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INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM, INSURGENCY, 
AND DRUG TRAFFICKING: PRESENT TRENDS 
IN TERRORIST ACTIVITY 

MONDAY, MAY 13, 1985 

UNITED STATES SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 

AND 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 

Washington, DC. 
The' committees met at 9:04 a.m., in room SD-226, Dirksen 

Senate Office Building, Hon. Strom Thurmond (chairman of the 
Committee on the Judiciary) and Hon. Richard G. Lugar (chairman 
of the Committee on Foreign Relations) jointly presiding. 

Present: Senators Lugar, Helms, Trible, Evans, and Pell-Com
mittee on Foreign Relations; Senators Thurmond, Denton, and 
Leahy-Committee on the Judiciary. 

Chairman THURMOND. The committee will come to order. 
I am pleased to welcome my good friend, the distinguished and 

able chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations, Senator 
Lugar, and to join with him in convening this first of 3 days of 
joint hearings on international terrorism and drug trafficking. 

vVith increasing frequency, our lives are darkened by news of 
international terrorism. All of us remember too well the senseless 
terrorist bombings of both our Embassy in Beirut, Lebanon, where 
47 persons died, and the U.S. Marine barracks, which took the lives 
of over 250 American servicemen. These are particularly tragic re
minders that terrorism is now being carried out on a large-scale 
basis. 

Terrorist groups need money to carry out their heinous activi
ties. Terrorists and insurgent groups are buying more sophisticated 
weapons and explosives. In addition, vehicles must be rented and 
hideouts maintained. These criminals often travel from distant 
countries to stalk their victims and commit their crimes. 

In the past, these groups had to look for financial backing from 
sympathetic governments or fanatical dictators. In addition to 
state-sponsored terrorism, terrorists often financed their operations 
with the proceeds from bank robberies or kidnapping ransoms. Un
fortunately, these groups have apparently discovered another sure 
way to make big money_ There is increasing evidence that these 
groups are involved with the illicit drug trade. 

Terrorists are able to use illegal· dr.ugs to attack this country in 
two ways. First, these drugs flow into our country where they 
erode our health, morals, and economy. Then the proceeds from the 
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sale of these drugs are used to finance the terrorist activities that 
are directed at this country and our citizens. 

I want to commend Chairman Lugar and the Foreign Relations 
Committee for their interest in this area of vital national concern. 
I also want to commend my colleague on the Senate Committee on 
the Judiciary, the distinguished chairman of the Subcommittee on 
Security and Terrorism, Senator Denton, for his continuing com
mitment to make this country and its citizens safe. 

These joint committee hearings intend to focus attention on 
these alarming trends in terrorism and to examine the ability of 
this Nation to respond to them. 

We have a distinguished group of experts that will be appearing 
during these 3 days of hearings. I look forward to reviewing their 
testimony. 

I now turn this over to the distinguished chairman of the For
eign Relations Committee. 

Chairman LUGAR. Thank you very much, Mr. Chai.rman. 
It is a great pleasure to join Senator Strom Thurmond and the 

Committee on the Judiciary to hold these 3 days of hearings on 
international terrorism with a particular look at linkages between 
drug trafficking and terrorist organizations. 

I especially want to commend Senator Jeremiah Denton for his 
leadership on these issues as chairman of the Judiciary's Subcom
mittee on Security and Terrorism. 

In the comprehensive oversight hearings we have held on U.s. 
foreign policy, there· has emerged a general consensus that the 
United States faces enormous difficulty planning for and meeting 
the challenges presented by all kinds of low-intensity conflicts. Ter
rorism is one of the most troublesome kinds of conflict, a fact 
which was brought graphically and tragically to America's atten
tion by the brutal Beirut bombings in 1983. 

International terrorism poses for the United States a dilemma 
from which it cannot totally escape; responding militarily to terror
ist threats and attacks means we often risk far more than we have 
to gain. 

Our responsibilities as a global economic power and the super
power defending freedom in the world means we expose ourselves 
to possible attack on every continent. We maintain large diplomat
ic and aid missions throughout the world. U.s. corporations operate 
virtually everywhere. Isolated attacks on American personnel and 
installations overseas rarely present an easily identifiable target. 
Should we respond militarily, the United States often risks charges 
of overreaction by our enemies and sometimes· even by our allies. 

Should the target be a state we have identified as supporting a 
terrorist operation, we risk possible intervention on that state's 
behalf by other nations, including the Soviet Union. Should we 
suffer U.s. military casualties in a retaliatory attack, we risk the 
support of the American people for our broad international pres
ence. Finally, the possibility of the deaths of innocent bystanders in 
such retaliatory responses gives us moral qualms and imposes enor
mous costs to our international public diplomacy. 

Terrorists know all this, of course, and they exploit it. 
Even the best preventive measures provide no immunity from 

terrorist attack. 
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Several weeks ago, the Foreign Relations Committee approved an 
increase in the State Department budget for improving embassy se
curity. When the Inman Advisory Panel on Overseas Security 
makes its final report next month, we can expect a recommenda
tion for large multiyear expenditures for embassy relocation and 
protection. 

Preventing terrorist attacks is expensive and terrorists know 
that. 

New developments and trends in terrorism are most disturbing. 
The advent of state-sponsored'terrorism-that is, the use of terror
ist attack as a type of surrogate warfare-poses new challenges. So 
does increasing coordination among terrorist groups and the rising 
tide of religious fanaticism, especially among Shiite extremists. 
Recent revelations of links between major drug trafficking organi
zations and terrorist groups threatens to provide well-organized, 
highly skilled terrorist organizations a consistent source of financ
ing. 

The committees will take a close look at this phenomenon in to
morrow's hearing. 

Organizing ourselves to respond to international terrorism will 
take imagination and patience. It cannot be episodic. For this 
reason, the committees are pleased to hear first from two noted au
thorities on terrorism: Mr. Brian Jenkins of Rand Corp., and Dr. 
Ray Cline of the Center for Strategic and International Studies
two men who have studied terrorism thoroughly. 

I yield, Mr. Chairman, to others who may have statements. 
Chairman THURMOND. Does the Senator from Vermont have a 

statement? 
Senator LEAHY. I will yield to the chairman of the subcommittee, 

Mr. Chairman, but then I would like to make a statement. 
Chairman THURMOND. Senator Denton. 
Senator DENTON. Thank you, Senator Leahy. That is typical of 

the courtesy and bipartisanship with which we have addressed this 
subject. 

I would like to start this hearing by thanking Senator Thur
mond, the chairman of the Committee on the Judiciary, and Sena
tor Lugar, chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations, for 
holding these joint hearings at this propitious time. 

I hope that further bipartisanship on this urgent subject may be 
developed because we have come to a point in our history which 
requires that we establish both foreign and domestic policy for 
dealing with the odious subject of terrorism, and we should do it 
bipartisanly. 

But before developing policy, we must study further the nature 
of the problem, identify its threat to our interests, and only then 
can we develop effective policies and commitments to deal with it. 
Today's pOlicies are being published openly even before they are 
developed, and that is not helpful. 

We here have come to listen and to learn the current trends in 
terrorism. We have come to discuss and seek answers to some very 
weighty questions. We have come to study so that intelligent policy 
development can proceed. ' 

This morning, I also want to thank our distinguished witnesses, 
two of whom are now before us, for making themselves available to 
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testify before this hearing. Each of them has a busy schedule and 
their time is much in demand. 

In the course of these hearings, we shall examine several impor
tant areas. Among these are the relationships between drugs and 
terrorism, our intelligence capabilities, the relationships between 
political and terrorist groups, the commonalities between terrorism 
and drug trafficking, and the coalescence of various groups. 

The areas examined should assist the Judiciary Committee in un
derstanding the ramifications of terro,rism to our system of justice 
when reacting to domestic situations. For the Foreign Relations 
Committee, I respectfully believe the areas examined will contrib
ute a better understanding of the nature and degree to which ter
rorism, especially when linked to narcotics, has become a new force 
and trend in international affairs. 

Hearing after hearing in both Houses of Congress has pointed 
out the relationship between narcotics trafficking and terrorism. 
We have hundreds of pages of sworn testimony that the Govern
ments of Cuba, Nicaragua, and Bulgaria, for example, have active
ly participated in trafficking of drugs for guns and money. Quite 
often, the guns and money end up in the hands of terrorists or 
guerrillas who are working toward America's eventual demise, and 
to our immediate disadvantage through attacks on our friends. 

Yet, we seem powerless to do anything about it. There is not 
broad understanding of terrorism in Congress. But, Congress has 
not been idle. We have this committee and, among others, Senator 
Hawkins' subcommittee. She and her subcommittee have worked 
tirelessly in this area with sterling results. On the Democratic side 
in my subcommittee, Senator Leahy, Senator Biden, and Senator 
DeConcini all have been particularly attentive to this work. 

However, because these hearings reach very few legislators, con
fusion still exists. I hope we can present evidence in these hearings 
to establish once and for all the relevant facts for a majority of our 
colleagues. 

I am the first to acknowledge that there are officials in other 
countries friendly to the United States who have individually bene
fited from the drug trade, but their participation is not the result 
of their government's policy. On the other hand, I believe we can 
establish beyond a reasonable doubt that Cuba, Nicaragua, and 
Bulgaria have been involved, as governments, in supporting arms 
and drugs at the expense of American lives, especially young 
American lives. I understand that Bulgaria has recently shown 
some improvement. I hope this is true and that it continues. 

Intelligence and informed judgment are essential elements in 
combating terrorism. There may be a need to coordinate the collec
tion and analysis of the information we get. We have the FBI, the 
Department of State, the CIA, the Defense Intelligence Agency, 
NSA, DEA, and the various Armed Forces intelligence groups col
lecting, analysing, and disseminating information on terrorism. 
And, although there is some measure of coordination and coopera
tion, it is not sufficient. We must ensure adequate and appropriate 
efforts among all our agencies in every step of the intelligence 
process. 
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It might be worth pointing out that we recently established a 
process similar to the one used at the Olympics, but on a larger 
scale, to prevent terrorism. 

It is important to know, and for the public to be aware of, the 
principal instigators of terrorism: Who is recruiting and training 
terrorists; who is supporting them; and how are these things done? 

It is significant that the Soviet Union, alone or througb. its surro
gates, has a long history of recruiting, training, .and supporting ter
rorists from all over the world. What are the implications? What 
onus does the Soviet Union deserve to bear for its contribution to 
international terrorism? 'l'errorist incidents rarely occur in a 
vacuum. Although many incidents may appear to be unrelated, his
torical facts demonstrate that there is, generally, a globally cohe
sive plan. 'The plan is laid out in general, even ideological terms. 

Too many in government look at terrorism as a series of isolated 
events, each unrelated to the others. Certainly not all terrorist acts 
are related; but many are carried out tactically and strategically 
from the same book-and I mean that literally-the same book 
with the same, or similar, goals. I mean that literally, when I say 
"same," because that goal, which we will come across, is written 
down in those books. 

I am confident that these joint hearings, through the testimony 
and the resulting record, will go far to manifest the reality and 
nature of these interrelationships. The global plan I spoke of is not 
inclusive of all terrorism, again; but there is clearly significant 
global unity in sources of support, strategy, tactics, and goalS. Im
portantly, to this Nation and to these two committees under which 
we are jointly conducting these hearings, destruction of U.s. inter
ests is an all too common goal. 

A clear coalescence appears among many international terrorist 
organizations, and it appears in thre,~ forms. . 

First, training facilities provide a common link for terrorists. 
Terrorist training facilities are made available in the Soviet Union, 
East Germany, Czechoslovakia, Cuba, South Yemen, and other 
Soviet allies for almost any group bent on causing havoc, almost 
irrespective of its political orientation. For example, we find Cen
tral and South Americans training in Cuba and Nicaragua, ANC 
and SWAPO cadres training with IRA cadres in the Soviet Union 
and East Germany, Cubans training Africans in Africa and Cuba, 
and everyone interested in terrorism training at the Patrice Lu
mumba University for "revolutionaries" in the Soviet Union. 

So, training is one aspect of the common link. 
Second, the same targets are often hit by groups of different po

litical orientation and sometimes from different countries. So there 
is a commonality in the objective in terms of targets. 

For example, the left-wing ASALA and the right-wing justice 
commandos for the Armenian Genocide target Turkish interests, 
and Turkey is an American NATO ally. The PLO and its constitu
ent organizations team up with the Islamic Jihad and various 
other Middle East groups to attack Israel, a staunch American ally. 
They attack targets in the United States and other targets. 

In both France and Spain, various separatist groups attack the 
governments of both of these NATO ally governments. 
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Third, groups with similar political orientation have teamed up 
against the primary targets of each of the groups. We have seEm in 
this country the Black Liberation Army, May 19 Communist Orga
nizations, the Armed Resistance Unit, and United Freedom Front 
operate interchangeably in an effort to reverse U.S. ;:>olicies in Cen
tral America, South Afrin, or with respect to the deployment of 
nuclear weapons. 

Similarly, the M-19, FARC, and .the ELN in Colombia operate 
with the common goal of overturning the government of that free 
nation. 

In summary, despite the many causes espoused by terrorists, the 
preponderance of the harm clearly falls principally on the U.s. and 
non-Communist governments and peoples. 

It is the free governments which are suffering the most damage. 
The real measure of the success of terrorism is not whether 13 

terrorist incidents occurred in the United States last year, as op
posed to 31 in 1983. The real measure is where the United States 
stands as a result of the threats of worldwide terrorism and drug 
trafficking posed against physical security, foreign policy, social, 
and economic interests of the United States. It is worldwide terror
ism that poses those threats against our interests. These hearings 
should ca!':t light on the nature and degree of these threats. 

What should our response be to a terrorist attack against an in
terest of the United States? We have no clear-cut policy at this 
time. Our responses have been defensive and ad hoc. We have in
creased the security at our Embassies, making fortresses of some of 
them. We continue to resist terrorist demands, especially in hos
tage situations. We continue to urge our personnel overseas to be 
security minded and not take unnecessary chances. All of these are 
important and should be a part of our overall policy to deal with 
the challenge. But perhaps we should do more. 

Some governments are responding with selective force, and they 
have been marginally successful. The advantage of responding with 
force is that the would-be terrorist comes to realize that the danger 
is not reserved for his victims. He, the terrorist, can get hurt, even 
killed. 

While this might not be a disincentive for fanatical Islamic 
groups, whose members relish the idea of dying in battle, it may 
deter the European, Latin American, and Asian groups which do 
not share this "religious" zealotry for martyrdom. 

How should we respond against state-sponsored terrorism? If we 
do nothing, we will be perceived as a paper tiger by both friend and 
foe. There was a banner at the Tehran Airport which announced to 
new arrivals: "America Can't Do a Damn Thing." 

We talk of preemptive strike, retaliation, reprisal. There are 
risks involved in any of these. To respond militarily, there is a 
strong possibility that innocent civilians will be hurt or killed. Fur
ther, we may lose men and equipment and face the risk of our per
sonnel becoming hostages. 

In responding to terrorism, there are many questions of interna
tional law. But we must also deal with the larger question of 
whether retaliation will work. The question may be can we afford 
not to retaliate. 
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When terrorists can strike with impunity, there is no incentive 
to stop. If we decide to retaliate, it must be done selectively, and 
the punishment must fit the crime. We cannot afford policy with a 
built-in bias toward failure, as occurred in our rescue attempt of 
the hostages in Iran. When developing policy for punishing terror
ist offenders here or abroad, that policy must be consistent with 
international law and with our national character. But this entire 
Nation, its entire establishment, be it Government, media, the pop
ulace, this entire Nation must be prepared to take sonie degree of 
risk once good policy is developed, and to accept a degree of error 
of execution during the difficult play of this nasty game. 

Political bipartisanship and an increased media sense of respon
sibility are essential to success. 

Whatever policy we do develop will necessarily involve putting in 
place a command and control system for an appropriate, timely re
sponse to terrorism-a system that does not now exist. We will 
need an intelligence network inputting into tha.t system. We will 
need appropriate training and a ready force that can be called 
upon to carry out the desired response. 

These hearings obviously have the significant potential of focus
ing the immediate attention of more than one-third of the Senate, 
and ultima.tely, the entire Senate on the nature and importance of 
the global terrorism problem as it affects U.s. interests. 

Moreover, I hope that objective media coverage of these hearings 
will raise the consciousness of the American people. 

I thank you, Chairman Thurmond and Chairman Lugar. 
Chairman THURMOND. Does the distinguished Senator from Ver

mont have a statement? 
Senator LEAHY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I also want to thank my distinguished chairman, Senator Thur

mond, of the Judiciary Committee for holding these hearings, and 
the distinguished chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee, 
Senator Lugar, for joining in them. 

As the ranking member of Senator Denton's subcommittee, I 
think both Senator Denton and I agree that there are issues here 
that go across committee jurisdictions. I applaud the chairmen for 
getting together-all three of you-in having these hearings. 

They are important. One of my priorities for years has been the 
question of terrorism. 

Mr. Cline, I am delighted to see you here. I know that from your 
past experience with the CIA this has been a matter of interest to 
you, and to Mr. Jenkins also. 

It has been a priority of mine in the Intelligence Committee and 
it will continue to be one. In fact, when I took over as vice chair
man of that committee this year, I announced that this would be a 
priority for me during the coming 2 years, and we will press for 
hearings on these subjects in the Intelligence Committee. I know 
that Senator Durenberger, the distinguished chairman of that com
mittee, and my good friend, also agrees as to its importance. He 
has been one of the leaders in expressing concern over the years in 
the committee in this area. 

I would like to mention that I have been at GW Hospital since 
around 5 o'clock this morning. I have a son who is in surgery this 
morning, and he will be coming out of the operating room in a 
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short while. I mention that only to explain why I will not be here 
for the rest of the hearing this morning. My wife is already at the 
hospital, and I want to be with her and with him when he is 
brought to the recovery room. 

I think that terrorism is one of the gravest threats that the 
United States faces today. We are, after all, the world's greatest 
military power. We are the world's greatest democracy. And yet we 
are constantly damaged, injured, and attacked by terrorists-ter
rorists who obviously do not play by society's rules, but who play 
by their own rules. 

If the United States wants to remain in a position to maintain its 
power and to maintain its standing as a leader of the free world we 
must be able to act against these terrorists. Otherwise, we are 
going to find terrorists determining our foreign policy and not the 
President of the United States, not the Congress, and not the 
American Government. 

So the United States must be able to stop terrorists. If that re
quires preventive strikes, then the United States must be in a posi
tion to do that. If we are unable to stop terrorists before they 
strike, then we must be able to go after terrorists after the attacks 
and then stop them once and for all. 

Now, to do that, we need extremely accurate intelligence. The 
reason we need intelligence is we need to know who the terrorists 
are, where they are, and, quite frankly, when they are going to 
strike. This is difficult especially when we are dealing sometimes 
with very small groups, very fanatical groups. 

I want far better intelligence than we have now so that the 
President, as Commander in Chief, can take the actions necessary 
to protect our people. We cannot have situations like the bombing 
of the marines in Beirut, where the sentries themselves did not 
even have bullets in their guns. We must be able to protect our 
people abroad. If we are going to send diplomatic or military mis
sions abroad, then we must be able to protect them. If we make 
commitments to our allies, we must be able to fulfill those commit
ments. But in all those things, we need far better intelligence. 

There have been improvements, and I might say that part of 
them has been a result of the prodding of the Congress-bipartisan 
prodding. I agree with you, Senator Denton, that this is an issue 
that cannot be subjected to partisanship. This is an issue on which 
we all must be united. 

It has been that prodding which has brought about improve
ments. But we have so much further to go. 

Most of our hearings have been in secret sessions in the Intelli
gence Committee over the years. I know the importance of those. 
Everyone of the Senators here who has access to them knows also 
of their importance. 

I think we also agree, though, that there are a number of issues 
that can be raised in open hearings, in public hearings, like this 
one. 

So, Messrs. Chairmen-and I should say that this is the first 
time in the years that I have served on the Judiciary Committee 
that we have had such a joint hearing-Messrs. Chairmen, I ap
plaud you for having this hearing. I hope you will understand my 
personal reasons for not attending the entire hearing this morning. 
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I also invite all of you-and I know that Senator Durenberger 
feels the same way-to review what we have looked at in the Intel
ligence Committee of a classified nature. I think that it will rein
force the concern that you have about terrorism. 

Thank you very much. 
Chairman THURMOND. Does the distinguished Senator from 

Washington have any statement he would care to make? 
Senator EVANS. No, thank you. I am prepared to listen to the 

witnesses. 
Chairman THURMOND. Does the distinguished Senator from Vir-

ginia have any statement to make at this time? 
Senator TRIBLE. No, Mr. Chairman, thank you. 
I am looking forward to hearing from the witnesses. 
Chairman LUGAR. Mr. Chairman, I would like to ask permission 

to put into the record a statement by Senator McConnell, which he 
would like included at this point. 

Chairman THURMOND. Without objection, that will be done. 
[Senator Mc<:jonnell's prepared statement follows:] 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. MITCH MCCONNELL, A U.S. SENATOR FROM KENTUCKY 

International terrorism poses one of the most significant and dangerous chal
lenges to American global interests. Today, we face a wide variety of terrorists who 
orchestrate acts of violence with one distinct goal-the imposition of their will by 
dramatic use of force. Terrorists are determined to create fear and disorder. They 
want citizens to believe their government is helpless and that it cannot protect 
them from the terrorists' threat. Secretary Shultz summed up the problem when he 
said, 

"It is out of disorder that (the terrorist) hopes to instill fear, discredit govern
ments, demoralize societies and alter national policies." 

Over the past several years, the nature of the terrorist threat has changed some
what. We see fewer skyjackings and hostage takings and more large-scale spectacu
lar acts of violence, such as bombings, resulting in greater loss of innocent lives. 

In part, we can consider the terrorist changes in method as a measure of our suc
cess. New security improvements such as airport metal detectors have forced terror
ists out of some businesses almost completely. Unfortunately, they have successfully 
sought new methods to generate fear and draw attention to their causes. 

While the methods have changed and new groups have emerged or forged danger
ous coalitions, the targets have been constant. Democracies and their representa
tives have been the victims. 

It is noteworthy that totalitarian governments have not lost one diplomat in a 
terrorist incident. Soviet citizens have not been held hostage or tortured by religious 
fanatics as Americans have been. To some, the fact that they have not been target
ed may suggest Soviet complicity with terrorist groups. At a minimum, it suggests 
the Soviets are more successful at conveying the message to terrorists that chal
lenges or threats to Soviet interests will not be tolerated. 

This contrast raises essential questions which I hope these hearings will address. 
First, are American counter-terrorist capabilities, tactics and strategy flexible 
enough to meet the ever changing terrorist methods of operation? Terrorists do not 
have to have their plans approved by interagency working groups, special councils, 
and Congress, to name a few. While I strongly believe in congressional oversight, I 
want to be sure we have not monitored and managed our intelligence and counter
terrorism capabilities to the point that we have convinced ourselves it isn't demo
cratic, constitutional, legal or moral to take whatever actions are necessary to 
defend American lives. 

Second, I am interested in whether we have responded in a timely and serious 
way to the threat that has escalated since 1968, when our Ambassador was assassi
nated in Guatemala. In remarks to the Foreign Relations Committee the Under Sec
retary of Management for the State Department said, 

"The statistics reflect the trend over the past few years toward increasing death 
and injury from terrorist violence . . . Because attacks on our embassies take place 
with alarming frequency, we have continued the Department's security enhance
ment program ... we have developed a systematic program of contingency plan-
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ning and preparedness testing in Washington and in the field to upgrade our 
readiness .... We have instructed all ambassadors to review their internal defense 
plans . . . and we havp. conducted a number of . . . incident-management exercises 
which have tested our ability to respond to terrorist attacks. 

This sounds like a plan for successful action. But, this statement was made in 
1981. Since then the violence has. continued, in fact worsened, as demonstrated by 
the bombings of American installations in Beirut and the loss of hundreds of lives. 

Our witnesses are noted experts on the subject of terrorism. I am interested in 
their views on whether we have reached a significant turning point in U.S. counter
terrorism policy and whether new policies are relevant to new threats. 

I concur with Ambassador Jeanne Kirkpatrick's characterization of terrorists
they are the "shock troops" of war. I find myself wondering whether we are watch
ing this war take Americans lives or whether we are prepared to effectively wage it. 

Finally, it seems that for all our concern and good intentions in preparing to re
spond to terrorist attacks and threats, it is clear that an effective deterrent can only 
result from a coordinated effort of all agencies and organizations with a hand in 
carrying out AlI'erican foreign policy. I believe these hearings are especially timely 
in that respect, for the fact that we have seen increasingly creative and effective 
terrorist activity, despite our greater awareness of the threat, suggests the need to 
reexamine our approach. These hearings should help us determine the extent to 
which we need to redirect our focus in the conduct of foreign relations to better 
detect and deter, and if necessary, retaliate against, terrorists operating against 
United States interests here and abroad. 

Chairman THURMOND. Our first witness today is Mr. Brian M. 
Jenkins. Mr. Jenkins is Program Director, Security and Subna
tional conflict at the Rand Corp. He is a leading authority on all 
aspects of terrorism and will address trends in terrorist activities 
and relationships between terrorists and drug traffickers. 

Mr. Jenkins, we are glad to have you with us. 
You may now proceed. 

STATEMENT OF BRIAN JENKINS, PROGRAM DIRECTOR, SECURI
TY AND SUBNATIONAL CONFLICT, THE RAND CORP., SANTA 
MONICA, CA 
Mr. JENKINS. Thank you very much. 
Let me briefly summarize some of the recent trends in terrorism. 
First of all, there is progress. Governments have become tougher 

and more proficient in combatting terrorist elements. Thousands of 
terrorists worldwide have been arrested, and the level of terrorist 
activity has declined sharply in several European countries. Some 
terrorist groups have been virtually destroyed; others are being 
hard-pressed by authorities and are beginning to show signs of a 
long struggle. 

But terrorists also have demonstrated remarkable resiliency and 
recuperative powers, and despite the setbacks, they continue to 
fight. 

Indeed, despite these undeniable successes achieved by govern
ments, the total volume of terrorist activity worldwide continues to 
increase, although the number of incidents in 1983 and 1984 has 
leveled off somewhat. 

At the same time, terrorism also has become bloodier. The 
number of incidents with fatalities continues to increase. A more 
alarming trend in the 1980's is the growing number of large-scale 
indiscriminate attacks by terrorists. 

Most incidents of international terrorism continue to occur in 
Western Europe, followed by the Middle East and Latin America. 
Few terrorist incidents occur in Easteru Europe or the Soviet 
Union, Asia, or the Pacific. This pattern has continued for 10 years 

--------- -- --- -. 
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now and seems likely to prevail. We may, however, witness in the 
future increased terrorist violence in Asia and the Pacific region. 

At the present time, the principal terrorist threats to the United 
States come from the Shi'ite fanatics in the Middle East, terrorists 
exploiting anti-NATO and anti-American sentiments in Europe, 
and attacks directed against Americans in Latin America as a 
result of United States drug enforcement activities. 

Domestic groups pose no significant terrorist threat in the 
United States. However, foreign-based or foreign-instigated ele
ments may be capable of carrying out isolated attacks, although 
they probably could not wage sustained campaigns of violence in 
this country. 

Terrorist tactics have changed little during the past decade. Bar
ricade and hostage situations, in the form of embassy seizures" for 
example, a very popular terrorist tactic in the 1970's, have' de
clined, while terrorists have increasingly used car bombs to deliver 
larger quantities of explosives. 

Suicide assaults have limited appeal, even to religious fanatics, 
and are unlikely to become a popular terrorist technique world
wide. 

In terms of targets, we face the problem that, for terrorists, any
thing can be a target. They concentrate on symbols of government, 
the economic system, or the policies they oppose. 

Right now, to give an example, Shiite extremists in Lebanon hold 
five Americans hostage-;-a diplomat, a newsman, a librarian, and 
two priests, a collection representing Western political influence, 
Western media interest, Western secular edcuation, Western hu
manitarian aid, and Westem religious faith-all of which they 
object to. 

A handful of countries suffer a disproportionate share of terror
ist attacks. American citizens and facilities abroad are targets of 
approximately 30 percent of all international terrorist incidents. 
Five countries alone account for about half of all the terrorist 
targets. 

Weare likely to remain the terrorists' preferred targets, a price 
we pay for our influence and presence in the world. 

Although it is hard to measure with precision, it is apparent that 
a growing number of governments are now using terrorist tactics 
themselves or employing terrorist groups as an instrument of for
eign policy or as a means of waging surrogate warfare against their 
opponents. State sponsorship puts more resources into the hands of 
the terrorists and reduces the constraints on them, permitting 
them to contemplate large-scale operations, as we have seen in 
Lebanon. 

Beneath these dramatic manifestations of terrorism, a more in
sidious trend is developing. Terrorism is becoming institutionalized 
and, to a degree, legitimized. We are finding it difficult and poten
tially costly to combat state-sponsored terrorism. Some nations are 
turning toward appeasement. 

The use of terrorist tactics seems likely to persist as a mode of 
political expression for extremists, a mode of warfare among na
tions. I foresee no great change in targets or tactics. Terrorists are 
likely to rely on traditional weapons-guns, explosives. fire. Large
scale attacks seem likely to become more common. 
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We can only speculate about whether terrorists will employ 
chemical, biological, or nuclear weapons as instruments of mass 
murder. Technical and self-imposed political constraints will con
tinue to impose limits to the violence, although these seem to be 
eroding. 

However, chemical and biological scares in the 1980's may come 
not from those we call terrorists, but rather from the time bombs 
of toxic wastes; industrial disasters, such a::3 Bhopal; undetected 
mishaps, like the recent salmonella problem, individual lunatics; 
and criminal extortions. 

We cannot expect to eradicate terrorism any time in the near 
future. It has become a chronic problem, and combating it will 
demand continuing attention and probably a continuing and grow
ing diversion of our resources. 

Chairman THURMOND. Thank you. 
We are also pleased to have here today Mr. Ray S. Cline, George

town Center for Strategic & International Studies. 
We will hear from you, Mr. Cline, and then we will have ques

tions for you both. 

s'rATEMENT OF' RAY S. CLINE, CENTER FOR STRATEGIC & INTER
NATIONAL STUDIES, GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY, AND FORMER 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR, CENTRAL INTELLIGENCE AGENCY 

Mr. CLINE. Thank you very much. . 
I would like to congratulate the distinguished Senators who have 

convened this meeting, and I would like to congratulate them on 
their opening statements. In my view, it is long overdue that the 
Congress discover the gravity of the situation that we are confront
ing. I think it is clear that the gentlemen who have arranged for 
this session do see the problem in its clearest outlines. 

I would like to take just a few minutes to supplement what has 
already been said by referring to the far-ranging strategic conse
quences of the phenomenon we are facing. 

I have been a student of this international disorder, criminal ac
tivity, mode of conflict, for many years, and I believe that it is only 
in the last 2 or 3 years that scholars, as well as officials, have fo
cused on the difficulties we are confronting. 

Let me make clear what I mean. 
I believe that the best working definition of terrorism is the de

liberate employment of violence or the threat of the use of violence 
to commit acts in violation of law for the purpose of creating over
whelming fear in a target population larger than the number of 
victims attacked or threatened. 

Now, that is a complicated definition, but it makes clear that we 
are not usually concerned with isolated acts of people with legiti
mate grievances. 

Now, I am often asked whether I blame the Soviet Union and the 
Communist states for all of the terrorism in the world. Obviously, 
to say yes to that question would be foolish. 

But I do blame the Soviet Union and, in particular, its client 
states who have formed a coalition for creating an infrastructure of 
terrorist activity, namely, Cuba, Syria, North Korea, Vietnam, East 
Germany, Bulgaria, and Czechoslovakia. These states and others 
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have created a system of exporting terrorism by finding grievances 
in parts of the world where it benefits the Soviet Union to have 
political instability, and economic instability, and social disorder, 
and to create the physical conditions and the psychological condi
tions that make terrorist acts possible and, in the minds of the 
people who commit them, desirable. 

I first encountered terrorism in Southeast Asia in the 1950's. It is 
not a new phenomenon. If you ever went through Laos, Cambodia, 
and Vietnam in those early days, when the North Vietnamese com
munist regime had passed a resolution in their Communist [Lao 
Dong] Party to create disorder in those parts of Indochina not con
trolled by the Communists and to seize control of them, you would 
discover that very coldblooded terrorist murders and harassment of 
the local people was a very important part of the war which was 
fought against South Vietnam and has ended up in total Commu
nist control of South Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia. It is not a new 
phenomenon. 

In fact, because I am mainly concerned with studying Soviet 
strategy and Soviet policy, I usually call this phenomenon the 
legacy of the age of Yuri Andropov, the distinguished Soviet leader 
who led the KGB from 1967 until he became head of state, and, for
tunately for us, had a brief period of leadership of the Soviet 
Union. During all of that time, from 1967 to the present, the Soviet 
Union has deliberately trained, funded, provided psychological en
couragement, and often very material assistance in the form of 
communications, diplomatic pouch support, provision of guns and 
explosives to terrorists who would operate in certain selected areas 
of strategic value to the Soviet Union. 

For this reason, I want to call your attention today especially to 
one variety of terrorism which I think is more important than the 
others, and that is state-sponsored terrorism. 

In using the definition which I suggested, I would only add to 
this criminal activity that I have already described the following 
characteristics: encouragement by a national sovereign state of 
these acts for a strategic and political purpose, to describe today's 
most common kind of terrorism. 

Now the Soviet Union is one of the principal actors in this state
sponsored terrorist scene. Of course, the Ayatollah Khomeini in 
Iran is a wild card in the terrorist deck who has his own objectives, 
but who, indeed, cooperates with many of the activities supported 
by an important group of Soviet surrogates in Lebanon. The combi
nation has nearly destroyed that once prosperous state. 

Colonel Qadhafi in Libya is another wild card, playing his own 
absolutely uncompromising, fundamentalist Muslim terrorist game, 
but playing it with Soviet weapons, with money which he passes 
out to people who are also pursuing Soviet objectives. 

So, I would like to make clear that I think the main goal now of 
terrorism that we must learn to combat, must learn to penetrate in 
its planning, in its character, is state-sponsored terrorism, which is 
designed to undermine the psychosocial stability and political gov
ernability of pluralist states, states associated with democratic aspi
rations, and with representative governments. 

There is no need to ask what is the target of this organized, J1~. 
tionally sponsored terrorism, often exploiting innocent and ill·}'" 
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formed people, some of them with legitimate grievances. The target 
is us, the democratic states. 

The question before this country is whether it can deal with this 
phenomenon, can learn to counter the threat to us, and our 
friends, and our interests abroad, in the snme systematic way that 
we have countered the nuclear weapons threat. In recent decades, 
we have managed to balance the forces so that we are not the vic
tims of nuclear war. We have managed to create conventional mili
tary strength which restrains direct military aggression. We have 
not found the countermeasures that really will protect us from this 
new danger, a strategic danger. It is because I feel that the activi
ties sponsored by states-in most cases. carried out by fanatic ter
rorist groups in the Mideast, in Central America, where Cuba and 
Nicaragua are the center, and in Southeast Asia-will determine 
the crucial question of our time that I am so delighted to hear 
these committees focus on this question. 

'1'he fact is this kind of terrorism serves the geopolitical purposes 
of our enemies, of people who believe that democracy and repre
sentative government are wrong, and that they must be replaced 
by totalitarian governments. 

All of these groups, even in our own Caribbean front yard
many people call it the back yard, but I think it is our front yard
are using propaganda provided from Leninist-Marxist states, weap
ons, proxy police and military forces from East Germany, Cuba, 
and other client states, to feed the fires of conflict. So the issue is 
whether in the end the kind of peace that is established is the 
peace of the ballot box and the free market for economic activity, 
or whether it is a peace of th(l Gulag. 

That is the issue that is confronting us. It is worldwide. It is not 
a series of isolated incidents. I feel so strongly about this that in 
the last 4 years I have published two books on the subject of terror
ism and the Soviet connection with it. I think the evidence is un
mistakable for those who care to read and study this matter. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. 
Chairman '1'HURMOND. The distinguished Senator from Indiana. 
Chairman LUGAR. Mr. Chairman, are we to have a round of ques-

tions now? 
Chairman THURMOND. Yes, I thought we would have a round of 

questions. 
Chairman LUGAR. Very well. 
Let me say at the outset that I appreciate, Mr. Chairman, the 

leadership role that Senator Trible of Virginia is playing in these 
hearings. He will be largely responsible for leadership on our side 
of the Foreign Relations Committee in the next 2 days of hearings. 
I am very pleased that he and Senator Dan Evans of Washington 
have joined us for the hearing this morning. 

Mr. Cline, if your theory is correct that state-sponsored terrorism 
is at the heart of the matter in most of the serious instances, how 
does this help us in fashioning our response? I would suggest, for 
example, if the Soviet Union is playing a substantial role in many 
of these activities, then, logically, OUr response ought to be retalia
tory against the Soviet Union. 

What larger problems of difficulty does this bring to us? Or, in 
your judgment, are there retaliatory measures that can be taken 
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against the Soviet Union if we believe they are responsible, or 
other states-Syria, for example, and Iran come to mind-that are 
appropriate without escalating potential conflict into world war or 
into a limited regional war? 

Mr. CLINE. Mr. Chairman, I believe that what is essential is for 
us to develop a public understanding of the accountability of states 
for their actions in this kind of covert warfare, which is what it is, 
undeclared warfare, in the same way that we would if we were di
rectly attacked with military force openly. 

Now, that does not mean that in these circumstances in which I 
assure you the Soviet Union is very careful to cloak its activities in 
a layer of proxy performances by other peoples, a response by the 
United States will result in a direct military confrontation. 

My strong conviction is that the ::Jviet Union has turned to 
these measures because it finds it unattractive and undesirable, 
from its own interest point of view, to engage in direct military 
conflict with the United States. 

But the international law is so vague on these points that it is a 
free lunch for those who support this kind of violence. I believe 
that if we can, by diplomacy and direct calling of facts as facts, 
which we tend to be reluctant to do, explain what we mean exactly 
by terrorist activity that is criminal if we explain that a conspiracy 
to commit a crime is also a crime in most courts of law and ought 
to be at least considered as reprehensible in international affairs, I 
think we can call the Soviet Union to account in a court of opinion 
that they will be sensitive to. 

Now, that will not solve the problem, but it is the way to pro
ceed. And if we combine a political and legalistic approach, which, 
after all, is the essence of our system, to define illegal acts and to 
apply the law equally-that is the main difference between our 
system of society and the Soviet system-we can make our point 
and combine it with direct action of the kind that we have been 
talking about recently, but not yet been able to conduct efficiently, 
that is direct preemption or retaliation against the terrorist groups 
themselves. I think the combination of public condemnation and 
direct response will create a deterrent to this kind of campaign 
which does not exist today because we neither blame the Soviet 
Union, or its client states, nor do we take any preemptive or puni
tive action. 

It is the combination of those two approaches that will make this 
tactic unattractive just as we have succeeded in making direct mili
tary attack unattractive. 

Chairman LUGAR. Mr. Cline, as a matter of our own policy, many 
Americans have been opposed to covert activity. President Reagan 
has indicated that covert activity ought to playa part of our policy 
with the checks and balances provided by law and the oversight of 
congressional committees. 

You are saying, I gather, that you believe state-sponsored terror
ism is largely of a covert character. In other words, the Soviet 
Union, if involved, would try to shield recognition of that involve
ment so as not to have a confrontation of military consequence. 
Perhaps as a finding of these hearings, we ought to reinforce the 
thought that we need a covert response within the framework of 
law and the checks and balances that we have. 
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I suppose I would like your judgment generally as to whether, on 
the basis of the experience that you have had-and it has been ex
tensive-that we are prepared to mount the kinds of responses, 
covert or otherwise, that would be required given the gravity and 
number of terrorist attacks that you have outlined today. 

Mr. CLINE. Mr. Lugar, I think your analysis is very sound. It is 
getting at the heart of the problem. Covertness and secrecy are a 
very limited part of the tradition of this country, although they do 
go back to George Washington and the times of our revolu.tionary 
founding, when covert activities and secret intelligence were, 
indeed, the answer to the revolutionary success of our Founding 
Fathers and to the covert assistance which the kingdom of France 
then gave to us during our Revolutionary War years. 

We need to awaken in our people an awareness that there are 
some threats, some challenges to our security, which are secret, 
which are covert, which may need to be met with a counterre
sponse in the same mode. 

Now, Mr. Lugar, I want to make clear, because I was in the Cen
tral Intelligence Agency for so long, that I am not in favor of indis
criminate use of covert activities. I think they should be very selec
tive, very carefully chosen, when there is no better alternative. If, 
by open methods of diplomacy or even military confrontation, you 
can deter and stop a challenge, you should do so because that is an 
effective measure. But in this kind of warfare, where hidden 
sources and hidden methods are common, often secret intelligence 
is the only way to find out what is happening, and secret measures 
to preempt are the only way to stop the threat. 

In those cases, I think we should do it. 
Now, to answer your question directly, I regret to say, based on 

my now 40 years of experience with intelligence activities-al
though the last 10 have been outside Government-I believe that 
we have suffered in the mid and late 1970's a serious decline in our 
intelligence capability, for obvious reasons, such as the rapid 
changes of Government, administrations, and the congressional in
quiries which focused on abuses more than on capabilities. In the 
late 1970's, there was a very serious decline in the capabilities of 
this Government to defend itself by collecting and analyzing intelli
gence, and, in particular, by conducting the kind of covert actions 
which, selectively used, would decrease the dangers against us. 

I think that President Reagan and Bill Casey have done a heroic 
job, and Secretary Shultz has supported them in making clear that 
intelligence and the secret response to secret attacks may be 
needed and should be created as a real capability in the arsenal of 
our self-defense. 

This is legitimate self-defense, to protect the destruction of 
Americans and American interests abroad from terrorist activities. 
It is entirely justified by the U.N. Charter and by all principles of 
international law. So we should not feel secretive about it and we 
should build the covert capability for selective response that would 
be quick and efficient and that absolutely articulated the precise 
danger that is confronting us. It is a much more subtle surgical 
scalpel than a total military confrontation. 

It is not necessary to meet violence with counterviolence. It is 
better to meet violence with brains and foresight. 
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Thank you. 
Chairman LUGAR. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman THURMOND. Thank you. 
The distinguished Senator from Alabama, Mr. Denton. 
Senator DENTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Mr. Jenkins, I do not want to be wordy, but the issue is subtle 

and I believe critical. We have an example, illustrated in the docu
mentaries of World War II which are now playing on television, 
particularly educational and public television, showing a nation 
going down, allegedly because of a spirit of defeatism among its 
politicians and some of its military leaders. Without reaching any 
conclusions that might be critical of the politicians and military 
leaders of France in 1938, 1939, and 1940, my question addresses 
the need and possibility for, in the United States, a will to win 
when such a will is essential to the preservation of the security of 
the Nation, the survival of its freedoms, indeed, the physical securi
ty of its people. 

The influences which affect the will to win in just situations, nec
essary situations, have to do with understanding the issues and we 
have a situation which has developed, perhaps over decades, but 
particularly with the advent of television, in which explicit vio
lence is shown in reporting conflict in wars or military confronta
tions of various kinds. 

Many would say that if World War II had been subjected to the 
same violence-explicit media scrutiny as Vietnam, America would 
have surrendered soon after Pearl Harbor. 

Being a friend of Barbara Tuchman, I have often said in my 
modest efforts that for I'The Guns of August," the timeframe of 
August 1914, would have resulted in surrender on the part of the 
allieL had it been brought home to Paris and London with the same 
completeness or incompleteness, depending on you.r point of view, 
as it was during Vietnam. 

The pattern of media influence on policy has been the same since 
the Vietnam war through the hostage rescue attempt and the loss 
of our marines in Beirut. 

Now, I am not criticizing television for this. I am simply saying 
that what is displayed to the minds and hearts of the American 
public are the horrors of war as opposed to the issues which led to 
the decisions to participate. We seldom show that the alternative to 
the hell of war was worse than the war itself. 

The Civil War might be an example of that. The institution of 
slavery was a greater hell, caused more indignity, and injustice, as 
a net horror than did the actual war. 

That is the decision that any national leader should make, any 
military man should make, any national security advisor should 
make, in discussing a war. It is hell-or any small increment there
of. For example, when we invested 2,000 marines in Lebanon, the 
media began harping on. the possibility of some of them getting in
jured or killed. 

That investment of marines, wise or unwise, was doomed to fail
ure. 'I'he terrorists knew the answers in their minds to the ques
tion: What will America do, what will the United States do to us, 
the terrorists, or to us, the state that backs that terrorism, or the 
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political group or the religious group that backs that terrorism if 
we harm those Marines? 

Now I ask if in saying over and over "those marines are being 
attacked, we've got to get them out of there if any more get hurt," 
r ask if we did not effectively signal the answer to the question. 

This is a great country with great power. I do not say the peace
keeping force was wise or unwise. That is begging the question. 
But, having put them in there, should we have eliminated the 
question in the minds of those who would attack them as to what 
we would do about it? Or did we not supply the answer: you attack 
a few more and out they come? 

r believe the media and Congress signaled the answer to the 
question and told them we would withdraw. 

So, we have to be willing to sustain losses or make mistakes
and we are going to make them. War is tougher than a football 
game and almost everybody makes a mistake in a football game, 
usually every other play. Lately, whenever this country uses force 
against force, the media steps in with its hyped, full color coverage, 
lots of criticism, and the Government backs off in fear of losing 
popular support. r believe that has been the reason for our lack of 
success in foreign relations since about 1967. 

What should be minor losses or temporary battle losses turn into 
full defeat. r believe we must be able to develop the will to win in 
just causes, in essential causes. We must be willing to accept our 
losses for a just and winnable cause, or we are not going to win 
anything. If we do not, we are not going to survive. 

My question is this: Can the United States develop an under
standing of the tough and dirty ballgame our adversaries are play
ing? Under the present circumstances, can the United States devel
op the will to protect its legitimate interests? 

I think we have given enough objective, bipartisan thought to 
strategic nuclear planning in both the media and Congress. But we 
have not developed sufficient understanding through discussion of 
the manner and the degree to which U.S. interests are being 
eroded by the ongoing use of the full spectrum of conventional ter
rorism, ranging from Marxist repression over the miserable citi
zens in Managua to the international form of terroristic warfare 
mentioned by Mr. Cline, and now being waged overtly in Cambo
dia, Laos, and Afghanistan, South Africa, and other places. What 
effect does terrorism, repression, drug trafficking and insurgency 
have on our interests? What are our national goals against the ter
rorism from Nicaragua, or in Colombia, or in Bolivia, or against 
drug-related terrorism? 

So, the question affects the prospects for our national survival. 
Do you agree that the answers to these questions are important, 
and would you discuss the rationale behind those questions. 

Mr. Jenkins. 
Chairman THURMOND. Before you start, Mr. Jenkins, I have an

other commitment and I have to leave. 
r am going to ask the distinguished Senator from Alabama, the 

chairman of the Subcommittee on Security and Terrorism of this 
committee to take my place. 

r want to say, in asking him to do that, that he was a prisoner of 
war in Vietnam for 7 years. He knows what terrorism is. He has 
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studied terrorism all over this country and throughout the world. 
We are very fortunate to have Senator Denton as chairman of the 
Subcommittee on Security and Terrorism. 

I want to thank him and I also want to thank the distinguished 
and able Senator from Indiana for their deep inte:J:est in this sub
ject. 

I think people are beginning to see now that terrorism is another 
method of warfare. We must learn more about it. We must learn to 
cope with it and to be prepared to act and take the steps necessary. 

Ordinarily, if a country has the ability to act and has the will to 
act, a deterrent generally occurs. We do not have a war when other 
countries know we are prepared and we have the will to act. It 
takes both. 

If you would now take over, I would appreciate it. 
Mr. JENKINS. Senator, the question you ask is a fundamental one 

and a complex one. I am not sure that I can be as eloquent in the 
answer as you have been in asking it. 

You are quite right in pointing out that the greater exposure of 
the horrors of war through the media has made that type of con
flict increasingly unattractive in the world, not only for us, but for 
a number of nations. Indeed, we look forward to an era of warfare 
in the future which is going to be quite different from the warfare 
that we saw in the first half of this century. 

We look fcrward to an era of warfare in which at times limited 
conventional combat will be replaced by or accompanied by guerril
la war, classic guerrilla war, as well as by international terrorism, 
or a mix of these things; we can expect to see an era of warfare 
that may be less destructive than the two World Wars were in the 
first half of the century-after all, those wars produced 60 million 
casualties, 60 million deaths of soldiers and civilians-but at the 
same time an era of warfare that is less coherent. It is that quaJity 
of this new era of conflict that I think makes it so difficult to devel
op and maintain the understanding of the issues involved and, as 
you describe it, the will of the American people to engage in that 
kind of conflict. 

Senator DENTON. Mr. Jenkins, I know you won't mind yielding to 
this point because I am sure it is inherent in what you are refer
ring to. Neither of us is advocating war. We are trying to develop 
the necessary understanding and the will on our side to deter the 
other from continuing to destroy our interests and our freedoms. 

Mr. JENKINS. Yes, I agree with that. 
The point is that we are really looking forward to this very 

murky kind of warfare, and it is very difficult to get people to un
derstand what are the issues at stake, what are the strategies and 
tactics being pursued, and how can we effectively combat them. 

I would hesitate to underestimate the will of the American 
people in combating terrorism, as in dealing with any other type of 
adversary. If the American people can be shown by their leader
ship that there is a way of confronting and successfully dealing 
with this terrorist adversary, I have no doubt that the will exists in 
this country to do that; because there is a tremendous sense of out
rage and frustration on the part of the American public at our 
seeming inability to successfully grapple with our terrorist oppo
nents. 
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In part, I must say, this begins with leadership. We have gott~·n 
into a notion that wars are a little bit like toothpaste that have to 
be "sold" on television; that wars have to be popular; that we are 
worried ahout casualties because then their popularity will decline. 
We have all sorts of defense analysts looking at casualty rates and 
Gallup polls to indicate just where we are in this sales campaign of 
warfare. 

War is not something which is meant to be sold. War is a necessi
ty. It is a measure of last resort. When we engage in a military 
contest, hopefully it will be for what are defined and agreed upon 
as our legitimate interests. This is another problem area. Those 
will be articulated by our leadership, and they will give a clear un
derstanding, as have presidents in the past, that there are going to 
be sacrifices necessary, that waging war is not something which 
comes cheaply, is not something which is popular. We sustained 
tremendous casualties during World War II. World War II was not 
less popular or more popular because of that. Nobody likes casual
ties. It was considered a necessity. It was the price we paid to 
achieve what was considered the vital goal of survival of our 
Nation. 

We have not been able to translate that into the kinds of con
flicts we have waged since then. Certainly we were not able to do 
that in Vietnam. We have not been able to do that in combating 
terrorism. 

What we have had, instead, is, at times, rhetoric that has tended 
to be empty rhetoric. Mixed signals out of government, as one por
tion of government says one thing and somebody else in govern
ment says something else, thereby not really giving a clear indica
tion to terrorist adversaries or to their state sponsors of just where 
is that line which, if crossed will provoke a vigorous response, if 
nlBcessary a military response, by this country. 

Our terrorist adversaries do not have that understanding. The 
American people do not have that understanding. 

This is something that has to be developed, and it is going to be 
very, very difficult, given the nature of the conflict that we are in
volved in here. 

Senator DEN'l'ON. Thank you. 
Yes, Mr. Cline. 
Mr. CLINE. Mr. Chairman, may I just add a word? 
I think your question, as you said, is rather subtle and profound. 
In the first place, I would like to make it clear that we suffered 

not only a great tragedy and a strategic defeat, but a psychological 
defeat in Lebanon in the events you described. I would like to 
quote for this group a speech made by Qadhafi of Libya only re
cently, on March 28, 1985, in which, among other really outrageous 
things he said about conducting terrorist activities because they 
were right, he said the following: We are reviewing events, we are 
wanting to learn. The lesson is that America was kicked out of 
Lebanon when an individual Arab was able to kill 300 Americans. 
They made some calculations in the Pentagon and said one person 
in a cal' full of explosives will die, but 300 Americans will also die. 
Therefore we cannot resist this Nation. This is why America, he 
says, "regained its reason" and withdrew. 
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That is the lesson that the terrorists drew from our lack of will, 
which I think was more a lack of clarity of purpose, of why we had 
sent our Marines there and what we wanted them to do. 

The second point I wanted to make follows from that. 
The hostile states that sponsor terrorism are very clear that ter

rorism is a bit of street theater. It is a form of a dramatic presenta
tion of ideas, and the target is the American public. That is why 
television is such a beautiful instrument for them. If our televjsion 
reacts innocently and descriptively, they give the terrorists a mag
nificent chance to sell their message, which is they will win and it 
is foolish to resist, that Americans are not able to, smart enough 
to, nor determined enough to resist this kind of attack. 

So there is a critical need, especially for the leaders of our 
Nation, to describe to their constituents and to the public and on 
television the dimensions and the truly psychological and strategic 
dimensions of the danger we face. Otherwise, we cannot generate 
the understanding which will give the public support we need. 

The North Vietnamese, the Libyans, the Soviet leaders them
selves are all crystal clear that the place to win these kinds of clan
destIne struggles usually is in the capital of the opposing country, 
right here in Washington, DC. 

Senator DENTON. If I may say so, before passing it back to Chair
man Lugar for qUestions from his committee, that point was driven 
home to me and other senior prisoners in Vietnam over and over. 
We would hear lies on the English language version of Moscow 
radio, three absurd sentence in a row which, in interrogation, we 
would spiritedly say the American people would never buy that. 
They would laugh and say just wait and see. 

Within 2 days, the same three sentences were being hammered 
home as a matter of reportorial emphasis. I do not find that culpa
ble, but I find it unfortunate, to the point at which, within a day or 
so, some leader in Congress was repeating the same three lies as if 
they were truths. 

I do not want it to be believed that I resent terrorism because it 
was applied to me. I um aware of it and resent it because I saw it 
applied to the Vietnamese people. I saw it applied in a manner 
that won Southeast Asia for the Communists. 

I am not in favor of war. I want the other side, a bad side, to not 
engage in war, as they are doing today, against tl:.3 interests and 
the survival of freedom in the world. I want to restore our credibil
ity with our allies that we will back them up; because, as you have 
pointed out in both your statement and in your book, for 30 years 
or more in South America and Central America, they have had 
near coups or coups as a result of Communist terrorism. Our 
friends are very worried about the fact that the United States did 
not give the Shah of Iran a place to die, we did not win in Viet
nam, and we did not handle the rescue of our hostages in Iran nor 
the Beirut situation credibly. 

We are not necessarily a healthy friend to indulge. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LUGAR. Thank you, Senator Denton. 
Senator Trible. 
Senator TRIBLE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Gentlemen, in the preceding colloquy, I think you were able to 
state rather artfully the challenge of public policymaking in the 
1980's. The world is very muddled, it is much less coherent than it 
has been in years past, and yet the threats are very real, only they 
are harder to define. So this makes the formulation of an appropri
ate response far more difficult. 

But that is a matter of leadership, after all. I think that many of 
the leaders of today lack the capacity to formulate responsible 
policy. However, I believe that the American people have the will 
to respond. 

I must say, perhaps speaking for a new generation of Americans, 
that I believe we have the capacity to change this world for good. I 
believe we have within us the ability to lead this world and to act 
in a fashion to protect and promote peace and freedom. 

That is what these hearings are all about. 
I would say, also, that there are a host of post-Vietnam Ameri

cans who believe that America does have a responsibility in the 
world, and that it is our purpose to promote good in this world, and 
that our responsibilities extend far beyond our borders. 

It is interesting to see how the political process has been re
shaped. For so long the other party believed that the world should 
be made safe for democracy. It is the other party that led that 
quest for decades, when members of my own party so often advo
cated isolationism. 

And yet today the places have changed. It is the Republicans 
who are the advocates of internationalism. 

I would note the presence of Senator Leahy and regret that he 
must leave. In addressing the issue of a response to terrorism, we 
have talked in very broad, theoretical terms about the problem. 

Can you be more specific in setting forth what steps are neces
sary for us to respond more effectively, from the standpoint of 
public policy, from the standpoint of perhaps strengthening exist
ing agencies. 

I would like both Mr. Cline and Mr. Jenkins to respond, if you 
would. As specifically as you can, please make recommendations to 
this committee so that we, in turn, 'can share it with our col
leagues. 

Mr. JENKINS. Let me say that in looking back on how this coun
try has responded to terrorism, the role of legislation is quite limit
ed; we have adequate laws to respond to terrorist activ,ity, and we 
have the agencies and organizations to carry out that response. 
Indeed, if one looks at the record of terrorist activity in this coun
try, they have been remarkably effective in doing so. We have not 
been entirely immune from terrorist violence in this country, but it 
represents overall a miniscule contribution to the total volume of 
violent crime in this country. 

When we talk about terrorist activity directed against Americans 
abroad, again it is not so much a matter of legislation; it is a 
matter of the abilities, the capabilities, of the various agencies of 
the executive branch of Government with regard to sources and 
competence and successful execution. In this regard, the role that 
Congress has played has been twofold. I think in both cases, it has 
been a useful role. 
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No.1 is to act, in a sense, as a prime, to encourage the executive 
agencies to devote sufficient attention, devote sufficient resources, 
and try to develop those capabilities further. 

Now obviously that is something you cannot legislate. You 
cannot legislate competence; you cannot legislate a degree of 
concern. 

Senator TRIBLE. Are you saying,. then, that we need to upgrade 
our intelligence gathering capability? 

Mr. JENKINS. I am saying that part of the role of Congress has 
been simply to act as a prod. Second, when the executive branch 
has come before Congress-at least in those cases to my memory
and asked for something specific that has required greater re
sources to combat terrorism, the legislative branch has been forth
coming in providing those resources, whether for increased intelli
gence activities or for increased security of our diplomats abroad, 
or for whatever reason. This branch has provided what was needed, 
as long ~s there was a specific request for something that it could 
provide. 

Where are the areas that need building in the executive branch? 
Intelligence remains a problem. I do not think, in my own view, 
that it is so much a matter of resources anymore. This administra
tion, in particular, has devoted increasing resources to the intelli
gence community. It is going to take a long time to come back from 
the decline that Mr. Cline spoke about, particularly with regard to 
intelligence in dealing with terrorism. 

In addition to the limitations placed on the intelligence commu
nity in the 1970's, in the wake of the abuses that were revealed 
and some of the legislation and guidelines passed, there was an
other tendency that has caused us some difficulty, that is, there 
has been a tendency within the intelligence community to go for 
more and more high-technology intelligence. It gets us into less 
trouble, using things that fly, things that can listen at great 
distances. 

But when we talk about terrorism, we are talking primarily 
about human intelligence. I am not saying that high-technology 
things cannot contribute to the effort, but intelligence about terror
ism is primarily human intelligence. We do not have radars to 
warn us of incoming terrorists. 

Human intelligence takes years to develop; we lost the capability 
there, and it will take years to get that back. 

Again, dealing with the problem of terrorism in the intelligence 
community is not a matter of resources so much as it is, in my 
view, a matter of priorities. 

What is very, very interesting is, despite a great deal of public 
rhetoric about the importance of this problem of terrorism that 
confronts the United States, it is still very difficult to translate 
that real concern down through the various organizations into a 
working level of concern. I am not entirely convinced that when we 
step below the ranking leaders in each of the government agencies 
and departments involved, we find the same level of concern that 
is expressed by the leaders. We find different sets of priorities, and 
I think that the issue of terrorism tends to kind of fall off a cliff 
and drop way, way down on the priority list. So the real issue is 
not resources; it is a matter of priorities. 
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This is part of the problem. 
I think we also have to be realistic about the fact that our intelli

gence capabilities, particularly in difficult areas of the world such 
as the Middle East, despite the resources, despite the efforts, are 
going to remain pretty limited. Uncertainty is a feature of this 
type of warfare, and the notion that we must pin every response 
upon perfect intelligence is just another way of saying that we are 
not going to respond because we do not have perfect .intelligence. 
We did not have perfect intelligence in World War II. We have 
never had perfect intelligence. So we cannot set impossibly high 
standards and use them as a prerequisite to taking any action. 

As I said, uncertainty is a feature of this area of activity. 
There are other areas which need to be explored beyond intelli

gence. I think the issue of whether and how the United States will 
respond with force, whether overtly, using the armed forces of this 
country, or covertly, is still very much a matter of debate in this 
country, in Washington, in the Government. To a certain extent, 
the publicized aspects of that debate, as I indicated before, have 
sent mixed signals to our adversaries. Our adversaries have some 
vague notion that there is some line which if crossed will provoke a 
response. Some of the statements have tended to make them uncer
tain about where that line is. It is not to our advantage that they 
have some notion that they can push very, very hard without pro
voking a response. 

I think we also have to further explore the area of nonmilitary 
responses-diplomatic sanctions, political sanctions, economic sanc
tions. Those are very, very difficult to apply in today's interdepend
ent world. Very frequently, economic sanctions hurt those doing 
the application more than the targets. But this is something we 
have to explore further. Maybe in some cases we have to sustain 
some pain at home, some loss, in order to inflict some degree of 
cost upon our opponents. 

Senator TRIBLE. Can you give me an example of a nonmilitary 
sanction that you might advocate? 

Mr. J"ENKINS. Well, for example, take the case of Libya, which is 
perhaps one of the most blatant cases of overt, avowed sponsorship 
of terrorist activity. Despite at least two warnings from the Presi
dent, we still have a large number of American nationals liying 
and working in Libya. There is still a certain amount of trade 
going on with Libya. Our allies have not been persuaded to reduce 
their business activities with Libya. At one time it was perhaps jus
tifiable, since, given the shortage of oil and gas in the world; they 
were highly dependent upon Libya. But that is no longer quite the 
case. There are alternative sources now. It is a question of the 
degree to which we are willing to take measures ourselves and 
enlist our allies. Our allies have been criticized in many cases, and 
sometimes deservedly so, for not joining in American initiatives 
against terrorism. 

But there again, I think it is a matter of the European diplo
mats-at least the European diplomats that I speak with in an un
official capacity-saying if there are concrete steps to be taken, if 
there is a concrete program to be followed, then that is something 
we can talk about. If there is something we can do, then let's talk 
about it and potentially do it. 
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But rhetoric about joining, in a sense, in further denunciation of 
terrorist activity to go along with the previous 300 denunciations of 
terrorism is not something that particularly attracts them. 

So this is something that we can explore: How to apply these 
measures and how to orchestrate these. 

When I say nonmilitary measures, nonmilitary sanctions, I do 
not mean here that we ought to use one as opposed to the other, 
that we should have a military array or a nonmilitary array. We 
may really want to think of posing our adversaries-the terrorist 
perpetrators, particularly the state-sponsored ones, because they 
are the ones that are vulnerable to this-with an entire array of 
diplomatic and economic and potentially military activities, overt 
activities and covert activities, and orchestrating those in such a 
way that our opponents have to deal with a variety of things, with
out pinning everything on whether or not, in fact, we can respond 
militarily or whether or not an economic sanction by itself has an 
effect. An economic sanction, perhaps coupled with a military 
move, perhaps coupled with political efforts, can begin to impose 
some pain on our adversaries. 

Now one difficulty we do have in Government in doing that is 
that we do not have the machinery in the executive branch for co
ordinating, for orchestrating, for pursuing that kind of campaign. 
We have a State Department and they have certain capacities to 
deal with it. We have a Department of Commerce. We have various 
military planning agencies in the Department of Defense. We have 
covert capabilities for the planning of covert operations. But where 
does the whole thing come together? Who brings together the 
entire array of activities to orchestrate and continue to follow 
through on these measures? Where does that reside in Govern
ment? What is that machinery? I am not sure it exists. 

So there are some concrete steps that I think we can take in our 
own Government to begin to tell our adversaries, our allies, and 
indeed the American public, that this is war, a kind of warfare, a 
new kind of warfare, a difficult kind of warfare, but that we are 
prepared to engage in this kind of conflict and that conducting this 
kind of conflict against the United States is not going to be free of 
cost to the perpetrators or to the State sponsors of terrorist activi
ty. 

Senator TRIBLE. I thank you. 
Mr. Cline. 
Mr. CLINE. Senator Trible, you drive me to be so immodest as to 

recommend to you the study which I have just completed, which I 
hope will be a book shortly, on State sponsored terrorism, as done 
by myself and Dr. Y onah Alexander, my colleague at Georgetown, 
who will be appearing before this group. 

Of course, I should say that we prepared this study for the U.S. 
Army, but it is the authors who are purely responsible for the con
clusions, and in no way does it commit any official part of the Gov
ernment to these views. 

I would like to give you a few brief conclusions which I will read 
from it, and I would be delighted to provide any of you with a copy 
of this manuscript, if you like. 

I conclude that what we need is conceptualization, formulation of 
goals and objectives. I say a major effort should be launched to 
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adopt definitions and doctrine to establish an active counter-terror
ism policy and a cost-imposing deterrent strategy. I think those 
words define much of what Brian was saying and what others have 
said. 

But there are specifics. 
First, you have to strengthen the intelligence capacity to collect 

and analyze intelligence. on terror-prone groups worldwide and 
their links with one another and with State sponsors. We are be
ginning to do that. But we have tended to neglect it. 

I think that we should adopt a Government-wide, comprehensive 
definition of terrorism, including the special reference to State 
sponsorship that I mentioned earlier. 

I think we have to continue top level U.S. Government, and it 
must be congressional as well as executive branch, declarations of 
the dangers inherent in the current phase of State sponsored ter
rorism and U.s. determination to take measures of self-defense and 
deterrence, as it is entitled to by law. 

While we should stress the nonviolent options of imposing costs 
on terrorists-and I agree that economic sanctions, if we pursue 
them consistently and firmly are an excellent remedy for some of 
the States that are so free with these activities, in sponsoring 
them-we will probably have to move on, then, to take covert 
action to spoil or preempt terrorist incidents when intelligence per
mits it without losing sources or taking acts that are inappropriate 
to the level of the crimes that we are dealing with. 

That should be done without publicity. 
We announce that we will do this kind of thing; but, as Secretary 

Shultz said, actions will speak better than words when we take 
such remedial responses. 

Finally, I think, in cases of last resort, that we should openly, 
then, use special configuration military forces which the armed 
services have been training-a little belatedly, but they are taking 
this responsibility seriously now, and there are coordinating com
mittees that would permit them to be used. in the right circum
stances-use these special configuration military forces for selec
tive, active operations, attacking terrorists or their State-sponsored 
infrastructure of support. There are military measures which, if 
taken particularly against these proxy States which feel so com
fortable in carrying out these policies against the United States, 
murdering American diplomats and soldiers, and destroying our in
stallations abroad, I believe that we could sober up the leaders of 
that whole operations infrastructure by a few carefully selected 
responses. 

At any rate, that is just the flavor of the recommendations that I 
would make. I think it is important for the Congress, which I be
lieve it is intending to do, to enunciate a policy compatible with the 
executive branch approach, and then educate our people who have 
the right instincts but are, indeed, confused by the welter of voices 
and the rather bizarre reporting the media sometimes give, to 
know what they are up against and to expect a strong American 
response, as they would if it were a declared war rather than an 
undeclared war. 

Senator TRIBLE. Thank you, gentlemen. 
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate your indulgence. 
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Chairman LUGAR. Thank you, Senator Trible. 
I have no further questions. 
Senator Denton, do you have additional questions? 
Senator DENTON. I want to say, Mr. Chairman, that there is no 

one in this body whom I respect the intelligence of or the integrity 
of more than you. I hope I can impart that not only privately, but 
publicly. I am grateful that you personally took the time to attend. 
You acquiesced in the idea of joint hearings with the Foreign Rela
tions Committee to expose what we have been learning, almost cov
ertly from almost 4 years of hearings on this subject. Perhaps it 
has been imperfectly chaired, but it is frustrating that so much of 
our findings have gone un disseminated. I think there are consider
ations here which you and your committee will be able to take the 
initiative on as a result of learning more. 

I want to make it clear to my friends in the media that I like 
journalists more than I like politicians. In college I studied to be a 
journalist. I do not feel any unfriendliness. I just feel a sense of 
frustration that our respective professions have created a situation 
that is unfortunate for our country. I do not believe that your insti
tution is any more at fault than ours. 

I would like to say in response to some of the statements that 
have been made that I believe the leaders of the Nation have a re
sponsibility which is not being met; we are not establishing coher
ent public understanding, of the issue and what's at stake. 

That came up candidly in a recent Republican caucus. Without 
being indiscrete I can say that a number of Senators stood up in 
the presence of several officials from the administration and bela
bored the President of the United States to speak out clearly and 
frequently enough on essential issues. One referred to covert aid to 
the Freedom Fighters, or Contras-depending on your point of 
view-in Nicaragua. 

That senatorial belief was passionately held, but it was answered 
correctly by a member of the executive department who reminded 
us-that the President has made five major speeches on just that 
subject. Can you tell me anything else he has made five major 
speeches on? Only one of them was published outside the Beltway 
with any degree of completeness. 

Now that is part of the problem. The media must assume the re
sponsibility as well as the right to transmit what is going on up 
he~e, both in terms of the issues on the one side and the issues on 
the other. . 

I believe we are making progress though. In spite of the media's 
biased retrospective about Vietnam, at least we look back and try 
to analyze. I believe analysis and evaluation are key to future con
siderations on this subject. 

Do you agree with this partial list of groups that are attacking 
the United States or our friends around the world. In England, we 
have the Provisional IRA, the Irish National Liberation Organiza
tion-they are attacking England and North Ireland. I am not ad
dressing whether there are problems in Northern Ireland that need 
resolution and there certainly are people in Ireland, members of 
the Roman Catholic and Protestant Churches, who are trying to 
stop the violence. But, nonetheless, the Provisional IRA and the 
INLA are receiving aid from Soviet surrogates. West Germany, has 
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the Red Army Faction; against Turkey, it is ASALA, and the Jus
tice Commandos; against Israel, the PLO, the Islamic Jihad, and 
the AMAL; against Italy, the Red Brigade, the Front Line and 
scores of other' groups; against Taiwan, it's the Taiwan Independ
ence Movement, the World United Formosans for Independence; 
against South Africa and Southwest Africa-and again I am not 
saying there are not problems there-it is the African National 
Congress and SW APO. Both groups were exposed in hearings in 
this room as having originally been legitimate organizations which 
have been subverted to Marxism and practice terrorism. 

The United States does not appear to be aware of the Marxist 
factor. Because of our hearings, countries in Europe took note and 
it became a topic of discussions in thejr universities, in their 
media, and in governmental meetings over there. But not so in the 
United States. Our hearings were boycotted. After our first hearing, 
the headline in one of the papers was "Denton Fails to Prove Rus
sians Controlling Worldwide Terrorism." 

I said in my opening statement I knew they weren't controlling 
worldwide terrorism. They just provide money, arms, and training! 

I would recommend that we jointly try to establish our objectives 
and understand what terrorism is. We must include the media, not 
as listeners, but as participants. Let's get together as Americans to 
see what our problems are. 

Colombia is being attacked by the M-19, the ELN and FARC. 
Spain by the ETA; El Salvador by the FLMN; and we are not 
aware of the unity that is behind all of that. 

I mentioned a common book, a book which is very much in use 
and studied in Detroit, MJ, as well as Beirut, or in Shanghai, or 
wherever. It is the "Mini-Manual of the Urban Guerrilla" by 
Carlos Marighella. He wrote it in 1971. 

I beg my colleagues to become familiar with that handbook and 
see the commonality with which it is being used around the world. 

I have to quote one part of this manuaL The method of operation 
is the same in so many countries and yet we are looking at each 
one of them as if they were unique events. 

Here is what Marighella says. This is the modus operandum. 
"First the urban guerrilla must use revolutionary violence to iden
tify with popular causes and so win a popular base." Then, the gov
ernment-meaning the subject government which they are inter
ested in overthrowing, and it is usually a free government, it is 
always a non-Communist government-"the government has no al
ternative except to intensify repression. The police roundups, house 
searches, arrests of innocent people, make life in the city unbear
able. The general sentiment is that the government is unjust, in
capable of solving problems, and resorts purely and simply to the 
physical liquidation of its opponents. The political situation is 
transformed into a military situation in which the militarists 
appear more and more responsible for errors and violence. When 
passifiers and right-wing opportunists see the militarists on the 
brink of the abyss, they join hands and beg the hangman for elec
tions and other trite things, designed to fool the masses. Rejecting 
the so-called political system, the urban guerrilla must become 
more aggressive and violent, resorting without letup to sabotage, 
terrorism, expropriations, assaults, kidnappings, and executions, 
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heightening the disastrous situation in which the government must 
act." Then he goes on to say that government is then held up for 
ridicule, criticism, and condemnation by the media around the 
world, and then a communist government replaces a better govern
ment, although a less perfect government than ours. 

The African National Congress leader, Oliver Tambo, said that 
he seeks to use violence to provoke an over-reaction by the South 
African Government, thereby making South Africa ungovernable, 
on the Uruguayan model. If you are not familiar with that, please 
become familiar with that. 

Gentlemen, carr either of you comment on that? 
Mr. CLINE. Could I just add a word, Senator? 
You bring up what I think is a critically important point. 
There has been created, by the deliberate policies of a few states 

whom we have mentioned, particularly the Soviet Union, Iran, and 
Libya, but also North Korea, Vietnam, and some Asian states, a 
climate of violence which is causing many acts of terrorism, not 
particularly planned or intended by these sponsoring states. Those 
acts are carried out by all sorts of strange organizations with spe
cial grievances. 

I was interested that you mentioned the Taiwan Independence 
Movement. Let me say that I am familiar with it, that it has a 
typically conspiratorial network of leaders belonging to different 
organizations with different names, and I think, often in some of 
their committee organizations, they are able to get a great deal of 
sympathy from the media and even from the Congress, because 
people simply do not know that their major stock in trade is assas
sination and psychological warfare against an organized govern
ment friendly to the United States. 

This is true the world over. 
Senator DENTON. You would agree, I am sure, Mr. Cline, that 

there is a need to examine how the native Taiwanese population is 
treated, whether or not they are being moved up in the·political 
participatory process. But, aside from that acknowledgement, the 
corruption of the Taiwan Independence Movement is a significant 
factor. . 

Mr. CLINE. That's right, and, in fact, it is characteristic. The 
reason it is a good example is that, as far as I know, it was not 
directly controlled or influenced by the Soviet Union; but the cli
mate of violence which is being created everywhere caused that 
group, the Taiwan Indepenence Movement and its subordinate 
groups, the United Formosans for Independence, and the Formosan 
Association for Public Affairs, to give up their efforts to win power 
by political and parliamentary methods, which were entirely open 
to them when they obeyed the law in their own country, and turn 
to these terrorist acts. 

I remember very vividly when this group attempted to assassi
nate the man who is now the President of the Republic of China on 
a visit to this country about 15 years ago when I was in the State 
Department. A very successful visit was almost destroyed by a 
bullet which was fired and which, happily, missed by about 6 
inches the guest of honor in this country. A group which has given 
up political remedies for fl'eedom and turns to these acts is a 
danger to international stability, and we should be very clear about 
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it !n every part of the world. We should be just as outraged about 
the horrible terrorist performance of the North Korean Govern
ment, which destroyed I believe 13 of the principal leaders of the 
Republic of Korea in a ceremonial visit in Burma, by a very calcu
lated terrorist campaign intended to kill the President. Again, the 
President, Chun Do Wan, fortunately escaped, being about 50 sec
onds late for the explosion of the bomb. 

Senator Helms, who has joined us, I know is very aware of that 
Korean event because it occurred shortly after the destruction of 
the KAL 007 airliner when he was in Korea, and he came in on the 
next plane, a few minutes separate from the one that was shot 
down. 

These are worldwide occurrences. When people ask me do you 
blame the Soviet Union for all of them, I say no, they could not 
possibly control all of them. But I blame them for propagating the 
doctrine that it is good, just, and fair, to use assassination, bomb
ings, and political warfare against the democratic states because 
they have created an anarchic and violent situation in world af
fairs in the 1980's that we have not had for many years, and we 
must stop it somehow. 

Senator DENTON. And you can blame the Soviets for the network 
of substantive support for all of those groups, irrespective of wheth
er they are black or red terrorists. They are working to destabilize 
democratic governments. 

Mr. CLINE. The practical infrastructure and the psychological 
and conceptual encouragement of a climate of violence-those 
things are reprehensible and we should hold anybody who creates 
such an environment or such an infrastructure accountable. 

Senator DENTON. Mr. Chairman, I will defer to Senator Helms. 
Chairman LUGAR. Yes, indeed. 
The distinguished Senator from North Carolina is recognized. 
Senator HELMS. Messrs. Chairmen, I thank you very much for 

delving into a subject that too few Americans know anything 
about. They assume that terrorism is something that happens else
where. As Ray Cline has indicated, he and I were pretty much eye
witnesses, a little bit removed, thank God, to the KAL disaster, 
which was a premeditated, calculated, deliberate slaughter of 269 
innocent people. 

What name will you put on it, Mr. Chairman, other than terror
ism? 

It so happens that this particular episode will live in my memory 
as long as I am alive. In the Anchorage Airport, just before KAL 
007 departed, about 20 minutes before we did, two little girls, ages 
5 and 3, sat on my lap. We played games. As they left with their 
mother and father, they hugged and kissed me and waved bye-bye 
as they went out the door. 

Mr. Chairman, Mr. Denton, do not ask me to ignore the conse
quences of that kind of terrorism. So I congratulate you, Senator 
Denton and Senator Lugar, for scheduling these hearings. Perhaps 
it will serve some purpose, if nothing else, in terms of persuading 
the major media of this country to point out who is responsible for 
the terrorism. 

Jeane Kirkpatrick said that America is blamed for just about ev
erything. Well, they cannot blame America for terrorism. The 
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Soviet Union may not be responsible for all of it, but it is certainly 
responsible for a large share. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator TRIBLE. Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LUGAR. Senator Trible. 
Senator TRIBLE. I have just one additional question. 
Gentlemen, tomorrow's hearing will focus on international drug 

activities in nation-states and how the United States more effec
tively can fashion a response to stem this flood of drugs across our 
borders. 

One phenomenon that we have witnessed recently has been the 
expanding link between international terrorism and international 
drug trafficking. We see that, for example, in Peru, where the 
Shining Path, a Maoist terrorist organization, is now linking arms 
with the drug traffickers and making the problems of enforcement 
all the more real. 

Would you comment on this new development? . 
Mr. CLINE. Brian, let me say something first, briefly, because I 

don't know very much about this and I am sure you know a lot. 
Mr. JENKINS. Go ahead. 
Mr. CLINE. I have been out of government over 10 years and you 

have to study the real details to speak authoritatively about these 
criminal activities. 

I would like to say that in many years in government and in my 
professorial pursuits in the past 10 years, I have observed with 
horror the growing links in many areas between the three groups: 
the revolutionary political groups, who are, for the most part, 
Marxist-Leninist, anxious to create a state subordinate to the 
Soviet Union or one of its surrogate states, like Cuba; the narcotics 
traffickers, who need the protection that such revolutionary groups 
can give them and are willing to pay for it, and, in fact, are willing 
to finance the political revolutions with the proceeds of drug traf
fic; and then the gunrunners, the people involved in the illegal 
passing of guns to revolutionary groups and to narcotics traffickers. 

'l'his is a monstrous combination. 
I became familiar with it in Southeast Asia because, back in the 

1950's and 1960's, we observed that most drugs, most opium, was 
coming from that triangle which is the southern part of Commu
nist China, Burma, where the Communist Party of Burma controls 
most of the drug-growing area, and some parts of Laos and Thai
land. It is often blamed on the local people, but it is clearly largely 
a movement of opium which comes in other forms eventually to 
this country, and it has been the source of a great deal of our ille
gal drugs for many decades. It moves through this combination of 
interests of the Communist revolutionaries, the gun salesmen, who 
supply criminals and revolutionaries with guns, and the narcotics 
traffickers, who are in it strictly for greed but will trade off bene
fits. 

We now see this in South America. There is plenty of evidence in 
the open sources that some activities of this kind are linking the 
American underworld, particularly in Florida and Texas, with 
Cuba, Nicaragua, some of the Caribbean Islands, and with Colom
bia, Peru, and Bolivia. This is a scandal and it is a very dangerous 
thing. The details are hard to come by. We must depend on our in-
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telligence and our law enforcement agencies. It is the ultimate cor
ruption of this terrorist system that has come into being. 

lVIr. JENKINS. Let me just add a couple of comments. 
Basically, terrorists participate in the narcotics traffic for money. 

It takes money to run a terrorist organization. The money comes 
from primarily illegal activities-bank robberies, ransom kidnap
ings, extortion, rackets. For those groups that have state sponsors, 
it comes from the sponsors. For others it comes from participation 
in the drug traffic. 

This has provided some of the groups with a sizable cash flow. As 
a group continues to participate in this kind of traffic for a while, 
maintaining that cash flow becomes in itself the objective of the 
group, and the political veneer becomes thinner and thinner. So, 
eventually, some of the terrorist organizations begin to resemble 
more and more ordinary organized criminal organizations, as op
posed to political organizations . 

. The terrorists essentially provide the traffickers with protection, 
armed military power, and in the case of South America, escort for 
smu15b!ed coca paste moving up from Peru and Bolivia into Colom
bia for the refineries, for the various traffickers. 

In return for this, they get dollars. They also use the drug traf
fickers to exchange their local currency, which they obtain through 
ransoms and extortions, for dollars, and then the dollars are used 
to buy weapons. That is primarily the nature of it. It is a pragmat
ic economic relationship that they have, and a profitable one for 
both sides. 

As a result of this cooperation, though, several things are hap
pening. 

Number one, it has provided tremendous financing, continued fi
nancing, for the terrorist groups, although it has this capacity to, 
in a sense, corrupt those groups, if you can talk about corrupting a 
terrorist group. This is something that terrorists themselves debate 
about, the degree to which they should participate in the narcotics 
traffic, lest they become simply another Mafia, as opposed to what
ever they started out to be. 

Another consequence of it is the creation of a common infra
structure, or the emergence, really, of a common infrastructure, 
which Mr. Cline has talked about, the kind of merging of gun run
ners, narcotics traffickers, and terrorists, all living off the same in
frastructure of relationships, obligations, debts, money laundries, 
that sort of thing. That makes terrorism much more difficult to 
deal with, because we can talk about combating individual terrorist 
groups and we can talk about arresting individual terrorists, but it 
is very, very hard to get at that at once more ephemeral, but at the 
same time more resilient infrastructure that sustains terrorist ac
tivity. We are talking no longer here about combating a specific 
group with an order of battle. We are talking about really combat
ting a system, a whole system here. That is difficult. 

The other effect that it has had is to a certain extent to inspire 
the drug traffickers, those involved in drug traffic, to behave more 
like terrorists. So not only do they increase their weaponry, but 
they begin to openly engage in assassinations, claiming credit for 
their assassinations, and to resort to car bombings in retaliation for 
actions directed against them. That is a departure from the tradi-
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tion of organized crime, which was always willing to use violence, 
but was cautious in the use of that violence against high level polit
ical targets or in doing other things that would provoke backlash. 

The other thing I would say about this relationship between ter
rorists and the narcotics traffic causing a major problem for us 
here in the United States is that not only have we been subjected 
to threats and attacks from terrorists, as a result of our efforts to 
stem the flow of narcotics into this country, but, intriguingly, and, 
to me, remarkably, the terrorists in some of these countries have 
not lost a lot of political ground because of their involvement in 
narcotics traffic. In some cases, nationalism has sort of overridden 
the moral reprehensibility of involvement in drug traffic, so that 
you have some of these countries taking quite nationalistic re
sponses, saying, • 'Well, yes, they may be drug traffickers, but they 
are our drug traffickers and they are being persecuted by the Yan
kees." You know, Yankee-bashing is always a popular activity in 
many corners of the world. The notion that drug traffickers, with 
terrorist assistance, are able to use this internationalist hype in a 
sense to carry out actions directed against the United States be
cause of extradition of drug traffickers is quite amazing. 

The other place where it begins to have a direct impact on this 
country as well is the increasing slopping over of the kinds of vio
lence that we have seen in places like Colombia and some of the 
other countries in South America directly into this country. If you 
want a remarkable demonstration of this, you only have to look at 
the kinds of weapons that the police departments in this country 
are running into when they go after drug traffickers. The police 
are now compelled to resort to both defensive measures and offen
sive weaponry which 10 years ago would have been unimaginable 
in American society, including the use of tanks-which are euphe
mistically called rams and other things but which are essentially 
armored vehicles-armored vests, automatic weapons, and heavy 
calibre weapons, because, in fact, when they run into drug traffick
ers in this country, they are running into the same kind of weapon
ry and even better weaponry on the other side. 

So, while we may not have an enormous problem with political 
violence in this country, we are suffering the effects, in a sense, of 
a kind of pollution from the association ofterrorists with drug traf
fickers in other parts of the world which is affecting our society, 
whether we are talking about Florida, California, or a dozen other 
States. 

Senator TRIBLE. Thank you. 
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator HELMS. If the Senator would yield, the same thing is 

true with attempts to interdict drug traffic. The Coast Guard fre
quently finds that the drug runners are much more sophisticated 
in their communications. 

We ran into this, Paul, during our drug hearings. 
Mr. Jenkins is exactly right. The sophistication and the intensity 

both have been on the rise for the last 10 years. 
Chairman LUGAR. Are there other questions by Senators of these 

witnesses? 
Senator Denton. Yes, very briefly. 
Chairman LUGAR. Senator Denton. 
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Senator DENTON. Mr. Jenkins, your earlier writings on terrorism 
and one of your previous remarks dealt with the possibility of the 
introduction of nuclear weapons or high tech weapons by terrorists. 

Do you believe the United States will eventually be confronted 
with nuclear terrorism, perhaps in the form of a threatened envi
ronmental release, a takeover of a nuclear powerplant, or even a 
crude nuclear bomb? 

Mr. JENKINS. Well, I think that those three items that you men
tioned are quite different and appeal to different sets of actors. 
With regard to a potential takeover of a facility or threatened con
tamination, those are things that do not require, obviously, the 
technical sophistication that would be involved in the fabrication of 
an explosive, an improvised explosive nuclear device. And we could 
see takeovers or contamination occurring as a result. For example, 
a takeover could occur potentially in any part of the world, carried 
out by ideological extremists, hostile employees, or functional psy
chotics who, in a psychotic moment, decide to seize control of a con
trol room or something like that. 

Let me, therefore, concentrate instead on the improvised nuclear 
device. 

I think nuclear targets may be inherently attractive to terrorists 
in the sense that, as terrorists create events that are deliberately 
dramatic, simply putting the words <lnuclear" and "terrorist" close 
together in any paragraph on any evening news broadcast will 
achieve an enormous effect. So I think nuclear targets are inher
ently attractive. 

I am not a physicist and I probably could not tell the difference 
between a diagram for a nuclear bomb and a diagram for a soda
vending machine. But those people who arE: familiar with this, 
whom I have asked if it can be done-that is, is it possible that 
some group outside of government that somehow acquired the nec
essary capability to do so could construct at least a crude nuclear 
device-are generally of the opinion that it probably can be done. 
By this I mean that it is no longer inconceivable that some group 
outside of government, assuming it had somehow acquired the nec
essary nuclear material, could construct a nuclear device. The ease 
with which it can be done, I think, has tended to be exaggerated. It 
is something probably well beyond the capacity of any bright luna
tic, which is the title of one article that spoke about this. But, 
nonetheless, it conceivably can be done. 

There are groups in the world that conceivably can do it, that is, 
that theoretically possess the necessary logistics, infrastructure, 
management skills, access to the scientific community, and poten
tial assistance by elements of a national government to carry out 
an operation of this complexity and magnitude. 

The third point I think we can make is that we have no evidence 
that any group is moving in this direction. I do not draw any par
ticular comfort from that because I am not sure we will have any 
evidence of it before it occurs. It would represent a quantum leap, 
and that really brings us down to the question of motivations, 
apart from technical constraints. 

On the one hand, as I said, a nuclear device would be enormously 
attractive as an instrument of coercion, as an instrument of de
struction. Certainly we have seen in recent years terrorists moving 
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toward higher levels of destruction, where they can now, with the 
use of conventional explosives, kill hundreds of people. So they 
tend to be moving in that direction. 

At the same time, there are constraints even on those we call 
terrorists. Terrorists tend to be somewhat reluctant to carry out 
measures that would alienate their perceived constituents, that 
would provoke public backlash, that would unleash unprecedented 
crackdowns that are likely to occur if, in fact, it was believed that 
they had or that they were developing a nuclear capability. They 
are reluctant to carry out operations that cause a great deal of 
debate and dissention within the terrorist ranks, as any operation 
of that magnitude would. Therefore, this tends to impose a kind of 
conservatism in their decisionmaking. 

At the same time, there are factors which are eroding those con
straints, and which do erode them. There is a built-in escalation re
quirement in terrorism. As terrorism becomes more commonplace 
in the world, it begins to lose its value, its dramatic quality, its dra
matic impact, thus forcing the terrorists to ever-increasing. heights 
of violence. Struggles that are perceived as lost or likely to be lost 
unless desperate measures are taken may propel terrorists in that 
direction. Religious fanaticism allows the threshold against mass 
violence to be lowered considerably if, in the eyes of the perpetra
tors, God says it is OK to kill infidels, pagans, disbelievers, and 
what have you. We have seen that there is a tremendous capacity 
for destruction and for self-destruction in these situations. 

State sponsorship also erodes these constraints because it frees 
the terrorists from worrying about constituencies and political pop
ularity. They have only to serve the interests of their clients. 

So, what we have, in effect, is a dynamic here between the con
straints on the one hand and the factors that appear to be eroding 
some of those constraints on the other hand. 

Now, where the point of crossover is in the future I do not know. 
At this point, I must say that the discussion tends to become a bit 
theological. There are some who say it will never happen; there are 
others who believe it is only a matter of time before some group 
inevitably "goes nuclear." 

Senator DENTON. The logical question is like the one in the 
funny papers yesterday. At Wrigley Field, when the man asked, 
"what chance do you think the Cubs have of winning the pen
nant," he said "this is a baseball field and not the place for theo
logical questions." [Laughter.] 

My final question, Mr. Chairman, deals with sanctuary move
ments, as they are called. 

Mr. Cline, we are all conscious, though not as much as we should 
be, of the Iron Curtain, the fleeing people, and the ones who would 
flee. We are aware, though perhaps not enough, of the Boat People. 
The fact is that 700,000 Vietnamese, as reported to me, have 
drowned in trying to get out of there. I just happened to learn, Mr. 
Chairman, and colleagues, that in Hong Kong, in talking to the ref
ugee representative of our Government there last year, of some 
12,000, who have decided to come north, through China and then 
on to Hong Kong-notably in Communist China, these refugees are 
not assaulted in any way. Of the 12,000 who got into Hong Kong 
last year, 45 percent were born and raised in North Vietnam, and. 
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a good percentage of them were from the Vietnamese Army. I don't 
know why we have not seen that in the papers. I consider that 
news. 

I was amazed to learn that. Forty-five percent were from north 
of the 17th Parallel. 

Mr. Cline, I have heard testimony from several sources that the 
various sanctuary movements relating to Central America's refu
gees, that thnse movements especially in the Southwest, including 
Texas, are a breeding ground for anti-U.S. sentiment. Some allege 
that they are actually a sanctuary for leftist sympathizers from El 
Salvador, Guatemala, Mexico, and Honduras. I have evidence that 
they are bombarded with anti-American literature, speeches and 
seminars. The information that I have received indicates that at 
least 75 percent of those seeking sanctuary are from EI Salvador. I 
am also told that persons fleeing from Nicaragua and Cuba are 
given the cold shoulder unless they are of the correct political ori
entation. 

I would like to know if there is any truth to this from your 
knowledge. 

Mr. CLINE. This is a murky and difficult area to get hard evi
dence, Senator, but I can confirm from the knowledge I have that 
your understanding is correct. There is a definite revolutionary, 
Marxist-Leninist cast to many of the people who have sought sanc
tuary in this country and are granted it. Whether the people who 
are providing the sanctuary are politically motivated or purely hu
manitarian, I cannot say whether that is-whether they are what 
Lenin used to call useful idiots or revolutionaries. There are many 
people in this country who are easy marks for propaganda to the 
effect that refugees are suffering in relatively democratic countries, 
whereas they do not seem to be concerned about the kind of suffer
ing they experience in a Marxist-Leninist regime which is deliber
ately oppressive and totalitarian. 

I think the sanctuary movement is only a part of a broad cam
paign to flood this country with people who are hostile to our socie
ty and system of government. It is in a way part of the apparatus 
that enabled, and the innocence on our part, that enabled Fidel 
Castro to send the Mariel boat people to this country with now ad
mittedly many, many criminals and very handicapped people who 
undoubtedly, in my view, were maliciously sent here to create po
litical and social problems for us. 

When you think of the potential that a success by Cuba and 
Nicaragua in doing what they say they intend to do, creating a rev
olution without borders in Central America, would create in the 
way of refugees trying to move northward into Mexico and across 
the somewhat porous border into the United States, it really fright
ens you as to the consequences for our efforts to control the move
ments of what some people have called the "feet" people rather 
than the "boat" people because they would be walking into the 
United States. 

