nations commentary ane

DC.mary ¢eterence on  wne u.N. Lhacter. R S Y S BN TP
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T background on the U.N. organization, the system ana =tne

X provisions of the charter. The commentary, written in

1949, was an excellent review of the original articies.
Louis Henkin, a distinguishea author on i1nternationa.

. law anda dipliomacy, added his insights on tne J.l. Chacler

- and tnetlr appiication in w Tt ve: jdaw anda
N Forejagn Paolicy. while good, it was not as vaiuap.e 3is ne
- tirst pook mentioneq.

Jonn Murphy, a protessor ot Law at vi.iancva
University and consultant on jnternational terrorism G ine
{ American Bar Association and the State Department, proviaed
a more updcated reference for terrorism andg i1ntecrnationa:
law with Punishing Internatjonal Terrorists: The Legai
Framework for Policy Injtiatives. It focused on legal
issues rather than policy questions.

Two DbDocks were outstanding sources tor ne

transcripts and copies of internationdai documents Tecardairig
- international terrorism. orism: uments Ot
% (ntegnaticna, and Local _Concecn, editec oy FOCel T
i Friecianager, ana Control ot Terrocism: thnternativiiz.
? JogcuTmernts, eclted by Yonah Alexancer, provided sSQulrces .l
; important agocuments. However, tney ouln STl uad o
2 reterences up to 1979. Atter 1979%. tne Uepartmeni Oi olalyw
( Bul.et:n proviaedad the pest source tCr Jilternat. saa.

documents.
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Acticies

Three magazine articies provea vailuabie [(n prov.c.:gqa

the jatest 1ntormation on the legal ramitications o: ine

counter-terrorist campaign. "Terrorism ana the Law', oY

Apraham Sofaer, legal

was an outstanding

advisor to the Department ot State.

article tracing the backgrouna or

international law pertaining to terrorism. "Hanacutting

Terrorism", by former

State Department official Charles

Maechling, was a super discussion highlignting prooiems ot

multi-national agreements, particularily as they rejate 0

extraqition treaties.
"Preventing Terrorism:
was extremeiy vaiuable

Paw.

Finally, Arnold DiLaura s artic.e.

e
4 .

An Analysis ot Nationa: 3Ztrate

o

in outilnNing 1SsSues Ot intelhnai.:Clia.

U.S. Poiicy Ueveiopment

300K S

Governmental Kesponses

-
i

o Tercorism, ea.,teCc o, .onan

Aitexanger ana James

articles by praiminent

Denton. 1S a 1987 co..ecl.on o

figures discussing government poi.cy

on lnternaticnal tercorism. [t was wvaluaple .o upcail.na

eariler writings.

Gayle Rivers, The war Against the Tercoc. = Dl
L N it, 1S more Qt a tacticai QUscusSIien . new
emp 1oy Specii, [0rces 10 rignht terrol =03, P SO

ey )
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for this stugy in that it provided the best aeta:leaqd
history of the terrorist’s war with Israel.

Neil C. Livingstone, The War Agajnst Terrorism. ana

Ernest Evans, Calling A truce to Terror: The American

Response to Internatijonal Terrorism, were poth goodq
references tor outlining the history of U.S. actions anc
policy develiopment from 1%6%9 to 1979. They also aiscussea
U.3. activities in |{nternationat forums tc aqeai wiin
terrorism.

Brian Jenkins, noted terrorist expert :or nNe rcand
Corpcration, publisneda a numbec of WOorks tnas were
extremely vaiuable |in tracing U.S. poiicy deve,cpment.

They inciude Compatting Terrocism Becomes A Wwar,

t tti i , and Internatjona:

Terrorism: The Qther Worid War. These also 1nciucea

implications for the use of military force.

The Tower Commissigon Report, publishea oy tne Lew

York Times, was a key source in outlining recent prob:ems

with U.S. counter-terrorist policy.

MagaZine articies proviqQea needgeg InLiolTatl.on sl
tiv1eq many gaps (ett DY otnecr rerecences N lhe  acs - ol
po.cicy eve cpment and the usSe ©of Ml . taly arae. S0

primacy pcocoiem was that many evenis nave oulculieu

PLAS SRS~
g
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January 198o ana most of the DOOKS On the Subjec: pre-galed
tnis. ihe articles fillea that gap.