I think the sanctuary movement is unfortunate, but it is a minor 
example of the ease with which hostile forces and the potential for 
a very dangerous terrorist infrastructure can be created, can be in
filtrated and then organized within this country without actual vio
lation of our practical application of the law as distinct from the 
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strict interpretation of the law, and. with a great deal of sympathy 
from people who are simply inclined to be kind to unfortunates. 

So I think what you observe with the sanctuary movement is cor
rect, it is a tip of an iceberg kind of infiftration/penetration prob
lem that. we will be confronting for many years~ 

Senator DENTON. And the "sanctuary movement," is a specific 
sort of church-oriented movement which is separate from our 
normal, orderly immigration processes by which we try to provide 
sanctuary to--

Mr. CLINE. Oh, sure. 
Senator DENTON. I just wanted to make that clear for the record. 
Mr. CLINE. It's an illegal procedure without any question, justi-

fied on philosophical or really a religious basis. 
Senator DENTON. Mr. Chairman, I have no further questions for 

these authoritative and excellent witnesses and I know you want to 
note the arrival of our distinguished colleague, Senator Pell. 

Chairman LUGAR. I do, indeed. We are delighted to have the dis
tinguished ranking member, Senator Pell, with us. 

Senator Pell, do you have an opening comment or question for 
these witnesses? 

Senator PELL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I have no 
opening statement. I just have one question, and that is has there 
been any specific new direct evidence, to your knowledge, linking 
the Soviet Union with examples of terrorism? 

Mr. CLINE. Senator Pell, as I said earlier, I feel a little immodest 
in recommending my own writings to the committee, but about a 
year ago I published with a coauthor, Dr. Alexander, who is my col
league at. Georgetown University, a book called "Terrorism: The 
Soviet Connection." 

Senator DENTON. I have a copy here, sir, if you would like it. 
Senator PELL. I ought to read that. 
Mr. CLINE. And it is based on documents captured in Lebanon 

and has a great deal of circumstantial evidence about Soviet train
ing and funding, in particular, of the Syrian controlled extremist 
branch of the Palestinian Liberation Organization. 

Now, I think the book makes completely clear on the basis of ob
jective evidence, circumstantial, admittedly, bits and pieces from 
many places, that there was a system of training and funding ter
rorist organizations if they were believed to be likely to destabilize 
Lebanon, strike at American citizens, which many of them did, and 
oppose the Israeli Government and its forces. My conclusion, which 
I stated in the preface, was that this persistent pattern of interna
tional destabilization and terrorism, assisted by if not always con
trolled by Moscow, has escaped the attention of many U.s. observ
ers. The news media search endlessly for the smoking gun of Soviet 
involvement, overlooking the fac.t that they hide their complicity. 

Circumstantial evidence and the logical framework· of doctrinal 
cause and revolutionary effect are what there is to go on in exam
ining this case. That is the basic presentation I make in this book, 
that circumstantial evidence and doctrinal preparation would hold 
up in my view in a reasonable court of opinion. 

Senator PELL. Excuse me. My question was, was there any new, 
that is, within the last year, direct evidence, not circu.mstantial, 
linking the Soviet Union to terrorist activities. 
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You have not answered my question. 
Mr. CLINE. Well--
Senator PELL. I said new, within the last year, and direct. 
Mr. CLINE. Within the past year I can only cite statements from 

Moscow supporting the liberation movements around the world. 
There are quotations which I can read in various publications, par
ticularly by Yuri Andropov, when he was head of state, but also by 
Gorbachev, who is the present head of state, and it has been doc
trine in the Soviet Union unchanged for 10 or 15 years that it is a 
duty of the Soviet Union to support what they call wars of national 
liberation. 

Now, I suggest that the historical evidence is very clear that the 
groups who are conducting wars of national liberation and are con
ducting them today and during the past year are the same terrorist 
organizations that I was describing. 

Senator PELL. But please, could you give me an example, specific 
example, as I asked for direct evidence within the last year linking 
the Soviet Union, a specific case, not a general statement. 

Mr. CLINE. Well, the example I would cite to you is the Soviet 
support with doctrine, with guns, with money, of the wings of Pal
estine liberation groups in Lebanon who have fought against the 
American, French, and Israeli presence there, which have assisted 
in the preparation of the infrastructure of violence which blew up 
our Embassies 1 year ago. That effort is still continuing. 

The examples are all not of violent acts that we have discovered 
but of continuation of the liberation effort. 

Senator PELL. I wonder if in your own mind you have been spe
cific in your response. 

I just want an instance. I am sure there are many of them. 
Mr. CLINE. Well, sir, as I say, I think you are being a little bit 

like the smoking gun media people. 
Senator PELL. I am. 
Mr. CLINE. You want an example of where someone was killed by 

a terrorist with a Soviet order in his hand. You will never find that 
any more than you will find the Soviet responsibility documented 
for the Bulgarian involvement in the attempt to assassinate the 
Pope. 

When an assassination team is sent out, it does not get written 
orders, Mr. Pell. It gets a rather conspiratorial briefing, and we 
will not find that. We did find countless bits of evidence of the 
training of the people who did commit acts of terrorism and are 
now in jail in Lebanon, and it was interviewing them, which is 
recent, about their previous acts that I think is very compelling 
evidence. 

But there is not and I think is unlikely to be the kind of evidence 
you are asking for. 

Senator PELL. I recognize that there will not be an instance with 
a Soviet order in their hand, but I still feel a little uneasy at the 
lack of specificality that you have cited in your response, but I 
thank you very much. 

I have no further questions. 
Chairman LUGAR. Thank you, Senator Pell. 
We are appreciative to the wjtnesses for your being so forthcom

ing in your answers, and we will at this point ask you to retire and 
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call upon Mr. Nathan Adams and Mr. Martin Sicker for their testi
mony. 

Mr. CLINE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Chairman LUGAR. Mr. Adams, Mr. Sicker, we welcome you to the 

witness table, and ask that you proceed, first of all, Mr. Adams, 
and then Mr. Sicker, with your testimony, and the Senators will 
proceed to raise questions with you. 

Mr. Adams. 

STATEMENT OF NATHAN M. ADAMS, SENIOR EDITOR, READER'S 
DIGEST 

Mr. ADAMS. Thank you. 
Mr. Chairman, I welcome-first of all, I will abbreviate my state

ment as much as possible. 
Chairman LUGAR. Very well. 
Mr. ADAMS. I welcome your invitation to testify before these very 

important hearings. As a senior editor of Reader's Digest, I have 
been assigned for the past several years to investigate and develop 
articles which focus on international terrorism, primarily those 
state-supported movements and organizations operating in the 
Middle East. 

In my opinion, there is no greater threat to world peace today 
than terrorism and the potentially deadly sequence of events which 
can be set in motion by a single incident. The lessons of history by 
now should be abundantly clear. But just as one reminder, allow 
me to point out that it was the as~assination of Archduke Ferdi
nand by Bosnian-Serb terrorists in Sarajevo on. June 28, 1914, 
which became a trigger for the events leading to World War I. 
Other assassinations and acts of terror have played key roles in 
shaping the world's history, including our own. 

'I he issues of disarmament and Central America aside, state-sup
ported international terrorism and how best to neutralize the 
danger it poses to the world community should be second to no 
other priority. Yet despite a gradual awakening, our diplomatic, 
military, and intelligence-gathering capabilities in dealing with the 
threat remain in disarray, uncoordinated, unwieldy, and tentative. 
Most commonly, we find ourselves in the position of reacting to an 
incident. Rarely do we seem to be able to prevent it. 

There are scores of terrorist organizations which operate 
throughout the world. The' forces which have shaped them range 
from purely political, the conquest or recovery of. regional territory, 
to goals of ethnic autonomy and sheer revenge for real or imagined 
injustices of history. All are different, yet many coordinate to best 
achieve their respective aims. Each is identical in their disregard of 
innocence. Given the circumstances, the time, and the place, every 
one of us, our wives, husbands and children, are potential targets. 

There is neither space nor time to examine the motives, person
nel, and operations of this myriad network. Undoubtedly, many 
will be covered by other witnesses in the days ahead, so I will limit 
my testimony to Iran and the support infrastrllcture that it pro
vides for terrorist movements and activities throughout the Middle 
East, Europe, and Asia. 
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It is a fact, accept it or not, that Iran's presen.t government con
siders that a state of war exists between it and the United States. 
If we choose to ignore this reality, we do so at our own peril. Iran's 
ruling Ayatollahs are simply waging this war with the most effec~ 
tive weapon in a limited arsenal, terrorism. Their goal: to rid first 
the gulf, then all of Islam, from the envisioned corruption of West
ern influence as personified by the United States. Only then, under 
the guidance of the Ayatollahs in Tehran, Gan Islam purify itself 
and return to its most fundamental state, clerical rule; government 
by Shari'a, canon law of the Holy Koran. 

While this may appear somewhat metaphysical to those of us in 
the West who are unfamiliar with Iran and the forces which have 
shaped its dominant religion, the Shia sect of Islam, I can assure 
you that it is as real as the concussion of a ton of exploding hexo
gen. To accomplish their goal of Islamic purity, the Ayatollahs 
have embarked on a no-quarter crusade of martyrdom and terror. 

No nation today has dedicated itself more overtly to the propoga
tion of terror as a poEtical weapon than has Khomeini's Iran. At 
the present time, Tehran hosts and coordinates the activities of 
more than 25 terrorist and Islamic liberation movements. Indeed, 
there is hardly a major ministry in the Islamic Republic that does 
not contribute to their support in one form or another. The ma
chinery has been functioning smoothly for years. 

The best example of support and coordination provided by the 
Republic is best found in the operations of what has become known 
as Islamic Jihad, not to be confused with an Iraqi group of the 
same name. It is the spearhead of Tehran's campaign to intimidate 
the West and, if possible, force a total U.S. withdrawal from the 
region, a goal which they have nearly accomplished, at least in 
Lebanon. 

To begin with, there is no Islamic Jihad. It is a nom de guerre 
used to estalish an identit.y and communality of attacks undertak
en by terrorists based in Iran and the Bekaa Valley of Lebanon, 
usually against American and gulf targets. The structure is fluid 
and changes with each operation. Personnel vary. For example, the 
bombings in Kuwait in 1983 were largely the work of the Da'awa 
terrorist cells directed by the Islamic Republic through its repre
sentatives in Damascus, Baalbek and Beirut. 

Oftentimes, key operatives are selected from among the trained 
ranks of Iran's own Revolutionary Guard units based near Baal
bek. This is believed to be the case with the first United States Em
bassy bombing in Beirut, the subsequent attacks upon the United 
States Marine and French para units. There are within Pasdaran
Revolutionary Guard-forces small groups of individuals who have 
been indoctrinated and trained as suicide volunteers set up for this 
purpose in camps in Iran. ' 

Each action, therefore, is undertaken by an ad hoc group assem
bled for a specific attack, whether it be a bombing, a kidnaping, an 
assassination, or an air hijacking. There are two principal groups 
in Lebanon which supply personnel. 

The first is known as Hisballah, the Party of God, a pro-Kho
meini organization of Shi'ite fundamentalists with headquarters in 
Baalbek, Beirut, and South Lebanon. The Baalbek group is headed 
by Sheik Sobhi Tofailli who founded the Baalbek chapter in 1982. 
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The Beirut branch is controlled by Sheik Mohammed Hossein Fad
lallah. The Hisballah elements in south Lebanon are led by Ibra
him Al-Amin. While- there have been conflicts, some armed, be
tween the followers of the three leaders over dogma and territory, 
each cooperates in providing security, intelligence, and personnel 
for operations claimed by Jihad. Estimates of the numbers of fol
lowers vary widely. A conservative figure would be 8,000. 

Support for Jihad operations is also provided by elements of Is
lamic Amal. Islamic Amal is led by Hossein Mousavi. It is radically 
pro-Khomeini, and split off from the mainstream Shi'ite group, 
Amal, controlled by the more moderate Nabih Berri. 

Hossein Mousavi and his Islamic Amal played a direct support 
role in the Beirut bombings of the U.S. Embassy and the Multina
tional Peacekeeping Forces in 1983. Both he and his organization 
are based in Baalbek, thus interphase most closely with the local 
Hisballah branch controlled by Sheik Tofailli. This is not to say 
that Mousavi plays a role in every Jihad operation. For example, 
during one recent meeting in which a terrorist action was planned 
in Baalbek, he was not even present. 

These diverse elements, in addition to providing Jihad fodder, 
are also the key groups through which Tehran hopes to control the 
final outcome in wartorn Lebanon, the establishment of an Islamic 
state identical to Iran's own. Thus, the mission of Jihad's patrons is 
multifaceted. 

One element remains constant: Islamic Republic sponsorship of 
Jihad's operations. In Beirut they are controlled by Iran's Charge 
d' Affaires at the Embassy of the Islamic Republic, Mahmouds 
Nourani. Nourani is in charge of coordinating support locally, but 
he takes his orders from Iran's Ambassador to Syria, Ayatollah 
Mohtashami. Mohtashami, in turn, is in close contact with the 
leadership of the Supreme Council in Tehran which approves and 
often plans terrorist operations undertaken in the name of Islamic 
Jihad. Mohtashami's superior, Foreign Minister Ali Akbar Va
layati, is also a key figure in the chain of command and is consult
ed on all operations which involve Foreign Ministry support. 

Another Foreign Ministry link to the Islamic RepUblic-supported 
terrorist operations in Lebanon and elsewhere is Deputy Foreign 
Minister Sheik Oleslam, who often relays orders by hand from 
Tehran rather than risk Western interception of telephonic and 
telex communications. Sheik Oleslam is also Tehran's principal li
aison with Libyan terrorist networks which have supplied support 
for Iranian operations in the past, and the reverse. 

For example, shortly before Libyan gunmen and diplomats were 
expelled from London last year for their role in the machine-gun
ning of anti-Qadhafi demonstrators-a woman police constable was 
killed-European operatives for the Islamic Republic offered to 
blow up the Libyan Embassy in London with a suicide truck bomb, 
thus destroying any incriminating evidence. 

Significantly, Sheik Oleslam recently visited Nicaragua to dis
cuss Islamic Republic support for Daniel Ortega's Sandinistas. This 
support included the offer of Islamic Republic terrorist facilities, 
personnel, and training. 

While Syria has itself provided intelligence backup for Jihad op
erations which Damascus sees as helping achieve its own ambitions 
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in Lebanon, President Assad is not always consulted before an op
eration. In the case of one recent incident supported by elements in 
the Islamic Republic's Syrian Embassy, an open clash took place 
between the two governments because Assad had not been in
formed. Partly to avoid such disagreements, and in return for 
Syria's solidarity, the Islamic Republic sends an estimated 1 mil
lion free tons of oil to Damascus each year. 

Islamic Jihad operations also have the close support of Iranian 
Pasdaran or Revolutionary Guard forces which Syria has permitted 
to be stationed in the Bekaa Valley. While Assad has since ordered 
their numbers reduced, there were 5,000 at one time. These Hevolu
tionary Guard units provide both personnel, indoctrination, and 
training for Hisballah and Islamic Amal terrors, the twin back
bones for Jihad operations. A Pasdaran deputy, Hossein Dehghan, 
serves as coordinator of these services. His dual role is the Islamic 
Republic's embassies in Beirut and Damascus. 

Since 1981, Iran's ayatollahs have also provided training for His
ballah martyr-terrorists in the Islamic Republic itself. Most of this 
schooling takes place at a terrorist training camp located inside, or 
just outside Tehran at Manzarieh Park, not far from Khomeini's 
residence. The camp is directed by Mehdi Hashemi, a relative of 
the Republic's powerful Ayatollah Montazeri. 

Arguably, the connections between Jihad operations and Islamic 
Republic officials in Tehran, Lebanon, and Syria had been docu
mented to such an extent that it is inconceivable to absolve Iran's 
responsibility. In the business of terrorism, remember, there is no 
such thing as happenstance or coincidence. 

Quite apart from the nonindigenous movements which it sup
ports, the Islamic Republic maintains its own formidable terrorist 
apparatus ranging from the often-youthful Basiij Corps-they have 
been indoctrinated to martyr themselves, and many already have 
at the Iraq front-to the 300,000 strong Pasdaran, or Revolutionary 
Guards, who operate many of the training facilities. 

It is no accident that the use of terror to obtain political ends has 
become an institution in Iran. The formulative process began in 
the early 1960's when the Ayatollah Khomeini was sent into exile, 
first to Turkey, then to Najaf in Iraq. Thousands of his followers 
were to be trained in terrorist camps operated by the PLO in Leba
non, Syria, and South Yemen. 

Yassar Arafat once boasted that he had trained more than 10,000 
Khomeini loyalists. Much of the funding for this training was pro
vi,ded by the Soviet Union who reportedly underwrote the expenses 
of each trainee. But more of this later. Suffice it to say that many 
terrorist-trained Khomeini supporters now hold important offices 
in the Islamic Republic. 

Sheik Oleslam" Deputy Foreign Minister, is one. Mostafa Mir 
Salim, an adviser to the Islamic Republic's President Hojatoleslam 
Ali Khamenei is another. A former student at Moscow's Patrice 
Lumumba Univ€:rsity, he also attended terrorist training camps in 
South Yemen. He is connected today to at least one training facili
ty in Iran. Yet, incongruously, he was the Islamic Republic's chief 
negotiator with the hijackers of the Kuwaiti Airbus in Tehran last 
December. 
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Mousavi Khoeniah, another graduate from Patrice Lumumba, 
and the University of Leipzig in East Germany was also a terrorist 
camp trainee. For the past several years he has headed the Islamic 
Republic's Haj pilgrimage to Mecca, and the Saudis have twice ex
pelled him for inciting disturbances, leading pro-Khomeini demon
strations. In the mid-1970's, Khoeniah was a Soviet bagman who 
helped funnel nearly $400,000 from Kremlin sources each month to 
finance Khomeini's revolution. He also delivered propaganda tapes 
from Khomeini to KGB editors in Moscow who, in turn, would 
relay them on to Baku for broadcast into Iran over a black radio 
station calling itself the National Voice of Iran. 

Khoeniah is today considered one of the most powerful figures in 
Iran, ranking in importance only to the speaker of the Majlis, Ali 
Akbar Rafsanjani. 

Other terrorist-trained figures in the Iranian Government in
clude Minister for Heavy Industry Bahzad Nabavi, and Oil Minis
ter Mohammed Gharazi. A former Pasdaran commander, he once 
ordered the slaughter of an entire Kurdish village. 

Frequently under the guidance of Pasdaran officials, the Islamic 
Republic today maintains a network of at least eight identifiable 
terrorist-training facilities. Many of the students are foreigners re
cruited abroad whose patrons are movements included under the 
umbrella organization of the Supreme Council for the Islamic Rev
olution. The camps are scattered throughout the Republic from 
BandaI' Abbas in southern Iran to Tehran in the north. 

For example, Pasdaran suicide pilots are trained on Swiss-sup
plied PC-7 Pilatus aircraft at a camp near Bushire, which is called 
"The Base of the Soldier of Imam." North of Tehran is the Manzar
ieh Park training facility for suicide volunteers where they are in
doctrinated and schooled in demolitions and light weapons uses. 
Other camps, including those solely for women, exist in Meshed 
and the port of BandaI' Abbas. The latter facility is used to teach 
mining techniques in not only gulf ports, but also key oil terminals 
in Europe such as Holland's giant Europort complex. 

Last month yet another camp was spotted some 40 miles north 
northwest of Isfahan. It was photographed by satellite, where as 
many as 90 foreign recruits are being trained in explosiveFJ and 
small arms. 

Were this all not menacing enough, events have now shown a 
significant Iranian terrorist capability in Europe where networks 
are coordinated by Foreign Ministry officials up to the rank of am
bassador. Iranian diplomats have been expelled from England, 
France, and Spain for their roles in and links to terrorist activities. 
Meanwhile, there is evidence to suggest that Islamic Republic ter
rorists and surrogates have become active in Athens, Greece. 
Indeed, keeping track of potential terrorist activities in the ever
growing numbers of cultural and student religious centers financed 
by the Islamic Republic is rapidly becoming a security nightmare 
throughout all of Europe. 

But perhaps the most telling example of the institutionalization 
of terror today in Iran is a political leaflet we acquired last year 
before the Majlis elections took place. The leaflet, not unlike those 
distributed by our own politicians at election time, touted the 
qualities of one candidate as follows: 
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Trained as a defender of the revolution in Libyan PLO camps. 
A fighter for Polisario forces operating in the western Sahara. 
Former member of Pasdaran, a participant in revolutionary ac-

tions. 
The revolutionary assassin of three officials in the Shah's govern

ment. The names of the victims were then mentioned prominently. 
Like most American politicians, or those anywhere, for that 

matter, the candidate wore a clear expression of sincerity. He was 
bearded. He was wearipg a baseball cap when photographed. I do 
not know if his campaign was successful. Perhaps I should check. 

I think this will end my comments from the statement, and I 
would like to defer to the second witness here and you can come 
back with questions later. 

[Mr. Adams' prepared statement follows:] 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF NATHAN M. ADAMS 

Mr. Chairman, X welcome your invitation to testify before these 

very important seriels of hearings. As a Senior Editor of the Reader's 

Digest, I have been assigned for the past several years to investigate 

and develop articles which focus upon international terrorism, primar

ily those state-supported movements and organizations operating in the 

Middle East. 

In my opinion, there is no greater threat to world peace today 

than terrorism and the potentially deadly sequence of events which can 

be set in motion by a single incident. The lessons of history should, 

by now, be abundantly clear. But just as one reminder, allow me to 

point out that it was the assassination of Archduke Ferdinand by Bos

nian-Serb terrorists in Sarajevo on June 2ff, 1914 which became a trigger 

for events leading to World War I. Other assassinations and acts of 

terror have played key roles in shaping the world's history, including 

our own. 

The issues of disarmament an~ Central America a~ide, state-supported 

international terrorism and how best to neutralize the danger it poses 

to the world community should be second to no other priority for this 

nation. Yet, despite a gradual awakening, our diplomatic, military, and 

intelligence-gathering capabilities in dealing with the threat remain 

in disarray, uncoordinated, unwieldy, and tentative. Most commonly, we 
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find ourselves in the pOSition of reacting to an incident. Rarely do 

we seem able to prevent it. 

t am a journalist. But I am also a citizen of this nation, as 

well as of the world. I am alarmed by what I have learned, the extent 

of terrori~m, and its capacity to provoke an East-West confrontation 

which could result in conflict. I am, too, deeply concerned by our 

painfully obvious inability to counter the threat. All of which is 

why, after consideration of my profession, I have agreed to testify 

before this body. 

There are scores of terrorist organizations which operate through

out: the world today. The forces which have shaped them range from the 

purely political -- the conquest or recovery of regional territory -

to goals of ethnic autonomy, and sheer revenge for real or imagined 

injustices of history. All are different, yet many coordinate to best 

achieve their respective aims. Each is identical in their disregard 

of innocence. Given the circumstances, the time, and the place every 

one of us, our Wives, husbands, 'and children are potential targets. 

There is neither space nor time to examine the motives, personnel, 

and operations of the myriad of terrorist organizations which challenge 

civilized society today. Undoubtedly, many will be covered by other 

witnesses in the days ahead. I will limit my testimony to Iran, and 

the support infrastructure that it provides for terrorist movements 

and activities throughout the Middle East, Europe, and Asia. 

It is a fact, accept it or not, that Iran's present government 

considers that a state of war exists between it and the United States. 

If we choose to ignore this reality, t~e do SO at our peril. Iran's 

ruling Ayatollahs are simply waging this war with the most effective 

weapon in a limited arsenal -- terrorism. Their goal: to rid first the 



47 

Gulf, then all of Islam from the envisioned corruption of western in

fluence as personified by the United States. Only then, under the 

guidance of the Ayatollahs in Teheran, can Islam purify itself and 

return to its most fundamental state -- clerical rule; government by 

Shari'a, canon law of the Holy Koran. 

While this may appear somewhat metaphysical to those of us in 

the west who are unfamiliar with Iran and the violent forces which 

have shaped its dominant religion -- the Shia sect of Islam -- I can 

assure you that it is as real as the concussion of a ton of exploding 

hexogen. To accomplish their goal of Isl .. 1ic purity, the Ayatollahs 

have embarked on a no-quarter crusade of martyrdom and terror. 

Not long ago, a high official of the U.S. Department of State 

with a long, working knowledge of Middle East affairs told me that 

"Khomeini is the most dangerous threat to world peace since the rise 

of Adolf Hitler ." 

Events have shown that he may not have been far off the mark. 

Indeed, there are similarities. Like Hitler's "crusade", initial vic

tories have been impressive. 

On April 18, 1983 a suicide bomber -- he had been recruited from 

the ranks of Iranian Pasdaran (Revolutionary Guard) forces based in 

Lebanon's Bekaa Valley -- detonated a truck-full of enhanced hexogen 

explosives against the U.S. Embassy in Beirut. The toll: 57 dead, 120 

injured. 

Six months late" on October 23, yet another Shi'ite kamikaze 

also Iranian-trained and indocrinated -- exploded a truck packed 

with similar explosives in the ground floor of the U.S. Marine head

quarters at Beirut's international airport. Nearly simultaneously, 

yet another suicide truck bomb destroyed command post Draklar of the 
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French peacekeeping contingent. The casualties were 296 dead, 84 wound

ed. Among them were 241 U.S. Marines. 

It was the most savage and successful. terrorist attack in recent 

history. After this, the second suicide bombing of its installations 

in Beirut, the u.s. lost its kidney for further involvement and aban

donned Lebanon co its fate. Still traumatized by the Vietnam experience, 

the Nation preferred to sacrifice its ability to influence events in 

this critical region rather than risk any further military involvement. 

Privately, U.S. supporters throughout the Gulf were aghast at yet another 

display of American incompetence and loss of will. 

Amongst fundamentalist m~vements throughout the Middle East -- and 

not a few nations -- Khomeini's stock shot up. And so did the belief of 

many that terrorism is a valid and credible weapon with which to achieve 

political, racial, and religious goals. The frequency of Iranian-aided 

and abetted terrorist attacks against the U.S., its assets and interests, 

increased dramatically. 

On December 12, 1983, a suicide bomber partially destroyed the 

U.S. Embassy in Kuwait. Attacks also took place against the French 

Embassy and other locations. Five died, 28 were injured. Predictably, 

the plot was traced first to Baalbek, Lebanon, finally to Teheran. 

On December 21, French headquarte'cs in Beirut were again bombed with 

the loss of ten dead, 125 injured. Nor was this to be all. 

On December 23, a bomb of plastic exp'losives disgUised within a 

Marlboro cigarette carton and wired to a video timer was discovered 

at Istanbul's international airport hidden in a gym bag. While the 

incident was quickly hushed up by Turkish authorities, the bag had 

been ticketed first to Rome, then to New York on a Pan Am 747. The 

timer, set at 11 hours was to have been activated in Rome at an interline 
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baggage area, set to explode somewhere over the Atlantic. Shortly be

fore Christmas, the Pan Am flight was packed. More than 350 would have 

died. Investigation has revealed that the group suspected of the plot 

has strong links to Teheran. 

By the year's end, 271 Americans had died as a result of terrorist 

attacks, 40 percent of the total worldwide. Nearly all these lives 

were taken by Iranian-supported, financed, and trained terrorists. But 

more lay in stock for 1984: the brutal assassination of Beirut's Amer

ican University president Malcolm Kerr in January; five kidnappings of 

U.S. citizens between January and May of whom four are still held. One, 

including an early kidnapping victim who was later released, is believed 

to have been taken to Teheran for "interrogation". 

Throughout last year, Iranian-supported or linked terrorist attacks 

continued, not only in the Middle East, but in Europe as well. In April 

of that year, an Iranian-supported hijacking team using the "Islamic 

Jihad" nom de guerre was traced from Lebanon co Bombay, India where 

they planned to hijack either a Pan Am or Kuwait Airlines jet. Spotting 

Indian surveillance, they fled. Others, however, were more successful 

on December 4 when they pirated a Kuwait Airlines A-310 Airbus en route 

to Karachi from Dubai. The Airbus was divereted to Teheran where ·it 

remained for five days before being "assaulted" by an Iranian rescue 

team. Two American hostages were murdered in cold blood, others were 

subjected to torture. 

We are presently completing an inv~stigation of this hijacking 

which will reveal the full extent the involvement of elements in the 

Iranian government in the planning and coordination of this incident. 

They were extensive and reached up to the highest levels of government. 

Finally, in the first week of March, this year, the U.S. delivered 

a clear warning to Teheran via Swiss representatives. If the Iranian-
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allied groups which still hold American kidnap victims subject them 

to threatened trials, or harm them in any way, Iran must suffer the 

"consequences". 

Perhaps. 

President Reagan and Secretary of State George P. Shultz have 

repeatedly warned of preemptive and/or retaliatory U.S. action against 

such terrorist groups in the past. However, when there was no follow-

through, Khomeini's credibility and that of terrorism, itself --

only increased further. Indeed, a seemingly appropriate catechism is 

no\~ so commonplace among Khomeini f s supporters that it is part of their 

daily language: 

"America is the Great Satan. 

America is corrupt. 

America is a hollow drum. 

America cant do a damn thing." 

Nowhere have these repeated displays of U.S. impotence had more 

of an impact than upon members of the Gulf Cooperation Council such 

as Kuwait, Saudi Arabia, Bahrain, and the United Arab Emirates (UAE). 

These nations remain very much at risk from'Iranian surrogate terror

ists seeking to destabilize their governments, or overthrow them out

right. They have good reason for concern,. 

In December of 1981, the island nation of Bahrain -- 60 percent 

of its residents are Shi'ites -- uncovered at the last minute an Iranian 

funded and equipped attempt to take over its government and declare an 

Islamic Republic similar to that in Teheran. Again, in February of last 

year, Bahraini security forces uncovered a la'rge cache of Iranian-sup

plied weapons awaiting use in yet another effort to overthrow the Is

land's rulers. 
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In Saudi Arabia, Iranian funding and support played a key role 

in the fundamentalist takeover of the Grand Mosque at Mecca in Novem

ber of 1979, the holiest of Islam's shrines. Because of religious 

considerations, a French counter-terrorist unit was requested and 

sent to root out the insurgents. Since then, there has been serious 

unrest -- much of it inspired by Iran -- in the Nation's eastern pro

vinces where the majority of Saudi Arabia's Shi'ite population is 

centered. 

Qatar also had a narrow escape. In the fall of 1983, supporters 

of the Ayatollah Khomeini attempted to assassinate by explosives and 

ground-to-air SAM-7 rockets the entire leadership of Gulf Cooperation 

Council member states who had gathered in Doha to attend a Council 

meeting. It was discovered that the plot had been financed by a local

ly prominent, fundamentalist Mullah. But the real paymaster was sus

pected to be Iran. 

Other Iranian-sponsored Violence and attempts at destabilization 

have taken place as close to the Gulf as Kuwait, as far away in the 

Islamic world as Egypt, TuniSia, Morocco, Malaysia, Thailand, and the 

Philippines. Last year, Iran spent at least $90 million to propogan

dize its call for fundamentalist revolution world-wide. 

In France, for example, Iran earmarked a reported $12 million 

for the indoctrination and recruitment of third nation Moslem students. 

This, then, for 1984 alone. Similar sums were made available to Kho

meini's agents in both England and West Germany. The funds were often 

drawn from secret bank accounts maintained by the Islamic Republic on 

the Channel island of Jersey. 

In the Gulf, meamqhile, Iran has installed an 800 kilowatt radio 

transmitter on Qeshm Island which broadcasts propoganda and invective 
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18 hours each day to audiences on the Arabian Peninsula. In the-recent 

past, programming has included calls to listeners to overthrow their 

corrupt governments, and deliver their natIons from "the talons of 

Satan." 

The "Satan", of course, is the United States. But other western 

nations like England and France routinely appear on the hate list. So 

does the Soviet Union. But, in this case, the Ayatollahs take-great 

care to limit their threats to rhetoric, alone. There are an estimated 

5,500 Soviet technical advisers and personnel presently in Iran, and 

Soviet armed might lies jus.t across the border. What 1 s more, the ex

perience of neighboring Afghanistan_ remains a constant lesson. 

Infrastructure for Terror. No other nation today has dedicated 

itself more overtly to the propogation of terror as a political 

weapon than has Khomeini's Iran. At the present time, Teheran hosts 

and coordinates the activities of more than 25 terrorist and Islamic 

liberation movements. lndeed, there is hardly a major ministry in 

the Islamic R"'fmblic that does not contribute to their support in 

one form or another. The machinery has been functioning smoothly for 

years. 

No secret was ever made of this support. In September, 1981, for 

example, Teheran publicly announced that it had established a body 

which it called the Supreme Council of the Islamic Revolution to plan 

strategy for surrogate terrorist movements and activities in the Gulf 

and elsewhere. The Council consists of a series of committees and sub

committees which represent the interests of specific regional groups, 

and pool resources to mount individual cell operations. 

The Council is reportedly chaired by Hojatoleslam Taki Modaresi. 

But the real power behind the Council and its overall control rests 
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with Ayatollah Hossein Ali Montazeri. Montazeri is eclipsed in power 

only by Khomeini himself, and is considered by most to be the Imam's 

successor upon his death. He reports directly to Khomeini who approves 

the more significant and high-profile actions by Council members and 

surrogate groups. 

Herewith a partial listing of those organizations whose activities 

are supported and coordinated by the Supreme Council: 

The Islamic Revolutionary Organization in the Arabian Peninsula. 

This movement comprises disSident elements seeking to overthrow the 

rule of the royal family in Saudi Arabia. 

The Islamic Front for the Liberation of Bahrain. This organization, 

with support and training from Iran -- including on-the-scene assist

ance provided by the Islamic Republic's Embassy in Manama -- came with

in an eyelash of successfully toppling Bahrain's government in 1981. 

Islamic Da'awa, Islamic Amal, and Mujahidin. These three groups 

operate under the guidance of the Council's Supreme Assembly of the 

Islamic Revolution in Iraq. In the past, Da'awa terrorist have coordin

ated with Shi'ite elements in Baalbek using the nom de guerre of Is

lamic Jihad. One example of such cooperation was the series of bombings 

in Kuwait in December of 1983. One leader of Islamic Amal has boasted 

that he can assemble in one week "500 loyal activists ready to throw 

themselves into suicide operations". 

Takfir wa Hijra (Repudiation & Renunciation), AI-Jihad al-Jadid. 

These two organizations of Islamic extremists are comitted to the 

overthrow of the Mubarek government in Cairo. And members of both took 

part in the assassination of President Anwar Sadat. There are uncon

firmed reports that Iranian financing played a role. Whatever, the 

Islamic Republic has since issued a postal stamp commemorating Sadat's 

murder. The stamp portrays a snarling Lt. Islambuli, one of the plot 
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leaders, and praises him as "The Revolutionary ExeGutioner of Anwar 

Sadat." 

Party Islam. The opposition party in Malaysia, its spokesmen 

have issued calls for a total Islamic state patterened along Teheran 

lines. In October of 1983, Malaysian security forces uncovered a plot 

by Party Islam-linked terrorists to overthrow the legal government. 

Also in 1983, a number of Malaysian pilgrims to Mecca were expelled 

from Saudi Arabia for exhibiting placards bearing the photograph of 

the Ayatollah Khomeini. It is known that significant numbers of Malay 

fundamentalists have been trained in terrorist camps in the Islamic 

Republic. 

The Moro National Liberation Front (MNLF). There are more than 

two million Moslems in the Philippines, and the fundamentalists among 

them are represented by the MNLF' The organization -- it maintains 

representatives in Teheran -- has recently formed alliances with 

the Communist Party's New People's Army in the Philippines. Meanwhile, 

in a show of solidarity, the Islamic Republic has cut off all oil ship

ments to Manila. The goal of the MNLF and its armed units, the Bangsa 

Moro Army, is Islamic autonomy. 

While these are only a handful of the many groups and movements 

sheltering or headquartering in Teheran, their scope and capacity for 

terror and destabilization should be cause for great alarm in the U.S. 

as well as the west as a whole. 

The best example of support and coordination provided by the 

Islamic Republic is best found in the operations of what has become 

known as Islamic Jihad in Lebanon (not to be confused with the Iraqi 

group of the same name). It is the spearhead of Teheran's campaign 

to intimidate the west and, if possible, force a total U.S. withdrawal 
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from the region -- a goal which they have nearly accomplished, at 

least in Lebanon. 

To begin with, there is no Islamic Jihad. It is only a ~ 

guerre used to establish an identity and communality of attacks un-' 

dert<!ken by terrorists based in Iran and the Bekaa Valley of ,Lebanon, 

usually against American and Gulf targets. The structure is fluid, 

and changes with each operation. Personnel vary. For example, the 

bombings in Kuwait in 1983 were laregely the work of Da'awa terrorist 

cells directed by the Islamic Republic through its representatives 

in Damascus, Baalbek, and Beirut. 

Oftentimes, key operatives are selected from among the trained 

ranks of Iran's Revolutionary Guard units based near Baalbek. This 

is believed to be the case with the first U.S. Embassy bombing in 

Beirut, the subsequent attacks upon the U.S. Marine and French para 

units. There are, within Pasdaran (Revolutionary Guard) forces small 

groups of individuals who have been indoctrinated and trained as 

sUicide volunteers in camps set up for this purpose in Iran. 

Each action, therefor, is undertaken by an Ad Hoc group assembled 

for the specific attack -- whether it be a bombing, a kidnapping, an 

assassination, or an air hijacking. There are two prinCipal groups 

in Lebanon which supply personnel. 

The first is known as Hisballah (The Party of God), a pro-K!lor~eini 

organization of Shi'ite fundamentalists with headquarters in Baalbek, 

Belrut, and South Lebanon. The Baalbek group is headed by Shiek Sobhi 

Tofailli who founded the Baalbek "chapter" in 1982. The Beirut branch 

is controlled by Sheik Mohammed Hossein Fadlallah. The Hisballah ele

ments in South Lebanon are led by Ibrahim AI-Amin. While there have 

been conflicts -- some armed -- between followers of the three leaders 
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over dogma and territory, each cooperates in providing security, in

telligence, and personnel for operations claimed by Jihad. Estimates 

of the numbers of followers vary widely. A conservative figure would 

be 8,000. A third of Lebanon's population is Shi'ite, the largest 

single minority. 

It has been claimed that Sheik Fadlallah personally provided a 

certificate for "entry into Paradise" to the sUicide drivers who 

attacked the U.S. Marine headquarters and the French command post 

Drakkar. 

Support for Jihad operations is also provided by elements of 

Islamic Amal (again, not to be confused with the Iraqi group of the 

same name.) Islamic Amal is led by Hossein Mousavi'. It is radically 

pro-Khomeini, and split off from the mainstream Shi'ite group, ~, 

controlled by the more moderate Nabih Berri. 

Hossein Mousavi and his Islamic Amal played a direct support role. 

in the Beirut bombings of the U.S. Embassy and the Multi-National 

Peacekeeping Forces in 1983. Both he and his organization are based 

in Baalbek, thus interphase most closely with the local Hisballah 

branch controlled by Sheik Tofailli. This is not to say that Mousavi 

plays a role in every Jihad action. For example, during one recent 

meeting in which a terrorist action was planned in Baalbek, he was 

not even present. 

These diverse elements, in addition to providing Jihad fodder, 

are also the key groups through which Teheran hopes to control the 

final outcome in war-torn Lebanon -- the establishment of an Islamic 

state identical to Iran's own. Thus, the mission of Jihad's patrons 

is multi-faceted. 

One element remains constant: Islamic Republic sponsorship of 

~ operations. In Beirut, they are coordinated by Iran's Charge 
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D'affaires at the Embassy of the Islamic Republic, Mahmoud Nourani. 

Nourani is in charge of coordinating support locally. But he takes his 

orders from Iran's Ambassador to Syria, Ayatollah Mohtashami. Mohtashami, 

in turn, is in close contact with the leadership of the Supreme Council 

in Teheran which approves and often plans terrorist operations under

taken in the name of Islamic Jihad. Mohtashami's superior, Foreign Min

ister Ali Akbar Valayati, is also a key figure in the chain of command 

and is consulted on operations which involve Foreign Ministry support. 

Another foreign Ministry link to Islamic Republic-supported ter

rorist operations in Lebanon and elsewhere is Deputy Foreign Minister 

Sheik Oleslam who often relays orde-rs by hand from Teheran rather than 

risk western interception of telephonic and telex communications. Sheik 

Oleslam is also Teheran's principal liaison with Libyan terrorist net

works which have supplied support for Iranian operations in the past. 

And the reverse. 

(For example, shortly before Libyan gunmen and diplomats were ex

pelled from London last year for their role in the machine-gunning of 

anti-Kadaffi demonstrators -- a woman police constable \~as killed -

European operatives for the Islamic Republic offered to bl.ow up the 

Libyan Embassy with a suicide truck bomb, thus destroying any incrimi

nating evidence.) 

Signifi.cantly, Sheik Oleslam recently visited Nicaragua to dis

cuss Islamic Republic support for Daniel Ortega's Sandanistas. This 

support included the offer of Islamic Republic terrorist facilities, 

personnel, and training. 

While Syria has itself provided intelligence back-up for Jihad 

operations which Damascus sees as helping it achieve its own ambitions 

in Lebanon, President Assad is not always consulted before an opera

tion. In the case of one recent incident supported by elements in 

'------------- ---. - -------
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the Islamic Republic's Syrian Embassy, an open clash took place between 

the two governments because President Assad had not been informed. 

Partly to avoid such disagreements -- and in return for Syria's soli-

darity the Islamic Republic sends an estimated million free tons of 

oil to Damascus each year. 

Islamic Jihad operations also have the close support of Iranian 

Pasdaran forces which Syria has permitted to be stationed in the Bekaa 

Valley. While Assad has since ordered their numbers reduced, there were 

5,000 of them at one time. These Revolutionary Guard units provide both 

personnel, indoctrination, and training for Hisballah and Islamic Amal 

terrorists, the twin backbones for Jihad operations. A Pasdaran deputy, 

Hossein Dehghan, serves as coordinator of these services. His dual 

control is the Islamic Republic's embassies in Beirut and Damascus. 

Since 1981, Iran's Ayatollahs have also provided training for 

Hisballah martyr-terrorists in the Islamic Republic, itself. Most of 

this schooling takes place at a terrorist training camp located out

side Teheran at Manzarieh Park, not far from Khomeini's residence. 

The camp is directed by Mehdi Hashemi -- a relative of the Republic's 

powerful Ayatollah Hontazeri. 

Arguably, the connections between Jihad operations and Islamic 

Republic officials in Teheran, Lebanon, and Syria have been documented 

to such an extent that it is inconceivable to absolve Iran's respon

sibility. In the business of terrorism, there is no such thing as 

happenstance or coincidence. Operations are too carefully planned. 

Take, for example, the twin bombings in December, 1983 of France's 

crack, high-speed train, the "Tres Grand Vitesse", and the Marseille 

rail station. The explosions killed five, injured scores. Theywere 
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claimed by a group which identified itself as the "Armed Arab Struggle" 

as retaliation for the bombing by French aircraft of Shi'ite terrorist 

facilities in the Bekaa valtey. 

Within a week of the aetack a letter, postmarked East Berlin, was 

sent to French officials by the notorious "Carlos". The letter included 

a fingerprint for positive identification and claimed that it was he, 

"Carlos", who masterminded the attack on behalf of the Armed Arab 

Struggle. The French took him at his word. 

Now "Carlos" is presently suspected of being a Libyan asset, wil

ling to work for anybody if the price and cause is right. Significant

ly, however, a key Iranian terrorist coordinator -- travelling on 

a Syrian passport -- had arrived in East Berlin only two days before 

"Carlos "' letter was postmarked. His name was Mousavi Khoeniah and his 

name will arise again later in my testimony. 

Was Khoeniah's presence in East Berlin a mere coincidence? Or 

could one simply substitute Islamic Jihad for "Armed Arab Struggle?" 

Clearly, it had been their personnel who suffered most from the French 

bombing. 

Institutionalized Terrorism. Quite apart from che non-indigenous 

movements which it supports, the Islamic Republic maintains its own 

formidable terrorist apparatus ranging from the often-youthful Basiij 

Corps -- they have been indoctrinated to martyr themselves, and many 

of them already have at the Iraq front -- to the 300,OOO-strong Pas

daran, or Revolutionary Guards, who operate many of the terrorist 

training camps. 

It is no accident that the use of terror to obtain political ends 

has become an institution in Iran. The formulative process began in the 

early'1960's when, in 1963, the Ayatollah Khomeini was sent into exile, 
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first to Turkey, then to Najaf, Iraq in 1965. Thousands of his follow~ 

ers were to be trained in terrorist camps operated by the PLO in Leba

non, Syria, and South Yemen. 

Yassar Arafat once boasted that more than 10,000 Khomeini loyal

ists had been trained in these camps. Much of the funding for this 

training was provided by the Soviet Union who reportedly underwrote 

the expenses of each trainee. But more of this later. Suffice it to 

say that many terrorist-trained Khomeini supporters now hold important 

offices in the Islamic Republic. 

Sheik Oleslam, Deputy Foreign Minister, is one. Mo"stafa Mir Salim, 

an advisor to the Islamic Republic's President Hojatoleslam Ali Khamenei, 

is another. A former student at Moscow's Patrice Lumumba University, 

he also attended terrorist training camps in South Yemen. He is connect

ed today to at least one terrorist training facility in Iran. Yet, in

congruously, he was the Islamic Republic's chief negotiator with the 

hijackers of the Kuwaiti Airbus in Teheran last December. 

Mousavi Khoeniah, another graduate from Patrice Lumumba -- and 

the University of Leipsig in East Germany -- also was a terrorist camp 

trainee. For the past several years he has headed the Islamic Republic's 

~ pilgrimage to Mecca. And the Saudi's have twice expelled him for 

inciting disturbances, leading pro-Khomeini demostrations. In the mid-

1970's, Khoeniah was a Soviet bagman who helped funnel nearly $400 

thousand from Kremlin sources each month to finance Khomeini's revolu

tion. He also delivered propaganda tapes from Khomeini to KGB editors 

in Moscow who, in turn, would relay them on to Baku for broadcast into 

Iran over a black radio station called the National Voice of Iran. 

Khoeniah is today considered one of the most powerful figures in Iran 

ranking in importance to Speaker of the Ma.jlis (Parliament) Ali Akb,!r 

Rafsanjani. 
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Other terrorist-trained figures in the Iranian government include 

Minister for Heavy Industry, Bahzad Nabavi, and Oil Minister Mohammed 

Gharazi. A former Pasdaran commander, he once ordered the slaughter 

of an entire Kurdish village. 

Frequently under the guidance of Pasdaran officials, the Islamic 

Republic today maintains a network of at least 8 id<lntlfiable terror

ist training facilities. Many of the students are foreigners recruited 

abroad whose patrons are movements included under the umbrella organi

zation of the Supreme Council for the Islamic Revolution. The camps 

are scattered throughout the Islamic Republic from Bandar Abbas in 

southern Iran, to Teheran in the north. Each has a specific mission. 

For example, Pasdaran suicide pilots are trained on Swiss-supplied 

PC-7 Pilatus aircraft at a camp near Bushire which is called "The Base 

of the Soldiers of Imam." North of Teheran is the Manzarieh P,ark 

training facility for suicide volunteers where they are indoctrinated 

and schooled in demolitions and light weapons use. Other camps -- in

cluding those solely for women -- exist in Meshed, and the port of 

Bandar Abbas. The latter facility is used to teach mining techniques 

in, not only Gulf ports, but also key oU terminals in Europe such 

as Holland's giant Europort complex. 

Last March, yet another camp Iqas spotted some 40 miles from Isfa

han where as many as 90 foreign recruits can be trained in explosives 

and small arms at a time. 

Were this all not menacing enough, events have now shown a signi

ficant Iranian terrorist capability in Europe Iqhere networks are coor

dinated by Foreign Ministry officials up to the rank of Ambassador. 

Iranian diplomats have been expelled from England, France, and Spain 

for their roles in, and links to, terrorist activities. Meanwhile, 

50-759 0 - 86 - 3 
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there is evidence to suggest that Islamic Republic terrorists and sUr

rogates have become active in Athens, Greece. Indeed, keeping track 

of potential terrorist activity in the ever-growing numbers of cul

tural and student religious centers financed by the Islamic Republic 

is rapidly becoming a security nightmare throughout all of Europe. 

But perhaps the most telling example of the institutionalizing 

of terror in Iran today is a political leaflet we acquired last year 

before the Majlis elections took place. The leaflet, not unlike those 

distributed by our own politicians at election time, touted the quali

fications of one candidate as follows: 

* Trained as a defender of the revolution in Libyan PLO camps. 

* A fighter for Polosario forces operating in the western Sahara. 

* Former member of Pasdaran, a participant in revolutionary 

actions. 

,~ The revolutionary assassin of three officials in the Shah's 

government.(The names of the victims were then mentioned 

prominently. ) 

Like most American politicians -- or those anywhere for that 

matter, the candidate wore a clear expression of sincerety. He was 

bearded. And he was wearing a baseball cap when photographed. I do 

not know if his campaign was successful. Perhaps I should check. 

A Grim Future. What does the Islamic Republic's wholesale export 

of terrorism and revolution hold in store for the United States and 

its western allies? 

Unfortunately, it appears that no ell;e in the pre

vious administ,atJ.on considered this question when the (ianger signals 

were first hoisted during the Shah's crumbling rule. If,' the present 

adminsitration has addressed this question, they hav~ not shared the 
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answers. Perhaps they would only echo the reply given me by a senior 

American diplomat in our embassy in Saudi Arabia last year. 

Spreading his arms in helplessness, he said: "Just what the hell 

does anybody expect us to do about :i.t?" 

It was not an answer which inspired confidence in this Nation's 

ability to influence events, or even control its own destiny, in this, 

perhaps the most strategic region of the entire world. Like the flu, 

incompetence" uncertainty, and the total absence of a firm policy is 

catching. Can a weak Kuwait count on Amel'ican assistance or interven

tion if they are threatened by Iranian-sponsore'i internal disorders, 

and terrorism? They think Hot. Can Bahrain? Can Saudi Arabia? How 

about Qatar'? 

With Congress' reluctance to commit U.S. forces or meaningful 

assistance in case a key ally is threatened from within, the future 

for the United States in the Persian/Arabian Gulf is bleak indeed. 

Only an outright attack upon a Gulf natj,on is likely to bring about 

a response. And the Ayatollahs will never make such a mistake. But 

let us take the scenario one step further. 

Assume, if you \<Jill, that an American hostage -- say William 

Buckley -- is placed on trial and executed by those who now hold him. 

We have warned Iran of the consequences of this act. But, apparently, 

there has been little consideration of an often over-looked treaty 

between the Soviet Union and Iran. Signed in 1921, ehe treaty legal

izes Soviet intervention if Iran is attacked by a foreign power. 

I do not mean to suggest that the Kremlin would embark on a 

military confrontation with us. But the treaty is still in force. HOI'I 

would the Soviet Union react? What cbout our allies within NATO? High 

officials in Europe have explained to me that the United States could 

expect no support from them in the event of a retaliatory attack upon 
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Iran. Quite the contrary, I was informed that they would condemn such 

an action. Hisballah and Islamic Amal bases in the Bekaa Valley might 

be expendable, they suggested. But Iranian targets like the port fa

cilities at Bandar Khomeini, Bushire, or the oil terminals at Kharg 

Island and the Sirri Islands, never. 

The Emperor has appeared naked once too often. And it's every 

man for himself. Clearly, planners of U.S. policy in the Gulf never 

anticipated this development once events which toppled the Shah began 

to unfold. It was a disastrous mistake which generations of Americans 

may have to suffer from -- to say nothing of the world community as 

a whole. 

But here is another scenario which deals with the future of Iran, 

itself: 

Forged and maintained in a climate of violence, martyrdom, ~nd 

terror, the Islamic Republic is apt to exit the same way upon the 

death of the Ayatollah Khomei~i, now 84. Resistance to the harsh rule 

of the Ayatollahs is already growing. Even the Mullahs have begun to 

question the leadership in Teheran. Meanwhile, the military -- never 

trusted by Khomeini -- is resentful of clerical control and mismanage

ment of the war against Iraq which has already cost Iran an estimated 

150,000 dead. 

Within the Islamic Republic, armed resistance is surfacing. Fight

ing, for example, continues in the Kurdish region on the border with 

Turkey. Not even 100,000 well-armed Pasdaran have managed to suppress 

the Kurdish drive for ethnic autonomy. One reason may be that there 

are over three million Kurds in Iran today. 

The regions of Baluchistan to the east, Azerbaidjanistan to the 

north, also harbor dreams of ethnic autonomy. And Azerbaidjanis repre

sent more than a quarter of Iran's population. In the wake of internal 
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disorders -- perhaps even civil war -- which may follol~ Khomeini' s 

death, they will surely seek autonomy from Persian Iran, joining 

the Kurds in breaking with Teheran. There are those \~ho stand ready 

to assist them. 

If the Soviet Union could co-opt these ethnic forces and regions, 

the impact on those nations across the Gulf, Turkey, and Pakistan 

would be catastrophic -- to say nothing of Iran's oil customers like 

Japan and Europe. In the. case of an autonomous and allied Baluchistan, 

Moscow would enjoy de facto control over the gate to the Persian/Ara

bian Gulf, the strategic Straits of Hormuz. An ethnically Balkanized 

Iran would extend Soviet influence to the rear doorstep of Turkey. 

Pressures which could be brought to bear would be irresistible. 

Imagine the possibilities for the Kremlin: a slab of allied ter

ritory extending from the Sino-Pakistan border, encompassing Afghan

istan, across nearly the northern third of Iran to its frontier with 

Turkey, then south from the Afghan border to the Gulf of Oman. 

I am not waving the banner of the \IRed Menace". I am simply de

scribing an opportunity l~hich Moscow would be a fool to overlook. The 

Soviet Union shares a 2400 kilometer border with Iran. Thus, the region 

is legitimately within their security concerns, as Mexico is within 

ours. One thing is for sure: having assisted in the coll.apse of one 

pro-western government in Teheran, Moscow will not stand by idly while 

another is installed. In the same position, given the same prioritIes, 

I would do the same. And 'so, I suspect, would you. 

Somebody in this body and in the present administration better 

consider this possibility. Moscow already has. Over the past decade, 

the Soviet Union has managed to penetrate these ethnic forces to a 

significant degree. Indeed, throughout most of World Har II and until 
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1946, Moscow controlled a good chunk of Iran. They called it the Azer

baidjan Democratic Republic. And the Soviet Union has not attempted 

to hide a desire to return. Speeches given by Soviet officials in Baku, 

not far from the Iranian border in the Azerbaidjan SSR have continually 

mentioned this intention. 

It is a fact that there are documented links between the Islamic 

Republic's Azeri ethnic communlty and Politburo member Gaydar Ali Reza 

Aliev. For the record, Aliev I~as head of the KGB in the Azerbaidjan 

SSR for 17 years. Aliev has also been directly tied to an attempt by 

a former SAVAK official to overthrow the Shah in 1962. He also enjoys 

significant standing within the Kurdish independence movement. Increas

ing numbers of Kurds now identify with Moscow -- the best opportunity, 

as they see it, to achieve autonomy. 

These ethnic movements which seek to split off from the Islamic 

Republic are not the only elements which have been penetrated. Since 

the very first days of its clandestine support for Khomeini, Moscow 

has qUietly constructed its own infrastructure within the Islamic Re

public's religious community. This, then, in consideration of the 

day when Iran's clerical regime will fall. Moscow's assets are now 

believed to include key officials in the Teheran government. 

Informed Iranians in exile, as well as many still residing in 

the Islamic Republic, insist that Mousavi Khoerdah is one such "a

gent of influence". Another is said to be Deputy Foreign Minister 

Sheik DIes lam. A third is believed to be Mostafa Mir Salim, an impor

tent presidential advisor. And there are many others. Collectively, 

they have acqUired the name "The Red Mullahs". They will be in a 

position to help swing a post-Khomeini regime towards MOscow's line. 

At present, the Soviet Union is content to sit back quietly as 
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Khomeini'.s Pasdaran and SAVANA (the successor to the Shah's SAVAK) 

winkle out and eliminate the last cells of Iran's overt communist 

movement, the Tudeh Party. But its most important "agents of influence" 

remain undetected, literally under Khomeini's nose. 

As dissent increases within the Islamic Republic, is there nothing 

that the United States can do to influence the outcome, and put an end 

to the wholesale export of terror and revolution? Is there no alterna

tive to the present regime in Teheran except one which would support 

Noscow and vice-versa? 

In a display of ignorance which can only be called appalling at 

best, over 50 of your colleagues sent messages of support last June 

to Nassoud Rahjavi, leader of the Paris-based Nujaheddin a1 Kalq. This 

was in commemoration of the anniversary of his ill.-fated attempt to 

overthrow the Ayatollahs in 1981. Presumably, there must have been 

some confusuion between the Afghan Mujaheddin and Rahjavi' s 'organiza

tion which is totally committed to Narxist dogma. 

The Nujahedd1n al Kalq began its existance as a terrorist organi

zation which sought to overthrew the Shah. To this end, it allied it

self with forces loyal to the Ayatollah Khomeini, then in exile in 

Najaf, Iraq. Mujaheddin publications have openly boasted of the assas

sinations of five U.S. servicemen in Iran during its campaign of de

stabilization. Rahjavi, himself, is believed to have ordered the mUr

ders. 

Upon Khomeini's triumphant return to Teheran, Rahjavi volunteered 

his cadres to assist in organizing the Islamic regime's security ser

vices, and Pasdaran units. In 1980, when Khomeini was weighing the re

lease of American hostages siezed during the Embassy take-over by fol

lowers of the so-called "Imam Line" -- incidentally, they were led by 
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Mousavi Khoeniah -- Rahjavi pleaded with Khomeini to welsh on the deal. 

There was much more to gain by holding the hostages than releasing 

them, he insisted. He pOinted out, in any event, that the U.S. had al

ready exhibited its inability to rescue the hostages in the disaster 

at Desert One. Happily, Rahjavi was overruled. 

In June of 1981, he finally wore out his welcome by demanding 

that the Mujaheddin were entitled to share power with the Ayatollahs 

because of their services and sacrifices for the revolution. When this 

demand was denied, Rahjavi decided on a test of strength and ordered 

his loyalists into the streets of Teheran. He lost. Massoud Rahjavi 

and the irrelevant Bani Sadr then fled together to France. Since then, 

he has been building an image of legitimacy as a viable goverment-in

exile. 

Meanwhile, moderate exile leaders like former Prime Minsters Aii 

Amini and Shah pour Bahktiar have been all but ignored. They, too, have 

built significant organizations in both France and the United States. 

It is true that both men have endorsed in principal the return of the 

Shah's son, and a limited restoration of the Peacock Throne on a strict, 

constitutional basis. The allied Amini and Bahktiar forces have advoca

ted stringent neutrality for Iran with favoritism for neither east nor 

west -- vital if the Soviet Union is not to feel compelled to intervene. 

The Amini-Bahktiar coalition is known to have support inside the 

Islamic Republic, mainly within the disaffected middle class and the 

military. They also have an insurgent capacity though it is not as ac

tive in Iran as that of the Mujaheddin. It occurs that this body might 

well take under advisement support of these moderate elements so that 

they may more effectively pursue their campaign against the extremism 

of the Ayatollahs, the equally hostile alternative of the Mujaheddin. 



69 

The point is, cart we afford not to? Or, Like our committed dip

lomat in Saudi Arabia across the Gulf, do we just spread our arms and 

ask: "What the hell does anybody expect us to do about it?" 

So much for the grim future. What then about the pre~ent and the 

immediate threat of terrorism? 

As a journalist, it is not up to me to recommend or endorse any 

specific legislation. And I do not intend to. Meanwhile, I realize 

that these hearings are of an exploratory nature. Thus, I do not feel 

constrained from sharing observations. with you. I am convinced that 

there are two areas which should be carefully considered by this body. 

The first is our ability, or assets, to counter terrorist threats a

gainst our vital interests. The second is restraints which erevent us 

from countering the threat. 

1. Counter-terrorism has become bureaucratically fashionable. 

Indeed, federal agencies boast a dizzying array of intelligence units, 

SWAT capabilities, and inter-agency coordinators. In reality, however, 

the tradecraft of COUnter-terrorism has become a career and empire 

builder for bureaucrats. Now this may be the American way of govern

ment, but the habit puts us all at risk. 

Count the players in the game. The State Department has its 

own department of counter-terrorism. So does the FBI. Ditto the DIA. 

The Pentagon, the Army that is, owns rights to the Delta Force. Not 

to be outdone, the Navy claims the SEALS. The Airforce is involved. 

The CIA is also charged with the mission of detecting and neutralizing 

terrorist threats. It, too, has its own "hard men". The DEA has divert

ed some assets from its primary mission to assist in developing intel

ligence. And so has the NSA. And the NSC. 

Everyone wants a piece of the action. The confusion, the dupli-

cation of effort, the unwieldy and often conflicting chains of 
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command -- structure simply dilutes our efforts. It seems to me that 

this nation should pool its anti-terrorist talents under one roof, an

swerable only to the highest levels of government. Its director should 

be a member of the Cabinet. The Delta Force would be directly control

led by this body, not by a succession of Pentagon brass hats. The re

sult would be a totally integrated effort without outside duplication. 

The body should be able to call upon Pentagon assets wherever 

and whenever needed. It should develop its own intelligence capability 

with imput from those agencies which have relevant access to material 

which concerns its mission. 

Within government, scattered throughout involved agencies, there 

are individuals with extraordinary insights into the world of terrorism, 

and demonstrated abilities in penetrating to its core. Apart, these 

men and women are less than effective. Together, they would be formid

able, indeed. Because the threat of terrorism is today greatest abroad, 

the body's mandate should be international, not domestic. But it would, 

of course, coordinate with the FBI. The unit could either be a separate 

body, or it could function under the auspices of the CIA. 

2. Prevention is the best cure for terrorism. This depends directly 

on intelligence capabilities. But developing this capability is nearly 

impossible under present constraints which, in some cases, strictly 

forbids the suborning of assets, the funding of counter-terrorist 

surrogates of a second or third nation. 

Fighting terrorism is a dirty game. But, if you lose the game, 

the consequences can be worse. I am not advocating the Israeli ap

proach, but when was the last time one of their embassies was bombed, 

or an EI Al jet hijacked? If one accepts that terrorism is a form of 

war -- at least as practiced by the Islamic Republic -- one must meet 

the challenge, or accept defeat and increasing losses. 
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I am troubled by a moral dilemma. Does one maintain retr:aints. 

legalJ.y on our counter-terrorist effort, and await the inevitable? 

If so, we place ourseLves in the position of retaliating fOr an attack 

with, in some cases, a certain loss of innocent lives -- perhaps 

scores of them. Or do we assume the preventive role? As for myself, 

I would prefer to prevent rather than retaliate. 

But it means we must playa dirty game. 

Thank you for your time. r hope it has not been wasted for it is 

far more valuable than mine. 

# # 
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Chairman LUGAR. Thank you, Mr. Adams. 
Mr. Sicker. 

STATEMEN'r OF MARTIN SICKER, DIRECTOR, CENTER FOR 
INTERNA'l'IONAL SECURI'l'Y, WASHINGTON, DC 

Mr. SICKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I might just make a rather brief statement. 
The phenomenon of state-sponsored terrorism presents a chal

lenge to Western democracies with which these states are particu
larly ill-equipped to cope, and in fact, have proved incapable of 
coping with. One need but recall the painful memory, as has been 
done several times this morning, of the 241 American servicemen 
killed in Lebanon by a state-sponsored terrorist attack, without any 
response by the United States other than unfulfilled promises to 
punish those responsible. 

While it was quite clear at whose insistance the attack was 
perpetrated and which states benefitted most immediately from it, 
senior United States officials could only state, in effect, that there 
was no concrete evidence of the kind that would stand up in a United 
States court linking the suicide attack to Syria and Iran. Indeed, 
there was nothing to be done other than to declare that the mis
sion of the United States forces in Lebanon had been achieved, and 
withdraw, precisely what the terrorist attack was intended to ac
complish. 

Because of our commitment to the rule of law, we are at a loss in 
dealing with states which operate as outlaws and which claim and 
receive treatment as responsible members orthe international com
munity. Perhaps the most egregious example of such a state is the 
Libya of Muammar Qadhafi. In April of this year a Libyan dissi
dent was murdered by a known Libyan assassin in the central 
shopping area of Bonn, West Germany, seriously wounding two by
standers with stray bullets. In response to public outrage, the West 
German Government temporarily recalled its ambassador from 
Tripoli. A foreign ministry official is reported to have explained 
that this virtually meaningless gesture was all that could be done 
because, "there is no realistic way to punish the Libyans without 
escalating the crisis." 

What he was really saying was that there were some 1,500 West 
Germans working in Libya that Qadhafi could hold as hostages. 

He then went on to state, ((Our country must not be used as the 
setting for acts of violence between rival foreign groups. It is par
ticularly reprehensible when innocent passers by are caught up in 
these battles and injured." 

One could reasonably take this statement as suggesting that Qa
dhafi's murder of Libyan exiles on German soil is naughty but ac
ceptable if the Libyan ruler would have his hit men avoid hurting 
others in the process. This incident followed within days the assas .. 
sination by the same gunman of a Libyan dissident in Cyprus on 
April 2. 

I have just returned from Europe where well-informed sources 
indicate that Qadhafi is about to unleash a virtual reign of terror 
against Libyan exiles in an effort to stifle the growing opposition to 
his dictatorship for another decade. If the past is indeed prologue, 
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Qadhafi need not have much concern over the reactions of the de
mocracies. After all, it is well known that such contemptuous viola
tion of international law and responsible state behavior is the 
avowed state policy of Qadhafi. 

On March 2, 1981, Qadhafi declared: 
It is the duty of the Libyan people constantly to liquidate their opponents. The 

physical and final liquidation of the opponents must continue at home and abroad 
everywhere. 

It should be noted that Qadhafi's terror is by no means directed 
exclusively at Libyans. Simultaneous with the initiation of this 
latest campaign of assassination, Qadhafi recently set up a new 
international terror organization, the National Command for the 
Arab Revolutionary Forces, aimed at bringing down moderate gov
ernments in the Middle East. It is to include terrorists from Syria, 
Iraq, Lebanon and the PLO organized in suicide squads. As stated 
by Qadhafi: 

Our mission in this command is to turn the individual suicidal operations into an 
organized, civilized act. There is no escape and no way out but confrontation. 

The National Command is being organized: 
To resist imperialism, specifically American imperialism, and to work to liquidate 

its military and to foil its designs. 

Many hours could be spent examining the range and scope of 
Libyan sponsored terrorist activity from Central America to the 
Philippines and its implications, all of which I believe will lead to 
the same ultimate conclusion. State supported terrorism can only 
be defeated at the source. There is no other realistic option open to 
a free and open society if it is not to transform itself into a garri
son state in order to protect itself. 

In the case of Libya, the United States in my view should render 
all possible assistance to those responsible Libyans within the coun
try and in exile who are committed, notwithstanding the clear jeop
ardy to their own lives, to ridding their country of the tyrant so 
aptly described by Claire Sterling as the "Daddy Warbucks" of 
international terrorism. 

Thank you. 
Chairman LUGAR. Thank you very much, Mr. Sicker. 
The Chair would like to mention that our first witness, Mr. 

Adams, is the Washington editor of the Reader's Digest, and Mr. 
Martin Sicker is Director of the Center for International Security. 

Senator Denton, would you like to proceed with the questioning 
of the witnesses? 

Senator DENTON. Gentlemen, do either of you have any informa-
tion to add to the previous questions and answers? 

Mr. SICKER. Yes, sir. 
Mr. ADAMS. I do have one. 
Senator Pell, you mentioned to Mr. Cline that in the last year 

has there been any firm evidence of Soviet involvement. I cannot 
cite you one in the last, year, but I can cite you one in September of 
1983 when a meeting was held in Varna, Bulgaria and attended by 
terrorist factions based in Baalbek, in the Lebanon, also in Beirut, 
and it was coordinated by the Bulgarian Secret Service authorities, 
East German Secret Service people were there, including advisers 
that they presently have stationed in Libya. If this is considered 
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firm Soviet involvement, I do not know, but it certainly was in Bul
garia, which is a Soviet vassal. 

Senator PELL. 'l'hank you. 
Mr. SICKER. No, I have nothing to add, sir. 
Senator DENTON. You referred, Mr. Adams, in your prepared re

marks to the critical situation existing in the Mideast which is of 
vital interest to us because of the access to oil. You make tIle point 
repeatedly that psychologically we are not making progress in in
stilling confidence in the minds of the leaders over there who 
might be our friends and allies that we are credible friends. In 
Iran, and they refer to the United States as "Satan," and you say 
that other Western nations like England and France routinely 
appear on Iran's hate list, and you say so does the Soviet Union. 
But you note, in the latter case, the Ayatollahs take great care to 
limit their threats to rhetoric alone in the case of the Soviet Union. 

Then you state that there are an estimated 5,500 Soviet technical 
advisors and personnel presently in Iran, and Soviet armed might 
lies just across the border, and I suppose it is common knowledge 
that the Soviets have given some of the more advanced surface-to
air missile technology and training to the Iranians and the Syrians. 

Mr. ADAMS. So has Great Britain, unfortunately. 
Senator DENTON. Yes; technological transfer. 
What is more, the experience of neighboring Afghanistan re

mains a constant lesson. And you end your statement on a note 
somewhat like mine, asking do we just remain standing by watch
ing all this happen? It is not only in the Mideast; the same thing is 
happening in Central America and South America. Should we 
assume a credible preventive role? 

And you say you would prefer to prevent rather than retaliate, 
but it means we must playa dirty game. 

And how would you suggest that we get into the dirty game, and 
would you not agree that it would have to begin with a much 
better national understanding of what is going on out there, be
cause we do not have that now, and certainly a better congression
al understanding. 

Mr. ADAMS. Yes, I do, Senator. I will try and make it very brief, 
but understanding is the key to this. If you do not recognize what 
is going on and who the players are in the game, there is no way 
that you can separate them. For example, there are various Irani
an exile movements that are present here in the United States and 
also in Paris. Now, I was shocked last year, last June, when 50, 
more than 50 of your colleagues wrote letters of support to Mas
soud Rajavi, who is the director of a group called the Mujahedin Al 
Haq. 

Now, the Mujahedin Al Haq were terrorists during the Shah's 
time and coordinated their attacks with Khomeini loyalists. Mas
soud Rajavi is believed to be the individual responsible, who issued 
the orders for the assassination of I believe five U.S. servicemen. 
He advised Khomeini not to release our hostages. Finally, he tried 
to challenge the Ayatollahs for power because he said with the sac
rifices that we have made on behalf of your revolution, we should 
be included in the government. And the Ayatollahs turned him 
down, and he moved his forces into the street, and he lost the 
battle. And both he and Bani Sadr fled to Paris. 
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Now, I just assume that perhaps the Senators felt that-or Con
gressmen felt that they were supporting the Afghan Mujahedin. 
But the Mujahedin Al Haq are openly Marxist. Their publications, 
all you have to do is read them and you can see that it is very clear 
indeed. 

We are talking about preventive medicine, and I think that one 
of the things we should do is perhaps support some of the more 
moderate elements outside of Iran because this is not just an issue 
of terrorism. It involves the future of Iran on the gulf, which is of 
vital concern to both us and the Soviet Union, and the Soviet 
Union has a righteous security interest in what goes on in Iran. 
They share a 2,400 kilometer border. They also have a treaty with 
Iran dating to 1921 in which they reserve the right to intervene 
any time Iran is attacked by a foreign power. I wonder if anybody 
considered this when the Shah started to fall. 

'l'here are also certain ethnic autonomous groups in Iran, the 
Azerbaijanis, the Baluchis and the Kurds, who have always sought 
ethnic autonomy, and when Khomeini dies, as he surely will, as we 
all will, there is going to be a massive convulsion inside Iran, and 
these movements which have already been penetrated and coopted 
to some degree by the Soviet Union-and if I were them, I would 
do it, too-are going to be in a position to split off from the govern
ment, and the result is going to be a Balkanized Iran. The impact 
on the small gulf nations such as Saudi Arabia, the United Arab 
Emirates, Bahrain, and Kuwait, is just going to be catastrophic. 

Senator DENTON. Sir, you mentioned ignorance on the part of 
those who signed the letters to Rajavi. You can perhaps understand 
my own frustration after having conducted 2% years of hearings to 
dispel ignorance on the subject. It is not malicious, it happens be
cause we have &bout 7,000 issues out there on the floor. But, as you 
point out in your paper and your statement you can think of noth
ing that deserves more priority in the Congress, and I can tell you 
there is nothing nearer the bottom of priorities, than this. 

There was a briefing. CIA and another intelligence official spoke 
to perhaps 25 Senators. When they mentioned that Carlos might be 
in Canada, about to cross the border, I looked around and I could 
see that not one knew to whom the gentleman was referring. 
Carlos is an international assassin and terrorist. 

And finally a Senator really well qualified in foreign relations 
and military affairs, a good man, raised his hand and asked who is 
Carlos. And the others were just as interested. 

Now, if you think you knew the depths of ignorance that exist in 
this body about terrorism which should be one of highest priorities, 
be my guest in learning about that. 

Mr. Sicker, what is the most significant trend that you see devel
oping in the area of international terrorism as it relates to this 
country? 

Mr. SlCI{En. I think the most significant trend is in the state use 
of terrorism, state-sponsored terrorism, whereby a country uses ter
rorist acts, for foreign policy purposes in a way which is difficult to 
respond to. It is particularly difficult for Western countries, and 
probably most difficult for the United States, as I pointed out in 
my statement before, in regard to our problem of reacting. 
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For example, Qadhafi is by no means a madman. He uses terror
ism, although it appears to be indiscriminate, in a very clever way, 
in a way for which it is very difficult to get back at him, but which 
serves very clear foreign policy purposes of not only Libya. It also 
serves Soviet foreign policy interests in a very clear way. And of 
course, the best clue to what Qadhafi means is just to listen to 
what the man says. There is no deception involved. Qadhafi has an
nounced that he is going to bring chaos to the Western Hemisphere 
to force the United States to pull its forces out of the Middle East 
so that the United States will have no major role in the Middle 
East, leaving it up the radical Arabs to do as they wish. Qadhafi is 
very serious about this. 

As an observer of the scene from outside of Government, I feel a 
tremendous sense of frustration over the President being unable to 
get through a program for $14 million of aid to the Contras in 
Nicaragua at the same time that Qadhafi just gave $100 million in 
aid to the Marxists in Surinam. It is very difficult to deal with this 
kind of problem because Qadhafi has enormous resources, although 
by no means anywhere near the resources that we have. But his 
targeting of those resources to affect our interests very clearly and 
specifically is going on continually. 

Qadhafi is not wreaking havoc, creating turmoil in a place as 
remote as New Caledonia because he has nothing else to do. He is 
clearly affecting western interests and the security of the whole 
world. This is why Qadhafi is involved in the Philippines. Only last 
year the Thai Government refused to permit the establishment of a 
Qadhafi-sponsored Islamic center in Thailand for fear that it would 
unleash a wave of terrorism in Thailand. 

So here we have a man who is using terrorism very shrewdly-it 
appears to be indiscriminate, it appears to be mad, but it is serving 
a very clearly defined purpose. And unless we begin to understand 
that, we will never really be able to cope with the problem because 
it is not a problem of catching individual terrorists. This is orga
nized terrorism operating on a worldwide basis, with worldwide 
interconnections, ultimately serving a very clear political purpose. 

Senator DENTON. Well, it is my belief that when the ignorance in 
this body, in the American public, and on the part of the media is 
dispelled, the most liberal people are going to be the most fervent 
about uncovering terrorism and combatting it. The distance from 
here to there is what drives me up the wall and keeps me from 
sleeping at night. 

You know, I was offered a couple of hundred thousand dollars on 
a recent trip if I would just get together with some fellows that 
wanted to propound the virtues of Mr. Qadhafi. I could not be
lieve-they approached me, in a foreign country, and asked me if I 
would be interested in helping my people understand Qadhafi 
better. They let me know that there was plenty of money involved, 
and they started out with a couple of hundred thousand dollars. 

Last night I was watching a television program, not from a regu
lar network, all pro-Qadhafi, and it went on as long as I could 
stand it. I mean, I watched it for about 45 minutes. It was childish
ly simplistic, but nonetheless, there it was. After all, we know that 
Qadhafi has $8 billion in disposable income. 
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I do not know what we need to do in this open society, but one 
thing I think we have to do is dispel the ignorance about terrorism. 
And I am so happy that Senator Lugar acquiesced in our hearings. 
I hope that if you were not already, you are even more impressed 
with the degree to which terrorism has become a new force in 
international affairs, undiscerned by, I believe even our policymak
ers in the State Department, and certainly unknown to most of us 
because it has so rapidly developed. 

Wed terrorism to drugs and the finances which are available 
there, and it becomes almost an avalanche as a force and trend in 
international affairs. 

Do you agree with that? 
Mr. SICKER. Absolutely. I think that Qadhafi, and not only Qa

dhafi but also other states using terrorism for these kind of pur
poses which happen to coincide very well with Soviet purposes-al
though it is almost impossible to draw the actual connection in any 
way that anybody would be happy with, but nonetheless, the coinci
dence is overwhelming-poses a serious problem. The purpose of 
these activities ultimately is destabilization, and they are succeed
ing in doing that. 

And they are succeeding, ironically, with the complicity of the 
various governments involved, including the U.S. Government. Not 
complicity in any active sense, but in the sense of the sin of omis
sion rather than the sin of commission. 

In Libya today, the United States corporations are still very 
active, and not only oil corporations. Not only do we not put any 
pressure on our own people to cease operations, Qadhafi's latest 
maj(,ff infrastructural developments are all being engineered by 
American firms who are the preferred engineers for Qadhafi's 
schemes, the heavy construction is being done by countries that we 
give foreign aid to but have no strings on. South Korea has almost 
3 billion dollars' worth of construction contracts in Libya. Turkey 
has enormous amounts of construction contracts in Libya, all of 
which convinces everyone that the United States is not serious in 
dealing with Qadhafi. Qadhafi is certainly convinced of it, and so is 
everybody familiar with the problem in the area. 

Nobody takes our response seriously, which only compounds the 
problem of getting the American people to understand what is 
taking place. 

Senator DEr-TTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am learning a lot 
from this hearing. 

Chairman LUGAR. Well, thank you very much, Senator Denton. 
I would just add that the Foreign Relations Committee really did 

not acquiesce in having the hearings, we were most encouraging of 
your leadership and eager to be a part of this educational process 
for ourselves and the American people, and we are appreciative 
that so many members of our committee have taken part in the 
hearing this morning and plan to do so. 

Senator DENTON. I did not mean that in a condescending way, 
sir. I meant that you have so many priority problems, like Geneva, 
that it took an act of judgment to defer to it. 

Chairman LUGAR. You are very gracious. 
I would like to call upon Senator Pell for his questions. 
Senator PELL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
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What would be-I would like from each of you your definition of 
what terror is, a short definition. 

Mr. ADAMS. Terrorism is a tool beyond the norms of what accept
ed, perhaps, war is, where ther.e is no Geneva convention, where it 
is violence without a declared state of war, where there are no in
nocents, where foreign policies are advanced or goals achieved by 
what appears to be the indiscriminate use of violence. That is as 
close as I can come to it. 

Senator PELL. What would. be yours, Mr. Sicker? 
Mr. SICKER. Well, it would be very comparable, but I would only 

add the one facet that terrorism is the use of this kind of violence 
outside the normal framework of war or conflict on people-conflict, 
for the purpose of forcing conformity of behavior far beyond those 
affected by the act of violence. In other words, the act of violence 
poses the threat which then makes people react in a certain way in 
order to avoid further violence. For example, in the instance I gave 
of the West German Government, 2 years ago there was a similar 
incident in Germany. The German Government reacted strongly. 
Qadhafi took eight Germans in Libya and held them as hostages in 
Libya. The German Government ultimately came to a resolution 
with Qadhafi. Now Qadhafi has somebody assassinated in Bonn, 
and the German Government will not even do that, but simply re
called its ambassador as a form of protest, for fear of exacerbating 
the crisis. 

So Qadhafi won that one. He has in effect told West Germany 
that if they want to continue getting commercial contracts and 
maintain commercial interests in Libya, if they want to continue 
getting Libyan oil, which to some extent they have allowed them
selves to become dependent on, then they have to play along with 
him and do what he wants. This is the success of terrorism. To the 
extent that he can do this to the United States, there will be a 
similar kind of outcome. 

Mr. ADAMS. The same thing is true with France. 
Mr. SICKER. Yes, of course. 
Mr. ADAMS. Italy, and also Great Britain. 
Mr. SICKER. Well, it is true of many countries. I only used Ger

many as a particular example. 
Senator PELL. Why is it that the cooperation between us and our 

allies is not closer when it comes to trying fa snuff out terrorism'? 
Mr. ADAMS. Senator, I think that it is because the emperor has 

appeared naked too often. 
Senator PELL. I am sorry, could you talk louder? 
Mr. ADAMS. The emperor has appeared naked too often. I think 

our problem at Desert 1. dUring the rescue effort eroded a great 
deal of confidence that not only our allies but also gulf nations 
have in our ability, capabilities to undertake action either on our 
own behalf or theirs. I think the Beirut bombings, which was the 
single most effective terrorist attack in the history of terrorism, 
also displayed that we just simply don't have the kidney for it, and 
the response of our allies has been to go their own way in making 
rapprochments with the various governments. 

You mentioned, Doctor, West Germany as a very good case in 
point. I am not going to identify this individual because I think 
there are people in the room who would know him, but he used to 
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be a very high official in the Bundesnachrichtendienst, which is 
West Germany's CIA. 

Senator PF'LL. Could you pull the mike a little closer? 
Mr. ADAMS. Yes, sir. This individual used to be a very high offi

cial in the Bundesnachrichtendienst who I have been acquainted 
with for several years, and he indicated to me over the phone, he 
said, well, he said, you know-I was talking to him about the at
tempt by Union Croftwerker, which is a major German company, 
to bring back on line complete plans to build two new nuclear reac
tors in Bushire for the Islamic Republic, and I had understood that 
this was a quid pro quo deal between the West German Govern
ment and the Islamic Republic in return for kl..leping their noses 
clean in West Germany. 

And he said, well, I have heard that, too. But he really did not 
know where. my questions were coming from at this point. And 
then he went on to say, he said, well, Great Britain revealed the 
identities of certain high level Tudeh Party members to the Islamic 
Republic security forces in the hopes that they would be able to do 
business, better business with Iran. 

And he said, of course, the French can not do business with Iran. 
Meanwhile, Iran will not do business with the British really, truly, 
because they consider themselves imperialists-they consider the 
British imperialists, and most Iranians do. 

He said, they will not deal with the French because of French 
support with Ira.q, and of course they are not going to deal with 
you Americans. And then he said: IISO why shouldn't we Germans 
make a profit?" 

Now, this is a man who used to be one of the top officials in the 
Bundesnachrichtendienst, and I think his statement you can over
lay on the rest of our NATO allies. 

Senator PELL. Why is it, in your view, that we have had less 
death from terrorism in our country than they have abroad, and 
yet when it comes to sending people to jail, we are pretty high? Is 
that because of the good work on the part of the FBI? 

Mr. ADAMS. I think partially, yes, Senator. 
But why go into the lion's den to bait him and poke sticks at 

him, when you have got him in a position where he cannot leave 
his den? 

The most dangerous elements of terrorism are abroad, are basi
cally in the Middle East. And I would have to say that Iran is far 
more dangerous than Qadhafi is, far more dangerous. Iran does 
have a capability in this country. Any time you want to drive up to 
the Algerian interest section, sir, at night, take a look at all the 
D.C. cabs that are up there. Khomeini does have operatives in this 
country. 

It was several years ago when Mr. Tabatabai was killed by David 
Belfield, who was a Khomeini operative. And David Belfield is now 
known as Daoud Sal uddin, and he is a mullah in Teheran. He trav
els widely, I might add, throughout Africa. 

Senator PELL. Thank you. 
Chairman LUGAR. Thank you, Senator Pell. 
Senator Helms. 
Senator HELMS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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Nothing could be clearer, after the four presentations this morn
ing, than that we are now in the position in this country of trying 
to learn how to unscramble the mess. The downfall of governments 
that were friendly to this country and to the cause of freedom is a 
historical fact. 

You can go back to Iran. Everybody was protesting the Shah. 
And this Government, through its State Department and others, 
had as much to do with the overthrow of the Shah as anybody else. 

Nicaragua. SomOi~a was not anybody's cup of tea in terms of per
fection, but he was way ahead of whatever is in second place, 
namely the Sandinistas. 

You move over to Africa, Rhodesia, and I defy anybody to say 
that the standard of living in Zimbabwe, not to mention the possi
bility of staying alive, is now better than it was. This Government, 
this State Department, through a previous administration deliber
ately overthrew-by a pretended democratic process-Muzorewa 
and now we have a Marxist there-Mugabe. 

So you cannot isolate terrorism and eruelty and examine that 
unless you understand what preceded it, and that is the problem. 
With all due respect to the news media of this country, the major 
news media of this country have not told a,nd are not telling the 
inevitable and ultimate consequences of what we have been doing 
all over the world. 

Central Amel'ica is a good example. I sat appalled and watched 
the political machinations with respect to $14 million in symbolic 
aid to freedom fighters in Nicaragua. Now, I do not question the 
sincerity of anybody that disagrees with me. I just say that they 
are sincerely wrong. 

But the fact is that if we do not get a grip on the total picture of 
what has been going on in this world, the very future of the United 
States is in jeopardy. 

Let me compliment both of you gentlemen. You are articulate 
and eloquent men. Mr. Adams, as I read your entire statement, I 
found myself wishing two things: One is that you had presented it 
all. You skimmed it in the interest of time. 

Mr. Chairman, I wish there was sorne way that everybody in 
Americ.:i could read thi~, what I have in my hand, and they would 
have some understanding, because it is written in a clear, concise 
way that is not complicated with bureaucratic terms. I commend 
both of you. , 

Mr. Adams, I am going to repeat a little bit with this line of 
questioning, but I am doing it for a purpose. I want you to walk me 
through the process of how Iran supports terrorism. Does Iran co
ordinate and dovetail with other movements in the Gulf and in 
Europe and beyond? 

Mr. ADAMS. Yes, they do, sir. 
Senator HELMS. And do you believe that Iran directly controls 

terrorism which has been attributed to the Islamic Jihad, which of 
course is the group that twice bombed our Embassy in Lebanon 
and murdered our marines in the truck bomb attack? 

Mr. ADAMS. Yes, they control Islamic Jiha.d, sir. 
Senator HELMS. You answered this question, but let us have it all 

in one little neat package. How do you perceive the future of Iran? 
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How long will it remain a threat to the region, to the Gulf States 
and Pakistan? 

Mr. ADAMS. I think, Senator, you have cut to the core question. I 
am not going to wave a banner of red menace. I am simply saying 
that the Soviets would be very, very foolish indeed if they did not 
act in what they perceive to be their own self-interest. I think that 
following the Ayatollah's death, the Imam's death, there are so 
many competing groups in Iran today that he manages to keep 
apart simply because of his glue as the Imam, I think there is 
going to be a major upheaval in Iran. 

And I know for a fact that the Soviets have managed to pene
trate and coopt very important elements in the Kurdish ethnic au
tonomy movement, also in Baluchistan, and also in Azerbaijan. 
Now, the Soviet Union controlled Azerbaijan during the war and 
left in 1946. It was called the Azerbaijan Democratic Republic. And 
they have made no secret in speeches that Soviet offlcials have 
given in nearby Baku that they intend to return. I would if I were 
them. 

Now, if they manage to coopt fully these forces for independence 
in Iran, they will be able to control by proxy a slab of territory 
that runs south from Afghanistan to the Straits of Hormuz. That 
would be on the Gulf of Oman or, if you will, the Arabian Sea. 

They will control the slab that follows their 2,400 kilometers of 
border, and they will control the back door to Turkey. Now, this in 
ad.dition to Afghanistan presents the Soviet Union with what basi
cally is a fait accompli. What are we going to do about it? What is 
the United States going to do about it? 

I can suggest what our allies will do about it and what the gulf 
states will do about it. They are going to make their own deals. 
Kuwait already has. They have made significant, significant Soviet 
arms purchases, after we had turned around and refused to sell 
Saudi Arabia and Jordan Stinger missiles. And then what we did is 
we turned around and offered the missiles to King Fahd, five of 
them for his yacht. But he couldn't buy them; he had to lease 
them. 

Now, the impact of this on our Islamic friends is shattering. Of 
course King Hussein was furious. I would be, too. Would not you? 
It is humiliating. 

We tUrn around to the Turks-and because of the Cyprus issue, 
the Turks have a number of significant military orders, as you 
know, in this country-and we tell them: We are not going to give 
them to you. We are going to put them in storage. And then we 
charge them storage fees. Now, if that is not counterproductive I do 
not know what is. 

And if you couple this, this basic insecurity in U.s. intentions, 
and this change that seems to occur, although it didn't in this last 
election, every 4 years here, this uncertainty of how we are going 
to react, this unreliability of policy, and then you couple this with 
Soviet interests in Iran, and we have a real problem. The West 
does have a real problem. 

And I think you have to in a sense look beyond these terrorist 
acts, because these are certainly awful, terrible, no question about 
it. But if we attack Iran, for example, today in reply to the execu
tion or assassination of somebody, what is the posture of the Soviet 
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Union going to be? I think it is something we have to ask our
selves, because there is a treaty in force. 

Now, the Shah tried to say that it was not in force any more and 
Khomeini has tried to do the same thing. But the Soviets say uh
unh. And it was only a month and a half ago when -the Iranians 
had a major delegation sent to Moscow patching things up. 

Sheik Oleslam, the Deputy Foreign Minister, has said that basi
cally, of all those non-Islamic countries, our closest ties have to be 
with the Soviet Union. That is common sense; 2,400 kilometers of 
border, Soviet Armed Forces just across the border, common gas 
lines. Certainly. 

But I think these things have to be considered, Senator. 
Senator HELMS. You are exactly right. It is so complicated, and 

Americans have been spoon-fed the idea of instant easy solutions, 
using Marquess of' Queensbury Rules. And· of course, th81'e is no 
such possibility if we have any notion of protecting our own people, 
not to mention freedom in the world, giving it a chance to survive. 

How many dissident groups, if they could be called that, do we 
have available to us upon whom we could call for support in terms 
of a free Iran? 

Mr. ADAMS. Well, there of course is the Mujahedin al Khalq, 
which is Massoud Rajavi's organization, and allied groups. I person
ally, in knowing a good deal about the Iranian exile community in 
both London and Paris, would have to say that the group which is 
led :':'y the coalition of former Prime Minister Bakhtiar and Ali 
Amini are the most moderate, and they do have the support of ele
ments, disaffected elements in the military in Iran today. They do 
not have the insurgent capability inside Iran that the Mujahedin al 
Khalq do. 

But if-and I do not think this will happen necessarily, but if 
Khomeini is replaced or if the Mujahedjn a1 Khalq have a major 
say in the government, a non-Islamic government perhaps, that 
will follow Khomeini, it is going to create enormous problems for 
the West, specifically the United States. 

If we were to support any of them, I would have to say that the 
Amini-Bakhtiar group-and I know we are not supporting them
would be most deserving of any type of support, if we are talking 
about what our self-interests are. And I think we do have to decide 
in this country. 

I am a journalist. J mean, I should not even be here. But I am 
frightened by it. I am scared, because I am citizen and I am a 
member of the world. And I think that many-I have listened to 
the criticism of my colleagues. I do not necessarily subscribe to 
that, but I think that sometimes we all fall victim to this insular
ism which is present in the United States. 

"_.. And it gets to a degree that if you take an American out to the 
continental shelf, he will say: Please do not go any further; I might 
fall off the edge of the world. This is something that goes into our 
education and lack of international education. But it is something 
that surely is hindering us. 

Senator HELMS. You said too many times the United States has 
allowed itself to be exposed as the emperor without any clothes. A 
simpler way to put that is put up or shut up. Are we going to 
defend the American people or are we not? Those Americans who 
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sit back, complacent and content and say, oh well, it cannot 
happen here, had better watch out, because it is just in the offing 
in Central America. If we fail to do what we must do in terms of 
aiding those freedom fighters, then you are going to see terrorism 
flowing across the borders and into the United States in a marked 
degree. 

Well, Mr. Chairman, I am just philosophizing a little bit, and I 
am sorry I ran on, but thank you very much. And thank you, gen
tlemen. I very much appreciate it. 

Chairman LUGAR. Thank you, Senator Helms. 
Mr. Adams, in the conclusion of your statement you had two 

action steps, one of which was the consolidation of antiterrorism ef
forts in our own Government. You suggested that at the highest 
levels and under the direction of a member of the Cabinet, all of 
the efforts that are now dispersed in many bureaucracies of the 
Government ought to be brought together. 

Let me ask you, if you will, to develop that thought just a bit 
more. One of the points that has been made in response to Senator 
Helms is the thought that in a democracy and maybe in recent 
U.S. history we go back and forth in terms of our emphasis or our 
policies. 

I am not suggesting a dispersal of the effort throughout all the 
elements of Government as an antidote to this. 

I gather for the sake of efficiency and effectiveness you would 
still come down in favor of centralization. Will you duscuss that for 
a moment? 

Mr. ADAMS. Yes, sir, I will. I think that there are many countries 
in this world who are also democracies. We do not have a corner on 
democracy or freedom in the United States. 

Indeed, there are some instruments in Britain that are a good 
deal more democratic than our own. Britain has its Special Air 
Service, its MI-5 and MI-6, its community of the secret intelligence 
services. They are able to do this. Germany has its Grenzpolizei. 
They report on very shortened command lines. 

I am not recommending any legislation. That is not up to me at 
all. But if you are asking, as I mentioned in my statement, about 
what could be done, we simply have got to get rid of this terrorist 
chic in this country, where every agency and every bureau, every 
bureaucrat, sees a career and an empire built around it. 

We do have some extraordinary talent in the United States-I 
know some of them-who are quite good on terrorism. But the 
effort is diluted and it is spread out, and there has been duplica
tion. 

I am not saying set up a separate all-powerful central agency op
erating under the executive branch. There are agencies in exist
ence who could provide the umbrella for this. But I think that we 
ought to get people out of the terrorist business who have no busi
ness being in it, and to concentrate our best talents-and that in
cludes the Delta Force, because the Delta Force does not belong to 
the State Department nor does it belong to Congress. It belongs to 
the Army. Well, of course it belongs to Congress. 

But it has got a chain of command of generals. They have go to 
through-I know for a fact that the Battleship New Jersey, for ex-
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ample, when it undertook a fire mission off Lebanon had to go 
through five separate chains of command. 

And the fiasco that took place on Desert One is another example 
of this. There you had an Air Force general orbiting over the gulf 
in an R-130 or whatever, and you had an admiral that was in
volved in it, and you had somebody else that was involved in it. 
And you just simply cannot run a railroad that way and hope to 
control effectively or at least counter effectively in a preventive 
sense terrorism. 

Chairman LUGAR. Well, let me just say that I share the strength 
of the testimony that you and our first two witnesses have given 
about the need for adequate intelligence in this country and an en
thusiasm for strengthening those agencies with anti-terrorism re
sponsilbilities. 

I think it is apparent, at least to many who have served on the 
Intelligence Committee, have heard testimony back and forth for 
many years, that there was at least a period in the recent history 
of our national life in which there was skepticism about the execu
tive branch, and a part of this dispersal may have been a result of 
that. 

The gist of the testimony now, and I suppose the enthusiasm of 
some of us listening to it, is that we have gotten over that period 
and we have to think seriously about how to be more effective in 
this respect. 

Your second conclusion, of course, carries this a bit further. 
Having gotten our act together, you are suggesting that fighting 
terrorism is a dirty game and we therefore must fight a dirty 
game. You are troubled by the moral dilemma involved in all of 
this, as indeed Americans ought to be. 

But what is the proper check and balance system for a situation 
in which we reorganize our antiterrorism capability as a nation? 
We do this at the highest levels, we have the means at our com
mand, and a fairly short span of command, really, to get going on 
it. 

At what point should Congress enter in, or anybody else, to mon
itor what is done so that there is not a growing fear on the part of 
the public that somehow or other people in high places might run 
amok, all under the guise of antiterrorism, but without checks and 
balances, with all of the dispersal and the openness that our socie
ty now has? 

Mr. ADAMS. I agree with you. entirely. And Brian Jenkins men
tioned this, of course, of our l1eed to preempt. As I also said, I 
would rather see prevention rather than preemption and retalia
tion, because of the lives of innocents. 

For example, the Washington Post mentioned the bombing that 
took place in Lebanon in an attempt to assassinate Mohammed 
Falala. They not only missed their target, but they killed 30 
people-no, more than that; I believe it was 80-who were not 
their targets. This cannot be allowed. 

And I am not advocating assassination. What I am advocating is 
I am advocating the use of suborning certain individuals. And we 
have agencies in this Government that do it all the time. 

Chairman LUGAR. What do you mean by "suborning"? 
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Mr. ADAMS. Blackmail. I am not talking about outright black
mail. If an individual does this, that happens to him. In other 
words, his name is given to certain people and he is arrested, or 
worse. He goes to jail. Maybe he will not go to jail if he cooperates. 

The FBI does this. The DEA does it. And I think any kind of 
group that deals with terrorism has to be given the same type of 
mandate. Of course there have to be controls, and the controls have 
to be vested in Congress. But to exercise effective and knowledgea
ble control, Congress has to be educated about it. The people who 
are going to be exercising that control have to know what is at 
stake, what the alternatives are. 

And I repeat again that I find myself in a moral dilemma when I 
find on the one hand Americans are so quick to say, well, we do 
not do those kind of things. There are certain individuals in the 
Iranian terrorist network who are very, very vulnerable indeed, 
not only in the Middle East bilt also in Europe. And again, I am 
not talking about assassination. 

But we do not want to get involved in that business; however, we 
will turn around and we will launch an F-14 raid that is going to 
kill an awful lot of innocent people. And that is my moral dilem
ma. It seems to me very hypocritical. 

Chairman LUGAR. Thank you. 
Senator Denton. 
Senator DENTON. Perhaps you are familiar with what we studied 

in our interhational affairs class in the so-called war colleges. It is 
something called the strategic pyramid. It represents the consider
ations which go into the development of the national strategy. And 
it is composed at the very top-the tip of it represents your vital 
national interests and survival. 

After you figure those out, you develop national objectives, and 
you have an objective such as protecting Western Europe from 
Communist takeover. Or, we might have an objective to have an 
educational system, a welfare program, and those sorts of things. 

Then after your objectives, you develop policies, and then ulti
mately the bottom lines, the commitments. 

We are discussing all four processes almost interchangeably. We 
are discussing whether or not we would have to play dirty and in 
what manner, and so on. We are discussing organization of the 
Government to undertake the controlling, the command and con
trol system by which objectives would be pursued and so on. 

I submit that right now our first priority is the situation out 
there as it impacts on important and vital American interests? 
What does terrorism, and the recent wedding of convenience be
tween it and drugs, represent in terms of threats to our national 
interests in many, many categories? 

Then we can start looking for objectives, policies, commitments, 
and organizations on how to do it. To me the lack right now is for 
objective knowledge. And I am not yet ready to jump into retaliato
ry attacks or reprisals or preemptive strikes. Those are commit
ments. I hope that these hearings will get at the estimate of the 
situation as it affects our interests, so that we can get going on 
this. 

And I do not propose to be the guy that is running it. I am not 
personally interested. I am just interested as a citizen and as an 
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American and even as a human being in the preservation of free
dom. 

But I hope that you would choose to continue this kind of inquiry 
into the estimate of the situation, so that we can develop the ac
tions that aloe required. 

I certainly admire the way you have been going about this. 
Mr. Adams, you said that you thought the Beirut bombing was 

the paramount act of terrorism in terms of its effect. I would 
wonder where you place the Tet Offensive in that respect. My cap
tors candidly agreed with me that it was nothing more than a 
propaganda demonstration by terrorist means which would be mis
interpreted as a political victory and thus affect U.S. opinion and 
policy in a detrimental way. They turned out to be correct. 

Would you not agree with me on that? 
Mr. ADAMS. Yes, I would, sir. The Tet Offensive, of course, was a 

major psychological victory. 
Senator DENTON. By terroristic means, really, not particularly 

military. 
Down in Nicaragua right now we have a crisis in terms of psy

chological effect. It even transcends the political and military bal
ance of power. If we do not pass this test of understanding that sit
uation, the smaller nations, even the larger nations, are going to 
have the wrong psychological perceptions, they are going to go the 
wrong way. We do not have to have it happen here. But if it does, 
we would die on the vine, the same way Khrushchev meant it 
when he said ClWe will bury you," because it would then happen 
elsewhere to such a degree that we would no longer be a:ble to sus
tain ourselves economically much less politically and militarily. 
That is, you know, the way I look at the magnitude of the problem . 

. Mr. Sicker, the United States mission in Lebanon was tragically 
attacked twice, and our military people were withdrawn to try to 
stabilize the situation. 

Do you have any information about the sources of protection for 
our Embassy prior to these attacks and prior to the Israeli invasion 
of Lebanon? 

Mr. SICKER. Well, I think that it is reasonably well known among 
people who spend their time focusing on the Middle East that, ef
fectively, we participated in a protection racket operating in Beirut 
where the PLO in fact was providing protection for the embassy. 
Constant negotiations were going on on an informal basis with the 
PLO which explains why it was so easy, once the crisis developed 
in Beirut, for the PLO to provide, as you know, safe conduct for 
various people going through the city. 

Senator DENTON. That is strange. We are not supposed to be 
having direct contacts with the PLO, and yet here in the complex, 
duplicitous dealings of the Mideast we had to rely on them in our 
own desperation and policy confusion for protection. 

Mr. SICKER. I think it is a parallel to what is happening in Libya, 
except for the fact that this is the United States Government itself 
working against its own policy as opposed to private interests not 
conforming to American governmentally declared policy. 

Senator DEN'roN. Mr. Adams, the possibility for a debacle in the 
Mideast and the possibility of the Soviet Union stepping in under 
the pretext of reestablishing stability, has been of so much concern 
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to me that one of the first acts I tried to undertake as a Senator 
was to amend the War Powers Act, so the President could call up a 
greater number of reserves without declaring a national emergen
cy. Transcending the questions which we are now discussing about 
policy and whom we ally with in Iran to achieve freedom, we have 
the absolute fact that in the Mideast there is not a good balance of 
military power were we to have to intervene there militarily. The 
armed services are acutely aware of that, and I am speaking as an 
authority on this. 

I succeeded partially. The President can now call up the people 
with needed skills and retain them through an emergency. That 
might mean infantryman, frankly. I point this out because we, as 
you know, Chairman Lugar, are shaky with respect to how much 
time it would take us to respond to the Soviets if they went into 
Western Europe by conventional means alone. 

General Rogers recently said if you can get our NATO allies to 
increase defense appropriations by 3 percent a year, in so many 
years he thinks he can meet that kind of challenge, but for right 
now it is questionable. 

Now, I have personally known all of those strategic allied com
manders for many years and they all would not say it quite that 
clearly in public, but they all felt the same way. 

And here, we have just cut our own defense growth to zero. That 
is very relevant to what we are discussing today because that is yet 
another sign to the other side about what to do or what not to do, 
and how credible we are about wanting to survive as a nation. Cut
ting defense as a political move to show that we are equitably cut
ting everything is not in accordance with the Constitution. We are 
supposed to provide for the common defense. We are discussing 
matters today which prove that we have not provided and are not 
about to provide for the common defense of OUr people, business, 
and military interests around the world, including our access to oil. 

So I wish to introduce that as a consideration. 
I saw some media people nod when you said you should not testi

fy here, Mr. Adams, because you are a member of the media. I 
would like to report that we did invite Robin Wright from CBS. 
She would have been asking the liberal type questions, perhaps the 
same thrust as Senator Pell. I respect that source of motivation. 
She declined to come last week, and we were disappointed. 

Tomorrow we will have a Ms. Laurie Becklund of the Los Ange
les Times who has conducted her own investigation of drug traffic 
in Central America which will perhaps contrast with some of the 
other testimony. . 

I was just informed that she just canceled. 
It is not our fault that we cannot stimulate a dialog here be

tween different points of view. 
But let me say that the media have been a great source of infor

mation for us, not only the Reader's Digest, but Claire Sterling, 
who was a Communist in college, a left-winger, self-styled, today. 
There is a liberal television producer in Atlanta, GA, who is con
ducting his own investigation, very helpful to us, with respect to 
what is happening to the society, not just the government, not just 
the security interests of the United States, but the actual society of 
Colombia as a result of its destabilization through the terrorist/ 
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drug situation down there. It is mind-boggling. And the fact that 
our people are not aware of it is of deep concern to me. 

r just want to see us get together and find out what there is to 
know out there and then act intelligently on that instead of just 
splitting across dove/hawk, liberal/conservative, government/ 
media lines. We are ruining the prospects for our own well being 
and survival that way. 

T am sorry for that, Mr. Chairman, but I feel it very deeply. 
Mr. Adams, we hear there have been several terrorist attempts 

that failed or were foiled, like assassinations, airline bombings and 
the like. 

Do you have any information on such near misses? I know some 
were included in your written testimony. 

Tell us about the Pan Am event at Christmas time. 
Mr. ADAMS. Well, this was an event, Senator, that took place in 

Istanbul, Turkey, linked to Iran, on December 23, 1983. An individ
ual taking an Al Italia flight to Rome, overnight and then connect
ing the next day onto a Pan Am flight nonstop from Rome to New 
York, insisted that his bags, instead of being collected by himself 
after landing in Rome, remain in the interline baggage area over
night, and he insisted On this to a point where he attracted a great 
deal of attention to himself~ and finally the Al Italia clerk at the 
counter agreed and said yes, you can leave your bag at the inter
line baggage facility overnight. 

Before boarding the aircraft, he must have had second thoughts 
because he did go through security, he did have his passport exit 
stamped, but he did not board the aircraft. Therefore, his bag was 
left outside the airplane because if you fly in the Middle East, 
many airlines, most airlines will inl3ist that you identify your bag 
before you board the aircraft. 

When no one stepped forward to identify the bag, they opened it 
and they found some Pampers, including some soiled baby diapers, 
possibly to throw off dogs, and a Marlboro carton of plastic explo
sives, and there was a video timer attached to it, the type of things 
you find on VCR's, Betamaxes, and it was set for 11 hours. Howev
er, it had not been tripped yet. 

The belief is that there was an individual that was inside the fa
cilities at the interline baggage holding area at the airport in Rome 
who was going to activate it. The bomb would have exploded on the 
Pan Am flight probably somewhere over the Atlantic, and that on 
December 24, I checked on the load factor of the airplane, it was 
about 98 percent full. 

Just last year, last April, an Islamic Jihad hijacking team was 
followed or was spotted in Bombay by-they were tipped off by an 
intelligence service, the Indians were, and they followed them, and 
they spotted the surveillance and managed to flee. However, their 
intention was, as I am informed, to hijack a Pan Am aircraft. 
There was a secondary possibility of a Kuwaiti Airlines flight. 

So many of these terrorist attacks, the one we read about, are 
preceded and followed by very close misses that almost make it but 
do not, and as you mentioned, you say the press nodded that I 
should not be here. Well, as I say, I am a human being, and I am 
very, very concerned about it, and that is why I am here because 
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maybe I would be on the airplane, maybe my wife would be on the 
airplane. 

And simply because I am a member of the media does not mean 
I can wash my hands of it. 

Senator DENTON. Thank you very much. I want to add something 
for Senator Lugar. He had an appqintment at 12:45, for which he is 
now late. The Senator goes home every night looking like some of 
the college students loaded down with a pile of books. I go home 
fairly late, and I run into him almost every night, and he has got 
all that stuff he is taking home, so I was not exaggerating when I 
thanked him for taking the time to conduct these hearings. I hope 
they turn out to be meaningful from your point of view, sir. 

Chairman LUGAR. I am certain they will, Senator Denton, and I 
appreciate again your leadership over the years in this area. 

For the moment, we will thank both of you for your testimony, 
for your forthcoming answers and your assistance in making these 
hearings successful, and this first hearing of the series is ad
journed. 

[The following information was subsequently supplied for the 
record:] 
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17?t A. ~ *-'~q~.i' 
Formosan Association for Public Affairs 

538 7fH STREET, SE, WASHINGTON, D.C. 2000~ 

(202) 547-3686 EJ5 J~:I -[] r:J 12: 12 

The Honorable Strom Thurmond 
The United States Senate 
Washington, DC Z05l0 

Dear Senator Thurmand~ 

June 7, 1985 

was shacked to learn of the statements made about my 
organization durittg the joint hearing of the Senate Committees on 
ForeIgn Relations and the Judiciary on May 13 of this year, 
examining the subjects of terrorism and drug trafficking. 

According to the hearing transcript, a witness at the hearing, 
Dr. Ray Cline, the President of the Committee for a Free China, 
an organi~atian which supports the government on Taiwan, made the 
followIng statement in response to a question by Benator Denton: 

••• (rlhe climate of violence which is being created every
where caused that group, the Taiwan Independence Movement, 
and Its subol'd! na te groups, the Un I ted Formosans fot- In
dependence, and the Formosan Association for Public Affairs, 
to give up their efforts to win power by political and par
liamentary methods, which were entIrely open to them when 
they obeyed the law in their own country, and turt\ to 
these terrorist acts. 

I am. amazed by Dr .. Cline'S statement far several reasons .. First, 
it is categorically false tha~ th~ Formosan Association for 
Public Affairs (FAPA) has "turned to ... terrorist acts." I would 
challenge D~ .. Cline to provlde the evidence and sources for this 
irresponsible charge. No member of FAPA has, to my ~nowledge, 
ever been a~rested, indicted, or convicted, in the United States 
or anywhere e15e~ for carrying aut an act of violence or any 
other crime. Moreover, as an organization, we condemn terrorism 
and violence. All of our work is conducted through peaceful, 
legal channe Is. 

Second, there Is, to my knowledge, no such organization as the 
"Tal"at\ Independet\ce Movement." Certainty, there are individuals 
and associations, both on Taiwan and abroad, advocating that 
Taiwan become an independent nation. The most promillent 
organization favoring this is the Presbyterian Church 'in Taiwan, 
which has suffered harassment at the hands of the Kuomintang 
(KMT, or Chinese Nationalist Party) authorities on Taiwan as a 
resul t. 

" .l;!>.;f til.! FAPA are f J I to seCK IntemanOntli suppo,t (or rhe "ynt 01 the TOII.t'aM(.'$r' pt!lJpt~ to defl'/IIlm. 1111' IIlIUfl;' ~ll1.,\··f j , ••. m 'f', '"'11>'></1 .... I.' f,",rl"~ 
UTI I! tlw nghrs., /fIlen'.us Ilnd 1.J.'t!J/are of rUHwm'S(.' cnmmumttl!Sthrouqhour Ih"I~"flrt{i .mJ 131 II~ rmmor.' IIII/"Ilf. l',Jila ;·' .. ·.1·"'· II:.i .11''':{J,''''~,,\., lilt til,' 

.'1 f;mcl.lrt 
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Regardless, FAPA is not a ·subordinate group· of any other 
organization. Furthermore, we do not take an institutional 
position for or against the independence of Taiwan from China, 
although we do believe that the majority of the populace an 
Taiwan, if given the choice, would favor independence. Rather, 
our organization's major desire is to affirm and implement the 
right of the people on the Island to make a free and uncoerced 
choice regarding this question. In short, we support democracy 
and self-determination for the people on Taiwan. 

Moreover, it is our desire to put an end to what we believe is a 
36 year history of real terrorism perpetrated against the people 
on Taiwan by the KMT authorities. Because of its refusal to 
acknowledge its defeat in the Chinese civil war, the KMT 
government has continued to proclaim an ·emergency· and to use 
martial law to guarantee its absolute power. This brutal and 
corrupt system of rule led to 20,000 deaths in 1947, when the KMT 
suppressed a Taiwanese revolt, and more recently to the murders 
of critics of the KMT government, including Henry Liu and 
Professor Chen Wen-chen of Carnegie-Mellon University, as well as 
three members of the family of Lin Yi-hsiung, a Taiwanese human 
rights lawyer. 

Finally, am baffled by Dr. Cline's statement that our 
organization has given up our "efforts to win power by political 
and parliamentary methods,· etc. This comment reveals the 
eKtent of Dr. Cline's confusion about our organization. We are 
not a political party on Taiwan; indeed, we have no members, 
offices, or other physical presence on the island. The majority 
of our members are American citize.ns, although we also have 
members in Jap'an, Latin America, W.estern Europe, and Canada. All 
of our members are law abiding and peace loving people. Many 
have achieved distinction in their chosen professions. 

Our organization is incorporated in the state of New York here in 
the United States. It is therefore an absurdity to suggest that 
we ever conducted "efforts to win power" on Taiwan by any means. 

For your reference, I am enclosing a copy of a recent statement 
by Senator Pell concerning our organization. This statement 
appeared in the gQng~~§§12n~1 R~~Q~Q of June 5 of this year. 

I respectfully request, if it is possible, that this letter be 
included in the formal record of the hearing in question. I am 
also writing a similar letter to Senator Richard G. Lugar, the 
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Chairman of the Committee on Foreign Relations. and making a 
similar request of him. 

Thank you very much. 

MC:mjc 
Enclosure 
cc! Sen.ators Denton 

East 
Hatch 

Sincerely, 

Mark Chen, Ph.D. 
President 

Leahy 
DeConcini 
McConnell 

L-____________________________________ _ 
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June'S, JOBS CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -SENATE S7-t71 
t.s18th'~ t.um mt!mbcr. 'Uke the BriU-ah IOlIcJ· 
&.Or. ah.&re: t.n rlv1D.e hltn counseLl 

Such & role lot lhe It!aLda.1or in a crJLJcallY 
ImporlUl.\. \nlcm2.l.Ional necoU .. Uob. doea no 
"Iolen.c.t to the ConlUtulion. The two 
br;.nche\ d(I not mcrae:; they mcr~Jy coodu.ci 
'helT heallb.Y a.dvetJ.lrlal reJ&UDlUhlp 10 Il 
UiUere.at WI.y. Tne Ca.a£res.l h.u.alwa)" c:oa.. 
UoUed t.b~ ~ I.lrttl&S 0' the .mnlP.16t.r..
tlon--.nd. \.htre/or£. wUm"Lely ttu n&1IOQ
aI·security potiCj' of Uu! Jovemmen'-antl 
the 5cfull,.e 'hu alway.; had the power to 
advise ADd OONe.D.L on treatJea lAd a.ppolnLoo 
Ille_ 

In t~ illIpDrtant ILnnI control ne.aoU,.. 
Uoru U .. 4 u.umtJaJ Lb'" lbt le.:Wt.1.ONo help 
J.b=.pe \b~ ,product &I It toovea ~Ollo'lJ \.ht .... 
J;~bb' line nlhu than be uked t.o ~e at 
leave IL ... heI\ it appe.U':l (It!, tbo .ho1!.'roaro 
Claor •• 

REA ACHIEVES THE 50 YEAR 
MILESTONE 

" Mr, ARMSTRONG. Mr: Pr~sldenL. 
1985 marJu; the 50Lh year of lhe 
.. d"cnL 01 rural cll'ctrificalion In Amer· 
ica.. Thls Is n 1l111cSLunc worthy o( fCC
ol:ml1on lhruUl:hoUL the NaLiou be· 
cnuse DC the Vl:l!il f\C'hlc\'cIJlcnf. thnt. the 
REA Progt.l1n Il·pn'::.~n\.S. 

Today It is ne:!rly impossible to 
imagine We In. lhl' United SLates with· 
out. clecLrlclly, Electric power hes 
become such an integral part of our 
lives and work. 11. J.s t.a.ken [or KranLed. 
n Us Lherelore QuJte unllkely thai. 
anyone who did not.· experience the 
revolution of cJectrUyJnt rural Amer· 
tea. --could really a.ppreciate the rn~ 
tUde and ImPOrtance 01 It. 

Iq 1935 only .. tiny f"",tlon of rural 
people had electrlclty and lhe task of 
ueatlng A network of d.J.litrlbuUon 19.· 
cUIUes for tb,e lluge, thinly popullLted 
atelU of t.b.ls country appeared Jmpos
sible. 'l'hlo """ particularly \.rue <J! the 
reemlnidy endless plalna &lid 1'l1ltced 
mo"",w= <J! Cownulo. In 1935 onll 
11,2 percent ot Colorado fuma had 
cenlral .tallan electric&! ""ntlce. The 
creation of the Rural Electrilication 
Adrnlnbtra.t1on provided tl}e mecha· 
nism whereby farmens throughout 
COlorado wae able to buJld local org ... 
n.l.:t.a.UoDS .ca.pllbh~: 01 deUverins the 
blessings of elcctriciJ power to every 
corner nf the SlS.Le. 

On Colorado lanns 98.4 percent now 
ha.ve electrical power. but. the cltaUon 
of that. statlslle .l& not adequate to de-
scribe dedication ot the t.hou.aa.ndJI of 
COlorado men and women who work.ed 
tirelessly through the yeans to create 
this modem miracle. 
It is my pleasure today to "COmmend 

the leaders (If rura.l America who ms.de 
REA-A feallty. I would particularly 
like to reco&nIze DavId A. flamII of 
Alwood. CO, Wi one D1 thQSe outat..s.nd-
Ing leaden. Dave HamU and two of his 
neighbor.!., Phil Guem.! .. , .. d William 
Seckler. were the Drg&.ll.izers or High-
line Eleclrle Assocla.Uon-one oC Colo
udo'£ 1lrat REA co-ops. .He then went 
on ·to c.a.p an illustrious public service 
career by liervln, over 14 yea.r:& as the 
naUonal REA AdmlnLstrator under 
three Presidents-Eisenhower. Nixon, 
and carter. Under Dave Hamil'li lead· 

50-759 0 - 86 - 4 

ershlp, REA evolved Into II mature 
system servlnc tJjJ augment and im· 
prove the most productive airlcuJtura] 
system \n the wDrld. 

1 am conCident t.he same spirit that 
built REA wll\ continue. t<l guIde thla 
unique invenUon pf the American 
system e.s 11. meets and adapts to the 
cha.llem:ea and cha.nilini c1rcwn. 
$18.DCeIi or tho (ulure.o 

THE FORMOSAN ASSOCIATION 
:FOR PUBLIC AF'FAlRB ' 

.. Mr_ PEL!.. Mr. PrOlildoDt, I ~'Ish t<J 
dra.w to the attention ot my colleagues 
the tine work. bein&' done by the' For. 
m= Association tor Public Allain; 
{FAPAl tn SUPIJort of democra.cy a.nd 
human rii:hts 00 Taiwan. 

1!'IIJ'A WIUI established In Cal!rornl. 
In 1982. by na.tive Taiwanese trom tho 
UnJted Sta.tes, Canada. LAtin America" 
Western Europe. and Japan. FAPA 
members come from diverse back • 
..:round'i and ha\'c differing views aD 
mUll}' subjects. but. tht:Y are united In 
support of. thc follo ..... ing three objec. 
Uves: 

To set'"k Illtt"r:nalit.mal support for 
the ril:ht of the T.~iwancse people to 
determine the (uturt: ~taLu.s of Taiwan; 

To prot.ec~ and enhatlC-e the ris-ht..s, 
Interests and welfare of Talwa(1c.se 
communities tbrouebout tb. world, 
and 

To promote hwnan rights, freedom, 
and democ.ra.cy lor the ,people 00 
Taiwan. ' 

PAPA Is de.ply committed to work. 
lno: through legal channel& and to 
achfevlni its objectives t.hrough petu»-
1ul mealU. It reJect3 terrorism and vio-
lence. In lact.,. antlt.errorism n.nd anti· 
violence -arc fundamental tenets 01 
PAPA ... It works to ol'l'o.,e martial 
law and to advance the cause at /de-
mocro.cy OD TaJ~a.D.e· 

PAPA conducts 1I.s. work through 
local chapters around the world, co-
ordinating a.ctivlUe6 thrOUgh-Us head. 
Quu.ct.er# In Washington, nc~ Among 
the membe~ of PAPA -are people -who 
ba.ve ac\l\eved dlstinclion tn the tields 
of -education. business. Itw. religion. 
med1ctne~ the arts • .and Kovemment 
'Service. Last .June. I met. with .several 
hWldred members of the Taiwanese 
conununlty 0/ Cblcaeo. OUUly 01 whom 
are PAPA members: and J was highly 
Impre:;sed by !.he many contrlbutlo", 
Utey are maltlll&" to UteJr adopted com· 
munlty and by the responsible avo 
proach J.hey are taklng to llelp theIr 
brothers and sIst.ef'5 on T.nlwnn. 

The work of :FAPA i.'I primarily edu. 
catlonal. This aummer. for tbe thud 
consecutive year. PAPA is sponsormi 
Jl serie:! of youtb conferences to dis. 
""C\1S:S f he sit.ua.Uon on 1.'111wan. Speak.ern 
at these conferences have included 
oveneas. Taiwanese leach.lrs, "Members 
ot Congress nnd their staU members. 
former U.S. Government offJcla.ls. Bnd 
church. busf'1ess, and hUman rlght.s 
TcpresentaUves trom allover America.. 
PAPA has also sponsored v1s1lS to the 
tJnltcd States by Taiwanese, eleCLed of· 

fichus. Journalists, church ofllcl.ls, 
and lcader;s or the Dew Taiwan Asso· 
cJaUon for Human Righls. Geon:e 
Kerr. Pne of America'li mos\. disHn· 
gulshed 7alg,·3.D Scholars .and an old 
frIend of mine, hIlS called F1U'A tbe 
4eBdlne: volcc4

' amolli the m.a.ny O\'U' 

se" Ta.1\\'ancse orga.nl.zattcns working 
on belulll ollhe rll<ht of the pr.Dl'le on 
Tal~'an to dcWrmine their own politi· 
calluLure.. • 

PAPA Is anti-CommunlsL and op
posea the Integration of TaJu'an Loto 
tho People'. RepubUe of ChIna by 
force. the threat. of force or by any 
tonn of coercion: FAPA v,'ould 1'l1so 
oppose U\y 6fU-t:cment. between the 
government. on Taiwan a.n.d the Peo· 
ple'a RepubUc ot Chlna that is not 
based On the will ot the people DC 
Taiwan. IncJuwmr the Dative Taiwan· 
ese muJority. 

FAPA applauds the progr~ tha.t 
1185 bt!efl" made by the natl\'e Ta\y.·an~ 
ese community on "Taiwan, tnclut1inr 
the growth of native Talwant,,'"Se mem
bership wlLhln the iullng KuomlnLung 
(KMTl Party. Nevertheless. bolh the 
KMT and the Govenunent are con
Itrollt!d by people 01 mainland Chinese 
origln: Md formally constituted pppo· 
slUon parties are.not permitted. As & 
result. PAPA works 1D support 01 et· 
forts to creaU a pluralistic, Wesl.em
s\.yle democracy 'On rralwa.n.. 

Tha.t. ).J a. lODlH.enn obJective. howev .. · 
er: and, as. A. re&Ult, mati(. o{ FAPA'. 
day·to-day work Is dlrect.ed at lin_v· 
J.o.g the human rleh1B slt-uaUon on 
TaJWM. In Lh1s connection. F AP A hu 
pressed for a lull InvestigaLlon of the 
death ~ years ago of :Pr.olessor Cben 
Wen-chen ot Carnegle-Mellan Univer
sity, wbe "'as found dead "Iter .InleJTo-· 
gRUon by tbo j)()llce on :ralwan, and 01 
the murders. in lQaO (If three. members 
01 the faml1y of LID YI·b</ung, a 
prominent TaiWanese oppO&lUon 
leader. More recenUy, PAPA has 
work.ed ,In ,support ()f ef!orts to extra .. 
dlle, for lrlal In Lhe United Statos. Lhe 
Taiwanese oHiclals charged wJth Lhe 
murder last year of Henry Liu.. D 
prominent member ot .. Ule Chic.e.se
AmerlC\:1J1 commun1t.y in -Call!ornLa. 

I urge my colleaguCB and members 
ot t.heir ;slaUa to gel to kuow membenr. 
of FAP.A..as I h&ve. Tbe)' .ate very will· 
inl<, Indeed .""er, to lei! Ihelr story 
and 10 &hare their <Iemocratlc ""plra· -
dons .. 

TaB ASSOCIATION OF JUNIOR 
LEAGUES 

Mrs. HAWKINS. Mr. Presldent. 
mlUlY of the 262 member leagues 01 
.the AssoclaUon· of JunIor Leagues 
have taken an active part 1n promot· 
Jng child safety in their c.OlnmunJUes. 
The assoolatlon 15 an international vol· 
unteer .on::anlza.UOn with 252 leagues 
1n the "\lnlled States r.eprcsentln~ 
more lhlUl 160,000,Indlvldual memo 
bers.> Junior LeagUe;J also are locaLed 
1n Cana.da, MeXIco and Great. Brlt.aJ.n. , '" 

--------------------- - ----- -- ----
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[Whereupon, at 1 p.m., the committee recessed, to reconvene at 
10 a.m.~ Tuesday, May 14, 1985.] 



INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM, INSURGENCY, 
AND DRUG TRAFFICKING: NARCOTIC TRAF
FICKING, TERRORISM, AND POLITICAL INSUR
GENCY 

TUESDAY, MAY 14, 1985 

United States Senate, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 

AND COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, DC. 

The committees met at 10:03 a.m., in room SD-419, Dirksen 
Senate Office Building, Hon. Paul S. Trible, Jr., of the Committee 
on Foreign Relations and Hon. Jeremiah Denton of the Committee 
on the Judiciary jointly presiding. 

Present: Senators Pressler, Trible, Pell, Biden, and Dodd-Com
mittee on Foreign Relations; Senators Denton and Specter-Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Senator TRIBLE. The joint session of the Judiciary Committee and 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee will now come to order. 

I am pleased to preside for the Senate Foreign Relations Commit
tee in these joint sessions with the Committee on the Judiciary on 
the subject of international terrorism. I welcome my distinguished 
colleague, Senator Denton, to this hearing room, and I applaud his 
leadership in alerting his colleagues and the Nation to the growing 
danger of terrorism. 

As we learned from yesterday's witnesses, modern terrorist acts 
are not isolated incidents, perpetrated by small, disaffected groups. 
Rather, modern terrorism is organized. It is growing. It is coordi
nated. And, increasingly, it is state supported. 

Modern terrorism is a form of warfare. 
The victims of terrorism in instance after instance are Western 

democracies. The sponsors of terrorist acts, in case after case, are 
clients of the Soviet Union or nations temporarily serving Soviet 
interests by fostering instability in strategic regions ()f the world. 

Yesterday's testimony also underscored the fact that the United 
States is inadequately organized to respond to the terrorist chal
lenge. That incapacity rewards terrorists for their bloody deeds. 
Three truck bombs in Beirut helped drive the United States from 
Lebanon and imposed massive geopolitical cost to this country. 

Today the committees will examine an ominous threat-the link
ages between terrorist networks and drug trafficking organizations. 
These ties are real and they are growing. Not only do they contrib
ute to the increasing level of lawlessness in the world, they permit 

(95) 
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the proliferation of both terrorist groups and narcotics organiza
tions. 

As we will hear today, those relationships are symbiotic. Terror
ists often provide traffickers protection. Traffickers provide terror
ists a steady source of funds. Both activities contribute to political 
destabilization. 

The situation in Colombia or the Middle East would outrage 
most Americans. In both regions, violent terror and drug traffick
ing are wed in an evil alliance. 

The alliance of violence has spread across our borders. As Brian 
Jenkins of the Rand Corp. testified yesterday, local law enforce
ment agencies in Florida, Texas, and elsewhere now must arm 
themselves with weaponry unimaginable a decade ago. 

Meeting this threat will take ingenuity and patience. As Senator 
Denton emphasized yesterday, the first step is to understand. 

We are, therefore, very pleased to have two well-informed Sena
tors with us today, Senator Hawkins and Senator D'Amato. Later, 
we will be pleased to have two administration officials, Mr. David 
Westrate, from the Drug Enforcement Administration, and Clyde 
Taylor, from the Department of State. 

Senator Denton, do you have an opening statement? 
Senator DENTON. Yes, I do. 
I am pleased that you are here today again, Senator Trible, and 

I'm delighted to see Senators Hawkins and D' Amato out there be
cause, as I mentioned yesterday, among those working on this ques
tion, none is working harder than Paula Hawkins. 

I know Senator D' Amato is deeply concerned about terrorism 
and has worked diligently on the problem. 

I am pleased to see them and also our colleague from Pennsylva
nia, Senator Specter, with whom I have been privileged to work on 
a number of projects in different subcommittees. I know he will 
have much to offer. 

I wish to thank again and commend Senators Thurmond and 
Lugar, the respective chairmen of the Committee on the Judiciary 
and the Committee on Foreign Relations, for their encouragement 
and participation in these hearings. 

Both Senators Thurmond and Lugar attach tremendous impor
tance, as I do, to these hearings to inform and educate this body, 
and hopefully the media will pass that education on to the public. 

Our friend and colleague, Senator Leahy, summed up the pur
pose of these hearings yesterday when he said that we must know 
who the perpetrators are and how, when, and where they are going 
to attack. 

We heard from a group of distinguished panelists yesterday, and 
I want to thank them for their participation. They represented 
some of the world's foremost authorities on the subject of terror
ism, and they demonstrated that knowledge by fully responding to 
some very hard questions, and disclosing key answers. 

All witnesses agreed that not only does terrorism damage us in 
the United States, it harms U.S. interests worldwide. We must 
assess and develop policy to confront it. 

Prof. Ray Cline, of the Center for Strategic and International 
Studies at Georgetown University, stated unequivocally that Cuba, 
Syria, North Korea, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, and Vietnam con-
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sistently export terrorism where it benefits the Soviet Union. He 
said that we must learn to counter this threat. Terrorism serves 
the purpose of governments that are enemies of democracy, govern
ments that believe democracy must be replaced by totalitarianism. 

We speculated-and this is a key point which I hope Senator 
Hawkins will address in her statement-about the ability of our 
system, including media and government, to understand and to 
communicate that understanding to our people, make them aware 
of the threats to our interests, permit us to develop the will of the 
American people to persevere in both low intensity and high inten
sity conflict, if conflict is necessary or unavoidable. 

Dr. Cline, a former Deputy Director of CIA, noted that our en
emies recognize and exploit our seeming lack of unity and commit
ment in confrontational situations. From the Tet offensive to the 
rescue mission in Iran, to the removal of our Marines from Leba
non, we have developed a psychological vulnerability to propagan
da, leading to disunity and defeatism. 

All our witnesses strongly agree that before we have a policy, we 
must first understand the threat to our interests, and then estab
lish our goals and objectives and develop a will to win in carrying 
out policies. 

Our objective is peace, peace with justice. In a world of nations, 
where some are interested in totalitarian world conquest, the sur
vival of the present degree of peace with justice as well as the hope 
for increasing the prospects for those conditions, depend, in part, 
upon a credible will to defend our way of life, when necessary, and 
to support, as practicable, short of fighting, the existence of peace 
with justice. 

We must at least have the will to support, by appropriate means, 
the struggle of others to preserve or regain their frel;!doms. 

Perhaps we were ambitious in the sense that the United States 
may, by historians, be found to have borne a disproportionate 
burden in Korea and Vietnam. But listen to John F. Kennedy and 
think about where we are today. In his inaugural speech, he said: 

Let every nation know, whether it wishes us well or ill, that we shall pay any 
price, bear any burden, meet any hardship, support any friend, oppose any foe, to 
assure the survival and success of liberty. 

In that immense but justifiable confrontation over the intermedi
ate range ballistic missiles in Cuba, he said, "The cost of freedom is 
always high, but Americans have always paid it." 

His theses are becoming questionable. 
Mr. Brian Jenkins of the Rand Corp. at Santa Monica, CA, noted 

the decline in the number of terrorist incidents in the last 2 years, 
but pointed out that they are getting bloodier. He said that terror
ism is becoming more institutionalized and more systemized. 

Mr. Jenkins emphasized the fact that we must take bold steps to 
control the problem, but warned that it would not be eradicated in 
the near future. 

Mr. Nathan Adams, senior Washington editor of the Reader's 
Digest, reminded us that Iran considers itself at war with the 
United States. He said that the future of Iran is fragile and could 
fall under the control of the Soviet Union. Mr. Adams indicated 
that the United States has taken a naive attitude toward terror-
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ism, and refuses to recognize that the Soviet Union uses it as an 
instrument to carry out their foreign policy. 

Today we delve into an even more sinister area the subject of 
narcotics-fueled terrorism. 

We have heard in past hearings how various terrorist groups 
have provided protection for drug traffickers to ply their trade. 
Now we are hearing that governments are using drugs to finance 
guerrilla and terrorist movements in various parts of the world. 

We are fortunate to have as a witness on our first panel Mr. 
David Westrate, Deputy Assistant Administrator of the DEA. 

Before we introduce our panel, we have the good fortune to have 
two very concerned and informed Senators before us. I am eager to 
hear what they have to say. 

The thru.st of our examination today will involve or be related to 
the involvement of illegal drugs with terrorism. I think we can 
show not only a tie between drugs and terrorism, but an undeni
able nexus of government-supported drug trafficking and terrorism 
in the case of some countries, specifically Cuba, Nicaragua, Bulgar
ia, and Syria. 

Thank you. 
Senator TRIBLE. Senator Specter. 
Senator SPECTER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator TRIBLE. You are most welcome. 
Senator SPECTER. I am delighted to participate in this joint hear

ing between the Foreign Relations Committee and the Judiciary 
Committee. I regret that I could not be present yesterday, but I am 
glad to participate with you today. 

Senator DENTON. Excuse me, Senator Specter. 
You are testifying as a member of the Judiciary Committee, is 

that correct? 
Sentor SPECTER. Well, I am participating in the hearing as a 

member of the Judiciary Committee. 
Senator DENTON. Right. -
Well, I think that Senator Trible, if I have it right, is chairman 

for the Foreign Relations Committee, as Senator Lugar was yester
day, and I am representing Senator Thurmond as chairman of Ju
diciary, and I am glad to have you aboard. 

Senator SPECTER.,Well, thank you very much, Senator Denton. 
Senator TRIBLE. You are doubly welcomed, Senator Specter. 
Senator SPECTER. Well, it is nice to have two introductions. 
I believe that this is an enormously important subject, and I am 

hopeful that from this hearing and other hearings, we may be able 
to fashion a legislative program against terrorism which is long 
overdue. But it is one that we cannot rush to judgment on because 
the subject is so complex. 

Last year, Senator Denton and I collaborated on legislation and 
hearings in the Judiciary Subcommittee, urging a renovation, a 
change of the Vienna convention, which would alter diplomatic im
munity. That proposal was made in the face of the brutal murder 
of the British policewoman by the Libyans in England, and a fol
lowup piece of legislation which would call for criminal prosecu
tions in the United States for any diplomat who used a firearm. 
Certainly that is not within the ambit of what diplomatic immuni
ty was intended to protect. 
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Those are two initiatives which I hope we can move ahead on. 
In the wake of that issue, in the Foreign Operations Subcommit

tee, Secretary of State Shultz was asked about a termination of 
trade with Libya, a policy which he said that he would endorse. 
Since that hearing in the Foreign Operations Subcommittee, legis
lation has been introduced which would end trade with Libya. 

It seems to this Senator that, at a very minimum, we should not 
be trading with Libya, given Libya's penchant for international ter
rorism and international crime. This is a bill which may be appro
priate for an amendment in this week's proceedings on the foreign 
aid bill. 

Senator DENTON. If the Senator would yield, that came up a 
number of times yesterday, and I was surprised to hear the degree 
to which not only the United States but such countries as South 
Korea and others have important projects in Libya to the economic 
advantage of that country. 

Senator SPEC'l'ER. It seems to me that this is the threshold sanc
tion which ought to be taken. 

Secretary of State Shultz said in testimony before the Foreign 
Operations Subcommittee that there was an issue as to whether 
the executive branch, the President, had authority to do that. This 
is why I introduced the legislation and have been pressing for a 
hearing on it. I intend to bring it to the floor at the earliest oppor
tunity, because that would be one way of showing that we mean 
business. . 

I think that is the minimal kind of force we ought to be using 
with Libya. 

There are a couple of other suggestions that I would like to refer 
to very briefly. One is a sense of the Senate resolution which would 
define terrorism as an international crime, so that a terrorist could 
be prosecuted wherever he was found. This is an analogy to the 
crime of piracy. 

Customarily, a crime is prosecutable only in the jurisdiction 
where the offense was committed. Piracy has been an exception. It 
is my judgment that terrorism ought to be a similar exception, that 
it ought to be defined as an international crime so that you can 
prosecute a terrorist wherever you find the terrorist. 

There is the crime of torture, which has some similar character
istics to both terrorism and piracy, which may be definable as an 
international crime as well. But there is a sense of the Senate reso
lution which would call for our efforts to define it in an interna
tional setting. 

A final legislative proposal that I would like to speak about brief
ly today is legislation which would make it a crime against the 
laws of the United States for anyone to attack a U.s. citizen, diplo
mat, or agent of the U.S. Government anywhere in the world. It is 
consistent with legal principles to have that extraterritorial juris
diction. As a government, we have the authority to define such con
duct as a crime against the laws of the United States. 

There is a celebrated case, called Kerr v. Illinois, handed down 
by the Supreme Court of the United States in 1886, which has a 
very significant amount of wisdom that we have not focused on 
enough. That was a case where Illinois went to Peru and brought 
back a man named Kerr, who was guilty, charged with fraud in 11-
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linois. He was later prosecuted and convicted, and the case went to 
the Supreme Court of the United States. The Supreme Court of the 
United States said that Illinois had the right to bring back Kerr 
from Peru, even if it were a matter of abduction. 

That case has been upheld as recently as 1950 by Justice Hugo 
Black, a noted civil libertarian, and the principle has been upheld 
by circuit courts of appea 1::1 in the past few years. 

This is a principle sill'::iJar to the Eichmann case, where Eich
mann was brought from Argentina, however without the permis
sion of Argentina. That is a difference between Kerr and Eich
mann. But in our quest for guideposts in how to deal with interna
tional terrorism, it seems to me that we ought to be looking at 
ways to prosecute terrorists once we can put our hands on them. 

We have terrorist crimes being committed against citizens of the 
United States worldwide. I}'he incident of two American citizens 
being murdered in cold blood in Tehran when the airplane was hi
jacked is one which is still very much on many of our minds. We 
are waiting to see what action Iran t.akes on that matter. 

But if we could put our hands on those culprits, I think it would 
be appropriate to fashion a system of laws to try those p(~ople in 
courts of the United States. 

The prevention of international terrorism is a very important 
issue. It is very much in the news, with a report about administra
tion authorization of strike forces against terrorists. This report 
brings up very fundamental points as to whether it is appropriate, 
under our system of laws, for anyone to be the judge, jury, and exe
cutioner, that is, to move in a unilateral way, having made a con
clusion about somebody being a terrorist. 

It is much more consistent, in my judgment, with our approach 
to laws, to identify an individual, and wh?>re there is a prima facie 
case to take the person into custody and to prosecute him in a U.S. 
court, and to have that jurisdiction under the principles of a case 
like Kerr v. Illinois. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for your indulgence in permitting me 
to make this introductory comment. I do so in order to touch on 
some points as to where I would like to see a legislative program 
directed. It is certainly a matter of enormous importance, that we 
structure our judicial system and our foreign policy to deal with 
terrorism and drugs. 

It is my hope that we will take a much closer look at foreign aid, 
which the United States is extending to a great many countries, 
and which permit the trafficking in drugs. 

Again, when Secretary of State Shultz was questioned on this 
subject, his point was that improvements have been made, but 
among the many countries which traffic in drugs, which receive 
foreign aid, it seems to me that we ought to make an example of 
some and ought to terminate our foreign aid to show that we mean 
business. 

When we talk about U.S. dollars by way of foreign aid, it is a 
minimal sanction to impose. When we talk about our trade, a la 
Libya, that is a minimal sanction. We have to get tougher and 
structure a way that we can acquire jurisdiction over these terror
ists, and prosecute, convict, and punish them in accordance with 
our principles of justice. 
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Mr. Chairman, I thank you. 
Senator DENTON. Senator Specter, permit me to congratulate you 

and acknowlege and explain, perhaps, the value of your comments. 
In carrying forward some recommendations by the administration, 
I, as chairman of the Security and Terrorism Subcommittee, did 
propose some remedial legislation, including implementing legisla
tion for the U.N. convention against the hostage-taking and the 
Montreal convention against aircraft sabotage, making those of
fenses crimes which would give us some extraterritorial jurisdic
tion. 

So, rather than just getting agreement among some nations, I 
think your approach is superior. I hope we adopt it. 

As you probably know, on the other issue of making it an inter
national crime, we have not yet made terrorism a Federal crime. 
We are trying to get that through. That means if a murder of a 
terroristic nature takes place in the State of Texas, you are left with 
the sheriffs and the Texas Rangers and so on to chase that guy to 
the borders of Texas, and the FBI is without jurisdiction. 

Senator TRIBLE. Let me welcome Senators Hawkins and 
D' Amato, and let me thank you for your patience in listening so 
attentively to these opening statements. 

I would like to applaud your leadership in fighting the drug ac
tivities that threaten the life of this Nation. 

We will now receive a statement for the record from Senator Mc
Connell. 

[The statement referred to follows:] 

OPENING STA'fEMENT OF HON. MITCH MCCONNELL, A U.S. SENATOR FROM KENTUCKY 

Senator MCCONNELL. All nations are deeply concerned about the increasing will
ingness of narcotics traffickers to resort to terrorism to obstruct efforts to eradicate 
crops and control trafficking. The recent series of murders in Mexico, including one 
of our Drug Enforcement Agency agents, and the assassination of Justice Minister 
Lara in Colombia are grim examples of the extremes drug traffickers will go to in 
order to sustain and protect their trade. I would hope these incidents would draw 
attention to the problem and strengthen the resolve of all nations to support, up
grade and expand their efforts to eliminate narcotics production and trafficking. 

I am particularly interested in the current situation in Peru. I hope some of our 
witnesses might discuss the coca production there and the possible connection or 
role Sendero Luminosa may be playing in extorting protection money from growers. 
Is narcotics money feeding a dangerous insurgency? Given the fairly large Soviet 
presence in Peru, I am also interested in what role they are playing in the narcotics 
trafficking problem. I somehow doubt they are supporting eradication programs. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator DENTON. Without further ado, Senator Hawkins and 
Senator D'Amato. 

STATEMENT OF HON. PAULA HAWKINS, A U.S. SENATOR FROM 
FLORIDA 

Senator HAWKINS. Thank you, Senator Trible. 
I congratulate the Foreign Relations Committee and the Judici

ary Committee for holding these first ever hearings on drugs and 
terrorism. 

I trust they will convince those people who to this day remain 
ignorant of the connection between the vile and evil business of 



102 

narcotics trafficking and the cruel and barbaric horrors of interna
tional terrorism. 

Over the last 4 years, I have strived, along with Senator Denton, 
Senator D'Amato, and my colleagues to compile an unimpeachable 
record' of the existence of what has come to be called narco-terror
ism. 

In August 1984, Judge Ferdinando Imposimato testified in my 
Subcommittee on Alcoholism and Drug Abuse regarding Bekir 
Celnk, a drug trafficker who helped finance the attempted assassi
nation of the Pope. The judge told us, and I will use his quote, 
"This gentleman, Bekir Celnk, has already spent years in the Bul
garian shelter where he is afforded protection by the authorities of 
that country." 

On display at that hearing in August was a frightening collection 
of firearms. Must of it was confiscated from Khun Sah, the notori
ous Thai drug warlord. DEA Director Francis Mullen explained the 
need for all those firearms by saying that the narco-terrorists quite 
simply have their own armies. 

"The Shan United Army and the Burmese Communist Party," 
he said: 

Are well funded through their trafficking activities, and the original goals of 
these groups were, in the case of the Shan United Army, to set up an independent 
Shan State in parts of Burma and in parts of 'l'hailand. The Burmese Communist 
Party has as a goal to take over the Government of Burma and to set up a commu
nist state there. 

In the Western Hemisphere, there is no denying the existence of 
narco-terrorism. 

In Colombia,' the notorious drug kingpin, Carlos Lehder, has been 
so bold as to say on our television, "Cocaine and marijuana have 
become an arm of struggle against American imperialism. He who 
plants coca denounces imperialism." Our former Ambassador to 
Colombia, Louis Tambs, has said Lehder's behavior reminds him of 
Nazi Germany when the criminals took over. 

In addition to Lehder, we Imow that the M-19 and the FARC 
guerrilla factions in Colombia and the Shining Path in Peru are all 
heavily financed by drug sales. 

This involvement of insurgent organizations in drug trafficking 
is troubling €!nough. But of more serious concern is evidence now 
emerging of government-sponsored narco-terrorism through the use 
of government personnel, government facilities, military bases, ter
ritorial waters, and air space to aid in drug smuggling in this hemi
sphere. The culprits: Cuba and the Sandinista Government in Nica
ragua. 

The plot: To traffic drugs, primarily cocaine from South America, 
through Nicaragua. Its code-name, according to a Nicaraguan dip
lomatic defector who has testified before the Alcoholism and Drug 
Abuse Subcommittee: "The Morality of Death." Their goal is two
fold: First, raise the hard cash they need for the revolution; and, 
second, destroy our American youth and cripple American society 
by flooding the United States with drugs. 

On April 19, in a hearing before the Senate Subcommittee on 
Children, Family, Drugs, and Alcoholism, we talked with the men 
who were directly involved, the men who planned this operation 
and the men who carried it out. We talked with James Herring, a 
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Florida businessman, turned smuggler, turned drug dealer, turned 
Government informant. And we heard from a former Interpol fugi
tive, code-named "Dekker," Europe's most prominent hashish 
dealer. These men worked along with fugitive financier, Robert 
Vesco and Frederico Vaughan, a high-ranking member of the Nica
raguan Interior Ministry. 

Together, they orchestrated Nicaragua's first venture into the co
caine smuggling business, the most devilish and deadly business of 
all. 

Herring talked of buying hard-to-find items for Dekker, among 
others. Eventually Dekker introduced him to "Angelo," who is 
Robert Vesco's right-hand man. Herring testified that he worked 
his way into Vesco's confidence, and he said: 

Eventually there came a point in time when Angelo came to me and asked me to 
go to Managua, Nicaragua. I was to do this to help coordinate with the Nicaraguan 
Government a cocaine operation. 

Though he was carrying drugs and guns, Herring testified, at the 
airport in Managua he was greeted by the commandante, who was 
helping in the operation, various soldiers and intelligence people. 
They ushered him through. "We never had to go through customs," 
he said. "We would take the trunk-which was picked up by sol
diers, it was escorted away in a military vehicle, taken to the com
mandante's house, and stored." 

There was no doubt, Herring testified, that this was a Govern
ment-controlled operation and not just the work of some corrupt 
Government officials. 

The operation was designed, Herring said, "to gain dollars for 
the economy of Nicaragua." 

When asked what the narcotics profits would be used for, Her
ring said, "I was told that the profits would be entered into Nicara
gua's economy to help their cause." 

Dekker tells a similar story. In the past, he had helped Vesco 
smuggle Caterpillar equipment to Cuba and was asked by Angelo 
to set up European markets for the Nicaraguan cocaine. 

Up until now, the Nicaraguans have dismissed all we have re
vealed. "All that drug nonsense," they called it. But now there can 
be no doubt that the accusations are true. The "morality of death" 
is a stark, ominous reality. It is upon us, and neither we nor the 
Nicaraguans can escape this truth any longer. 

For too long we have been fooling ourselves here in the United 
States. We live within the best protected borders on the Earth. 
This security has led over the years to some dangerous misconcep
tions about terrorism. The most serious of these is the portrait of 
the financially poor, ideologically pure terrorist. This is nonsense. 
Terrorism has become big business. Terrorism must be financed. 

It is working like a charm. The drug merchants apparently have 
it all mapped out: a two-pronged strategy which hits us internally 
and externally. Attack and remove the ties that bind our society 
through the sale of drugs and use the profits to fill the coffers of 
those who would seek to destroy freedom throughout the world. 

I thank you. 
[Senator Hawkins' prepared statement follows:] 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR HAWKINS 

I congratulate the Foreign Relations and Judiciary Committees for holding these 
first ever joint hearings on drugs and terrorism. I trust they will convince those 
people who to this day either remain or choose to remain ignorant of the connection 
between the vile and evil business of narcotics trafficking and the cruel and barbar
ic horrors of international terrorism. 

Over the last four years I have strived, along with Senator Denton and others, to 
compile an unimpeachable record of the existence of what has come to be called 
"narco-terrorism." . 

But, despite the hearings, despite the documents, despite first hand testimony, 
cynics in the media and elsewhere deny the existance of this connection. 

Our hearings have revealed that these Siamese twins have parents all over the 
world. In August, 1984, Judge Ferdinando Imposimato testified before my Subcom
mittee on Alcoholism and Drug Abuse regarding Bekir Celnk, a drug trafficker who 
helped finance the attempted assassination of the Pope. The Judge told us, "This 
Gentleman, Bekir Celnk has already spent years in the Bulgarian shelter where he 

. is afforded protection by the authorities of that country." 
On display at that hearing in August was a frightening collection of firearms. 

Much of it confiscated from Khun Sah, the notorious Thai drug warlord. DEA Direc
tor Francis Mullen explained the need for all that hardware by saying that the 
narco-terrorists, quite simply, have their own armies. "The Shan United Army and 
the Burmese Communist Party," he said, "are well funded through their trafficking 
activities, and the original goals of these groups were, in the case of the Shan 
United Army, to set up an independent Shan State in parts of Burma and in parts 
of Thailand. The Burmese Communist Party has a goal to take over the Govern
ment of Burma and set up a Communist state there." 

In this hemisphere, there is no denying the existence of narco-terrorism. 
In Colombia, the nortorious drug kingpin, Carlos Lehder, has been so bold as to 

say on television, "Cocaine and marijuana have become an arm of struggle against 
American imperialism. He who plants coca denounces imperialism." Our former 
Ambassador to Columbia, Louis Tambs, has said Lehder's behavior reminds him of 
Nazi Germany, when the criminals took over. -

In addition to Lehder, we know that the M-19 and the FARC guerilla factions in 
Colombia and the Shining Path, in Peru are all heavily financed by drug sales. 

'rhis involvement of insurgent organizations in drug trafficking is troubling 
enough. But of more serious concern is evidence nc.\\, emerging of govermp.ent spon
sored n?:l'co-terrorism though the use of government personnel, and government fa
cilities, including military bases, territorial waters and airspace to aid in drug smug
gling. The culprits are Cuba and the Sandinista government in Nicaragua. 

This evil first came to light at a hearing of the Senate Subcommittee on Alcohol
ism and Drug Abuse, At that hearing we heard from Antonio Farach, a defector 
from the Sandinista diplomatic corps who told about a plot hatched between Um
berto Ortega, Defense Minister of Nicaragua and Raul Castro, the Defense Minister 
of Cuba. Both are the brothers of their nations' dictators. 

The plot was to traffic drugs, primarily cocaine, from South America through 
Nicaragua. Their goal is two-fold: first, raise the hard cash they need for the revolu
tion, and second, destroy American youth and cripple American society, by flooding 
the U.S. with drugs. Farach testified that the plot was called, aptly enough, "The 
Morality of Death." The justification, he said, was that it was all right to raise 
money fi'om genocide as long as you were killing and maiming the children of your 
political enemy. 

Antonio Farach is a brave man, and his story was believed-by some. In Florida, 
we have known for years that Castro is trying to destroy our way of life. So this 
news, while shocking was not SUrprising. We have come to expect this kind of baha
viol'. Many others in the nations, however, were skeptical. Antonio Farach could 
only tell us so much from his diplomatic post. Doubting Thomases criticized him for 
passing on second hand information. 

But now the truth is fully and undeniably known. We now have the inside story 
because we have heard it first hand. On April 19, in a hearing before the Senate 
Subcommittee on Children, Family, Drugs and Alcoholism, we talked with the men 
who were directly involved-the men who planned this operation, and the men who 
carried it out. 

We talked with James Herring, a Florida businessman, turned smuggler, turned 
drug dealer, turned government informant. And we heard from a former INTER
POL fugitive, code-named "Dekker," Europe's most prominent hashish dealer. These 
men worked along with fugitive financier Robert Vesco and Frederico Vaughan, a 

----------- -----
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high ranking member of the Nicaraguan Interior Ministry. Together, they orches
trated Nicaragua's first venture into the cocaine smuggling business, the most devil
ish and deadly business of all. 

Herring talked of buying "hard-to-find items" for Dekker, among others. Eventu
ally, Dekker introduced him to "Angelo," Robert Vesco's right-hand man. Herring 
testified that he worked his way into Vesco's confidence and he said, "Eventually 
there came a point in time when Angelo came to me and asked me to go to Mana
gua, Nicaragua. I was to do this to help coordinate with the Nicaraguan government 
a cocaL'le operation." 

Herring told the Subcommittee that, along with Vaughan and Angelo, he tested 
government airstrips for their feasibility as cocaine smuggling sights, and that he 
was taken to a government owned rice plantation and ssked to construct a live-in 
cocaine lab there. Herring testified, "There was no attempt at any time to disguise 
the reason I was ther<) nor the reason Angelo was there. It was clearly an attempt 
to set up a cocaine operation, and there were armed guards around at all times, 
giving us security; we were treated very well, and anything we wanted we got." 

Herring told the Subcommittee that on a subsequent trip to Nicaragua, he trav
elled heavily laden with cocain processing chemicals and equipment, and also with 
high powered firearms. The guns, he said were "more or less gifts to these particu
lar dignitaries" who were helping with the operation. 

Though he was carrying drugs, and guns, Herring testified, at the airport in Ma
nagua, "we were greeted by the comandante (who was helping in the operation), 
various soldiers and intelligence people-they ushered us though, we never had to 
go through Customs. We would take the trunk-it was picked up by soldiers, it was 
escorted away in a military vehicle, taken to the comandante's house and stored." 

There was no doubt, Herring testified, that this was a government controlled op
eration and not just the work of some corrupt government officials. The operation 
was designed Herring said, "to gain dollars for the economy of Nicaragua." When 
asked what the narcotics profits would be llsed for, Herring said, "I was told that 
they would be entered into Nicaragua's economy to help their cause." 

At one time, Herring said, he was introduced to Nicaragua's Interior Minister 
Thomas Borge. Herring said, Frederico Vaughan, "introduced me and told Thomas 
Borge that I was down there to help them with 'their project.' He shook my hand 
and said thank you, we appreciate your help." 

Dekker tells a similar story. In the past he had helped Vesco smuggle Caterpillar 
equipment to Cuba and was asked by Angelo to set up European markets for the 
Nicaraguan cocaine. 

When asked whether the profits were going to help the Nicaraguan government, 
Dekker said, "Oh, definitely; they can't help being political, so we had a long discus
sion about their government and what they were doing, and their major point of 
saying why they would go heavily in the drug trade was that the U.S. government 
and most European governments were cutting their foreign aid to minimal 
amounts." Dekker said the "total government" of Nicaragua was involved in this 
plot, "the government provided everything," he said. 

Up until now, the Nicaraguans have dismissed all we have revealed. "All that 
drug nonsense," they called it. But now there can be no doubt that the accusations 
are true. The "Morality of Death" is a stark, ominous reality. It is upon us, and 
neither we, nor the Nicaraguans, can escape this truth any longer. 

For too long we have been fooling ourselves here in the United States. We live 
within the best protected borders on earth. This security has led over the years to 
some dangerous misconceptions about terrorism. The most serious of these is the 
portrait of the financially poor, ideologically pure terrorist. This is nonsense. Terror
ism has become big business. And it must be financed. Who pays for it? The high 
schooler or junior high schooler who lights up a joint between classes. The business 
person or railroad engineer who takes a snort at lunch. The junkie who sticks a 
knife in your back and then crawls off to some abandoned building to shoot up. 

It is working like a charm. The drug merchants apparently have it all mapped 
out; a two-pronged strategy which hits us internally and externally. Attach and 
remove the ties that bind our society through the sale of drugs, and use the profits 
to fill the coffers of those who would seek to destroy freedom throughout the world. 

Senator TRIBLE. Thank you, Senator Hawkins, for a very power
ful statement. 

Senator D' Amato. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. ALFONSE D' AMATO, A U.S. SENATOR FROM 
NEW YORK 

Senator D'AMATo. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I am pleased to have the opportunity to be here today and also to 

testify alongside Senator Hawkins, who has courageously exposed 
so many of the links that exist among terrorists, Communists, and 
drug trafficking groups. 

Senator Hawkins is truly one of the Senate's most effective lead
ers in the war on drugs. 

Mr. Chairman, the American public must be shown in the clear
est way possible that drug trafficking does not only cause crime. It 
also constitutes a direct threat to our national security. 

Senator Denton and I have been working together to make sure 
that the Drug Enforcement Administration [DEAJ is as strong as it 
needs to be to meet that threat. 

Last week, we succeeded in pursuading the Senate Judiciary 
Committee to approve unanimously a $40 million increase in 
DEA's authorization level. 

As a member of the Appropriations Committee, I will be working 
to make sure that DEA receives the full amount of that increase. 

One simple fact makes the case for our initiative. Our lead drug 
enforcement agency, DEA, has fewer than 200 agents-scattered 
around the globe in 41 foreign countries, and that simply is not 
enough, it is insufficient-gathering intelligence on drug traffick
ers engaged in terrorism. Where we have agents, we have too few, 
and there are too many countries where we have no agents at all. 

The result is that our ability to combat the evil alliance of drugs 
and terrorism is sadly limited. I can illustrate the scope of the 
problem before us by referring to one particularly horrendous ex
ample of the link between narcotics and terrorism. 

Until very recently, the DEA was confident it could establish 
that the Government of Bulgaria was engaging in narcotics traf
ficking through the involvement of its official export/import 
agency, KINTEX. There is evidence that KINTEX is part of a 
Warsaw Pact conspiracy to undermine Western democracies. This 
evidence indicates that Bulgaria has operated a guns for drugs 
smuggling network. Guns move through Bulgaria to the Middle 
East, while heroin moves westward, to Europe and the United 
States. 

KINTEX representatives, DEA sources have revealed, act as bro
kers who establish exclusive arrangements with Turkish, Syrian, 
Iranian, Jordanian, and Lebanese smugglers that they allow to op
erate in Bulgaria. Under such an arrangement, an arms dealer 
sells weapons to KINTEX. These weapons are resold to drug deal
ers in the Middle East, which forward them to the Middle East ter
rorists. 

The terrorists pay for the guns with heroin. The drug dealers 
pass the heroin on to the Bulgarians, who sell the heroin to other 
drug dealers in Western Europe. 

Bulgaria gains the following from the arrangement: Hard curren
cy, Western currency, which it is deeply in need of; arms for 
Middle East terrorists in furtherance of Communist political goals; 
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and intelligence gathered from the gun and drug trafficking in 
Europe and the Middle East. It has an incredible network. 

It is this same guns for drugs network that moved Mehmet Ali 
Agca in the plot, the attempted assassination, to kill Pope John 
Paul II. It is the same organization, the same network. 

N ow we are hearing from the DEA that the Bulgarians may ac
tually be starting to cooperate in drug investigations. I would sug
gest that if they believe that, then I would believe that the Moon, 
indeed, is made of green cheese. 

The DEA has no recent evidence of KINTEX's involvement in 
drug trafficking, it says, and I understand why. It simply does not 
have the manpower necessary to undertake these investigations. 

That raises a number of interesting questions. 
Given the clear advantages of the guns for drugs network for the 

Bulgarians, why should they disengage from it? Some would sug
gest that it is a temporary disengagement, if any at all, until the 
trials with respect to the attempted assassination of Pope John 
Paul II are concluded. 

Why the change of heart if, indeed, there is one? Since heroin is 
still being smuggled through Eastern Europe, is there a new chan
nel or channels? Is there a new "Red Connection" opening up? 

If there had been no .end to KINTEX's involvement in drug traf
ficking, why don't we have more recent information? 

Mr. Chairman, we need answers to these and many other ques
tions in our search for a way to stem the flood of drugs pouring 
into our country and to combat international terrorism. 

This hearing, and reinforcing DEA's intelligence-gathering abili
ty, are essential elements in that most important search. 

Mr. Chairman, I thank you for the opportunity of making this 
statement and for your most important undertaking in connection 
with this area. 

Senator TRIBLE. Senator D' Amato, thank you. 
I think Senator Denton may have a question for you if you would 

have time to remain. 
Senator D' AMA'ro. Certainly. 
Senator TRIBLE. Senator Denton. 
Senator DENTON. I have no question, Senator D'Amato, just a 

confirmation of our parallel thinking. 
You are working from the appropriations end and I from the au

thorization end. On our Subcommittee on Security and Terrorism, 
we do have bipartisan support. Senators Biden and Leahy are in 
agreement with you and me and others that the Drug Enforcement 
Administration needs augmentation. 

You mentioned the inability to pin the tail on the KINTEX 
donkey. In that respect, we have only 200 DEA agents working 
overseas right now. 

Senator D' AMATO. In 41 nations. 
Senator DENTON. Yes; and we could use 200 agents in Mexico 

alone, and probably lose half of them. We are inadequately ad
dressing a tremendous problem. I rejoice that men like you and the 
others here at this table are involved. But we still have a minority 
in both Houses who understand the force and trend that this drug
terrorism wedding represents. We have our work cut out for us. We 
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have our work cut out to extend the knowledge that we have, to 
the public. 

Senator Hawkins' prepared statement addressed something 
which supported what I said yesterday. Not all the media are at 
fault in this. Many in the media are doing a very good job. But, she 
says, generally speaking, despite the hearings, despite the docu
ments, despite firsthand testimony, cynics in the media and else
where deny the existence of this connection. 

The same thing is true with the terrorism subject in general, be
cause it does not go along with their agenda or their visualization 
of the issues. I hope we can fix that. 

Senator D' AMATO. Senator Denton, sadly and reluctantly, if I 
might be permitted to offer a comment, I have to suggest-and it is 
with reluctance, but I am going to do it-that the administration 
has been totally inept, inept, and unwilling to admit the serious
ness of the situation. It claims it is winning the drug war. Well, it 
is not winning the drug war. And until the State Department 
begins to come forward and utilize its resources in spelling out the 
information that we pick up piecemeal, as a result of our activities, 
the American public will be denied the full implications of what 
has been taking place. 

Let me suggest to you that, indeed, the kinds of information that 
we come across must be made known to the American public so 
that we can galvanize all of our institutions, along with making the 
case for additional resources for DEA, and Customs, and additional 
prosecutors, and educational advances in the war against drugs. 
We are losing that war. And we are losing domestic tranquility in 
this Nation because so much of the crime that we face throughout 
our communities is powered as a result of the drug epidemic. This 
is not to mention our young people, who are victimized. 

When are we going to wake up? 
I am not going to sit idly by. I did not get elected to come to the 

Senate of the United States to be a part of the team that closes its 
eyes to what is taking place. It is an absolute scandal. 

That picture is never going to be spelled out whether Senator 
Denton, Senator Trible, Senator D' Amato, Senator Specter or Sena
tor Hawkins cries out. We can all cry out about it. But it is going 
to take some real initiative from the administration, from the State 
Department, from the Defense Department, and, yes, from the 
other areas. Our Attorney General is going to have to recognize 
this. We just cannot talk about how we are making more arrests 
than ever. It does not mean anything. It is like shoveling against 
the tide, the manner in which we are operating. 

We have not committed the kinds of resources that are necessary 
and the spirit that is necessary to win this battle. 

But I salute you for your efforts. I think that, together, we have 
to call them the way we see them, to try to galvanize some real 
action and movement in this area. 

I thank the committee chairman for indulging me and allowing 
me to present my thoughts. 

Senator DENTON. I have to respond to that, Senator D'Amato. 
You may have better insight than I do on this. I certainly respect 

it. However, the same charge came up yesterday with respect to 
terrorism, that the administration is not articulating the problem. 
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You might have been present in a Republican caucus when the 
point was made that if we wanted to get aid to those in Nicaragua 
who are trying to l'egain the freedoms which the Sandinistas prom
ised them, we should at least be permitted to give them $14 million 
worth of humanitarian aid. Then about four Senators rose to their 
feet and said, yes, the President is not talking about this enough. 
He has to get on television. Then one of the representatives of the 
administration stood up and said now wait a minute. He said, "I 
can't handle that." The President has made foul' or five major 
speeches on this, give me another subject on which he has done 
that. 

He said that the President only got one of those speeches outside 
the Beltway. 

Yesterday, we had some fairly significant hearings which one 
newspaper, the Washington Times called tare and so on, and went 
into considerable detail about. The other newspaper, which has 
considerably more circulation, decided not to say a word about it. 

So we have been boycotted, to a great degree, on terrorism and 
its wedding with drugs in terms of that which is understood and 
that which, in my view, should be transmitted in the national in
terest to the public. 

Senator Specter. 
Senator SPECTER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator D' Amato, I commend you on your activities in the ter

rorism field and the drug field, and Senator Hawkins as well. 
Senator D' AMATO. Thank you. 
Senator SPECTER. I made my congratulations to her as she was 

moving down the hall. She was on her way for a commitment out 
of town. 

I just have one question for you. 
You serve on the Foreign Operations Subcommittee of Appro

priations with me and others. I would be interested in your views 
on the foreign t; '1 issue. I agree with you that we cannot take 
credit for winning a war on drugs. I do not believe that that is a 
war which is being won either. I think you are correct on that. 

When we take a look at. a number of countries-Bolivia, Burma, 
Colombia, Peru, Thailand, and Mexico-which are receiving sub
stantial foreign aid, we see they are also the source of substantial 
drug trafficking. I would be interested in your views today, and we 
will pursue this on the appropriate subcommittee. But what are 
your views? Do you share my thought that we ought to make an 
example somewhere along the line and withhold foreign aid to 
such countries which are not stopping the flow of drugs which 
come and poison users in our country? 

Senator D'AMATO. Senator Specter, I share your view completely. 
Let me suggest to you that last evening, when I addressed the grad
uates of Pace University-there were about 13,000 people at Madi
son Square Garden-as a commencement speaker, I spoke on this 
subject, and the fact that we have lost domestic tranquility, and 
the fact that so much of the problem is powered, 50 percent of the 
violent crime, directly or indirectly, as a result of drugs. 

In that address, I said that it is about time the United States 
began to use the tools that it has at its disposal and cut off aid to 
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those of our so-called allies who are not undertaking the war with 
us, the battle with us. 

I have to tell you, the response of the young people at that hall 
was overwhelming. They supported it. They applauded enthusiasti
cally. 

'rhe American people know, and these are the people who are 
closest to it, the young people. Foreign aid may not be enough if we 
have to take other sanctions against those countries. 

Now we recognize that there are some countries beyond our abil
ity to influence with foreign aid, trade, et cetera, like Iran, and 
others. But certainly with those who are our allies, who receive 
substantial assistance and trade and trade credits, et cetera, we 
have to let them know that we are not going to sit by and tolerate 
this. 

So I certainly look forward to working with you in attempting to 
move the State Department and others to recognize that we just 
cannot talk about it but we have to undertake some action to deal 
with this problem. 

Senator SPECTER. Thank you very much, Senaor D' Amato, and 
thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Senator DEN'roN. Senator D'Amato, there is one more point that 
I should have made. 

Aside from the fact that the President's wife is doing something 
in this field--

Senator D' AMATO. I was going to say, Senator Denton, that aside 
from Mrs. Reagan-and she is really attempting to do something
I don't see anybody else doing it. 

Sentor DENTON. Well, the point I was going to make is not that, 
but it is this. Although we are a rich nation and perhaps the 
wealthiest in the world-I am sure we are-we see ourselves as 
strapped. We are finding it difficult to apportion and allocate our 
funds in the Federal Government appropriately to suit ourselves. 

We have a tremendous, growing national debt. We have just de
cided so far, in spite of the recommendations of the Armed Services 
Committee, against appropriating 3 percent more for our defenses. 

I heard testimony from a man yesterday, very schooled in inter
national affairs, who is very concerned about the ability of the 
Soviet Union to move into the Mideast, where we have a vital in
terest in access to oil. I can tell you that that has been a concern of 
mine since before I came to this body, and that when we cut our 
effort to play catchup ball with the Soviet Union we are yielding to 
a vulnerability that is even more immediate than the vulnerability 
to the disturbance of the domestic tranquility in drugs. 

I heard a television program yesterday with some academics 
saying that we ought to take much more of our military and devote 
them to drug interdiction. 

Well, I had said a significant part in modifying the posse comita
tus law by which we got the Navy involved, radar-wise, with detec
tions of drug smugglers. But I can tell you also, on the other hand, 
that it does detract from what the services can do in a field in 
which they are already over-stretched. 

We have had General Rogers, the Supreme Allied Commander in 
Europe, tell us that if the NATO nations themselves could be per
suaded to ante up 3 percent more per year for their defenses, he 
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soon would be able, without exceeding the nuclear threshold, to 
hold ofT the USSR conventionally, which would represent that kind 
of deterrence, against that kind of move. 

But he said in the meantime they can walk. to the Channel in a 
matter of weeks. 

Well, I happen to know he is telling the truth. That was my life. 
I dealt with those men a great deal. I know that the man is telling 
the truth. 

Here, we just cut our own defense in the face of exhorting our 
allies to spend more. 

So, it is a complex problem. I agree with you, or I would not be 
here with you on this. I think that we should give more proportion
ately to drug fighting. But I also believe that we should remember 
that our principal function here is to provide for the common de
fense. That does not just mean the physical security of the United 
States. It means the defense of our interests around the world 
which constitute our hopes for the survival of this way of life 
which has been passed on to us with great sacrifice from our fore
bears. 

It is a tough problem, AI, I think that we should have taken a 
longer look than we did in deciding to wipe out a Defense increase. 
When we get to the House, we are liable to find even less support 
for an appropriation for defense. 

We are in a situation-I quoted John Kennedy-in which we are 
spending half as much, proportionately, as we spent in his day on 
defense. 

Now who among us would say that today we have a lesser threat 
against our interests worldwide? Certainly not I. 

I wish we had taken more time, and I could not resist the oppor-
tunity to make that point. 

Senator D' AMATO. I share your concern. 
Senator TRIBLE. Thank you. 
Senator Pressler. 
Senator PRESSLER. I want to commend my colleague for his excel

lent work. 
I read with interest Senator Hawkins' statement that in Colom

bia, a drug leader, Carlos Lehder, has been so bold as to say on tel
evision that cocaine and marijuana have become an arm of the 
struggle against American imperialism. "He who plants coca de
nounces imperialism." 

This leads me to a question. Do you feel that this is an organized 
effort-that those who would advocate insurgency and who are op
posed to the United States or to the West have taken it as almost 
justification to grow drugs and to distribute them? Is there an 
international organization? Is this their theory? Is this their line of 
thinking? 

Senator D'AMATO. Senator Pressler, the Bulgarians have been 
able to accomplish three of their objectives-to expand tremendous
ly their intelligence-gathering capabilities by the use of these vari
ous groups. Of course, you have to understand that the Bulgarians 
are somewhat unique in that they are almost an extension, their 
secret service is literally an extension of the KGB. That has been 
clearly established. If you talk to anyone, whether they be the CIA 
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or people who are knowledgeable in this area, they will concede to 
you that that is thE:! case. 

So, their intelligence capabilities have been enhanced. 
Second, they have been able to earn large sums of hard cash, 

hard currency, which they need. 
Third, they have become intimately i.nvolved in providing the 

weapons, et cetera, for many of the terrorist groups a.nd organiza
tions that operate in the Middle East and elsewhere. 

So there are three objectives, none of which the Soviets are sorry 
to see take place, all of which work to our detriment. 

If' we were to look at some of the areas closer to home, our Sub
committee on Foreign Operations some time ago held a hearing in 
New York in which one of the Cuban Marielitos testified behind a 
shield that he was a Cuban trained agent. He was a Cuban who 
came over with about 600 or 700 others to set up a drug smuggling 
network. He himself was responsible for something on the order of 
about $10 million worth of drug sales here, in the United States, 
prior to his capture. All of those moneys were turned over to the 
Cuban authorities, so that this is an ongoing thing. 

Again, not only are they able to raise hard cash or set up their 
own intelligence network, but also, by the same token, they con
tribute to the erosion of the strength and vibrancy of our Nation, 
as young people become addicted, bringing with it attendant crime. 

So, without a doubt, there are multiple occasions in which this 
has been undertaken. 

Senator PRESSLER. Thank you very much. 
Senator TRIBLE. Senator D' Amato, on behalf of the joint commit

tees let me thank you for your informative testimony. This commit
tee will hold heaings in June which will take a comprehensive look 
at our bilateral relations with those nations in which we find sub
stantial drug activities as well as nations supporting those activi
ties. So we will be pursuing many of the issues that you have 
raised, along with Senator Specter and others. Hopefully, working 
with you and our colleagues, we can make some positive contribu
tion. 

Thank you for being here. 
Senator D'AMATO. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator DENTON. We have two witnesses waiting. But before we 

bring them up, I want to thank Senator Trible that such hearings 
will take place in June. I am delighted to hear that. 

In deference to the media, to give them credit where credit is 
due, it is they who are pointing out that every answer to every 
problem of a conflict of interest or an attack on an interest of the 
United States does not have to be military. It is they, probably, 
who finally caused the embargo on Nicaragua. 

As I mentioned in my opening statement, it should not always be 
force. It can be economic, diplomatic. It can be political. It can be 
psychological. I believe we need the media about as much as we 
need government. We need you to keep government honest. You 
have to keep telling us what we are not seeing. I think the media 
have done a tremendous job in promoting better racial relations, 
better consideration of the environment, and, indeed, better foreign 
policy. But if they do not have the guts to take criticism from those 
whom they criticize, then what kind of free media do we have? 
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Let's have open and frank discussion. 
We are fortunate to have Mr. David Westrate, Deputy Assistant 

Administrator, Drug Enforcement Administration, and Mr. Clyde 
Taylor, Deputy Assistant Secretary, Bureau of International Nar
cotics Matters, Department of State on our first panel this morn
ing. 

They will be followed by Dr. Yonah Alexander, Georgetown 
Center for Strategic and International Studies. 

I note that another journalist cancelled out yesterday. Also an
other journalist accepted our invitation to testify today, but can
celled out just yesterday. We regret that. There should be a candid 
face-to-face give and take. 

Mr. Taylor, would you care to go first? 

STATEMENT OF CLYDE D. TAYLOR, DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRE
TARY OF STATE, BUREAU OF INERNATIONAL NARCOTICS MAT
TERS, DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Mr. TAYLOR. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I will make a few oral remarks and will ask that the longer pres

entation of my testimony be accepted for the record, if that is per
missible. 

Senator DENTON. Without objection. 
Mr. TAYLOR. Mr. Chairman, the Department welcomes this op

portunity to testify on the relationship between narcotics traffick
ing and international terrorism. 

A requested, we are providing testimony on the linkages bet.ween 
drug trafficking, political insurgency, and terrorism. Also, as re
quested, our testimony gives special emphasis to these linkages as 
they occur in the Western Hemisphere and the Middle East. 

Increasingly, international narcotics control efforts are impeded 
by violence, subversion and corruption. The fact which we empha
size to your committees is that this violence has increased because 
our cooperative efforts with the source nations are beginning to 
have an effect on trafficking operations. 

A further fact which we wish to establish with your committees 
is the identity of those groups and persons who operate this traffic, 
and the identity of those groups and persons who attempt to under
mine our efforts. 

We will report on the groups which hold in common the use of 
violence and the relationship to the narcotics trade-including 
groups which finance their terrorist actions through profits derived 
from the narcotics trade; groups which are actively engaged in nar
cotics trafficking and use terrorism to enhance or sustain their po
sitions; and groups randomly organized by narcotics traffickers, 
who resort to violence and other terrorist type activities to protect 
and enhance their criminal enterprise. 

In many narcotics producing countries, organizations which de
scribe themselves as political insurgents quite frequently use ter
rorist tactics and have become involved, directly or indirectly, with 
narcotics production and trafficking. There are links between drug 
trafficking, arms smuggling, and terrorist groups. Frequently, 
when you find the one activity, you find the others, especially in 
the Middle East. 
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"Te have also seen some indications of state-sponsored narcotics 
trafficking. In a few installces, the further indication is that cer
tain of the Communist countries have engaged, to some degree, in 
facilitating narcotics trafficking. 

But another fact which we would like to establish before your 
committees is that narcotics trafficking in Latin America, in Asia, 
in the Middle East and in Europe, is dominated by narcotics traf
fickers who are governed only by their greed and whose only ideol
ogy-if you can call it one-is the pursuit of profit. 

Most of these groups cannot be called terrorists, or even political 
insurgents, nor do we have evidence of a Communist conspiracy to 
use drugs to undermine 'Western democracies or our own society in 
particular. 

Terrorism is commonly defined as the use of violence and the 
threats to use violence as a political weapon to achieve control, to 
influence government policy andlor to destabilize and even over
throw governments. 

When we speak of terrorism, we generally refer to groups such 
as the Red Brigades of Italy, the Red Army faction in Germany, 
Armenian terrorist organizations, and others. 

When we speak of state-sponsored terrorism, we generally refer 
to the practice of Iran, Libya, and a few other governments to 
employ state-sponsored violence as a weapon, sometimes by surro
gates, to achieve political.objectives. 

Consequently, the legal definition of terrorism cannot be used to 
describe narcotics traffickers and their organizations, although the 
tactics they use at times are equal to or exceed those of terrorist 
organizations. 

However, while most of the groups involved with narcotics traf
ficking or production do not meet the legal or traditional defmi
tions of insurgents or terrorists, the fact is that the use of planned, 
sophisticated, high-threat violence to achieve goals and interests, 
even in the absence of a political agenda; is terrorism and has been 
so labeled in Peru, Colombia, and Mexico by most observers. 

Moreover, the increasing use of violence against international 
drug control efforts, regardless of the source, as, well as the dealing 
in drugs for arms, and the financing of terrorist and other political 
insurgencies through illicit narcotics activities pose severe threats 
to the national security of the producer nations- -by that I mean 
the nations which are sources of illicit drugs-and to the prospects 
for successful international narcotics control. 

The recently published annual report of the International Nar
cotics Control Board Report was correct in saying that the livery 
security of some states is threatened." 

Indeed, the sheer fmancial power of these trafficking organiza
tions has threatened the political status quo, with traffickers using 
their millions of dollars to influence political decisions, even to 
elect representatives of trafficker interests to national congresses, 
to buy newspapers and radio stations, and to launch high-powered 
public relations initiatives. 

Recently, Deputy Prime Minister Musa Hitam of Malaysia stated 
that the most severe national security issue he faces today is nar
cotics. His nation is prepared to combat the problem as if it were 
an enemy invasion. 
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In some countries, small armies have been built up around nar
cotics production and trafficking organizations, which add the 
perils of coercion, intimidation, and death to the pervasive corrup
tion and erosion of governmental institutions that always accompa
nies narcotics. 

In his well-received September 14, 1984 speech on narcotics con
trol in Miami, Secretary of State George Shultz stated his belief 
that the growing narcotics network was part of a trend toward 
international lawlessness which has been increasing dramatically 
during the past two decades. 

Comparing the traffickers' blatant disregard for international 
principles and law, Secretary Shultz called them "modern pirates." 
He said, and I quote, 

The modern versions of piracy are narcotics traffi;:king, terrorism, arid similar 
kinds of outlaw behavior. Not surprisingly, there is ample evidence that shows all 
these different types of lawlessness are linked. Money from drug smuggling supports 
terrorists. Terrorists provide assistance to drug traffickers. Organized crime works 
hand in hand with these other outlaws for their own profit. And what may be most 
disturbing is the mounting evidence that some governments are involved, too, for 
their own diverse reasons. 

We have come to understand that narcotics trafficking is, as Sec
retary Shultz maintained, a key element in global lawlessness, 
which includes terrorism, insurgency, violence, and a simple disre
gard for human values. New links between narcotics traffickers 
and other kinds of organizations are continually confirmed, and all 
too frequently we are c(upelled to witness the havoc that the 
modern-day version of pirates have wrought upon the international 
community. 

In April 1984, the increasingly successful Colombian actions 
against narcotics traffickers, especially the Caqueta l'aid in March, 
which netted 10 tons of cocaine, prompted the narcotics traffickers 
to contract for the machinegun killing of Justice Minister Lara 
Bonilla. 

On April 8 this year, two other men, also on motorcycles, assassi
nated Criminal Court Justice Alvaro Medina-Ochoa outside his res
idence in Colombia. 

In Peru, 19 workers in the U.S.-sponsored coca eradication pro
gram were brutally slain in a terrorist style attack that was prob
ably the work of narcotics traffickers. 

In February, the ringleaders of the Mexican narcotics trafficking 
networks conspired to kidnap and then killed DEA agent Enrique 
Camarena. 

We have also seen how political criminals are increasingly turn
ing to narcotics smuggling as a way to finance their operations. In 
November 1984, the FBI discovered a plot to assassinate the demo
cratically elected President of Honduras. The group of dissidents, 
including a Honduran general, planned first to sell large amounts 
of cocaine and then 'use the profits to attempt to overthrow the gov
ernment. 

In sum, then, there is no question but that our ever intensifying 
drug control efforts are being challenged with equal intensity by 
well-armed, well-financed narcotics trafficking organizations, nor 
any question about their willingness to use murder and assassina
tion as tools of opposition. 
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Moreover, there is no question but that the lucrative narcotics 
trade is attracting political insurgents or that terrorists are at
tempting to exploit the unrest caused by government suppression 
of narcotics farming. 

However, while we view the connection between narcotics and 
political-type terrorism with considerable disgust and concern; we 
would not want to leave the impression that the elimination of 
these traditional political terrorist connections, insurgent connec
tions, or even government-sanctioned trafficking, would dramatical
ly reduce in the short term the availability of worldwide narcotics 
supplies. Nor is it our intent to blame the entire or major part of 
the illicit narcotics supply problem on Communist-inspired insur
gencies or other political insurgencies and terrorism. Rather, we 
seek to underscore the importance of this issue and the difficulties 
it creates for many nations as well as our own antinarcotics prob
lem. 

Thus, although the magnitude of drugs traded by political insur
gents or terrorists do not appear to be large, the rewards are ex
tremely significant and threatening. A profit of $420 million-even 
$5 million, not large by international narcotics standards-can buy 
an election, finance a supply of arms for insurgency, and, in sum, 
destabilize legitimate governments and subordinate democratic 
processes. 

Again, the fact is that the narcotics trade predominantly origi
nates in friendly or allied countries, and is predominantly con
trolled by groups or individuals whose primary motivation is finan
cial, not political. And, elimination, through arrest and prosecu
tion, of the narcotics gangs, the entrepreneurs, like Roberto Suarez 
in Bolivia, Pablo Escobar and Carlos Lehder in Colombia, Caro 
Quintero and Ernesto Fonseca, Mata Ballasteros and Felix Gal
lardo in Mexico-the padrones who control the traffic and hire the 
gunmen-would very definitely impact upon drug production in 
those countries. 

Three of the four drug kingpins in Mexico have been arrested 
and are in jail; and leading traffickers are being aggressively pur
sued in Mexico and other countries. 

We have attached to this oral statement a detailed report on spe
cific country situations. I will conclude my remarks by offering a 
brief summary of those situations. 

The threat of terrorist-style attacks by narcotics interests upon 
narcotics control program officials and workers is probably highest 
at present in Colombia and Peru. But we are concerned about the 
increased possibility of such attacks as narcotics control programs 
expand in Burma, Bolivia, and Jamaica, and we remain concerned 
about the narcotics-related lawlessness in some parts of Mexico. 

Narcotics trafficking most clearly involves political insurgents in. 
Burma and Colombia. The involvement of traditional terrorist 
groups in the narcotics trade remains most pronounced i.n Europe 
and the Middle East. Possible state-sanctioned involvement in the 
trade continues to include Bulgaria, Cuba, and Nicaragua. 

As I said at the outset, we expect these threats and even attacks 
to increase as international narcotics programs continue to expand 
and improve. The Department of State has said, quite frankly, that 
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such attacks will not diminish our determination to bring this 
problem under control. 

Thank you. 
[Mr. Taylor's prepared statement follows:] 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF CLYDE D. TAYLOR 

MR. CHAIRMEN: 

The Department ~elcomes this opportunity to testify on the 

relationships between narcotics trafficking and international 

terrorism. As requested, we are providing testimony on the 

linkages between drug trafficking, political insurgency, and 

terrorism. Also as requested, our testimony gives special 

emphasis to these linkages as they occur in the Western 

Hemisphere and the Middle East. 

Incr.easingly, international narcotics control efforts are 

impeded by violence, subversion and corruption. The fact which 

we emphasize to your Committees is that this violence has 

increased because our cooperative efforts with the source 

nations are beginning to have an effect on trafficking 

operations. A further fact which we want to establish with 

your Committees is the identity of those groups and persons who 

operate this traffic, and the identity of those groups and 

persons who attempt to undermine our efforts. We will report 

on the groupD which hold in common the use of violence and a 

relationship 'to the narcotics trade -- including groups which 

finance their terrorist actions through profits derived from 

the narcotics trade; groups which are actively engaged in 
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narcotics trafficking and use terrorism to enhance or sustain 

their positions I. and, groups randomly organized by narcotics 

traffickers who resort to violence and other terrorist type 

activities to protect and enhance their criminal enterprise. 

In many narcotics producing countries, organizations which 

describe themselves as political insurgents quite frequently 

use terrorist tactics and have become involved directly or 

indirectly with narcotics production and trafficking. There 

are links between drug trafficking, arms smuggling, and 

terrorist groups, and, frequently, when you find the one 

activity you find the others, especially in the Middle East. 

We have also seen some indications of state-sponsored narcotics 

trafficking. In a few instances, the further indication is 

that certain of the Communist countries have engaged to some 

degree in facilitating narcotics trafficking. 