Many articles py government oOrric:als cul,ineu

current U.S. policy initiatives. ine roriowing roud
articies were especiaily valuaoile - rreiuce e
Retaliation: Building A Governmenta. Consensus on
Terrorism", by Vice President George Bush; “"rraming AN

Appropriate Response To Terrorism", py Defense Secretary
Casper Weinberger; "Terrorism and the Nature ot free
Society", by former National Security Advisor Rocerz:t
McFarlane; ana "U.S. Options to Combat Tecrorism , DY
Ampassador Bruce Laingen, the ranking aiplomat among tne S:c
nostages held by I[ran. These men proviced 1nteresiing
insignts on U.S. policy and the use of miiitary fcrce.
Brian venkins, "“The U.S. Response to Ilerrorism: A ro..cCv
Uiiemma' 1S an adaitional articie worth reaqging DY anyihe
interested (n this supject.

rRovert OUaxkiey s articie, "[nternational .errcr.sm .
outiitnea U.S. progress n 1985 ana [Y8b. LU wWas wr.oIlen
atter thne weapons saies to lran became pubilc anda prov.ded
a timeiy assessment ot the 1mpact of this controvers, on
U.S. counter-terrorist policy.

Three articles provided 1mportant, bDutl oOpPpcSing.

views of tne U.3. action against Libvya. "Can JUemocrat.c
Governments Use Miritacy Force In the Wil AQA BT
lecrorism?, oy Fichard shultz, 1S a gocod review o0 o.o.
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policy and the decisions leading to the April 198b attack

Tl I

on Libvya. Constantine Melakopides, “Libyan Raids ana tne
Western Alliance", and Louis Rene Beres, "The Ena or
American Foreign Policy", are very critical of U.S. poilcy
and the actions against Libvya. All three articies provice
interesting insights on the use of torce against

international terrorism.

Unpubiisneg Works

A numper ot unpublished research papers aiso neigced
tiil gaps on recent poiicy developments. Larcy Beriong anu
Pau! Gerara provided an excellent summary o0f U.S. responses

to terrorism and general tdeas on the use of miiitary fovg

@

with tneir U.S. Army War College researcn paper.

Combatting The Terrorist Threat. Walter Hogie s Nationa:

War College paper, United States Counter-TerrorisSt Poiicy

and Organization: Apble tgo Meet the Challenge, was a veuly

gcod review ot the Reagan administration s poiicy
ceve lopment since 1980. Michael Manoney wrote a paper :ovU

the Naval War Coliege entitied Military Responses io

Terrcorism that ciscussed the dilemmas ot attempling 10 u=e

convent.onar miiltary torce  3Qainst  an uwiCOh Ve Lol
enemy. Al 'OUC pAaAPErs were very Vdiuas.e Lo Lh. Inheo. s
Last . y. cawrence P.  JayiQC, a1 Onalv oLt
0 sore.an  secvice  LbPicer,  wrole LwWe Sapel s L5 o PR
| ,t\.
e perreme. y va.uaoie TO 0 thiSs  pro.ect. RSy
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Terrorism ang U.S. Diplomacy was & goodQ review ot po..Jy

options anda poiicy development. lhe  lnceasn. o=

jnternational ism U.s. Empé les  ang  rgle.gn

Poiicy, written for the Naticnal War Coiiege, was a.s¢ s

exceiient review ot U.S. poiicy deveiopment.

;' ,mmac-z

There were no signiticant gaps ot i1nformaticn on In;:s
supject. Quite the conhtrary, the maJor prop.em was
estaplishing a priority for the great volume ot materia
avallaple.

However, sources for U.S. policy development since
1984 were somewhat scarce,. Primary references :nc.ucea
magazine articlies and unpubl ishea research papers oYy
stugents at the military senior service SCNCo. S
Agaitionaiy, U.S. counter-terrorist policy 1S current.y

ine subject Ot controversy with new materiai peing reves 2u

Ca..y.

‘ne (Compinea ACMS ReSearcn Libracy (LAarmL? an 2ol
Leavenwcrth provided outstanding suppot t. .ne N
personne | are experts with the Uetense ieCnini A,
.ntormaticn Center (DTIC) system. The sStatr: ©ooa.aed

Cr.t.Cai reterences within seven gays Otf My reguest.

research for this thesis would nave Qeen  S,.:an. .3 al’
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