But, another fact which we would like to establish before 

your Committee is that narcotics trafficking, in Latin America, 

in Asia, in the Middle East, and in Europe, is dominated by 

narcotics traffickers who are governed only by their greed and 

whose only ideology -- if it can be called one -- is the 

pursuit of profit. Most of these groups cannot be called 

terrorists, or even political insurgents, nor do we have 

evidence of a Communist conspiracy to use drugs to undermine 

Western democracies, or our own society in pa~ticular. 
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Terrorism is commonly defined as the use of violence and 

the threats to use violence as a political weapon to achieve 

control, to influence government policy and/or to destabilize 

and even overthrow governments. When we speak of terrorism, we 

generally refer to groups such as the Red Brigades of Italy, 

the Red Army faction in Germany, Armenian terrorist 

organizations and others. When we speak of state-sponsored 

terrorism, we generally refer to the practice of Iran, Libya 

and a fe~1 other governments to employ state-sponsored violence 

as a weapon, usually by surrogates, to achieve political 

objectives. 

Consequently, the legal definition of terrorism cannot be 

used to describe narcotics traffickers and their organizations, 

although the tactics they use at times are equal to, or exceed, 

those of terrorist organizations. 

However, while most of the groups involved with narcotics 

trafficking or produc~ion do not meet the legal or traditional 

definitions of "insurgents" or "terrorists·, the fact is that 

the use of planned, sophisticated, high-threat violence to 

achieve goals interests, even in the absence of a political 

agenda, is terrorism, and has been so labeled in Peru, Colombia 

and Mexico by most observers. 

Moreover, the increasing use of violence against 

international drug control efforts, regardless of the source, 

as well as the dealing in drugs for arms, and the financing of 
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terrorist and other political insurgencies through illicit 

narcotics activities, pose severe threats to the national 

securit~ of the producer nations and to the prospects for 

successful international narcotics control. 

The recently published annual United Nations International 

Narcotics Control Board Report was correct in saying that the 

"very security of some states is threatened." Indeed, the 

sheer financial power of these trafficking organizations has 

threatened the political status quo, with traffickers using 

their millions of dollars to influence political decisions, 

even to elect representatives of trafficker interests to 

national congresses, to buy newspapers and radio stations, and 

to launch high-powered public relations initiatives. Recently, 

Deputy Prime Minister Musa Hitam of Malaysia stated that the 

most severe national security issue he faces today is 

narcotics. His nation is prepared to combat the problem as if 

it were an enemy invasion. In some countries, small armies 

have been built up around narcotics production and trafficking 

organizations, which add the perils of coercion, intimidation 

and death tQ the pervasive corruption and erosion of 

governmental institutions that always accompanies narcotics. 

In his well-received September 14, 1984 speech on 

narcotics control in Miami, Secretary of State, George Shultz 

stated that he believed that the growing narcotics network was 

part of a trend towards international lawlessness which has 



122 

been increasing dramatically during the past two decades. 

Comparing the traffickers' blatant disregard for international 

principles and law, secretary shultz called them "modern 

pirates." He said, and I quote "the modern versions of piracy 

are narcotics trafficking, terrorism, and similar kinds of 

outlaw behavior. Not surprisingly, there is ample evidence 

that shows all these different types of lawlessness are linked. 

Money from drug smuggling supports terrorists. Terrorists 

provide assistance to drug traffiekers. Organized crime works 

hand in hand with these other outlaws for their own profit. And 

what may be most disturbing is ~he mounting evidence that some 

governments are involved, too, for their own diverse reasons." 

We have come to understand that narcotics trafficking is, 

as secretary Shultz maintained, a key element in global 

lawlessness which includes terrorism, insurgency, violence and 

a simple disregard for human values. New links between 

narcotics traffickers and other kinds of organizations are 

continually confirmed, and all too frequently we are compelled 

to witness the havoc that the modern-day version of pirates 

have wrought upon the in~ernational community. 

In April 1984, the increasingly successful Colombian 

actions against narcotics traffickers, especially the Caqueta 

raid in March which netted 10 tons of cocaine, prompted the 

narcotics traffickers to contract for the machine-gun killing 

of Justice Minister Lara Bonilla. On April 8 this year, two 
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other men also on motorcycles assassinated Criminal Court 

Justice Alvaro Medina-Ochoa outside his residence in Colombia. 

In Peru, 19 workers in the U.S. supported eradication program 

were brutally slain, in a terrorist-style attack that was 

probably the work of the narcotics traffickers. In February, 

the ringleaders of the Mexican narcotics trafficking networks 

conspired to kidnap and then killed DEA Agent Enrique Camarena. 

We have also seen how political criminals are increasingly 

turning to narcotics smuggling as a way to finance their 

operations. In November, 1984, our FBI discovered a plot to 

assassinate the democratically elected President of the 

Honduras. The group of dissidents, including a Honduran 

General, planned first to sell large amounts of cocaine and 

then use the proceeds to attempt to overthrow the government. 

In sum, then, there is no question but that our ever 

intensifying efforts are being challenged with equal intensity 

by well-armed, well-financed narcotics tr~fficking 

organizations, nor any question about their willingness to use 

murder and assassination as tools of opposition. Moreover, 

there Is no qUestion but that the lucrative narcotics trade is 

attracting political insurgents, or that terrorists are 

attempting to exploit the unrest caused by government 

suppression of narcotics farming. 

However, while we view the connection between narcotics 

and political-type terrorism with considerable disgust and 
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concern, we would not want to leave the impression that the 

elimination of tnese traditional political terrorist 

connections, insurgent connections, or even government

sanctioned traffickin~, would dramatically reduce, in the short 

term, the availability of worldwide narcotics supplies. Nor is 

it our intent to blame the entire or major part of the illicit 

narcotics supply problem on Communist-inspired insurgencies, 

other political insurgencies, or terrorism. Rather we seek to 

underscore the importance of this issue and the difficulties it 

creates for many nations as well as our anti-narcotics program. 

Thus, although the magnitude o! drugs traded by political 

insurgents or terrorist do not appear to be large, the rewards 

are extremely significant and threatening. A profit of $20 

million, even $5 million, not large by international narcotics 

standards, can buy an election, finance a supply of arms for 

insurgency, and, in sum, destabilize legitimate governments and 

subordinate democratic processes. 

Again, the fact is that the narcotics trade predominantly 

originates in friendly or allied countries, and is 

predominantly controlled by groups and individuals whose 

primary motivation is financial, not political. And, 

elimination, through arrest and prosecution, of the narcotics 

gangs, the entrepreneurs like Roberto Suarez in Bolivia, Pablo 

Escobar and Carlos Lehder in Colombia, and,Caro QUintero, 

Ernesto FonsecR, Mata Ballasteros, and Felix Gallardo in Mexico 

----------------------------------------------------------------
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-- the padrones who control the traffick and hire the gunmen 

would very definitely impact upon drug production in those 

countries. Three of the four drug kingpins in Mexico have been 

arrested and are' in jail, and leading traffickers are being 

aggressively pursued in Mexico and other countries. 

We have attached to this oral statement a detailed report 

on specific country situations. I will conclude my remarks by 

offering a brief summary of those situations. 

The threat of terrorist-style attacks by narcotics 

interests upon narcotics control program officials and ~orkers 

is probably highest at present in Colombia and Peru, but we are 

concerned about the increased possibility of such attacks as 

control programs expand in Burma, Bolivia and Jamaica, and 

remain concerned about the narcotics-related lawlessness in 

some parts of Mexico. Narcotics trafficking most clearly 

involves political insurgents in Burma and Colombia. The 

involvement of traditional terrorist groups in the narcotics 

trade remains most pronounced in Europe and the Middle East. 

possible state-sanctioned involvement in the trade continue to 

include Bulgaria, Cuba and Nicaragua. 

As I said at the outset, we expect these threats and even 

attacks to increase as international narcotics programs 

continue to expand and improve. The Department of State has 

said quite frankly that such attacks will not diminish our 

determination to bring this problem under control. 

50-759 0 - 86 - 5 
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COUNTRY REPORTS 

LATIN AMERICA AND THE CARIBBEAN 

Bolivia 

Bolivia has more trouble with sheer lawlessness and 
violence derivative from the narcotics trade rather than with 
direct linkages between narcotics traffickers and ideologically 
motivated terrorists, which are not known here. A climate of 
lawlessness prevails in certain areas ot Bolivia, especially 
the Chapare, an area which is the size of New Jersey and, until 
recently, has been completely at the mercy of traffickers who 
have the arms and wealth to control territories. 

Narcotics traffickers intimidate and at times kill Chapare 
peasants who do not wish to cooperate in the production and 
trafficking of narcotics. Nor are narcotics pot.1ce immune to 
attack; a group of seven policemen were murdered in 1982 when 
it appeared the government would increase control efforts. 
There has also been widespread harassment directed against 
civilians, mainly peasants, and against any who challenge the 
narcotraffickers' domination in the Chapare region. For 
several years, there was no recourse to police protection~ 
because no law and order presence had been established in 
principal coca growing regions. Since February 3, 260 
anti-narcotics police have been permanently stationed in the 
Chapare, and a special mobile police unit has begun raids in 
the Cochabamba area. These units have recorded the first 
significant narcotics seizures in Bolivia in several years. 

Violence among the traffickers is growing. There are 
hundreds of well-armed traffickers and the rivalries among them 
often result in murders, vendettas and other violence, which 
spills over into other sectors. This type of violence is 
becoming more common, especially in the city of Santa Cruz, a 
habitat for many in the ·cocaine Mafia,· 

There have been persistent rumors that members of both the 
far left and the far right are involved in and financing 
political activities through trafficking, arms smuggling and 
other related illegal activities. Bolivia's endemic political 
instability offers such politically motivated and corrupt 
elements of society an opportunity to foster links becween 
narcotics traffickers and radical politics, left or right.-

Rela.ted to the above concerns is the presence of 
·paramilitary thugs· in the Beni and Chapare areas paid by 
traffickers to guard planes, airfields and activities. Several 
former military officers are said to be inVOlved with such 
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groups, some of whom were forcibly discharged from the military 
during the tenure of the current Bolivian government. Their 
activities, while not yet seriously directed against the state, 
are a source of potential threat to the existing order as they 
are likely to have access to narcotics money. 

Perhaps most importantly, the presence and activities of 
large numbers of narcotics traffickers in wide areas of Bolivia 
potentially challenges the sovereignty of the State. The writ 
of the traffickers runs widely, and, while the traffickers are 
not engaged in consistent terrorist actions of a political 
nature, the areas under their effective control constitute a 
state within a state, where the rule of law frequently does not 
exist. 

Colombia 

There are clear connections between Colombian guerilla 
groups and narcotics production and smuggling operations. 
There are narcotics groups with links to insurgents and who 
employ "terrorist-type violence" against the state and society, 
and political insurgent groups who commit terrorist and 
criminal acts and who have narcotics links. Given this 
connection, and the willingness of both criminals and 
insurgents to employ violence to achieve their goals, a general 
level of violence has long been a feature oE the Colombian 
narcotics scene. 

The most infamous recent examples of narcotics-related 
criminal violence were the April 1984 assassination of Justice 
Minister Lara, which was preceded by the February 1984 murder 
of Eduardo Gonzalez, previously a high level assistant in the 
Justice Ministry. Lara played a highly visible role as leader 
of the Colombian government's anti-narcotics program. 
Gonzalez, who had been an assistant to the former minister of 
justice, had actively and publicly supported implementation of 
the united States extradition treaty with Colombia. Earlier 
this year, a car bomb was exploded outside the U.S. Embassy in 
Bogota. And, in April, Criminal Court Justice Alvaro 
Medina-Ochoa was assassinated outside his residence. 

Other narcotics-related violence may appear in either 
criminal or political guise. In late July 1984, a bomb 
exploded on the campus of the University of the Atlantic in 
Barranquilla. A previously-unheard of group called the Urban 
Insurrection Front claimed responsibility, stating that it was 
protesting the spraying of marijuana crops in the Sierra Nevada 
mountains. Whether the incident was political or criminal in 
origin is ~ncertain, and indeed may never be known. 
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There are f6ur major insurgent organizations in Colombia. 
The Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC) is the 
largest, oldest and best equipped. It has 23-28 guerilla 
fronts with a total of approximately 2/000 active members and a 
support infrastructure which pushes its number to 5,000 or 
more. Basically a rural movement, half of its fronts operate 
in coca and marijuana growing areas. The 19th of April 
Movement (M-19) has about 900 activists divided into 140 . 
cells. The National Liberation 'Army (ELN) is composed of nine. 
groups with approximately 300-800 combatants. Some 250 peuple 
are involved in the Popular Liberation Army (EPL), with peihaps 
an equal number in its dissident Pedro Leon Arboleda (PLA) 
faction. 

'lIe will use the FARe organization to describe how these 
insurgents groups operate in the narcotics trade. According to 
information received in 1984, each FARe front had a specific 
responsibility with the groups in Guaviare and Vaupes 
Departments to operate in conjunction with the narcotics 
traffickers for money and arms. Since that time -- and 
possibly before -- the FARC has been collecting protection 
payments from coca growers in their operating territory. One 
front reportedly obtained $3.8 million per month in taxing the 
coca industrY. The XIII Front, located in the south of Huila 
Department, and the IV Front operating in Putumayo Department 
have been active in dealing with coca traffickers in obtaining 
arms and ammunition through them. At one time, Rigoberto 
Lozano Pardono was commissioned in Caqueta Department by FARe 
to maintain direct control over narcotics trafficking and to 
collect the corresponding quotas. According to one 1983 
report, the FARe approved the expropriation of 50/000 pesos per 
hectare (or us $66 at the 1983 exchange rate) and 45,000 pesos 
(US $600) for a processed kilo of cocaine from the traffickers. 

In exchange, the FARe has let coca growers go about their 
business and has often warned them of the arrival of 
anti-narcotics police or military patrols, The guerillas have 
also controlled enough strategic points along certain rivers to 
harass or interdict travel by the police. The FARC also 
guarantees a number of clandestine airfields vital to the drug 
trade. Thus, the basic benefit that the coca growers derive 
from their relationship with the FARC is protection. 

The benefit to the guerillas like FARC and others is 
basically financial: drugs provide money to buy weapons and 
supplies. These may be procured through the traffickers and, 
as in the case of the M-19, through a government, and shipped 
into Colombia on return drug flights. According to one 
observer, the FARe has also benefitted by taking advantage of 
the transient laborers who are attracted to the coca zones and 
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are then recruited by the FARC. There have been occasional 
reports that the FARC has also extorted money from mar~Juana 
traffickers a.long the North Coast, particula r ly in Magda lena 
Department. 

It is fairly certain that wherever a FARC front operates 
and trafficking is carried on, some arrangement exists between 
the two groups. During the March 1984 raid on the giant 
cocaine processing center in Caqueta Department, the Colombian 
authorities found a FARC camp a half-mile from a cocaine 
laboratory. While this does not mean FARC participation in 
cocaine refining, it does indicate some form of agreement for 
coexistence with the traffickers, perhaps protection for 
processing sites. In addition, the FARC may to a lesser degree 
have engaged in the cUltivation of coca. In November, 1983, 
the Colombian Army discovered 90 hectares of coca and a 
processing laboratory next to an abandoned FARe camp in 
Southern Colombia. 

The o~her "most noted" insurgent involvement in narcotic~ 
has been on the part of the M-19 group. The urban based 
movement became involved in a guns-for-drugs nexus after it 
opened up rural fronts in 1981. M-19 leaders approved of the 
group's cooperation with career drug smuggler Jamie 
Guillot-Lara who supplied the group with weapons. In return, 
Guillot-Lara received assistance in his drug smuggling 
enterprise fiom high-ranking Cuban officjals. In one 
celebrated 1981 incident, a Guillot-Lara ship, the Karina, was 
sunk by the Colombian Navy with an estimated 100 tons of 
weapons aboard. Guillot-Lara and the four Cuban officials who 
were indicted with him by a Miami court remain fugitives. 

Today, the M-19 involvement is considered less extensive 
than the FARe inVOlvement. There have also been unconfirmed 
reports of "taxation" of drug growers and traffickers by the 
ELN and EPL in their areas of operation. 

The Government of Colombia has sought for some time to 
come to agreement with these insurgent organizations and begin 
steps to end the political violence and end the threat which 
the guerillas have posed to national security. After several 
months of discussions between the FP.RC.major command and the 
Colombian Government's Peace Commission. a cease-fire with the 
FARC went into effect on May 28, 1984. Discussions with the 
M-19 and EPL led to an agreement in August. 

In sum, the government's intention has been to address the 
security problem posed by these groups. At the same time, the 
government's determination to attack the drug trade has been 
strong and unequivocal. It will take time to see how the 
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arrangements with the insurgents develop, but it is not 
expected that they will include concessions which compromise 
the offensive against the narcotics trade. 

Narcotics-related violence in Colombia has also come from 
other groups. The group known as Death to Kidnapers (MAS) is 
widely believed to have been founded by narcotics traffickers 
as a result of the kidnapping for ransom of the daughter of a 
known trafficker. In remarks to the Colombian press, Carlos 
Lehder, widely acknolwedged as a leading narcotics trafficker, 
has also drawn a connection between himself and MAS. 

Reports of Cuban government involvement in narcotics 
trafficking first reached the U.S. Government in 1963. 
However, these reports were isolated and most of them not 
corroborated. While a series of reports in the Seventies 
suggested Cuban Government involvement, it did not provide 
solid evidence of such activity. In addition, no reports 
during this period confirmed a connedtion between international 
terrorism and Cuban involvement in narcotics trafficking. 

The best evidence to date of a Cuban narcotics link became 
available in connection with an indictment of 14 persons in 
Federal District Court in Miami in November 1982, including 
four high-level Cuban officials: Fernando Ravelo Renedo, a 
former Cuban ambassador to Colombia; Gonzalo Bassols Suarez, 
former deputy chief of mission at the Cuban embassy in Bogota; 
Rene Rodriguez Cruz, president of the Cuban Institute of 
Friendship with the Peoples; and Aldo Santamaria Cuadrado, 
vice admiral of the Cuban navy. 

This case, known popularly as the Guillot Lara case, and 
referred to in the discussion of Colombia, documented actions 
by Cuban Government officials to facilitate druJ trafficking 
through the Caribbean as well as the shipping of arms to the 
M-19 guerilla forces in Colombia. The Cuban Government has 
vigorously denied any involvement and the four indicted Cuban 
officials have not appeared for trial. However, the majority 
of persons who did stand trial were convicted. 

Subsequent reports indicate that narcotics traffic 
continues to pass through or over Cuban territory. For 
example, the Drug Enforcement Administration has noted that the 
chartboard on a vessel seized in 1981 tracked the boat from 
Havana to Tampa Bay. The diary of a boat seized in 1983 showed 
an itinerary which included Cuba. In September of that year, 
the wreckage of an airplane involved in narcotics trafficking 
contained a let down chart Eor Varadero, Cuba, and its fuel 
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tank contained a mixture not available in Jamaica, where it 
departed, or in the united states, where it crashed. Colombian 
officials said in press reports in March 1984 that airplanes 
carrying drugs out of the country returned with cargoes of 
Cuban-supplied weapons for the-FARC guerilla forces. However, 
these and other reports that Cuba is currently engaged in 
drugs-for-weapons deals have not been confirmed. However, 
evidence continues to mount that boats and planes carrying 
drugs have enjoyed Cuban airspace, territorial waters and 
~efueling facilities, without hindrance. 

Nicaragua 

In late July 1983, Canadian authorities arrested Rodolfo 
Palacios Talavera, a first secretary of the GRN's Embassy in 
ottawa for possesion of cocaine with an estimated value of 
$100,000. According to an unconfirmed report from a police 
informant, the Nicaraguan diplomat was part of a major drug 
trafficking ring which included Interior Minister Tomas Borge 
and other senior Sandanistas. Following judicial wrangling 
over his diplomatic status, Palacios was declared persona non 
grata in February 1984 and departed Canada. 

In mid-July 1984, a Federal grand jury in Miami indicted 
11 persons including an associate of Borge on cocaine smuggling 
charges. According to the indictment, Frederico Vaughan, the 
associate, actively assisted Colombian smugglers in their 
efforts to ship 1,500 kilos of cocaine to the united States. 
The indictment, which is based in large part on the testimony 
of a U.S. Government informant in direct contact with Vaughan, 
and on detailed evidence gathered primarily by the Drug 
Enforcement Administration, further alleges that Vaughan had a 
standing arrangement with the Colombians to assist cocaine 
trafficking, using GRN faciltiies. The fact that, according to 
the complaint, which is bolstered by photographs taken covertly 
from within the plane, GRN troops assisted in loading the 
cocaine onto the plane, and that the plane was allowed to park 
at the military part of the Managua field, suggests approval 
and participation by additional GRN officials. 

In recent months, there have been other public allegations 
that Sandanista officials were involved in drug trafficking as 
part of a state-sanctioned policy. For example, the anti-GNR 
group ARDE has claimed that Sandanista Air Force Commander Raul 
Venerio used planes of the Nicaraguan Airline Aeronica to 
transport narcotics to and from Colombia. We are as yet unable 
to verify this accusation. 

GNR officials have denied any official involvement in the 
narcotics trade. There is ample documentation of Sandanista 
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support for terrorism and subversion in Central America. I 
would call your attention in this regard to the Department of 
State/Department of Defense joint background paper on 
Nicaragua. Sandanista involvement in drug trafficking would be 
consistent with their flouting of the rules of respected 
international behavior. 

Narcotics-related violence in Peru has been increasing 
since late 1983, particularly in the Upper Huallaga Valley 
region. A series of violent attacks on police units and 
workers climaxed in early November 1984 with the brutal killing 
of 19 coca eradication and survey workers. Available 
information indicates that the killing of the workers was by 
gunmen hired by narcotics traffickers. In mid-February, 
approximately 20 people were murdered in the Valley, possibly 
by narcoterrorists, who cited "revolutionary" reasons only to 
justify their acts. 

Some Peruvian officials have suggested that the Maoist 
terrorist grou~ Sendero Luminoso has established close ties to 
international narcotics traffickers. Because of the limited 
U.S. official presence, as well as the particularly secretive 
nature of the Sendero Luminoso, we do not have a complete 
understanding of the interaction between terrorists and 
narcotics interests, and no additional information to 
corroborate that claim. The links are purportedly based on 
arms and money supplied by narcotics interests to the 
terrorists in return for protection against law enforcement 
authorities. Peru's major coca growing regions, including the 
Upper Huallaga Valley where U.S. supported crop control actions 
are ongoing, are far from Lima in remote and often inaccessible 
locations. 

Rather, the facts available to us do not document that 
international traffickers and the SL maintain a structured 
relationship or that they take joint actions in pursuit of 
common objectives or mutual assistance. We understand that 
statements by SL terrorists captured in the Upper Huallaga 
Valley strongly suggest that they and narcotics interests are 
working in the same geographic area, taking advantage of the 
same environment (limited government presence, a general 
climate of lawlessness, peasant unrest) but operating 
separately. Weapons seized by security forces in 
anti-terror.ist actions have reportedly consisted of dynamite, 
homemade devices and small arms stolen from local police. 
These are not the kinds of weapons normally associated with the 
international narcotics traffic. 
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Furthermore, SL interests would appear to differ from 
those of narcotics growers and traffickers in important 
respects. Na.rcotics elements in Peru (and elsewhere) generally 
try to maintain the lowest profile possible to avoid law 
enforcement att~ntion (although this has been less true of 
late, as evidenced by the very public attacks on anti-narcotics 
workers in Peru and elsewhere, and the official killings that 
have occured in Latin America; more, the attack on the cacao 
plant in Peru, which resulted from a refusal to let coca 
traffickers use the facility, and the bombings of several 
buildings, were all very attention-attracting criminal acts, 
and were reliably reported to be the work of coca 
traffickers). SL terrorists on the other hand thrive on the 
fear and chaos produced by public know~edge of their 
depredations. And, SL is characterized by ideological rigidity 
and, unlike revolutionary movements elsewhere, has demonstrated 
no willingness to make the kinds of tactical arrangements with 
corrupt elements of society or other political groups to 
advance its goals. 

There is however, SUbstantial reason to believe that coca 
growers have become prime targets for SL recruitment. Many 
growers in the Upper Huallaga Valley are recent immigrants from 
the highland areas where SL has established certain roots. 
Unfamiliar with the traditional society or ecology of their new 
home, they frequently feel homesick and alienated. These 
immigrants speak the same language (Quechua) as do SL's 
terrorist recruiters and have similar cultural backgrounds. 
Many see coca eradication efforts as a threat to their 
survival. When recruiters announce that they have come to 
protect the livelihood of growers against government 
interference, they find ready listeners. Paradoxically, the 
growing success of U.S. funded eradication efforts may be 
making the remaining growers more desperate and more 
susceptibloe to the blandishments of ter~orist recruiters. 

Similar terrorist-grower interaction may also be occurring 
\n other coca-growing areas. For example, recent 
demonstrations by licensed coca-growers in the Cuzco area, 
protesting low prices paid by the GOA coca monopoly ENACO, 
showed signs of political sophistication unexpected among 
frequently illiterate growers. The way this protest unfolded 
suggested that terrorist recruiters may well be playing on 
fears of coca growers in that area to gain recruits. 

It should be clearly understood that a considerable amount 
of the violence in the Upper Huallaga Valley is criminally 
motivated and without ideological connotations. Repeated 
threats to and attacks on coca eradication workers and bombings 
of narcotics program headquarters have not been accompanied by 
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standard terr6rist propaganda. In addition to the incidents 
previously cited, such as the attack on the cacao plant. the 
April 1984 murder of the mayor of the Upper Huallaga town of 
Tingo Maria also lacked political connotations. In July 1984, 
two men arrested while attacking eradication workers with 
dynamite and guns proved to be thugs hired by coca growers 
whose fields were scheduled to be cleared the following day. 

The Peruvian government has moved in recent months to meet 
the serious problems posed by terrorist and narcotics 
activities in the Upper Huallga region. In the May-July 1984 
period, two major operations by trained commandos and local 
police supported by Air Force helicopters, directed against the 
twin threats, resulted in destruction of 28 clandestine 
airstrips and the confiscation of 304 kilos of coca paste and 
2,167 kilos of coca leaf, and in the capture of some 200 
alleged terrorists, the destruction of three SL training and 
indoctrination centers, and the confiscation of large amounts 
of arms and subversive literature. However, the numbers and 
logistics of the UMOPAR narcotics police were inadequate to 
cover the enormous amount of territory involved and to deal 
adequately with the magnitude of the parallel and overlapping 
terrorist and narcotics challenges. After the slaying of the 
coca control workers in November, the military returned to the 
region, acting under a state of seige declaration and under 
orders that the Armed Forces assume responsibility for the 
anti-terrorist effort, and again began suppressing terrorist 
activity. Coca control activities were suspended during this 
period, resuming February 3 with both crop eradication and 
enforcement activities. 

The Government has announced that the military and 
narcotics police will work closely in allied efforts. 

SOUTHERN EUROPE AND THE MIDDLE EAST 

Bulgaria 

Drug dealers, many of them Turkish nationalS, operate out 
of semi-permanent bases in Bulgaria. It was the activities of 
some of the more flagrant of these drug dealers in Bulgaria 
that first brought the Bulgarian connection to public view. 
These international drug dealers, who used Bulgaria as a safe 
base for running operations elsewhere, resided openly in Sofia 
for long periods of time, maintaining flamboyant and 
free-spending lifestyles of which the Bulgarian Government 
certainly was aware. 

In testimony given in August of last year, U.S.Government 
agencies cited evidence that Bulgarian authorities tolerate 
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these drug dealers. The Drug Enforcement Agency has provided 
Bulgaria with the names of known narcotics traffickers 
operating inside that country on several occasions, most 
recently at a meeting between representatives of the DEA and 
Bulgarian officials in February, 1985. The Department of 
state, both in Washington and Sofia, has pursued this issue 
vigorously with Bulgarian authorities and established a 
dialogue with Bulgarian officials directly responsible for 
narcotics matters. 

Although some progress has been made in eliciting 
Bulgarian responses to our formal investigative r.equests, much 
remains to be done to establish fully satisfactory bilateral 
cooperation. In the circumstances, it would be premature to 
consider re-establishing formal bilateral customs cooperation, 
a subject the Administration has refused to pursue given 
substantial evidence of Bulgarian complicity in illicit 
trafficking in narcotics. 

There has been extensive pUblicity during the past year 
about reports received since 1970 about narcotics trafficking 
in and through Bulgaria, facilitated by Kintex, a Bulgarian 
state trading organization. These reports from knowledgable 
sources implicated top-ranking members of the Bulgarian 
Security Service or eX-Ministers comprising the Kintex 
directorate. Possibly as a result of this publicity, reports 
during the past year suggest that many of these activities have 
been cdrtailed. It cannot be substantiated, however, that all 
such activity has ceased, or that the Bulgarians have not 
transferred it to other institutions. The Bulgarian Government 
has been made fully aware that any activities of its trading 
companies in the illicit drug trade will be carefully monitored 
and brought to its immediate attentio'n. 

The Department of State views the charges made about 
Bulgarian activities very seriously. Drug smuggling, illegal 
arms shipments, and terrorism -- which have been linked in many 
reports -- are activities in which no responsible government 
should be engaged. The problem of Bulgarian involvement in 
international narcotics smuggling directly affects Western 
European nations. In cooperation with those U.S. agencies with 
primary responsibility for narcotics investigations, and with 
other governments, we will continue to seek the Bulgarian 
Government's genuine cooperation in the elimination of drug 
trafficking in the interests of all countries. 

Turkey 

Until the early 1970s, Turkey was the major source of 
illicit opium for most of the heroin destined for the U.S. 

/ 
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market. The opium, which was diverted from licit cultivation, 
was grown mainly in the western part of the country, free from 
insurgent ac~ivity. Some Turkish officials pointed to a drugl 
terrorist link in the late 1960s and early 1970s, in that 
smugglers often purchased weapons with drug profits and then 
sold the guns to black market sources; these in turn sold arms 
to Turkish terrorists. The drug trade in Turkey, however, was 
severely disrupted when Ankara banned all opium cUltivation. 
from 1972 to 1974 and arrested a large number of traffickers. 
These arrests were in conjunction with a French crackdown in 
the Marseille area on the Corsican gangs which refined the 
heroin made from Turkish opium. 

Many Turkish traffickers were eager to resume their 
narcotics activities after being released from prison but 
lacked an opium source and ready access to heroin refining 
facilities and the U.S. market. Over the next few years, the 
Turkish traffickers developed opium supply sources in Southwest 
Asia and set up heroin laboratories in remote southeastern 
Turkey, and concentrate on supplying Western Europe. 

Lebanon/Syria 

Lebanon remains a primary source of hashish in the Middle 
East, and there are reports that heroin as well as hashiSA is 
being trafficked by Lebanese and Syrian nationals, including 
reports of heroin trafficking through areas of Lebanon 
controlled by Syrian military units. The continuing civil 
strife in Lebanon since 1975 has further reduced central 
government authority in the drug-producing Bekka Valley, 
stimulating both cannabis production and heroin trafficking. 
Various Lebanese factions have reportedly obtained financing 
from the drug trade. However, given the situation there, it 
has not been possible to estimate the extent of this trade. 

SOUTHEAST ASIA 

Burma/Thailand 

The relationship between insurgency and narcotics 
trafficking is particularly close in Burma where most of the 
principal insurgent groups rely on heroin smuggling to finance 
their activities. These groups control or influence the main 
areas of opium production in northeastern Burma where the 
difficult terrain and a shortgage of modern military equipment 
have prevented the Burmese government from establishing its 
authority. The insurgents range from ideological 
revolutionaries like the Burmese Communist party (BCP) to 
ethnic separatists like the Kachin Independence Organization 
(KIO), and profit-oriented "opium warlords" such as the 
so-called Shan United Army (SUA). 

\ 
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Whatever their professed objectives, these three groups 
are heavily involved in the production, transport or sale of 
heroin (othe~ groups tax the trade in their areas, such as the 
Karens, but are not involved in producing or transporting 
heroin). The BCP controls areas producing the bulk of the 
Burmese opium crop from which it receives a substantial share 
in the form of taxes or forced deliveries levied on farmers. 
It has also recently begun to establish refineries to convert 
opium into heroin, and to engage in direct sales of refined 
opiates to middlemen. The SUA dominates the shipment of opium 
to the Thai-Burma border area where SUA controlled and 
independent refineries process most of the heroin produced in 
Burma. Competition from among these and other groups ror 
dominance of the lucrative narcotics trade generates frequent 
armed conflict as well as shifting alliances of convenience 
which keep intra-insurgent relations in a constant state of 
flux. 

For many years, the Burmese government has been waging a 
determined struggle to suppress narcotics trafficking in its 
territory, at heavy cost in material resources and in the lives 
of its soldiers. Despite very real achievements through annual 
campaigns to destroy crops in the field, to interdict shipments 
and destroy refineries, and frequent operations against 
traffickers' armies, decisive results are unlikely until the 
government possesses the means to establish effective control 
over the areas currently under insurgent influence. 

The link between insurgency and narcotics is much weaker' 
in Thailand. Until 1982, Burmese groups such as the SUA 
operated in Thai territory with relative impunity. However, in 
January 1982, the government of Prime Minister Prem drove the 
SUA from their headquarters in northern Thailand, and initiated 
an ongoing series of military operations which have severely 
disrupted the activities of the SUA, the Chinese Irregular 
Forces, and other Burmese traffickers on the Thai side of.the 
border. The only indigenous Thai insurgent group of any 
consequence, the Communist Party of Thailand (CPT) is 
reportedly ready to engage in narcotics trafficking but, by the 
end of 1982, had been largely neutralized by Thai security 
forces. 

End 
0904F 
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Senator DENTON. Thank you, Mr. Taylor. 
Mr. Westrate. 

srrATEMENT OF DAVIn L. WESTRATE, DEPUTY ASSIS'l'AN'r AD
MINISTRATOR, DRUG ENF'ORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION, DE
P ARTMEN'r OF JUSTICE 

Mr. WESTRATE. Thank you. 
If I might, I also would like to read a brief opening statement. 
I, too, am pleased to appear before this joint hearing to present 

hearing--
Senator DEN'fON. Would you pull the microphone a little closer 

to you, please, sir. 
Mr. WESTRATE. Surely. 
I am pleased to appear before you to present testimony on the 

relationship between terrorism and drug trafficking. rfhe terrorist! 
insurgent link to drug trafficking and the increasing use of terror
ist tactics by drug trafficking organizations are matters of serious 
concern to the Drug Enforcement Administration. 

The mission of the Drug Enforcement Administration is to 
combat international drug trafficking and reduce the availability of 
illegal drugs in the United States. 

Terrorism is not the primary focus of DEA operations. However, 
we are acutely aware of the threat terrorism poses to the United 
States, and we aggressively pursue drug-related terrorist informa
tion. 

Senator TRIBLE. Mr. Wesb'ate, you are going to simply have to 
talk closer into the microphone. 

Mr. WESTRATE. Yes, sir. 
As we have testified on previous occasions-
Senator TRIBLE. That is much better. Thank you. 
Mr. WESTRATE [continuing]. Various terrorist and insurgent 

groups are either directly or indirectly involved in drug trafficking. 
Beginning in the 1970's, many of these groups began to generate 
funds through drug-related activities. This trend is especially prev
alent in drug source countries. 

To the best of our knowledge, however, no U.S.-based terrorist 
groups are involved in drug trafficking. 

To put this drug-related terrorism and violence problem into per
spective, I would first like to highlight examples of terrorist insur
gent organizations in various regions that we know are involved in 
drug-related activities. 

I will then discuss a situation of heightened concern to DEA, 
that is, the issue of increasing use of terroristic tactics by drug traf
ficking organizations to achieve their own limited political goals. 

It has become apparent to DEA that, as we become more success
ful in combating the drug trade, the level of violence and the 
threats of violence have increased. Moreover, both the terrorists 
and the traffickers have immeasurably increased the level of anar
chy and lethalness through the acquisition of automatic weapons, 
such as Uzis and other high-firepower armaments. Not only does 
this endanger DEA and other U.S. employees in these countries, it 
also contributes to the destabilization of lawful governments. 
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Our most revealing examples, based on DEA investigativ'a activi
ties, of terrorist/insurgent involvement in drug trafficking are in 
drug source countries, such as Colombia, in Latin America, and 
Burma in the Golden Triangle. 

Within the last 10 years, DEA has received information on the 
involvement of several Colombia terrorist insurgent groups in the 
drug trade. The two groups most predominantly involved in the 
drug trafficking are the Revolutionary Armed Forces of Colombia, 
commonly referred to as the FARC, and the terrorist group Nine
teenth of April Movement, or the M-19. 

The FARC is the armed wing of the Colombian Communist Party 
and is the oldest, largest, best armed, and best disciplined insur
gent group in Colombia. The FARC operates through approximate
ly 25 fronts. Almost half of these fronts are based in coca- and can
nabis-growing areas. The F ARC cultivates some coca, but derives 
more profit by collecting protection money from drug growers and 
traffickers. 

The traffickers will also sometimes furnish arms and ammuni
tion. 

In return, FARC units protect drug growing and trafficking 
areas, such as airfields, and provide a warning network for the 
traffickers. 

Whenever drug traffickers and F ARC units operate in the same 
area, it is likely that a cooperative agreement has been reached be
tween the two groups. 

DEA also has received various reports of the M-19 extorting 
money from drug growers and drug traffickers, along with cultivat
ing drugs. 

In DEA's most significant investigation of the arms/drug connec
tion, the M-19 was identified as a recipient of arms from Cuba via 
the smuggling network of Colombian drug trafficker Jaime Guillot
Lara. 

During the last 3 years, Peru has been plagued by violence from 
members of the Maoist-oriented group, Sendero Luminoso, or the 
Shining Path. Although DEA currently has no evidence to prove 
Sendero Luminoso is directly involved in the drug trade, it does 
appear to be using the drug issue as a critical factor in the formu
lation of its tactics. 

Since many of the Indian peasants make their living from coca 
cultivation, the Sendero Luminoso has presented the anticoca issue 
as an example of the central government attempting to take away 
the livelihood of the Indian population. This creates a climate that 
may have encouraged attacks on several anticoca projects durhlg 
1984. 

Halfway around the world, in Burma, the Burmese Communist 
Party, or the BCP, has been trying to exert control over the Shan 
State since Burma gained independence from the British in 1948. 
For years, the BCP was involved in the narcotics trade to some 
degree, such as taxing poppy-growing farmers. The BCP drug activ
ity expanded greatly in the late 1970's. The BCP now produces 
heroin in its own refmeries. 

In the 1960's and 1970's, the Shan United Army, or the SUA, 
was an insurgent group, fighting for the independence of the Shan 
State. The SUA used profits from the heroin trade to finance its 
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insurgency. The SUA is now primarily engaged in the drug trade 
for profit. It is the clearest example of an insurgent group that has 
become corrupted by drug profits and has lost its political zeal. 

There is another issue I would like to discuss today which is re
lated to terrorism, which I mentioned earlier: the increasing use of 
terrorist tactics by drug traffickers to attair~ limited political objec
tives. 

Certain drug traffickers have adopted terrorist tactics to fight 
antidrug efforts. While these traffickers are not thought of as ter
rorists, by definition, their use of threats, violence, assassination, 
and kidnapping to dissuade a government from a strong drug-en
forcement policy can certainly be characterized as terroristic. 

These intensified, violent acts constitute attempts by drug traf
fickers to intimidate sovereign governments into weakening or 
abandoning their drug-control policies that have resulted in recent 
successes against international drug organizations. The intended 
aim of these threats is to alter the enforcement environment of our 
law-enforcement presence overseas and render us incapable of per
forming our foreign mission. 

Since DEA has a significant presence in foreign countries, we are 
concerned that drug traffickers are increasingly resorting to vio
lence to achieve their aims. 

The use of these terrorist tactics is most evident in Colombia, 
where, just over 1 year ago, Colombian Minister of Justice Rodrigo 
Lara-Bonilla was assassinated in a Bogota street. Colombian traf
fickers have made many threats against the Government of Colom
bia, the U.S. presence in Colombia, and the Drug Enforcement Ad
ministration specifically. 

Many of these threats have come from a major Colombian-co
caine violator, Carlos Lehder. 

In a January 1985 radio interview, Lehder stated that if the ex
tradition of Colombians was not stopped, he would have 500 Ameri
cans killed. 

Lehder also said that he had established contacts with the M-1!:l. 
In a January 1985 interview shown on Spanish television, Lehder 

stated that cocaine is the atomic bomb for the revolution of Latin 
America to use against U.S. imperialism. 

Traffickers, however, did not hesitate to follow up these threats 
with violence. In November 1984, a car bomb exploded outside the 
fence of the U.S. Embassy in Bogota, killing one Colombian 
woman. 

In January 1985, a bomb exploded at the Meyer Institute, a lan
guage school in Bogota, owned by a U.s. citizen. Three Colombians 
were injured. These bombings are believed to be the work of drug 
traffickers. 

DEA has recently received information from a number of sources 
that Colombian traffickers may attempt to attack DEA personnel 
and facilities in the United States. 

In late April, an influential Colombian judge involved in the 
antidrug fight was gunned down. He was th0 eighth judge mur
dered this year. Significantly, Colombian judges do not just hear 
evidence. They are the primary investigators. Therefore, the assas
sination of a judge is a clear attempt to intimidate the legal 
system. 
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Nearly 24 judges have been murdered in the past 2 years. 
Elsewhere in Latin America, in November 1984, DEA became 

aware of a plot by drug traffickers to assassinate the U.S. Ambas
sador to Bolivia. The traffickers were angered by the Ambassador's 
leadership role in drug suppression in Bolivia and Per~. Drug vio
lators in Bolivia pose a threat to the stability of that government. 

In Mexico, DEA special agent Enrique Camarena and a Mexican 
pilot were kidnapped and brutally murdered in an attempt to in
timidate DEA into weakening our enforcement pressure there. 
These tactics did not work, but, rather, strengthened our resolve. 

These terroristic tactics are not limited to Latin America. In 
Sicily, a number of prominent police, judicial, and other govern
ment officials investigating drug trafficking and traditional orga
nized crime have been assassinated. 

In Southeast Asia, DEA has recently received several threats 
against our personnel in Thailand. 

The violent methods and planned effects of intimidation and fear 
used by drug traffickers are the same as those practiced by terror
ists and are just as serious a threat to U.S. interests worldwide. 

In summary, DEA believes that the relationship b.etween drug 
trafficking and terrorism is expanding. While terrori~ts or insur
gent groups are not a threat to established drug smuggling organi
zations and their operations, it is important to note that terrorists 
and insurgent groups do not need to compete with major traffick
ing organizations to obtain significant drug-related profits. 

DEA believes that such subversive groups are beginning to ac
quire such profits which give them the potential to greatly increase 
the frequency and sophistication of their operations. This poses an 
even greater terrorism threat worldwide. 

The emerging trend of using drug traffickers to support political 
aims represents a major change in the historical pattern of drug 
trafficking in which drug traffickers were only interested in prof
its. The expanded use of drug trafficking for political purposes has 
already had an effect on and could have far-reaching implications 
for drug law enforcement worldwide and U.S. foreign policy. 

The rapidly expanding use of terrorist tactics by drug traffickers 
also indicates a significant change in tactics by some drug traffick
ers. In the wake of continued drug control and law enforcement 
success, especially in Latin America, the trafficking organizations 
have been disrupted and the traffIckers are on the defensive. They 
have reacted not only with threats, but with the commission of ter
rorist acts. 

This violence is an attempt by traffickers to intimidate DEA, the 
United States, and foreign governments and force a change in 
drug-control policy and inhibit effective law enforcement action. 

Drug traffIckers, with their vast financial resources and power, 
pose a significant threat to drug law-enforcement efforts. DEA con
siders this to be the most significant issue facing drug law enforce
ment today. 

I thank you and would be pleased to answer any questions that 
you may have. 

[Mr. Westrate's prepared statement follows:] 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF DAVID L. WESTRATE 

I AM PLEASED TO APPEAR BEFORE THIS JOINT HEARING TO PRESENT 

TESTIMONY ON THE RELATIONSHiP BETWEEN TERRORISM AND DRUG 

TRAFFICKING· THE TERRORIST/INSURGENT LINK TO DRUG 

TRAFFICKING AND THE INCREASING USE OF TERRORIST TACTICS BY 

DRUG TRAFFICKING ORGANIZATIONS ARE MATTERS OF SERIOUS 

CONCERN TO THE DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION. 

THE MISSION OF THE DRUG ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION (DEA) IS 

TO COMBAT INTERNATIONAL DRUG TRAFFICKING AND REDUCE THE 

AVAILABILITY OF ILLEGAL DRUGS IN THE UNITED STATES. 

TERRORISM IS NOT THE PRIMARY FOCJS OF riEA OPERATIONS· 

HOWEVER'~~E ARE ACUTELY AWARE OF THE THREAT TERRORISM POSES 

TO THE UNITED STATES AND WE AGGRESSIVELY PURSUE DRUG-RELATED 

TERRORIST INFORMATION· 

As WE HAVE TESTIFIED ON PREVIOUS OCCASIONS, VARIOUS 

TERRORIST AND INSURGENT GROUPS ARE EITHER DIRECTLY OR 

INDIRECTLY INVOLVED IN DRUG TRAFFICKING· BEGINNING IN THE 

1970's, MANY OF THESE GROUPS BEGAN TO GENERATE FUNDS THROUGH 

DRUG-RELATED ACTIVITIES· THIS T'REND IS ESPECIALLY PREVALENT 

IN DRUG-SOURCE COUNTRIES- To THE BEST OF OUR KNOWLEDGE, 

HOWEVER, NO U.S.-BASED TERRORIST GROUPS ARE INVOLVED IN DRUG 

TRAFFICKING· 
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To PUT THIS DRUG-RELATED TERRORISM AND VIOLENCE PROBLEM INTO 

PERSPECTIVE, I WOULD FIRST LIKE TO HIGHLIGHT EXAMPLES OF 

TERRORIST/INSURGENT ORGANIZATIONS IN VARIOUS REGIONS THAT WE 

KNOW ARE INVOLVED IN DRUG-RELATED ACTIVITIES· I WILL THEN 

DISCUSS A SITUATION OF HEIGHTENED CONCERN TO DEA--THE ISSUE 

OF THE INCREASING USE OF TERRORIST TACTICS BY DRUG 

TRAFFICKING ORGANIZATIONS TO ACHIEVE THEIR OWN LIMITED 

POLITICAL GOALS WHETHER IT BE THE RELAXATION OF ENFORCEMENT 

EFFORTS OR THE PREVENTION OF FURTHER EXTRADITIONS· IT HAS 

BECOME APPARENT TO DEA THAT AS WE BECOME MORE SUCCESSFUL IN 

COMBATING THE DRUG TRADE, THE LEVEL OF VIOLENCE AND THREATS 

OF VIOLENCE HAVE INCREASED. MOREOVER, BOTH THE TERRORIST~ 

AND THE TRAFFICKERS HAVE IMMEASURABLY INCREASED THE LEVEL OF 

ANARCHY AND LETHALNESS THROUGH THE ACQUISITION OF AUTOMATIC 

WEAPONS SUCH AS UZIS AND OTHER HIGH FIREPOWER ARMAMENTS· 

NOT ONLY DOES THIS ENDANGER DEA AND OTHER U.S. EMPLOYEES IN 

THESE COUNTRIES, IT ALSO CONTRIBUTES TO THE DESTABILIZATION 

OF LAWFUL GOVERNMENTS· 

OUR MOST REVEALING EXAMPLES, BASED ON DEA INVESTIGATIVE 

ACTIVITIES, OF TERRORIST/INSURGENT INVOLVEMENT IN DRUG 

TRAFFICKING ARE IN THE DRUG-SOURCE COUNTRIES SUCH AS 

COLOMBIA IN LATIN AMERICA AND BURMA IN THE GOLDEN TRIANGLE· 

COLOMBIA IS A MAJOR MARIJUANA PRODUCER AND A REFINEMENT AND 

TRANSSHIPMENT POINT FOR MOST OF THE WORLD'S COCAINE· 

COLOMBIA HAS BEEN VICTIMIZED BY POLITICAL VIOLENCE FOR 
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THE LAST THIRTY YEARS. WITHIN THE LAST TEN YEARS, DEA 

HAS RECEIVED INFORMATION ON THE INVOLVEMENT OF SEVERAL 

COLOMBIAN TERRORIST/INSURGENT GROUPS IN THE DRUG TRADE· 

, .' 

THE TWO GROUPS MOST PROMINENTLY INVOLVED WITH DRUG 

TRAFFICKING ARE THE REVOLUTIONARY ARMED FORCES OF COLOMBIA, 

COMMONLY REFERRED TO AS THE FARe, AND THE TERRORIST GROUP 

19TH OF APRIL MOVEMENT, OR M-19. 

THE FARC IS THE ARMED WING OF THE COLOMBIAN COMMUNIST PARTY 

AND IS THE OLDEST, LARGEST, BEST ARMED AND BEST DISCIPLINED 

INSURGENT GROUP IN COLOMBIA. THE FARC OPERATES THROUGH 

APPROXIMATELY 25 FRONTS· ALMOST HALF OF THESE FRONTS 

ARE BASED IN COCA AND CANNABIS GROWING AREAS. THE FARe 

CULTIVATES SOME COCA BUT DERIVES MORE PROFIT BY COLLECTING 

PROTECTION MONEY FROM DRUG GROWERS AND TRAFFICKERS. THE 

TRAFFICKERS WILL SOMETIMES ALSO FURNISH ARMS AND AMMUNITION· 

IN RETURN, FARC UNITS PROTECT DRUG GROWING AND TRAFFICKING 

AREAS SUCH AS AIRFIELDS, AND PROVIDE A WARNING NETWORK FOR 

THE TRAFFICKERS. 

IN MARCH 1984, COLOMBIAN AUTHORITIES RAIDED A GROUP OF 

COCAINE LABORATORIES KNOWN AS TRANQUILAND}A AND SEIZED TEN 

TONS OF COCAINE AND COCAINE BASE· WHILE LANDING AT THE 
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CLANDESTINE AIRSTRIP, THE AUTHORITIES ENGAGED IN A FIREFIGHT 

WITH APPROXIMATELY 30 PEOPLE IN FATIGUE TYPE UNIFORMS· 

THESE PEOPLE ARE BELIEVED TO BE MEMBERS OF THE FARC. 

FOLLOW-UP OPERATIONS IN THE REMOTE LLANOS AREA OF 

COLOMBIA UNCOVERED A FARe CAMP WITHIN ONE-HALF MILE OF A 

TRAFFICKERS' COCAINE LABORATORY SITE· WHEN~VER DRUG 

TRAFFICKERS AND FARC UNITS OPERATE IN THE SAME AREA, IT IS 

LIKELY THAT A COOPERATIVE AGREEMENT HAS BEEN REACHED BETWEEN 

THE TWO GROUPS· 

DEA HAS RECEIVED VARIOUS REPORTS OF THE M-19 EXTORTING MONEY 

FROM DRUG GROWERS AND TRAFFICKERS, ALONG WITH CULTIVATING 

DRUGS. IN DEA's MOST SIGNIFICAKT INVESTIGATION OF THE 

ARMS-DRUGS CONNECTION, THE M-19 WAS IDENTIFIED AS A 

RECIPIENT OF ARMS FROM CUBA VIA THE SMUGGLING NETWORK OF 

COLOMBIAN DRUG TRAFFICKER JAIME GUILLOT-LARA' GUILLOT HAD 

AN ARRANGEMENT WITH SEVERAL HIGH-LEVEL OFFICIALS OF THE 

CUBAN GOVERNMENT IN WHICH THE· CUBANS PROVIDED A SAFE HAVEN 

FOR GUILLOT's DRUG SMUGGLING VESSELS FROM COLOMBIA DESTINED 

FOR THE UNITED STATES. IN RETURN, GUILLOT AGREED TO PAY THE 

CUBANS FOR THIS FACILITATION· 

GUILLOT ALSO ASSISTED THE CUBANS BY USING HIS SHIPS TO 

SMUGGLE ARMS TO THE M-19 IN COLOMBIA· IN NOVEMBER 1981, ONE 

OF GUILLOT's SHIPS, THE KARINA, OFFLOADED A LARGE QUANTITY 

OF WEAPONS ONTO ANOTHER GUILLOT SHIP, THE MONARCA. SHORTLY 

'------------------~ --- --~ 
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AFTER THIS. THE KARINA WAS SUNK DURING A BATTLE WITH THE 

COLOMBIAN NAVY AND WENT DOWN WITH AN ESTIMATED 100 TONS OF 

WEAPONS ON BOARD. TEN DAYS LATER THE MONARCA WAS SEIZED BY 

COLOMBIAN AUTHORITIES AFTER IT SUCCESSFULLY DELIVERED ITS 

WEAPONS CARGO TO THE M-19. IN NOVEMBER 1982, GUILLOT. FOUR 

HIGH-RANKING CUBAN OFFICIALS AND NINE OTHERS WERE INDICTED 

IN MIAMI FOR VIOLATIONS OF FEDERAL DRUG LAWS. GUILLOT AND 

THE FOUR CUBAN OFFICIALS ARE STILL FUGITIVES· 

Two OTHER COLOMBIAN GROUPS. THE NATIONAL LIBERATION ARMY 

(ELN) AND THE POPULAR LIBERATION ARMY (EPL) HAVE BEEN THE 

SUBJECTS OF REPORTS ASSERTING THAT THEY "TAX" DRUG GROWERS 

AND TRAFF1CKERS IN AREAS OF ELN OR EPL OPERATION· 

DURING THE LAST THREE YEARS PERU HAS BEEN PLAGUED BY 

VIOLENCE FROM MEMBERS OF THE SENDERO LUMINOSO OR SHINING 

PATH. ALTHOU"GH DEA CURRENTLY HAS NO EVIDENCE TO PROVE 

SENDERO lUMINOSO IS DIRECTLY INVOLVED IN THE DRUG TRADE. IT 

DOES APPEAR TO BE USING THE DRUG ISSUE AS A CRITICAL FACTOR 

IN THE FORMULATION OF ITS TACTICS· DURING 1984, SEVERAL 

ANTI-COCA PROJECTS. INCLUDING A U·S'-SUPPORTED CROP 

SUBSTITUTION PROGRAM. WERE ATTACKED BY ARMED MOBS. RESULTING 

IN SERIOUS INJURY AND SEVERAL DEATHS· THESE ATTACKS ARE 

LIKELY THE RESULT OF DRUG TRAFFICKERS INCITING THE LOCAL 

PEASANTS WHO STAND TO LOSE THEIR LIVELIHOOD IF COCA 

PRODUCTION IS HALTED. 

------ ------
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SENDERO LUMINOSO'S IDEOLOGY IS TO CREATE A RURAL-BASED 

REVOLUTION THAT WILL RID THE PREDOMINANTLY INDIAN POPULATION 

OF THE FOREIGN AND ulMPERIALISTICu INFLUENCES OF THE 

UNITED STATES AND OF THE NON-INDIAN GOVERNING CLASSES· MANY 

OF THE INDIAN PEASANTS MAKE THEIR LIVING FROM COCA 

CULTIVATION AND THE SENDERO LUMINOSO HAS PRESENTED THE 

ANTI-COCA ISSUE AS AN EXAMPLE OF THE CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

ATTEMPTING TO TAKE AWAY THE LIVELIHOOD OF THE INDIAN 

POPULATION~ THIS CREATES A CLIMATE THAT MAY BE ENCOURAGING 

THE ATTACKS ON ANTI-COCA PROJECTS· 

HALFWAY AROUND THE WORLD IN BURMA, THE BURMESE COMMUNIST 

PARTY (Bep) HAS BEEN TRYING TO EXERT ITS CONTROL OVER THE 

SHAN STATE SINCE BURMA GAINED INDEPENDENCE FROM THE BRITISH 

IN 1948. THE SHAN STATE IS THE PRIMARY OPIUM POppy 

CULTIVATION AREA IN THE GOLDEN TRIANGLE· FOR YEARS THE BCP 

WAS INVOLVED IN THE NARCOTICS TRADE TO SOME DEGREE, SUCH AS 

TAXING POPPY GROWING FARMERS. Bep DRUG ACTIVITY EXPANDED 

GREATLY IN THE LATE 70's. THE BCP NOW PRODUCES HEROIN IN 

ITS OWN REFINERIES· 

IN THE 1960's AND 70's THE SHAN UNITED ARMY (SUA) WAS AN 

INSURGENT GROUP, FIGHTING FOR THE INDEPENDENCE OF THE SHAN 

STATE. THE SUA USED PROFITS FROM THE HEROIN TRADE TO 

~--------- -----------
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FINANCE ITS INSURGENCY. IT NOW FOCUSES ON OBTAINING PROFITS 

FROM THE PRODUCTION, SMUGGLING, AND SALE OF HEROIN AND 

HEROIN BASE· THE SUA IS NOW PRIMARILY ENGAGED IN THE DRUG 

TRADE FOR PROFIT. IT IS THE CLEAREST EXAMPLE OF AN 

INSURGENT GROUP THAT HAS BEEN CORRUPTED BY DRUG PROFITS AND 

HAS LOST ITS POLITICAL ZEAL· 

ANOTHER HISTORICAL EXAMPLE OF THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN 

TRAFFICKERS AND TERRORISTS INVOLVES NOUBAR SOFOYAN, A 

DOCUMENTED HEROIN AND HASHISH TRAFFICKER CONNECTED WITH THE 

JUSTICE COMMANDOS OF THE ARMENIAN GENOCID~, ONE OF SEVERAL 

ARMENIAN TERRORISTS GROUPS THAT ARE AVOWED ENEMIES OF THE 

GOVERNMENT OF TURKEY. SOFOYAN WAS ARRESTED IN GREECE AND 

SUBSEQUENTLY RELEASED TO LEBANESE AUTHORITIES. HE REMAINS A 

FUGITIVE AS THE SUBJECT OF A 1980 DEA INVESTIGATION AND HIS 

CURRENT WHEREABOUTS ARE UNKNOWN· 

THERE IS ANOTHER Issue I WOULD LIKE TO DISCUSS TODAY WHICH 

IS RELATED TO TERRORISM AND WHICH I MENTIONED EARLIER--THE 

INCREASING USE OF TERRORIST TACTICS BY DRUG TRAFFICKERS TO 

ATTAIN LIMITED POLITICAL OBJECTIVES· THIS NEW. DEVELOPMENT 

POSES A SIGNIFICANT THREAT TO U·S. INTERESTS AND TO THE 

STABILITY OF ELECTED GOVERNMENTS IN DRUG~SOURCE COUNTRIes· 

DRUG LAW ENFORCE~ENT HAS ALWAYS BEEN A HIGH RISK ACTIVITY 
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BUT THIS ESCALATED VIOLENCE GOES FAR BEYOND THE NORMAL 

ANTICIPATED DANGER INVOLVED'IN DRUG INVESTIGATIONS AND 

ARRESTS. 

CERTAIN DRUG TRAFFICKERS HAVE ADOPTED TERRORIST TACTICS TO 

FIGHT ANTI-DRUG EFFORTS· WHILE THESE TRAFFICKERS ARE NOT 

THOUGHT OF AS TERRORISTS BY DE~INITION, THEIR USE OF 

THREATS, VIOLENCE, ASSASSINATION AND KIDNAPPING TO DISSUADE 

A GOVERNMENT FROM A STRONG DRUG LAW ENFORCEMENT POLICY CAN 

CERTAINLY BE CHARACTERIZED AS TERRORISTIC. THESE 

INTENSIFIED VIOLENT ACTS CONSTITUTE ATTEMPTS BY DRUG 

TRAFFICKERS TO INTIMIDATE SOVEREIGN GOVERNMENTS INTO 

WEAKENING OR ABANDONING THEIR DRUG CONTROL POLICIES THAT 

HAVE RESULTED IN RECENT SUCCESSES AGAINST INTERNATIONAL DRUG 

ORGANIZATIONS. THE INTENDED AIM OF THESE THREATS IS TO 

ALTER THE ENFORCEMENT ENVIRONMENT OF OUR LAW ENFORCEMENT 

PRESENCE OVERSEAS AND RENDER US INCAPABLE OF PERFORMING OUR 

FOREIGN MISSION. SINCE DEA HAS A SIGNIFICANT PRESENCE IN 

FOREIGN COUNTRIES, WE ARE CONCERNED THAT DRUG TRAFFICKERS 

ARE INCREASINGLY RESORTING TO VIOLENCE TO ACHIEVE THEIR. 

AIMS. 

THE USE OF THESE TERRORIST TACTICS IS MOST EVIDENT IN 

COLOMBIA WHERE JUST OVER ONE YEAR AGO COLOMBIAN MINISTER OF 

JUSTICE RODRIGO LARA-BONILLA WAS ASSASSINATED ON A BOGOTA 
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STREET. IN AN ATTEMPT TO HALT THE EXTRADITION OF COLOMBIAN 

DRUG TRAFFICKERS TO THE UNITED STATES, COLOMBIAN TRAFFICKERS 

HAVE MADE MANY THREATS AGAINST THE GOVERNMENT OF COLOMBIA, 

THE UNITED STATES PRESENCE IN COLOMBIA, AND THE DRUG 

ENFORCEMENT ADMINISTRATION SPECIFICALLY. MANY OF THESE 

THREATS HAVE COME FROM MAJOR COLOMBIAN COCAINE VIOLATOR 

CARLOS LEHDER· AN OUTSPOKEN OPPONENT OF EXTRADITION, LEHDER 

STATED IN A JANUARY 1985 RADIO INTERVIEW THAT IF THE 

EXTRADITION OF COLOMBIANS WAS NOT STOPPED, HE WOULD HAVE 500 

AMERICANS KILLED· LEHDER SAID HE HAD ESTABLISHED CONTACTS 

WITH THE M-19 AS WELL AS ELEMENTS OF THE POLICE AND ARMY TO 

FORM A FORCE OF 500,000 TO DEFEND THE ~ATIONAL SOVEREIGNTY· 

IN A JANUARY 1985 INTERVIEW SHOWN ON SPANISH TELEVISION, 

LEHDER STATED THAT, ALTHOUGH HE WAS NOT INVOLVED IN THE 

ASSASSINATION OF MINISTER LARA, HE COULD"JUSTIFY THE 

KILLING· LEHDER ALSO STATED THAT COCAINE IS THE "ATOMIC 

BOMB" FOR THE REVOLUTION O~ LATIN AMERICA TO USE AGAINST 

U.S. IMPERIALISM· 

TRAFFICKERS HAVE NOT HESITATED TO FOLLOW UP THEIR 

THREATS WITH VIOLENCE· IN NOVEMBER 1984, A CAR BOMB 

EXPLODED OUTSIDE THE FENCE OF THE U.S. EMBASSY IN BOGOTA, 

KILLING ONE COLOMBIAN WOMAN. IN JANUARY 1985, A BOMB 

EXPLODED AT THE MEYER INSTITUTE, A LANGUAGE SCHOOL IN BOGOTA 

OWNED BY A U.S. CITIZEN· THREE COLOMBIANS WERE INJURED· 
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THESE BOMBINGS ARE BELIEVED TO BE THE WORK OF DRUG 

TRAFFICKERS· DEA HAS RECENTLY RECEIVED INFORMATION FROM A 

NUMBER OF SOURCES THAT COLOMBIAN TRAFFICKERS MAY ATTEMPT TO 

ATTACK DEA PERSONNEL AND FACILITIES IN THE UNITED STATES. 

THERE ARE NUMEROUS OTHER EXAMPLES OF DRUG-RELATED VIOLENCE· 

ON MARCH 16, THE SPANISH EMBASSY CHANCERY IN BOGOTA WAS 

FIRED oN BY SIX MEN TRAVELING IN A JEEP· THIS ATTACK WAS 

BELIEVED TO BE IN RETALIATION FOR CONTINUED INCARCERATION IN 

SPAIN OF MAJOR COLOMBIAN COCAINE VIOLATORS WHOM THE UNITED 

STATES IS SEEKING TO EXTRADITE· IN LATE APRIL, AN 

INFLUENTIAL COLOMBIAN JUDGE INVOLVED IN THE ANTI-DRUG FIGHT 

WAS GUNNED DOWN· HE WAS THE EIGHTH JUDGE MURDERED THIS 

YEAR· SIGNIFICANTLY, JUDGES IN COLOMBIA ARE THE PRIMARY 

INVESTIGATING OFFICIALS IN DRUG CASES. THEREFORE , THE 

ASSASSINATION OF A JUDGE IS A CLEAR ATTEMPT TO NOT ONLY 

INTIMIDATE THE JUDICIAL PROCESS BUT TO SUBVENT THE ENTIRE 

LEGAL SYSTEM· NEARLY 24 JUDGES HAVE BEEN MURDERED IN THE 

PAST TWO YEARS. 

ELSEWHERE IN LATIN AMERICA, DEA BECAME AWARE OF A PLOT BY 

DRUG TRAFFICKERS TO ASSASSINATE THE UNITED STATES AMBASSADOR 

TO BOLIVIA LAST NOVEMBER' THE TRAFFICKERS WERE ANGERED BY 

THE AMBASSADOR'S LEADERSHIP ROLE IN DRUG SUPPRESSION IN 

BOLIVIA AND PERU. DRUG VIOLATORS IN BOLIVIA POSE A THREAT 
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TO THE STABILITY OF THAT GOVERNMENT- VIOLATORS HAVE HELPED 

TO ARM CAMPESINOS IN THE PRINCIPAL COCA GROWING REGIONS, AND 

HELPED TO ENCOURAGE RESISTANCE TO CENTRAL GOVERNMENT 

AUTHORITY AND ANTI-DRUG EFFORTS-

VIOLENCE ALsO IS USED TO SHAPE PUBLIC OPINION- FOR EXAMPLE, 

A COLOMBIAN PUBLIC AFFAIRS NETWORK AIRED A SHOW IN JANUARY 

IN WHICH PANELISTS DEBATED EXTRADITION- FIVE OF THE 

PANELIST OPPOSED EXTRAbITION AND ANY ONE EXPRESSED MODERATE 

SUPPORT- THIS LACK OF SUPPORT FOR EXTRADITION IS NOT 

SURPRISING SINCE A LEGAL ADVISOR TO THE JUSTICE MINISTRY WAS 

MURDER AFTER MAKING A PASSIONATE PLEA FOR TREATY ON THE SAME 

TV PROGRAM A YEAR EARLIER-

IN MEXICO, DEA SPECIAL AGENT ENRIQUE CAMARENA AND A MEXICAN 

PILOT WERE KIDNAPPED AND BRUTALLY MURDERED IN AN ATTEMPT TO 

INTIMIDATE DEA INTO WEAKENING OUR ENFORCEMENT PRESSURE 

THERE- THESE TACTICS DID NOT WORK, BUT RATHER STRENGTHENED 

OUR RESOLVE- THREE MAJOR TRAFFICKERS BELIEVED TO BE 

INVOLVED IN THE HEINIOUS CRIME HAVE BEEN ARRESTED-

THESE TERRORIST TACTICS ARE NOT LIMITED TO LATIN AMERICA

IN SICILY, A NUMBER OF PROMINENT POLICE, JUDICIAL AND OTHER 

GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS INVESTIGATING DRUG TRAFFICKING AND 

TRADITIONAL ORGANIZED CRIME HAVE BEEN ASSASSINATED- IN THE 

MOST RECENT ATTACKS, A CAR BOMB IN THE SICILIAN CITY OF 
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TRAPANI WAS TARGETED AGAINST MAGISTRATE CARLO-PALERMO WHO 

RECENTLY OVERSAW AN INVESTIGATION INTO A LARGE DRUGS AND 

ARMS SMUGGLING RING IN TRENTO. THE BOMB INJURED JUDGE 

PALERMO AND FIVE BODYGUARDS· IT KILLED A 30-YEAR-OLD WOMAN 

AND HER TWO SIX-YEAR-OLD TWIN BOYS· ON APRIL 20, A POWERFUL 

BOMB DESTROYED THE SUMMER HOME OF THE CHRISTIAN DEMOCRATIC 

NOMINEE FOR MAYOR OF PALERMO, WHO HAD IDENTIFIED A NUMBER OF 

PROMINENT SICILIAN POLITICIANS AS MEMBERS OF SICILIAN 

ORGANIZED CRIME· IN SOUTHEAST ASIA, DEA HAS RECENTLY 

RECEIVED seVERAL THREATS AGAINST PERSONNEL IN THAILAND. 

WHILE THE ABOVE EVENTS WERE NOT CARRIED OUT BY WHAT WE 

TRADITIONALLY DEFINE AS TERRORIST GROUPS, THE VIOLENT 

METHODS AND PLANNED EFFECTS OF INTIMIDATION AND FEAR ARE THE 

SAME AS THOSE PRACTICED BY TERRORISTS AND ARE JUST AS 

SERIOUS A THREAT TO U.S· INTERESTS WORLDWIDE· 

IN.SUMMARY, DEA BELIEVES THAT THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN DRUG 

TRAFFICKING AND TERRORISM IS EXPANDING· WHILE TERRORIST OR 

INSURGENT GROUPS ARE NOT A THREAT TO ESTABLISHED DRUG 

SMUGGLING ORGANIZATIONS AND THEIR OPERATIONS, IT IS 

IMPORTANT TO NOTE THAT TERRORIST AND INSURGEr T GROUPS DO NOT 

NEED TO COMPETE WITH THE MAJOR TRAFFICKING ORGANIZATIONS TO 

OBTAIN SIGNIFICANT DRUG-RELATED PROFITS. DEA BELIEVES THAT 
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SUBVERSIVE GROUPS ARE BEGINNING TO ACQUIRE SUCH PROFITS 

WHICH GIVES THEM THE POTENTIAL TO GREATLV INCREASE THE 

FREQUENCV AND SOPHISTICATION OF THEIR OPERATIONS· THIS 

POSES AN EVEN GREATER TERRORISM THREAT WORLDWIDE· 

IN THE LAST SEVERAL VEARS DEA HAS RECEIVED DRUG-RELATED 

INFORMATION ON RURAL INSURGENTS, URBAN TERRORISTS, 

LIBERATION MOVEMENTS, ARMS TRAFFICKERS, LEFT AND RIGHT 

WING POLITICAL GROUPS AND HIGH-LEVEL OFFICIALS ACTING ON 

BEHALF OF THEIR GOVERNMENTS· THIS EMERGING TREND OF USING 

DRUG TRAFFICKING TO SUPPORT POLITICAL ENDS REPRESENTS A 

MAJOR CHANGE IN THE HISTORiCAL PATTERN OF DRUG TRAFFICKING 

IN WHICH DR~G TRAFFICKERS WERE ONLY INTERESTED IN PROFITS· 

DURING THE 1980's, POLITICAL ACTIVISTS, SUBVERSIVES AND EVEN 

SOME HIGH-LEVEL GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS HAVE BECOME INVOLVED 

IN DRUG TRAFFICKING TO FINANCE POLITICAL OBJECTIVES· THIS 

EXPANDING USE OF DRUG TRAFFICKING FOR POLITICAL PURPOSES HAS 

AGREADV HAD AN EFFECT ON, AND COULD HAVE FAR-REACHING 

IMPLICATIONS FOR, DRUG LAW ENFORCEMENT WORLDWIDE AND U.S. 
FOREIGN POLICY· 

THE RAPIDILY EXPANDED USE OF TERRORIST TACTICS BV DRUG 

TRAFFICKERS ALSO INDICATES A SIGNIFICANT CHANGE IN TACTICS 

BY SOME DRUG TRAFFICKERS· PREVIOUSLY, TRAFFICKERS VIEWED 

LAW ENFORCEMENT SUCCESSES AS PART OF THE COST OF DOING 

BUSINESS AND DID NOT REACT VIOLENTLY TO AVOID PROVOKING 
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GOVERNMENTS INTO MORE SERIOUS ACTION· Now, IN THE WAKE OF 

CONTINUED DRUG CONTROL AND LAW ENFORCEMENT SUCCESS, 

ESPECIALLY IN LATIN AMERICA, THE TRAFFICKING ORGANIZATIONS 

HAVE BEEN DISRUPTED AND THE TRAFFICKERS ARE ON THE 

DEFENSIVE' THEY HAVE REACTED NOT ONLY WITH THREATS BUT WITH 

THE COMMISSION OF TERORIST ACTS- THIS VIOLENCE IS AN 

ATTEMPT BY TRAFFICKERS TO INTIMIDATE DEA, THE UNITED STATES, 

AND FOREIGN GOVERNMENTS AND FORCE A CHANGE IN DRUG CONTROL 

POLICY AND I~HIBIT EFFECTIVE LAW ENFORCEMENT ACTION. DRUG 

TRAFFICKERS, WITH THEIR VAST FINANCIAL RESOURCES AND POWER, 

POSE A SIGNIFICANT THREAT TO DRUG LAW ENFORCEMENT EFFORTS· 

DEA CONSIDERS THIS TO BE THE MOST SIGNIFICANT ISSUE FACING 

DRUG LAW ENFORCEMENT TODAY. 

I WOULD BE PLEASED TO ANSWER ANY QUESTIONS THE COMMITTEES 

MAY HAVE· 
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Senator DENTON. Senator Trible, I would defer to you, if you 
wish. 

Senator TRIBLE. No; you go ahead. 
Senator DENTON. Well, that is certainly a comprehensive exposi

tion of the relationship between terrorism and drug traffic. It am
plifies that which we heard yesterday. 

Mr. Taylor, many countries to which we provide aid still produce 
hundreds, even thousands, of tons of drugs, most of which head for 
our shores. Bolivia last year grew enough coca leaf for 98 tons of 
cocaine, and has no eradication program. That country still gets 
$56 million in U.s. aid. The question arises as to their govern
ment's earnestness against the drug-producing program and expor
tation program. Jamaica produced 2,500 tons of marijuana, much 
of which they tried to bring here. They have no eradication pro
gram, yet they get $134 million in U.S. aid. There are others, too. 

I have seen cases made on some television programs where they 
say Jamaica is a poor country so it ought to be permitted to do 
that. That is not a widely held opinion. That is one point of view. 

Are the laws requiring cutoff of aid for drug producing countries 
being applied? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Senator Denton, you have raised a very complex 
and very important question. It ip one that we have dealt with in 
several hearings already this year and one on which Secretary 
Shultz has spoken, and also Assistant Secretary Jon Thomas. We 
take very seriously the lltws of the United States, and we are espe
cially cognizant of this law, long favored by Congress, which says 
that when we find evidence that governments are not taking ade
quate measures to control production of narcotics, or trafficking, 
then we should consider the suspension of both bilateral and multi
lateral aid. 

I will quote both Secretary Shultz and Assistant Secretary 
Thomas in saying-and this is very much in regard to the two 
countries you mentioned, Bolivia and Jamaica-that we do not be
lieve a suspension of aid at this time would achieve the results that 
we want. We do not believe that by suspending aid we would actu
ally have more narcotics eradicated and more seizures. 

If I could dwell for a second on Bolivia, I just received in the 
cable traffic this morning a new listing of the Bolivian Cabinet. If 
my memory serves me correctly, this is the fifth or sixth Cabinet in 
a little over 2 years. It is a government with an inflation rate run
ning over 4,000 percent. It does not have what anyone can recog
nize as a national budget. It has what Senator Hawkins has some
times called the lack of a government. 

We recognize its frailties. 
At the same time, we would say that twice in the last year, the 

enforcement groups that Congress has appropriated funds to sup
port have moved in to the coca-growing areas. At the present time, 
there is a security established there which enables us to continue 
our plans for the eradication. In a major review we had this past 
week, we emphasized again with our Embassy, as they already be
lieve, the importance of starting that eradication before the present 
government finishes its term of office in August. Otherwise, we will 
face what happens in most governments, a period of inactivity 
while a government finds its new paths. 
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We are frustrated by Bolivia, just as you are. But we have seen 
in the last months some rather sizable seizures, over 1 ton of co
caine in one seizure alone. They have taken some actions against a 
major trafficker, Robert Suarez, and his facilities. So there is a 
mixed picture. It is not totally negative. 

Moving on to Jamaica, as you know better than I, Jamaica repre
sents a substantial foreign policy interest to our government in 
that we have not only a democratically elected government, but 
one that is very compatible with our own world views. We have 
done our best to support that government through a variety of pro
grams. 

Narcotics has not been ignored. It has been discussed at the Pres
idential level, with Assistant Secretaries and their subordinates. 
We are pleased that in the period of December to January, we 
signed three programs with the Government of Jamaica which are 
resulting in an enhancement of both crop control and drug enforce
ment programs. 

We were very frustrated that it took that long to reach these 
agreements. But we do not believe that now is the time to exercise 
sanctions against the Government of Jamaica when it is now initi
ating the kinds of control progqlms that are in both our interests. 

Thank you. 
Senator DENTON. Would you address the situation in Mexico, 

where we had the appalling incident. Give fair deference to the 
fact that they have lost hundreds, if not thousands, of their own 
enforcement personnel trying to do something about that drug 
problem. What is your State Department outlook toward that coun
try. 

Mr. TAYLOR. We are trying to turn a tragedy into an opportunity. 
I think the Mexican Government shares that attitude. 

The Enrique Camarena case has opened up a lot of opportunities 
to take a look at Mexico's drug enforcement programs. The govern
ment of President de la Madrid is pursuing vigorously a complete 
look at its narcotics program. Ambassador Gavin and our missirm 
there are well coordinated in working with the de la Madrid gov
ernment and the agencies involved in the drug program. 

As I mentioned in my testimony, there has already occurred and 
very much with DEA's assistance, the arrest of three major drug 
trafficker kingpins. 

We are looking for ways not just to improve the Mexican per
formance against major traffickers, which has been rather dismal 
in the last years, but to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of 
the drug control programs to eradicate cannabis and opium poppy. 

As you know, our taxpayers have spent some $120 to $130 mil
lion and the Mexican Government much more, since the mid 
1970's, in an aerial eradication program against cannabis and 
opium poppy. 'I'hese programs have a way in every country of 
achieving a given level of acceptable efficiency and then if not well 
tended, they become less effective and affected by corruption. Then 
people need to reopen all issues concerning the programs and try 
to reintroduce rigor. 

We are doing that now. 
Thank you. 

50-759 0 - 86 - 6 
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Senator DENTON. We have many very firm suggestions about rel
atively simple solutions. I do not share the belief that simple solu
tions can be found. But I think we should continue to develop an 
estimate of the situation, aimed to our interests, the objectives and 
policies that we should pursue, and I hope we do this as a nation. 

Mr. Westrate, recently there have been simplistic solutions of
fered that what we need is a massive military infusion into the sur
veillance of drug traffic not only in, say, the Gulf of Mexico, or the 
Caribbean, but also in the Mediterranean and so on. That simplis
tic approach has been recommended strongly, as recently as last 
night on a nationally broadcast television program. 

Do you know what the DEA's reaction to that would be? 
Mr. WESTRATE. Yes; Senator Denton. 
Setting aside for a moment the issue of the degradation of' the 

military readiness issue by diverting resources, which is a judg
ment someone else would have to more appropriately comment on, 
more interdiction resources are certainly helpful. I think what we 
have to keep in mind here, though, is the rapid ability of traffick
ing organizations to change tactics, to change smuggling routes, 
smuggling methods, looking at such things as the increase in do
mestic cultivation of marijuana as a replacement for the loss of for
eign production, particularly as eradication programs take effect in 
foreign source countries. 

So we cannot put all our eggs in one basket, so to speak, and 
think that if we put massive interdiction forces into place that we 
are going to solve the problem. The solutions we must continue to 
focus most of our energies on, while still building our capability in 
the other areas, is crop reduction overseas and domestically, wher
ever the production is, and, second, demand reduction. 

Our law enforcement efforts, including interdiction, must be fo
cused on removing as much as we can from the traffic and utilizing 
those opportunities to identify major trafficking organizations for 
arrest and prosecution. 

So, while yes, more interdiction would certainly be helpful, it 
would be helpful until the traffickers will shift, and we will have to 
readjust again our resources in terms of combatting them. 

Obviously, the history of the past 5 to 10 years of smuggling 
through the Caribbean and across our southern borders would cer
tainly indicate that our interdiction capability could stand enhanc
ing. 

Senator DENTON. My 10 minutes are up. 
Cochairman Trible, are there any questions? 
Senator TRIBLE. Let me ask just a few questions and then yield to 

my colleagues on the committee. 
Mr. Taylor, in your statement, you made reference to the annual 

United Nations International Narcotics Control Board report, 
which stated that "the very security of some states is threatened." 

You indicated that this is a correct statement. What states are 
we talking about there? 

Mr. TAYLOR. We considered it courageous of the United Nations 
to go that far. They did not list the states in their report. So I 
would have to speCUlate as to what states those are. 



159 

Senator TRIBLE. Well, let's give you an opportunity to speak and 
be courageous, Mr. Taylor. What states would you identify under 
that rubric? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I think the states which would come to our minds 
would certainly be countries like Bolivia. Peru is not seriously 
threatened at the present moment, but insurgency and narcotics
related opposition is very much an emerging threat to the demo
cratic fabric there. Until 1984, I would have put Colombia in that 
situation. But I think the killing of the justice minister escalated 
that government's response and they are now waging a very strong 
counter attack. Jamaica is a country where the drug trade is so 
pervasive that there has been a reluctance by any government in 
that country to take on the drug trade in full measure. So I would 
include Jamaica as a country where drugs can threaten the stabili
ty of the government .. 

I think that would be my list. 
Senator TRIBLE. Thank you, Mr. Taylor. 
Let me ask you one other question, if I may. 
There have been communications between our government and 

the Government of Bulgaria at various levels in which we have 
identified known narcotics traffIckers operating inside that coun
try. I would like to know what progress, if any, has been shown in 
meeting those problems, and how we are going about monitoring 
the activities of the Bulgarian Government. 

Mr. TAYLOR. I will attempt to reply to that. 
Senator TRIBLE. Either of you may respond. 
Mr. TAYLOR. This is a diplomatic and a law enforcement ques

tion. I think, very appropriately, you have identified the problem. 
There is one aspect, and that is the drugs moving from the 

Middle East, across the Balkans, to Europe and the United States, 
and we believe that the Bulgarians have improved their effective
ness because they have made some seizures. They are showing 
some sincerity in controlling what crosses their borders. 

But your specific question talked about drug traffickers within 
their borders. This is the major area in which we, and DEA, have 
made efforts, and Ambassador Levitsky is continuing on this. 

We believe that traffickers have conducted operations and made 
deals from Bulgarian soil, and that, at a minimum, Bulgarian Gov
ernment organizations have condoned this activity. 

We have vigorously engaged the Bulgarian Government. We 
have achieved now a direct Drug Enforcement Administration to 
Ministry of Interior contact, and we are discussing ways of regular
izing that kind of exchange. 

So, in sum, I think it is a mixed picture. 
On the internal scene, we still need much more progress. On the 

external aspect-the transiting of Bulgaria of Bulgaria's borders
we have seen some progress. 

Senator TRIBLE. Thank you. 
Mr. Westrate. 
Mr. WESTRATE. Senator Trible, I would say on that issue, of 

course, that our normal intelligence operations are in place and, 
hopefully, would be effective, and that would include the results of 
investigative activities, not only in Bulgaria and other places, but 
sources of information that we develop, and so forth. This, of 
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course, is one of the ways the KINTEX situation was disclosed in 
the first place. 

We have not received any recent information indicating continu
ing activity specifically. We did in January visit with the Bulgarian 
officials in a law enforcement type of meeting. We requested cer
tain information and exchanged information. In April of this year, 
we received a response to those inquiries, and, of course, those re
sponses are a part of ongoing investigations. So I cannot get into 
exactly what they were. 

But I can say that we did receive a response which we consider 
to be a favorable sign. We will continue this dialog and continue to 
try and work toward this law enforcement exchange with the Bul
garians and the DEA personnel in Europe. 

Senator TRIBLE. I have one final question, Mr. Westrate. 
What steps should be taken to strengthen your hand in dealing 

with this problem of drug trafficking? 
Mr. WESTRATE. Well, I would like to comment on the legislation 

that was passed last year, with the revisions of the various crimi
nal statutes. 

That has already proven to be quite effective, and I think any 
legislation that strengthens our hand in that regard is useful. 
Much progress was made with that legislation. 

On the other hand, I think the thing that we need the most, 
aside from questions of resources, is efforts by everyone to increase 
the political 'lv-ill of governments and individuals to do something 
about the drug problem. That can be accomplished if we continue 
to work in that direction, both in the United States and overseas. 

All the resources in the world will not solve this problem so long 
as the world does not collectively decide that it is time to do some
thing about it. 

I perceive in recent years a significant change in attitude, not 
only on the part of legislative bodies and governments, but also on 
the part of the public. This is what we have to pursue very ,aggres
sively if we are going to make major progress and not just the slow 
progress that we are used to through law enforcement efforts and 
diplomacy. ' 

Senator TRIBLE. Thank you, gentlemen. 
Senator Pell. 
Senator PELL. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
I really just ha ve two questions. . 
One is what percentage of the drug trafficking into the United 

States is connected directly with terrorism, as opposed to that 
which is connected just with Mafia and with normal for-profit 
criminal enterprises? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I will make a stab at that. 
One of the problems we discussed earlier in the statements I 

made was the definition of terrorism. 
If we accept the broader definition, which means the use of so

phisticated violence to sustain your narcotics trafficking activities, 
the kind we have seen in Mexico recently, then it would be a large 
amount of the traffic enjoys the benefits of this kind of terrorism. 

But if we used the more traditional or limited definition, which 
means terrorism that has a political agenda, in other words, tied in 
with insurgencies, then I believe that my DEA colleague and I 
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would both say that that is a very small amount in terms of the 
percentage of the drug trade. But then, of course, the profits from 
that small amount go into very harmful activities. So we do not 
want to understate it. 

Senator PELL. I was interested in your definition of terrorism. 
Would you repeat that, please, again. 

Mr. TAYLOR. Well, the traditional view, I think the definition 
that the Congress would have put into our counterterrorism pro
gram is the use of terrorist activities to achieve a political agenda. 

Senator PELL. But wouldn't that apply to our support of the Con
tras in Nicaragua--

Mr. TAYLOR. That definition as we use it would be true of the 
"contras" if they were engaged in narcotics trafficking, but we 
have no evidence of such involvement. 

Senator PELL [continuing]. That they are engaged in terrorist ac
tivities to attain a political agenda? 

Mr. TAYLOR. The cases that have been documented by the court 
actions in Miami against Nicaragua, against Cuba, the Bulgarian 
connection we were just speaking of-those would fit into that tra
ditional definition. 

Senator PELL. Excuse me. To follow that thought up, also, the ac
tivities of the Contras in Nicaragua would fit into that definition, 
too. 

Mr. TAYLOR. To the extent that they are connected with narcot-
ics, yes. 

Senator PELL. For political purposes. 
Mr. TAYLOR. If we are talking about narcoterrorism. 
Senator PELL. Right. 
In the European area, most of the terrorist activities, drug activi

ties, particularly, seem to be connected with leftwing groups. Are 
there any rightwing groups connected with them, too, or not? 

Mr. TAYLOR. The Armenian groups, which are based in the 
Middle East, also operate in Europe. They are considered to be 
rightwing. They have not formed a government for a long time, so 
I think it is hard to judge. 

Some other Turkish groups, there is one called the Grey Wolves, 
and that has been called rightwing. But certainly the ones that 
have had some links with narcotics financing, perhaps, whether it 
is the Red Brigade or something like this would be on the left. 

Senator PELL. Thank you. 
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator TRIBLE. Senator Pressler. 
Senator PRESSLER. I want to pursue that a little bit, the Armeni

an terrorists, for example. 
It is generally assumed in this hearings that there is a link be

tween drugs and terrorism, but many people contend that the Ar
menian terrorists are motivated more on an ideological basis, 
trying to get recognition of a holocaust that allegedly occurred in 
Turkey. Others have said that the Armenian terrorists are fi
nanced by the Soviet Union. This morning, we are told that there 
are links between the Armenian terrorists and drugs. 

What I am trying to get to is this. Are we imagining some of 
these things? Give me some concret@ evidence of the Armenian ter
rorists. By the Armenian terrorists, you mean the people who as-



162 

sassinate the Turkish diplomats, I take it, is that right? Someone 
mentioned the Armenian terrorists in his original testimony here. 

And speak up just a little bit. 
Mr. WESTRATE. There is one specific case involving a Nubar Sa

foyan, who was a member of this group, who was charged in a New 
York heroin case. 

I think we have a spectrum of degrees here when we talk about 
these various groups involved in drug trafficking. We must come 
back to the reason that most of them are in this business, and that 
is for financing. That is the motivation which steps aside from the 
political ideology in most cases, and that is true whether we are 
talking about the F ARC in Colombia or the Burmese Communist 
Party over in Southeast Asia or these other groups. 

To that extent, I do not think we can necessarily say that these 
groups are in the drug trafficking business to be drug traffickers, 
so much as they are in the business for the purpose of generating 
profits, which they then put into their various political agendas. 

Senator PRESSLER. But what is your answer to that question? Are 
we assuming too much to assume that the Armenian terrorists are 
financed by the Soviet Union? Do we mean by the Armenian ter
rorists the people who assassinate the Turkish diplomats? Are we 
assuming too much? I don't know exactly how many, 40 or 50 
Turkish diplomats, have been killed. Would you be suggesting that 
the people who kill them are financed by drug traffic? Is that what 
you are suggesting? 

Mr. WESTRATE. I would say that we do not have a total picture, 
but I would be confident to say that at least that one individual 
has financed his activities through drug trafficking. It is an obvious 
presumption, as committed as he is full time to that activity, that 
that is where the money went. 

I think we can make even a stronger case for various other 
groups, particularly in Latin America. 

Senator PRESSLER. Well, what about the European terrorists, the 
Red Brigades and so forth? Has there really been established a link 
between them and drugs? Or are they financed by drugs? 

Mr. WESTRATE. No. I think with some of the other traditional 
groups, like the Red Brigades and the PLO and some of those 
groups, we find incidental reference occasionally to a person who is 
involved in those causes who is also involved in drug trafficking. 
But the frequency of it is very low and it is very sporadic, and no 
concrete cases of an investigative prosecutorial nature have been 
made. 

Senator PRESSLER. Part of our briefing paper, which is not classi
fied, and which has been a part of your testimony, assumes or 
states that Middle Eastern drug trafficking organizations, dealing 
principally in morphine base, are known to purchase huge quanti
ties of arms through international arms dealers, as well as through 
the Bulgarian trading firm KINTEX, essentially an arm of the Bul
garian Secret Service. Is that a proven fact? 

Mr. WESTRATE. I would say we are very confident about the com
ments about Lebanese traffickers involved in the hashish traffic 
and the heroin traffic in a major way. Yes, that is quite an active 
activity. 
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Senator PRESSLER. Well, in Lebanon it is. But would you address 
this question. Middle Eastern drug trafficking organizations, deal
ing principally in morphine base are known to purchl3.se huge 
quantities of arms through international armS dealers. Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. WESTRATE. Yes, sir. We have received information to that 
effect. 

Senator PRESSLER. As well as through the Bulgarian trading 
firm. . 

Now, what evidence is there of that, and what do they do with 
those arms? 

Mr. WESTRATE. This allegation is based on various informant in
formation received by DEA and is supported, I believe, by other 
U.S. intelligence sources as well. We have informaton from sources 
that have been actively involved with these groups who have re
ported on occasion these groups' involvement in both drug traffick
ing and arms purchases. 

Senator PRESSLER. Between September 1978 and February 1980, 
KINTEX is alleged to have shipped as many as 25,000 Kalashnikov 
assault rifles via the Celenk organization to Kurdish separatists in 
eastern Turkey. Payment was in morphine base. 

Do we know that to be a fact? 
Mr. WESTRATE. Yes, sir. 
Weare confident of that information. 
Senator PRESSLER. Now, what is their motivation in shipping 

those Soviet-built rifles to the Kurdish separatists? 
Mr. WESTRATE. Well, I would have to say, aside from political 

philosophies, that it was a shipment of a needed armament. The 
payment, of course, is in a commodity that happens to be available, 
and often this commodity is available when cash is not. So we see 
the drugs being utilized as the method of payment, or being sold to 
a third party to generate the cash to make the payment for the ar
maments. 

Senator PRESSLER. We are told that the Syrian drug trafficker, 
Henri Arsan, purchased millions of dollars of arms from KINTEX 
in the late 1970's and shipped them to extremists in Turkey. Using 
false documents, he also purchased huge quantities of arms for 
Iran from NATO countries. 

Do we know that for a fact? 
Mr. WESTRATE. Yes, sir. We have received that information. 
Senator PRESSLER. How do we know that? 
Mr. WESTRATE. Again, from source information of various kinds. 
Senator PRESSLER. Have we actually seen pictures of it? Have we 

seen evidence of the arms being there? 
Mr. WESTRATE. Well, I would have to go back and review what 

exact documentation there is of that, but we are certainly confi
dent of the conclusion. 
. Senator PRESSLER. I ask these questions not because I personally 
question them, but if these things are true, it is a staggeringly diffi
cult problem that we face. It is very, very serious. 

I hope we are not making links in some cases to things that are 
going on. It would not be good to make public policy based on as
sumptions or linkages. But you are confident of the facts of these 
things that I have read? 
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Mr. WESTRATE. Yes. 
And I again would like to come back to the point that our confi

dence is even stronger when we view the trafficking aspects of 
these as financial generating tools, as opposed to the trafficking 
itself being a political motive here. Of that we are very confident. 

Senator PRESSLER. Thank you very much. 
Senator DENTON. My cochairman, Senator Trible, says that since 

this is being held in the Foreign Relations Committee hearing 
room, we probably should observe Foreign Relations rules. But I 
will inform my friend and colleague, Senator Biden, who has been 
the former ranking member on the Security and Terrorism Sub
committee and is now the ranking minority member on the Judici
ary Committee and would, by those rules, be recognized next, that 
Senator Dodd has come earlier and has asked in the interest of his 
short time if he could, having sat through a number of questions 
and answers, go next. 

Senator BIDEN. So what! [Laughter.] 
Senator DODD. So you are trying to get me into trouble with Joe? 

[Laughter.] 
Senator BIDEN. Oh, I don't mind. I would love to hear what Sena

tor Dodd has to say. 
Senator DENTON. The Senator from Connecticut. 
Senator DODD. Thank you. I am not going to take very much 

time. 
First of all, let me commend the respective chairmen of these 

committees. We ought to do this a little more often in terms of 
joint committee activities, where there is a common interest in a 
subject. I commend the Senators responsible for bringing this to
gether. 

The central question I guess I have is this. You are addressing 
right now, a series of question from Senator Pressler on a subject 
which interests me. I probably should step back a second and tell 
you that one of my fears in all of this is that we are going to so 
politicize this issue that it is going to be difficult to really focus our 
attention on the overall problem. My concern is that this may be 
occurring. 

This in no way is meant to suggest that we should minimize the 
political implications of drug trafficking, but it seems as though we 
are putting the cart before the horse a bit in dealing with this 
problem. 

You have identified a series of countries where the major prob
lems are in terms of growing, factories, and so forth, at least in this 
hemisphere. , 

Would you' cite for us which are the transit countries? In other 
words, I understand, in addition to where the drugs are grown, pro
duced, or fabricated, there are then transit nations that may be in
volved, which assist in the trafficking operations. They may not be 
the source of them, but we have reliable information which indi
cates their participation, as an integral link in the traffic. 

Which are those countries? 
Mr. WESTRATE. I think two of the clearest examples which have 

been most recently publicized would be the Bahamas, through 
which much cocaine and marijuana is transshipped, and, of course~ 
Mexico. The major situation in Mexico during the first part of this 
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year has been tremendous amounts of cocaine being transshipped 
from South America, through Mexico, into the Southwestern 
United States, in multi-ton quantities. 

We have to think here, particularly in transshipment countries, 
about the problem of corruption and the corrosion from within the 
government, as opposed to an attack upon an established govern
ment from an insurgent group on the outside. Mexico I think is 
probably the best example now, where corruption got to a point, 
based upon money again and payoffs, where the government lost 
control of its ability to attack and interdict this transshipment ac
tivity. 

The Bahamas I think is another fairly clear example. There is 
the Turks and Caicos situation, which, of course, has not been tried 
yet, but, nonetheless, we have two officials from that country. We 
have an official from the Belizean Government arrested here re
cently. These gentlemen were taking payments to protect ship-

. ments of drugs. 
So we clearly see the importance of transshipment countries. 
Again, I would like to highlight the implications of huge 

amounts of money available to corrupt and corrode these govern
ments from within, which is a totally different thing from external 
kinds of insurgent groups and other kinds of terroristic activities. 

Senator DODD. I appreciate your comment on that. 
Senator BIDEN. Excuse me, Senator. I am not sure I understood 

the answer, and I did listen to it. Was your question whether or not 
the governments themselves were corrupt, as a matter of govern
ment policy, or whether there were corrupt officials, as in this Gov
ernment and every other government in the world-there are cor
rupt officials everywhere, more in other countries in fact-and 
whether these corrupt officials were participating? 

Senator DODD. My intention was more of the corrupt official 
rather than official government policy. 

Mr. WESTRATE. Yes, sir; I would not conclude government policy 
at all. The pattern certainly has been government officials become 
corrupted. 

Senator BIDEN. Thank you. 
Senator DODD. In terms of detection of production, I was with 

some of the DEA officials a year or two ago in the Llamos area of 
Colombia. I was out with them for a day, looking at some of their 
activities in interdiction. It was an on-ground, visual kind of thing. 

Do we have any techniques, through infrared or other satellite 
capabilities, which might indicate activity in drug production other 
than the on-ground kind of inspection or investigation? 

Mr. WESTRATE. We utilize all the techniques that are available to 
us in the U.S. Government, and we coordinate that activity very 
closely with the State Department and others. We have left no 
stone unturned in that regard, and, of coutse, some of those things 
we cannot delve into this morning in this forum. But we are utiliz
ing everything that is available to us, both technologically and as 
far as resource ability, to enhance our detection, and, therefore, 
our estimating capabilities, and also to be able to utilize this to 
make eradication campaigns more efficient. 

Senator DODD. Is there any indication that Cuba or Nicaragua 
are involved at this juncture? We know of the accusation and 
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charges that have been brought regarding transit, the Colombian 
situation, the recent photographs of some Nicaraguan officials un
loading or loading drug material? What about in the area of pro
duction itself? Do we have any reliable information that either of 
these two countries are in any way engaged in the production and 
manufacturing, if you will? 

Mr. WESTRATE. We have received reports not so much in the pro
duction of cocaine, not so much in the cultivation, but in the area 
of processing cocaine, laboratory-type activity, but frankly, it is 
very minimal in relation to the total processing that is occurring in 
Colombia, Ecuador, Peru, and Bolivia, and now in the United 
States as well we are seeing more and more cocaine hydrochloride 
laboratories being seized in the United States during the past year. 

So, while there have been reports of that kind of activity, they 
have been relatively infrequent, and most of the activity is in 
terms of transshipment again. 

Senator DODD. Would you bring us up to date on something? 
Back in February there was a report about the single largest cash 
interdiction, if you will, in Texas history. A plane was interdicted 
with some $6 million in cash in relatively small bills, of an individ
ual by the name of Franscisco Guirola, who had in his possession 
at least one, if not two Salvadoran passports and one Costa Rican 
passport. 

I asked in the past to be briefed about that particular fact situa
tion. Can you tell us what has happened in that case and where 
Guirola is today? Has the trial been set for him? What is the origin 
of the $6 million? Where was it headed? 

Mr. WES'rRATE. Well, sir, I can say a few things about it. First of 
all, the case is being handled as a currency exportation matter the 
customs laws by the U.S. Customs Service, and I would defer to 
them on any particular details. 

I can tell you that the seizure itself-I think it was $6.8 million 
in cash-does not appear at this point to be drug related. 

Senator DODD. It does not what? 
Mr. WESTRATE. It does not appear to be a drug-related shipment 

that we can prove. However, the people who are involved in that 
activity are known to the Drug Enforcement Administration. I 
think most of them are pilots. We have looked at it closely and are 
following this case very closely with the Customs Service. 

Senator DODD. Has a trial date been set? 
Mr. WESTRATE. Well, it has probably been set, but it has not oc-

curred yet, to my knowledge. 
Senator DODD. Where is Mr. Guirola today? 
Mr. WESTRATE. I cannot attempt to answer that, sir. 
Senator DODD. Do you know, Mr. Taylor? 
Mr. TAYLOR. I heard that he is detained in the United States, but 

I would also have to confirm that. 
Senator DODD. I would like to get that confirmation, if I could, in 

addition to this information. 
[The information referred to follows:] 
Guirola posted 10 percent of a $2 million bond on April 8, 1985. On May 9, 1985, 

Guirola filed a motion to travel to Guatemala from May 13 to 20 to pick up money 
reportedly owed to him. The Court approved this motion on May 10, 1985. 
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Senator DODD. Mr. Chairman, I will terminate there, and I thank 
you for the opportunity to question. 

Senator TRIBLE. Thank you. 
Senator Denton. 
Senator DENTON. Senator Eiden has been in this long before 

most of us at this table. He has been a bipartisan attacker of the 
problem. And it is with great pleasure and sense of privilege that I 
introduce Senator Biden. 

Senator BIDEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 
Gentlemen, I will be brief. You have been spending--you, mean

ing the two Government agencies with whom you work or for 
whom you work-have been spending a good deal of time over the 
last several years connecting the evidence with the supposition we 
had before that period of time about the connection, at least the 
financial connection between the drug trafficking and terrorist or
ganizations: coffers being filled to purchase weapons, and in some 
cases to destabilize governments and be involved in assassinations, 
et cetera. 

One of the questions that lingers, and it lingers from 7 or 8 years 
ago, involving Bulgaria, is whether or not we have any evidence of 
any country in the world as a matter of government policy either 
initiating and/or in any way augmenting the ability of terrorist or
ganizations to traffic in drugs; not individual, corrupt officials, but 
whether or not there is a government policy in any country that 
we are aware of. 

Mr. WESTRATE. I would respond to that by saying that anyone's 
conclusion has to be based to some extent on circumstantial infor
mation. In fact, A, B, and C would lead you to conclude that there 
must be sanctions over certain activity. 

In the Bulgarian situation, the KINTEX Trading Co. was and 
probably still is closely controlled by the government of that coun
try. The theory would be that this kind of activity, including the 
volume of weapon activity, could not have been ongoing without 
the knowledge, and perhaps it was condoned and allowed to contin
ue without it being a positive policy. 

There are different kinds of policies. We can all make it a policy 
to ignore something and allow something to continue that we know 
exists versus having a meet!ing, for example, and sit down and 
decide we are going to do a certain thing, and I think some of the 
other countries, Nicaragua being another example where traffick
ing activities ongoing are collateral to other activities, and the two 
have a marriage of convenience. . 

Senator BIDEN. I understand that. I am not suggesting that there 
aren't other countries, and I am not looking for taped conversa
tions, but I want to pursue the line of questioning that Senator 
Pressler was pursuing. I think it is important that we on this side 
of the bench understand how much hard data you have, how much 
of it is supposition. 

For example, it would be preposterous for someone to conclude 
that the officials in California were in fact condoning marijuana 
becoming the cash crop, yet an outsider, if they wanted to, could sit 
and say, well, all we know is in the last 10 years marijuana has 
become the leading cash crop in the state of California, ergo there 
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must he something going on, because if there were not, the Govern
ment could stop it. 

I want more than that. I would like to know how much hard 
data you have, whether it is in SIGINT or whether it is in 
COMINT. If you cannot say it in open session, say so, whether or 
not you have any hard data to substantiate that any country any
where in the world as a matter of Government policy is in fact fa
cilitating drug ,trafficking for the purpose of enabling terrorist or
ganizations to do their work. 

If you cannot say so in open session, we can do this in closed ses
sion totnorrow or whenever. 

Mr. WES'l'RATE. I would say this much at this session, that we do 
not have the tape recording, so to speak, but we do have substan
tial source information, and of course when we talk about source 
information, we get into the question of reliability and other things 
which would corroborate the source information that we have. 

I would say in relation to Bulgaria, and Cuba, and Nicaragua we 
have substantial information that would indicate that the govern
ments, at a minimum, condone this activity in our belief. As I say, 
we do not have a tape recording or a videotape of a meeting by 
Government officials deciding to and agreeing to. 

Senator BIDEN. I am not suggesting that. We both have been in 
this business long enough. There are other means by which you get 
evidence. You do not need tape-recorded data. I am not suggesting 
that. I just wanted to know whether or not you in fact have any 
reliable data other than supposition that it is happening, ergo, it 
must be being condoned. 

I suspect it is, by the way. In order for us to get this body and 
this country mobilized to the extent we must, in order to get the 
resources and help that DEA should have and that we have been 
hollering about for 8 years, we are going to have to have more hard 
data. 

Mr. WESTRATE. We have enough, Senator Biden, to come before 
this body and say that we believe circumstantially that that is the 
case. Now, in relation to Cuba, for example, there were many years 
at various hearings, and various congressional inquiries, and so on 
where we were not able to make that statement, although we did 
have bits arid pieces of information, and also source information. 

Senator BIDEN'. Can you produce in classified form these hits and 
pieces of information and substantiate it? It will come as no sur
prise to you that the word of a DEA agent, as honorable as it is, 
saying that they have circumstantial evidence does not necessarily 
carry the same weight as if you can in fact produce for us in classi
fied or any other form the basis of your conclusion, the basis for 
your conclusion. 

Mr. WESTRATE. Well, to the extent we can provide this informa
tion based on other rules and regulations, I would say certainly-

Senator BIDEN. That is all I am asking. And if in fact you came 
out under any rules, you just indicate how, and we will get the In
telligence Committee to ask you again. 

Mr. WESTRATE. It could be produced and someone would have to 
make his own assessment as to whether our circumstantial conclu
sions are accurate. 

Senator BIDEN. That is the whole point. It would be useful. 
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Senator DENTON. Senator Biden, if you would yield, I think I 
could help, because your interest, while relatively constant, did not 
extend to going to Miami. 

Senator BIDEN. I try to stay away from Miami. 
Senator DENTON. Right. I do not blame you. [Laughter.] 
Where it was ascertained that there was sufficient evidence 

against high Cuban officials to indict them, there are men under 
indictment including the following. 

Aldo Santa Maria Quadarro, a vice admiral of the Cuban navy 
and a member of the Cuban Communist Party Central Committee, 
is charged with having supervised the protection and resupplying 
of ships transporting drugs from Colombia to the United States by 
way of Cuba. This involves the terrorists receiving quid pro quo in 
the form of arms or money for arms. 

Rene Rodriguez Cruz, a senior official of the DGI, the Cuban in
telligence service, and a ranking member of the Cuban Communist 
Party Central Committee, it was he who helped organize the Cuban 
boat lift to the United States. 

Fernando Ravelo Renado, a former Cuban Ambassador to Colom
bia, and Gonzalo Baso Suarez, a former minister counsel of the 
Cuban Embassy in the Colombian capital and a member of the 
Cuban Communist Party, they were charged--

Senator BIDEN. With all due respect, Senator, I am aware of all 
of that, and I am not suggesting that it is not true. I am suggesting 
that the witnesses submit for the record for us the basis of their 
concluding that in fact the three governments named are involved. 

I do not doubt you, but I just want to be a good lawyer and make 
sure that it is produced for the record other than just having a 
statement on the record that you have conluded from circumstan
tial evidence that it is the case. 

For example, who was the fellow that was arrested a couple of 
weeks ago in Texas with a bag full of money? 

Senator DODD. Guirola. 
Senator BIDEN. When I made inquiries as to whether or not there 

was any evidence that that money was related to drug trafficking, 
the answer I got back was, no, there is no evidence to indicate that, 
yet circumstantially we usually find that when people are walking 
around Texas with bags full of relatively small bills in large 
amounts, that there is something up. 

Now, I wonder whether you have any more information on that? 
Mr. WESTRATE. We would certainly agree with that. And as I 

mentioned earlier, we were not involved in that investigation heav
ily. As I said, Customs is pursuing this, and maybe they have infor
mation that I am not aware of, but we cannot hook that particular 
bundle of cash money to drug transactions. 

But we do have information that the people involved have been 
involved in drug activities previously, but we cannot say therefore 
that the money is drug-related necessarily-from an investigative 
point of view. 

Senator BIDEN. I understand that. 'rhe reason I mentioned that 
again is to make an analogy. There is sufficient circumstantial evi
dence. You have a bag full of money. 

You have people who have heretofore been involved in or who 
have been known, to use your phrase, to DEA, and circumstantial-
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ly it would lead one to believe, not enough to convict anyone in 
cOLlrt, but circumstantial evidence is such that one would be led to 
believe that there probably were drug-related transactions involved 
to produce that kind of money. 

Is that the same kind of circumstantial evidence you have with 
regard to the Governments of Nicaragua, Cuba, and Bulgaria, or is 
it a different kind of circumstance? I am not asking you to answer 
that now. That is why I want) for the record, the evidence. 

You are rightfully cautioning us here that with regard to the 
recent case in Texas we should not jump to conclusions, yet on the 
same hand you are telling us it is all right to conclude as a matter 
of record that the Governments of Nicaragua, Cuba, and Bulgaria 
are officially condoning the policy of drug trafficking and allowing 
the financing of terrorist organizations. 

I am not suggesting they are not.. They are bastards, those three 
governments. I have no problem with them being put into that cat
egory. I just want to know how much evidence we have. 

Mr. WESTRATE. We would be glad to share that with you in an
other forum. 

Senator BmEN. Good. That is all I want to know. 
One of the organizations which it has always seemed to me 

should be even mQre heavily involved in what I think most of us 
agree is the single worst problem we face internationally, if you 
are going to narrow down one problem, it is drug trafficking and 
all of its ramifications, including link to terrorist organizations, but 
well in addition to the link to terrorist organizations, all by itself, 
old fashioned mafio::;.o drug trafficking is a problem. All by itself, 
entrepreneurial drug trafficking is a problem. 

Now, one of the things I would like to know is, we currently pro
vide 5 percent of the overall budget for Interpol, which includes 
136 member countries. What activities, if any, are under way in 
the area of antiterrorism and international drug trafficking by In
terpol, if either of you could speak to that? 

Mr. WESTRATE. Well, Interpol, of course, is very active, and we 
also aE; DEA are active with Interpol. I cannot speak to their specif
ic terrorism activities, but I know they hold various symposia of 
various types, and they do an awful lot of intelligence collection 
from various countries,. and I am sure terrorism is a big piece of 
that. 

We are closely associated with them from the U.S. drug effort. 
The gentleman who heads the Interpol drug squad in France is a 
DEA special agent, and of course we have our own DEA agents as
signed to the Department of Justice. We could summarize that for 
you and submit it for the record so that you have a little more ac
curate information. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
Interpol monitors and attends seminars and meetings internationally which are 

focused on the recurring problem of terrorism. In addition, it shares all intelligence 
between the 136 member countries as it pertains to terrorism activity and is active
ly soliciting intelligence from member countries. A specific unit within the U.S. Na
tional Central Bureau of Interpol addresses terrt'lrist activity and attempts to keep 
current. 

Interpol through the U.S. DEA representative in Washington, exchanges informa
tion on international drug aetivities with all member natlOns which includes modes 
of operation, arrests, seizures and trends in the international traffic. This is aug-
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mented by the INTERPOL Secretary Gel'leral's office, where the Drug Sub-Division 
is headed by a DEA special egent and staffed by policy officers from member coun
tries. In addition to informational support, INTERPOL also schedules numerous 
conferences and working meetings in which specific international drug traffickers 
are investigated with a view to immobilizing their activities. 

Senator BIDEN. Are there any areas from your experience where 
you believe Interpol could play a greater role in drug trafficking 
cases? I mean, what would you have them do that they are not 
doing? What could help in this area that you are aware of? 

Mr. WESTRATE. Well, Interpol serves a very useful function in ex
change of information. I think this particular kind of criminal in
vestigation of the Drug Enforcement Administration provides a 
unique channel overseas for the exchange of drug-related informa
tion between countries, and more particularly to the drug investi
gative organizations that we have fostered over the years in yari
ous countries. 

In that respect, we try to be the electrical system that ties the 
various countries together and keeps our cases moving efficiently 
amongst all the countries involved. Interpol can and does comple
ment that in terms of providing intelligence. They are very active 
in the area of pursuit of fugitives, and so forth, and I think that is 
one area in particular where Interpol is useful. 

We have many drug-related fugitives worldwide who must be 
brought to justice. Although we are making slow progress on the 
issue of extraditions, we have to make our borders transparent to 
the various legal restraints that slow us up from bringing these 
traffickers back to the country where they can be prosecuted. 

Interpol would be one way to do that, but other efforts as WAll 
are needed to break down the borders, so to speak, in terms of pros
ecuting various traffickers in any country for this kind of activity. 

Senator BIDEN. Mr. Taylor, as you know, from time to time-out 
of frustration-we in the Senate' propose legislation that deals with 
curtailing foreign aid or eliminating it to countries who in fact in 
the mind.s of the Congress are not meeting their obligatiDn in the 
international community and their bilateral relations with the 
United States by attempting to interdict or curtail the production 
of drugs in their own countries. 

It is always a controversial question. It is always a balancing act 
as to when we reach that point, if we ever reach it. One of the rea
sons why I pursued with Mr. Westrate the issue of the amount of 
proof that we have to indicate that governments themselves are in
volved is to deal with the following argument. 

Those of us who suggest we should deal more harshly with recipi
ents of our foreign aid and assistance when in fact they seem not 
to be cooperating in attempting to curtail drugs are usually met 
with the following statement. 

It goes something like this, that it is not possible for the govern
ments to do more than they are doing now, the Government of Co
lombia, the Government of Bolivia, the Government of Peru. 

Let us take Peru for example. In Peru, there is the so-called 
Shining Path, a terrorist organization and a cocaine smuggling 
ring that is undermining the U.S.-financed drug control pi.'ogram in 
that country. 
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Now, sometimes we hear that you cannot really expect the Gov
ernment of Peru to be able to eradicate or make great strides in 
limiting the amount of coca production and transshipment of co
caine because they are incapable of dealing v.ith this terrorist orga
nization, and some have even said to me, we do not have a whole 
lot of luck dealing with the Mafia. We have not been all that suc
cessful. 

John McClellan was in a room similar to this, and he listed 25 
Mafia organizations, and to the best of my knowledge all of them 
are alive and well and still functioning in this country. 

So, how do you responCf"to the question, when is it time for the 
United States to cut off foreign aid as a means of indicating our 
displeasure with the failure of the host government to make 
progress in curtailing drug shipment and/or drug production? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Senator Biden, as I said earlier, and quoted Secre
tary Shultz and Assistant Secretary Thomas, we take this legisla
tion, the current law and its predecessors, very seriously, but you, 
who know more about this than I, know the complexities of this 
issue and the competing foreign policy interests that we have. 

As a general rule, we will look at our competing interests, and if 
we believe that by a suspension of assistance, by exercising these 
sanctions, that we will either get the Government's attention, and 
by doing it achieve something that will enhance drug control, you 
can count on us making that kind of recommendation. 

Unfortunately, when you get into situations such as we have 
with Bolivia, where you have a fabric, if you can call it, of a gov
ernment facing an election, it is difficult to achieve action. I men
tioned earlier today that it has just had its fifth or sixth cabin.et 
chan.ge. We do have an ongoing dialog. 

We have had some improvements in the last months in terms of 
seizures and activities, but our view is that cutting the remaining 
absistance to that government would not achieve that. , 

You raised a very good example in the case of Peru. I would pref
ace it by saying I know of no occasion when anyone from our 
bureau has said that any government is doing enough. 

We do not say that about our own Government. This is one of 
our hesitations over our ability to comply with legislation that asks 
us to certify the performance of governments, because that gets us 
into the tricky role of saying that they are doing well enough. We 
do not believe any government is doing well enough. 

In the case of Peru, as you know, we had 19 people who are paid 
by the U.S. taxpayer to eradicate coca very brutally murdered last 
November. Another 20 in Peru were murdered by what we believe 
to be narcotics traffickers in February. 

Even the mayor of Tingo Maria, in the center of our project area, 
who was alleged to be a trafficker, died the same way. He was as
sassinated. 

But despite this experience and threat of violence, and the fact 
that from about November to April we would not expect much 
eradication because of torrential rains, we have over 300 coca 
eradicators working in that valley. 

The government has determined, even during the "lame duck" 
period, to sustain its efforts, reflecting very much the dialogue by 
the ambassador to maintain these programs. They have provided 
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adequate protection, so the eradication is continuing. We eradicat
ed last year, despite these murders, 3,200 hectares of coca, and the 
target this year is 6,000 hectares. 

To date we have had 11 square miles of coca eradicated in Peru. 
Now, we are not satisfied with that, and I do not think the Peruvi
an Government is, but it is a beginning, and we hope within cer
tainly the political lifetime of any of us here that we can begin to 
see a netting down of the production in Peru, that is, more being 
taken out than is being added. 

So, I do not think that in the case of Peru we would achieve the 
congressional intent if we were to cut off foreign assistance right 
now. 

Senator BIDEN. I thank you. My time is up. I appreciate your tes
timony. 

Senator DENTON. We will certainly get back to you, Senator 
Biden. It is my turn. Then we will go to Senator Pell. I certainly 
believe, Senator Biden, that you are trying to get at this in specific 
terms. I have been quoted as saying President Reagan does not 
know enough about terrorism to consider such things as preemp
tive strikes. 

I did not say that, but I did say that our entire government has 
to get a more specific handle in my belief on an estimate of the 
situation as it affects our interests before we start talking about 
commitments which are at the bottom of the triangle. We have got 
to get the interest aspect, then the objectives, then the policies, 
then the commitments, and I think your questions were in that 
general vein. 

You may know it relative to one of the questions you are asking, 
but some of the others may not. In addition to the indictment by 
the Federal grand jury of those three high-ranking Cuban officials, 
there were telephone communications regarding the finalizing of 
arrangements made from the Cuban Embassy in Bogata to the for
eign ministry in Havana. These calls involved the setting up of the 
rendezvous, the very sophisticated and elaborate military drug op
eration which took place from mother ships loaded with drugs 
coming to Cuba, radar from the Cuban Navy, the vice admiral 
present there, all sorts of elaborate arrangements, then the trans
fer to the boats which 'came to the United States with the drugs. 
That is all established. 

Also, Gerado Peraza, who was the DGI chief in London, again, in 
his 1982 testimony was corroborated by a number of other wit-, 
nesses maintained that the KGB had a colonel who later became a 
general, running, for all practical effects, the DGI, the Cuban intel
ligence agency, in Havana, that the instructions from the KGB to 
the DGI respecting drug trafficking and every othel' operation that 
this sponsor in Latin America has to establish to the satisfaction of 
the Soviet Union, the ultimate objective of the destabilization of 
the United States. 

I do not believe that we can ignore a monstrous situation out 
there by questioning whether or not all of these or any of these 
people are reliable. I believe that a question by Senator Pell may 
have been misunderstood by Mr. Taylor. 

I believe if I am not incorrect that Senator Pell asked Mr. Taylor 
if t.he Contras could not be considered narco-terrorists in that they 
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are dealing with terrorism, and I thought Mr. Taylor unintention
ally replied affirmatively to that. 

Is there great evidence that they are? Or were you referring to 
Nicaragua, the Government of Nicaragua? 

Mr. TAYLOR. I was trying to put the question in the context of 
drug-related terrorism. I said I do not know of any drug-related ac
tivity with the Contras, any evidence that I can speak of. 

Senator PELL. I think it is probably an incorrect question, be
cause I was talking about narco-terrodsm and I was thinking more 
of terrorism. That would not be a question to ask Mr. Taylor. 

My point was in the normal dictionary definition of "terrorism," 
which has nothing to do with narco-terrorism, terrorism, which is 
murder or violence to change a government's policy. The Contras 
are engaged in terrorism. They are terrorists. That is all I said. 

Senator DENTON. I would comment on that, Senator Pell. I think 
your point is not ill-taken, but in the case of the Contras those men 
are wearing uniforms. 

As a result of a joint investigation on the part of the staffs of 
Senators Kennedy, Bingaman and myself, which resulted from dif
ferent impressions that Senator Kennedy and I had of a raid on Su
mabila by some Contras,· we did establish that fact-and this is 
why I welcome bipartisanship in these issues. I do not want any 
nonfacts presented as facts. 

We did send a joint staff mission down there, and he did agree 
that his version was largely incorrect. His staffer agreed that his 
version was largely incorrect. They were getting information from 
people who were propagandists. They said that the raid was not 
that way, the Contras did not do it the way thAY thought they did. 
And the principal point they agreed with was that the Sandinista 
government was oppressing the Mesquito Indians, of which the 
Contra group involved was the military arm. 

We do not agree on everything by any means with respect to 
Nicaragua, but we did come closer to agreement on that. And I 
would be happy to work with anyone in a joint look at anything 
where there is doubt, and there is doubt in many of these things. 

I just hope we do it positively and with a spirit of goodwill, be .. 
cause I agree with Senator Dodd in the fact that we should not po
liticize this. I would like to see us get back to a bipartisan approach 
to this sort of thing. I feel perfectly friendly with all of my col
leagues and I just hope that we can immerse ourselves more from 
the foreign relations and judiciary point of view until we come up 
with a greater degree of consensus on this issue, that is all. 

If I am wrong, fine. I would like to know where I am. I think at 
this juncture in our history the force and trends represented by 
narcoterrorism in international affairs are something that we do 
not understand well enough. We have not concentrated on them 
enough and we have not coped with them. That is my principal 
concern. 

Mr.. Westrate, according to Salvadoran law the foreign ministry 
has to issue official passports. And I am going back to Mr. Guirola. 
Who issued his official passport? 

Mr. WESTRATE. I cannot answer that question, sir. I do not have 
those facts. 
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Senator DENTON. OK. My information is that it was Ricardo Aca
vero, the vice foreign minister. 

Is it correct that Mr. Guirola was a business partner with Mr. 
Acavero, who was Duarte's vice foreign minister? And I have noth
ing against Mr. Duarte. Like Senator Biden, I am getting after 
facts. Do you know whether he was a business partner with that 
man? 

Mr. WESTRATE. No, sir, I do not. We may have that information, 
but I am not personally familiar with it. 

Senator DENTON. It was a customs investigation. If you would 
make an effort to find out what the opinion or information is on 
that, I would appreciate it, and get back to us. 

Mr. WESTRATE. Yes, sir. 
[The material referred to follows:] 
DEA has learned that Mr. Acavero did issue the official passport to Mr. Guirola, 

however, we do not know whether Acavero and Guirola are business partners. 

Senator DENTON. A similar question: Was Duarte's vice foreign 
minister driving Mr. Guirola's car the day that Mr. Guirola was ar
rested in Corpus Christi? And the answer to that question is "yes" 
according to the information that I have. I would again ask you to 
ascertain what the facts are that question. 

Mr. WESTRATE. Yes, sir; I would be pleased to do that. I would be 
hesitant. I am just uncertain. The case has not gone to trial yet. 
We would be glad to follow up on that. 

[The material referred to follows:] 
We have not been able to establish that Mr. Acavero was driving Guirola's car the 

day of the arrest in Texas. 
As to the status of the case, sentencing is set for June 12, 1985. We understand 

Guirola will plead guilty to currency violations. 

Senator DENTON. Mr. Taylor, the United States is beginning to 
realize that it has a new Marxist state to deal with, Nicaragua. 
The evidence is becoming clear that Nicaragua is opening its arms 
to practically every known terrorist group. They are therefrom 
almost every known Communist source. It has formal diplomatic 
relations with the PLO and political relations with M-19. It har
bors fugitives with the Red Brigade, the Baader-Meinhof Gang, the 
Basque ETA separatist guerrillas, leaders of Honduras' Cheniero 
guerrillas, militants from Peru's Shining Path, Monteneros from 
Argentina, Tupamaros from Uraguay, and others. 

Do you agree that that is generally a correct statement and how 
do you see the significance of that situation and the obvious alli
ance of that government with the terrorist world and the tremen
dous buildup of military power in Nicaragua relative to the kind of 
power that would be needed for their defense, and especially rela
tive to the negligible power which Costa Rica and its neighbors 
have? 

Mr. TAYLOR. Senator, both from the narcotics control and the for
eign policy point of view, I think I can say that the Government 
views that in an alarming way. Any time that these terrorist orga
nizations can enjoy sanctuary provided by a government, it gives 
them a foothold. And obviously, we are much more worried about 
their capabilities to operate from that foothold than if they were 
operating in a very transitory status. 
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So yes, both from a narcotics control and the foreign policy 
points of view, we are very alarmed at that confluence of various 
groups. I cannot confirm from memory each that you have men
tioned, but Iny memory recalls most of the ones you have men
tioned as having contacts with that Sandinista government. 

Senator DEN'fON. Thank you. 
r will defer any further questions to writing, and will ask Sena

tor Pell if he has any parting questions before we go to our next 
panel. 

Senator PELL. No. Thank you, no further questions. 
Senator BmEN. Mr. Chairman, I have two if I may. 
Senator DENTON. By all means. 
Senator BmEN. What role are international banks in Panama, 

the Bahamas, and in other Latin American countries playing in 
laundering drug money? 

Mr. WESTRATE. r think it is fairy well established that the coun
tries that you named have banks in them that have been utilized 
for laundering drug money for some time. And in fact, countries 
like the Bahamas and others have significant laws which protect 
us from conducting effective investigation in many cases. 

Senator BmEN. Do any of these banks have U.S. banking,connec
tions? 

Mr. WESTRATE. Well, r would suppose that many of them do. We 
would have to look at each one specifically to really answer the 
question. 

Senator BmEN. Well, for the record would you list for us what 
banks are involved and what connection, if any, they have with 
U.S. banks? 

Mr. WESTRATE. We will attempt to do that, yes, sir. 
[The material referred to follows:] 
Narcotics traffickers have traditionally utilized the financial community to move 

their drug-related proceeds from the United States to offshore bank secrecy havens. 
This cuts the investigative paper trail and prevents the tracing of' funds from the 
drug transaction to a trafficker's assets, be they invested in real property or in a 
more intangible form. The financial institutions utilized for this purpose'are by no 
means limited to the few that have been identified through previous investigations, 
nor are any of the larger, more reputable banks tnmune from having their normal 
international services utilized by the narcotics traffickers. 

To date we are only aware of one bank that appeared to be primarily dedicated to 
the laundering of narcotics proceeds. This was the First Interamericas Bank in 
Panama. The Bank was intervened by the Panamanian Government and is present
ly being investigated by their bank examiners. 

A major too] available to the U.S. enforcement effort for combatting the launder
ing of narcotics dollars is the Mutual Legal Assistance Treaty. The U.S. Govern
ment has benefited greatly from the treaties with Switzerland and the agreement, 
providing narcotics related financial information with Grand Cayman. It is hoped 
that as in these two instances, future agreements with Panama, the Bahamas and 
other secrecy havens will limit the number of sanctuaries available to the drug traf
fickers and his illicit earnings. 

Senator BIDEN. Would you also be willing to suggest to us what 
we should be doing, if anything, legislatively as a government to 
pressure these banks and the countries involved so as to negatively 
impact on their ability to launder money? Do you have any sugges
tions? Does the agency have any suggestions? 

Mr. WESTRATE. We would certainly encourage any legislation 
which would enhance our ability to conduct investigations. Howev
er, we cannot legislate that in many cases. 
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We are seeking through the Department of Justice, with mutual 
assistance treaties and other kinds of negotiations, to open up these 
avenues, and have been quite successful. We have been working for 
several years with the Swiss, for example, where if we can estab
lish the drug source of funds in Swiss accounts, they will take 
action to seize, and of course they.forfeit to the Swiss Government 
accounts and we think that is fine. 

We look toward our relationships with other investigative organi
zations and countries as a teamwork effort, and we are not really 
concerned where the funds are seized so long as we are able to 
seize them and remove them from the traffic. 

Senator RIDEN. Are you satisfied with the vigor with which the 
State Department has pursued the countries in question, changing 
their attitude and their laws relative to their banking institutions 
to allow us greater access? 

Mr. WESTRATE. I would say that I am. We work, of course, daily 
not only with the State Department, but of course there is a major 
role played in this question by the Department of Justice and the 
Department of Treasury on this issue. 

It frankly is extremely complex. Just to get by the attitude about 
bank secrecy, for example, is difficult even in this country. We, I 
think, pride ourselves in the security of our tax returns, for exam
ple, and getting by that is a very difficult thing. 

But once we get past the issue of this is drug money and some
thing special must be done about it, after that it gets to be ex
tremely complex also from a legal and a financial legal point of 
view. And these negotiations for treaty kinds of arrangements are 
very prolonged, very technical, and very difficult. But we are work
ing on them. 

Senator BIDEN. I understand that. But one of the lead agencies in 
that effort has been the State Department. Are you satisfied with 
the vigor with which they are pursuing the course you just out
lined? 

Mr. WESTRATE. Yes; I am, Senator Biden. I think they have been 
working very actively in this area. 

Senator BIDEN. This will be my last question, Mr. Chairman. 
What percentage, if you can assess the percentage, of drugs 

coming into this country, into the United States, what percentage 
of these activities are a consequence of terrorist organizations? 

Mr. WESTRATE. That is a complicated answer, in this respect. I 
think a small percentage is in terms of saying that a terrorist 
group is actually a drug smuggling group. In that respect it is rela
tively small. 

But if we step back and look at the function of an insurgent 
group, for example FARC in Colombia, SUA and the BCP in South
east Asia, in terms of their control and facilitation of source area 
production, if you look at it from that area you would say it has a 
very significant impact. 

So, I think you would have to define a little bit, if we are talking 
source countries, which drug are we talking about, and which in
su.rgents are involved in what we are considering. 

Senator BIDEN. Let us be specific-Colombia. What percentage of 
all of the drugs coming out of Colombia to the United States would 
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you assess-the DEA assess-is controlled by terrorist organiza
tions? 

Mr. WESTRATE. I would say a small percentage of the transship
ment is controlled. But if we look at production, of course, Colom
bia is one of the smaller producers of the coca bush. If we look at 
the production which is in Colombia, in the Llanos, which is mostly 
controlled by FARC insurgent groups, I would say tha.t the produc
tion is significantly controlled. 

Once it is produced, however, and we brea.k away from the mar
riage of that particular insurgent group and get into the transship
ment and shipment organizations of a Pablo Escobar or a Carlos 
Lehder, the further down that chain you get, frankly, the further 
away you get from an established terrorist organization. I would 
have to answer it in that way. 

Senator BIDEN. 'l'hank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Senator DENTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Taylor, Mr. Wes

trate. You have been very valuable witnesses, and you can look for
ward to receiving some questions from us, to which we hope you 
will respond promptly. 

Mr. WESTRATE. Thank you. 
Mr. TAYLOR. Thank you. 
Senator DENTON. Now I will ask to come forward Dr. Yonah Al

exander of the Georgetown Center for Strategic and International 
Studies. Dr. Alexander has worked frequently with the Judiciary 
Committee and the Subcommittee on Security and Terrorism on 
the subject matter addressed today. He is an associate of Dr. Cline, 
who testified yesterday, and we are looking forward to his testimo
ny and perhaps an opening statement. 

Mr. Alexander. 

STATEMENT OF YONAH ALEXANDER, PROFESSOR OF INTERNA
'l'IONAL STUDIES AND DIRECTOR, INSTITUTE FOR STUDIES IN 
IN'l'ERNA'l'IONAL 'fERRORISM, STATE UNIVERSITY OF NEW 
YORK, AND MEMBER, SENIOR RESEARCH STAFF, CENTER FOR 
STRA'l'EGIC AND INTERNATIONAL STUDIES, GEORGETOWN UNI
VERSITY 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I have prepared a statement on narco-terrorism specifically deal

ing with some strategic considerations. In the interest of time, may 
I summarize my statement? 

Senator DENTON. Yes, of course. Your full statement will be in
cluded in the record. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Thank you, Sena.tor. 
My academic work in this field convinces me that the problem of 

expanding terrorism is serious and poorly understood. Further
more, the implications, both domestic and international, have 
scarcely been explored. Answers to the terrorist problem are elu
sive and need much greater attention. 

If I may, I would like to focus on some strategic aspects of the 
terrorist-drug connection. I would like to relate two meetings I had 
with the victims of terrorism in the Middle East recently. 

In August 1984 I interviewed Talal Fayad, a Shiite attorney from 
Ansar, South Lebanon. He was one of the founders of Amal, but he 
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broke away from that movement because of policy differences with 
Nibihi Berri. He opposed the increasing communist influence in 
South Lebanon and sought accommodation with Israel and the 
United States. 

Therefore, he was marked for assassination by a Shiite commu
nist from South Lebanon by the name of Hamad Mansor, who had 
been trained in the Soviet Union. When Mansor came back to Leb
anon, he apparently obtained some explosives in the Bekaa Valley, 
which became a major center for hashish and opium growing since 
it was occupied by the Syrian Army in 1976. Fortunately Mansor 
was apprehended by the local Lebanese militia and subsequently 
was imprisoned in the Ansar detention camp. 

Earlier this year in Istanbul, I met with Sibel Ipekci, widow of 
Abdi Ipekci, the editor of the Turkish daily "Miliyet," who was as
sassinated by Mehmet Ali Agca some 5 years earlier. A Turkish 
Mafia godfather, Abuzer Ugurlu, who had been involved in massive 
drug trafficking and gun smuggling, recruited Agca to kill Ipekci, 
fearing that the editor would expose Ugurlu's drug traffic oper
ations in Turkey. 

Apparently Ugurlu served as a channel for the first phase of 
Agca's activity in preparation for the attempted assassination of 
the Pope in 1981. I believe that earlier Senator D' Amato referred 
to that case. 

I think that these cases, which can be repeated, illustrate the 
complex nature of the terrorist-drug connection, also known as 
"narco·terrorism." More specifically, terrorists resort to a variety 
of means to cause conflict or unrest in the entire ideological, politi
cal, social, economic and strategic spectrum. Physical violence is 
only one method. Threats, psychological destabilization and drug 
trafficking are often equally dangerous to social stability. 

Tragically, the failure of the international community to fully 
recognize terrorism as criminal behavior and as low-intensity war
fare has encouraged the growth of terrorist activity in the last two 
decades. 

Americans are the victims of a large percentage of recent acts of 
terrorism, suggesting a strategic international dimension of this 
phenomenon. Yet the Government and the American public have 
failed to appreciate the nature and the scope and the intensity of 
the terrorist threat. Americans tend to see terrorism as a mere nui
sance or irritant. Consequently, the United States has not devel
oped the commitment needed to deal with the problem. 

Now, if I may, I would like to suggest a number of conclusions 
which, incidentally, I think were reinforced by the previous speak
ers this morning. One, although it is difficult to predict the future, 
it is safe to assume that terrorism is now an established mode of 
conflict. It will continue to persist through the 1980's and 1990's be
cause many of the causes which motivate terrorists will remain un
resolved, and new ideological and political confrontations will 
emerge within and among nations. 

Two, drug trafficking is an important element of low intensity 
conflict. It is a calculated political-military struggle short of con
ventional warfare undertaken by states and their sub-state proxies 
in order to achieve ideological and political objectives. 
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Three, as; a-strategic tool of politics in the struggle for power 
within and among nations, the perpetrators of narco-terrorism 
target pluralistic societies, primarily Western Europe and the 
United States. 

Four, the motives for drug trafficking are also tactical. They in
clude a desire to obtain hard currency with which terrorists fi
nance arms purchases with narcotics and to assure state sponsors a 
steady flow of intelligence from traffickers and weapons brokers. 

Five, the major perpetrators of narco-terrorism are communist 
states, particularly Bulgaria, as well as some of the wild cards in 
the international system, such as Syria. The PLO serves as a pri
mary vehicle for exporting narco-terrorism and destabilization in 
the Middle East and beyond. 

And six, there are no simple solutions to the problem of narco
terrorism. The United States, as the leader of the free world, must 
adopt a strategy of denouncing and countering this serious form of 
destabilization. As the challenge of narco-terrorism is novel, so 
must the United States' response be novel. 

Although it would be rather presumptuous on my part to offer 
any definitive suggestions as to how this could be achieved, may I 
recommend some preliminary steps. One, develop a comprehensive 
program of public awareness and education regarding the nature of 
narco-terrorism as a form of undeclared war being waged against 
pluralistic societies. 

Two, strengthen the intelligence mechanism of the United States 
in order to provide for more effective collection and analysis of 
data. 

Three, review the organizational structure of U.S. bodies con
cerned with narco-terrorism with a view of improving command 
and control capabilities. 

Four, provide technical assistance in combating narco-terrol'ism 
to U.S. allies, particularly training for internal security organiza
tions and police agencies. 

And five, undertake specific political, diplomatic, and economic 
countermeasures against state sponsors of narco"terrorism, includ
ing withdrawal of diplomatic recognition of offending states and 
imposition of economic sanctions. 

In sum, a coherent and firm U.S. policy on responding to narco
terrorism will increase public understanding and support. Other
wise, we will remain hostages to blackmailers well into the 21st 
century. 

Thank you. 
[Mr. Alexander's prepared statement follows:] 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF YONAH ALEXANDER 

Introduction 

I am Yonah Alexander, Professor of International Studies and Director, 

Institute for Studies in International Terrorism, State University of New 

York (Oneonta, New York), and a member of the senior research staff, 

Center for Strategic and International Studies, Georgetown University 

(Washington, D.C.). I am also Editor-in-Chief of Terrorism: An 

International Journal and Political Communication and Persuasion: An 

International Journal. 

1 am very grateful to the Senate Judiciary Committee and the Senate 

Foreign Relations Committee for having invited me to testify at this joint 

hearing on "International terrorism, Insurgency, the Drug Trafficking." 

My academic work in this important field of public concern convinces me 

that the problem of expanding terrorism is serious and poorly understood. 

Furthermore, the implications, both domestic and international, have 

scarcely been explored. Answers to terrorist problems are elusive and need 

much greater attention.! 

Focusing on some strategic aspects of the terrorist-drug connection in the 

Mideast context, may I relate two meetings I had with victims of terrorism. 

In August 1984, I interviewed Talal Fayad, a Shi'ite attorney from Ansar, 

South Lebanon. A founder of Amal (1lHope1l), Fayad broke away from the 

movement because of policy differences with Nibihi Berri. Fayad opposed 

the increasing communist influence in South Lebanon and sought accommo

dation with Israel. He was, therefore, marked for assassination by Hamad 

Mansor, a Shia communist from South Lebanon whe had been trained as a 
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terrorist in the Soviet Union. In late 1983, Mansor apparently obtained TNT 

from Shia communists located in the Bekka Valley of Lebanon, which 

became a major center for hashish and opium, growing since it was occupied 

by the Syrian army in 1976. 

Equipped with these explosives, Mansor attempted to place them at Fayad's 

house. He was apprehended by the local Lebanese militia and subsequently 

was imprisoned in Ansar's detention camp. 

In January 1985, I met with Sibellpekci, the widow of Abdi Ipecki, the 

editor of the Turkish daily Miliyet. who was assassinated by Mehmet Ali 

Agca some five years earlier. Abuzer Ugurlu, a Turkish Mafia godfather 

who had been involved in massive drug trafficking and gun smuggling, 

recruited Agca to killipekci, fearing that the editor would expose his 

operations in the press. Ugurlu also served as a channel for the first phase 

of Agca's activities in preparation for the attempted assassination of Pope 

John Paul II in St. Peter's square in 1981. 

The investigation of Italian Magistrate Judge Carlo Palermo into The Papal 

shooting'has uncovered new evidence of Agca's association with the Bul

garian Secret Service, a major '!rms-for-drugs ring in Italy, and with the 

PLO, where Agca received military training. 

These cases, which can be duplicated, illustrate the complex nature of the 

terrorist-drug connection, also known as "narco-terrorism." More 

specifically, terrorists resort to a variety of means to cause conflict or 

unrest in the entire ideological, political, social, economic, and strategic 

spectrum. Physical violence is only one method of creating terror. Threats, 

psychological destabilization, and drug trafficking are often equally 

dangerous to social stability. 
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Tragically, the failure of the international community to fully recognize 

terrorism as criminal behavior and as low-intensity warfare has encouraged 

the growth of terrorist activity in the last two decades. The statistics of 

terrorist violence are, indeed, staggering. From 1970 to 1984, 22,457 

domestic and international terrorist incidents occurred. A total of 41,000 

individuals have been killed and another 24,000 wounded with property 

damage estimated at several billions of dollars.2 

Americans are the victims of a large percentage of recent acts of violence 

by terrorists, suggesting a strategic international dimension of this 

phenomenon.) 

Yet, the government and the American public haved failed to appreciate the 

nature, scope, and intensity of the terrorist threat. Americans tend to see 

terrorism as a mere nuisance or irritant. The result -- the United States has 

not developed the commitment needed to deal with the problem. 

A Definitional Focus 

The major reason for this failure is the definitional and moral confusion over 

what constitutes terrorism. This general uncertainty leads to an almost 

endless use of often vague terms, many dealing with the entire spectrum of 

conflict b,elow the level of what is traditionally perceived as an 

internationally recognized state of organized war. 

A working definition in the strategic context was drafted by Ray S. Cline 

and myself. It suggests that state-sponsored terrorism is: 

The deliberate employment of violence or the threat of use of violence 

by sovereign states or sub-national groups encouraged or assisted by 
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sovereign states to attain strategic and political objectives by acts in 

violation of law intended to create overwhelming fear in a target 

population larger than the civilian or military victims attacked or 

threatened. 

It is further suggested that recent history indicates: 

The main goal of state-sponsored terrorism now at the end of the 

twentieth century is to undermine the psycho-social stability and 

political governability of pluralist states with representative 

governments.4 

Therefore, a distinction should be made between "terrorism" and other 

forms of low-intensity conflict such as "insurgency." 

Ray S. Cline and I suggest the following distinction: 

Insurgency is a condition of armed revolt agai!1st a recognized 

government that does not reach the proportions of organizing a 

revolutionary government _or being recognized as a military belligerent. 

Its targets are usually military forces or installations, and it follows 

international rules of armed conflict. It actively seeks a basis of 

popular support for the goals it espouses and, if successful, would 

eventually conduct guerrilla military operations and organize a 

revolutionary regime. 

The resort to terrorist methods by an insurgent group is a great 

temptation, particularly if a foreign state offers assistance in such 

tactics. These methods cannot be condoned, however, no matter how 

theoretically noble the objective may be. Insurgents using terrorist 

methods become outlaws in human society just as the nation state does 

that supports acts of terrorism.5 
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The Soviet Role in International Terrorism6 

Clearly, the strategic thinking of a growing number of states calls for 

manipulation of terrorism as a suitable substitute to traditional warfare 

which becomes too expensive and too dangerous to be waged eyeball-to

eyeball on the battlefield. 

The persist,eot strategic pattern of international terrorism assisted by, if not 

always controlled by, Moscow is a fact of life. Yet the scope and nature of 

Soviet involvement in terrorist activity is still obscure in the minds of many 

observers. It is fundamentally a secret or covert action program, ranging 

from the political legitimization of violence by propaganda to the supply of 

funds, training, arms, and encouragement o! drug trafficking by surrogate 

states like Bulgaria and Syria. 

That is, such illegal activities could not have been possible without the 

knowledge and at least tacit approval of Soviet officials in the surrogate 

nations. Moscow-oriented socialist states as well as the more extreme 

states of the international system, then, serve both as intermediaries 

between the Soviet Union and terrorists and as essential actors in assisting, 

or aiding and abetting, the promotion of ideological and political violence 

throughout the world. 

The Bulgarian Terrorist-Drug Connection 

In a meeting of the heads of the Warsaw Pact security services held in 

Moscow in 1967, shortly after the late Yuri Andropov became the head of 

the KGB, it -had been decided that drug trafficking should be utilized as an 

_ instrument of subversion. Therefore, on July 16, 1970, the Bulgarian 

Committee for State Security (KDS) issued Directive M-120/00-0050 which 



186 

outlined a calculated plan to hasten the "corruption" of Western 

democracies, "through, among other tools, the narcotics trade.,,7 

As Moscow's most subservient ally, Bulgaria thus became the major center 

for a heroin and hashish network. Drugs were smuggled under the control of 

Kintex, the official Bulgarian state-run import and export agency, into 

Western Europe via the Soviet Union, East Germany, and Yugoslavia. 

Kintex would then allow drug smugglers safe passage through Bulgaria. 

Drug smugglers would pay for Soviet-made weapons supplied by Kintex, in -

drug money mostly from sales of morphine base, heroin, or hashish. The 

drugs would then be smuggled to Western Europe and the United States. 

Many drug rings have been uncovered and fouhd to have a Bulgarian link. 

The largest of these is in the Italian city of Trento. There, almost 300 

people have been imprisoned in what Italian police have described as ~he 

largest world organization of illegal arms traffic. 

Bulgaria has supported various individuals, most notably Henri Arsan, a 

Syrian involved in major arms deals to the Mideast (including a reported 

attempted sale of atomic weapons to Syria); Sallah Wallak, a Syrian drug 

racketeer who used the profits for major arms transfers to the Mideast; and, 

Mehmet Ali Agc", the notorious Turkish terrorist. 

The Italian investigation into the Papal shooting has exposed the connections 

between Agca and Bakir Celenk, anQth~r Turk involved in drug smuggling in 

Italy, who is now in Bulgaria under state protection~ Agca has fingered 

Celenk as the man who introduced him to the Bulgarian Secret Service 

which allegedly paid him $1 million to kill the Pope. The investigation not 

only led to the arrests of almost 300 people in the drugs-for-arms ring in 

Northern Italy, but also brought to light Agca's training by the PtO. 
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It appears that Bulgaria needs hard currency. In addition, the arms-for

drugs exchange has become a means of satisfying ideological designs by 

aiding liberation movements through supplying weapons in exchange for 

currency. 

Bulgaria has supplied many extremist groups with weapons, not necessarily 

to their liking. For example, the Bulgarians have supplied anti-government 

forces in Angola through shipments to South Africa, and in addition have 

supplied Lebanese Christian factions until the Shi'ites and their Palestinian 

allies complained that the weapons were being used against them. 

Bulgaria also supplied both leftist and rightist terrorists in Turkey and 

contributed greatly to the chaos in that cquntry which led to the September 

1980 military coup. 

Various intelligence sources believe that as much as a quarter of the heroin 

entering the United States passes through Bulgaria; that some 80 percent of 

heroin reaching West Germany is brought on Turkish trucks crossing 

Bulgaria; and that more than half of the weapons acquired by the PLO 

during the Lebanese war originated at the Bulgarian port of Varna. In 

addition, it is believed that 90 percent of the activities of the pro-Soviet 

Armenian Secr~t Army for the Liberation of Armenia (ASALA) and the non

Communist Justice Commandos of the Armenian Genocide (JCAG) are 

financed through the sale or barter of drugs-for-arms, often with Bulgarian 

links. 

In sum, the direct involvement in the international narcotics-for-arms trade 

is supported by witnesses, exposure of ring$, and circumstantial evidence. 

This barter system is an important vehicle utilized by Bulgaria, and 

indirectly by the Soviet Union, to destabilize the United States and U.S. 

friends abroad. 
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The Role of Syria and the Lebanese Experience8 

Narco-terrorism is an adjunct to Syria's foreign policy in the Mideast and 

beyond. To oversee these operations Syria has set up' an extensive 

organizational infrastructure in Syria, in Lebanon's Bekka Valley (which i~ 

under Syrian controI), and in the major capitals of Europe where they are 

staffed by Ba'ath Party members and Syrian security personnel. This latter 

network is under the authority of the Syrian embassies enabling those 

engaged to use the diplomatic pouch for the transfer of drugs and arms. 

Prior to the Lebanese civil war of 1975-76, hashish made up, perhaps, 10 

percent of the crop in the Bekka Valley. With the entry of the Syrian army 

into Lebanon in 1976, hashish increased to almost 85 percent of the Bekka 

crop and provided up to 30 percent of Lebanon's foreign exchange. 

The increase in hashish trade with the occupation of the Syrian army is no 

coincidence. An almost feudal system exists in Lebanon where all the 

warring factions are involved in the drug trade, each receiving a share of 

the profits. Moslems, Christians, Oruze, and the PLO have turned to the 

drug trade to finance arms purchases. This activity has the blessing of the 

Syrian dictator Hafiz Assad. His brother, Riffat Assad, is reportedly at the 

top of the corruption ladder. The Syrian army controls many of the hashish 

fields, the Northern Lebanese truck routes and several Lebanese ports. It 

provides safe passage to smugglers for payoffs. Moreover, the Syrian Secret 

Services (Al-Istikhbaratt As-Souriatl even brought Turkish experts to grow 

heroin in the Bekka Valley. Syrian military helicopters are sometimes used 

to transport large quantities of drugs from the Valley to Syria. From there 

these drugs are shipped to Western Europe either by sea or by air. 

The Israeli occupation in 1982 closed some of the ports to drug smugglers, 

forcing them to rely primarily on land routes, mostly through Syria. With 
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the impending Israeli withdrawal from Lebanon, it is expected that maritime 

smuggling will intensify in the coming months. 

Lebanon is, indeed, the world's largest hashish exporter. Raw marijuana is 

converted into hashish in laboratories controlled by the Syrians in Lebanon 

and Syria. The PLO provides delivery to these laboratories and to ports 

abroad where it is then smuggled. The local militias control the fields and 

the areas around the ports. Everyone gets a share in the profits. 

These profits are enormous. Despite years of warfare, the Lebanese pound 

remains stable as does its economy, in general. Farmers in the Bekka Valley 

are very wealthy. One hotel owner described the people of the area as 

millionaires and Israeli police say that despite drug busts of major shipments 

of hashish across the border, the price of the drug in Israel remains low, 

because of a surplus of the drug. It is suggested that the Syrian fear of 

losing the income from drug-smuggling operations in Lebanon is a major 

reason for the Syrian desire to stay in that country. American sources have 

suggested that the attack on the U.S. embassy in Beirut served as ~ warning 

to Washington to leave the drug trade alone. 

In short, the Syrian-Lebanese drug trade bankrolls terrorist attacks in the 

Middle East and beyond, and feeds raw material into the Bulgarian drug 

operation which is a major source of narcotics to Western Europe and to the 

United States. 

The PLO's Narcotics Link9 

The PLO is one of many terrorist organizations involved in the drug trade, 

and the drug trade is only one of many methods used by the Pto to increase 

its funding sources and thereby its weapons purchases. 

50-759 0 - 86 - 7 
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During the February 1983 Palestine National Council meeting in Algeria, it 

was reported that the PLO, in desperate financial trouble because of its war 

with Israel and also because of unpaid Arab pledges, decided to expand its 

role in drug trafficking to increase its financial resources. Interestingly, the 

rivalry between Yasir Arafat and Abu Musa, backed by Syria, stems, partly 

at least, from their competition over the control of the drug trade. 

Over the course of the years, the PLO has been involved in worldwide drug 

trafficking incidents. Included among the many countries in which PLO 

involvements have been uncovered are Britain, Sweden, West Germany, 

Canada, and the United States. In France, PLO agents were killed for 

apparently cutting into the territory of the local Mafia who dealt in the drug 

trade. 

The important aspect of the drug traffic for the PLO is that it buys weapons 

with drug money. The PLO supposedly received over 50 percent of its 

weapons from Kintex during the Lebanese war. After the PLO's 1982 

expulsion from Beirut, Bulgarian shipments of weapons were intercepted by 

Greek authorities on the way to North Yemen, where almost 5,000 PLO men 

were waiting to be rearmed. 

In the United States, there have been a number of incidents of PLO 

members or sympathizers smuggling in drugs and smuggling out weapons. 

There have also been cases of arson, especially in the New York-New Jersey 

area, after which insurance money was passed on to the PLO. Also, there 

have been cases of government food stamp fraud and falsified insurance 

claims which raised funds for the same purpose. The PLO has even bragged 

of its role in the Israeli drug trade, where Jewish drug pushers were 

unknowingly passing on drug profits to the PLO. 

Thus, the PLO, in carrying out drug-terrorist operations, serves basic Soviet 

geopolitical interests around the world. 
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Conclusions 

Having studied the problem of terrorism over several decades, I wish to 

offer the following conclusions: 

1. Terrorists are not born btlt created by particular historical, 

sociological, economic, and political conditioning process. Unlike 

ordinary criminals, terrorists are ostensibly dedicated to some 

ideological or politica~ cause. 

2. In contradistinction to their historical counterparts, terrorists have 

introduced into contemporary life a new breed of violence in terms 

of technology, victimization, threat, and response. The 

globalization and brutalization of modern violence make it 

abundantly clear that we have entered a'new "age of terrorism" 

with all its frightening ramifications. 

3. Terrorism poses many threats to contemporary society, and it is 

likely to have a serious impact on the quality of life and on orderly, 

civillzed existence. Perhaps the most significant dangers are those 

relating to the safety, welfare, and rights of ordinary people, the 

stability of the state system, the health and pace of economic 

development, and the expim~ion or even the survival of democracy. 

If. Terrorism is es.;:dating into the struggle-for-power process as a 

form of surrogate warfare, whereby small groups with direct and 

indirect state support are able to conduct political warfare at the 

national level, and ultimately mil.y even succeed in altering the 

balance of power on the internationa1.1evel. 

5. Although predictions are hazardous, it is safe to assume that 

terrorism is now an established mode of conflict. It will continue 
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to persist ~hrough the 1980s and 1990s because many of the causes 

which motivate terrorists will remain unresolved, and new 

ideological and political confrontations will emerge within and 

among nations. 

6. Drug trafficking is an important element of low-intensity conflict; 

it is a calculated political-military struggle short of conventional 

warfare unciertaken by states and their sub-state proxies in order 

to achieve ideological and political objectives. 

7. As a strdtegic tool of politics in the struggle for power within and 

among nations, the perpetrators of narco-terrorism target 

pluralistic societies -- primarily the United States. 

8. The motives for drug trafficking are also tactir ... t, including a 

desire to obtain hard currency, to enable terrorists to finance arms 

purchases with narcotics and narcotics revenues, and to assure 

state-sponsors a steady flow of intelligence from traffickers and 

weapons brokers. 

9. The major perpetrators of narco-terrorism are communist states, 

particularly Bulgaria, as weIl as some of the ~ild-cards in the 

international system, such as Syria. The Pl.,Q serves as a primary 

vehicle for exporting narco-terrorism and destabilization in the 

Mideast and beyond. 

10. There are no simple solutions to the problem of narco-terrorism. 

The United States, as the leader of the free world, must adopt a 

strategy of denouncing and countering this serious form of 

destabilization. As the chaIlenge of narco-terrorism is novel, so 

must the U.S. response be novel. 
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Recommendations 

Although it would be rather presumptuous to offer any definitive suggestions 

as to how, at this time, this could be achieved, the recommendation of some 
preliminary steps might be useful. 

I. Develop a comprehensive program of public awareness and 

education regarding the nature of narco-terrorism as a form of 

undeclared war being waged against pluralistic societies. 

2. Strengthen the intelligence mechanism of the United States in 

order to provide for more effective collection and analysis of data. 

3. Review the organizational structure of U.S. bodies concerned with 

narco-terrorism with a view of improving command and control 
capabilities. 

II. Provide technical assistance in combatting narco-terrorism to U.S. 

allies, particularly tl"aining for internal security organizations and 
police agencies. 

5. Undertake specific political, diplomatic, and economic counter

measures against state sponsors of narco-terrorism, including 

withdrawal of diplomatic recognition of offending nations and 

imposition of economic sanctions (e.g., trade embargo and 
maritime blockades). 

In sum, a coherent and firm U.S. policy on responding to narco-terrorism 

will increase public understanding and support. Otherwise, we will remain 

hostages to blackmailers well into the 21st century. 
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CHART OF DOMESTIC AND INTERNATIONAL TERRORIST ATTACKS WORLfYWIOE 

1970-1984 
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INTERNATIONAL TERRORIST INCIDENTS 

AGAINST U.S. CITIZENS AND PROPERTY 

BY TYPE OF EVENT 

1973-1983 

1973 1974 1975 1976 1977 1978 1979 1980 1981 1982 1983 TOTAL 

KIDNAPPING 22 14 23 9 6 8 8 9 9 7 10 125 

BARRICADE-
HOSTAGE 3 2 2 2 0 6 6 3 8 34 

BOMBING 106 130 94 112 125 158 115 95 93 168 96 1292 

ARMED ATTACK! ..... 
(0 

ASSASSINATION 12 8 15 22 11 19 16 25 21 11 32 192 c:.n 

HIJACKING 0 2 5 4 2 12 20 18 10 75 

OTHER· 81 32 27 67 35 184 79 117 115 202 66 1005 

TOTAL :224 187 162 217 183 371 236 272 257 401 213 2723 

• Includes Arson, Shipping, Threa t!Hoax Source: U.S. Department of State 
Patterns of International 
Terrorism: 1982 and 1983 

Incorporated in: Ray S. Cline and Yonah 
Alexander, "State-
Sponsored Terrorism," 
(Unpublished Report, 
May 3, 1985), p. 113. 
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Senator DENTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Alexander. 
I am going to be brief, Senator Biden, because of the shortage of 

time and will submit most of my questions in writing. 
I am sorry, Mr. Alexander, you got on so late. I would have no 

probJem with your five recommendations. They are very similar to 
my own mind tv get a program of general appreciation and educa
tion for the public, and we need that first in the establishment, 
which I think includes not only the government but alsOi media, if 
we are going to get that information across to the people. 

We need more intelligence capability, as you said. We need an 
organizational structure which is analyzed to do the job better in 
terms of command and control and other functions. We need to 
afford technical assistance for our allies, particularly with respect 
to helping them with their own internal security, especially when 
they are beset by state-sponsored groups within their own borders 
which are more powerful than they are. 

And we should consider, as the media often insists, and with this 
I totally agree, to find some other means than military where at all 
possible to effect this assistance. Else we are being hostagos. 

One question. Would you say that it would be naive to conclude 
that Bulgaria can act as a major coordinator of the so many nefari
ous schemes in which they are involved, not only drugs but other 
functions, such as arms smuggling and that sort of thing, the 
Pope-would it not be naive to assume that they can do those 
things without the knowledge of the Soviets, who are their masters, 
at least without a lack of disapproval on the part of the Soviet 
Union and possibly with the Soviet Union's using them, as many 
think they are, as the dirty work surrogate? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. The answer, Senator, would be no. If we look at 
the record, we see specifically that the role of the Soviet Union in 
this field has not been changed since the 1920's, when the Soviets 
established the first training camp in Tashkent to train revolution
aries from all over the world. 

And in fact, some of the declassified materials, such as the Brit~ 
ish Foreign Office documents, provide clear evidence that the Sovi
ets planned in a very calculated way to prepare the infrastructure 
for terrorist activities over many years, whether in Latin America 
in the 1930's, when some of the KGB agencies had links with crimi
nals there, or whether in Lebanon. 

According to some of our recent studies, we uncovered that the 
Soviets in the 1930's sent entire families from Soviet Armenia into 
Lebanon to prepare an infrastructure for some future activities. 

Basically, we do know that Bulgaria, which is Moscow's most 
subservient ally, clearly could not have acted without the knowl
edge and at least the tacit approval of the Soviet Union. In fact, 
according to some evidence that I believe was submitted in some 
testimony to the Senate, there was a meeting of the heads of the 
Warsaw Pact security services in 1967, shortly after Andropov 
became the head of the KGB, and it had been decided that drug 
trafficking should be utilized as an instrument of subversion. 
Therefore, the Bulgarians themselves initiated activity in this par
ticular field. 

Apparently there was a Bulgarian directive which outlined a cal
culated plan to hasten the corruption of Western democracies 
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through, among other tools, the narcotics trade. I believe that if 
one looks at the evidence, the open sources available from the 
media, as reinforced in yesterday's and today's sessions, it became 
very clear that the Bulgarians are playing a role in the narcotics 
for arms trade. 

I do not believe that there is a free enterprise system in Bulgaria 
of laissez faire, that would enable the Mafia to operate without the 
knowledge of the Bulgarian Government. 

Senator DEN'fON. I actually asked the question in the form of, 
would it not be naive to believe that they were not doing these 
things. You answered no, but then everything you said meant that 
you agreed with me and I agree with you. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. I meant yes. 
Senator DENTON. Go ahead, Senator Biden. 
Senator BIDEN. Thank you. 
Professor, your recommendations are I think helpful, although I 

would ask you for the record whether or not you can flush them 
out for liB a little bit more. rrhey are pretty broad, sweeping gener
alizations. 

But let me ask you for one recommendation that is not here. I 
wonder whether it has been considered by you and rejected or not 
considered. Should we consider fighting terrorism with terrorism? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Senator, let me respond to your question by 
saying that my colleague Dr. Ray Cline and I have just finished a 
study on state-sponsored terrorism, and we have offered very spe
cific recommendations dealing with that issue. Hopefully, we can 
make it available to you and your colleagues, probably at the end 
of the month. 

My recommendation, based on academic studies over many years 
and extensive field research, would depend, sir, on the perception 
of the nature of the threat. In other words, first I think that every 
nation must identify the problem and then develop a strategy in 
order to combat that particular problem or threat. 

Now, in the United States, as I tried to indicate earlier-and this 
is critical-in the United States people look at terrorism in isola
tion, bombings here and, terrorist assassinations there. Americans 
do not see the problem in the context of state-supported terrorism. 
Indeed, the nature of war has simply changed, because war be
comes too expensive and too dangerous to be waged eyeball to eye
ball on the battlefield. Therefore, people have to get used to the re
ality, that it is not traditional warfare of missile against missile or 
man against man, but it is the delivery truck full of explosives 
driven by kamikaze terrorists-that may turn to be most destruc
tive. 

Now, it seems to me if those who are responsible for the security 
of U.S. citizens going abroad reach a decision that there is an im
minent threat to the interests of the United States in strategic 
terms, then I am sure that a responsible government would know 
what to do. 

There was no hesitation, for example, to respond effectively and 
to mobilize all forces when the United States was attacked at Pearl 
Harbor. 

Senator BIDEN. Well, is that analogy not maybe a little inappro
priate? Let me ask you the question more specifically. The Senator 

.~w:;;;r~ .. , ___ -----------------------
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from Alabama has identified 2 or 3 or 4 or 10 terrorist organiza
tions, some of which are state-sponsored, some are not state-spon-
sored. . 

Let us take the terrorist organization operating in Peru. Should 
we in fact use terrorist tactics to in fact engage that organization? 
That is question number one. Let us talk about the different types 
of terrorist organizations. 

You see, my problem, with all due respect, Professor, with profes
sors, you are very professorial and you make broad sweeping state
ments such as, "Review the organizational structure of the United 
States bodies concerned with narco-terrorism with a view to im
proving command and control capabilities." 

Well, I am still just a student and I do not know what that 
means. I know if I write that I get an A in the paper, but I do not 
know what it means. And so, to be real specific, should we-does 
the terrorist organization in Peru, does that constitute a threat to 
U.S. vital interests, U.S. security interests, the fact that all these 
drugs are pouring into the United States, poisoning this society? Or 
do you mean by strategic interests a threat to a military facility? 

I mean, I am not sure what you mean. 
Mr. ALEXANDER. By a strategic threat, I mean weakening the in

terests of the United States throughout the world in terms of the 
defense of this country, or challenges to maintaining the principles 
on which the United States was founded. 

Senator BIDEN. Well now, wait a minute. You are confusing me. 
Let us make a distinction so I understand what you are talking 
about. Obviously, a strategic threat would be if we gOt word a ter
rorist organization was going to try to blow up one of our carriers 
in the Mediterranean or if they were going to try to blow up or do 
severe damage to a Pershing missile base or whatever. That is 
clear. 

Mr. ALEXANDER. Right. 
Senator BIDEN. Less clear to me is if we have knowledge that a 

terrorist organization is involved with smuggling or allowing to be 
grown and ergo subsequently smuggled into the United States 500 
tons of a narcoticl::l drug, whether it is coke, heroin, whatever. Is 
that a strategic threat? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. In the long run, I think there is a cumulative 
impact, meaning that one cannot see such activities in isolation. 

I agree with you that Peru is one particular instance. But one 
has to look also at other sources of narcotics such as the "Golden 
Triangle," the Middle East, and elsewhere. Consider the long run 
implications. I think that Senator Paula Hawkins in her hearings 
indicated that drug trafficking is one weapon used to cripple Amer
ican society, one instrument to undermine the moral fiber of the 
young people of this country. 

Senator BIDEN. I think, by the way, that you are much more 
likely, doctor, to be killed by the ultimate product'of a drug traf
ficker-that is, being mugged in your parking lot at SUNY or 
wherever it is you teach because somebody wants your wallet in 
order to keep the drug traffic going, than you are to be killed by a 
Soviet missile or a Soviet bullet. 

I fully believe that. To be self-serving, I was the first one, 8 years 
ago, who started hollering about our priorities here-it should have 
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an equal priority with our defense budget. We should not be scrap
ing here. We should be spending a great deal more money on this. 

But my purpose is to try to get a sense of precision from you, and 
when I read your recommendations to understand what you mean 
when you use a phrase like "secLl:rity interest." What do you mean 
by security interests, you, Mr. Alexander? 

Mr. ALEXANDER. OK. By security interests I mean the capability 
of this country to maintain the pluralistic system of the United 
States and its friends and allies abroad. 

Senator BIDEN. So that would include everything, essential? 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Yes. But if I may refer, Senator, to the schema, 

to the diagram in my paper [jndicating] in terms of the spectrum of 
conflict. At the left end of the spectrum lies normal diplomatic and 
economic pressure, which is permissible under international law, 
and at the opposite end lies low-level conflict. 

Senator BIDEN. This all relates to state-sponsored terrorism? 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Yes, and I am concerned about this phenome

non simply because it is a new mode of warfare. And somehow, I do 
not think that the United States and its allies pay enough atten
tion to low-intensity conflict. 

Senator BIDEN. Let me ask you one more question. I know the 
chairman is anxious to close the hearing for this morning, and I 
understand that, too. 

Have you reached a conclusion as to what states in the interna
tional community we the United States should at this point cut off 
diplomatic relations and impose economic sanctions, trade embar
goes and maritime blockades? Can you enumerate for us what your 
research has indicated thus far with just what countries would jus
tifiably fall under the dictum that you are suggesting here, which 
is cut off diplomatic relations, institute possibly a trade embargo, 
possibly a naval maritime blockade? 

Have you reached any conclusion? 
Mr. ALEXANDER. Well, tentative conclusions because by its very 

nature the academic community is working only with open sources. 
We are not privy to any classified material. 

The only suggestion I have is that the United States must have 
recourse to a wide range of responses to state-sponsored terrorism 
beginning with political and diplomatic pressures. I am not sug
gesting, for example, that the United States resorts to illegal oper
ations and sends a commando unit to assassinate Libya's Qadhafi. 
What I am trying to underscore is that as long as nation states do 
not uphold basic principles of international behavior and advocate 
a double standard of morality, we are not going to be able to mobi
lize counterterrorism support. Consider the British attitude toward 
Libya after it launched an attack from its embassy in London. In 
spite of this abuse of diplomatic norms the British disposition was 
business as usual. 

In short, we cannot speak from both sides of our mouth. If there 
is an imminent danger to national security, we should recognize 
that situation. Clearly, there are authorities within the govern
ment whose responsibility it is to analyze that sort of data. Armed 
with this information a responsible nation can then reach a deci
sion to take appropriate action. 
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Senator DENTON. Senator Biden, just in the interest of our own 
excellent communication and my complete confidence and trust in 
your goodwill, if I may offer a comment as to what I consider the 
threat to us to be, irrespective of delineating which terrorist groups 
are nationally sponsored and which are not, I believe it is a threat 
to the security of the United States when the following allies or 
friends of ours are being weakened and to a degree disillusioned 
with us in some cases because we are not supporting them against 
these terrorist groups which are hurting them in various degrees of 
damage. 

In West Germany, the Red Army Faction, the revolutionary 
cells; in Italy, the Red Brigades, the Front Line; in Peru, the Sen
dero Luminuso; in Spain, the Basque ETA; in Turkey, the ASALA 
and Justice Commandos; in France, the Actione Direct; Israel, the 
PLO; Colombia, M-19, FARC, ELN; Honduras, the FPR; El Salva
dor, FMLN; Lebanon, the Islamic Amal, Islamic Jihad. 

Bolivia is in great distress from various influences. Burma, the 
Shan United Army and the Burmese Communist Party; southwest 
Africa, SW APO; South Africa, ANC; Taiwan, the WUFI and the 
Taiwan Independence Movement. 

El Salvador is in some trouble, as you know, and there is a credi
bility problem involved wEh our not doing what John Kennedy 
said we would do, which is support our friends against the threats 
to their freedoms. And granted, we cannot just continue to fight all 
the battles around the world as international gendarmes. But at 
least I guess we can help them. 

And I do believe-in some we help them-that our security is 
threatened when their strength is threatened and when our trade 
with them is modified, reduced. So I think there are economic, po
litical, as well as strategic threats to our security overall as a 
result of this new force and trend in international affairs. And I 
just offer that to you as a personal observation. 

Senator BIDEN. I do not disagree with that, and I would take it 
one step further, Senator. I believe our security is threatened when 
this Government fails to crack down on the Mafia. 

Senator DENTON. I totally agree with that, too. 
Senator BIDEN. We do not even have to go to SWAPO. We can 

start right here. We have our hands full. 
But the point that I was trying to make was in no way to suggest 

that what you suggest is not correct, professor. I just wanted to 
know with more precision what you are saying, because you go to 
great lengths in your statement to define with precision what you 
mean by an insurgency. 

Mr. ALEXANDER., Yes, sir. 
Senator BIDEN. And I mean this in a complimentary way. You 

give a classic professorial dissertation on what insurgency means, 
because you understand that is an important thing for us to under
stand. And all I was trying to get was equally as precise a defini
tion of what you mean when you use the term security interest. 

I happen to think the control of drugs is in our security inter
ests-unlike our military men. Our military men view this drug 
problem as the bottom of the line. I think instead of us spending 
over $300 billion on our military establishment, we would be better 
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served in terms of our security interest if we spend $275 billion on 
the military and another $25 billion on this. 

But we do not seem to view it that way. And so I know what I 
mean by security. I just wanted to make sure I understood what 
you meant by security. You answered the question. I appreciate it. 

And I think that we are going to in fact be going through an edu
cation process here for some time. I just hope we don't take too 
long to arrive at the conclusion that this is not only a multifaceted 
problem, but one, as you point out, that our friends which Senator 
Denton and I believe we should support, like Great Britain or 
France, in fact seem to be operating at odds with themselves with 
regard to Libya, for example, with regard to Syria, for example. So 
that, as you know, sometimes they make it hard to help. 

But at any rate, I thank the Chair for his pursuing and continu
ing to pursue these hearings, and look forward to the next day. 

And thank you, professor. 
Senator DENTON. Thank you for your continued interest and ex

cellent input, Senator Biden. 
Mr. Alexander, before leaving, in your book "Terrorism: The 

Soviet Connection," you use significant testimony on SW APO and 
ANC from our 1982 hearings. We have received new evidence of 
SW APO and ANC terrorism directed against the people of Namibia 
and South Africa respectively. The information comes from the 
Southwest Africa Territory Forces and from the Office of the Ad
ministrator General and from the South African police. 

Without objection, I would like to place this new information in 
the record. 

[The material referred to follows:] 
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ANNI';X A 

HOOFKWARTIER SWA GEBIEDSMAG 
SWA TERRITORY FORCE HEADQUARTERS 

A1ROClllCS l~ SWA 

Privaatsak/Private Bag 13220 
Tel 204911 Windhoek 9000 

1. In a \IIell o'rcheslrated propaganda csmpaign against the securH)' forces, th~ 
security forces ar~ continually tieing accused of comn,H ting at roc it ies. SWAPJZ 
alroclties, on the other hand, ere not given the sar.,e pron,)nence and an in,: 
balance is presented to the general public. 

2. Since 1979 S~APO has committed the folloving atrocities ag~inst the local po: 
pulation, and vel') IHtle pror.,inence ha~ been given t.o these acls b) the medic 
and other organizations, 

SWAPO ATROCITIES, 

Atrocity 1979 1980 1981 )962 1983 198_ 

a b c d e f 

Locsl populatio~ killed in ~~ 125 6~ 4~ 15 3", 
landr.line incider,ts 

Local populallo~ injured in 9~ 173 14!l 70 30 7~ 

lan;,in.inE' intloe:nts , 
I 

Local populatlor, murd~red BE 48 95 70 76 ~' 

Local population abducted 474 308 1]3 17J 27(, l \'.:. 
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SWAPD ATI1DCI TIES AGAINST CIVILIANS - 1903 

J~NUAnY 

Date lime Position 

a b c 

01 Jan 83 21hOO 12Km SSW of Maha= 
ncne (Olllalllbo) 

02 Jan 63 16hDO D5Km 5 of Dmbahu 
(Ol!lambo) 

FEBRUARY 

APPEI\DI>. A 

IItrocity 

d 

SWAPO Terrs abduct 42 x local pop 
to Angola. 

SWAPD Terrs murder 1 x local pop. 

Dale Time Position Alrocity 
~---a----~--~b- ~~-------c~------t-------------~d--------------~ 

02 Feb 83 

05 Feb 83 16h50 

.13 Feb 83 21hOO 

19 Feb B3 14hOD 

21 Feb 03 2Dh30 

22 Feb U3 02hDO 

22 F~b 83 08h57 

22 Feb U3 I O~h15 

22 Feb ld 19hUli 

74Km E 0 f (Jahi= 
vello (Dl!lambo) 

oaKm NIl of '1aha= 
nene (Dlllambo) 

D7Km S of Kat= 
l!Iitl!le (Kavango) 

2DKIIl 511 0 f Gmba= 
lanlu 

T sandi, (Ol!lami:1o) 

20Kn, SE of 
Ruacana 

20Km S[ of 
Huacana 

2m:", Sl of 
r~uacanb 

15Kn, 1\.; of 011,= 
balal1lu \fJUb"bo) 

SWAPO Terrs fire on civilian ve= 
hicles. 

SWAPD laid mine kills 1 x child. 

SWAPD Terrs attack civ1lian Bush= 
man settlement. 3 x Women'and 3 
x children killed. 2 x I'len and 2 
x children wounded. 

SWAPD Terrs abduct 3 x school 
teachers and 35 children to An= 
go'la. 

SWAPD Terrs altack the kraal of 
headman laaipopi. 

SWAPD 1 errs bayonet 1 x I!IOIlian and 
1 x child to death. 1 x Wounded. 

SWAPD laid landlllincs kill I and 
1lI0und 2 civilialls at the scene of 
above-menlioned cI'imt'. 

SHAPO laid landlilihe destroys,chi: 
lian vehicle. 2 ~ Killed alld 2 '. 
injured. 

SIIAPO laid landlldne destroys cilli: 
lislI vehicle. ~ ~ Local pop 11,: 
jured. 

SIIAPU T~Trs IlIllrder 1 ~ local pop. ret. t,.1 I 123 

' .... 1 ____ ,..;" _. __ -1 ______ -L1 -,--------.,----,1 

2~1,1I' S!"i of 
1 bc.1 I, ~ I !. 1\0 C :;,t Ill) 



Dale 
a 

01 Mar 83 

03 Mar 83 

04 t1ar 83 

o~ Mar 03 

06 Mar 83 

14 Mar 8J 

15 Mar 83 

15 Mar 83 

15 Mar 83 

22 11ar 8) 

24 t1ar 83 

25 ~lar 83 

25 /1ar 83 

26 "Iar U3 

Time 
b 

09hQO 

13hOO 

02h50 

23h3D 

12h22 

15hDO 

IDh20 

19hDD 

09h40 

03h30 

l2h30 

23hOO 
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Position 
c 

11Km SW of On~ 
gandjera 

14Km NNE of Om: 
balantu 

25Km E of 
Ruacana 

OnglUediva 

8Km NW of l1aha: 
none 

Farm Leeulaagte 

7Km NE of On: 
danglila 

12Km NW of 
Kundu 

25Km SW of 
Kundu 

5Km NW of Dmba: 
lantu 

Oshakati 

Nkongo 

15Km E of Oka: 
longo 

l~Km SI< of "la= 
'I hanene 
I 

I 

Alrod ly 
d 

SWAPO Terra murder 1 x local pop. 

SWAPO Terrs abduct 30 school child: 
ren to Angola. 

SWAPD Terra abducl 62 achool child: 
ren and 2 teachers. r 

SWAPD Terrs attack civilian setlle: 
mer.~. 1 x Local pop killed and 
4 .• local pop lUounded. 

SWAPO Terrs murder 1 x local pop 
outside his settlement. 

S\~APO Terrs abduct 1 x local pop. 

SWAPD Terrs kill 1 x lUoman. At a 
laler stage her husband, headman 
of civilian settlement, is killed 
by a landmine laid al his lUife's 
murder scene. 3 Other civilians 
are i,njured by the same explosi?n. 

SWAPD Terrs abduct 12 achool 
children. 

SWAPO laid landmine kills 1 x 10: 
cal pop caltle. 

SWAPD laid landmine injures 5 ~ 
local pop and destroys their ve: 
hicle. 

SWAPD bomb destroys part of a cuca 
shop. 

SWAPO Terrs attack.cuca shop. 1 x 
Local pop injured during attack. 

S\'J~PO 1 errs murder 1 x 1U01I,an. 

SWAPO lerrs attack a civiliar, sel: 
tlellient - nobody .i!njured bul ,the 
vhole settlemenl destroyed. 



Date 
a 

01 Apr B3 

02 Apr BJ 

05 Apr 83 

DB Apr 83 

08 Apr 83 

14 Apr 83 

15 Apr 83 

IB Apr 83 

18 Apr 83 

18 Apr 83 

20 Apr 83 

Time 
b 

13hOO 

IBhOO 

15h45 

12hOO 

HhOO 

16h30 

1)h20 

01hOO 

l.5hOO 

21hoo 

17hOU 
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Position 
c 

2Km S of Oshaka: 
ti 

)J<m S of Oshaka: 
ti 

Ojindmba 

551<m NW of Oshi: 
vello 

lOKm S( of Nepra 

SKm NW of Okongo 

71<10 S 0 f RU8cana 

34Km E of 
Ruacane 

10K", VI of Osha: 
kati 

lOKm E of On: 
dangwa 

24Km S of Oshi: 
kango 

Atrocity 
d 

SWAPO grenade injures 2 x children. 

SWArD laid landmine injures 2 x 
children. 

SWAPO lerrs abducl 25 x children. 

SWAPD lerrs murder 1 x local pop. 

SIIAPO Terrs murder 1 x tea~l;cr. 

SWAPO rifle grenade injures 1 x 
child. 

SWAPO laid landmine kills 9 x local 
pop and injures 1 X local pop. 
The vehicle is completely destroy: 
ed. 

SHAPD Terrs abduct an unknown num: 
ber of children. 

SHApO grenade kills 2 x children. 

SWAPO Terrs destroy 1 x civilian 
vehicle. 

SHAPO grenade kills 1 x child and 
injures 7 other children. 

~------~------~------------~----------~~-----------.~ 

Dale Time Posi lion Atrocity 
a b c d 

03 I'lay 83 20Km SE of On: S\1APO Terrs murder 1 " woman. 
dang~a 

04 11ay 83 24hOO 11ibeyo SWAPO Terrs murder 1 x mGn with 
Knife. , , 

O~ 1'11l)' 83 01h15 Dhaugue SHAPD Terrs aHack CHl1 ian set.: 
I tlemenl \:lith morl ars. 

t:~ l'la~ 83 WhOt! lsandi S\iAPO laid landrr,jne injures 2 x 
civilians. 

(JL Ha)' 83 OK", NE or ten= SHAPO 1 errs illurd"r 1 " hC!adll,an alld 
hana ____ 1_ sleal som~ of his possession&. 
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Date Time Position Atrocity 

a b c d 

09 May 83 12hDO 20Km W of SWAPD Terrs abduct 10 )t \lIomen. 
Ndula 

09 May 8J OlhDO 25Km W of Etale SWAPD Terrs murder 1 x \lIoman. 

15 May 8J lOhDU Rupara SWAPD Terrs plunder and destroy a 
cucs shop. 

16 May 83 12hOO + l2Km W of SWAPD Terrs murder 1 x Uloman. 
Oshikango 

17 11ay 83 12hOo + 2Km NE of SWAPD Tern murder 1 x man. 
Okalongo 

20 May 83 19hDO Mpungu SWAPo Terrs murder 1 x man (Emil 
Mboto) and steal of his posses: 
aions. 

Date Time Position Atrocity 

a b c d 

02 Jun 83 o9h2o 3Km 5 of Concor SWAPD laid anti-personnel mine in: 
jures 2 x children. 

OJ Jun 83 12hDD 3DKm S of Maha: SWAPD Terrs ambush chief Shoya and 
ncme 3 x administrative officials in 

their vehicle. 

06 Jun 83 19hOD Drokone SWAPD Terrs abduct 1 x Himba man. 

14 Jun 83 23hDD SWAPD Terrs murder 2 x civilians. 

15 Jun 83 D7hl7 l:1Km N[ of Om: SWAPD Terrs attack headman Andreas 
balantu Sjoka's settlement. 3 x Civil: 

ians are injured during attack. 
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Date Time Position Atrocity 

8 b " d 

03 Jul 8} 10h45 7Km 5 of (enhana SWAPD laid lanamine kills Philipus 
landoka. his father and 6 x child" 
reno I Other civilian is sedous= 
ly 1110unded. 

07 Ju1 62 o1hoo 15Km ( of Nkongo S~IAPO Terrs murder Immanuel Shido: 
10 outside his kraal. 

D Jul 83 15Km ( of Hale SWAPO Terrs abduct 2 x civilians. 

18 Jul 83 23hOO Tjoha SWAPD Terrs abduct Johannes Hasam: 
bo. He is murdered on the fol10111: 
ing day. 

19 Jul 83 22hDO Mpungu Sl~APD Terrs kill Phi1ipus Gangome 
outside his settlement. 

30 Jul 83 D2hDO Rupara SWAPD Terrs kill one civilian and 
wound another. 

AUGUST 

Oate Time Posil:ion Atrocity 

a b c d 

18 Aug 83 22h30 SKm S£ of ongl11e: SWAPo Terrs ambush civilian vehic: 
diva les and abduct a headman. 

19 Aug 83 21hOO 11pungu Valley SWAPO Terrs abduct 2 x civilians. 

23 Aug B;; o8hOO [pupa SWAPD laid mine seriously wounds 
2 x civilians. 

29 I\ug 83 OSh30 60Km S of SWI\PD laid mine severely damages 
Rundu heavy civilian vehlcle. 

SEPTENBER 

Date Time Position Alrocity 

8 b c d 

02 Ssp 83 17hOO Otjihavero Sl~APO Terrs abduct & x civilians. 
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Dale Time Poaltiun Alrocity 

~ b c d 

11 Det 83 20hOD Okaku (Olliambo) SWAPO Terrs abducl Marku$ Kor.:raau. 

14 Oct 63 22hOD Dmddi (Dillambo) SWAPD Terrs murdel' 11alahamba t1aim: 
u1unde. 

19 Oct 03 16hDD 15K", N 0 f Mpungu SWAPD Terl's n,urdcr 2 " Ulomen and 
(Hundu) .1 x child. 

NOVEMBER 

Date Time Position Att'oclty 

a b c d 

04 Nov 83 lOh15 37Km SE of Mpuku SWAPO Terrs altack ru, ov~rnlght 
camp of the Deparlment of Agri: 
culLure. 

18 Nov 83 14h20 20KIII NE uf Omba: SWAPD laid mine destroys donkey 
lantu cart. 2 x Local po"" injured. 

21 Nuv 83 IDhDD 25Km N of Kaliima SWAP'D Terrs murder 1 x local pop. 
Ulilh SKS bayonet. 

2~ Nov 83 . 09hlD Ruacana SWArD laid min" debtruys civilian 
vehicle. 10 x Local pu"" are k111~d 
alld 6 x are Uloundl.!d. 

26 Nov 83 2DhOO 8Km W of [Jundu SWAPO Terrs murder a civilian, 
Kamati Haikundu. 

29 Nov 83 07h30 4Km NW or Ton: SWAPU Terr~ Ulound a civilian, 
duro Willem Mbere~ba. 

DECEMSER 

Date lime Position Atl'oclly 
a b c C\ , 

01 uee 63 18hOO l'lu>!ese SHAPD T Pori S nll .. "rdL'l' a civllidn, 
"ihumbu l'lpande Rnd wOund anolher, 
Simbunda I\dara, 
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DCC[~18[R 

Date Time Position Atrocity 
8 b c d 

14 Dec 83 IShDD 15km S[ of Dmba= SI1APD Terrs murder e civilian, 
lanl~ Paulus Eitia and wound three other 

civilians, Awteria Simeen, Helui 
Namalenga and Ester Paulus. 

l~ Dec 83 Dlh3D lOkm S[ of SWAPD Terrs murder 1 x civilian, 
Nkurenkuru David Kampenge, with a Makarov 

pistol. 

:31 Dec 83 22hDD 7km SE of Ton= Four SWAPD Terrs murder 1 x civi= 
doro lien with bayonet. 
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SWAPO ATROCITIES AGAINST CIVILIANS - 1984 

Date Time Position Atrocity 

a b c d 

15 Jan 84 17h30 RV 5974 XL Klein SWAPO Terrs abduct 4 X civilians 
Elundu Area 

19 Jan 84 19h20 198576 16km ~est SWAPD laid mine destroys civilian 
of Nkongo vehicle. 3 x Loc~l pop injured 

20 Jan 84 07h3!> 32km ESE of Dka= SWAPD laid mine destroys civilian 
longo vehicle. 3 x Local pop are killed 

and 5 x are wounded 

20 Jan 84 Dh30 8564 WN 5km SE of SWAPD 181d mine injures 1 x clvi= 
Evale lian 

FEBRUARY 

Date Time Position Atrocity 
a b c d 

02 Feb 84 lDh25 13km S of Oham= SWAPD Terrs abduct 4 x local popu= 
wililbi lation 

" 

Date Time Position Atrocity 
a b c d 

02 f1ar 84 2lhDO BR96D265 Just SWAPD Terrs fire upon vehicle. 1 
South of Rupara Civilian killed and another wounded 

06 t'lar 84 llh50 15km East of farm SWAPD fire wounds I civilian 
Helena near Goba: 
bis 

06 f1ar 84 24hDD BR5244 Kahenge SWAPD Terrs murder 2 x civilians 

09 Har 84 2Dh3D Dshikuku S\,APD mortar fire wounds 2 x civj: 
lians 

16 Har 84 2lhOD OlD220CR SHAPD Terrs murd!ir a civilian, 
Koyengona lm~nuel Salono I 

I 

21 Har 84 19hDU 7240\-JL 6k'IJ NC SWAPD Landnt.i ne damages civilian 
of Omundudu vehicle 



Date Time 

a b 

29 Nar 84 16hDD 

29 r~ar 84 lDhDD 

3D Nar 84 21hDD 

Date Time 

a b 

02 Apr 84 15h45 

02 Apr 84 18h40 

08 Apr 84 02hOD 

15 Apr 84 l6hlO 

I 
I 15 Apr 84 20hOO 

I , 
I J7 Apr L~ 1 til 100 

I 19 Apr 8~ 2lhOO 

20 Apr fJ~ I lDh45 

I 
25 Apr G~ I 15hOO 

I 

i 

, I 
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Position 

Dnandjera Area 

Dkaka Area - Skm 
NC of Dnheleilll8 

lDkm N of 
Ohanglilena 

Position 
c 

15 km E of Ombo= 
loko 

110 km N of Tsandi 

7 km N\I of On= 
gandjera 

ENOI( garage 

I Oshakati 

10 krn E of 
Engela 

6 kill M'!C of 
"lahanene 

13 kll' SII of 
Ongandjera 

21 km [ of Nkongo 

20 km NC of 
Oshigambo 

I 
I , 
I 

Atrocity 
d 

SI1APD Terrs abduct 4 x local popu: 
lation. 

SHAPD Terrs kill 1 x civilian llIith 
AK-47 assault rifle. 

SHAPD laid landmine kills 2 x local 
population children. 

Atrocity 
d 

S~IAPD laid landmine injures 1 x 
civilian 

S~IAPD Terrs murder 2 x local popu: 
lation by shooting them through 
the,head llIith AK-47 assault rifles. 

SHAPO Terrs fire upon local popu= 
lation llIith RPG-7 and AK-47 as: 
sault rifles, injuring 3 x civi= 
lians 

A bomb planted by SvlAPO terrs kills 
1 x Namibian civilian and 2 x mem: 
bers of the United states Liaison 
oFfice in Namibia. 4 x Other civi: 
lians lIIere injured in the blast. 

SHAPO Terrs murder 1 x civilian, 
Lucas Shipulllla-Hamul<lIaFa, by hit: 
ting him on the head with & hoe. 

SHP.PO lorr" mUl'cjer 1 >. civilian 
\IIi th piutol. 

911APO Terrs attack kraal of headman 
AmoLenja Njalo and ldll his? year 
old son. 

slIr.po laid landrrdne kills 3 x local 
population and injures 2 olhers. 

SHAPD laid landmine kills 2 x local 
population and injureG 5 othcrs. 

'------------------------------------- --~ --~ 

! 



Date 
a 

01 ~Iay 04 

01 May 84 

02 May 84 

02 11ay 84 

03 May 84 

03 Hay 04 

05 Hay 84 

05 f~ay 04 

11 flay 84 

11 Hay 84 

12 f1ay 04 

13 flay 04 

116 flay 84 

17 Ilay 84 

Time 
b 

11h30 

14h20 

22h15 

24hOO 

16h45 

16hOO 

16hOO 

15hOO 

07h20 

OlhOS 

11hOO 

19h02 

19h40 

07h4S 
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Position Atroclty 
c d 

lOkm E of AnamU: SWAPO Terra 1.:'11 2 x loc"l popula: 
lenge tion by cutting their throats 

5km N of Onh!!: 
1eilila 

7km NE of Oshi: 
kango 

20km ENE of 
Rundu 

Elundo Area 

15km N of Oka: 
longo 

5km SE of Onam: 
undindi 

IG!<m N of 
Ombomba 

9km N\i 0 f On: 
ganjera 

Ombalantu 

15km N~J of 
Ruacana 

ISkm NNE of 
Elundu 

Hindhoek 

5km 5 of 
Oshigambo 

SWAPU Terrs abduct 1 x civilian 

SWAPO Terrs aUacl, kraal of head: 
man GabrieJ KaLomba 

SWAPO Terrs abduct the son of 
headman Sambui' s forelllan. Later 
he escapes 

SWAPD Terrs detonated a bomb at the 
tr ibal office 

S~JAPD Terrs abduct 2 x children and 
6te~1 29 head of cattle from head: 
man Lucas 

4 x Fleeing SWAPO terrs lIIound 
headman Nesta Komati and kill 2 x 
civilians 

SWAPD Terrs fire at headman Jaf: 
fat's vehicle killing 2 x civilians 
and lIIounding 1. x civilian 

A civilian vehicle detonates a 
1andmine laid by S\·JAPO terrs, in: 
juring 5 x civilians of which 3 
are seriously injured 

f·'ortars fired by SIJAPO terrs in= 
jure 2 x local population 

A SHAPO laid landmine kills a 
horse and its rider 

A SHAPO laid landmine injures 1 x 
civilian child 

A bomb planted b)' Sl·JAPD t~rrs in: 
jjures 2 x civilians 
I ' 

SHAPD Terrs murder 1 x cidlian b) 
shoaling him through the head uith 
a 11akarov pis tol 

----~----~--____ ~ ______________ 1 



~ 

Date limo 

e b 

21 May 84 17h3D 

26 May 84 23h3D 

26 11a)' 04 18hDD 

29 May 84 l4h17 

3D May 84 IDhSD 

3D May 84 14h45 

3D May 84 18h30 

3D flay 84 21hDD 

Dale Time 
a b 

04 Jur, 84 12hDD 

05 JUt, 84 OBhOO 

05 Jurr 8~ 16hOD 
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Posltion 
c 

5km' NW of Slu= 
uongo 

IDkm SE of On= 
gandjera 

lkm N of Simanya 

6km NE of Dn= 
gandjera 

Dshaketi 

Dnagwena 

Skm N of Calu~que 

Nzinze 

Position 
c 

Rundu 

[No\~ Ileal ractory 
D,hakali 

2Dkm NH of Hale 

/ltrodty 
d 

SWAPD Terrs abduct 1 x female 
teacher 

Mortars fired by S~IAPD terrs in= 
jured I x civllian woman and 
burned down lhe kraal of headman 
Rislof Komati 

SVlAPD Terrs abduct Petrus Kalura= 
ta (25) and Kasera Nbunga (15) and 
later kill them with bayonets 

1 x Civilien vehicle detonales 
SWAPo laid landmine, 1 Han los t 
his leg and the other was less 
seriouslY injured 

A bDmb planted by SVlAPD Lerrs at 
B shop entrance injures 2 x local 
population 

A bomb planted aL a tribal office 
by SWAPD terrs injures 1 x Wam~o 
dvllian 

A donkey cart detonaLes a SHAPD 
laid landmine killing 3 x civi: 
lians and injuring 1 child se: 
riously 

SWAPD Terrs murder a teacher, 
Tauro Kanguibe 

Atroc it)' 
d 

A bomb planted by SHAPD in front 
of the Erambo butchery kills 1 x 
civillan and ir.jul'es 3 otherB 

A bomb planted by SI·JAPO tern) In= 
jures 2 x local population 

A SWAPD laid mlne serlously in= 
jurer; a Vlambo boy, Cleopas Ildaf= 
t.abe 



B b 

05 JUri 84 17hSO 

Ou JUri 84 07h3o 

11 Jun 84 01hOo 

12 Jun 84 17h15 

12 Jun B4 2ohOO 

14 Jun 84 20hoO 

15 Jun 84 15hoD 

16 JUri 84 17h10 

19 Jun 84 15hD5 

19 Jun 84 21h55 

23 Jun 84 14h35 

23 Jun 84 24hoo 

24 Jun 84 21hDD 

dlli:.I 

Date lime I 
a b I 

02 Jul 84 l5hOO I 
L 
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c 

10klll N of 
Oshakati 

20km N of 
Oshigambo 

2km N of ombo: 
loko 

lOkm N of Katon: 
do 

7klll NW of Oshl: 
kango 

lokm NEof Dnhe: 
leiwa 

lokm NE of Elun: 
du 

Skill E of !:lando 

7km N of Dshi: 
kango 

15km fi of On: 
gandjera 

IOkm S of Omun: 
glJlulune 

Dkm N of Nepara 

m:n, N[ of omon: 
gnelume 

Position 
c 

[It;!, ~,\~: of 
(I'" ~'~I~:j' H! 

d 

A civiliBn vehicle detonates a 
SHAPD laid landmine, killing 3 x 
local population 

A SWAPD laid land mine kllls a 
Wambo boy, Festus Nambuli (13) 

SHAPo Terrs abduct 9 x school: 
children fron, thcir school at 
[ finde 

SHAPo lerrs assault. and rob a 
civilian, Luki Johannes 

SWAPO lerrs abduct Matheus Johan= 
nes Haifeni from his kraal 

SWAPD Terrs murder 1 x civilian, 
Isreal Haindomgo, with Makarov 

. pistol 

A SWAPo laid landmine kills 1 x 
Wambo child and injures 1 x child 
seriously 

SWAPD lerrs abduct Ananias Angua 
(35 ),' Nanoigole Shienengwa (3D) 
and'Mandume Arugul0 (13). 

SWAPo Terrs wurder 1 x civilian 

S~IAPo Terrs attack a kraal and 
wound I ~ Wambo \Uoman 

A civilian vehicle detonates a 
S\~APD laid landmiflc, killing e 
Wambo man and \Uoman and injuring 
2 x \Uoman seriously 

S\1APo Terrs murder a teacher, 
Petrus Kanyeke, and a Wambo man, 
Sikongo, with knives 

5\·IAPD Terrs abducl 1 x civilian, 
Jona Petrus (55) 

Atrocity 
d 

A ('j\'ilion vehicle d~torlOt,e!: a 
:~,., ;',1 luid landlUillt·, lll.jurill;': G '. 
( .. \ !Jimlt. 



a b 

04 Jul 84 09hOO 

05 Jul 84 Dh45 

05 Jul 04 14h15 

05 Jul 84 20h50 

00 Jul 84 20hOO 

11 Jul 04 00h30 

11 Jul 84 10hOO 

11 Jul 84 2lhOO 

17 Jul 84 2lhOO 

15 Jul 84 14hOO 

21 Jul 84 12hOO 

29 Jul 84 Zlh47 

30 Jul B4 10hOO 

30 Jul 84 101100 
I 
I 
: 
j 1 
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c 

Ongali Area 

2km NW of 
Oshaketi 

Ondangwa 

Katutura 

4km N of Ongand: 
jera 

9km W of Omum: 
welume 

18km NE of 
Oahuli 

10km 5W of 
Oshigambo 

Oshakati 

18km N c:f Etale 

68km WNW of 
Etengua 
(28190lTL) 

Tauneb 

10km NE of 
Oshakati 

16km W of Eenhana 

d 

) x SWAPO Terre keep a Wambo woman 
hostage for the night 

SWAPO Terrs detonate an explosive 
device near the entrance of ENOK 
wholesaler, injuring 1 x civilian 

SWAPO Terrs detonate bombs at a 
shop and a bottle store. The ex: 
plosion at the bottle store in: 
jures 2 x civilians of which a 
Wambo man is seriously injured 

SWAPO Terrs detonate an Bxplosive 
device at the NASOU offices 

SWAPO Terrs abduct 2 x teachers, 
Ananias Anguuo Kendjel and Nandi: 
golo Kamela Aluma and a pupil 
Sahens Angurro Mandume 

SWAPO Terrs abduct Simon Hamunjela 
(35) and steal his vehicle 

SWAPO Terrs abduct 5 x civilians, 
Petrus Lukas, Nataniel William, 
Denis Johannes, Joel Joseph and 
Andries William .: 

SWAPO Terrs attack the cucs of 
Willie Umbili, killing the night: 
watch Michael 11atheus (50) 

SWAPO Terrs detonate an explosive 
device and damage 2 x schoolbusses 
belonging to the Wambo secondary 
school 

S~JAPO Terrs abduct a civilian 
woman and her baby 

SWAPD Terrs abduct 6 x local popu: 
lation, one later escapes 

SIIAPO Terrs damage a Ilobil garage 
by detonating a bomb 

A SIIAPO laid landminu Kille ,D ('i: 
vilian man, a bo}' and th~ hon!' 
they were riding on 

A S\~APO Terr wounds a miln, vomsn 
and child with an Al<47 assault: 
rifle at a cuca shop 
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a b c d 

31 Jul 64 02hOO Oshakati SWAPO Terrs slightly damage 
the Oshakati State Hospital 
with mortar fire 

Date Time Position Atrocity 

a b c d 

03 Aug 64 llhOO 13km NE of A civilian vehicle detonates 
Oshikuku a SWAPO laid landmine, kil= 

ling 2 civilians and lnjur= 
ing 4 seriously 

04 Aug 64 llhOO l~km W of Miers= SWAPO Terrs abduct 6 civil= 
hoop ians and steal a vehiclE". 

Later they burn the vehicle 
and steal another one 

12 Aug 64 llh40 2km SE of A civilian vehicle detonates 
Ohalushu a SWAPO laid landmine, kil= 

ling 3 x Wambo civilians 

16 Aug 64 17h20 2Dkm NNW of A civilian vehicle detonates 
Oshakati a SWAPD laid landmine, kll= 

ling 4 x civilians and in= 
juring 3 other 

23 Aug 64 14h45 3km SE of A SWAPO bomb damages a tri= 
Ondang.'a bal office and injures 1 x 

civilian 

SEPTEMBER 1964 

Date Time Position AtrOCity 

a b c d 

04 Sep 64 16hOO 9krr. N of Elombe A civilian vehicle detonates 
a SWAPO laid landmlne, "il= 
ling a civilian and inj41'ing 
3 oth~rs 

14 Sep 64 17hC'(j It.llr., liE (11 SWAPO Terrs tTlUrdE'r' a civjJ= 
Ombcl brJ~U ian Il'ith an AI\-47 assault 

rifle 

2f, S0P 84 17h:>C' follr' N\\' ( f A civilian v('hiclc detonntes 
ush~ ~;u;.:~~ a SWAPO laid landmir.€" kilo 

.-. '. ---.-- -- .. '- , - lin. 1 >: locl.] popu] nti Of, 



Date Time 
b 

01 Oct 84 18hOO 

17 Oct 84 IShOD 

NOVEMBER 

a b 

07 Nov 84 18hOO 

12 Nov 84 01h30 

12 Nov 84 

17 Nov 84 

18 Nov B4 20hOO 

20 Nov 84 10h4S 

25 Nov 84 
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Position 

10 km HE of Ondobe 

Ruacana Area 

c 

17 km E of Nkon~o 

U10ndu 

12 km SE of Oka= 
10ngo 

20 Km NE of 01ango 

2DKm SI~ of Omba= 
lantu 

2 Km S of Onan= 
gwena 

S km W of Nepata 

1S 

Atrocity 
d 

\ 
13 x Armed SWAPD Terrs abduct I 
ILazaru~ Lukas, aged 22, at the I 
10ndobe Cuca shop. Later he I 
e~capes and report~ to a secu= I 
Irity force base I 
15 x SWAPO Terrs abduct Josef I 
IOkanjo. He later escapes near I 
IEenhana and reports to a se= I 
Icurity force base I 
I I 

\ d 
I I 
IA civilian vehicle detonates a I 
\SWAPD laid landmine. injuring I 
13 x local population seriously I 
I I 
IA Wambo Administration vehicle I 
ldetonates a POM - Z mine eau= I 
ISing RIO 000 damages \ 
ISWAPO Terrs shoot a civilian I 
fDa vi d Humil ombo. wi th an AK~ I 
147 rifle I 
ISWAPO Terrs shoot a ci vil i an I 
Iwoman I 
12 x SWAPD Terrs murder a civi= I 
11 i an woman. Bernedetta Bedeka. I 
Iby shooting her with an AK-47 I 
lassault rifle and a Tokarev I 
IPistol I 
IA civilian vehicle detonates a I 
ISWAPO laid mi,ne next to the I 
Itarred road. 2 x Civilians are! 
Ikilled and a woman is injured I 
I I 
IA SWAPO Terr shoots 1 x eivi= I 
llian. after he refused to give I 
Ithe terrorist money or lend him 
Ihis motor car. I 
I I 
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1 Date l-ij~l~ 1 Position 1 Atrocity 
-'-1 

I I 1 I 
I 1 b 1 1 d I 

-I 1 I 1 I 
102 Dec 84 I 19hOD I 10 Km W of Epembe ISWAPD Terrs attack a civilian I 
I I I Ivehicle on the road to Opuwa I 
I J I I I 
I 80 Dec 84 J 20hOO I 10 Km N of Beacon ISWAPO Terrs murder Vtce-head= I 
J I I 13 Iman Amntuti Meng~ I 
I / I I I 
/ 16 Dec 84- / 13hOO I 2.5 Km E of Nkongo /1 x local population detonates / 
I I I /a SWAPO laid landmine. His I 
/ / I Ifoot was blown of and he later I 
I / I Idied of loss of blood / 
I / I I I 
I 20 Dec 84 I 17hOO I 25 Km NNW of lIB x SWAPD Terrori sts abduct I 
I I I Oshigambo 140 young civilian men and I 
I 1 I Iwomen I 
I I I /. I 
I 31 Dec 84 I llh20 I Ondangw,a Post ISWAPO Terrorists place a bomb I 
I I / Office lin the Post Office. The bomb / 
I I I lexplodes. Killing 5 x civi= I 
I I / Ilians and injuring 23 other :' 
I I I I 

50-759 () - 86 - 8: 
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l\.antoor ban bir ~!ll11jnjs'tmtMlr-\~,?'rnrraal 

'lDificr of tbr ~bmini.s'tratoH~~rntral 

ALLEGATIONS OF ASSAULT BY SWA/NAMIBI~N SECURITY FORCES 

Allegations of atrocities committed by members of the Security. 

Forces in Namibia have become commonplace in re'cent years. Many of 

these allegations have their origin in a fairly compr~hensive 

propaganda campaign, intended by S\'IAPO and some of its suppor ters 

to discredit the Security Forces and undercut the legitimacy of the 

SWA Administration and its capacity to govern. As such these 

allegations are a commonplace feature of an insurgency campaign. 

Not all allegations are, however, unfounded. There hav~ 

unfortunately been instances of mistreatment of civilians by 

members of the Security Forces. It is of importance, in a society 

claiming to uphold civilised standards, to establish the attit.ude 

and response of the authorities to such occurrences. 

The Legal position 

six articles of the (South African) Defence Act of 1957, as well as 

the schedule to the Act expressly prohibit any mistreatment of 

civilians. south African Defence Force and South West Africa 

Territory Force commanders have moreover issued standing orders and 

instructions to all units expressly forbidding such actions. All 

soldiers and policemen doing service in the operational area are 

obliged to sign solemn declarations that they are aware that any 

form of assault on or mistreatment of the civilian population is 

illegal and punishable by law. 

Regulation 58 (56) of the South West Africa Police Regulations 

stat~s that it is an offence for a police~en "to use unnecessary 

violence against a prisoner or other person under detention or to 

ill-treat such a person in any other way." 



223 

Ext.ract.s from ot.her Secul' i t.y Fo~ce st.and ing inst.ruct.ions. mal'.e t.he 

same paint: 

"It. is unnecessary to emphasize t.hat any form of assault or 

mistreatment of detainees is both illegal and punishable ..... 

"Commanding officers are required to tar.e appropriate steps 

to eliminat.e any occurrence of assault or mistreatment. 

Subordinates must be cautioned 'at regular inte~vals to 

refrain from any such behaviour. Irregularities will not be 

left unpunished ..... 

"Any complaint of assault, mistreatment or unlawful behaviour 

against a detainee must be immediately investigated, 

preferably by an independent branch of the (police) Force ..• " 

It must also be borne in mind that marti~l law has not been 

proclaimed in Namibia and that all members of the Security Forces 

are subject to the statutory and commo':!' law of the land, which, of 

course, prohibit and prescribe criminal penalties in the case of 

assault. 

Policy and Procedure 

Both the South African government and the Administration of SWA/ 

Namibia have repeatedly stated that they will not hesitate to act 

against members of the Security Forces who are found guilty of 

unlawful acts of violence. The people of Namib.ia are aware that 

they should report any complaints in thi!, regard to the police and 

have indeed done so when circumstances warranted. Liaison 

committees have also been established in Oshikati and Rundu to 

receive any complaints of mistreatment. 
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A Defence Force liaison office at. which complaints may be lodged, 

also exists in Wfndhoek. Any complaint lodged at these offices is 

investigated immediately. Boards of inquiry have been 

commissioned under the chairmanship of a senior Defence Force 

officer to investigate specific complaints of assault or 

mistreatment. h~ere circumstances warrant, such caseS are 

sUbmitted to the Attorney-General with a view to prosecution of 

the individual concerned. A list of prosecutions institut.ed, the 

findings of the courts and the sentences imposed is attached. 

(Annex A). cases before the court.s in which judgement has not. yet 

been passed are also list.ed. (Annex B). 

Similar procedures of departmental invest.igation and, where 

appropriate, prosecution, are applied by the South West. African 

Police, who, in addit,ion, routinely investigate any allegation of 

mistreatment by any member of the Security Forces. Police Force 

instructions provide that any member of the force guilty of 

unlawful violence will be summarily discharged, in addition to the 

criminal penalties which may be imposed by a competent court. 

Finally, in an attempt to ensure that t~e existing legal framework 

in the Territory and its application by' the persons charged 

therewith, is both fair and efficacious, bearing in mind the 

terrorist campaign waged by SWAPO, 1 have appointed a judicial 

commission of Enquiry into Security Legislation under t.he 

chairmanship of the Honour,able Mr Justice' H P van Dyk. In 

addition to Mr Justice van Dyk, the Commission consists of four 

other members, including the SWA/Namibia Secretary for Justice and 

an advocate and an attorney in legal practice in Namibia. 

As will be clear from the foregoing, any form of assault on or 

mistreatment of detainees or other civilians, far from beiQg 

routinely applied as a matter of policy, is expressly and 

unqualifiedly forbidden and is punish,ed both depa.tmentally and by 

the courts. The system of prohibitions and penalties is no\ 

perf<,,:t: incidents do occur from time to time: but the 

perpetrators are then subject to the penalties prescribed by the 

criminal law. 

Windhoek 

22 January 1965 
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t\a."e Charge Date of 
Senlen~e Senlence 

a b ~ d 

C. Diedericks Murder 25/03/82 20 Years imprison;:-ent 
H. Cloele 16 '1; .Jrs impn sOl"lMont 

R.D. du Plessis Arson 15/04/82 4 Years impr ison::ent 

J. Afrikaner !'l~rde r 21/05/82 8 Years imprison;:"enl of 
vhich 3 yeats have been 
s~s;Jended 

D. Steve Assault 15 Years impr ison;;-o'lnt of 
Nurder vhich 3 years have been 

suspended 

C. Adarr,s Rape 01/07/82 5 Years imprisonrenl of 
uhieh 2 years have been 
suspended for 5 yearc plus 
5 strokes 

Lt Laubscher and Assault 22/07/82 Lt Laubscher fined R75-00 
Cpl De Kock Cpl De Koek sentenced to 

60 days detention and de: 
graded 

~!.J. I.el Ra;Je 04/08/82 :I Years inpr hon;;,ent of 
vhich 2 years have been 
suspended for} years 

J.S. August Ra;:>e 05/06/82 RI000 fine or 1 year 1fT,: 
prisonment. 3 Years sus:; 
pendej sentence plus 5 
strokes 

A. Shivule Culpable 06/05/62 7 Years in-pr i::on~,enl 0 r 
homicide vhich 3 years have been 

suspended for 3 years 

, , 
Rfn Sta",fr led Assa'.,;l t 10/0B/82 40 Days delention 

" 

L/Cpl Harlenberg Assault 24/08/82 Repri",,,nded 

P.J. Hendriks Ra;:>e 03/09/82 3 Years imprlsonnent of 
A. Claasen vhich 2 years ha~e been 
1-1. Oln'ier suspended for 3 )ears 
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a b c d 

S;lt Le RouI< Ra;>e 01/10/82 2 Years i~r isonc.enl 
Rfn ~'ar tin and 
Rfn Ste fanus 

J.M. Praia Culpable 04/11/82 R~OO f 1ne or 6 .. ,orolhs im: 
Ho~,ic ide pc lson""r,l 
At le~ted 2 Vears imprisonment sus: 
murder pended for 3 ~ears 

2Lt Gilontee Assault 18/11/82 r ir,ed R;:.aO 

2Lt Papenfuss and Assault 24/11/82 2Ll Papenfuss fined R20 
Sgt ~iait Sgt \18 i t repr imar,ded 

D. Harris Rape 01/12i62 4 Years i"pr isonm2nt sus: 
P. Mouton and pended for S years plus S 
0.5. 800n2aale1' slrokes 

Lt De \let Theft 10/12/82 L t De I·Jet repr imanded 
Rfn Sanson and Rfn Sanson sentenced to 40 
Rfn Rossoulil da)'s delention 

Rfn,RossoUIiI fined R20 

Lt LoulII and Alleged 18/12/62 I\ot gLlllty 
Cpl Ac~erman theft 

Pte N. Karunga ,l,ssa'Jlt 0,/01/53 r ined ?W 

A \lanbo lIl?:nber of the f'lurder 10/01/83 Accused killed during 
S'rIMF arrest 

Cpl L. N i kode;;,us Assault 11/01i83 8 Honths imprisor,;mnt 

Rrn J.P. Diecericks Theft from 31/01/83 150 Days delent,ion of uhlcr.' 
P.J. 1 roskie and cuea shop \10 days ha,'e bee'! suspended. 
H.A.P. Venter 

, 
T.E. Kruger and f1urder 11/02iB3 15 Years ittpr is:)n~e~t 
D. van der Heever 5 Years i~rlso"lr:enl 

Rrn K. f·lalr.eus f'lurder 11/03i83 ~ot guilty 
robbery 

--
I Pte P. Josef Assault 05/04/83 P280 or 4 m~nlhs lrpr iso'"t;. 

\ 
o:'e-.t 

\ I 
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a b c d 

Rfn L. Sorseb Assault 12/04/eJ R120 or 40 daIs lmprison: 
menl 

Pte J.H. I'la~a~a Rape 20/01' .'~) 4 Years irrpriso~.,..ent and 4 
stro\.es of "hlCh 2 years 
ha.e been suspended for 4 
years 

Pte D. "'e"b~ P,r.;>e 20.'C~:EJ > Years i'l'lr isonr.ent of 
"hiC'h 18 months have been 
5wsf)enoed. for 4 i eg: S 

Rfn !\. Kgumni Assaul t 18/05/e) 18 t-lonlhs im;:·ri~ontr..::nt of 
uhich 12 months have been 
suspended for 3 years 

Fifn N. v.~atia Assault 16/05/B3 R20D Dr 50 da.)·s i~'r isor.: 
ment 

Cpl Versler Assault 25/05/83 I\ot gui lty 

Rfn 1'..14. Meier Rape 27/0,/8) 3 Years imprisonment of 
uhich 2 1/2 years have b~e. 
suspended for 3 years 

Rfn B. I'lbunga I; r a Assault 26/07/0 8 110nlhs im?f lsor,!'7"ent and 
4 stro~.es 

Smn H. Sll'it Culpable 12/0e /83 2 Years imprisonr.l€nt sus:. 
homicide pended for 4 years 

P.L. Visser Assault 1210B/a) R4QO or 100 daIs lmpris;)n~ 

ment 

Spr S. \4i 11 ia.,..s I·lurder 06/09/53 B Years inp r 1 SO"l:-·~;,t of 
vhich 4 years ha\e been 
suspended for 4 years , 

Pofn 1\. du Preez Culpable 10/11/83 r.4QO or 4 months il1;Jrisor.: 
hOll'lClde meot susr·en:Jed ror 4 yeErs 

S.P. Keoper 
\ 

Ra;:>e 02/12/8) Case uithdravn 
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; a b r d 

I Cpl K. Nalgas Rape 06/12/0) "'ot gui II y ,--~ . 
\ 

I Rfn L. 1019 Assau1 t J2/12/83 r ined p,~0 each 
I 

Fofn C. f:;;"oer,a 
I t 

, i 
Cpl L. t>.i<:odemClS ~,ssault ar,d 11/01/8~ 8 "ionths lr:;"r j 50,"enl i : arson i 

i Pte J. \:Clrl der lierve Assault Ji/Ol/8~ R60 or )0 da)s ln~r 1!.C..':"1: 
! 
i 

I ""CIt , 
I 

I 
28/01/84 I Cpl J. Abraham Culpable :> Years ilTpriso,')rrenl 

Homodde 
i 

2Lt r. Bolha Assa;;lt 15/02/84 P,20 fine 

-' 
Rrn L. Josob Crimen 04/04/84 5 Strokes wHh a 1ig ... t 

Injuria cane 

Basera Elias Rape 17/05/84, 5 Years ilTpr isonrenl of 
which 3 hal'e been sus: 
pended 

Rfn !'.J. B;;~rltr,E;'1 Rc;>e 17/05/84 5 Vears im~riso",-e"'t of 

I \:~,.ich 2 ha,e bee". S":E.: 

I pende;:! 

I I 
! 
I Rfn \I.\!. Bit lertles,", 4 "ears inprisoCtrE"l of 

uhlch 2 hElle,been S.JE:: 

i p~nded 

! Rrn K. lHus 5 Years il'r9r iso"·\I~l'Znt. of 
uhich, 2 years hs,'e b~c" 

I sus?ehded 
! 
I 

I I \ ! Rrn D. [lope A~sau)t 05/06/84 t>.ot gu,i1 ty . , 

Rrn r .1. Rool I Assau1 t 

I 
05/06!6~ 4 ('io"lhs and 2~ d",;.>; lIT ;: ! : priso'1",enl 

I t 
! 

- -----------._------------
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hame Charge ~r.tt·nce 

a b c: 

(. Josef 11urder and rape Case pending 
\', Arneu 
A. l\vya'1ba 
A. Shhua 

P.P. van \/yk Ra;>e Cb:'(> per.dl"'rg 

.. 

1\. Coetzee I HJrder Case pendlng.. 

Rfn P. Andreas 11urder Case pending 

Pte H. Humu and Ra;>e and assault Case pending 
S. Ijirium 

Porn 1. Potgieter I'luroer . Case pe.nding I 
Rfn J. de l-Jet Assault Case pending 

2Lt B.J. Aggen= Attempted rape Case pending 
ba~h 

Ca;:.t 8=rr,a~::J Assa~lt I Ca£e per.: ~ng 
S S~t Ja,.~fr \a;-j 

I ! F.frr.sburg 

Sgt l1aree Intimidation I Case pendlng 

Rfn David Elope Assaul t. I Case pending 

Rfn A. Adr i cEnse Ilur~er I Case pending I 
LRfn B. 1100re IIssauH C6~e pend ing I 
I 5.~. du Raan Allem::>~ed murder Case pending I 
I 

---i 

Abr ahafT. \1i 1: Ra;>e Case pending 
( I ia",; 

L. ______ _ 
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., 
a b c 

., 

CpJ 5t~)'n N~gl i genc-~ re sult ing d~eth Ca&e pending 
or voman 

L Cp1 M. KJe inbooi Rape Case pendi ng 
Rr" J.P. V.has~ 

f--' 

Forn Ph·ten PClc£ible raf'~' aCId at.naull Ce=Eif- p~f1d.iqg 

Rfn rorluin 
P.rn Lottering 
Porn \'an \':)'k 
P.rn \'(J'1 \~i~l 1ieg', 
Rfn I:rou~arr,? 
Porn Julius 
Rrn THus 
Rfn 5J inger 
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INFORMATION SUPPLIED BY TI~E SOUTH AFRICAN POLICE CONCERNING 
ACTS OF TERROR CO~WITTED BY THE AFRICAN .NATIONAL CONGRESS CANC) 

ea) The ANC has committed 281 acts of terrorism during the 
period 1 January 1976 to 31 March 1985. ~he nature of 
the events was as follows: 

16 attacks on police stations 
12 murders on members of the SAP and witnesses 
35 attempted murders on members of the SAP and witnesses 
13 murders on ciVilians 
12 attemEted murders on ·Civilia:ns 
56 cases of sabotage and attempted sabotage on railways 
48 cases of sabotage and attempted sabotage on state 
and public buildings 
38 cases of sabotage and attempted sabotage on power-plants 
13 cases of sabotage and attempted sabotage on fuel reservoirs 
1 case of sabotage and attempted sabotage on telecommunication 
systems 
g cases of sabotage and attempted sabotage on business 

Eremises. 
10 cases of sabotage and attempted sabotage on Erivate 
Eroperty 
1 case of murder and attempted murder on SADF and 
Commando members 
4 attacks on buildings of the SADF 
6 cases of sabotage and attempted sabotage on water 

pipc.-lines 
3 cases of robbery and attempted robbery. 

(b) The SAP, due to the 47 cases of murder and attempted 
murder on members of the SAP - but especially on witnesses 
- is unwilling to release the names of victims since the 
lives of family members and other persons involved may 
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also be threatened. An example of this is the murder 
by the ANG of former ANG-member Mr and Mrs Bartholomew 
Hlapane of Soweto, following the evidence given by 
Mr Hlapane to the Denton Commission. 

.' 
ec) 64 people, among them 19 Black civilians died in the 

period January 1977 to July 1984 due to ANC acts of 
terror. 

(d) Quantities of ANC weapons, ammunition and explosives 
(most of Soviet bloc origin) have been found since 1976 
in RSA. For example: 

22 RPG-7 rocket launchers with rockets 
113 limpet mines 
55 anti-personeel mines 
543 kg of explosives (note: a hand-grenade contains 

'lID grams of explosive, on average) 
888 hand-grenades 
212 AK-47 rifles 
57 346 AK 47 cartridges 
have been uncovered recently. 

Although the.ANC claims that their strategy of violence is 
specifically aimed at South African Police, Defence Force 
personnel and strategic targets, indiscriminate acts of 
terrorism by the organisation give the lie to this claim. 
For example on 20 May 1983 the ANC exploded a bomb outside 
South African Airforce Headquarters in Church Street, Pretoria. 
The resua.t was 19 persons killed and 217 injured. Although 
Defence Force members were among the victims the overwhelming 
majority were civilians. Eight of those killed were black 
and 67 of the injured were blacks - all of these victims were 
civilians with no links to the ANC's claimed target. 
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Senator DENTON. Mr. Alexander, we are going to provide you 
questions in writing and we hope you' will answer them. Thank you 
very much, Mr. Alexander. 

This hearing is adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 1:10 p.m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene 

at 10 a.m., Wednesday, May 15, 1985.J 

L ____ _ 



INTERNATIONAL 'l'ERRORISM, INSURGENCY, 
AND DRUG TRAFFICKING: PRESENT AND PRO· 
SPECTIVE POLICY TOWARD TERRORISM 

WEDNESDAY, MAY 15, 1985 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN RELATIONS, 

AND COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, DC. 

The committees met at 10:07 a.m., in room SD-419, Dirksen 
Senate Office Building, Hon. Paul S. Trible, Jr., and Hon. Jeremiah 
Denton, jointly presiding. 

Present: Senators Trible, Biden, Cranston, and Eagleton-Com
mittee on Foreign Relations; Senators Denton, Leahy, DeConcini, 
and Metzenbaum-Committee on the Judiciary. 

Senator TRIBLE. The joint session of the Committee on Foreign 
Relations and the Committee on the Judiciary will come to order. 

In our last day of joint hearings with the Committee on the Judi
ciary, we will hear testimony on how our Government is orgE!nized 
to respond to the growing threat of international terrorism. 

The testimony to date has made two facts absolutely clear. First, 
international terrorism is a form of conflict that it is becoming 
more prevalent and more violent. Second, it is becoming increas
ingly attractive to its state sponsors as a means of attacking an
other state's interest, especially those of the United States. 

Two days of testimony have also suggested that the United 
States is poorly prepared to meet that challenge. There is no na
tional consensus on the appropriate role of force in international 
affairs. Indeed, this disagreement was the subject of a recent ex
change between the Secretary of Defense and the Secretary of 
State, and is reflected regularly in congressional debate. 

As a result, we face a policymaking and decisionmaking paraly
sis. 

Moreover, many experts believe our special operations forces are 
badly coordinated, that they lack the command structure to over
see swift and effective retaliation. Additionally, they argue that 
Government decisionmaking machinery may be too cumbersome to 
make timely decisions. 

This hearing provides an opportunity to examine these issues. 
In today's testimony we will hear from two administration wit

nesses, those who are chiefly responsible for developing our 
counter-terrorism strategy:: Mr. Fred Ikle, Under Secretary of De
fense for Policy; and Ambassador Robert Oakley, Director of the 
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Office for Counter-Terrorism and Emergency Planning at the De
partment of State. 

This is a unique opportunity for the two committees, and we are 
looking forward to an interesting and informative discussion. 

I will turn first to my cochairman, the distinguished Senator 
from Alabama, Senator Denton, for an opening statement, and 
then he will begin our hearings today. 

Senator DEN'l'oN. Thank you very much, Senator Trible. 
Good morning, ladies and gentlemen. 
I want to recognize and thank my colleagues on both the Judici

ary and Foreign Relations Committees for their participation and 
their valuable contributions. 

We have already congratulated Chairman Thurmond and Chair
man Lugar of their respective committees for their foresight in 
holding these rather overdue hearings. 

rfhe witnesses have emphasized the need to educate the Ameri
can people on the significance of the terrorist threat and I, for one, 
have been educated further by the excellent testimony given here. 

Much is left to be done, and it will not be completed when these 
hearings end today. There are signs that the Foreign Relations 
Committee will continue work on this subject area this June, and I 
can assurc cyeryone that the Judiciary Committee will continue to 
pursue this subject. 

We have heard many of the witnesses say that Americans have 
an unrealistic and incomplete understanding of terrorism. I have 
been quoted as saying that President Reagan does not know 
enough about terrorism. That was taken out of context. But let me 
express what we really believe so that it can be properly quoted in 
context. 

If the executive branch understands terrorism, it has not hereto
fore made its points with the Congress, because the Congress does 
not support what the executive branch has been discussing about 
terrorism. If Congress understands terrorism, it has not passed leg
islation sllfficient to deal with the problem, nor does it, in my view, 
understand it enough to be able to calculate the threats to our in
terests, as I will discuss later. 

If the media understands terrorism, they have not adequately in
formed the public. 

We, in America, simply do not fully comprehend the social, psy
chological, and economic ramifications of this evil, which is a rela
tively new evil, a new force and trend in international affairs and 
a new force to cope with in our internal affairs. 

So we do not understand the strategic and military implications. 
We do not have a good understanding of the full gamut of' damage 
already done to U.s. interests by worldwide terrorism; nor do we 
have a good understanding of' the present and likely future threats 
to the full spectrum of U.S. interests. 

This does not mean we are not doing anything against terrorism, 
nor that the executive branch could not undertake something effec
tive in retaliation in a given instance. It does mean, however, that 
we are drastically short on understanding, unlikely to persevere on 
a difficult course because of lack of public understanding, congres
sional understanding, media understanding, and unable to develop 
really good. policy. 
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We must continue to develop our understanding, even to the 
grass roots level, in order to produce an informed consensus, better 
qualified to contribute to a basis for national policy. 

Yesterday we heard two of our colleagues testify before this 
forum. Senators Hawkins and D' Amato poignantly demonstrated 
the connection between narcotics producing countries and terror
ism. Their work in the area of narco-terrorism is applauded, is 
much needed, and they have been diligent Senators in that respect. 

But, in general, we have a small minority of Senators who are 
into this subject area, and we must get into it as a body. 

Mr. Clyde Taylor, Office of Inte:rnational Narcotics Matters, De
partment of State, stated that not only does money from drug 
smuggling support terrorists, but drug traffickers have begun using 
terrorist tactics to enforce discipline in their own ranks to elimi
nate competition, eliminate government opposition, and intimidate 
users. 

Mr. Taylor added that there is mounting evidence that some gov
ernments are also involved for their own sinister ends. 

Mr. David Westrate, Deputy Assistant Administrator, Drug En
forcement Administration, reemphasized that there is significant 
evidence that indicates that several countries are involved in drug 
trafficking. He said, IIBoth the terrorists and the traffickers have 
immeasurably increased the level of anarchy and lethalness 
through the acquisition of automatic weapons and other high fire
power armaments. It contributes to the destabilization of lawful 
governments." 

Today we will be hearing from five distinguished witnesses from 
both the public and private sectors. The hearing today is directed 
at IIpresent and prospective policy toward terrorism." 

These hearings will contribute to the information data base nec
essary to establish sound government policy. 

Let me introduce our first panelists. They are my friend Dr. Fred 
Ikle, Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, with whom I worked 
on so many previous occasions; and Mr. Noel Koch, Principal 
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security 
Affairs, who occupies a key position in this subject area. 

Do any Senators wish to make any opening statements before 
the witnesses proceed? 

Senator METZENBAUM. No. But I do want to say, Mr. Chairman, 
that it is regrettable that there is another Judiciary Committee 
meeting at the S8.me time as this Judiciary Committee meeting. Al
though some members are two-faced, with split personalities, it is 
very difficult to cover two meetings at the same time. [Laughter.] 

Senator DEN'fON. I just left the Armed Services markup, Senator 
Metzenbaum. 

Senator METZENBAUM. But this is two meetings of the same com-
mittee, the Judiciary Committee. 

Senator DENTON. Yes. 
It was not my doing. 
Senator METZENBAUM. I understand that. But when I leave, I just 

want you to understand the reason. 
Senator DENTON. Of course. 
Senator CRANSTON. I have no statement, Mr. Chairman. I, too, 

have the same problem. I have to go to a Banking Committee ses-



238 

sion. But I welcome the witnesses and while I may not hear I hope 
to read what they have to say. 

Senator DENTON. That is the most important thing, Senator 
Cranston, if we would simply encourage our colleagues, to read the 
transcripts of the hearings related to this subject, it will overcome 
many obstacles. 

Senator CRANSTON. Yes. 
Senator DENTON. We will now receive a statement for the record 

by Senator Eagleton. 
[Senator Eagleton's opening statement follows:] 

OPENING STATEMENT OF' THOMAS F. EAGLETON, A U.S. SENATOR FROM MISSOURI 

Senator EAGLETON. Recent press reports allege that foreign nationals from a CIA 
trained. counterterrorist unit in Lebanon, acting without CIA authorization, hired 
others to detonate a car bomb that killed 80 in Beirut last March. The reports also 
suggest that U.S. counterterrorist operations were changed following the bombing. 

The reports, whether substantiated or not, have focused the spotlight of public 
scrutiny on the Reagan administration's confused and radical get-tough antiterrorist 
plans. 

In the aftermath of the atrocities committed on Americans in the Middle East, 
the American people have yearned for a U.S. antiterrorist policy that is both effec
tive and moral. In response, the administration has given them tough talk speeches 
by Secretary of SLate Shultz that refer to an antiterrorist posture of "active pre
emption, prevention, and retaliation" and the potential "loss of life of some inno
cent people" during such action. 

At the same time, other top officials in the administration, most notably, the 
President, the Vice-President, and the Secretary of Defense, have made contradicto
ry statements about our policy. In his debnte with Walter Mondale last fall, candi
date Reagan spoke of retaliating against terrorists only if it would "not endanger 
the lives of innocent civilians." The President later commented on the Secretary of 
State's antiterrorist rhetoric, saying, "I don't think it was a statement of policy." 
One-half hour later, White House spokesman, Larry Speakes, was claiming the 
Shultz's words were "administration policy from top to bottom." 

Vice-President Bush expressed his views of the Shultz plan simply: "I don't agree 
with thaL" 

A garbled policy for dealing with terrorists is the last thing that will help deter 
future violent actions against our citizens and property abroad and at home. 

While the Senate Intelligence Committee (of which I am a member) looks into our 
antiterrorist operations and the press reports on the recent Beirut car bombing, all 
Members of Congress and top officials in the administration must undertake a rea
soned public exploration of the fundamental issues involved in a democracy's fight 
against terrorism and an evaluation of the administration's antiterrorist policy. 

This discussion should include an airing of the goals and purposes of our policy, 
the domestic and international legal implications of preemptive attacks on terror
ists, the administration's intent to report to or consult with Congress about covert 
antiterrorist activities, and the standards of proof we will require before taking 
action against suspected terrorists. 

Many would argue that such a public debate on the U.S. response to terrorism 
may mean that our response will not be as quick and forceful as possible, but the 
rigors of public involvement in the formulation of crucial foreign policy is the price 
we pay for living in a free and civilized society. 

Senator DENTON. Mr. Ikle. 

STATEMENT OF HON. FRED C. m:LE, UNDER SECRETARY OF DE
FENSE FOR POLICY, ACCOMPANIED BY NOEL KOCH, PRINCI· 
PAL DEPU'ry ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE FOR INTER· 
NATIONAL SECURITY AFFAIRS 
Mr. IKLE. Thank you. 
Senator Trible, Senator Denton, we appreciate the opportunity to 

discuss terrorism and the threat to U.S. security. 
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I am submitting a prepared statement for the record and shall 
merely summarize some highlights in my remarks now. 

Senator DENTON. Without objection, your entire statement will 
be included in the record, Mr. Ikle. 

Mr. IKLE. The threat of terrorisin, as you have stated, Senator 
Denton, is mainly a threat against democracies and democratic in
stitutions. At present, there are two ideologies that foster terror
ism: communism and some forms of Islamic fundamentalism, 
mostly from Iran and Libya. It is in a sense a form of warfare 
below the threshold of military attack, targeted especially on the 
political vulnerabilities of democracies. 

Accordingly, the industrialized democracies recognize the chal
lenge of international terrorists. Last year was marked by increas
ingly closer cooperation among our democracies. Time-sensitive in
telligence is being exchanged to iden~~fy specific terrorist threats 
and to coordinate implementation of security measures more effec
tively among all the countries affected. 

But some democratic nations have sought tacit accommodations 
with terrorist groups. Usually, such concessions provide only a 
short respite. Ultimately, the Government may be forced to defend 
itself at even greater cost than might otherwise have been the case. 

So, regrettably, we sometimes have a lack of cooperation among 
friendly countries, and that hurts the democracies' common cause 
against terrorism. 

For example, in a speech before the Italian Chamber of Deputies 
in February, Prime Minister Craxi charged that, of the some 200 
suspected Italian terrorists that had fled the country, 117 have 
found sanctuary in France. The French, Prime Minister Craxi re
monstrated, have failed to honor or at times even to respond to the 
more than 120 extradition requests made by the Italian Govern
ment. 

Other countries, sometimes those with, authoritarian govern
ments, may react also in a counterproductive fashion. Rather than 
exhibiting a paralysis of will, they may impose indiscriminate and 
Draconian measures which erode the government's already limited 
political base and generate additional grievances. 

Of particular concern to us, Mr, Chairman, has been the increas
ing prevalence of state supported terrorism. In 1984, acts of state 
supported terrorism rose from the 70 of the previous year, to 97. 
Iran and Libya were the most egregious offenders, being involved 
in all but five of these acts. 

But the Governments of the Soviet Union, Cuba, and Nicaragua 
have also supported terrorism, though they have been conscious of 
the benefit of concealing their involvement so as to mislead West
ern opinion and forestall a response by the democracies. 

Their approach is more sophisticated and more difficult to 
counter. The Communist leaders in Nicaragua have promoted ter
rorism in Costa Rica and Honduras, and are fomenting insurgency 
and terrorism in El Salvador. They have welcomed support from 
Khomeini's Iran and Qadhafi's Libya. 

The success of the effort of concealing the sources of terrorism 
and the extension of Iranian and Libyan terrorism into our hemi
sphere can be seen right here in Congress, Mr. Chairman, which is 
clearly universally opposed to terrorism, generally supportive of ef-, 
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forts to combat it and yet, at the same time, generally reluctant to 
act against one of the two main centers of terrorism in the West
ern Hemisphere. 

Since terrorism can provide such signifIcant political impact for 
a very small investment of resources, it has become increasingly 
pervasive. 

In 1984, international terrorist incidents showed a marked and 
disturbing increase, rising more than 40 percent, to over 700 from 
the previous year's total of 500. 

In my prepared statement, Mr. Chairman, there are additional 
statistical details. 

Ambassador Oakley will describe the organiza-l;ional structure 
throughout the U.S. Government in his testimony in the executive 
branch for coping with terrorism. 

Let me just add that the Department of Defense, of course, has 
extensive ongoing programs to confront the terrorist threat. The 
Defense Department initiatives to combat terrorism fall mainly in 
two areas: antiterrorism and counterterrorism. 

By antiterrorism, we mean initiatives that are defensive meas
ures to reduce the vulnerability of personnel and facilities to ter
rorist attacks, physical security and such. We also do training 
within a defensive parameter in combating terrorism, and that is 
now integrated into most service school curriculums. In addition, 
we have mobile training teams which can provide training to over
seas commands and personnel assigned to areas which are in vul
nerable locations. 

Most important, our intelligence capabilities have been im
proved. Terrorism-related intelligence is being thoroughly analyzed 
and rapidly disseminated to concerned commands. We have a 24 
hour, 7 day a week terrorist desk that has been established within 
a National Military Intelligence Center, and a new Terrorist Advi
sory Reporting System to ensure that commands are kept apprised 
of developing situations. 

By contrast, counterterrorism is concerned with offensive meas
ures to respond to a terrorist act. To this end, DOD has organized 
and trained a Counter-Terrorist Joint Task Force that brings to
gether the forces of the services under a single command. This 
force is highly capable of responding and resolving terrorist inci
dents when so directed by the National Command Authority. 

You recall, of course, that the U.S. military is precluded from 
dealing with terrorism within the United States, except under cer
tain highly constrained circumstances. 

Let us keep in mind that there is no single measure by itself 
which can cope with the threat of terrorism. Combating terrorism 
requires persistence and resolve, courage and restraint. 

Public support for bold actions waxes with each major incident 
victimizing Americans, and !'apidly wanes in the aftermath. 

U.S. cooperation with other governments, so vital for any suc
cess, depends on keeping such cooperation secret. Leaks about 
intergovernmental cooperation endanger human lives, help the ter
rorists, and spread disdain throughout all the capitals of the world 
for the.lack of discipline and unreliability of the Government insti
tutions in Washington. 
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Mr. Chairman, since the early 1970's, Congress has chosen to in
volve itself in intelligence operations and foreign policy actions of 
the executive branch in much greater detail and to playa far more 
pervasive role than used to be the case in prior decades. 

Congress has chosen to become coresponsible for nearly every 
foreign policy and intelligence operation, not only in terms of the 
budget and general oversight, as envisaged by the Constitution, but 
in terms of the most detailed tactics and methods. 

Congress has, thus, chosen to be coresponsible for the secrecy of 
tactical operations, secrecy needed to protect human lives, to pro
tect the national interest. In my view, the time is long overdue for 
the legislative and the executive branches of our Government to co
operate on measures that will restore a level of discipline in pro
tecting sensitive information. 

There are no magic solutions to counterterrorism. Essentially, we 
need to operate on four levels. We can try to erect passive defenses, 
as I mentioned, barriers, gates, and so on. But all of these, we 
know, can be circumvented or overcome. 

We can prepare active defenses, armed guards, counterterrorism 
teams, apprehension of those caught preparing a terrorist attack. 
These efforts, to be successful, require good intelligence and the 
collection of good intelligence requires secrecy. 

Third, in theory at least, one would want to route out the sources 
of terrorism, the organizations planning the crimes, their training 
facilities, the sources of support and money. 

But at this level one risks hurting innocent bystanders, and usu
ally the sources enjoy the toleration if not the protection of a for
eign country. So you face all of the problems of U.S. intervention 
in foreign countries. 

Iran has been mentioned as a source of terrorism, and Libya's 
Qadhafi is a self-proclaimed supporter of terrorism. We must pre
vent the spread of this cancer to other nations. 

Last June, Libya's dictator, Qadhafi, boasted that the revolution
aries of EI Salvador have indirectly benefited from the Sandinista 
revolution by contacts with agents of Libya. Qadhafi added that the 
activities of Libya's agents in these areas have intensified. Nicara
gua is now the main focus of Libyan activities. Libya probably has 
as many as 50 instructors in Nicaragua. 

If Qadhafi and the Soviet Union can continue to support the 
Communist regime in Nicaragua, but the U.S. Congress denies all 
aid to the Nicaraguans fighting for a democracy, we must expect 
that the forces of terrorism will establish a new source and sanctu
ary as close to the United States as is Libya to Israel. So, on this 
issue, too, Congress is assuming a major responsibility. 

Mr. Chairman, let me conclude by reminding, as you have stated 
at the beginning, that terrorism is, at bottom, a form of warfare 
and it is directed against the United States and its friends. 

[Mr. Ikle's prepared statement follows:] 
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PREPARED STATEHENT OF FRED C. IKLE 

HR. CHAIRHAN, I APPRECIATE THIS OPPORTUNITY TO DISCUSS 

TERRORISM AND THE THREAT TO U.S. SECURITY INTERESTS. 

I WANT FIRST TO GIVE YOU AN OVERVIEW OF THE THREAT AND THE 

STATISTICAL BASIS FOR OUR CONCERN, AND THEN TO DISCUSS THE 

RA1UFICATIONS OF THE PROBLEM AND SOME OF THE STEPS WE ARE TAKING 

TO DEAL WITH I'r. 

AT PRESENT, THE THREAT OF TERRORISM DERIVES PRINCIPALLY FROM 

GROUPS AND NATIONS THAT ESPOUSE TWO DISTINCT IDEOLOGIES--COHHUNISM 

AND IRANIAN ISLAMIC FUNDAMENTALISM. BOTH USE TERRORISM AS A FORM 

OF WARFARE, BELOW THE THRESHOLD OF OPEN MILITARY ATTACK. AND THEY 

USE TERRORISM IN THE KNOWLEDGE THAT DEMOCRACIES--WHOM THEY HAVE 

CHOSEN AS THEIR MUN ENEMIES--ARE ESPECIALLY VULNERABLE TO THIS 

FORM OF WARFARE. 

THE INDUSTRIALIZED DEHOCRACIES, FOR THE MOST PART, RECOGNIZE 

THE CHALLENGE POSED BY THE INTERNATIONAL TERRORIST AND 1984 WAS 

MARKED BY INCREASINGLY CLOSER COOPERATION. TIME SENSITIVE INTEL

LIGENCE IS BEING EXCHANGED TO IDENTIFY SPECIFIC TERRORIST THREATS 

AND TO C'OORDINATE THE IMPLEMENTATION OF SECURITY HEASURES TO 

COUNTER THESE THREATS. THIS CLOSER COOPERATION IS ESSENTIAL FOR 

COMBATTING INTERNATIONAL TERRORIST GROUPS THAT ACTIVELY SUPPORT 

EACH OTHER LOGISTICALLY AND OPERATIONALLY TO ATTACK THE WORLDWIDE 

INTERESTS OF THE UNITED STATES AND ITS ALLIES. 
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SOME DEMOCRATIC NATIONS HAVE SOUGHT TACIT AOOOMMODATIONS WITH 

TERRORIST GROUPS IN RETURN FOR A TENUOUS PEACE. SUOH OONCESSIONS 

USUALLY PROVIDE ONLY SHORT RESPITE AND ULTIMATELY THE GOVERNMENT 

MAY BE FORCED TO DEFEND ITSELF AT EVEN GREATER OOST THAN MIGHT 

OTHERWISE RAVE BEEN THE CASE. 

ALSO, A LAOK OF OOOPERATION AMONG FRIENDLY OOUNTRIES HURTS 

IN THE DEMOORACIES' OOMMON CAUSE AGAINST TERRORISM. FOR EXAMPLE, 

IN A SPEECH BEFORE THE I'rALIAN OHAMBER OF DEPUTIES ON 7 FEBRUARY, 

PRn~E MINISTER ORAXI OHARGED THAT OF THE SOME 200 SUSPEOTED 

ITALIAN TERRORISTS THAT HAVE FLED THE OOUNTRY, 117 HAVE FOUND 

SANCTUARY IN FRANOE. THE FRENOH, ORAXI REMONSTRATED, HAVE FAILED 

TO HONOR OR, AT TIMES, EVEN RESPOND TO THE MORE THAN 120 EXTRADITION 

REQUESTS MADE BY THE ITALIAN GOVERNMENT. 

ANOTHER PROBLEM IS POLITIOAL OPPORTUNISM IN DEMOORAOIES 

THAT OAN AGGRAVATE THE DANGERS OF TERRORISM. THIS NOVEMBER. 

APPROXIMATELY 1,000 ITALIAN PRISONERS CONSIDERED TO BE TERRORISTS 

WILL BE RELEASED ON BAIL IF ITALY'S NEW LAW ON PREVENTIVE 

DETENTION BEOOMES FULLY EFFEOTIVE, AS SCHEDULED. THIS SITUATION 

DEVELOPED BEOAUSE OOMMUNIST, FAR-LEFT, AND NEOFASOIST PARLIAMEN

TARIANS ADDED AMENDMENTS TO THE ORIGINAL REFORM BILL, THEREBY , 
MAKING IT MORE FAR REAOHING THAN ITS SPONSORS EVER INTENDED. 

OTHER OOUNTRIES, PARTICULARLY THOSE WITH AUTHORITARIAN 

GOVERNMENTS, MAY ALSO REAOT IN A OOUNTER-PRODUOTIVE FASHION. 

RATHER THAN EXHIBIT A PARALYSIS OF vIILL, THEY, IN OONTRAST, MAY 
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IMPOSE INDISCRIMINATE AND DRACONIAN MEASURES. THESE ERODE THE 

GOVERNMENT'S ALREADY LIMITED POLITICAL BASE, GENERATE ADDITIONAL 

BLOOD GRIEVANCES, AND LAY THE SEEDS FOR FUTURE, MORE POPULARLY 

SUPPORTED USE OF VIOLENCE. WHEN GOVERNMENTS ENGAGE IN HARSH AND 

INDISCIMINATE REPRESSION, THEY UNWITTINGLY MAY PROVIDE THE TER

RORIST A. MORAL STATURE TO WHICH HE IS NOT ENTITLED AND MAY CONFER 

ON HIS MOVEMENT A LEGITIMACY THAT ENABLES HIM TO GARNER INTER

NAT;tONAL SUPPORT--PROVIDING ACCESS TO MONEY, MEDIA, AND OTHER 

RESOURCES WHICH WOULD NORMALLY NOT BE AVAILABLE. SUCH A DEVELOP

MENT, OF COURSE, IS USUALLY THE KEY OBJECTIVE OF THE TERRORIST 

MOVEMENT. 

OF PARTICULAR CONCERN IS THE INCREASING PREVALENCE OF STATE

SUPPORTED TERRORISM. IN 1984, ACTS OF STATE-SUPPORTED TERRORISM 

ROSE FROM THE 70 OF THE PREVIOUS YEAR TO 97--A 39 PERCENT INCREASE 

IRAN AND LIBYA WERE THE MOST EGREGIOUS OFFENDERS, BEING INVOLVED 

IN ALL BUT FIVE OF THESE ACTS. (SIXTY-SIX SUCH STATE-SUPPORTED 

OPERATIONS ARE ATTRIBUTABLE TO IRAN'S KHOMEINI REGIME AND 26 TO 

LIBYA'S QADHAFI.) 

THE GOVERNMENTS OF THE SOVIET UNION, CUBA, AND NICARAGUA HAVE 

ALSO SUPPORTED TERRORISM, THOUGH THEY HAVE BEEN CONSCIOUS OF THE 

BENEFIT OF CONCEALING THEIR INVOLVEMENT SO AS TO MISLEAD WESTERN 

OPINION AND TO FORESTALL A RESPONSE BY THE DEMOCRACIES. THEIR 

APPROACH IS MORE SOPHISTICATED, DIVISIVE, AND MORE DIFFICULT TO 

COUNTER. THE COMMUNIST LEADERS IN NICARAGUA HAVE PROMOTED 

TERRORISM IN COSTA RICA, HONDURAS AND ARE Fot~ENTING INSURGENCY 

- - --- ------ ------
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AND TERRORISM IN EL SALv!:nOR. THEY HAVE WELCOMED SUPPORT FROM 

KHOMEINI'S IRAN AND QADHAFI'S LIBYA, BUT THEY HAVE CONCEALED 

THEIR ATTACKS ON NEIGHBORING DEMOCRACIES MORE CLEVERLY THAN 

KHOMEINI AND QADHAFI IN A EFFORT TO NURTURE CONFUSION IN THE 

UNITED STATES A~ TO THE NATURE OF THE SANDINISTA REGIME AND ITS 

THREAT TO THE AMERICAS. THE SUCCESS OF THIS EFFORT CAN BE SEEN 

RIGHT HERE IN THE CONGRESS WHICH I BELIEVE IS UNIVERSALLY OPPOSED 

TO TERRORISM, GENERALLY SUPPORTIVE OF EFFORTS TO COMBAT IT, AND 

YET AT THE SAME TIME GENERALLY RELUCTANT TO ACT AGAINST ONE OF 

THE TWO MAIN CENTERS OF TERRORISM IN THE WESTERN HErnSPHERE. 

TERRORIST ASSASSINATIONS, KIDNAPINGS, ARMED ATTACKS, BOMBINGS, 

AND HUMILIATIONS CARRIED OUT AGAINST FREE WORLD INSTITUTIONS CAN 

UNDERMINE PUBLIC CONFIDENCE IN ESTABLISHED GOVERNMENTS AND ERODE 

NATIONAL RESOLVE AND FAITH IN A COUNTRY'S LEADERSHIP. AND \'IHEN 

THE UNITED STATES IS THE TARGET OF SUCH ACTIONS, THE COST OF 

TERRORISM MUST BE MEASURED NOT ONLY IN LOSS OF AMERICAN LIFE OR 

DAMAGE TO U.S. INSTALLATIONS AND PROPERTY, BUT IN LESS TANGIBLE 

THOUGH NO LESS MEANINGFUL TERMS--LOSS OF AMERICAN CREDIBILITY 

AND A DIMINISHED CAPACITY OF THE UNITED STATES TO INFLUENCE 

INTERNATIONAL EVENTS. 

BECAUSE TERRORISM CAN PROVIDE SIGNIFICANT POLITICAL IMPACT 

FOR A VERY SMALL INVESTMENT OF RESOURCES, IT HAS BECOME 

INCREASINGLY PERVASIVE. IN 1984, INTERNATIONAL TERRORIST 

INCIDENTS SHOWED A MARKED AND DISTURBING INCREASE--RISING MORE 

THAN 40 PERCENT TO OVER 700 FROM THE PREVIOUS YEAR'S TOTAL OF 

500--THE ANNUAL RATE OF THE PAST FIVE YEARS. 
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IN THE FIRST QUARTER OF 1985, NEARLY 200 INTERNATIONAL 

TERRORIST INCIDENTS HAVE BEEN RECORDED. IF THIS TREND CONTINUES, 

BY THE END OF THE YEAR WE COULD EXPECT TO RECORD ALMOST 800 

TERRORIST OPERATIONS, WHICH ~IOULD REPRESENT AN INCREASE OF SOME 

15 PERCENT OVER 1984 AND 60 PERCENT OVER THE 1983 ~OTAL. 

IN 198 11, 37.2 PERCENT OF ALL INTERNATIONAL 'rERRORIST INCIDENTS 

OCCURRED IN WESTERN EUROPE, 25.6 PERCENT IN LATIN AMERICA, AND 

22.8 PERCENT IN THE MIDDLE EAST. 

IN 198~, ARMED TERRORIST ATTACKS MORE THAN DOUBLED OVER THE 

PREVIOUS YEAR AND BOMBINGS--A PARTICULARLY VICIOUS FORf4 OF TERRORISM 

--SHOWED A 35 PERCENT INCREASE. 

BECAUSE SEVERAL TERRORIST GROUPS ARE INCREASINGLY DRAHN TO 

OPERATIONS THAT PRODUCE MASS CASUALTIES, WE ARE CONCERNED THAT, 

AS THE PUBLIC BECOMES INURED TO SUCH ACTS, THE TERRORISTS WILL 

ESCALATE THE CARNAGE IN ORDER TO MAINTAIN THE SHOCK VALUE OF 

THEIR OPERATIONS. ONE CURRENT WEAPON OF CHOICE IS THE VEHICLE 

BOMB, A DEVICE USED WITH DEADLY EFF'ECT IN BEIRUT, LONDON, PARIS, 

PRETORIA, AND KUl1AIT. IN 1983, THE STATE DEPARTMENT REPORTED 50 

SUCH ATTACKS OF WHICH MORE THAN THIRTY TOOK PLACE IN THE M1DDLE 

EAST. EVEN THOUGH OUR COUNT RE~lAINS INCOMPLETE, WE KNOW THAT 

THE NUMBER OF SUCH ATTACKS IN 1984 EXCEEDED THE PREVIOUS YEAR'S 

TOTAL. OF PARTICULAR CONCERN IS THAT A METHOD OF ATTACK THAT 

LARGELY HAD BEEN CONFINED TO THE MIDDLE EAST IS BEING USED WITH 

INCREASING FREQUENCY IN EUROPE, AFRICA, AND EVEN LATIN AMERICA. 

----- --- --- ----
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THE U.S. PRESENCE ABROAD HAS BECOME A PRIME TARGET FOR THE 

INTERNATIONAL TERRORIST BECAUSE WE REPRESENT A COMMITMENT TO 

POLITICAL STABILITY AND CONSTRUCTIVE CHANGE. OUR POLICIES SEEK 

TO DEFUSE UNREST AND DISCONTENT BY URGING AND EUCOURAGING FOREIGN 

GOVERNMENTS TO INSTITUTE REFORMS THAT MEET THE LEGITIMATE DEMANDS 

OF THE OPPRESSED AND DISADVANTAGED. TO TERRORISTS, REFORM IS 

ANATHEMA FOR IT MEANS PERPETUATION OF A SYSTEM THEY ABHOR AND, 

IN EFFECT, CO-OPTS THE REVOLUTION THEY HOPE TO LEAD. 

SINCE 1969, TERRORISTS HAVE KILLED OR MAIMED MORE THAN 1,000 

OF OUR COUNTRYMEN AND DURING THE PAST DECADE TERRORIST ACTS 

DIRECTED AGAINST U.S. GOVERNMENT OFFICIALS AND INSTALLATIONS 

ABROAD HAVE AVERAGED ONE EVERY 17 DAYS. IN FACT, SINCE 1968, 

ALMOST 50 PERCENT OF INTERNATIONAL TERRORIST INCIDENTS HAVE BEEN 

DIRECTED AGA1NST U.S. INTERESTS. THROUGHOUT THE WORLD, U.S. 

BUSINESSMEN, PUBLIC SERVANTS, MILITARY PERSONNEL, EDUCATORS, 'AND 

CHURCHMEN ARE TARGETS OF TERRORIST VIOLENCE. 

ALTHOUGH IN 1984, 'THE NUMBER OF OPERATIONS CARRIED OUT 

AGAINST AMERICAN INTERESTS WAS LESS THAN IN PREVIOUS YEARS, THE 

REDUCTION IN THE NUMBER OF OPERATIONS ACTUALLY IMPLEMENTED SHOULD 

NOT BE TAKEN AS AN INDICATION OF A REDUCED THREAT. IN 1984, MORE 

AMERICANS WERE KIDNAPED THAN IN ANY OF THE PREVIOUS FIVE YEARS 

AND THE NUMBER OF HIJACKINGS INVOLVING AMERICANS WAS HIGHER THAN 

IN THE PREVIOUS TWO YEARS. FOR THE FIRST NINE MONTHS OF 1984, 

ARMED ATTACKS AGAINST AMERICAN PERSONNEL RAN DOUBLE THE NUMBER 

OF 1983 AND THE RATE OF BOMB ATTACKS REMAINED UNDIMINISHED. 
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AMERICAN FATALITIES IN 1984 WERE DOWN FROM THE 1983 HIGH 

OF 271, AND THERE WERE SIGNIFICANTLY FE"wER ANTI-U. S. OPERATIONS IN 

1984 THAN DURING ANY SINGLE YEAR SINCE 1980. THE CARNAGE OF 1983, 

HOWEVER, WAS PRIMARILY ATTRIBUTABLE TO TWO MASS-CASUALTY OPERA

TIONS--THE TRUCK BOMBINGS OF OUR BEIRUT EMBASSY AND THE MARINE 

PEACEKEEPING FORCE. IF WE FACTOR OUT THOSE TWO ATTACKS, WE FIND 

THAT ONLY .FIVE TERRORIST-ATTRIBUTED U. S. DEATHS OCCURRED IN 1983 

WHICH \>IOULD HAVE MAbE THAT YEAR'S FATALITY RATE THE SECOND LOWEST 

SINCE 1970. 

MORE SIGNIFICANT, HOWEVER, IS THAT EVEN THOUGH THERE WERE 

FEWER ANTI-U.S. TERRORIST ATTACKS LAST YEAR THAN IN ANY YEAR 

SINCE 1975, THE NUMBER OF U. S. FATALITIES PER INCIDENT IN 1984 WAS 

GREATER THAN THE AVERAGE FOR THE DECADE. IN OTHER WORDS, ALTHOUGH 

AMERICANS WERE TARGETS OF FEWER ATTACKS IN 1984, THOSE OPERATIONS 

THAT WERE ACTUALLY LAUNCHED PROVED TO BE DEADLIER. INTELLIGENCE 

REPORTS INDICATE THAT TERRORIST ACTIVITY DIRECTED AGAINST U.S. 

TARGETS IN THE MIDDLE EAST, EUROPE, AND LATIN AMERICA IS ON THE 

RISE AND THAT INCREASINGLY LETHAL OPERATIONS ARE MORE ROUTINELY 

BEING CONSIDERED. OUR MOST RECENT STATISTICS APPEAR TO BEAR 

THIS OUT. 

DURING THIS PAST YEAR, AMERICAN BUSINESS INTERESTS BECAME 

THE PRIME TERRORIST TA"RGET--U.S. MILITARY AND I'IPLOMATIC PERSONNEL 

BEING VICTIMIZED AT APPROXIMATELY HALF THE RATE AS THE PRIVATE 

SECTOR. LATIN AMERICA BECAME THE MOST DANGEROUS VENUE FOR U.S. 

CITIZENS, FOLLOWED By WESTERN EUROPE AND THE MIDDLE EAST. OUR 
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COUNTRY I S HIGHEST LEVEL DIPLOMA'l'IC AND MILITARY PERSONNEL IN 

COLOMBIA, GUATEMALA, BOLIVA, COSTA RICA, HONDURAS, AND EL SALVADOR 

WERE MARKED FOR ASSASSINATION AND THE LEVEL OF VIOLENCE CONTINUES 

TO ESCALATE. 

FOR OUR MILITARY PERSONNEL, WESTERN EUROPE, BY FAR, HAS PROVEN 

TO BE AN ESPECIALLY DANGEROUS REGION. IN 1984, WE WERE TARGETS 

OF 21 ATTACKS THERE, AS CONTRASTED WITH ONLY 4 IN THE MIDDLE EAST, 

2 IN AFRICA, AND 2 IN LATIN AMERICA. IN THE FIRST QUARTER OF 1985, 

A TOTAL OF 11 ATTACKS 'rARGETTED AGAINST U. S. MILITARY PERSONNEL 

AND FACILITIES HAVE OCCURRED--ALL BUT ONE IN EUROPE. WE LARGELY 

ATTRIBUTE HEIGHTENED TERRORIST ACTIVITY IN EUROPE TO A PLETHORA 

OF TARGETS, AND AN INOESSANT BARRAGE OF OOMMUNIST PROPAGANDA THAT 

SERVES TO ENCOURAGE AND LEGITIMIZE SUCH OPERATIONS. 

IN EUROPE OUR MILITARY PERSONNEL AND INSTALLATIONS ARE AT 

RISK FROM ITALY'S RED BRIGADES, GERMANY'S RED ARMY FACTION 

AND FRANCE'S DIREOT ACTION--ORGANIZATIONS THAT HAVE KIDNAPED 

OR ATTEMPTED TO ASSASSINA'rE SENIOR MILITARY PERSONNEL SUCH AS 

GENERAI,S DOZIER, HAIG, AND KROESEN. IN ADDITION, OTHER GROUPS 

IN PORTUGAL, SPAIN, GREECE, TURKEY, AND CYPRUS HAVE ALSO TARGETTED 

AMERICAN AND NATO FACILITIES AND PERSONNEL. 
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WE ARE PARTICULARLY CONCERNED THAT EUROPEAN TERRORIST 

ORGANIZATIONS, ONCE BELIEVED MORIBUND, HAVE RESURFACED AND ARE 

OPERATIONALLY ACTIVE. NEW AND VIOLENT GROUPS HAVE FORMED AND 

SOME OF THE ORGANIZATIONS HAVE BEGUN TO FORMALLY COLLABORATE 

--THEREBY ENHANCING THEIR CAPABILITIES BY OBTAINING GREATER 

ACCESS TO MATERIAL RESOURCES, PERSONNEL, AND SUPPORT MECHANISMS. 

SUCH ARRANGEMENTS PERMIT GREATER FREEDOM OF MOVEMENT AND CHOICE 

OF OPERATIONAL VENUE, WHICH MAKES OUR ,TOB AND THAT OF THE LOCAL 

SECURITY SERVICES MUCH MORE DIFFICULT. THE SHEER NUMBER OF 

POTENTIAL U.S. TARGETS AND A GENERALLY PERMISSIVE OPERATIONAL 

CLIMATE CREATE VERY SIGNIFICANT SECURITY PROBLEMS. 

THE MOVE TO INTEGRATE AND COORDINATE EUROPEAN TERRORIST 

ACTIVITY HAS BEEN DUBBED "EURO-TERRORISM" OR THE "ANTI-IMPERIALIST 

FRONT." WE BELIEVE A EURO-TERRORIST OFFENSIVE, NOW UNDERWAY, 

BEGAN LAST SUMMER WITH A SERIES OF VIOLENT ATTACKS IN PARIS. IT 

EXTENDED TO BELGIUM DURING THE FALL, AND WINTER AND, IN DECEMBER, 

GAINED MOMENTUM WHEN GERMAN, BASQUE, AND PORTUGESE TERRORISTS 

CARRIED OUT BOMBINGS AND OTHER OPERATIONS AGAINST NATO, U.S., 

AND DOMESTIC MILITARY TARGETS. 

IN LATE-JANUARY 1985, THE LETHALITY OF EURO-TERRORIST 

OPERATIONS ESCALATED WHEN THE TERRORIST GROUP, DIRECT ACTION, 

MURDERED FRENCH DEFENSE MINISTRY OFFICIAL RENE AUDRAN, WHOM THEY 

VIEWED AS THE MAN RESPONSIBLE FOR NATO ARMS COOPERATION. THIS 
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WAS FOLLOWED IN FEBRUARY BY THE GERMAN RED ARMY FACTION KILLING 

OF A GERMAN INDUSTRALIST, WHOSE FIRM HELD NATO CONTRACTS, AND 

THE ATTEMPTED CAR BOMBING OF THE NATO SCHOOL IN THE BAVARIAN 

TOWN OF OBERAMMERAGAU--AN OPERATION WHICH IF SUCCESSFUL COULD 

HAVE RESULTED IN SERIOUS CASUALTIES. THIS MAY, TWO PERSONS WERE 

KILLED IN BELGIUM BY A VEHICLE BOMB PLANTED BY A NEW EURO-TERRORIS~ 

GROUP. 

GERMANY'S RED ARMY FACTION AND FRANCE'S DIRECT ACTION 

ARE BELIEVED TO BE THE PRIME MOVERS BEHIND THE EURO-TERRORIST 

ALLIANCE. THIS JANUARY, THEY ANNOUNCED FORMAL COLLABORATION AND 

THE CREATION OF A JOINT "POLITICAL-MIT.JITARY FRONT" WITH NATO 

BEING THEIR PRIME TARGET. 

IN BELGIU~I, A NEW ClROUP, "THE FIGHTING COMMUNIST CELLS" 

HAS EMERGED AND IS ALSO LINKED TO THE MOVEMENT. IT HAS CLAIMED 

RESPONSIBILITY FeR EOMBING NATO PIPELINES AND THE 15 JANUARY CAR 

BOMBING OF A U.S.-NATO INSTALLATION--AN OPERATION THEY CLAIMED TO 

HAVE UNDERTAKEN IN SUP1?OR~~ OF THE GERMAN RED ARMY FACTION. 

THEIR MOST RECENT OPERATION ON 1 MAY INVOLVED THE CITED VEHICLE 

BOMB WHICH DETONATED IN CENTRAL BRUSSELS, KILLING TWO AND WOUNDING 

12. IT IS SPECULATED THAT THE EXPLOSIVEs USED IN THESE BOMBINGS 

WERE PREVIOUSLY STOLEN FROM QUARRIES IN BELGIUM. IN NEIGHBORING 

LUXEMBOURG, THIS FEBRUARY, AN ADDITIONAL 1,100 POUNDS OF EXPLOSIVES, 

HALF A MILE OF FUSE WIRE, AND SEVERAL HUNDRED DETONATORS WERE 

STOLEN FROM QUARRIES IN WHAT AUTHORITIES BELIEVE ARE TERRORIST

RELATED THEFTS. 

• 
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ELSEWHERE IN EUROPE, A SIMILAR PATTERN OF· ACTIVITY AND 

TARGETTING HAS EMERGED. SINCE LAST NOVEMBER, THE PORTUGESE 

TERRORIST GROUP, FP-25, USING MORTARS HAVE ATTACKED THE U.S. 

EMBASSY, NATO SHIPS IN LISBON HARBOR, AND NATO'S IBERIAN A'rLANTIC 

COMMAND HEADQUARTERS. IN THE NETHERLANDS, A PREVIOUSLY UNKNOWN 

GROUP BOMBED A POLICE STATION AND A DEFENSE MINISTRY FACILITY. 

IN SPAIN, BASQUE TERRORISTS BOMBED A MILITARY PIPELINE AND INJURED 

6 u.S. SERVICEl-IEN IN A BOMB ATTACK AGAINST A RESTAURANT. IN 

GREECE, A NEW GROUP--THE NATIONAL FRONT--CLAIMED CREDIT FOR 

BOMBING A BAR FREQUENTED BY U.S. MILITARY PERSONNEL. IN THIS 

ATTACK, THE MOST COSTLY SINCE LEBANON, 57 U.S. SERVICEMEN, 8 

U.S. CIVILIANS, AND 13 GREEK NATIONALS WERE WOUNDED. 

MOREOVER, THE EFFORT TO INTERNATIONALIZE THE TERRORIST 

STRUGGLE IS NOT CONFINED TO EUROPE. FOR MORE THAN A DECADE, 

THIS GOAL, ENERGETICALLY PROMOTED BY THE CUBANS, HAS BEEN PURSUED 

BY A IUXED-BAG OF CENTRAL AMERICAN GROUPS. THEIR El1'FORTS 

SHARPLY AOOELERATED AFTER 1979, WHEN THE OOMr~UNISTS OAME TO 

POWER IN NICARAGUA. 

POLITIOAL TERRORISM IS NOT THE ONLY FORM OF TERRORISM THAT 

THREATENS OUR NATION'S SECURITY. A SYMBIOTIC RELATIONSHIP EXISTS 

BETWEEN SOME POLITICAL TERRORIST GROUPS AND INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS 

INTERESTS, WHICH HAS GIVEN RISE TO THE APPELATION "NAf(CO-TERRORISM. II 
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THE DRUG TRADE PROVIDES TERRORISTS AND INSURGENTS A MORE 

LUCRATIVE, RISK-FREE SOURCE OF FINANCING THAN DO BANK ROBBERIES 

OR KIDNAPINGS. RURAL INSURGENTS--IN PARTICULAR--HAVE THE 

OPPORTUNITY.. MOTIVE, AND CAPABILITY TO BECOME SYSTEMA'rICALLY 

INVOLVED WITH THE DRUG TRADE. RURAL INSURGENTS AND NARCOTICS 

GROWERS ARE OFTEN DRAWN TO THE SAME REGIONS OF THE COUNRY-

REMOTE, ISOLATED AREAS, REMOVED FROM EFFECTIVE GOVERNMENT 

CONTROL. WELL-ARMED INSURGENTS MAY PROVIDE TRAFFICKERS A SOURCE 

OF PROTECTION FROM SECURITY FORCES OR RIVAL NARCOTICS GROUPS. 

IN LATIN AMERICA, FOR EXAMPLE, "THE REVOLUTIONARY 

ARMED FORCES OF COLOMBIA" (FARC), THE OI.DEST AND MOST EFFECTIVE 

RURAL GUERRILLA ORGANIZATION IN THAT COUNTRY, IS REPORTED TO 

RECEIVE FUNDS, WEAPONS, AND OTHER SERVICES VIA ITS NARCOTICS 

CONTACTS. INITIALLY THE FARC EXTORTED MONEY FROM THE GROWERS 

BUT ONCE SEEING HOW LUCRATIVE WAS THE TRADE, THEY ENTERED IT 

THEMSELVES. A SECOND COLOMBIAN GROUP, THE M-19, IS ALSO REPORTED 

TO HAVE BEEN INVOLVED IN NARCOTICS TRAFFICKING. AND IN PERU, THE 

SENDERO LUMINOSO REPORTEDLY EXTORTS "WAR 'l'AXES" FROM GROWERS AND 

TRAFFICKERS • 

. THE TRAFFICKERS, TOO, PRACTICE TERRORISM. IN COLOMBIA, THEY 

HAVE THREATENED THE LIFE OF THE AMBASSADOR AND OTHER KEY U.S. 

OFFICIALS. IN MEXICO, THEY KIDNAPPED, TORTURED AND ULTIMATELY 

MURDERED DEA AGENT CAMARENA. 

50-759 0 - 86 - 9 
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AMBASSADOR OAKLEY'S TESTIMONY WILL DESCRIBE THE 

ORGANIZATIONAL STRUCTURES IN THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH FOR COPING 

WITH TERRORISM. THE DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE HAS EXTENSIVE, ONGOING 

PROGRAMS DESIGNED TO CONFRONT THE TERRORIS'r THREAT. PRQGRAMS 

AND PROCEDURES ARE BASED ON A BALANCE BE'lWEEN THE THREAT, THE 

DEGREE OF PROTECTION DESIRED, MISSION REQUIREMENTS, AVAILABLE 

I~ANPOWER, AND FISCAL CONSTRAINTS. 

DOD INITIATIVES TO COMBAT TERRORIS14 FALL INTO 'lW0 AREAS, 

ANTI-TERRORISM AND COUNTERTERRORISM. ANTI-TERRORISM INITIATIVES 

ARE DEFENSIVE MEASURES DESIGNED TO REDUCE THE VULNERABILITY OF 

PERSONNEL AND FACILITIES TO TERRORIST ATTACK. THESE INVOLVE 

ENHANCED PHYSICAL SECURITY, IMPROVEMENTS IN INTELLIGENCE COL

LECTION, ANALYSIS AND DISSEMINATION, AND INTENSIVE INDOCTRINATION 

OF DEFENSE PERSONNEL IN THREAT AWARENESS AND PASSIVE PERSONAL 

SECURITY MEASURES. 

WITHIN DOD, TRAINING IN COMBATTING TERRORISM HAS BEEN 

INTEGRATED INTO MOST SERVICE SCHOOL CURRICULA, MOBILE TRAINING 

TEAMS ARE BEING USED TO PROVIDE TRAINING TO OVERSEAS COMMANDS, 

AND PERSONNEL ASSIGNED TO AREAS VULNERABLE TO TERRORIST ATTACK 

ARE RECEIVING BRIEFINGS ON THE THREAT AND ON SECURITY PRECAUTIONS 

AVAILABLE TO COUNTER THE THREAT. SPECIFIC TRAINING PROGRAMS ARE 

AVAILABLE ON THE DYNAMICS OF INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM, ON INDIVIDUAL 

TERRORISM AWARENESS MEASURES, TERRORISM IN LOW INTENSITY CONFLICT, 

COUNTERING TERRORISM ON MILITARY INSTALLATIONS AND EVASIVE DRIVING 
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~ECHNIQUES FOR HIGH ~HREA~ PERSONNEL AND ~HEIR DRIVERS. EX~ENSIVE 

REVIEWS OF OUR SECURI~Y PROCEDURES HAVE ALSO BEEN CONDUC~ED AND 

ADDI~IONAL SECURI~Y IMPROVEMEN~S nlPLEMEN~ED WHERE REQUIRED ~O 

PRO~EC~ OUR MILITARY FORCES, DEPENDENTS, AND FACILITIES. FINALLY, 

OUR INTELLIGENCE CAPABILITIES ARE BEING IMPROVED AND TERRORISM

RELATED INTELLIGENCE IS BEING THOROUGHLY ANALYZED AND RAPIDLY 

DISSEMINATED TO CONCERNED COMMANDS. A 24 HOUR/7DAYS PER WEEK 

TERRORIST DESK HAS BEEN ESTABLISHED WITHIN THE NATIONAL MILITARY 

INTELLIGENCE CENTER AND A NEW TERRORIST ADVISORY REPORTING SYSTEM 

CREATED TO ENSURE ~HAT COMMANDS ARE KEP~ APPRISED OF DEVELOPING 

~HREAT SITUA~IONS. 

COUN~ERTERRORISM, IN CONTRAST ~O AN~I-TERRORISM, INVOLVES 

PRIMARILY OFFENSIVE MEASURES TAKEN ~O RESPOND ~O A ~ERRORIS~ AC~. 

WE RECOGNIZE ~HA~ DEF'ENSIVE MEASURES, HOWEVER WELL CONCEIVED AND 

APPLIED, ARE NO~ ABSOLU~E PROTEC~ION AGAINST ~ERRORISM. ~O 

COUNTER ~HE ~HREAT, DOD HAS ORGANIZED AND ~RAINED A COUN~ER

TERRORIS~ JOIN~ TASK FORCE THA~ BRINGS TOGETHER THE FORCES OF THE 

SERVICES UNDER A SINGLE COMMAND. ~HIS FORCE IS HIGHLY CAPABLE OF 

RESPONDING TO AND RESOLV .. ,J TERRORIS~ INCIDENTS WHEN SO DIREC~ED 

BY THE NA~IONAL COMMAND AU~HORTIY. 

I~ SHOULD BE REMEMBERED ~HAT THE U.S. MILITARY IS PREOLUDED 

BY LAW F'}(OM DEALING WITH TERRORISM--~ THE UNITED STATES, 

EXOEPT UNDER OERTAIN HIGHLY CONSTRAINED CIRCUMSTANCES ORDERED BY 

THE PRESIDENT AFTER CONSULTATION WITH THE ATTORNEY GENERAL. 
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OVERSEAS, THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR DEALING WITH TERRORIST ACTIVITY 

RESTS WITH THE HOST GOVERNMENT. IN THOSE FEW EXCEPTIONS WHERE 

HOST GOVERNMENTS CANNOT, OR WILL NOT, MEET THEIR RESPONSIBILITIES, 

AND WHERE U.S. LIVES OR INTERESTS ARE IN JEOPARDY, THE U.S., AS 

ANY NATION) MAY ACT UNILATERALLY TO PROTECT THESE INTERESTS. 

NO SINGLE MEASURE, BY ITSELF, CAN COPE WITH THE THREAT OF 

TERRORISM. COMBATTING TERRORISM REQUIRES PERSISTENCE AND RESOLVE, 

COURAGE AND RESTRAINT. PUBLIC SUPPORT FOR "BOLD ACTIONS" WAXES 

WITH EACH MAJOR INCIDENT VICTIMIZING AMERICANS, AND RAPIDLY WANES 

IN THE AFTERMATH. U.S. COOPERATION WITH OTHER GOVERNMENTS--SO 

VITAL FOR ANY SUCCESS--DEPENDS ON KEEPING SUCH COOPERATION SECRET. 

LEAKS ABOUT INTER-GOVERNMENTAL COOPERATION ENDANGER HUMAN LIVES, 

HELP THE TERRORISTS, AND SPREAD DISDAIN THROUGHOUT ALL THE CAPITALS 

OF THE WORLD FOR THE LACK OF DISCIPLINE AND THE UNRELIABILITY OF 

THE GOVERNMENT INSTITUTIONS IN WASHINGTON. 

MR. CHAIRMAN, SINCE THE EARLY 1970S CONGRESS HAS CHOSEN TO 

INVOLVE ITSELF IN INTELLIGENCE OPERATIONS AND FOREIGN POLICY 

ACTIONS OF THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH IN MUCH GREATER DETAIL AND TO 

PLAY A FAR MORE PERVASIVE ROLE THAN USED TO BE THE CASE IN PRIOR 

DECADES. CONGRESS HAS CHOSEN TO BECOME CO-RESPONSIBLE FOR NEARLY 

EVERY FOREIGN POLICY AND INTELLIGENCE OPERATION, NOT ONLY IN 

TERMS OF THE BUDGET AND GENERAL OVERSIGHT AS ENVISAGED BY THE 

CONSTITUTION, BUT IN TERMS OF THE MOST DETAILED TACTICS AND 

METHODS. CONGRESS HAS THUS CHOSEN TO BE CO-RESPONSIBLE FOR THE 

SECRECY OF TACTIAL OPERATIONS--SECRECY NEEDED TO PROTECT HUMAN 
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LIVES, TO PROTECT OUR NATIONAL !NTEREST. THE TIME IS LONG OVERDUE 

FOR THE LEGISLATIVE AND THE EXECUT!VE BRANCHES OF OUR GOVERNMENT 

TO COOPERATE ON MEASURES THAT WILL RESTORE A LEVEL OF DISCIPLINE IN 

PROTECTING SENSITIVE INFORMATION. 

THERE ARE NO MAGIC SOLUTIONS TO COUNTER TERRORISM. ESSENTIALLY, 

WE NEED TO OPERATE ON FOUR LEVELS: 

(1) WE CAN TRY TO ERECT PASSIVE DEFENSES: BARRIERS AGAINST 

CARS CRASHING INTO BUILDINGS, GATES AGAINST INTRUDERS, TRAVEL AND 

VISA CONTROLS, ETC. BUT WE ALL KNOW, WITH SOME ADDED EFFORT THESE 

PASSIVE DEFENSES CAN BE OVERCOME. WHAT GOOD IS OUR SCRUTINY OF 

PASSPORTS WITH THOUSANDS OF ILT"EGAL ENTRIES INTO OUR COUNTRY EVERY 

WEEK? 

(2) WE CAN PREPARE ACTIVE DEFENSES: ARMED GUARDS, COUNTER

TERRORIST TEAMS, APPREHENSION OF THOSE CAUGHT PREPARING A TERRORIST 

ATTACK. THESE EFFORTS, TO BE SUCCESSFUL, REQUIRE GOOD INTELLIGENCE. 

THE COLLECTION OF GOOD INTELLIGENCE REQUIRES DISCIPLINE AND SECRECY. 

(3) IN THEORY, ONE WOULD W ANT TO ROOT OUT THE SOURCES OF 

TERRORISM: THE ORGANIZATIONS PLANNING THE CRIMES, THEIR TRAINING 

FACILIT!ES, THE SOURCES OF SUP.PORT AND MONEY. AT THIS LEVEL, ONE 

RISKS HURTING INNOCENT BYSTANDERS AND USUALLY THESE SOURCES ENJOY 

THE TOLERATION, IF NOT THE PROTECTION, OF A FOREIGN COUNTRY. SO 

YOU FACE ALL THE PROBLEMS OF U.S. INTERVENTION IN FOREIGN COUNTRIES. 
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IRAN HAS BEEN MENTIONED AS A SOURCE OF TERRORISM, AND LIBYA'S 

QADHAFI IS A SELF-PROCLAIMED SUPPORTER OF TERRORISM. WE MUST 

PREVENT THE SPREAD OF THIS CANCER TO OTHER NATIONS. LAST JUNE, 

LIBYA'S DICTATOR QADHAFI BOASTED THAT "THE REVOLUTIONARIES OF EL 

SALVADOR HAVE INDIRECTLY BENEFITTED FROM THE SANDINISTA REVOLUTION 

BY CONTACTS vliTH AGENTS OF LIBYA." HE ADDED: "THE ACTIVITIES OF 

LIBYA'S AGENTS IN THESE AREAS HAVE INTENSIFIED." IF QADHAFI AND 

THE SOVIET UNION CAN CONTINUE TO SUPPORT THE COMMUNIST REGIME IN 

NICARAGUA, BUT THE UNITED STATES CONGRESS DENIES ALL AID TO THE 

NICARAGUANS FIGHTING FOR A DEMOCRACY, 'rHE l~ORCES OF TERRORISM 

WILL ESTABLISH A NEW SOURCE AND SANCTUARY AS CLOSE TO THE UNITED 

STATES AS LIBYA IS TO ISRAEL. SO ON THIS ISSUE, TOO, CONGRESS 

IS ASSUMING A MAJOR RESPONSIBILITY. 

TERRORISM IS AT BOTTOM A FORM OF WARFARE, AND IT IS DIRECTED 

AGAINST THE UNITED STATES AND ITS FRIENDS. IT IS UNPRECEDENTED 

TO ARGUE THAT WE SHOULD NOT DEFEND OURSELVES AGAINST THESE KINDS 

OF HOSTILITY, OR TO HELP OTHERS DO SO ON THE SPECIOUS PREMISE 

THAT TO DO SO IS TO VIOLATE THE SOVEREIGNTY OF THAT NATION FROM 

WHICH THE HOSTILE ACTION EMANATES. SENDING A TERRORIST TEAM 

ACROSS A BORDER TO ATTACK ONE'S NEIGHBORS IS NO DIFFERENT IN 

PRINCIPLE FROM SENDING AN ARMY. TO SUPPOSE OTHERWISE IS TO 

ENCOURAGE TERRORISM. THAT WOULD BE TO ASSUME A GRAVE 

RESPONSIBILITY INDEED. 
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Senator DENTON. Thank you very much, Mr. Ikle. 
Mr. Koch, do you have an opening statement? 
Mr. KOCH. No, sir. 
Senator DEN'l'ON. Mr. Ikle, I see you have a true grasp of the sub

ject. From the perspective of the Department of Defense, what do 
you perceive to be our national policy regarding preemptive or re
taliatory strikes against terrorists? Would you also articulate the 
goals and objectives upon which DOD policy is based? I refer most 
specifically to the /lno concessions" speech in which the administra
tion announced that we will resist terrorist blackmail and pursue 
terrorists with the full force of the law. We will not pay ransom 
nor release prisoners, and we will not bargain for the release of 
hostages. It goes on to say that if a foreign government engages in 
acts of terrorism against the United States, the United States 
would respond effectively and vigorously, using all appropriate re
sources at its disposal, diplomatic, political, economic, and military. 

You have heard the talk about and are reading the articles that 
debate retaliation. Would you please give your perception of such 
national policy. 

Mr. IKLE. Senator Denton, we indeed have maintained a policy of 
not making concessions to terrorism and not paying ransom, not 
bargaining so as to enhance the status of terrorists or acting with 
them in any other way that would lead to further acts or encour
age further acts of terrorism. 

The idea of preemptive action, of course, is very attractive. If you 
can prevent the crime of--

Senator DENTON. If you would pause for a moment, sir, we heard 
yesterday, that in spite of our policy to not deal with terrorists, 
that we dealt with the PLO under the table, and that they were 
helping provide a force to defend our Embassy in Beirut. I think 
that is dealing with terrorists, if you identify the PLO as terrorists. 

Mr. IKLE. In any terrorist situation, there can be negotiations for 
the release of the victims. What I said is we have a policy of not 
paying ransom or making concessions to terrorists. Our policy on 
the PLO, of course, our diplomatic position, Senator, is well known 
to you. 

Senator DENTON. Well, if you would concede that the PLO has 
been a destabilizing influence terroristically in the Mideast, is it 
not curious that we would hire them, more or less literally, as 
guards? Is that a "no concessions, no dealing with terrorists" prop
osition? 

Mr. IKLE. I am not sure what you are referring to here about 
hiring them as guards. 

Senator DENTON. It came out yesterday in testimony that prior 
to the Israeli invasion of Lebanon, the PLO was providing security 
to our Embassy in Beirut. 

You may not have personal knowledge about that. 
Mr. IKLE. Right. I have no knowledge about that. 
Senator DENTON. But that is a fact and was testified to yester

day. Then we have a feud railing on about the possible involvement 
of our government in having trained some Lebanese, who, in turn, 
performed a terrorist act which failed to obliterate the target, and 
there is inference that we, that this government, may have had 
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some foreknowledge of that attempt, although no one has implied 
that we ordered that attempt. 

What r am getting at is the rather distinct dichotomy between 
what our Secretary of State has indicated we might do and, frank
ly, at what r perceive to be the mood here in the Congress regard
ing the advisability of such acts. The identification, for example, cf 
certain nations as terrorists is one of the propositions contained in 
legislation that I am attempting to push through Congress. 

Such an effort, will be complex. r am not sure, with the present 
level of understanding in the Congress, that any wording that we 
come up with will be acceptable. 

But I recognize your intelligence and your experience in this 
field. And I would offer you the opportunity to contribute to the 
dialog on that general subject area. 

Mr. rKLE. You have touched on a number of very important and 
difficult questions, Senator. 

The ident.ification of nations as fostering terrorism, of course, I 
did this in my opening statement, and we have clear decisions, .acti
vating, for example j export controls against nations that engage in 
support of terrorism. That is a very important instrument. We 
work together with other countries trying to deny these nations 
types of equipment that could be used for terrorism, as well as to 
exercise pressure on their behavior through these export controls. 

The cooperation with other like-minded democracies, Senator, is 
vital. The cooperation with other countries, even if not democra
cies, that want to help us in fighting terrorism also can be essen
tial. 

That cooperation, as I mentioned in my opening remarks, very 
much depends on being able to deal in secrecy with other govern
ments. Otherwise, we lose the respect and cooperation of these gov
ernments. Without their cooperation, we cannot have any success. 

Senator DENTON. Granted that we have exercised export-import 
sanctions respecting such nations is the prerogative of the execu
tive department. That is a different matter from the legislation 
which has been proposed from the State Department, which I 
would like to support. But I am skeptical about the completeness 
with which we have considered criticisms and international law 
implications. We designate certain nations as terrorists and then 
prohibit Americans to go there to train terrorist-for example, in 
Libya. And yet Senators correctly point out that we are still doing 
business with Libya, that our allies are doing business with Libya, 
that we get oil from Libya, and we are saying "Qadhafi is the worst 
terrorist in the world." It just does not seem to make sense. 

Mr. IKLE. The State Department, of course, has the lead in dis
cussing that legislation, and Ambassador Oakley may want to com
ment on it further. 

The reactions and questions raised by Congress regarding the 
legislation of course have great merit. The legislation is now being 
reevaluated in light of these congressional concerns. 

Senator DENTON. OK. Thank you. 
r am going to ask one more question of Mr. Koch, and then pass 

it on. 
Mr. Koch, to what extent should preemptive and retaliatory 

strikes be used against terrorists in your view? For example, 
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should we retaliate against multiple terrorist bases in Iran the 
next time pro-Iranian terrorists strike against Americans even in 
some relatively major way? If we do not, how are our warnings, to 
be taken seriously? 

Mr. KOCH. Senator, the question of preemption and retaliation as 
options for dealing with terrorism exist and they are extremely dif
ficult. As you begin to try to sort them out, you djscover what 
those difficulties are. 

Preemption places an enormously high premium on good intelli
gence. We need to know about an act before it is going to take 
place and to be able to get in front of it before it is consummated. 
We do not foreclose on that option. 

Certainly, it is an attractive one, but it does place such a high 
premium on intelligence that it is a very narrow option. It is not 
one that we have had a great number of opportunities to exercise. 

Retaliation is a little bit different problem. It places the same 
premium on intelligence, on knowing who it was that did the act 
which provoked the retaliation. But it also has a political dimen
sion. One can virtually guarantee that if you go in and attack a 
target, being hypothetical, even if you hit whoever is the worst ter
rorist on your list, if you hit him and nothing else, you will still be 
subject to the claim that the collateral damage took out an orphan
age, an old folks home, and two schools. 

That will gain currency very rapidly, and I suspect that the prob
lem you will face is that your domestic opinion, a very substantial 
part of the Congress, and many of your allies will create such a 
firestorm of adverse opinion that you will only get one l'etaliatory 
strike. 

The better part of wisdom is to tTy to avoid being in a situation 
where l'etaliation is justified. There are options. 

The difficulty with both of these options is that they are essen
tially reactive. The terrorist has the initiative. We should find our
selves in circumstances in which we can seize the initiative, in 
which we can go after some of these folks and deal with them on 
our terms, rather than reacting to them on their terms. 

Senator DENTON. I would yield, at the indulgence of my cochair
man, to the minority side. 

Senator TRIBLE. Certainly; Senator DeConcini. 
Senator DENTON. Senator DeConcini was the first one here, if 

that is OK with the other members. 
Senator DECONCINI. Thank you, Chairman Denton and Chairman 

Trible. I will be short. I have some questions for the next witness 
which I will ask be submitted at the proper time. 

Mr. Ikle, we have been told here and in other meetings, or rather 
we have been told in other meetings and I would like to have con
firmation here, that the military has some contingency plans to 
deal with terrorist incidents. Can you explain to us the extent that 
the Department of Defense is involved with other law enforcement 
agencies, such as the DEA, jn planning, and what kind of proce
dure, and is it really operative? Can they respond, this cooperative 
effort, if it does exist? 

Mr. IKLE. Senator, we have a continuing effort to prepare and 
update our contingency plans. We do have cooperative arrange
ments with other agencies, as I mentioned. For instance, in the 
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United States, the Department of Defense will only act under the 
most special circumstances. 

Senator DECONCINI. What is that? Is that a governing council or 
a group that meets every week or on an emergency basis? Can you 
give us a little idea? 

What I am interested in knowing, frankly, is how realistic is our 
Defense Department's close contact and operation with other law 
enforcement bodies? 

Mr. IKLE. We have interagency groups that coordinate among all 
the concerned agencies both our planning for terrorism, and in the 
event of an actual terrorist incident, we have a special group set up 
under the Vice President which would be activated to cope with 
that incident. 

Senator DECONCINI. And that is a coordinated effort with other 
law enforcement agencies? 

Mr. IKLE. Yes. 
Senator DECONCINI. Do they meet to plan this potential necessity 

for possible emergencies? 
Mr. IKLE. They meet for both the means and the specific plans. 

Mr. Koch may want to elaborate further. He is involved in the 
interagency efforts on a daily basis. 

Senator DECoNCINI. Mr. Koch, maybe you can help me. 
Mr. KOCH. There is, as Dr. Ikle says, an interagency group on 

terrorism. This is chaired by Ambassador Oakley. The State De
partment is the lead agency in this. This engages all the agencies 
in Government that have an interest or role or some responsibility 
within this area that brings us together today. 

In the event of a specific incident, there is convoked a terrorist 
incident working group. rfhis is a very tailored arrangement in 
which the players from the respective agencies involved in the ter
rorist incident are brought together under the aegis of the working 
group which is chaired by the NSC, and they work that incident 
until it is concluded. 

Senator DECONCINI. So, if there were a terrorist attack on the 
White House lawn or on one of the Federal buildings here, some
thing like that, that would instantly go into effect, this group that 
you are talking about? 

Mr. KOCH. That's correct. Yes. 
Senator DECONCINI. Thank you. 
Some witnesses have said that the Drug Enforcement Adminis

traton is seriously short-handed overseas. What assistance can the 
Department of Defense offer to supplement or augment the DEA 
information gathering and counter-drug questions abroad? 

Mr. IKLE. Well, the assistance would be limited by·a number of 
legislative provisions. We are, of course--

Senator DECONCINI. Excuse me. Can you tell me what legislative 
provisions there are? Can you itemize? 

Mr. IKLE. WeU, one is the Economy Act. If you serve the pur
poses of another agency, under the Economy Act, there has to be a 
reimbursement. 

Second, we have to be concerned about our primary mission that 
the Department of Defense has to attend to, to see whether the pri
mary mission would suffer by providing more extensive assistance. 
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But we fully recognize the close, intertwined thread between the 
narcotics problem, particularly in this hemisphere, and security 
problems. We have sought to develop better cooperation, first of all, 
on an intelligence basis. 

Senator DECONCINI. Let me interrupt you for a minute. 
What you said is very disturbing, if I understood it correctly, 
If the DEA needed assistance in some drug case, the Department 

of Defense would first look at the Economy Act to see whether or 
not they could give them any assistance? 

Mr. IKLE. It would not delay us in any activities. But we do have 
to straighten out the bookkeeping afterwards in order to comply 
with the law. 

Senator DECONCINI. You can't just act? 
Mr. IKLE. I don't think there is an incident where this provision 

caused unwarranted delay. 
Senator DECONCINI. What about intelligence? Can you enlighten 

us? Does the Defense Department share automatically intelligence 
that it has overseas or here with the DEA? 

Mr. IKLE. We have an interagency process for sharing intelli
gence bearing on terrorism and narcotics, as I said. 'l'he intelli
gence community shares intelligence, with all responsible agencies, 
including the DEA. 

Our collection systems which, say, the Defense Department may 
have primary responsibility for, serve the intelligence community. 

Senator DECONCINI. And I assume, then, on a hypothetical, that 
if the Defense attache in 'l'hailand or the Far East came across in
formation in regard to drug trafficking, that it would automatical
ly, regardless of the Economy Act, be turned over to the DEA 
agents that might be there? 

Mr. IKLE. Oh, I see the point of your question. 
The Economy Act does not affect the collection of intelligence. 
Senator DECONCINI. So the Economy Act would affect what? 
Mr. IKLE. Operations. 
Senator DECONCINI. Operations, equipment, and that sort of 

thing? . 
Mr. IKLE. For example, we have provided assistance that was for 

the Customs Bureau in the identification of drug sJl)uggling and 
interception. If that were to be extended, we would hLve to sort out 
the moneys, from which accounts they come from. 

Senator DECONCINI. Thank you. 
Mr. Chairman, I have some other questions which I will submit 

to both these witnesses and to Ambassador Oakley. 
Thank you very much. 
Senator TRIBLE. The witnesses will be asked to respond to those 

questions in writing. 
Senator DECONCINI. I thank the Chairman for his courtesy. 
Senator TRIBLE. Mr. Ikle, I want to pursue the question of wheth

er the policies, planning, and personnel now in place are adequate 
to respond militarily to a terrorist attack. As you heard me say at 
the outset, a number of witnesses have suggested that our special 
operations forces are badly coordinated, that they lack the com
mand structure to oversee swift, effective retaliation. Additionally, 
they argue that Government decisionmaJdng machinery is far too 
cumbersome to make timely decisions. 
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I would like you to respond to those allegations, and put my 
unease to rest. 

Mr. IKLE. 1, have been observing and in part involved in the 
changes and the vitalization effort that we have been engaged in in 
our counterterrorist, antiterrorist capabilities, over the last 4 years. 
While there were major difficulties of coordination that had tb be 
settled-both for legal and bureaucratic reasons we had certain dif
ficulties, but I think we have overcome these now-we have a very 
effective system of cooperation, including such agencies as the 
DEA, an effective mechanism between the State and Defense De
partments and the intelligence organizations. Likewise, the train
ing and the equipment of military forces that can make a contribu
tion to combating terrorism or to act, to respond to terrorist inci
dents has been stepped up over the last 4 years-more sophisticat
ed equipment, better training, better coordination. 

So I feel we have made real progress. 
There are some additional steps we want to take, some additional 

equipment we want to acquire over the next several years. I don't 
know whether Mr. Koch wants to elaborate further on that item. 
He has been directly involved in these areas. 

Senator TRIBLE. Mr. Koch, why don't you address that. I know 
you have an ongoing colloquy with the Air Force, over their enthu
siasm for these kinds of operations. 

Mr. KOCH. Yes, sir, Mr. Chairman. 
I am afraid that that ongoing colloquy may have confused these 

hearings somewhat. 
I have not heard the previous testimony on the point. 
I want to make a clear distinction between our counterterrorist 

forces, which I think are of primary concern to these committees. 
These forces are quite adequate to the threat. The services have 

never begrudged the capabilities, the manpower, the equipment, or 
the expenditures necessary to maintain these forces in the highest 
state of combat readiness. The disagreements and the confusions 
that result, I think,. from this subject, stem from the larger initia
tive that Mr. Ikle has referred to, the special operations forces revi
talization undertaking, which I try to keep as separate as I possibly 
can in discussing this, because these are disparate endeavors. 

The special operations force revitalization effort has to do with 
the reconstruction, the restoration of those forces which we have 
traditionally called special operations forces: The Air Force SOW, 
the Navy SEAL teams, the Army Special Forces, the Green Berets, 
as you know them. 

That has been contentious. There is no question about that. It 
has been contentious from the outset, for 25 years. Vietnam intro
duced a great perturbation in this effort. This administration has 
recognized that, in this area of low intensity conflict, of which ter
rorism is only a very small part, we have to have other kinds of 
capabilities at our disposal to address the problem. We have been 
in an effort with the services to restore these forces. I might say 
that this is coming along very nicely, and the differences of opinion 
which we have had with the Air Force in recent times have been 
resolved, and we are very happy that things are progressing in a 
very positive way. 
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But I want to leave with this committee the understanding that 
these are two separate initiatives. One of them has been conten
tious, probably will be in some respects contentious; but the ques
tion of our counterterrorist forces is not a question as far as we are 
concerned. They are adequate. 

The difficulty is the land of threat that they were created for 
and trained to operate against. That threat has very much dimin-
ished in recent years. . 

I can elaborate on that somewhat if you are interested. 
Senator TRIBLE. That is an issue that I do want to pursue fur

ther, but not at this time. 
Let me move to a different area, if I may, and then yield to my 

colleague for questions. 
Mr. Ikle, in your testimony, you state, and I quote: 
The Governments of the Soviet Union, Cuba, and Nicaragua have also supported 

terrorism, though they have been conscious of the benefit of concealing their in
volvement so as to mislead Western opinion and to forestall a response by the de
mocracies. 

I would like to direct your attention specifically to Nicaragua. I 
would ask you to document that for us on the record, as fully as 
you can today. It may require additional response in a more confi
dential manner. 

Mr. IKLE. The important point there is the timing, when these 
initial acts of sponsored terrorism by Nicaragua, by the current 
Communist Government of Nicaragua, occurred. The first such acts 
occurred shortly after 1979, when we were still extending financial 
assistance to Managua, up until 1981, when there was no insurgent 
threat to the Government of Managua in Nicaragua itself, as there 
exists today from the freedom fighters. 

So, contrary to what some people have argued, the sponsored 
acts of terrorism have not been a response by the commandantes in 
Managua to what they claim is outside interference, but have been 
an initiative during a period when they were receiving financial as
sistance from the United States larger than the preceding govern
ment has received for 20 years. 

The Governments of Costa Rica and Honduras have documented 
these incidents. We have released publications reporting this docu
mentation, supporting and financing terrorist cells in both of these 
neighboring democracies. 

Some of these were also documented by the meclia. 
I stress so much these early incidents not to say there are no cur

rent ones. There is more going on currently. But I do so because of 
the cause and effect confusion about this kind of activity and the 
situation that Nicaragua now finds itself in. 

Senator TRIBLE. Let me ask one additional question since 1 have 
the gavel in hand. 

Senator LEAHY. Excuse me, but will I have a chance to ask any 
questions before the vote is over? 

Senator TRIBLE. Yes. 
Senator LEAHY. We have had the 5-minute bell, I believe. 
Senator TRIBLE. Well, that is not exactly true. 
I will ask my third question, I will tell my colleague on the 

second round, and I will yield to you. 
Senator LEAHY. Oh, I will yield for it. Go ahead. 
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Senator TRIBLE. If you would like to ask a question, this is the 
time to do it. 

Senator LEAHY. No, no; you go ahead. If you only have one more 
question, ask it. 

Senator TRIBLE. Well, I may take another after that. 
But the question specifically on this round would be this. Can 

you detail for us very briefly the presence of PLO, Libyan, and Ira
nian personnel in Nicaragua? I understand that they are present 
and involved perhaps in these kinds of activitief:l, in training, for 
example. 

Mr. IKLE. We estimate that there are now some 50 Libyans in 
Nicaragua. The speech that I quoted from was given by Qadhafi, a 
public speech in June of last year, some 11 months ago. His quote 
openly states, unlike some other governments, his sponsorship of 
these activities, and boasts about it. 

Libya's involvement is particularly significant because of the 
willing and public association of Qadhafi with acts of terrorism in 
Western Europe and in other countries. So people who will always 
want to flnd some room for doubt are not given that excuse in the 
case of Libya. Likewise, of course, for Iran. 

The PLO presence, if I remember correctly, offhand, was shown 
in Nicaragua around 1982 or 1983, and they have been training 
pilots. Libya, of course, also has been trying to ship arms to Nicara
gua. You will recall the incident where such a shipment was 
stopped, as it was trying to make its way through Brazil, about a 
couple of years ago. 

There is other evidence where the sources are more sensitive, 
which can be briefed in a classifled way. 

Senator TRIBLE. Thank you. 
Senator Leahy. 
Senator LEAHY. We have some material on that, I would advise 

my colleague from Virginia, in the Intelligence Committee, and he 
is welcome, of course, to come and see it. 

Mr. Ikle, I was pleased to hear the testimony about the coopera
tion among the services, and I will have some questions for the 
record because both in the Appropriations Committee ar..d in the 
Intelligence Committee we get a somewhat different picture. 

My question is how difficult would it be for a terrorist to acquire 
a nuclear capability? Is there any evidence at this time that any 
terrorist group or any state backing terrorism, such as Libya, has 
acquired or is in the process of acquiring a nuclear capability? 

Mr. IKLE. Yes. There is evidence that, again, Qadhafi and Libya 
is trying to acquire a nuclear capability. That has been going on 
for about ten years. I remember being involved in it myself when I 
was Director of the Arms Control Agency, trying to stop shipments 
of technology that could be used for nuclear weapons development. 

That would be one instance. 
Senator LEAHY. How difficult would it be for a terrorist to ac

quire such a nuclear capability? That basically is my question, es
pecially if they are state sponsored? 

Mr. IKLE. I believe I have the point of your question. 
Senator LEAHY. I am thinking especially of state sponsored ter

rorism, with all the money, and all the diplomatic cover and every
thing else that a state sponsored terrorist group might have. 

----- --- --~ 
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Mr. IKLE. Let us make a distinction, and your question is leading 
to that. If you talk about state-sponsored terrorism and you are 
dealing with governments which, over time, can acquire nuclear 
weapons or that already possess nuclear weapons, then, of course, 
in the last analysis, they could make those weapons available to 
their terrorist organizations. 

If you are talking about terrorist organizations that aTe not di
rectly state sponsored, the question is could they get their hands on 
some existing nuclear weapons or fabricate them themselves. 

We have extensive protective measures, and so I think do all nu
clear weapon states, to protect our nuclear weapons, particularly 
those located overseas, but also located anywhere, physical protec
tive measures both built into the weapons themselves in the stor
agE' sites, and those have been improved over the last 10 years, and 
thel'e is a continuing effort of improving them further, going on 
within the alliance. 

Senator LEAHY. Right. 
You and I discussed that almost 9 or 10 years ago-
Mr. IKLE. Right. 
Senator LEAHY [continuing]. When Senator Stennis asked me to 

look into this because we did have some problems in storage in a 
couple of places. 

Mr. IKLE. Exactly. 
Senator LEAHY. I think as a result of that trip we spent a couple 

of hundred million dollars more in the Department of Defense to 
improve the security. 

Do we have or are we planning any type of communication or 
chain of communication with the Soviet Union in case of a terror
ist sponsored nuclear attack against either of the Super Powers? I 
am thinking of the kind of attack that could trigger a nuclear re
spon&e, not at the terrorists, but at one of the Super Powers 
against each other, primarily by mistake. Do we have provisions 
where, if a nuclear weapon is set off by a terrorist group in New 
York or Moscow, the other side will have some way of at least 
having the opportunity to say" 'tweren't us?" 

Mr. IKLE. Yes; efforts to this end go quite far back, as you, your
self, will recall. The hot line in itself is a mechanism that could be 
helpful in such a fJituation. 

As you also know, the prevention of nuclear proliferation is one 
area of arms control where our cooperation with the Soviet Union 
has been relatively productive. That. is continuing and ongoing. We 
have strengthened the International Atomic Energy Agency, meas
ures against the diversion and threat of nuclear materials have 
been improved, an international convention has been developed 
during the last decade. 

In addition, we have pending with the Soviet Union additional 
proposals for coordination for various types of incidents, improving 
military to military communications, which could also deal with 
this kind of terrorist action. 

Senator LEAHY. I notice that my time has expired and I do not 
want to go over it. I may have further questions on this. 

I believe I will be submitting some questions on the question of 
coordination and cooperation. We have some very impressive pieces 
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in place, and I am concerned that they are not adequately coordi
nated. 

Thank you. 
Senator TRIBLE. There is a vote ongoing, so I will join my col

league and will leave Senator Biden-who is recognized-to oversee 
these proceedings. 

Senator BIDEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I am not sure I can handle this. It has been so long since I have 

been in the business of chairing a hearing. But I am going to give 
it a shot. [Laughter.] . 

Gentlemen, as you well know, there is a mounting concern, evi
denced by the administration through you all, and evidenced by 
Members of the U.S. Senate and the U.S. Congress generally, about 
terrorism and the connection between terrorist activities and their 
ability to fund those activities through the illicit profit from drug 
sales. 

One of the things I am a little bit disturbed-"disturbed" is the 
wrong word-that I am concerned about is that we all, as we ap
proach what is an emerging and unfortunate, problem, we ap
proach it with an understandable lack of precision, because it is 
new-we are working out a new arrangement and it is new for us. 
But we have a tendency to speak as if we know, with precision, 
what it is that we are talking about. Now this is maybe not you all, 
but we in the Senate . sometimes do that. I suspect that we all do it 
a little bit. 

What I would like to do is go back and cover a little bit of ground 
that has already been covered to try to be as specific as we can be. 

My first question is to you, Mr. lkle. . 
Is there any legislative impediment that presently exists that; in 

your view, prevents the Defense Department from (a) doing the job 
it thinks it could with regard to terrorists, and (b) cooperating with 
the drug enforcement agencies on the coordinated drug policy of 
this country? 

Those are two separate questions. One is just straight terrorism 
and whether or not they are related to drugs. The second is cooper
ating with drug oriented agencies of this government. 

Is there any legislative impediment that you are aware of? 
Mr. IKLE. That is a more difficult question, Senator, than you 

may have intended it to be. 
At first cut, the answer would be no. We can obviously cooperate 

with other agencies, and we in particular can also deal with drug 
connected terrorism. 

Then, if you ask yourself why weren't we more successful in vari
ous instances in the past, as you analyze things with hindsight, you 
find that a number of things can go wrong. 

One of the things that can go wrong, as I mentioned in my open
ing testimony, is that what should be kept secret leaks out. 

So, you ask yourself, are there legislative impediments to cope 
with the problem of leaks, and the answer to that would be clearly 
yes. 

The question about protecting intelligence that has been entrust
ed, given to us by foreign governments that want to cooperate with 
us, we had certain legislative impediments, and one of them was 
called the Freedom of Information Act. Part of that has now been 
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rectified so that foreign governments that give us sensitive infor
mation, or what they consider sensitive, in order to cooperate with 
us in combating terrorism, can be assured that this will not get 
caught in the mills of the Freedom of Information Act and become 
public later on. 

And so, one could go on. 
But these are really second order impediments that we have 

throughout our Governments operations in all fields. 
Senator BIDEN. So, the basic impediment, to the extent that one 

exists, extends not in terms of whether or not you are legally al
lowed to cooperate and/or bring to bear elements of the Defense 
Department's capability on the problem, but also whether or not 
foreign governments are willing to cooperate because of their con
cern for secrecy. 

Now we went to great lengths at the' urging of this Administra
tion to deal with the Freedom of Information Act and other re
quirements of the law relating to secrecy. As the ranking member 
of the Judiciary Committee and being No.2 on this committee on 
our side, I think we have met most of the stated objections. But, for 
the record, if there is anything that remains that you believe 
causes difficulty in getting cooperation, I would be pleased to know. 
You need not answer that now, but if you would like to, submit 
something for the record. 

Mr. IKLE. I will submit something for the record. 
[The information referred to follows:] 

INTELLIGENCE OVERSIGHT ACT AND WAR POWERS ACT REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

Question. Are there any legislative impediments that prevent DOD from (a) doing 
the job it thinks it could with regard to terrorism and (b) for cooperating with drug 
enforcement agencies or the coordinated drug policy of this country? 

Answer. (A) DOD believes that special operations forces in the conduct of their 
missions operate under the same legislative impediments and restrictions that effect 
the mission capability of all U.S. Armed Forces. DOD and DOS are addressing these 
impediments within their legislative initiatives for fiscal year 1986. 

(B) DOD believes that the legislation concerning drug enforcement cooperation is 
adequate and permits DOD to support and parLidpate in the coordinated drug 
policy in a manner which is in keeping with its national security mission. 

Mr. IKLE. One concern that I highlighted today is that we have to 
work together, Congress and the executive branCh, in becoming 
more effective in protecting sensitive information. 

Senator BIDEN. Now let me ask you a second question, and I will 
get to you, sir. But we are going to stick with Defense for just a 
moment here. 

For 5 years, I, along with some others, argued that through two 
administrations-actually, it is more than 5 years, it is 8 years 
almost-we had a lack of a stated policy relative to drug interdic
tion separate and apart from terrorism and also when it impacted 
on terrorism and on terrorist funding. And we finally passed a law, 
after some cajoling and compromising, for a so-called Drug Czar. 

We now have the Attorney General in effect as the Drug Czar, 
the coordinator. And there is an interagency group that is meeting. 
I do not mean to belittle interagency groups, but we all understand 
how difficult sometimes it is for interagency groups to come up 
with hard recommendations. 
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My question is this. Can you tell me what directives you at the 
Defense Department have received from the Secretary of Defense 
regarding the priority of interdicting drugs, and what position and 
role the Defense Department is to play in that? How specific a di
rective do you have in terms of what part you all play in our inter
national and national drug strategy? Or has that occurred yet? 

Mr. IKLE. We have an ongoing process right now of reviewing 
what role we can pay, given present legislation and what possibly 
we should propose to be changed in the legislative provisions. 

As I mentioned earlier in response to a similar question, the De
partment of Defense has as its primary mission the national securi
ty mission, the readiness of its forces, and the Armed Services 
Committees have a major concern and have expressed this concern, 
that if our forces, for example, in the Caribbean, to mention a con
crete and important example, were extensively used to assist, say, 
the Coast Guard in interdicting the flow of drugs from the south 
into this country, that training and readiness might deteriorate. 

Now we have worked out arrangements which provide extensive 
assistance which avoid, as far as we can tell, significant deteriora
tion in training aild readiness, and so that problem has so far been 
avoided. 

But. if it should go further, we would then come to a threshold 
where Defense dollars, Defense Department assets, are being used, 
really, for another purpose, drug interdiction. I am not saying any
thing about the priorities for these purposes. 

Let me also add that I got myself personally engaged in this in 
order to see whether we could, indeed, do more and whether addi
tional resources would be warranted. 

I do not want to speak for the Drug Administration, but I have 
been given to understand that the marginal dollar you would want 
to invest to combat the narcotics problem you might first put into 
efforts within this country, rather than into interdiction-say, if 
Congress allocated another $10 million or $50 million to this prob
lem. That may not be the first priority. 

That is a very difficult judgment, of course, for anyone who is fa
miliar with this question. 

Senator BIDEN. I understand that. I happen to disagree with it, 
but I understand it. I think you have made a very important and 
telling point here, and I realize my time is up, but may I just com
plete this thought, Mr. Chairman. 

And, by the way, Mr. Koch, r apologize. With that pin stripe suit, 
I thought you were with the State Department for a minute. I 
apologize. [Laughter.] 

The point you just made, Mr. Ikle, is one, a feeling held and felt 
by many people, many responsible people who have worked long 
and hard in this area of drug abuse. For the last 9 years, I have 
probably spent more time here on that than on anything else. 

Whether or not I dlsagree with your view on where the marginal 
dollars could best be spent, the problem we have is that there are 
very bright, capable people like you in the Government who hold 
that view, and people who hold a dissimilar view in other Depart
ments. The reason for the Drug Czar is to get the game plan 
straight. 

Mr. IKLE. Yes. 
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Senator BIDEN. You have evidenced, correctly so, as has the State 
Department already, that we do not have it straight yet. That is to 
say, that debate is going on.. 

We should settle It quickly. We should make the judgment. You 
all should be told by the Drug Czar, through the President, what 
the policy is and what the priorities are. 

Now, if the President concludes through his Drug Czar that, in 
fact, we should continue the way within which the Defense Depart
ment is going, that that is the way to go, well, that is the judg
ment. That is the President's jUdgment. 

But right now we do not have such a policy. 
rrhis is not a criticism of you. It is not even a criticism at this 

moment of the administration because it is just starting on this. 
But by the end of this year, we ough' to have one, single, coordi

nated drug policy. There should be no mistake. The State Depart
ment should understand, if told, that not only do they carry trea
ties in their briefcases, but that part of their brief is to deal with 
drug interdiction problems. 

The Defense Department mayor may not be told that a higher 
priority should be allocated, including the use of Defense dollars 
for that, becau/3e SQme of us believe we are much more likely to be 
killed. as a consequence of drugs being imported into this country 
by being mugged in the parking lot when you leave the Defense 
Department than you are by a Russian missile. 

Now I am being serious. I view this as an element of our defense. 
Anyway, thank you very much, and I will have more questions 

later. 
Thank you, Mr .. Chairman. 
Senator DENTON. Thank you. 
I will recognize Senator Eagleton, who has been here for a while. 
Senator EAGLETON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I ask unanimous consent that a statement of mine be printed in. 

the record earlier in the hearings where such statements were in
troduced. 

Senator DENTON. Without objection. 
Senator EAGLETON. I also ask unanimous consent that a series of 

articles appearing in the Washington Post and the New York 
Times relating to the bombing in Beirut, in which 80 people were 
killed, be printed in the record at this point. 

Senator DENTON. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
[The information referred to follows:] 
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{From the Washington Post, Hay 13, 198!y 

Sen. Leahy,Is Probing 
Some CIA ~pera~ions 
Counter-1erromln Program &rotini:;eq 

By Bob Woodward 
and Charles R. Babcock 

War.lm8tOll f'1lIIt SUIt Writen 

Sen. Patrick J. Leaby (D-Vt.). 
vice chairman of the Senate Select 
C~mmittee on InteUigence. 'said 
yesterday that he has begun an in
depe!lllent inquiry into a half-dozen 
CIA operations. including a counter
terrorism program that was can
celed after aD IJoD!IIi\lIo<iI car
bcmb blast last Mardl killed more 
tiIaq' ao penooo In BeIrut. 

, ~.aid be __ Ie Imow 
- .......... 1IISIIiIIw0l*-• __ II1II ..... _ ..... _ 

' ......... """"'" _1iIOII&I1loa ......... _"..., ....... ....................... 

seven operatiohs oQ our own.u. be 
said. 

Leahy said he Hid not know of the 
L'Ounter-terrurism plan in Lebanon, 
but when aske<l Joout it last month. 
he made inquiries "and found out 
about it on my own." Hiltefused to' 
give further d~taiJs. 

By law and by agreement wit1t 
the Reagan administration. !he 
chairmen and vice chairmen of die, 
Senate iDd House ~ ~ 
mitt"", ~e to be iDfcmIjI'a/ aile»
vert CIA ICIiviIiae. Aa,~ 
tIao -= iIIIisted It.l the ccm-i 
Illite- hid .... """ ........... ' 
IIocII oraIIr .... III W1'itiI& of .. - ' 
.-t « odIonriotr .......... ..... ' . 
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Some Operations of CIA 
Probe~~hy Sen. Leahy' 

that he hopes the committee 'will 
not have to spend much of its tim& 
dealing with contr~ CIA op-
eratlolUl. • . 

He said he wants to shift the 
oversight role "from putting out nre 
to fu:e prevention." 

• COVERT, PI'OIlI Al 

The Washington Post reported 
yesterday that President Reagan 
approved the plan late last year di
recting the Central Intelligence 
Agency to train foreign team. to 
mai<e preemptive strikea against 
terrorists. 

The plan was rescinded after 
members of the unit hired others to' 
set olf, without CIA approval, a car 
bomb that killed more than 80 per
sons on March 8, the sourcea said. 
The target, a suspected terrorist 
I~r, e&;3ped uuharmed. 

'''Thi1Iga have faUen between the 
cr.tcka." !.eMy 83id.,,"1 do nul want 
my side,· to ·set caught on aNi
caragtllllrmining type problem.' 

A CIA oparalion to p)~nt mines in 
i1arbors in ;Nicaragw, cauaed con
troverny la!It year tkcause aevenJ 
mernbjll'8' of the :ntelligence OYer

sight committp.ca claimed CIA DI
reclor William J. Casey had not told 
them enough about the operation. 

Leahy said he feels Casey and 
other agency officiai. are willing to 
answer the committee's questions 
about any mltter. Bat he said noth
ing is vQlunteered if the question. 
are not framed exactly right. 

Leahy said he loki other commi'
tee Democrats last week that the 
inquiry is needed because when he 
became vice chairman in January f 
he found that he did not know suf
ficient details of some of the CIA's 
most secret and Qotentially contro-
versial operations. ' 

He declined to identify the other 
operations. 

Leahy .aid he told the Democrats 
he is committing hie stafr to the in
quiry and might .. k them also to 
provide staff assistance. The com-

Durenberger said that, in the 
past, about 90 percent of the com
mittee's time has been spent on in
telligence controversies and that he 
hopes to reduce that significantly. 

Administration spokesmen con
tinued to decline to comment on 
The Post story. 

Secretsry of State George P. 
Shultz, in Israel yesterday, said of 
the story; '1 haven't seen The 
Wa!lhington Post today. I do have a 
very, strong view about terrorism, 
as i8 well-known. I also have the 
view Ulat at this stage, actions will 
speak a lot louder than warda. so I 
don'~ have anything·to say about it." 

[ 

SIIultz, who bas'made strong pub
I.\".!ilatements a~ taking action 

SiN. PATRICK J. LEAHY ,,3~t terron.tn, said later that he 
••• ",lIdllGea indeJ>t,Odonllnqllh-J: ' bS"",ecided, for the'time being, "",t 

'; 10 comnent on the general subject 
mittee MSiflll8 staff members to in- Y,f terrorism. Wbi~ Sbult% was in 
dividwll oonators. E:Jerunal<>m, severnl terrorist bomha 

Sen. Snm NIU1ll (D-Ga.) said yes-' laded. ,there and otle was de-
terday that he was not able to at-
tend Leahy's meeting of Democrat- Robert Sims, deputy White 
ic committee members, beld last House press ""cretary, told United 
Thursday. Press International, "We never dis-

No .taff members were present, cuss intelligence matter.," But he 
(lfWln 1IlIi<I. He. added that he would added that Tlii, Post story ~ con: 
have no comment about Leahy's !ained "a lot of speculation." 
plan or The Post story. Sources have said Reagan or-

LllahY said b.e has good relations. dered that only the chairmen and 
with the Senate intelligence com- . vice chairmen of the intelligence 
mittee chairman. David F. Duren- committees be notified of several 
berger (R-Minn.), but feels it i. nec- covert operations undertaken late 
essary to proceed with his own in- last year, including the antiterrorist 
quiry. training program in Lebanon. 

Another committee source said, There is some question whether aU 
however, that Leahy and Durenber- the details filtered down when Du-
ger have basic disagreements about renberger and Leahy assumed lead-
the lise of staff resources and the ership cf the Senate committee in 
direction of the committee. January. 

Durenberger CQuid not be =--....:....--______ _ 
reached for comment yesterday. Staff writer Don Obtrdorfer 
But he said in a recent interview contributed to this report. 
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{irOlll the New York Times, Hay 13, 1981/ 

Lebanee Group Linked to C.LA. 
Is Tied to Car Bombing Fatal to 80 
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. Leban'ue Group Linked to ·CLA·. I 

.. 1, Tiedto.~r Bombing Fatal to 80 
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LFrom the New York Times, May 14, 1981/ 

t:.IJ-\~ Stat~t.neni Denies Beiiut ~mbing Link 
~~:,' 

'); By PflllJII' ~. IdlJIItltltxll..6bII~ IlIteIIlBeoco!OUl"Ce with the security forces whlc:h hired the 
.....,,,n.o;""y,..,,.. I14havinB.ald that the C.I.A. krew that terrot"lota to cllrry out· the car bomb-

WASBlNQTON, MaW:I.II- 'lbo c..a.. the bomblng""" belng plllIlDtxl.1t aIoo Ini," 0!Ie !IOUl"Ce said. "Any ImpUca. 

=:n:allJgatc!y ..... ~~ !otsta..:.~ :1:::1 ~~= =rec:~t~ tlcm tlmt we w""' worklrlg with a 0&-

.dwnCflWwI~!. car bombing In bombing.' ~e~ ~ ~ ~~~e out·' 
a Belrut suburb last Man:h that ldUad Tho Poot said President R .. pn had Another Intelligence olficlal .treued 
more than 80 people. " alven approval for the C.I.A. to tralJI that, while there may have bt>en "In!or. 

InteUJaenoo iIOUI"CClO aIDo aa1d that J.eb<meoe units to strike MIddle R40t matlcnal" links with tire aroup that 
tim C.I.A. had no COIll;IC!Ct1OO1IO a lAb&- torrorlBl3. hlrtxI the bombers. ,the C.I.A. had DOt 
neoe coontertem)l;Jfm aroup that ro- Members 01 """ of thooe (iI'INpII, known otthe ......... !natlon plan. Mora 
portedly hired the bomber>. _ without the agcmcy's autborl:atlon, than 200 people wen! Injured In the 

But that account ..... dlGputed by hired othero to plant a car bomb Man:h 'blallt outside the home of the Shiite 
sam_ AdmlnloIt'atJ"" and Coogmo- 8011101d. the home of a Shilt. leader loador,MohammtxlHUMalnFadlaUah. 
slonal olficlall wbo saI<l that the ~ to be reopoIIBlble for terrorist But AdminIstnltJOIl and Coosroa

, ageacy WIll worl!lns wlth,tho group at attacks 0Cl Am",",,,,,,, ~,..,. slooal sourc:es contlnuod today to con
the time at the bombinC. cording to ~ lind />1IInInI$o firm maU .. reports that the C.I.A. had 

0... Admlnlmatloo otftclal iDdI. tatJCII lIOII.1"OQ. worked with the J.eban_ fIl'OUP. Thoy 
... ~ ·that tbe C.I.A. and iIIIeIIIjjence R~·IO COIIIpIjIInls from also ISaId that the bombing had 
Iourc:aIl were tryIna to dIacount the members of ~ Ibnt u..y had not prompttxi the AdmInIstratJCII to draw 
~Ta relAtlCIIdhIp to tbe COImtertor. been fIlIIy lnCwmad about !be. opmI. back ftom eUortII to UA 1.6l>an_. 
rorWn unit out at !'oar that terrorillto tIoa,theC.I.A.~ta\lOso.Idthat sroupa to'strIke asaln4t terrorists. 
mlgtt ....wIate apInst United Slat.. tlle "lJl'C!CY !'sc:rupulOUGI)o oboorveg"It5. Tho WhIte a"""" and tbo StAte Dc. 
oporatloo. In Lebanoo. !'OIIlD1Itment to Iteq> Con:reoolonal partmOll! ha"" rhcllDed to dIacuo. tba 

In a ~ten"" Jllltemoot, tbe,·ovoralsht commItblUlnIorriled. ~'or the~. 

~ sald~ conductod any c.LA. ~ An> ~ ~=, ~!,'f~~f.; 
lattxl b)~_"~!!... /orQ!>ss r.,. On Capitol am, twO members of of Select Committee OIl In"'''~, said ....... 1bed Sw>- the Howie JIId\cIarJ' CommIttee fnIro. .......... ~ 
day by The Wuhlngton Poot. 'ductxl • roeoIutICII'diroctln& th. C.I.A. that an InveotJsatlOll 01 C.I.A. coont .... 

Adv ..... KD:nole. DbcIaImed toprovldodoc:umontuboutlts""""""" :d~%u.ha:""'~ boon_ 
, "It also had no toro!m<mled«o of !be terrortst actIvllI ... 1n the Middle East. Thruuah 1l1pOk_. bo """",ed to 
I..iebo.nase counterterrodot action ~''''" "In an ......... wIatlla u the Middle II the need to Immedi Ie In-
tJ.-d In th. article" tba ltalemlillt East, WI! den't need to .. t loode forolsn ~~ga~OII. Tho v1~ ~ ~f the 
said. Tho Post accou'nt qu«ed an un- proxl", to P'lrIIclpate In lli-concelvod committee, Patrick J. Leab~~of Vet. 

oporatJons," said Rop""""'tatlve Fa· mont, ball said thet bo~ ely 
trlcla Schroeder, Democrat of Colo- , 
rado IUId one 01 the resolUlion'. _pan- begun a .. rlea of Inqulrl • " 
""ro. Scu.o~ Leahy ball Iliso"il!~ jbat bo 

The C.I.A. declined to dlscuas detail. r""ls!be commIttee hu not Ii<>In luIJy 
of the bombing beyond tlle mitten ~::'~~ =t1Gold:t!~ 
statomOll!. A spokeiIlWUI ailIO docI.InOO ArImDa RtpllbUcan who wiuJ chairman 
to answer q"""tJ""" about repDru of of tbo oommlttee until tbIa yoar. aaId In 
~:~~I~counter. an Interview that be had ....... lid. 

~ ~001~":'iha~~2~ eq!'1:\dy ~ I 
had boon workinl with !be L""""
coontertorror1ml unit. 

"Wha! '"' IU'II ",yin: III tba1t th~ 
C.I.A. had no direct or indirect link 
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LFrom the New York Times, May 14, 198~7 

Antiterrorism by Proxy 
U.S. Intelligence Agents Warned Officials 
Against Reliance on Foreign Organizations 

-, ________ -=,-'....". ~, •• ,' w_ 

::;·(",*:,,'.""'L.. . By LES'tJ'S H. GEUt .... · ... · _t·_,~._ .-,-
", • Spcc1fJ1I01'bI, ..... yurt~ 

lwASHINGTON, May 13 - A)'eat I""'.!nl~.m"...-':" ",,"O'Jp tl>At ro;>ort. B[l}J: ~enlor Adm!nilrtrntion officialS edJy hIred the bombcn. But !he.! w .. 
aireed unanimously to set up counter· disputed by """'e Admlnbtratlon and 
~ groups to take pro-emptive Con~lono.l otnclala who ~~ the 
an« punitive action. AI the same time, agency "'lIS working with the group nt 
::;;;i'.. In\elUgence ~, I the time ot thebombln,s. [pkgeA13.] . 
~.~ • ...t,d the groups were _,I TheC.l.A. .tatem..,tdidnatooeml" 
.' JIkely 10 work and were ,BO to the core lssue. For example,41, 

: States Into IrOUble. i those who carried out the bombing, But 
AoalysIJ IU:ely to get the United i said that the C.I.A. had no! trained I 
Th~.re 'Io''1''-S:J(I Qllt"5t1:rn about the seri·· the statement included no speclfJc 

C:.· 1 .. ~$ C\! the r:".;~;:,"t1 o! cc~.~ ;::!!:"g eternal that the agency had been work. 
terr~;.!,:r.. hnd c:iiclal, snJd tho Ad'j Ing with Lebanese \ntelUgenee. The 
mlnl.-t31!\ion w,,:, unl\t:d on the Deed to WhIte House declined eomrnent alt<>-
do 110 bj ImpI'OVCl8 the collection of In- gether. ' 
telllcence lind wnrnlngs 01 planned ler· Administration olllc:lais .ald Prest. 
ror'.st actions. But there Vo ..... doubt that dent Reagan hnd <:anoeled his order dI. 
any I:Ind 01 covert action could be to!>en =tlog C.I.A .• Lebanese Int.l1IS"-~"" 
elledlvely, particularly In Leba~on. cooperation In counlerterru,ism Idthln 

Th= "pUt between the pollcy-metors a day or two nr:er the March 8 tK'ml>-i 
who' felt the need to be tougb on terror· Ing. But by then. tl,e damage had been 
is.:n and the p:o~essiona1s ch!>.rged with done arK! the n!oi:s run, Cl1US1n£ Ad!nirr 
l=lernentlll£ L>,e policy has p .... gued Istratlon oINciols 10 onte ogaln ,>atu· u: AdmInlsuitlon from tho 0Il\set. ate ",hnl :he;' r'!aU,tlcaJly. coult! and 

!lho~ld :b to combRt te)"r".Jnsm. 
C.I.A. x.inIc 10 I.e!>aneoe An P.d"inbtratlon b!:lclnl involved 

'On Miirch 8, SO pt'Ople were kUl't"d in I in !:'j~{::;gen:e said th3t, a )'t'llr ago, 
Beirut car bombing that had been C.: te \loll!: h ... , ~""=n;~:J: on Wi: n!;-l:d to 

aimed at killing a ShUre leader SU5- ~t~;~b; ~~7:~~f~{:~~t ~~~I!~~Cha~ 
~ed of being DO antl·American tor· re..r. VOICed. He also sold re,allatlon by 
ni1st. Jt was carried 0111 by a group 1",.,0:";<15 wo.' also lear<-d. 
with 'ties to Lebanese' Intcl~ "The hest ... can do to coun,er tcr. : 
~~';hi turn, had \VtII'ked with the r,,",m t. to Icproye counterlntclll •. 
Cenii;,,,n,,telligence Agency, aewrdlng genee, not "" ..... c~!en.rrorIll\ capobU., 
III ~1:mallllld,f>dmlnJstl:ntioa Itl"',"h,.dded."1Mlwe,y,wecangel 
JOUTces~ •. ,-'.' '" O".l! ?t-".J?l,f:. out of harm'~ vrny.':. 

Today the C.I.A. issued a stntement ... OrdGr 'Il'~ ~ ~ UftI1IIt, ',1 
~.ylng that 1, had no: had advance But this was not the th1nIdng thai 
knowledge ar th~ bombing, In nddltion. prevailed on Aprtl 3, 1984, when oW. 

I UllblUg""CI: =cos lIlild the ngency olols 'ald Prnsldent RengBn sIgned • 
_ had DO =",ect\rJD t<f the Lebanese directive calling lor p,..,..,mptlve, Pre: 
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ventlve and retaliDtory action against 
terrorists and against countries spon
soring terrorism. 

Olflclals said the polley was sup.. 
ported by Secretary of State Grorge P. 
Shultz, Robert C. McFarlane, the Da
tlonal security .dvl ... r, and William J. 
Casey, Director of Central Intelli
gence. 

Atterlhe stgnlng 01 the directive, Mr. 
Sbult:z.poke~llclya~ttheD~ 
.Ity of going beyond "purely delensive 
postures" In deaJlng >lith terrorists. 
Reporters were wid by officials that 
this meant plans lor pre-emptive and 
retaliatory action were under way. 

As a n-sult 01 those moves. officials 
said, American Intelllg"nce .gents and 
m1h:ary personnel began lirumclng, 
trsblnS, &hnrlng information and In 
other ways .upportlng groups In 
friendly countries to combat terrorists. 

Nu Plans to Use Americans 
The officials :mId there were no pions 

to use Americans In other COWltJies. 
which meant reljing on foreigners in 
the employ or other governments. 

Many American IntelUgence opera
tives bad doublB about their ability to 
control the foreign counter1errorlsts. 
They were concerned about the United 
States' taldng rosponslblllty lor the 
program without being able to controi 
It, especially III Lebanon, where the 
Government and the Intelligence or
ganlzatlon nre divided. 

In Lebanon, the ortlclals said. Amer
Ican Intelligence WIlS hot on L'>e heelB of 
Mohammed Hussein Fadlallah. a Shi
Ite lender who hIlS been linked to nt
tacks on American lustaUnUons : 
througi1<>ut the Middle East. Lebanese 

intelligL'IlCe operntives were on biJI 
trucks. too, but for other n-.asona. the 
officials said. 

Administration officials said that the 
C.I.A. had not decided what It wanted 
to do about Mr. Fadlallah. but that 
some Lebanese intelligence officials 
had thelrown scores to settle with him. 
The Lebanese could not move against 
him as a Government unit because Shi
Ites were now part 01 the Lebanese. 
Government, so according to the BCo' 

counts otlered by Administration otH- 'I 
clnlB, the Lebanese lntelllgL'Ilcc orgnnl
ultlon hired outsldern. 

U.S. Not Ready to AblUldon Policy 
Even afler the attempt to kill Mroj 

Fadlallah on March 8, the officials' 
said, Admlni~tratJon leaders were not 
reudy 10 a!)lwdo" the policy. On March 
25. Mr. McFarlane ... Id in a speech. 
IIWe cannot and wllJ not abstain from 
forcible nctlon to p:'Cvent, pre-empt or 
r=.pond to terrorist nC1.S where condi· 
lions ml:rtl the use ot force," 

To rt':Jt .tnce tr,e a.Cfc ot (orce, he ~d, 
"is to l:Jl>ltt: mo:-c, nOt iess more nJth
less, Dot le.c:s terl" .... rist brt.:nllty!' 

According to a :'1ur:lb-r.!r of A~mlnJ.s.. 
tration officials today. the UnJted 
States is unllkel)' to alter this approach 
or to disband tiw countclterrorist trul,n... 
Ing and support operations. But senior 
officials nre said to be tnkIng a look at 
specific cas .. 01 cooperation between 
tile C.I.A. and lorelgn Intelllgence 
8sencies to ~ee whf!Ulcr the policy can 
be realistically Implemented. 

And Congressional committees 
charged with ""en;eeing intelligence 
will be looking at both tllC problems of 
Implementation nnd the policy 1'-"'11. 
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Senator EAGLETON. Mr. Ikle, I am on the Intelligence Committee, 
and Senator Biden served on that committee with great distinction 
for some years. 

We meet this afternoon at 2:45 p.m. on this Beirut, this bombing 
business. Thus, I will become silenced. That is the price you pay for 
going on that committee. 

Senator BIDEN. It is called "The PacMan Theory." [Laughter.] 
Senator EAGLETON. Once they give you a secret, you are silenced. 
So, I want at least to explore a little bit of this before I am si-

lenced. I want to explore it a little bit in the context of just what 
the administration's policy is on terrorism, because I cannot figure 
it out. 

I have read extensively the statements of President Reagan, of 
Secretary Shultz, of Vice President Bush, of Mr. Larry Speakes, of 
Secretary Weinberger, and, unfortunately, that is five names I 
have cited and they do not agree with each other, They all march 
off in different directions. 

Let me just give you a little flavor of the discord that exists 
amongst these rather significant players, including the President of 
the United States. 

In his foreign policy debate with Mr. Mondale on Octobe!' 21, 
1984-was that the one in Kansas City-yes-President Reagan 
said this: "In dealing with terrorists, yes, we want to retaliate, but 
only if we can put our finger on the people responsible and not en
danger the lives of innocent civilians." 

OK 
Then, 4 days later, Shultz, who in this situation is the "heavy"

which is unusual-Shultz is the heavy and Weinberger is the 
"lightie." Shultz, 4 days later, after the President says that we 
have to be careful, we cannot injure innocent civilians, et cetera, 
we cannot endanger them, here comes Shultz, the toughie: "We 
must reach a consensus in this country that our response to terror
ism should go beyond passive defense, to consider means of active 
prevention, preemption, and retaliation. The public must under
stand before the fact that there is a potential for loss of life of some 
of our fighting men and the loss of life of some innocent people." 

Bear in mind that the President, on October 21, said we are not 
going to get innocent people, and the Secretary of State, on the 
25th, that we are going to get them. 

Then they bring Vice President Bush into the act who, 1 day 
later, October 26, in Cincinnati, says: "I don't agree with that. We 
are not going to go out and bomb innocent civilians or something of 
that nature. I don't think we'll ever go to the point where we'll kill 
100 innocent women and children just to kill 1 terrorist." By the 
way, in the boo boo in Beirut, they killed 80 people and didn't even 
get the biggie. They wiped out 80, our proxies did, but didn't get 
the big man that they were after. 

Anyway, Bush: "I don't think we'll kill hundreds of innocent 
women and children just to kill one terrorist. I don't think we've 
reached that point." 

Well, then Reagan is asked that day, because everybody is in a 
muddle, President Reagan is asked well, what is it, Mr. President, 
and the President says, on October 26: "I don't think it was a state-
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ment of policy" -this is commenting on Shultz. "He was saying all 
of those things must be considered." 

Whew-go figure that one out. 
And then Speakes, because it now is a total mess, on the 26th is 

brought in and Speakes says: "Shultz' speech was Administration 
policy from top to bottom"-that is the rock-em, sock-em, kill-the
civilian speech. 

Well, then in November and December we have this warfare be
tween Shultz and Weinberger. You know, it was on the front page 
of every paper in the country, the shootout between Shultz and 
Weinberger about terrorism and the commitment of U.s. forces; 
Weinberger argues for extreme caution, and Shultz repeats his 
stuff about how we are going to have some loss of life, of innocent 
people. 

So, can you help me? Can you help the country? Can you help 
this Joint Committee? 

Can you tell us what administration policy is with respect to ter
rorism and endangering the lives of innocent people? Is it that we 
are going to do that, a la Shultz, or that we are not going to do 
that a 1a Bush, or what is it? 

Mr. IKLE. Senator, you :3eem to be surprised at the idea that all 
things must be considered. . 

In this very complex area of policy, indeed, maybe not all things, 
but a great many things have to be considered. The risk that inno
cent people may get killed, the risk that an operation may fail, the 
risk that people who cooperate with us fail to cooperate properly, 
or the risk that we lose any cooperation with othE::r governments 
because we leak information, either in the Congress or in the exec
utive branch-all of these things have to be considered. 

Senator EAGLETON. Will you pull your mike up, Mr. Ikle? I am 
hard of hearing. 

Mr. IKLE. In other words, in designing counterterrorist and anti
terrorist policy, you have to consider a great many factors and a 
great many complex tradeoffs, and in the quotations that you 
pulled together here, that was reflection that the senior officials 
were very conscious of these tradeoffs: the risks to innocent lives; 
the risk that an operation may be aborted because of leaks; the dif
ficulty of finding the guilty party at the right time and the right 
place. 

All of these things have to be factored in. 
The senior officials were addressing different contingencies, or 

were addressing different elements in these complex tradeoffs. 
I think it is gratifying that the responsible officials reflect so 

much thought and awareness of the complexity of the subject and 
of the need to weigh carefully these countervailing factors. 

I realize that in Washington there is always a great deal of mer
riment and excitement if one can find differences between adminis
tration officials or if there are leaks which allege some operation 
that did go wrong. 

In this particular area, which is such a sensitive area, this fact of 
life in Washington makes the operations very difficult, more likely 
to fail. But, as I see it, from my position, in serving the Secretary 
of Defense, we have a very good common approach with the De
partment of State, with the National Security Council. 
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We do, however, confront in each particular potential terrorist 
incident, or an actual incident that occurs, very agonizing choices. 
That is what is reflected in some of these seemingly contradictory 
remarks. 

Senator EAGLETON. Well, before we get into leaks, let me just 
juxtapose two of these quotes and tell me which one is operative as 
Government policy today. There is the Shultz speech of October 25, 
wherein he said, "There is a potential for loss of life of some of our 
fighting men and loss of life of some innocent people." October 25. 
Or there is the Vice President George Bush pronouncement: "I 
don't agree with that. We are not going to go out and bomb inno
cent civilians or something of that nature. I don't think we'll ever 
get to the point where you will kill 100 innocent women and chil
dren just to kill one terrorist." October 26. 

Now what is the operative administration policy today? Is it 
what Shultz said or what Vice President Bush said? 

Mr. IKLE. My question would be, Senator what is the contradic
tion? Nobody can disagree with the fact that there is the potential 
for loss of innocent life in any military operation or any police op
eration, whether it is in Philadelphia or Beirut. 

Senator EAGLETON. Bush specifically disagreed with the Shultz 
speech. 

Mr. IKLE. Vice President Bush would obviously not disagree with 
something like that. That would not make any sense. 

Senator EAGLETON. Well, then, you didn't hear me. 
Vice President Bush specifically disagreed with the Shultz 

speech. 
Mr. IKLE. What he disagreed with is that we would deliberately 

go after innocent lives, that we would make deliberate attacks. 
Senator EAGLETON. Well, when we blow up cars and houses, is 

that negligently done or intentionally done? 
Mr. IKLE. When we do what? 
Senator EAGLETON. When a group of individuals blows up a car 

or blows up a house, is that an act of negligence or an act inten
tionally consummated? 

Mr. IKLE. Well, that would depend on the situation, on what 
group. 

Sentor EAGLE'l'ON. Take March 8, in Beirut. Was that an intersec
tion whiplash, an act of negligence that triggered the death of 80 
people, or was that an intentional act of bombing? 

Mr. IKLE. I don't know, Senator, what that group intended to do. 
Senator EAGLETON. Well, would you please read the Shultz 

speech, reread it, and reread Vice President Bush's statement 
where he says, "I don't agree with that." That's pretty clear Eng
lish: "I don't agree with that." 

I am just trying to find out what the policy is today. I don't know 
what it was back on October 25 and 26, because they were in dis
agreement. 

But today, May 15, 1985, can you tell us what the policy of the 
administration today is with respect to the taking of innocent lives 
in antiterrorism endeavors done directly by us or indirectly by us 
through proxy agents? 

Mr. IKLE. There is a risk in any police or counterterrorist oper
ation that innocent people may be killed. We have to recognize 
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that risk and we try to minimize it. You have a judgment call in 
each instance as to whether it is an operation in a city in the 
United States or whether it is something that we do together with 
allies somewhere, or in our bases overseas. You have to calculate 
these risks. 

You try, obviously, to minimize the risk of taking innocent lives. 
Senator EAGLETON. You minimize the risks of taking innocent 

lives but there are occasions wherein, as a policy matter, it will be 
necessary. Is that the administration's policy? 

Mr. IKLE. It is a risk you cannot totally avoid if you have any 
police operation or any military operation in almost any part of the 
world, where the civilians intermingle with the combatants. 

Senator EAGLETON. This is military or antiterrorist, by American 
agents or proxies hired for the job. 

Mr. IKLE. Well, you are now making up a new question. 
Senator EAGLETON. Do we minimize the risk of taking innocent 

lives, but there is a risk that we will take them in antiterrorist ac
tivities conducted by ourselves or through proxies? 

Mr. IKLE. I am saying any police activity, whether conducted by 
municipal police forces in this country or abroad, or any antiterror
ist action, the rescue of hijacked planes, and so on, entails the risk 
that somebody may get killed who is not a terrorist. We have had 
many tragic efforts to rescue hijacked planes, those types of terror
ist acts. 

Senator EAGLETON. We are not talking about hijacked planes. 
You know we are not talking about hijacked planes. 

Mr. IKLE. I don't know what you al'e talking about. 
Senator EAGLETON. We are talking about March 8, in Lebanon. 
Mr. IKLE. What about March 8? 
Senator EAGLETON. Eighty people were killed, 200 were injured, 

and they didn't even get the guy they were after. Innocent lives 
were taken. Could that have been part of American policy? 

Mr. IKLE. I cannot explain the March 8 event you referred to. I 
have no connection with that, no knowledge about it. 

Senator EAGLETON. I am not saying you had any connection. You 
are a spokesman on terrorism for this administration. rrhat, in 
part, is what this heaing is about. You are up here to tell us what 
administration policy is. 

Mr. IKLE. But I cannot give you an administration policy about 
an unconnected event. I can give you the policy about the events 
that we are responsible for. 

Senator EAGLETON. Would it never be administration policy, 
through the use of proxies, to take innocent lives in an antiterror
ist endeavor? Would it never be administration policy to so do? 

Mr. IKLE. I explained before that you could not have a rescue of a 
hijacked plane--

Senator EAGLETON. Not a hijacked plane. 
Mr. IKLE. But that is terrorism. 
Senator EAGLETON. Where we are trying to rub out a guy, and 

we want to rub out a Mr. Big. Is it never administration policy to 
risk the taking of innocent lives when we are using proxy agents to 
rub out an obnoxious terrorist that we want to get? 

Mr. IKLE. Well, first of all, it is not administration policy to rub 
out people. 
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Senator EAGLETON. Ever? 
Mr. IKLE. Depending on what you mean--
Senator EAGLETON. Never in the context of antiterrorism. 
Mr. IKLE. Well, you get into a battle, you get attacked by terror

ists--
Senator EAGLETON. No, no-in the context of antiterrorism. 

There are a lot of terrorists around in the world. Some of them are 
in Lebanon. Some are in Libya. Is it never administration policy to 
ri~k the taking of innocent lives when we are using proxies to 
pursue a malicious terrorist that we want to get rid of? 

Mr. IKLE. We are guided in our policy by the legal, the executive 
order reqairements, that you well know, and if not, you will be fur
ther briefed on those in the Intelligence Committee. 

Senator EAGLETON. I know them. 
Mr. IKLE. These are the ground rules under which we operate, 

like any administration. 
Senator BIDEN. Will the Senator yield for a clarification? 
Senator EAGLETON. Yes, I would love to. 
Senator BIDEN. Well, I am not sure that it will clarify anything, 

but just so I understand it. 
Mr. Ikle, to ask the question in a slightly different way, there are 

circumstances under which, through a counterterrorist activity, di
rected at a terrorist who, in fact, has done harm to U.S. personnel, 
interests, et cetera, where innocent people might be killed-the ob
vious situation involves the hijacker: when you go in to rescue the 
people, maybe innocent people will be killed, you know that. 

But there is a second kind, which I think is a Beirut situation. If, 
in fact, the United States had condoned that-and the administra
tion says it did not, and I am prepared to believe that--but assume 
that it had. Everyon.e in the world knows that if you put a car 
bomb in a city street, it is guaranteed that there will be innocent 
people hurt. That is a guarantee. That is not like the airplane, 
where you may be able to surgically remove the terrorist and save 
innocent people, though knowing full well you may not. That is 
like the Philadelphia incident. They did not set off the bomb inten
tionally. It was a mistake. They miscalculated. It burned in a way 
that they did not intend. 

But when you set off a bomb, like in Beirut, you are guaranteed 
to kill innocent people, or if not kill, then injure. 

Now, my question is this. Is the administration policy such that 
it would never, through proxies or directly, take an action which 
they knew ahead of time was going to injure civilians-not maybe, 
but was going to injure civilians-and possibly kill them? Is that 
administration policy? 

Mr. IKLE. Senator, I find this a very good way of formulating the 
question, a very constructive way. 

In answering your question, I am reminded of a prior question 
asked by Senator Leahy. Assume that terrorists have gotten hold of 
a nuclear weapon and the catastrophic consequences they could 
create with that. I am now envisaging what maybe a future admin
istration, though hopefully no administration may ever find itself 
in such a sitution, may face. 

At that point, if they wanted to stop the use of that nuclear 
weapon against a European or U.S. city, or any city anywhere in 
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the world, should or shouldn't they take out the people with that 
weapon, even if it entails the risk, or even the certainty, that inno
cent civilians would be killed? I would not want to give a flat 
answer on that this morning. I think that would be irresponsible. 

Senator DENTON. If I may, the time has already run out on this, 
but I believe that the line of questioning is important and it has to 
be explored. 

May I say to Senator Eagleton, as his friend and a man who re
spects him very much, we have had much discusl'(10n, even debate, 
on many matters in the social field. I have always found you intel
lectually honest, and usually superior to me in the field in which 
we were working in Labor and Human Resources. You and your 
staff have worked with good will. The same for Senator Eiden in 
intelligence and drugs. 

I believe that the root of the problem here is something, more in 
my field. I spent 34 years involved with what I hoped would be de
terrence of war. If that failed we had to be prepared for the taking 
of life, the destruction of property, and so on. I believe there is a 
thread of commonality between the answer to the questions that 
you are asldng regarding retaliation or reprisal against terrorism, 
and the ldnd of actions that have to be taken in full-scale war, and 
terrorism is low-level warfare, which now is raising cain with U.S. 
interests all over the world. 

I believe that both of you gentlemen, like me, wish to solve the 
policy question in a bipartisan way. I offer these remarks in that 
vein of mutual respect. 

We once dropped two atomic bombs on the country of Japan, and 
we knew we would bear the resultant loss of life on our con
sciences. But we had to stop the Japanese conqueror. Innocent life 
had to be taken to stop Hitler. It comes down to the rules of land 
warfare. If you are, in your own conscience and by the observations 
of manldnd, going after a target which is of sufficient importance 
to you in the military sense, it is taken for granted and approved 
that those attacks can take place if your principal target is mili
tary, and those civilians which are killed as a consequence are not 
considered a crime. 

Now, I am not the one to judge whether the atomic bombs 
dropped on Japan were correct or not in the moral sense. But I 
think you will both agree, whatever we decide to do we must ask 
ourselves this question: Will the moral consequences of the act we 
are contemplating be preferable to the alternative which will 
result if we do not act. 

Senator BIDEN. If the Senator would yield on that point, the 
rules of war are fairly clear. We are entering into a totally new 
area where we here are deciding whether or not to elevate counter
terrorist activities to the level of warfare or whether or not we are 
going to treat them like police actions. 

In this country, we have never concluded that the FBI or local 
police agencies had the right to knowingly, knowing that their ac
tions beforehand were going to take out innocent lives, use the ra
tionale that the means justified the ends. 

Now the reason why I am not making final judgment here is, be
cause as I said at the outset to Mr. Ikle and Mr. Koch, we are in: a 
brand new area. What Senator Eagleton and I are trying to find 
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out is have we already made the judgment that counter-terrorist 
activities have been elevated to a state of war which encompasses 
all of the things that the Senator from Alabama has just said, or in 
fact are they going to continue to be treated in the way they have 
heretofore, as a police action, which, in fact, has fallen under a dif
ferent set of rules? 

We are in a netherland right now, and our confusion, although 
we may end up in a very different place than you, Admiral on this 
issue-and I cannot speak for Senator Eagleton, only myself-I 
wonder whether or not we are not at such a delicate point in our 
development as a Nation on the terms by which we will deal with 
threats to our security that we not only run the risk to our security 
if we make the wrong decision, but we also run the risk of corrupt
ing our soul as a Nation, corrupting this Nation's soul in terms of 
what we stand for. 

It is a very difficult decision. I am not making absolute state
ments as to whether or not you are right or wrong. 

I am suggesting to you, though, just as we weigh on the one side, 
Senator, the risk to our security, we must weigh on the other side 
our standing as a civilized Nation, because we are about to enter 
into a new era which seriously and genuinely could affect our long
term interest and I, in fact, believe corrupt our soul as a Nation. 

Senator DENTON. Senator Biden--
Senator BIDEN. Let me conclude with one last statement. 
Senator DENTON. I wasn't saying that terrorism is exactly like 

war. I am saying that there is a fundamental question that may be 
common to both. 

I said this in my opening statement-
Senator BIDEN. I understand that. 
Senator DENTON [continuing]. On the first day. 
Listen, Joe, I said we talk of preemptive strike, retaliation, re

prisals. There are risks involved in any of these. If we should act 
militarily, there is a strong possibility that civilians will be hurt or 
killed. Further, we may lose men or equipment or take the chance 
of our personnel becoming hostages. There are many questions of 
international law. 

I was saying this to go along with you all that we have not yet 
thought out, in a way that is satisfactory to Congress or our people, 
or perhaps even within the administration, this question of how to 
deal with terrorism. 

Senator BIDEN. Believe it or not, I am not being critical. 
All I am trying to do is explain why I was pursuing the line of 

questioning that I was. 
Senator EAGLETON. May I say a word, Mr. Chairman. 
It was my line of questioning. 
Senator BIDEN. You can have it back. You got it. It's all yours. 

[Laughter.] 
Senator EAGLETON. With all due respect, all I am trying to do is 

find out what the administration policy is. 
There are many good comments that you made, Mr. Chairman. 

We may be in war. And maybe we ought to declare it and go full
force at it. There are many good points that S~nator Biden raises 
in terms of the national character and the natlOnal psyche, if we 
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get into this Shultz-type retaliation business, which Secretary 
Shultz forcefully advocated in the October 25 speech. 

All I want from Mr. Ikle, or somebody, is what is our current 
policy. Is it "Shultzism" or is it "Bushism," and we don't know. 

Senator DENTON. I asked that question before you, sir. 
I agree with you. That is the question-I asked it, too. 
Sentor EAGLETON. May I finally read a short summary into the 

record? 
This is Executive Order 12333, signed by Presidents Ford, Carter, 

and Reagan. It prohibits U.S. Government employees or their 
agents from participating or requesting that other persons partici
pate in an assassination attempt. 

It is signed by President Reagan. I take it, in part, that that is 
Reagan policy. 

But I don't know how that squares with Shultz' speech of Octo
ber 25, and I sure know the English language when George Bush 
said on the 26th, "I don't agree with that." 

Senator DENTON. Time is running out. With all due respect
please don't go, Tom. I am in agreement with you. 

Let's say that we three agree that we have not yet developed sat
isfactory policy to deal with this new force and trend in interna
tional and national affairs. That is the purpose of these hearings. 

I ask that we, as legislators, approach this problem with biparti-
sanship. 

Senator EAGLETON. Of course. I think it cries out for it. 
Senator DENTON. Right. 
Senator EAGLETON. But first we have to know what their policy 

is, and then we can comment on it. 
Senator DENTON. In all candor, I believe that they are proceeding 

on more or less an ad hoc basis. Certainly the linkup between ter
rorism and narcotics is recent. The harm to U.S. interests from ter
rorism has been relatively fast. I believe they are doing their best, 
but they are groping along. They have not yet fully developed the 
interest, the objectives, the policies, and the commitments. 

I believe that. I don't say that critically. I believe that whoever 
was in government would be in the same position. 

Mr. IKLE. Mr. Chairman, I think in a way what this discussion 
illustrates is precisely that terrorism tries to target the institutions 
in the functioning of a democracy, tries to exploit that democracies 
have respect for human lives, particularly innocent human life, 
tries to exploit that democracies have to be governed by legitimate 
and legal procedures, and goes after these existing normal 
strengths of democracy and tries to turn them into weaknesses. 

Other countries had to grapple with this, European countries 
when they had to counter a wave of terrorism, and most of the 
older and stronger democracies always came out of these trials 
ahead. They have surmounted it. But we have to work on it very 
diligently and be very conscious that terrorists are precisely trying 
to target these inhibitions of democracies and trying to turn them 
into weaknesses, either by provoking excessive reactions, which 
will turn a population against the government, or by paralyzing 
the government from reacting at all. 

Senator DENTON. That is an extremely important point, I think. 
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Senator EAGLETON. I just humbly offer it for your consideration, 
that there is a written blueprint by which these purveyors of ter
rorism got together, years ago, and decided that one way to bring a 
government down is to start terroristic actions within a city-it 
comes out of the <tUrban Guerrilla Handbook"-because that gov
ernment has become, in their view, repressive, looking at the situa
tion. Then the media of the world hold them up for criticism, and, 
slowly but surely, chaos accelerates, the government falls, and the 
irreversible part is when they become Communist. We can always 
lean on a rightwinger and make him go the way we did the Shah 
of Iran, and then we failed in the clutch to kind of support the guy 
and don't even give him a place to die. The people in Central 
America are starting to look at us and wonder whether they should 
make a deal with the Communists so they won't be the first ones to 
be killed when we cop out in the clutch in our confusion and parti
sanship. 

That is really where we are in the world right now. 
I would rather not be here than not contribute constructively to 

that situation, and I helieve you feel the same, 
But it is a desperate situation, even more desperate than the 

ones we tried to deal with in Labor and Human Resources. I know 
that you are men of goodwill. 

So all I am asking is maybe we can talk about it some on the 
side, Tom, as well as whatever we do here. 

Senator EAGLETON. It is very important. 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that three or four writ

ten questions be submitted to Mr. Ikle for his response, say, within 
10 days, and that they be included within the record. l 

Senator DENTON. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Senator EAGLETON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
Thank you, Mr. Ikle. 
Senator DENTON. I do have one question, Mr. Ikle. 
We are being beset by well-meant media reviews of this, well

meant congressional reviews of the drug threat and a preponderant 
view that the Department of Defense should be more massively in
volved. 

I want to say that I sympathize with you on that question. I was 
a Senator who proposed a posse comitatus by which the Navy got 
involved. But I also realize that we are stretched extremely thin in 
terms of threats against our security. 

For example, three SAC/EUR's whom I knew personally-Good
pastor, Haig, and now Rogers-are saying that unless certain 
things happen, which are not happening, the Soviets could walk by 
conventional means to the channel in so many weeks. 

We are stretched thin. there, we are stretched thin in the Carib
bean, we do not even have a good answer militarily in the Mideast 
for a number of contingencies. 

I want you to know that I personally, as chairman of the subcom
mittee, and as having oversight over DEA, am not in favor at this 
point of massive disruptions to the military in order to try to 
handle that threat. 

1 See page 412. 
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Would you agree with that general approach? 
Mr. IKLE. Yes. 
In fact, as I said in answer to Senator Biden's question, we are 

reworking approaches where we, both with security assistance to
gether with the Department of State and through military actions 
and intelligence collection and possible other operations can assist 
the antinarcotics fight. 

We are very conscious that an actual security threat is develop
ing from the growing expansion of large-scale narcotics operations, 
particularly in this hemisphere. So we do not take it likely at all in 
both the civilian and the unified sides of the Pentagon. We are 
very serious about it. 

Senator DENTON. I would suggest that you determine the best 
ways that you can work with DEA, Customs, et cetera, on that 
problem, rather than have us impose some politically motivated 
gesture, which might be inefficient, or even counterproductive. 

So if you will manifest to us in some kind of report the things 
that you are doing or propose to do to help with the drug enforce
ment problem, it will, I think, allay other contingencies which 
would be disastrous. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen, for your testimony. 
I will ask you to remain for possible future questions this morn

ing. Would you consent to that? 
We will have Ambassador Oakley next, the Director of the Office 

of Counter-Terrorism and Emergency Planning from the State De
partment. 

We have heard the different positions, and we are going to have 
to ask him to explain U.s. policy. 

Senator TRIBLE. Mr. Chairman, let me say that I always regarded 
the Foreign Relations Committee as the premier debating society; 
but after the display today by my colleagues on the Judiciary Com
mittee, I think perhaps we should yield that lauded designation. 

I found the discussion about the rules of engagement in fighting 
terrorism instructive, and I think it does underscore the impor
tance of defining our policy and the choices before us. 

I must say, however, to these administration witnesses before 
they depart that in my judgment, at least, if we are going to 
combat effectively the terrorist threat that is very real and perva
sive and growing, it is going to be necessary for the United States 
to translate its rhetoric at some point into action. By this I mean 
preemptive strikes, forceful and timely response. And, unless we do 
that, the problems will be far greater in the days ahead. 

I am mindful of the experience of our Israeli friends. There is no 
nation in the world that prides itself more on honoring human 
rights and the dignity of life. And yet, the Israelis, who are con
fronted by the threat, perhaps more directly than we are, under
stand the importance of the use of force-reasonably, responsibly, 
but directly and in timely fashion-to deal with these kinds of 
threats. 

Perhaps we could benefit more from their example than from 
some of the debates we have heard in the halls of Congress. 

With that, I, too, for all of my colleagues on the Foreign Rela
tions Committee who are not here, welcome Ambassador Oakley. 

We look forward to hearing your abbreviated testimony. 
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Your full statement, which is quite long, quite comprehensive, 
and quite instructive, will be made a part of the record. 

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT B. OAKLEY, DIRECTOR, OF'FICE 
FOR COUNTER·TERRORISM AND EMERGENCY PLANNING, DE· 
PARTMENT OF STATE, ACCOMPANIED BY AMBASSADOR 
PARRER BORG, DEPUTY DIRECTOR OF TIlE OFFICE FOR COM
BA'fING TERRORISM 
Ambassador OAKLEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
I will cut back this statement still farther because I think it is 

important to answer the questions you have on your minds. 
Senator DENTON. Would you bring the microphone a little closer, 

Ambassador Oakley. 
Ambassador OAKLEY. Yes. 
I said that I will cut back even move on my summary statement 

because I think it is terribly important to continue with the ques
tioning. 

I think that the exchange we have just gone through is very im
portant. It fits very nicely, I believe, with what the Sem:etary of 

~. State said in the speech which has been quoted on several occa
sions. He is trying to develop a national consensus. I associate 
myself fully with the remarks made by Secretary Ikle. 

The fact is that difficult choices sometimes have to be made. 
I am confident that Senator Eagleton and Senator Biden, in their 

hearing this afternoon in the Intelligence Committee, will find that 
the spokesman for the CIA is absolutely correct in saying that ev
el'ything that has been done is consistent with the law, including 
the Executive order which was cited. 

Now, it is a very complicated busineslC" as has been pointed out. 
The business of using force is one part of an answer to the prob
lem. We have tried to explain in my statement that there are a 
wide range not of options, but of actions. The United States and 
each particular country in each particular circumstance uses as 
many of those as it thinks can best be used to fit the situation and 
to be effective. 

I think that your hearings have already shown that internation
al terrorism will not easily be defeated or disappear. There are too 
many governments and terrorist groups who view it as a cheap 
way of hitting at their enemies. Some of them, many of them, too 
many of them, see the United States as their principal target, both 
because of what our Government and country stand for and be
cause of our large presence in so many countries abroad. 

The main threat to Americans in the foreseeable future will con
tinue to come overseas. This makes it more difficult to deal effec
tively with the problem of terrorism, because we must take into ac .. 
count foreign governments. 

Our experience to date indicates there is little likelihood of eradi
cating terrorism. So our alternatives are, basically, to protect 
against the threat to the best of our ability, to continue to pursue 
our policies and interests without being scared off, or to pull back 
drastically from active pursuit of our worldwide interests. 

This administration has firmly opted for the former, realizing 
there will doubtless be additional serious terrorist incidents, but 
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confident that the efforts presently underway will succeed in reduc
ing the pl:"oblem to manageable proportions, so far as we are con
cerned, given the overriding importance of continuing our world 
role. 

The U.S. Government is organized to meet this threat. We have 
clear policy guidelines. The support of Congress has been essential, 
together with the leadership of the President of the United States, 
the Secretary of State, and others in providing the means and the 
will to combat terrorism. 

However, as Senator Denton said in the beginning, we must not 
only understand-we must persevere. It is essential that the high 
level of commitment and concern by both branches of government 
not fall off as time passes since the last major incident. 

In this connection, I would note that a letter has been sent to the 
chairman of the Foreign Relations Committee and other concerned 
committees the day before yesterday on reprogramming a large 
sum of money to take into account that the supplemental has not 
yet gone through. We may have the same problem in 1986, because 
we have to have the level of funds that are required to keep up the 
level of security we need. 

So, it requires a continuing, long-term commitment. 
The State Department has been assigned by the President the 

lead interagency role in combating terrorism outside the United 
States. The Interdepartmental Group on Terrorism, chaired by my 
office at the State Department, provides the formal forum for the 
major departments and agencies involved in combating terrorism 
to develop recommendations and programs. More importantly, a 
close, informal, working relationship for coordination has evolved 
through meetings and working groups of the Interdepartmental 
Group on Terrorism, and numerous informal ties and contacts, 
really on a daily basis, which also serve well during crises. 

We recently made the Drug Enforcement Agency a full member 
of the Interdepartmental Group on Terrorism in order to improve 
coordination and cooperation in that field. 

In our judgment, the most effective deterrents are proper physi
cal security, a high degree of awareness, good intelligence, and 
close cooperation with other governments. 

There are also more active measures, covert and overt, which are 
possible as options, and the bulk of the discussion so far has been 
focused on that area. 

In dealing with that, a super power must carefully weigh the po
tential benefits and costs of any actions it takes abroad, particular
ly of this nature. 

Each action must be carefully considered on its merits and what 
may appear publicly as a failure to act or react should not be con
sidered a sign of weakness, particularly since the most successful 
counterterrorist actions are the least publicized ones. 

This gets back to a point that Mr. Ikle made and that I think 
Senator Denton has emphasized-the need for secrecy. You cannot 
deal with terrorism if you are dealing out in the open. The terror
ists thrive on secrecy. They want to know what is being planned 
against them so they can avoid the measures which are being 
planned. 
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Good intelligence has enabled us to avoid a number of terrorist 
attacks. We are confident of that. 

If this intelligence had become public, the terrorists would have 
attacked some other time, some other place, and their chances for 
success would have been much higher. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, I would like to say that I believe the 
U.s. Government has a sound policy, effective organization, and co
ordination to deal with international terrorism, and the ability and 
will to act. 

We must recognize that we are dealing with a threat primarily 
overseas. 

Senator DENTON. Would you repeat your last sentence, please, 
the part before the overseas threat. You believe what? 

Ambassador OAKLEY. I believe we have a sound policy and effec
tive organization to deal with international terrorism and the abili
ty and will to take the necessary action. 

We must recognize, however, that in dealing with the threat, 
which is primarily overseas, we must work with sovereign govern
ments which have the jurisdiction over their countries. 

We must, therefore, recognize that they have the major role in 
dealing with the threat. We must work very closely with them. We 
must be able to provide them assistance. We must be able to pro
vide them with training. We must be able to provide them with in
telligence-if we are going to get them to shoulder the basic re
sponsibility which they have for dealing with the problem in their 
country. 

Given the nature of the problem, we will not always succeed. 
Therefore, there will be incidents which hit the United States, our 
citizens abroad, possibly at home. There will invariably be more 
awareness of our failures than of our successes. I can assure you, 
however, that the effort to counter terrorism is the highest priority 
from this administration, and we have been able, I believe, to im
prove our ability to deal with it. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[Ambassador Oakley's prepared statement follows:] 
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PREPARED STATEl1ENT OF AMBASSADOR ROBERT B. OAKLEY 

INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM 

He are very pleased that the Committees on Pureign 

Relations and the Judiciary have found the time to hold 

jOint hearings on the important subject of international 

terrorism. In order to be responsive to all the concerns 

raised in your letter of invitation and provide as complete 

a picture as possible this presentation is divided into four 

general topics, stated as the following questions: 

1. What are the current trends in terrorism? . 

2. HoW is the USG organized to deal with the threat? 

3. What unilateral actions can we realistically 

consider? 

4. What have we been doing to increase international 

cooperation in this fight? 

Trends: Rather than recite statistics in great detail, 

I believe it would be more useful to review the trends as we 

see them developing over the next few years. 

--First, terrorism is likely to be a prominent factor on 

the international political landscape for the rest of this 
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century. Despite the intensified efforts we and other 

governments are undertaking, I believe it is essential to 

recognize that terrorism will not easily disappear. It will 

increasingly be a part of our daily lives for many reasons: 

a worldwide· system of competitive arms sales makes weapons 

available more easily to terrorist groups, mass 

communications assure instantaneous publicity for terrorist 

acts, travel is becoming easier between different countries 

and border controls are diminishing, particularly in 

Europe. In addition, we should recognize that weapons of 

mass destruction as well as increasingly lethal conventional 

armaments have made regular warfare potentially too costly; 

and terrorism is therefore viewed by several countries as a 

cheap way to strike a blow at their enemies. 

--Second, the problem for the US is likely to continue 

to be external to the US, not internal; and the threat 

against US interests abroad is likely to increase 

proportionately to the increase of total incidents. 

Incidents within the US, especially externally-inspired 

terrorism, have been decreasing, together representing less 

than 1 % of the world total, becaUse of the effective work 

of the FBI, generally tighter control at US p'oints of entry 

and aversion by the American people to foreign inspired 

violence. The potential threat inside the US is real, but 
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our current efforts appeaE likely to keep it to a minimum. 

At the same time US citizen8 and US interests have been 

consist~ntly the target of 30 - 35 % of worldwide terrorist 

attacks, although the percentage appears to have dropped in 

1984 when there was a record number of incidents. Most 

other countries with a terrorist problem must deal largely 

with an internal threat--the PIRA in the United Kingdom, 

M-19 in Colombia or the Red Army Faction in the Federal 

Republic of Germany. Only a limited number of other 

countries--France, Turkey, Israel and Jordan--must consider 

serious internal and external threats. 

--Third, terrorist attacks are likely to be increasingly 

violent. The number of casualties and fatalities has 

generally grown with the number of incidents. During both 

1983 and 1984, the fatalities equalled approximately one 

third the number of casualties. If one looks at the 

tactical trends over the past ten years--seizing of 

Embassies and suicidal car bombs--actions which were 

previously unknown, we must recognize that there are likely 

to be further grotesque developments in the future. 

--Fourth, a broader spectrum of citizens will be the 

victims of terrorist attacks. Prominent public figures will 
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remain the focus, but there may be more victims from 

non-official circles. Compariny the victims of terrorist 

attacks in 1984 with those in 1983, one can see that 

diplomats and military personnel are u declining share of 

the total, while businessmen, journalists and even clergymen 

are increasingly the targets of attacks. 

--Fifth, there are a wide range of groups with separate 

interests involved in terrorist activities. Today we are 

dealing with groups such as the Red Army Faction in Germany, 

the radical Shiites in the Middle East, Shining Path in Peru 

and the Armenian Secret Army for the Liberation of Armenia. 

Some groups such as the Shia have arrived on the scene 

recently, while others such as the Palestinians, ASALA and 

some of the leftists, separatists and anarchists in Europe 

have been around for a considerable period of time. Looking 

back to the scene in the United States fifteen years ago, we 

talked about violence by the Black Panthers, the Weather 

Underground and the Symbionese Liberation Army. Just as 

these groups have disappeared from the terrorist scene, and 

in fact the nature of the threat in the US has changed, we 

must recognize that the groups and nations involved today in 

international terrorism could change in the coming years as 

a result of effective actions against them, new social 

conditions, changes in leadership, etc. We must remain 
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vigilant and take strong steps, but must also be careful to 

avoid overreacting and creating new generations of 

terrorists in response to perceptions of our actions. 

--Sixth, open societies will remain the principal 

targets of terrorists, but no societies are immune. Open, 

and particularly democratic societies, are vulnerable to 

terrorism on the one hand because the terrorists might 

succeed more easily in bringing the democratic state to its 

knees, or on the other because overreactions by the 

democratic state to the threat could destroy the open nature 

of the society. We should recognize, however, that the 

means which are increasingly available to the opponents of 

democratic states are also available to the opponents of 

dictatorships. An example of this threat has emerged 

recently in Bulgaria where there were several attacks during 

recent months, probably committed by the minority Turkish 

population. DUring 1984 the Soviet Onion ranked number 7 on 

the terrorist victim list. We must work to ensure that all 

states, regardless of th~it political systems, are aware 

that terrorism is a threat to all forms of organized society. 

--Seventh, responses from gove~nments to terrorist 

attacks will tend to ebb and flow with events. Shortly 

after bhe Beirut bombing of our Embassy, there was a great 

-~ 
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outcry for action in the US which fostered the passage of 

the 1984 Act to Combat International Terrorism and other 

important provisions aimed at combatting tenorism. In 

London, following the shooting of the British policewoman 

from a window in the Libyan Embassy .. there was a cry of 

outrage against Libyan terrorism. Similarly, in Europe 

after the discovery of collaboration among leftist terrorist 

groups and assassinations of prominent figures in France and 

Germany, there was a rash of cooperative measures among the 

European states. A few months later when we have tried to 

talk with the British about stronger joint actions against 

the Libyans or with the Europeans about strengthening 

cooperation, the normal bureaucratic reasons for inaction 

have again dominated the dialogues. 

The Current International Terrorist Scene. Let's look 

in more detail at the inter.national terrorist scene. The 

Middle East has become the primary source of international 

terrorism, accounting for about 35 % of the incidents. But 

international travel has permitted the export of Middle 

Eastern terrorism elsewhere. There are two main categories 

of Middle Eastern terrorists: 

first, fanatical Palestinians who have split off 

from the mainline PLO led by Arafat and often have 

direct support of Libya and Syria; and 
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second, Shia zealo~s residing in many Arab 

countries, expecially Lebanon, who are inspired, 

trained and often armed, financed and to varying 

degrees guided by Iran. 

The ta~gets of Middle East terrorism fall principally into 

four groups: Israel; Western governments and citizens, 

particularly France and the United States; moderate Arab 

governments and officials, including the mainline PLO as 

well as Jordan, Egypt, Kuwait, and Saudi Arabia; and critics 

of radical regimes, particularly Libyans, who are targetted 

by their own governments. 

While the Middle East might be the source of most 

terrorism, Europe is the location of the largest number of 

incidents, ranging from 36 % to 53 % of the total during 

each of the past five years. Nearly 25 % of these incidents 

however, are of Middle Eastern origin. Indigenous European 

terrorists consist of: 

Elements of ethnic groups such as Corsicans, 

Basques, Croatians and Armenians which have been 

fighting for autonomy or to redress reputed 

grievances; in particular the Armenian groups which 

have waged a deadly and relentless campaign both 
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here in the U.S. and in Europe against Turkish 

interests in an effort to establish an Armenian 

state. 

Leftist groups such as the Red Brigades in Italy, 

Direct Action in France, Red Army Faction in 

Germany, the eee in Belgium, Grapo in Spain and 

November 17 in Greece. 

Special note should be made of the Provisional 

Irish Re~ublican Army, the PIRA, which is both 

ethnic and leftist. It is the most deadly of all 

European groups, having killed some 50 people in 

1984. This group should be distinguished from the 

IRA of earlier days. 

For many years these groups pursued their separate 

targets independent of each other, but a new phenomenon 

developed during late 1984 among some of the European 

leftist groups. Aside from an apparent increase in mutual 

logistical and propaganda su~port, groups in Germany, 

Belgium and France all attacked NATO-related targets over a 

period of several months. This resurgence accounted for 

most of the increase in the total number of incidents in 

Europe during the past year. There was a lull a: the end of 
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the hunger strike by jailed terrorists in Germany, followed 

by a rash of incidents preceding the annual Summit meeting 

in Bonn. Experts expect that we will see similar outbreaks 

dUring future months. 

Latin America is the third great center of terrorist 

incidents, accounting for approximately 20% of the events 

worldwide. Social, economic and political turmoil have 

served to prolong existing patterns of insurgency which have 

assumed terrorist dimensions in some countries, particularly 

Colombia, El Sqlvador, Guatemala, and PerU. While there is 

little spillover into Latin America from terrorism in the 

Middle East and Europe, cuba and Nicaragua have continued to 

encourage and support terrorist activities in other 

countries with insurgency situations. In addition, Italian 

and possibly other leftist terrorists have found refuge in 

Nicaragua. 

A new threat, narco-terrorism, has grown in Latin 

America during the past year. It is potentially'dangerous 

because it combines drug criminals with political terrorists 

and guerrillas. In response to intense US pressure against 

drug bosses, traffickers have struck against US officials, 

US businessmen, and cooperating officials of their own 

countries. This problem has been most serious in Colombia. 
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A separate word ,shoUld be added about state spon;sorship 

of terrorist activities. Certain countries--most 

importantly Iran, Syria, Libya and Cuba--are increasingly 

important factors in global terrorism. Iran has become the 

major culprit, aiming to further its goals of establishing 

fundamentalist Shiite regimes, patterned after its own, 

elsewhere in the MUslim World and reducing at the same time 

US influence. In 1983 there were about 50 attacks which 

could be tied to Iran; in 1984 about 60 attacks. France and 

the US are the main Iranian targets. Evidence of increasing 

Iranian terrorism includes active recruiting and training of 

Muslims from the Persian Gulf, Africa and Asia and the 

apprehension of operatives recently in Spain, France, and 

Italy. 

The Libyans appear to have been involved in about 25 

incidents last year, up from previous years. Most Libyan 

terrorism is directed at Libyan residents in other countries 

who are opponents of President Qadhafi. Other incidents 

inclUde the mining of the Red Sea and plots against 

President Mubarak of Egypt and the leaders of Jordan, Sudan 

and Tunisia. 

Seve~al terrorist attacks against Jordanian targets in 

Jordan and Europe during the past year are undoubtedly the 
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responses of the Syrian Government to the diplomatic moves 

of King Hussein, particularly in relation to the PLO. 

Damascus seems to use surrogate radical Palestinian groups 

to carry out these attacks. 

What is the U.S. policy? This background makes it clear 

that a tremendous effort is required merely to hold one's 

own, much less put an end to international terrorism, and 

that this effort must be international, not merely one by 

our government. No matter what our commitment and 

capability may be, we cannot succeed alone when the threat 

originates abroad and strikes abroad where other governments 

necessarily have the major responsibility. 

U.S. policy is direct. We will make no concessions to 

terrorists. We pay no ransoms nor permit releases of 

prisoners nor agree to other acts which might encourage 

additional terrorism. We make no changes in U.S. policy 

because of terrorists' threats or acts. If U.S. personnel 

are taken hostage or endangered, we are prepared to consider 

a broad range of actions appropriate to the threat. We 

encourage other governments to take similar strong stands 

against terrorism. Finally, we are determined to act in a 

strong manner against terrorists without surrendering our 

basic freedoms or endangering our democratic principles. 
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Organization of the us Government to Counter Terrorism. 

In :ur country, the leadership of President Reagan and 

Secretary of State Shultz with the strong support of 

Congress are providing both the means and the political will 

to combat terrorism. This leadership and congressional 

support needs to be continued, with no dimunition of will, 

priority or resources by either the Executive or Legislative 

Branches. Even with such a sustained USG commitment, unless 

and until other governments are will~ng and able to make the 

same commitment, the unfavorable trend experienced last year 

cannot be reversed. Without this international cooperative 

effort, the terrorists and those behind them will continue 

to be successful, which will encourage others to utilize 

terrorism to achieve their own political and ideological 

goals. 

In NSDD 30 the President designated the Department of 

State with the lead interagency role in combatting terrorism 

outside the United states. The Interdepartmental Group on 

Terrorism (IG/T), chaired by state, provides the forum for 

the major departments and agencies involved in combatting 

terror ism to meet regular],y and share ideas, dra\~ 

conclusions and make recommendations on policy and 

programs. The permanent members include the Vice 

President's Office, the NSC, Justice (which has interagency 
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responsibility for domestic terrorism), the FBI, DEA, 

Treasury, Defense and the JCS, Energy, the CIA and the FAA. 

Other agencies are invited when there is an agenda item of 

direct interest to them. The IG/T provides a single point 

where the various depattments and agencies can address 

questions and make proposals. The conclusions and 

recommendations of the IG/T which cannot be implemented at 

the level of the IG/T participants are forwarded to the NSC 

for fUrther action. 

There are four officially established working groups of 

the IG/T: Technical Support (and R&D), Exercises, 

Training Assistance and Public Diplomacy. The Technical 

Support Group, co-chaired by the Departments of Defense and 

Energy and including representatives of all agencies doing 

R&D work counter-terrorism, provides a forum for the 

exchange of information and the establishment of priorities 

through specialized subgroups. The Exercise Committee 

focuses on crisis management exercises which involve 

interagency coordination as well as cooperation with other 

governmnnts. The Training Assistance Group has members from 

State, DOD, CIA and DEA as appropriate. Its role is to 

ensure that there is no duplication of effort in USG 

training programs in participating countries. The Public 

Diplomacy Group with representatives from State, USIS, the 
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FBI and DOD is a new effort to coordinate, systematize and 

improve ongoing efforts by several agencies to increase 

public understanding of the threat of terrorism and the 

importance of intensive efforts to resist the threat. 

We have strong leadership at the State Department in the 

struggle to oppose terrorism and improve security 

preparedness abroad. The Secretary of State has this 

s"oject very much on his mind and makes it clear in his 

daily meetings en security that it must also be on the minds 

of everyone else at State. He does the same for our 

ambassadors and diplomatic personnel abroad. He is leading 

a government-wide effort to promote international awareness 

and cooperation to address the common threat and convince 

other governments to work closely with us to counter, deter 

and eventually end terrorism. 

Under secretary for Management Ron Spiers oversees and 

coordinates all this activity for the Secretary of State. 

Organizationally, the chain of command is clear. Reporting 

to the Under Secretary are the Office of Security--which is 

primarily responsible for the physical security for our 

people and facilities overseas, and the Office for 

Counter-terrorism and Emergency Planning--which is primarily 

responsible for designing measures to fight terrorism and 

promoting cooperation with other countries against terrorism. 
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The Office for Counter-terrorism and Emergency Planning, 

known in the bureaucracy as M/CTP, deals with the problems 

of international terrorism from two levels: first, in its 

coordinating role within the Department of State, and second 

in its similar role as head of the Interdepartmental Group 

on Terrorism. The responsibilities of M/CTP as spelled out 

to the Inman Commission in October 1984 include: 

1) To develop and recommend policies to deal with 

terrorism and to represent the Department of State 

in interdepartmental considerations on this subject. 

2) To conduct liaison with other governments on 

international terrorism policy. 

3) To receive and review all intelligence materials 

from the intelligence agencies pertaining to 

terrorist threats and to take action as appropriate. 

4) ~o work with the Director of INR to ensure improved 

collection, coordination of assessments and full 

utilization of intelligence community resources. 
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5) To ensure that terrorism alerts are provided on a 

timely basis to overseas posts, to approve all such 

alerts,·and to monitor embassy responses to such 

alerts. 

6) To work with the Assistant Secretary for 

Administration and the Deputy for Security in 

setting physical security policies and practices 

relevant to terrorist threats, including 

coordination with other government agencies. 

7) To ensure the adequacy of embassy Emergency Action 

Plans. 

Coordination Within the US Government. The IG/T and its 

working groups provide a formal framework for coordination 

~ithin the US Government. There are other actions we have 

taken recently to augment coordination in other areas. We 

have promoted closer collabo1.ation between US military and 

civilian authorities overseas. We have opened channels of 

communication about threats or incidents between embassies 

and military posts overseas and initiated steps to increase 

coordination of the emergency pYa"nning functions between the 

embassies and the US military command units with local 

responsibil ity. 
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Most importantly, we have also improved intelligence 

coordination on terrorist subjects. Within the US, several 

members of the intelligence community have established 

24-hour watches on international terrorism. state's watch 

center includes the latest communications equipment for 

sharing information with the other watch centers. We are 

computerizing the information on terrorists for easier 

access. We have created a special caption on state 

Department telegraphic messages to speed up distribution of 

all traffic to all interested offices in the USG. Finally, 

we have established a coordinated inter-agency system for 

the preparation and transmission of threat alerts to posts 

overseas. 

A sound structure exists within the State Department and 

through its role as head of the IG/T to ensure effective 

coordination of our activities to combat terrorism outside 

the United states. The IG/T offers not only a formal 

mechanism for coordination through its periodic meetings and 

the activities of its working groups, but also the important 

informal ties which permit easy communications at the time 

of a crisis. The IG/T, however, is a policy body, not a 

structure for crisis management. Each member has separate 

interests and responsibilities and becomes involved in a 

crisis depending upon the circumstances. Just as the State 
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Department is only rarely involved in incidents within the 

US, the FBI is rarely involved in incidents overseas. The 

FAA only becomes involved in hijacking incidents, etc. 

Generally for terrorist incidents which occur outside the 

US, state, Defense, the NSC and the CIA are the principal 

participants. 

Let us examine in more detail what happens when a 

terrorist incident occurs overseas and how the coordinating 

mechanisms operate. When a serious incident occurs, such as 

a bombing, a hijacking or armed attack, the 24-hour watch 

centers of the interested agencies alert the interested 

offices within their agencies. If the incident occurs at 

night, the watch would alert the duty officers for these 

offices who would make additional alerts within their 

offices. If the incident seemed sufficiently serious, the 

heads of separate offices in the state Department in 

conSUltation with each other might request tbe establishmant 

of a Task Force within state's Operations Center to monitor 

developments, establish contact with other agencies and 

posts overseas and coordinate all State Department actions. 

Such Task Forces were set up recently in connection with the 

September 20 bombing of our Embassy in Beirut, the hijacking 

of the Kuwait Airlines flight to Iran and the ~scape of 

Jeremy Levin from his captors in Lebanon. The pcsition as 
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head of Task Forces is general+y shared by M/CTP and the 

responsible regional bureau in the Department. Such Task 

Forces can be set up quickly and be operational as soon as 

the first participants show up in the Operations Center. 

The other agencies might constitute their own working groups 

as appropriate during the early hours of a crisis. The 

working groups or task forces of the separate agencies 

continue their internal coordinated watches for the duration 

of a crisis. 

The first inter-agency contact might occur shortly after 

the incident has broken. It is generally in the form of a 

phone conversation between members of the IG/T who would 

assess the situation and note the actions that their 

departments are considering. Each department has its 

separate responsibilities and its separate assets which 

contingency planners automatically begin considering at the 

outset of an incident. The Defense Department might look at 

US units in the area and our capability for a military 

tesponse, while the State Department cbnsiders host 

government efforts to deal with the crisis, the threat to 

Americans in the area and liaison with families of victims 

and the press. For most incidents, coordination can be 

handled through regular phone conversations between IG/T 

members from State, Defense and the other inVolved 



311 

agencies. QUestions about the deplo1ment of force to 

resolve a crisis might be discussed informallY at first 

among the IG/T members and followed up at meetings organized 

through the National Security Council, but approval for any 

action comes from the highest levels of each agency and the 

~lhi te House. 

What actions are we taking or considering in the fight 

against terrorism? Any discussion of actions against 

terrorists brings to mind secretary Shultz's statement of 

October 2S( 1984, when he said that 'Our responses should go 

beyond passive defense to consider means of active 

prevention, preemption and retaliation. Our goal must be to 

prevent and deter future terrorist acts." We should not 

look upon these words as a definition of how we might 

respond to each future terrorist incident, but rather as 

opening further the range of actions for consideration in 

the fight ag~inst terrorism. Unlike the PBI in its role as 

the lead agency for domestic terrorism, we do not have the 

same jurisdiction to take action overseas. While use of 

force presents one variation of such additional activities, 

we should recognize that there are other active measures, 

covert and overt, which should be' inClu"ded ·as·opti6ns. The 

statement serves as a warning to terrorists and their 

. supporters that we have the will and ability to act. As in 
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all conflict situations, there are a wide range of actions 

short of all-out warfare which might resolve problems. I 

would like to turn to an exploration of these possible 

actions, dividing them into two categories: actions we 

might take unilaterally and actions we might take along with 

other countries. 

Unilateral Actions. There are a number of actions the 

United states has taken and has been considering on a 

unilateral basis to deal with the international terrorist 

threat. They range from strictly defensive protective 

measures to our military capabilities. 

--First, improving physic~l security at embassies and 

missions around the world has the highest priority. Using 

existing resources plus those made available already, as 

well as those additional resources being requested by the 

Security Supplementals of FY 1985, the Department has acted 

to reinforce the buildings, upgrade security equipment, and 

augment guard forces at the most highly threatened posts 

around the world. 

--Second, we are upgrading the emergency planning 

capabilities at every embassy. Each post is required to 

prepare an "Emergency Action Plan" for any threats or 
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emergencies it might face. 'These plans are updated every 

two years. Each embassy has an Emergency Action Committee 

which is responsible for managing terrorist incidents and 

coordinating security precautions among separate USG 

agencies within the country. Just as the military tests its 

capacity to respond to a crisis through a series of 

exercises, we have begun a similar program to test the 

ability of our embassies. Using a compressed time series 

and a program designed for the problems of the post, a 

visiting team simulates a hijacking, a bombing or an assault 

on the embassy. This program which began in 1983 will test 

the capabilities of about two dozen of our embassies in high 

threat areas during 1985. 

--Third, we are sensitizing employees to the dangers 

posed by international terrorism. As noted previously, the 

Secretary has demonstrated a personal interest in changing 

the mentality of the Foreign Service regarding terrorism. 

This is ~emonstrated by daily meetings on terrorism and 

security issues when he is in Washington and his inspection 

of posts overseas upon arrival in a foreign country. We 

offer seminars on cOUntering terrorism to all USG employees 

going overseas, and require all State Department employees 

to participate in these seminars. 
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--Fourth, we are seeking ~o increase cooperation with 

American businesses operating overseas. The Threat Analysis 

Group of the Office of Security in Washington and the 

Regional Security Officers at posts overseas encourage 

contact with the private sector on security issues. The 

Secretary announced in February the formation of the 

Overseas Security Advisory Council where public sector and 

private sector officials will meet to exchange information 

on security issues and make recommendations for closer 

operational cooperation. 

--Fifth, we have promoted legislation within our country 

which strengthens our defenses, implements our international 

obligations under anti-terrorism conventions, and provides 

stricter punishment for perpetrators of t~rrorist acts. 

During the 1984 session, Congress passed the Security 

Supplemental which appropriated additional funds for 

enhanced security programs, for our exercise program and for 

a new program to pay money as rewards for information on 

terrorists. The Comprehensive Crime Control Act of 1984 

included provisions against murder-for-hire and other areas 

which have assisted in the anti-terrorist fight. Other 

legislation implemented the Montreal Convention against 

aircraft sabotage and the UN Convention against taking 

hostages. We examined the possibilities for major new 
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legislative initiatives for the 1985 session and concluded 

that no such initiatives were called for at this time. We 

recognize the importance of close cooperation with the 

legislative branch and will be looking continuously for new 

areas for collaboration. 

--sixth, controlling trade with states which are 

supporters of terrorism. Pursuant to its authority to 

control the export of defense articles and defense services 

under section 38 of the Arms Export control Act, the state 

Department, as a'matter of policy, does not permit such 

exports to any of the five countries -- Cuba, Libya, syria, 

Iran and South Yemen -- designated as states which support 

terr.orism under Section 6(i) of the Export Administration 

Act. The Export Administration Act aims at restricting the 

export of goods or technology which would make a significant 

contribution to the military potential or would enhance the 

terrorist support capabilities of the designated states. 

Other trade controls against terrorist states are difficult 

to establish because exporters would oppose them, viewing 

the controls as a form of harassment which would cost them 

sales and encourage countries to turn to other suppliers. 

--Seventh, we seek to exercise controls over the travel 

to the US by suspected terrorists and the movement of 
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diplomats from states which support terrorists. We are able 

to prevent the issuance of a visa or the admittance at the 

port of US entry of suspected terrorists through the 

worldwide visa lookout system which contains an applicant's 

name with a special indicator code noting what further 

action is necessary. For government employees and certain 

other categories of citizens from Libya, Iran and Cuba who 

s&ek to enter the US, a request for an advisory opinion is 

forwarded to Washington, which results in a complex series 

of name checks and eventually an instruction to the post of 

inquiry. Time and geographic restrictions on travel within 

the US can be written into the visa for officials of such 

countries who must travel to the US, for example, for 

business at the UN. 

--Eighth, better intelligence is clearly one of the most 

important keys to a more effective counter-terrorism 

strategy. But terrorism poses a special kind of challenge 

in terms of both collection and analysis. To be useful~ it 

must be acted upon. Thus there is often a hard choice to 

make between concealing our sources and taking advantage of 

our knowledge. We have put more emphasis on collecting 

intelligence of terrorism by all agencies operating 

overseas. Good intelligence will give us the advance 

warnings of pending attacks, information about movements of 
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suspected terrorists and the ability to preempt an attack by 

such means as obstructing the route of the attacker or 

moving the target to another location. 

--Ninth, we are prepared to provide supplementary 

personnel for embassy staffs at the time of an incident. 

For an on-going incident, we have the ability to dispatch an 

additional security officer, intelligence officer or 

specialist on psychology of terrorists or hijackings. We 

also can dispatch teams composed of intelligence and 

military experts to the site of an incident to support our 

embassy or the efforts of a local government to deal ~ith a 

problem. 

--Tenth, we have the capability to act militarily at the 

time of a severe crisis when it is determined that important 

us national interests are at stake. Under Secretary Ikle 

has provided some information about our capabilities in this 

area, but I am sure the committee understands much of this 

information is very sensitive. 

These steps represent a wide range 'of areas for action 

which we have taken or are capable of taking. In 

consideration of the more active options, there is an 

inherent dilemma for a superpower in responding to terrorist 

50-759 0 - 86 - 11 



318 

threats and attacks through force. On the one hand we must 

be willing to consider the whole range of options--and be 

perceived by terrorists and their supporters as an effective 

opponent--if we are ever to deal successfully with the 

problem, but on the other hand we must weigh carefully the 

consequences of our actions. Effective action requires good 

intelligence about the terrorists and where they might be. 

We must consider the likelihood of success of our action and 

balance it against the costs of failure, the threat to 

innocent victims and the possible public outcry against our 

actions. We must examine the moral implications of our 

action, as well as relevant domestic and international legal 

considerations. If we do not have the support of the host 

government for our military action, we must weigh the likely 

reactions of our allies--whose bases we might have used for 

the operation--and any response from our adversaries in 

terms of additional advantages they might seize on a global 

level or in the state where we have acted. 

Selecting the appropriate response to each terrorist act 

raises many questions. We should not consider it a sign of 

weakness that a terrorist act might occur without a US 

military response. We must remember that we are a 

superpower with global interests and responsibilities and we 

must recognize that in many cases the disadvantages of 
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military action from the global perspective might outweigh 

the advantages. This does not mean that we are either 

unable or unwilling to act forcefully, but rather that'in 

most circumstances other sorts of actions might be more 

appropriate than a military response. Israel is frequently 

cited as a nation which knows how to deal effectively with 

terrorists, but even key Israeli anti-terrorist experts have 

acknowledged publicly that use of force cannot, by itself, 

solve the terrorist problem. The US ~olicy and practice is 

to consider as broad a range of measures as possible, not to 

rely too heavily on any single one. 1n considering this 

range of actions we must look beyond what we might be 

prepared to do unilaterally to deal with the threat to what 

we might do in concert with other states. 

Multilateral and Bilateral Actions. Common action 

against terrorism should be considered"in both the 

multilateral and the bilateral context. Looking first at 

the possibilities for multilateral actions, there are two 

types: universal actions generally under the auspices of 

the United Nations and those actions by small groups of 

like-minded states working together. 

There are several examples of global treaties covering 

terrorist issues. The Hague convention on aircraft 
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hijacking mandates severe penalties for the seizure or 

attempted se'izure of an aircraft in flight and requires 

extradition of the hijacker or submission of the case for 

prosecution. The Montreal Convention on aircraft sabotage 

creates similar obligations regarding acts which endanger, 

the safety of an aircraft in flight. There are also 

separate UN conventions covering murder, kidnapping and 

other attacks against diplomats, and the taking of 

hostages. The obligations under these conventions are again 

generally similar to those of the Hague Convention. 

The existing international conventions are important 

because of the moral force they offer, but their 

effectiveness is at present severely limited by the lack of 

viable enforcement mechanisms. One can recognize instantly 

that these conventions have not halted hijackings, crimes 

against diplomats or hostage taking. Some nations have not 

acceded to the conventions, others may have done so only 

with reservations, and still others refrain from honoring 

the agreements they ratified. The present international 

environment creates special difficulties for international 

agreement on any subject. International diSCUssions such as 

those at the UN and its specialized agencies have frequently 

become bogged down in peripheral issUes and speCial 

interests such as tpe participation of certain states and 
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groups in the meeting. Despite possible problems, we must 

recognize the moral Eor'ce of these conventions, \'/ork toward 

their effective implementation, and be on the lookout for 

new areas for international cooperation. 

Agreements among smaller numbers of like-minded states 

generally present greater opportunities for cooperation at 

present than international conventions. During recent years 

the US has looked to the summit Seven industrial states for 

closer cooperative measures against terrorism. Ter~orism 

has been a topic of discussion among the Summit Seven 

leaders, the Foreign Ministers and the ~xperts group 

specially established to consider counter-terrorism 

initiatives. Following the Summit sessions there have 

frequently been communiques condemning terrorism and 

providing direction for further. areas of cooperation. 

Special attention has been given at the Summits to aircraft 

hijacking, specifically through the Bonn Declaration of 

1978, which provides for concerted sanctions against states 

that fail to take appropriate legal action against 

hijackers. The Bonn Declaration led to sanctions against 

Ariana Afghan Airlines in 1982. During 1985 one of the 

Summit topics was the ties between narcotics traffickers and 

terrorists. 
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Developing effective cooperative measures even among 

like-minded states such as the Summit Seven present numerous 

difficul ties. Some states are unwilling to share 

information in a multilateral forum that they might be 

willing to share bilaterally. Each state faces a different 

sort of terrorist problem and naturally thinks in terms of 

its own interests when dealing with others. There is, 

however, a general consensus among the Seven to seek 

systmatized bilateral cooperation in such a way to have the 

practical effects similar to those of a collective approach 

but avoiding the major obstacles faced by global 

initatives. The US will continue to pursue closer 

cooperation in the framework of the Summit Seven, look for 

other possible initiatives among other like-minded groups of 

states and consider new UN-related initiatiVes, but we 

believe that the best possibilities at present for 

cooperation lie with closer bilateral ties. 

Bilateral Efforts. Bilateral cooperation overcomes many 

of the problems inherent in multilateral efforts. Dealing 

with single countries and specifiC areas of cooperation, we 

have been able to work out understandings that we have not 

been able to reach when a broader number of countries have 

sought to work together. We are pursuing such bilateral' 

initiatives with the goal of eventually building them into a 
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framework of multi-state bilateral cooperation. As could be 

expected we are able to work most closely with countries 

which are our closest allies. 

We have been pursuing closer bilateral cooperation 

through a number of channels. Collaboration to combat 

terrorism is regularly an agenda item for discussion with 

high level visitors to the U.S. and for senior American 

officials travelling abroad~ Inter-agency delegations of 

experts have visited foreign capitals for in-depth bilateral 

talks with their counterparts on the many aspects of the 

anti-terrorist struggle, ranging from better intelligence 

and better physical security to more effective 

anti-hijacking measures and how to close legal loopholes. 

One delegation composed of public and private sector 

representatives has visited key Middle Eastern and South 

Asian air centers to discuss better airport security. Each 

Embassy has been instructed to follow up on these visits and 

pursue other measures which will lead to closer cooperation. 

Better intelligence is a key to more effective action 

aaginst terrorism. We must be prepared to consider sharing 

information and analyses with other governments since the 

biggest threat to our interests occurs outside the US where 

we must look to others as the first line of action. 
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Intelligence can be shared more candidly and usefully on a 

bilateral basis than through any multilateral forum. 

Specific ~reas for intelligence cooperation in dealing with 

terrorism include: agreeing to a higher priority on 

terrorism between the services, sharing data on incidents, 

suspected terrorists and. the movements of terrorist groups, 

and conducting immediate consultations at the time of an 

incident. 

The Anti-terrorism Assistance Program has provided the 

U.S. Government with a vehicle to train and exchange 

experiences with friendly foreign governments on the 

practical aspects of counterterrorism. The legislation 

establishing the program has enabled the State Department to 

provide this important assistance to the same civilian 

forces which must carry the brunt of the fight against 

terrorists and the protection of our business, diplomatic, 

and military installations and personnel. Since the program 

began in April 1984, we established active exchange and 

training programs with 20 foreign governments in all areas 

of the world. By the end of 1985, we expect at least 7 

additional governments to those already participating. 

There will be a total of perhaps 1000 foreign officials who 

will have participated in the program by the end of the year 

from countries as diverse as Italy, Egypt, Turkey, the 

United Kingdom, Costa Rica, Ecuador,'Honduras and Colombia. 
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There are other areas for bil.ateral and possibly 

multilateral cooperation curr~ntly under consideration. We 

are looking at mutual ways which we might penalize and deter 

states which are sponsors of terrorism. Before proceeding 

in this area, there must be an agreement about which states 

support terrorism and a plan to convince local economic 

interests of the importance of possible trade restrictions. 

We are talking about measures to counter the misuse of 

diplomatic privileges, but we must recognize that any steps 

which we take to monitor diplomatic shipments more 

intrusively could work against our interests because acts we 

take could be reciprocated by others. We are discussing 

joint measures to provide better protection for diplomatic 

missions. In this area we generally ~eceive more support 

from foreign governments in protecting our missions than we 

can provide because of the separate policing 

responsibilities in various American cities. 

To recapitulate, the terr0rist threat will be with us 

for the foreseeable futUre. The main threat to Americans 

will come overseas, particularly in the Middle East, Latln 

America and Europe. The US Governml1nt is well organized and 

coordinated to meet this threat and we have clear policy 

guidelines. We appreciate the strong support of the 

Congress in this area. To counter the threat, we have 
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available to us a broad spectrum of action, ranging from 

defensive measures to deterrents and pUnishment. But the 

possible cost of superpower action in this arena must be 

carefully weighed against the potential benefits. Each case 

must be considered on its merits and failure to act or react 

should not be considered a sign of weakness. We are working 

closely with international organizations, our summit Seven 

allies and bilaterally to tighten our defenses and deter 

terrorism. But, despite our best efforts, we will not 

always succeed and, given the nature of the problem, you 

will be far more aware of our failures than our successes. 

I would be pleased to respond to your questions. 
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Senator DENTON. Thank you, Ambassador Oakley. 
I certainly generally agree with everything you have said. 
However, you did mention that the Secretary of State, among 

others, is trying to develop a consensus. Consensus is necessary to 
serve as a basis for any policy. 

But then, when you said we have a sound policy, an effective or
ganization to deal with terrorism, and the ability and will to take 
necessary action, that seems to contradict the thrust of your other 
statement that we have yet to build a consensus, we have yet to 
instill in Congress, perhaps even within the Administration, since 
this is a new force, an estimate of the threats to our interests posed 
by the various aspects of terrorism and the drug relationship with 
it. And, not having that, and not having articulated it sufficiently, 
you are going to run into, as you said, again, a problem with re
spect to perseverence. 

I hope that you can agree with me that, considering the inevita
bility of continuing terrorism worldwide and perhaps an increase 
within the United States itself, we need more public discussion of 
the rationale behind U.S. policy that is still being developed. You 
have laws that you want us to push through here. I support this. 
There are some that we already have passed: Enabling legislation 
for the Montreal Convention Against Aircraft Hijacking. Also, ena
bling legislation for the U.N. Convention Against Hostage Taking. 
We passed one on the rewards for information respecting terrorists. 
But, we have three others that we are working on now. One of them 
is the Antinucle~_r Terrorism Act, which would require identification 
procedures and background checks on people working in nuclear 
plants. Another is the Anti-terrorism Act. We have yet to declare 
terrorism as a Federal crime. 

We have yet to amend the Freedom of Information Act to ex
clude counterintelligence and terroristic-type information. And we 
still have the problem, which seems to have been shelved tempo
rarily-and I don't know that it is a bad idea-of officially identify
ing certain nations as terroristic. There is a storm of discussion and 
understandable controversy about that effort. What is one man's 
terrorist is another man's freedom fighter, that sort of thing. 

Do you agree that the biggest task we have right now is to pro
ceed in a bipartisan way, toward the further formulation of legisla
tion and policy which identifies our interests, and considers inter
national law, morality, our national character, and all of that, but 
with the realities of what the others are doing. 

Remember the Marine hymn words "To the shores of Tripoli." 
That was a time when the United States of America was a tiny 
Nation but with a consensus, with a media which supported sundv
al of the Nation and was willing to get into what it took, to a great
er degree, perhaps, than today. We sent a small force when other 
nations wouldn't send any. The big nations of France and England, 
who were using the seas more than we, were intimidated by these 
terrorists, these pirates out of Tripoli. We sent a force over there 
and cleaned them out. Nobody complained. But we did it. 

I am not recommending that we take reckless or inhumane 
action, and I am sure you are not. But I am hoping for a time in 
which we have more consensus, more understanding within this 
body. I assure you, Mr. Oakley, that we do not have it within this 

~~-----
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body. There are a lot of folks who don't know who Carlos is. There 
are a lot of folks who don't know anything about "The Urban 
Guerrilla Handbook." There are a lot of folks who do not believe 
that Moscow has anything to do with Bulgaria, or that Bulgaria is 
engaged in active measures against U.S. interests, or that there is 
a link between Moscow, Havana, and Managua. . 

All of that has to be further articulated here with just as much 
lobbying as you do on some other kind of bill from another depart
ment in the government, or you are going to have a political circus 
down here and further paralysis, with more signs going up in 
Tehran saying "America Can't Do a Damn Thing." You know, it is 
a fact. They had that sign up at the Tehran Airport in Iran. 

I believe we do not have the will yet, the understanding yet. So, I 
disagree with your statement. Would you care to comment? You 
said we had the organization and the will to do what is necessary, 
but earlier you said we don't have a consensus. I don't think both 
statements can be correct. 

Ambassador OAKLEY. Senator, when I talked about the will, I 
was talking about the administration, but let me add that I agree 
completely that much more needs to be done in the field of educa
tion. We recently set up-not that organizations are the answer to 
the problem-a working group of the Interdepartmental Group on 
Terrorism on Public Diplomacy, which is an overused phrase, but 
designed to do just that. 

The Secretary of State, as you know, has made speech after 
speech on this, and is doing everything he can both at home and 
with other governments to educate them as to the nature of the 
threat. I believe that we do have a general policy that makes sense. 

But I also agree with you that if it is going to be implemented 
consistently, and when it comes time to make a specific decision on 
the basis of general policy, then you have to have the type of sup
port and consensus that you are talking about. We need to work 
harder to get it. 

That is why these hearings are so important, and I personally 
and the Secretary of State are delighted that we have the opportu-
nity to get these things out. . 

Senator DENTON. Well, I appreciate those comments, because it 
has been an agonizing process to learn what I have learned and 
then to see the lack of understanding that exists in this body. 

You are going to make mistakes every once in a while, and we in 
Congress just have to observe that, as in a football game, and still 
act like Congressmen. We in Congress still have to have an input 
to the process, but right now I think it is relatively chaotic, and I 
do hope that we have more hearings on this subject. 

I am not going to delay this any further. Would you like to com
ment any more specifically about the apparent, or rather, the al
leged-I am not sure that there was not something out of context 
when the Vice President said that is not true. That may have been 
a response to a journalist's generalization of what the Secretary of 
State had said. 

Ambassador OAKLEY. As I recall, it was, he had not seen the 
speech, but I think that Dr. Ikle has answered it very, very well. 
Clearly the administration is going to act in accordance with the 
law an~ the existing executive decisions. 
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There are a number of factors to be weighed. These are weighed 
very carefully in interagency councils at the very highest levels. 

'1'he point that you made, though, I think, is the one, and Mr. 
lkle also has addressed, there are going to be occasions when inno
cent life is going to be taken. I would not characterize this as an 
assassination. I think that those who try to describe i.t as an assas
sination are really dragging in a red herring here. 

Senator DENTON. You mean innocent life may be expected to be 
lost in such situations. 

Ambassador OAKLEY. That is right. Precisely Mr. lkle's point 
about the nuclear weapon. We can raise another hypothetical situ
ation. 

What would happen if a nuclear weapon or a large amount of 
other explosives had been placed in a truck, there were some inno
cent hostages in that truck, and that truck was headed, say, for the 
White House or for an Embassy overseas? Are you expected to sit 
back and do nothing? Or are you expected to take action which you 
know, unfortunately, is going to cost the lives of some civilians? 

There are a number of situations of that sort, and each one has 
to be addressed individually. I think that it is completely mislead
ing and unfair to imply that the action in Beirut to which Senator 
Eagleton and Senator Eiden were referring was the responsibility 
of the U.S. Government. There is just no justification for that. 

Senator DEN'l'ON, I say media sometimes when I am referring 
to-I cannot use the word "liberal," -those who seem to be the 
most persistently anti-establishment, the most critical of whatever 
President, be he Carter, Reagan, or whomever. They are not in the 
majority. 

They just happen to be, some of them, in key places, particularly 
in the three networks. It is a game, in my view. I do not even con
sider it culplable. I consider it the usual media versus establish
ment thing, which tends to keep the establishment honest, 

But in this game I think I heard that Pat Buchanan invited a 
number of journalists into a background briefing and discussion, 
and it was said somewhat accusingly that it turned out that the 
ones invited were the ones who were to appear on a particularly 
prominent Sunday television program. 

It was sort of "tch, tch." He did that. That is conspiratoril1l. It 
seems to me that there is a great need for background briefings or 
discussions among our officials and key media influencers; think
ers, too, if you will, on this subject. 

It seems to fly in the face of logic that two media people have 
declined to testify here. Gosh, if we are not going to have-you are 
going to have sympathizers, those of you who think that the State 
Department is bent on evil and that the President is bent on evil. 
You are going to have partisan supporters who will go with that. 

But if we do not have an open discussion of this, if we do not 
agree as Americans that it is important and address it openly so 
that we get somewhere, instead of continuing the spitting contest 
that has been going on since about 1967, I do not have a whole lot 
of optimism about our prospects for our system surviving. 

I am not sure we have the ability as a government to cope with 
terrorism unless there are some changes. I do not think that the 
fault lies entirely with the media. There has to be a change on the 
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part of the government to recognize that the terrorists are indeed a 
new power. 

Television is an immensely powerful thing. The newspapers are 
split about 50-50 conservative-liberal, if that is worth noting, but 
the three television networks are not. There have been books writ
ten on the subject, acknowledgements of that fact. 

But is there even a hope that we could get together with them 
less on the straight interview that the President has or the Secre
tary of State has? Background briefings? Are they something you 
guys are trying real hard to get? Do you see that that might be 
useful? 

Ambassador OAKLEY. We can certainly try harder, and we intend 
to do so. 

Senator DENTON. Well, I certainly recommend it. r think that the 
media people would learn something too. By their questioning and 
thrust you would probably get clear in some of your intentions. 

r would make that specific suggestion. And we are going to con
tinue to conduct more hearings, to let this thing be aired out until 
we thrash it out for you. 

r believe we ought to be loyal to the quarterback. If we have a 
bias, it ought to be to him in this kind of trouble. r do not see the 
quarterback snapping the ball and the left end standing up and 
saying, Itoh, Ron, you should have called 'student body right' in
stead of 'zig zag past left'," which is happening repeatedly now. We 
had such effective bipartisanship from about 1941 to 1967. I would 
like to see it return for this new phase. 

Thank you, Ambassador Oakley, for your testimony. We will be 
submitting written questions to you, and we ask that you respond 
to them. We have one more panel after you. Thank you, Mr. Am
bassador. 

Before we have the next panel, we will take a 10-minute recess. 
[A 10 minute recess was taken.] 
Senator DENTON. We will resume the hearing with our final 

panel. We have a return engagement by Mr. Brian Jenkins, who 
we welcome, and we are fortunate to have Mr. John Murphy, pro
fessor of international law from the Villanova School of Law. 

Mr. Murphy, do you have a statement that you would care to 
make? 

STATEMENT OF JOHN F. MURPHY, PROFESSOR OF INTERNATION
AL LAW, VILLANOVA UNIVERSITY, AND CHAIRMAN, AMERICAN 
BAR ASSOCIATION INTERBAR STUDY GROUP ON INTERNATION
AL TERRORISM 

Mr. MURPHY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a fairly lengthy 
statement that r prepared for the record, which I believe you have. 
I will not attempt to read that into the record, I assure you, but I 
would like to make a few remarks if I might before the question 
period. 

Senator DENTON. Without objection, your prepared statement 
will be included in the record. 

Mr. MURPHY. I appreciate the opportunity to appear before you 
this morning, Mr. Chairman. The hour is late, and time is brief, so 
I would like to zero in on a few elements that I regard as the most 
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important points to be made) and perhaps we could have a fUrther 
discussion of them later. 

In particular, I would like to hightlight new legislation that I 
think would be useful in reforming U.S. law and policy. I also want 
to mention very briefly the problem of defining terrorism and 
international terrorism. 

One of the difficulties of dealing with this problem of interna
tional terrorism is definitional confusion. An important distinction 
to be made is between acts in armed conflict, which would be re
garded as lawful under the law of armed conflict, and acts of ter
rorism, whether they oce,ur inside or outside of an armed conflict. 

I think the basic distinction is that terrorism includes acts by in
dividuals that are usually directed against innocent persons or ci
vilians; there is a political motivation behind the taking of hos
tages, the setting off of bombs, the hijacking of aircraft, a political 
message which goes not only to target governments, but; also to the 
public at large in an attempt to gain sympathy for the terrorist 
cause. 

At the risk of simplification, there are basically three stages of 
combatting international terrorism. The first and ideal stage is the 
preventive stage. 

That is, you prevent the terrorist act from ever occurring. There 
are two ways to do this. You harden targets through security meas
ures or you find through intelligence that a terrorist act is about to 
occur and you intercept it. 

With respect to possible reforms in this area, I would just note 
that I understand there are still questions under U.S. law regard
ing the ability of intelligence agencies to keep inormation regard
ing terrorism confidential. There is a conflict between the need to 
combat international terrorism and such values as privacy and 
freedom of information. 

I would urge that legislative work continue clarifying these am
biguities and enhancing the United States' ability to cooperate 
with other intelligence agencies around the world in order to 
obtain the proper intelligence and to provide our allies with our in
telligence. 

There is some more discussion of these problems in my state
ment. 

The second stage is managing a terrorist incident. That is, a ter
rorist incident occurs. It is under way. Officials have to react to it. 
There is the question of preventing panic, which would become a 
major problem if a nuclear incident were to occur. 

Then, of course, there is hostage taking. I was pleased to see that 
Congress adopted implementing legislation in the last session for 
the hostages' convention. 

Reference was made earlier this morning to the fact that the 
United States takes a very hard line, no concessions position on 
paying ranson to terrorists. However, it is worth noting that that 
hard line does not spill over to the payment of ransom by U.S. 
transnational or international business corporations. 

There has been a substantial dispute as to whether the law 
should be extended, that is, whether limitations on the payment or 
ransom, or giving concessions to terrorists should apply to U.S. 
transnational corporations. In my view, one of the major problems 
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at this point is that we really don't know the magnitude of the dif
ficulty. 

U.s. transnational corporations tend to treat ransom negotia
tions, and the payment of ransom, as business secrets. Therefore I 
am proposing that Congress consider adopting legislation that 
would require U.S. transnational corporations to report to Con
gress, under an injunction of confidentiality, on any negotiations 
they engage in with terrorists, and what, if any, ransom they have 
paid. 

I think we need facts and figures here, and we do not have them 
at this stage. 

Senator DENTON. Would you clarify that? Would you say you 
oppose or propose such a law? 

Mr. MURPHY. I propose such a law. That is an important clarifi
cation. 

The third stage, Mr. Chairman, is a situation where the terrorist 
act has occurred, let us say, in one country, and the terrorist has 
fled from that country to another country. There one is faced with 
the question and the problem of apprehending, prosecuting, and 
punishing of the international terrorists. 

It is this area, I believe, that is most in need of reform. I have 
three proposals to make. 

First, I believe that Congress should resume as a matter of high 
priority its deliberations on revising U.S. extradition law. There 
has been substantial discussion of this, nothing came of it last ses
sion. 

Any resulting legislation on U.S. extradition law should include 
a definition of international terrorism and a directive to the courts 
excluding terrorism from the political offense exception. 

Second, I believe that the United States should take some initia
tives in the U.N. General Assembly, perhaps through another 
country, not to introduce a convention, but to have some debate in 
the General Assembly, perhaps in the form of a draft resolution, a 
resolution that would define international terrorism, classify it as 
an international crime, and call upon member countries, upon ap
prehension of an international terrorist in their territories either 
to extradite the terrorist back to the country where he committed 
his crime or to submit him to their own prosecuting authorities. 

Third, I believe that the United States should consider the adop
tion of legislation that would make international terrorism a crime 
under Federal law, which would allow the United States to pros
ecute and punish those international terrorists they decide not to 
extradite. 

Fourth, I would suggest that the executive branch, with any as
sistance Congress can lend, continue its efforts to conclude treaties 
of international judicial assistance, particularly since the present 
treaties have a political offense exception. 

That is, if the United States wished to prosecute a terrorist in its 
own courts and attempted to get evidence from a foreign country in 
order to have sufficient evidence to prosecute and punish this indi
vidual, it might run into difficulties because the requested country 
could regard terrorism as a political crime. These treaties should 
be revised so as to exclude terrorism from the political offense ex
ception. 
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Those basically are my suggestions with regard to law and policy. 
I would just conclude, Mr. Chairman, with a word on the issue that 
was debated at great length this morning, that is, state support of 
international terrorism. 

I am engaged in a study for the ABA of this subject, which 
should be concluded a year from now. I will give you my initial 
bias, which is that we should be very careful about using force. 
That is, we should make sure that every attempt has been made to 
resolve the problem of state support of international terrorism 
through peaceful means. 

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
[Mr. Murphy's prepared statement and additional mateI-ial sup

plied fOr the record follow:] 
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN F. MURPHY 

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Senate Committees on Foreign 

Relations and the Judiciary, I appreciate th~ opportunity to 

appear before you tOday to address the subject of present and 

prospective united states policy toward combatting international 

terrorism. My statement this morning will tocus primarily on the 

legal aspects ot U.S. policy. Because this is a subject of 

substantial scope - one that has been explored in detail 

elsewherel - I will limit my remarks to those areas I view as most 

requiring urgent aqtion, especially those areas where legislation 

may be appropriate. 

Betore exploring these areas, I will discuss briefly the 

problem of defining international terrorism. Detinitional 

impreciseness has gl.'eatly exacerbated the difficulties experienced 

in combatting international terrorism. 

Then I will turn to the three stages where terrorism may be 

comba t ted. The first, and ideal, stage is betore a ten'orist 

attack has occurred. The second is where prevention has failed. 

and a terrorist attack is in progress. Examples would include a 

hostage taking Ol' a bombing involving substantial pel'sonal injury 

and loss of life. Here the goal is to manage the incident so as 

to minimize terrorist gains while safeguarding basic values such 

as the right to lite. The third stage is whel'e the terrorist has 

succeeded in committing his crimes and escaping capture. At this 

stage the goal is to apprehend, prosecute and punish the terrorist 
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in a manne~ consistant with fUndamental concepts of human rights. 

Next this statement will brietly discuss the problem of 

countries that offer safe-haven to terrorists or otherwise support 

terrorism. I will conclude with my conclUsions and 

l"ecorrunendations l"e<;jarding U.S. policy. 

~2C~orism: The Definitional Focus 

"Terrorism: is a term of unce~tain legal content. The late 

Richard Baxter, P~ofessor of International Law at Harvard 

university and united states Judge on ';'e International Court of 

Justice, was particularly dubious regarding the desirability and 

necessity ot defining the term. In his view, "We have cause to 

regret that a legal concept of 'terrorism' was never inflicted 

upon us. The term is imprecise; it is ambiguous; and above all, 

it serves no operative legal pu~pose."2 

At the inte~national level, in pa~ticula~, the~e is no ag~eed 

upon definition of "te~~o~ism" and hence no international c~ime ot 

te~~orism. Rather, the~e are treaty provisions for suppression of 

aircraft hijacking, unlawful acts against the safety of civil 

aviation, unlawful acts against internationally protected persons, 

including diplomatic agents, the taking of hostages and the theft 

of nuclear materials. Although these treaty provisions are often 

loosely described as "antitel"rorist," the acts they cover are 

c~iminaljzed regardless of whether they, in any particular case, 

could be classified as "te~rorism." Similarly, under national 

law, penal provision~ with ~espect to murder, assault, theft, 

illegal detention of pe~sons, taking of hostages, arson, etc., are 



336 

normally the basis for prosecution of "tert·orist" acts, al though 

they usually contain no reterence to terrorism and are applicable 

notwi thstand ing the absence of a tel"ror outcome. To be sure, some 

countries have adopted antiterl"orist statutes, but these are 

exceptions to the norm and are themselves highly controversial. 

Besides being "imprecise," "ambiguous" and serving no 

"operative legal purpose," the term ten:ot"ism is emotionally 

charged, as demonstrated by the cliche, "One man's terrorism is 

another man's heroism." Some countries believe that the causes of 

terrorism Ol" the political motivation cf. the individual terrorists 

are relevant to th() problem of definition. For example, the 

position of some governments has been that individual acts of 

violence can be detined as terrorism only if they are employed 

solely tor peJ:sonal gain or capt·ice; acts committed in connection 

with a political cause, especially against colonialism and £Ol" 

national liberation, fall without the definition and constitute 

legitimate measuJ:es of self-defense. Undel" this approach, then, 

the sending of letter bombs thl"ough the mails, hijacking of 

airplanes, kidnappings of OJ: attacks on diplomats and 

international business persons, and the indiscriminate slaughter 

ot civilians by members of revolutionary groups cou"ld never 

constitute "terrorism" if committed on behalf of a just cause. 

Another approach is to define as terrorism only the u~e ot 

terJ:or by governments 01· so-called "state terrorism." Indeed, the 

word "terror" was first used in connection with the Jacobin "Reign 

of Terror" duriny the French Revolution. As a result ot these 
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pejo~ative and ideologically ci~cumsc~ibed uses of the tel~ 

"te~~o~ism" in inte~national fo~ums, no gene~al definition has 

been ag~eed upon. 

We shall retu~n to the p~oblem of defining te~ro~ism later in 

this statement. Fo~ present purposes, a rough wo~king definition 

might be that cur~ently employed by the United States Gove~nment 

in collecting statistical infol~ation on inte~national telTOl"ist 

activitY$ 

Te~rorism: The threat or use ot violence fo~ politi~al 
pu~poses by individuals o~ g~oups, whethe~ acting fo~ o~ 
in opposition to established gove~nmental autho~ities, 
when such actions a~e intended to shock, stun o~ 
intimidate a ta~get g~oup wide~ than the immediate 
vietims. 3 

The United states gove~nment's definition ot "international 

tel"l"o~isrr\" is: 

Inte~national Te~~o~ism: Te~~o~ism conducted with the 
suppo~t of a fo~eign gove~nment o~ organization and/o~ 
directed against fo~eign nationals, institutions, o~ 
gove~nments. 4 

One mo~e distinction between va~ious types of te~rorism may 

usefully be d~awn: te~ro~ism in a~med conflict and inte~national' 

te~~o~ism by private individuals. Terro~ism in a~med conflict 

includes acts inflicting ter~o~ in the context of "al~ed conflict" 

cove~ed by the laws of war. Examples would include the killing of 

defenseless prisoners of wa~ and the wanton slaughter ot civilian 

noncombatants. Inte~national ter~ol"ism by p~ivate individuals 

cove~s acts outside of an "al.~ed contI ict." To be sut"e, these two 

categories a~e not necessa~ily mutually exclusive, as ~t may be 

difficult to detel~ine whethe~ a situation should be characterized 

(' 
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as an "al11led conflict," subJect to the laws of war. MoreOVel", as 

we shall see later, several proposals have recently been made to 

bridge the gap betwe!ln laws covering ten"orism in armed conHict 

and terrorism committed by private individuals in the civilian 

context. 

preventing Terrorist Attacks 

Basically, there are two ways of preventing attacks: the 

hardening of targets and the effective collection and use of 

intormation or intelligence regarding terrorists and their 

movements and plans. Hardening ot targets through barricades and 

screening devices are much in evidence in Washington. Such 

security is costly and intrusive. Carried to an extreme, it could 

turn the United States into a garrison state and seriously 

interfere with fundamental liberties and freedoms. We have not 

reached this stage, peL"haps because ten:orism has not yet become a 

major problem within United states territory. 

There is general agreement that the collection and use of 

intelligence is an effective law enforcement response to 

terrorism. Ideally, the gathering of intelligence enables law 

enforcement officials to intercept terrorists at the launching 

stage before they have inflicted injury on persons or property. 

This has proven to be a difficult Job to accomplish, however. 

Numerous problems have arisen at the national level. In the 

united States, there is evidence that post-watergate intelligence 

constraints imposed from 1975 to 1980 on intelligence activities 
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may have adversely affected the timing and availability of 

preventive intelligence to the extent that the proportion of cases 

in which violence or other crimes were prevented declined.S 

On the other hand, during the late 1970s and 1980s, there 

were a number of changes in u.s. law ~nd policy concerning 

intelligence activities, some of which were in response to the 

threat of terrorism. Some examples include the Foreign 

Intelligence Surveillance Act of 1978,6 the Intelligence Oversight 

Act of 1980,7 President Carter's Executive Order 12036, President 

Reagan's Executive Order 12333 and Attorney General William French 

Smith's guidelines of 1983 governing domestic security/terrorism 

investigations conducted by the Federal Bureau of Investigation. 

Some have claimed that the lifting of constraints on intelligence 

gathering has gone too far and threatens such individual rights as 

privacy and freedom of speach and association.8 

Be that as it may, the debate over appropriate constraints on 

intelligence activities continues and covers much more than just 

intelligence regarding terrorism. Nonetheless, any consideration 

of U.S. policy must highlight the importance of intelligence 

activities that unduly undermine efforts to combat international 

terrorism. 

On the international level, the problems of gathering 

intelligence regarding terrorism are compounded. For example, 

Article 3 of the International Criminal Police Organization 

(Interpol) Constitution provides that "[ilt is strictly forbidden 

for the organization to undertake any intervention or activities 
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ot a political, military, religious or racial charcter." Because 

ot this restriction, Interpol has felt constrained to proceed 

cautiously in its involvement with law enforcement agencies 

combatting terrorism. Interpol will not involve itself in 

intelligence activity aimed at preventing terrorist acts; however, 

once a criminal act has occurred, it will assist law enforcement 

efforts aimed at apprehending individuals responsible. This 

policy also has led Interpol to include in its files only those 

individuals who are directly implicated in a crime. Those 

individuals only suspected of involvement in terrorist activities 

aloe excl uded .9 

Interpol's cautious approach greatly limits the scope of its 

files and the effectiveness of preventive action by the 

internati.onal police community. Also, the "directly related" 

standard is imprecise, and it is unclear whether it covers 

co-conspil-ators, accessories, and sympa thi zers. On the other 

hand, there is a strong argument to be made in support of the 

Interpol position. Greater involvement by Interpol in 

antiterrorist activity might well embroil it in political 

controversies that would substantially reduce its effectiveness in 

carrying out a range of law enforcement activities that do not 

involve international terrorism. It is possible that the cost of 

broader Interpol involvement in antiterrorist activities would be 

unduly high, esp8cially when alternatives could be developed to 

fill the gap, such as some which will be considered later in this 

statement. 
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Once the information is gathered and filed, the problems do 

not cease. Law and procedures regarding the sharing and 

dissemination of information regarding international terrorism 

among law enforcement officials in various countries are ambiguous 

and uncertain. This has especially been the case in the United 

States,lO although there has been some recent legislative movement 

in this regard.ll The standards here are found in national law, 

nOlmally enacted without any contribution from other countries. 

High level intelligence gathering is virtually non-existent, and 

the quantity and quality of intolmal collaboration among middLe 

level otficials is unsatisfactory. There is, in short, no 

international network of shared information among democracies 

regarding terrorism. 

This situation should be changed. Many, perhaps most, of the 

changes wouLd invoLve revision ot nationaL law and practice. 

Further efforts shouLd be made, for example, to resolve the 

ambiguities in united states law and practice regarding the 

gathering, analysis and dissemination of intelligence concerning 

international terrorism that hamper United States efforts to 

participate in mUltilateral intelligence initiatives. 

Because of the severe limitations Interpol's charter places 

on its involvement with law enforcement agencies combatting 

terrol'ism, there is a need for heightened cooperation among 

intelligence officers outside of the Interpol context. There 

al?pears to be a substantial amount of such cooperation among law 

entorcement otficials in Europe.l2 But there also appears to be 
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general agreewent that otherwise present arrangements for 

international cooperation among law enforcement officials 

combatting terrorism are inadequate. 

To remedy this situation some have PL"oposed an international 

clearing house of information regarding terrorists in order to 

pel~it law enforcement otficials to trace their whereabouts.l3 

undor this proposal an international working group would be 

established that would consist of senior level officials. While 

the working group would consist of represenatives from like-minded 

states, it would go beyond the regional framework. 

Others have warned against setting up too highly structured 

an arrangement. In their view, informal links between law 

enforcement officials best serve to maintain the flexibility 

necessary for efticient law enforcement activities. 

Whatever form they should take, efforts to cool"dinate 

activities between law enforcement officials need to be expanded. 

Managing a Terrorist Incident 

If a prevention fails, and a terrorist act, such as bombing, 

results in substantial personal injury or loss of life, the 

primary goal of public officials is to prevent panic and to ensure 

efficient medical treatment. Difficulties in achieving these 

goals would be 'compounded if so-called technolog ical 
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terrorism - involving the use of nuclear or chemical or biological 

weapons - were to become a reality in the United States. It is my 

understanding that U.S. officials responsible for emergency 

preparedness have been constructing elaborate contingency plans to 

cope with such emergencies. 

The taking of hostages by terrorists raises its own peculiar 

problems for law enforcement officials. The world community has 

reacted to this problem through the adoption of the International 

Convention Against the Taking of Hostages,l4 and it was good to 

see that, as part of the Comprehensive Crime Centrol Act of 

1984,15 Congress approved an Act for the Prevention and Punishment 

of the Crime ot Hostage-Takingl 6 to implement U.S. obligations 

under the Convention. 

Much attention has been paid to the problems of negotiating 

with terrorists -- Brian Jenkins' writings on this subject have 

been espeCially insightful - and law enforcement officials have 

developed highly sophisticated techniques for dealing with 

te.l:rorists who take hostages in ,the united States. Their record 

of success is impressive. 

The situation becomes more complicated when Americans are 

taken hostage abroad by terrorists. Under these circumstances, 

responsibility tor the safety of the hostage lies with the host 

country. The united States Government plays only an advisory 

role.' 
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In this situation, disagreement may arise between the United 

States and the host country's government over negotiating tactics. 

The U.S. position is that it will ne90tiate with terrorist hostage 

takers, but that it will not pay ransom. Some Othel" 90Vel"nments 

have been willing to pay ransom - in some cases over U.S. 

objections - although there has been a hardening of attitudes in 

this regal"d. 

Frustrated by this increasingly hard line governmental 

attitude, terrorists have often resorted to taking transnational 

business persons hostage, with U.S. business a favorite target. 

Although the U.S. Government attempts to discourage transnational 

corporations from paying ransom to Terrorists, it has no authority 

to prohibit them from doing so. Moreover, the standard practice 

of transnational corporations has been to pay l:ansom for the 

release of their employees and treat it as a business expense. 

There has been extensive debate over whether they should be 

pennitted to do so. Some countries - Argentina, Columbia, France 

and Singapore are e;>:amples - prohil;lit the payment of ransom and 

subj ect it to criminal penal ties .17 The J:ecord is unclear, 

however, regarding the effectiveness ot this legislation 

prohibiting ransom payments. Some reports indicate that 

Singapore's legislation has been extremely effective in bringing 

an end to terrorist demands rOl" l'ansom .18 other reports 

demonstrate that such legislation in Argentina and Columbia has 

been easily avoided and may actually undel~ine law entorcement 

efforts.19 
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It does appea~ clear that no ha~d data exist on the ove~all 

amount of ~ansom money paid by U.S. transnational corporations. 

Both U.S. transnational corporations and their insure~s t~eat 

negotiations with terrorists and the paym(~nt of ransom as closely 

held business secrets. Understandably, transnational corporations 

wish to maintain a low p~ofile in order not to stimulate further 

hostage taking. 

There is little doubt, however, that the amount of money paid 

by transnational corporations and their insu~ers to terro~ists 

amounts to many millions of dollars. Estimates of ransoms paid by 

all businesses during the past decade range f.rom 150 million to 

250 million, ot which app~oximately 125 million was paid by U.S. 

f £l·ms. 20 

I would p~opose that, as a modest fi~st step, Congress enact 

legislation requi~ing American t~ansnational co~porations to 

report to the U.S. Government, under an appropriate injunction of 

contidentiality, on the details of their ne~otiations with 

tel"l"orists and, in particular, the precise amount of any ransom 

money paid. Such reportiny WOULd serve two purl,loses. ~'irst, it 

would provide congress with preCise information about the 

magnitude of ransom payments by U.S. tL"ansnational corporations to 

terrorists. second, it might indicate a need fo~ further 

leyislation or, at a minimum, support cooperative efforts between 

governments and transnational cOl"porations to combat the terrorist 

threat. 
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Apprehension, Prosecution and Punishment of International 

'rerl"orists 

It is in the area of apprehension, prosecution, and 

punishment of international terrorists that the most steps have 

been taken toward combatting international terrorism; however, 

this is also the area most demanding further reform. 

At this writing, the world community has adopted rive global, 

multilateral, antiterrorist conventions: The Convention on 

Offenses and Certain Other Acts Committed on Board Aircraft (Tokyo 

Convention),21 The Convencion for the Suppression of Unlawtul 

Seizure of Aircraft (Hayue Convention),22 The Convention for the 

suppression of Unlawtul Acts Against the Safety of Civil Aviation 

(Hontreal Convention) ,23 The Convention on the PJ:evention and 

Punishmen t of Crimes Aga inst Intel"na tionally Protec ted Pet"sons, 

Including Diplomatic Agents (New York Convention),24 and The 

International Convention Against the Taking of HostayeG.25 

The basic purpose of these conventions is to establish a 

framewoJ:k for international cooperation among states to prevent 

and suppress in terna tional ten"ot"ism. To accompl ish this goal, 

the New York convention, for example, requires states parties to 

cooperate in order to prevent, within theiJ: territories, 

preparations fOJ: attacks on diplomats within OJ: outside their 

terri tOl"ies, to exchange info1111ation, and to coordinate 

adminis tl"a tive measures aga inst such a t tacks. 26 It an attack 

against an internationally pJ:otected person takes place, and an 

alleged of tender has fled the country where the attack occurred, 



-- -~-------------

347 

states pa~ties are to coope~ate in the exchange of information 

conce~ning the ci~cumstances of the c~ime and the alleged 

offende~ls identity and whereabouts.27 The state party where the 

alleged offender is found is obliged to take measures to ensure 

his presence for purposes of extradition o~ prosecution and to 

inform interested states and international o~ganizations of the 

measures taken.28 Finally parties are to cooperate in assisting 

c~iminal proceedings brought for attacks on internationally 

p~otected persons, including supplying all relevant evidence at 

their disposal. 29 

A key feature of these conventions reyuires a state party 

that apprehends an alleged offender in its territory to either 

extradite him or submit his case to its authorities for purposes 

of prosecution. 30 Strictly speaking, none of these conventions 

alone creates an obligation to extradite. Rather, they contain an 

inducement to extradite by requiring the submission of alleyed 

offenders for prosecution if. extradition fails. Moreover I a legal 

basis for extradition is provided either in the convention, or 

through incorporation of the offenses mentioned in the convention 

into existing future extradition treaties between the parties. To 

varying degrees, the conventions also obligate the parties to take 

the important practical step of attempting to apprehend the 

accused offender and hold him in custody. 

The most important goal of these provisions is to ensure that 

the accused is prosecuted. To. this end, the alternative 

obligation to submit for prosecution is stated quite strongly in 
>#.;. 
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these conventions. The obligation, however. is not to try the 

accused, much less to punish him, but to submit the. case to be 

considered for prosecution by the appropriate national prosecuting 

authority. If the criminal justice system lacks inteyrity, the 

risk of political intervention in the prosecution or at trial 

exists. Such intervention may prevent the trial, or conviction, 

or the appropriate punishment of the accused. 

Even if the criminal justice system functions with integrity, 

it may be very difficult to obtain the evidence necessary to 

convict when the alleged offense was committed in a foreiyn 

country. This very practical impediment to conviction can be 

removed between states of good will only by patient and sustained 

efforts to develop and expand "Judicial assistance" and other 

forms ot cooperation between the law entol"Cement and judicial 

systems of different countries. The convenlions create an 

obligation to cooperate in this respect but this obligation poses 

major problems for even good faith efforts among countries with 

different types of legal systems. 

The U.N. Convention Against the Taking of Hostages adds a new 

dimension to presently existing international legal measures to 

combat terl"orism. The convention seeks to enSUl"e that 

international acts of hostage-taking will be covered either by the 

convention itself or by one of the applicable conventions on the 

law of al"Jl\ed confl ict. 31 FOl" example, hostage tak ing is a "grave 

breach" ot the 1949 Geneva Convention Relative to The Protection 

of Civilian Pel"sons in Times of War.32 The Hostayes Convention 
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also represents a partial reJection of the thesis that acts of 

terrorism are permissible if committed as part of a war of 

national liberation. 

Two other multilateral conventions, while not directed 

expressly against terrorism, are relevant for our purposes. The 

Convention on the prohibition ot the Development, Production and 

Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons and 

on Their oestruction33 applies controls on weapons that are of 

potential use to terrorists. To the same end the recently 

concluded Convention on the Physical Protection ot Nuclear 

Material (Convention on Nuclear Material}34 prevents parties trom 

exporting or importing or authorizing the export or import of 

nuclear materials used tor peaceful purposes, unless they give 

assurances that such material will be protected at prescribed 

levels during international transport. The Convention on Nuclear 

Material also provides a framework for international cooperation. 

The effectiveness of these global conventions as deterrents 

to terrorism is questionable. While much of the decline in 

aircraft hijacking since the conclusion ot the I.C.A.U. 

Conventions was due to the preventive techniques of airport and 

aircraft security mandated by those conventions, aircratt 

hiJacking has increased recently as hijackers have become skilled 

at avoiding security devices. There is ample evidence that 

hijackers have been submitted for prosecution either in the states 

where they have been found or in states to which they have been 

extradited.35 It is unclear, however, whether these prosecutions 

50-759 0 - 86 - 12 
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can be attributed to the terms of the I.C.A.O. Conventions. 

Expulsion or deportation has been utilized more frequently than 

extradition to return hijackers, and the extradition of hiJackers 

that has occurred appears to have been effected pursuant to 

bilateral treaties rather than the multilateral conventions. Some 

pr~secutions ot terrorist attacks on diplomats have also taken 

place, in some cases undel' legislation enacted to implement a 

state's obligations under the U.N. Convention on Internationally 

Protected Persons, but it appears that this U.N. Convention has 

not been relied upon for extradition. What the practice will be 

under the Hostages Convention remains to be seen. 

There are three regional conventions designed to ensure that 

apprehended terrorists will be either extradited or prosecuted: 

The European Convention on the Suppression of Terrorism (The 

European Convention) ,36 The Agreement on the Application of the 

European Convention for the suppression of Terrorism (The Dublin 

Agreement) ,37 and The Organization of American states Convention 

to Prevent and punish the Acts of Terrorism Taking the Forms of 

Crimes Against persons and Related Extortion that are ot 

International Significance (The GAS Convention) .38 The OAS 

Convention has been largely superseded in scope of coverage and 

importance by the U.N. Convention on Internationally Protected 

Persons. The European Convention and the Dublin Agreement do not 

attempt to define terrorism. Instead, they list otrenses, such as 

offenses under the I.C.A.O. Conventions and the U.N. Convention on 

Internationally Protected Persons, as well as kidnapping, 
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hostage-taking and the use of certain lethal weapons, in an effort 

to exclude them from the political otfense exception in the 

extradition process between states parties. 

The European Convention is not itselt an extradition 

agreement. Rather, it is intended to influence existing 

extradition arrangements - multilateral and bilateral - entered 

into by member states ot the Council of Europe. However, while 

Article I of the convention purports to eliminate the listed 

offenses from the political of tense exception, Article 13 permits 

a state party to make reservations to Article 1: 

[pJrovided that it undertakes to take into due 
consideration, when evaluating the character of the 
offense, any particularly serious aspects of the 
offense, including: (a) that it created a collective 
danger to the life, physical integrity or liberty of 
persons; or (b) that it affected pel"SOnS foreign to the 
motives behind it; or (c) cruel or vicious means have 
been used in the commission of the offense. 

At this writing, 13 countries have ratified the Europea~ 

convention.39 Among the significant nom"atifiers is Fl"anCe and 

the Mitterand government is deemed unlikely to ratify, since the 

French left has traditionally opposed the extradition ot political 

offenders. Also, the Republic of Ireland has not even signed the 

European Conv<lntion on the debatable gl"ound that its constitu.tion 

preqludes it from becoming a party. Despite these notable absent 

parties, the European Convention has reportedly had a positive 

impact on several recent extradition cases in Western Europe. 
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The Dublin Agreement, sponsored by the European community, 

attempts to tighten the application of the European Con'ventlon's 

extradite or prosecute formula to terrorist acts. It seeks to do 

this in two ways. First, under the Agreement,40 member states ot 

the community accept the proposition that extradition proceedings 

between two member states of the European convention would apply 

in full (i.e., without reservations) even if one or both ot the 

states are not parties to it, or if one or both have made the 

political offense reservation. Second, the Agreement seeks to 

restrict still further the effect of such reservations between 

member states of the Community. Hence reservations made to the 

European Convention will not apply in extradition proceedings 

between E.C. member states, unless a further declaration to this 

effect is made. Also, parties to the Dublin Agreement that are 

not parties to the European Convention are required to indicate by 

declaration if they wish to retain the political offense defense 

in extradition proceedings between E.C. member states. However, 

all nine member states of the Community (as it then was) are 

required to ratify the convention before it comes into force, and 

France has expressly declined to do so. 

ailateral Agreements 

In addition to the I.C.A.O. Tokyo, Hague and Montreal 

Conventions discussed above, there are at least seven bilateral 

agreements on aircraft hijacking.4l One of the more interesting 

examples of the bilateral agreements is the 1973 United 



353 

S ta tes-Cuba Memol'andum of undel'stand ing on Hi) ack ing ot Aircratt 

and Vessels and Other Offenses.42 It provides than any person who 

hijacks an aircraft or vessel registered under the law of one 

party to the territory of the other party shall be returned to the 

party of registry or "be brought before the cout:ts of the pal'ty 

whose tenTitory he l'eached for trial in conformity with its laws 

fOl' the offense punishable by the most se'JeJ;(~ penalty according to 

the circumstances and seriousness of the acts to which this 

article refers."43 Thus the Memorandum incorporates the extradite 

or prosecute formula but does so in a more meaningful way than do 

the multilateral antiterrorist conventions. Unlike the 

multilateral conventions, the United States-Cuba Memol'andum 

requires that the accused actUally be tried and nbt merely 

submitted "for the purpose of prosecution." 

Under the United States-Cuba Memol'andum, each pal'ty expressly 

recognizes an affirmative obligation to prev,nt the use of its 

territory as a base for committing the illegal acts covered by the 

Memorandum.44 Each party must try "with a vlew to severe 

pUnishment" any person who "within its ten-itory, hereattel' 

conspires to promote, or promotes, at' prepares, or direc ts, or 

forms part of an expediti.on which from its territory at: any otheL' 

place carries out acts of violence or depredation against aircraft 

or vessels of any kind or registration coming from or going to the 

territory of the other party • • , carries out such acts or other 

similat: unlawful acts in the territory of the other pat:ty."45 
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Finally, the United states-Cuba Memo.andum seve.ely limits 

the extent to which the pa.ty where the hiJacke. arrives may take 

his motivation into account. It p.ovides, in pe.tinent part, that 

there may be taken "into conside.ation any extenuating o. 

mitigating circumstances in those cases in which the persons 

.esponsible for the acts were being sought for strictly political 

.easons and we.e in reaf and imminent danger of death without a 

viable alternative fo. leaving the count.y, provided there was no 

financial exto.tion or physical injury to the members of the crew, 

passengers, or other persons in connection with the hijacking."46 

In 1976, Cuba denounced the Memorandum on the grounds that 

the United States had failed to control anti-Castro terrorists who 

had planted a bomb on a Cuban civilian airc.att.47 Nevertheless, 

in practice Cuba has shown that hijackers still face imprisonment 

in Cuba or extradition to the United States. 

Bilateral extradition agreements are also relevant to any 

conside.ation of law and the deterrence of international 

terrorism. These agl"eements do not contain the "extradite or 

prosecute fOL"mula" of the multilateral conventions. They do 

require the state party, where an alleged perpetrator of an 

extraditable offense is found, to extradite him tor prosecution 

upon request to the state party in which the offense was alleged 

to have been comm i tted. Th is obligation, howevet", is subj ect to a 

number ot exceptions, including the one most pertinent to 

international terrorism: the political offense exception. 

--
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DU4ing the 98th Cong4ess, conside4able time was spent 

conside4ing va4ious bills48 that would have made substantial 

48visions in united States ext4adition law, which s04ely needs 

4ef04m. Howeve4, none of these bills was adopted, and there 

appea4s to be little initiative at this time to 4esume 

conside4ation of the issue. 

This statement is not the place to 4eview the many issues 

that came up during debates on these bills. F04 present purposes, 

it suffices to say that many of the proposals advanced during 

those debates would have greatly streamlined and imp40ved the 

ext4adition p40cess and thereby contributed a much needed retorm 

to etrol-ts to combat international terrol-ism. 

Much of the debate centered on vlays to ensure that the 

political offense exception would not be interpreted so as to 

provide sate haven in the united states for international . -
terrorists. To be sure, one should not exaggerate the political 

ottense exception p40blem as a barrier to extradition of 

terrorists under United States law and practice. In only four 

cases49 out of hundreds has the political otfense exception barred 

the extradition of a person accused of a te4rorist act. Political 

rhetoric to the cont4ary notwithstanding, the United States has 

not become a "\"Iaven" for international tel:l:orists because at the 

a~pl:oach ot its courts to the political of tense exception; the 

problem shOUld be kept in pl:oper pel:spective. Nonetheless, the 

problem exists and potentially could become more acute; it 

thel.-e.Em:e should be resolved if possible. 
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With the failure of congress to adopt legislation revising 

iederal extradition law, the primary approach taken by the United 

States to resolve the problem of the political offense exception 

has been to insert clauses in its bilateral extradition treaties 

expressly narrowing the scope of the political offense exception 

~o exclude attacks against a Head of State or Head of Government 

or their families and any "offense with respect to which the 

Contracting Parties have the obligation to prosecute or to grant 

extradition by reason of a multilateral international 

agreement."SO Or, alternatively, a clause in a bilateral 

extradition treaty will reserve the decision on the pOlitical 

of tense exception to the executive branch of the contracting 

parties, which, in the case of the united States, will presumably 

be inclined to define the scope of the political offense exception 

narrowly. This latter approach raises the issue, debated 

extensively in Congress, of whether the decision on the political 

offense exception should be made by the executive branch or 

reserved to the courts. In any event, revision ot the 90 plus 

extradition treaties of the United states is a time consuming and 

laborious process as compared to dealing with the problem through 

leg is1ation. 

I would propose that Congress resume at an early date its 

efforts to revise U.s. extradition law. With respect to the 

exclusion of .acts of international terrorism fl"om the political 

offense exception, the appl"oach might be eithel" modest or mOl"e 

ambitious. 
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The modest approach would be simply to e~clude from the 

political offense exception attacks on Heads or state or Heads ot 

Government and any offense covel'ed by an antitelTorist convehtion 

to which the United States is a party. The more ambitious 

approach, which I favor, would be to define international 

telTorism in t.he legislation and expressly exclude it from the 

political of tense exception. It is important to note that a 

definition ot internat.ional terrorism already appears in U.s. 

tederal legislation. The Foreign Intelligence Surveillance Act 

defines acts of international tercorism as "activities that. 

involve violent acts or acts dangerous to human lite that are a 

violation of the criminal laws of th~ United States or of any 

State, or that would be a criminal violation if committed within 

the jurisdiction of the United States or any state.51 In order to 

distinguish international terrorism from a great variety ot other 

crimes, the definition goes on to require that these acts "appear 

to be intended (al to intimidate or coerce a civilian pouplation; 

(bl to influence the policy of a government by intimidation or 

coercion; or (c) to affect the conduct of government by 

assassination or kidnapping."52 

To ensure an international dimension, the definition requires 

that the acts "occur totally outside the United States or 

transcend national boundaries in terms ot the meahS by which they 

are accomplished, the persons they appear intended to coerce or 

intimidate, or the locale in which their perpetrato~s operate or 

seek asylum."53 This part of the detinition is also intended to 
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cover acts of "transnational terrorism," such as the kidnapping at 

a foreign otticial in the united States by a foreign terrorist 

group in order to affect the conduct of the toreign ofticial's 

government. It would also include a united States terrorist 

group's placement of a bomb in a foreign airplane or its receipt 

of directions or substantial support from a foreign government or 

terrorist group. 

Other definitions are possible, of course, such as the one 

currently employed by the U.S. Government in gathering intormation 

about international terrorism. But whatever the definition 

finally agreed upon, the time has come to give explicit guidance 

to U.S. courts to ensure that international terrorists do not 

escape extradition because of the political offense exception. 

Express exclusion of international terrorism from the 

political at tense exception would be a major step toward 

increasing the etficiency of U.S. extradition law and practice and 

thereby enhance the probability that international terrorists 

would be subject to prosecution and punishment for their crimes. 

The question also arises, however, whether current U.S. law and 

practice tully protects the fundamental rights of a person accused 

of terrorism who is the subject of an extradition request. As to 

this question, this writer agrees with Professors Barbara Ann 

Banorf and Christopher H. pyle that it does not, because an 

accused can be extradited to a country where he would be 

persecuted on account of his race, religion, or political opinion 

under the rule at non-inquiry adopted by the U.S. Judiciary.54 
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Most U.S. extradition treaties provide that extL"adition shall be 

denied it the true purpose of the request is to persecute the 

person sought tor his political opinion, race. religion, or 

nationality. However, although compatibility with treaty 

requirements is one of the issues within their jurisdiction, the 

courts have consistently declined to inquire into the foreign 

government's motives for seeking extradition, or the fairness of 

its judicial system. 

On the Eace of it, this is an anomaly, since deportation of 

an accused to such a country is expressly prohibited by U.H. 

law. 55 Moreover, it is highly debatable wh~ther the judiciary 

should defer to the executive branch in cases involving claims of 

politictil persecution upon return. This writer agrees with Banoff 

and Pyle that "[lJn a democratic society, the Judicial system is 

the proper institution to protect individUals from the political 

vagaries of governments. 56 

Un OctobeL" 4, 1983, the House Judiciaey Committee adopted an 

amendment to B.R. 3347, offered by Con~ressman Robeet w. 
Kastenmeier, which would abolish the rule of non-lnquiry and 

substitute an affirmative obligation to inquiee into the treatment 

a retuened accused would be likely to receive. 57 Specifically, 

the amendment would pL"ohibit exradition of an accused if that 

"person has established by a predonderance of the evidence that 

he: (i) is being sought fOL" pt"osecution or punishment because of 
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such person's race, religion, sex, nationality, membership in a 

particular social group or political opinion; (ii) would, as a 

result of extradition, be subject to fundamental unfairness."5B 

As pointed out by Professors Banoff and pyle, the United 

Kingdom has adopted a statute that mandates the type of inquit:y 

envisaged by the Kastenmeier Amendment.59 The Fugitive Offenders 

Act of 1967, which applies to intra-Commonwealth extradition, 

provides that no one shall be returned to a requesting country it 

it appears that he may be "prejudiced at his trial or punished, 

detained or restricted in his personal liberty by reason of his 

race, l"eligion, nationality or pclitical opinions."60 

Banofr and Pyle have also suggested a helpful list of factors 

that a U.S. court might consider in making an inquiry under' the 

Kastenmeie~' Amendment as to Whether a l'equesting state I s Judicial 

process is suspect: 

(1) The investigation of the crime was conducted by a 
di.fferent law enforcement branch than that which 
normally conducts such criminal investigations; 

(2) The decision to prosecute deviates from nOl~al 
prosecutorial discretion in that country, as 
ev idenced, fOl' example, by the l"eSUtTection of an 
unenforced law; 

(3) A political leader has intervened in the decision 
to investigate or prosecute; 

(4) The defendant will be tried in a different court 
than that used for ord inal'y criminals; 

(5) The defendant will be tried by a norm ot 
reVOlutionary tribunal; 
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The requesting state maintains separate penal or 
interroyation facilities for political prisoners, 
and the requesting government intends" to 
interrogate or confine the defendant in such 
iacil i ties; 

(7) The defendant, or a group with which he or she has 
been actively associated, is politically 
controversial or has been the target of systematic 
discrimination; 

(8) The defendant. has been the target of political 
surveillance, covert harassment or official 
criticism either in the requesting state or in the 
United States; 

(9) The defendant has actively opposed the policies or 
the legitimacy of the requestiny state's 
government, either while resident there or 
elsewhere, in a manner which has provoked reprisals 
from that yovei:nment against others similarly 
situated; 

(10) The issues involved in the case are so 
controJersial that it is doubtful the accused could 
receive a fair trial or, if convicted, a fair 
sentence; or 

(11) The requesting state cannot guarantee the physical 
safety of the accused if he or she is returned.6l 

Lastly, Banoff and Pyle point out that under the Kastenmeier 

Amendment the choice would not necessaL"ily be betwen uncond i tional 

extradition and no extradition. Current law grants a magistrate 

who has to decide a political offense case only two alternatives: 

to gl"an t or deny the extrad i t.ion request.. 62 Banot t and pyle 

propose that the option of cond i t.ional orders of ex trad i tion b3 

available to the decision maker as they are in non-political 

cases. They suggest, for example, that "[ilf the defendant has 

shown that he or she may be tried in a special court, confined 

under special conditions or interrogated with unusual techniques, 
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the grant of extradition may be conditioned on the requesting 

state's agreement to use its ordinary courts, prisons or 

investigative methods. 63 

At the international level the united states should continue 

to pursue the negotiation or renegotiation of bilateral 

extradition treaties incorporating provisions that, at a minimum, 

would exclude attacks on Heads ot State and Government as well as 

offenses covered by the antiterrorist conventions trom the 

political of tense exception and that ideally would detine 

international terrorism so as to exclude terrorist acts generally. 

To be sure, this process will be time-consuming and involve 

difficult negotiations, but it is worth the effort. 

On a global basis, the time may have come when the United 

States and like-minded countries should consider a major new 

initiative in the United Nations. I fully recognize and 

appreciate the difficulties the United States faces in that 

Organization. Nonetheless, as noted more fully elsewhere,64 the 

united Nations has taken some constructive steps toward combating 

teroriGm, and there may be opportunities for turther initiatives. 

Specifically the International Law Association's Committee on 

international terrorism has recently completed a report - a copy 

of which is appended to this statement. This report, which sets 

forth a proposed definition of international terrorism as well or 

relevant principles and statements of law, ~ight serve as the 

basis tor a draft resolution that would be introduced in the 

General Assembly by a country other than the United States. The 
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world community has probably gone about as far as it can with the 

piecemeal approach to combating terrorism; the time may now have 

come to consider a more comprehensive step. 

Ideally, this step might take the form of a draft convention. 

But the political climitate does not appear to have evolved to the 

point where the dratting of a comprehensive convention on 

terrorism would be anything more than an exercise in tutility. 

The same may not be true, however, for a dratt resolution, 

and it should be kept in mind that, in U.N. practice, a General 

Assembly resolution often serves as a precursor to a convention on 

the same subject. In any event, even if the General Assembly 

should fail to adopt such a resolution, a debate on the principles 

and statements of law expressed in it would be beneficial. As 

John Norton Moore has said, we are today faced with a "struggle 

tor law."65 The International Law Association Committee's l"eport 

elaborates principles and statements of law that all states of 

goodwill should adopt in the eftort to apprehend, prosecute and 

punchs international terrorists. Even if they were not to receive 

the UN inprimatur of approval in the torm of a General Assembly 

resolution, a debate on these principles and statements of law 

might induce many states to follow them in their pracbice outside 

of the Organizations, for example, by incorporating them in 

national legislation and in bilateral or multilateral treaties. 

At a minimwh the educational value ot a debate on them in the 

General Assembly would be considerable. 
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As noted previously in this statement the goal is the 

prosecution and punishment of persons accused of terrorism in a 

manner consistent \~ith their fundamental human rights. This is 

demonstrated most emphatically by the "extradite or prosecute" 

provision commonly contained in the antiterro1"ist conventions. 

It must be remembered, however, that the extradite 01" 

prosecute fOL~ula, except for the European Convention on the 

Suppression of Ter1"orism, applies only to a limited number of 

crimes and not to "terrorism" per se. Hence, in many, perhaps 

most instances, the requested country is unde1" no obligation to 

submit an accused terrorist to prosecution if it declines to 

ex trad i te him. 

To be sure, this conventional wisdom has been challenged by 

the International Law Associations' Committee on International 

Terrorism, which has proposed as a statement of law that "States 

must try or extradite (aut judicare, aut dedere) persons accused 

of acts of international terrorism." One may doubt whether this 

is a statement of existing law; but in any event, assuming 

arguendo that current law is as suggested by the Committee, few 

states are in a position to carry out their obligation. That is, 

while stat~s parties to the applicable conventions have enacted 

legislation giving their courts jurisdiction to try persons 

accused, for example, of attacks against civil aviation or 

internationally protected persons, few have statutes on the books 

investing their courts with jurisdiction over international 

terroL"ism.- In other words, even if intet"national teLTorism has OL" 
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miyht become a. crime sub] ect to universal jurisdiction, states 

must take the additional step in their national laws to permit the 

exercise oe such Jurisdiction. 

Although I have been skeptical about the desirability of a 

federal statute that would peL~it U.S. courts to exercise criminal 

Jurisdiction over acts of international terrorism, I have come 

around to the view that such a statute is both desirable and 

needed. The arguments in favor of such a statute have recently 

been presented in cogent fashion by professor paust.66 A basic 

point Paust makes is that, in the absence of such a statute, a gap 

exists in united States law that prevents the United States from 

fulfilling its responsibilities under international law to 

prosecute international terrorists. 

In response to Paust's proposal, Protessor Brent Smith has 

raised some troubling issues.67 He argues that terrorism should 

not be defined as a distinct EOL~ of criminal activity for two 

basic reasons. First, "terrorism" is inherently fraught with 

conceptual difficulties in tying the definition of the offense to 

the motives or ideology of the group. Second, as demonstrated by 

the experience in several foreign countries, the enactment of 

legislati'on dc'" ~ning terrorism as a separate crime may give L'ise 

to numerous opportunities for governmental overreaction and a 

consequent threat to civil liberties. 

These are real concerns. It should be noted, however, that 

the prQ"posal is to create a crime of international teLTorism under 

u. s. law. There is no need, and i. t would be dangerous, to create 
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a crime of "terrorism" applicable to criminal acts with no 

international dimension. In this situation, the danger of 

governmental abuse could be considerable, as Smith illustrates in 

his discussion of "terrorist threat" statutes found in some states 

in the united States.68 As to purely domestic terrorism, Smith is 

right in suggesting that existing legislation, both federal and 

state, is an adequate response. 

In respect to international terrorism, however, the situation 

is different. International terrorism, unlike domestic terrorism, 

poses a threat to peaceful and prosperous relations among member 

states of the world community. Indeed, it is this element that 

most stt'ongly supports. the proposition that international 

terrorism is a threat to the entire world community and should be 

subject to the unversality principle of criminal jurisdiction. 

Moreover, as Paust has pointed out in response to Smith's 

second argument, there are ways to avoid overly broad 

"terrorism-specific" statutes.69 Specifically, Paust stresses the 

need for an express reference to the political purpose ot the 

perpetrator and a terror outcome that is actually threatened or 

occurs. This would distinguish international t~~rorism, Paust 

suggests, from, for example, a mere aggravated assault, He 

suggests further that "[a] descriptive definitiona~ approach will 

incorporate salient characteristics and allow one to focus on 

strategies of terrorism."70 Paust would define terL'orism as "any 

intentional use of violence or a threat of violence against an 

instrumental target in order to communicate to a primary target a 
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threat of future violence so as to coerce the primary tal"get 

through intense feal" or anxiety in connection with a demanded 

politicaloutcome."?l 

On balance the case in favor of fedel"al legislation cl"eating 

a cl"ime of international tel"rorism seems convincing. Such 

legislation might also serve as a model for other countries to 

follow and might as well be a useful supplemenmt to provisions in 

bilateral and mulilateral extradition agl"eements defining 

intel"national terrol"ism fOl" purposes ot exclusion from the 

political offense exception. 

If such legislation were enacted in ~he United States and 

abl"oad, the next step might be to revise extl"adition tl"eaties to 

inco):pol"ate an "extrad ite or prosecute" requiL·ement appl icable to 

intel"national terrorism. This has been proposed by other 

commentators as well.72 

If the united States and other countries were to adopt 

legislation giving their COUl"ts Jurisdiction ovel" acts Ot 

international terrorism, the need for l"efol"m l"egal"ding 

intel"national Judicial assistance in cl"iminal mattel"S would become 

particulal"ly acute. The primal"Y problem is the obligation under. 

mutual Judicial assistance tl"eaties on the requested country to 

assist the requesting country in obtaining evidence for use in 

criminal proceedings in the requesting country does not apply if 

the otfense charged is political. Moreover, few mutual judicial 
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assistance treaties the United states is currently a party to 

expressly exclude acts of terrorism from the political offense 

exception. 

This should be changed, and as a matter of high priority. 

The process of revision would basically parallel that suggested 

above in the section on extradition. Ideally, mutual judicial 

assistance treaties should contain provisions defining and 

expressly excluding acts of international terrorism from the 

political offense exception. 

A Brief I-Iord on the Problem of Safe-Haven States 

One of the more dist'urbing developments of the 19805 is the 

rise of state sponsored terrorism or, as it is sometimes called, 

wars of assassination. This development was marked initially by 

the 1978 umbrella murder of Georgi ~Iarkov by Bulgarian ayents in 

London, and more recently by such events as the North Korean 

sponsored bombing in Rangoon of South Korean political leaders; 

the attempt on the life of the Pope; the attack on Jordanian 

envoys on three continents by Syrian ayents around the time of the 

Arafat-Hussein talks of 1983; the assassination of Bachar Gemayel, 

again by Syrian agents; the Kuwaiti bombings by Ira~ian ayents; 

and the shootiny of a British policewoman from the Libyian Embassy 

in London. Such actions amount to interstate armed conflict and 

should be subject to the constraints placed on the unilateral use 

of force by states under Article 2(4) and 51 of the united Nations 

charter, as well as other applicable norms of international law. 
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Mere~y providing safe-haven to internationa~ terrorists 

raises more comp~ex issues, because it is not clear that, by doing 

so, the state has violated any international obligation -- at 

least in the absence ot the safe-haven state being a party to an 

applicable international convention. In issuing the Bonn 

Declaration,73 the Summit Countries, in effect, claimed that 

states offering safe-baven to aircraft hijackers were violating an 

international obligation owed to the world community -- regardless 

of Whether they were parties to the civil ~viation 

conventions -- and claimed the right to apply sanctions against 

such states. At this writing this c~aim has not been ex.tended at 

the interstate level beyond airct"aEt hijacking. 

However, the report of the International Law Association 

Committee on International Terrorism does claim, as a matter of 

law, that states are obligated to extradite or prosecute those who 

commit acts of international terrorism. ShOUld this claim gain 

wide acceptance -- eith<ilr through the claim and counter-claim 

process ot customary international ~aw, or in the form of 

treaties -- the case in tavor of applying economic sanctions 

against safe-haven states wou~d be strengthened. 

An urgent issue on the world community's ayenda is how to 

respond to state sponsored terrorism: To the extent that states 

engaged in wars of assassinations and safe-haven states are one 

and the same, the problem of offering safe-haven becomes submerged 

in the larger issue. 
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Even with respect to those states that do not go beyond 

offering safe-haven to international terrorists, the need for 

meaningful multilateral economic sanctions is becoming more acute. 

This writer has been skeptical regarding the usefulness of 

economic sanctions against safe-haven states.74 As time passes, 

hO~level', and tha diplomatic process fails to induce such states to 

refrain from undermining international eftorts to al~prehond and 

prosecute international terrorists, the need tor more coercive 

meaSU1'es becomes apparent: At a minimum, as suggested by 

Professor Lillich75 and others,76 where standing exists, 

safe-haven states should be subject to international claims 

challenging such practicos as a violati~n bf international law. 

Conclusions and Recommendations 

By way of brief summary of the points made earlier in this 

statement, my conclusions and recommendations regarding United 

states law and policy with respect to combating international 

terrorism are as f.ollows: 

(1) United States la~1 relevant to intelligence 
gathering, analysis and dissemination should be 
further revised to en'sure that U.S. intelligence 
agencies are not unduly hampered in their efforts 
to gather intelligence on international terrorism 
or to cooperate to this end with the intelligence 
agencies of other countries. 

(2) Congress should enact legislation requil"ing U.,S. 
transnational business corpol'ati.ons to report to 
Congress and the executive branch, under an 
appropriate injunction of confidentiality, on 
negotiations with ten'orists and on any l'ansom they 
may pay to terrorists. 

(3) Congress should l'esume its deliberations on 
revising U.s. extradition law and include in any 
resulting legislation a definition of international 



371 

terrorism and a directive to the courts excluding 
terrorism from the political offense exception. 
This legislation should also include a provision 
reserving to the courts the decision whether a 
particular extradition request has been made with a 
view to persecuting the person sought for his 
political opinion, race, religion, or nationality. 

(4) The United States should stimulate like-minded 
states to introduce a resolution in the United 
Nations General Assembly that would define 
international terrorism, classify it as an 
international crime, and call upon member 
countries, upon apprehension of an international 
terrorist in their territory, either to extradite 
him to the country where he committed his crime or 
sUbmit him to their own criminal justice systems 
for the purpose of prosecution. 

(5) In keeping with the General Assembly resolution 
discussed above in paragraph 4, Congress should 
pass legislation defining international terrorism 
as a crime under United states law and entrust U.s. 
Courts with jurisdiction to try persons accused ot 
international terrorism. 

(6) The executive branch should continue and intensify 
its ef.forts to conclude international Judicial 
assistance treaties that expressly exclude 
international terrorism from the poli~igal offense 
exception to the obligation on the requested 
country to assist the requesting country in 
obtaining evidence for use in criminal proceedings 
in the requesting country. 

(7) The United states should continue to pursue, to the 
maximum extent possible, the peaceful resolution of 
the problem of countries that otfer safe-haven or 
other support to international terrorists. 
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International Law Association 
Paris Conference (1984) 

Committee on International Terrorism 

COMMITTEE REPORT 

Part 1. Introduction 

I. The Committee on International Terrorism, after present
ing its Fourth Interim Report at the 60th Conference in 
Montreal, decided to consolidate its work in a form that could 
lead to a draft convention clarifying the general international law 
that applies to international terrorism today. While some mem
bers of the Committee believed that it would be useful to con
tinue with various approaches that avoided problems of 
definition, others felt that it would be more useful to return to a 
more traditional approach beginning with a statement of princi
ple, a working definition, and a statement of the applicable rules 
of law that come into playas a result of actions involving inter
national terrorism as so defined. 

2. A quorum of the Committee met on 1-3 NoY~mber 1983 at 
the Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, Tufts University, 
Medford, Massachusetts, U.S.A., with the generous help of the 
Pettus-Crowe Foundation and the family of the late Ambassador 
Philip Crowe. 

3. At that meeting all points of view were presented and a 
vigorous discussion resulted in the unanimous recommendation 

This committee report will be presented at the Sixty-First Conference of the Interna
tional Law Association, to be held in Paris in 1984. 
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that the principles, working definition, and statements of law set 
out in Part II below be reported in the form of a Resolution to the 
61 st Conference the text of which is in Part Ul below. 

4. The explanatory notes in Part II were added by the Rappor
teur after a consensus was reached on the operative text sct out 
below, and some members of the Committee, participating in the 
overall consensus, have reservations as to the wording of some 
of the explanatory comments. I 

5. Dr. J. ILador-Lederer dissents from the entire Report. 

Part II. Operative Text and Explanations 

1. Statement of Principle 
Certain acts are so reprehensible that they are of concern to the 
international community, whether they are perpetrated in time of 
peace or war, irrespective of the justice of the cause which the 
perpetrators pursue, and regardless of political motivation. All 
such acts must be suppressed. 

EXPLANATION. This statement is derived from Principle I of 
the Principles of International Law Recognized in the Charter 
and Judgment of the Nuremberg Tribunal, adopted by the United 
Nations General Assembly in 1950 (U.N., G.A.O.R., 5th ses
sion, supp. no. 12, Doc. A/1316, p. 11). That Principle applies to 
crimes against the peace and crimes against humanity as well as 
the more traditional war crimes. It is suggested that the underly
ing principle, stated here, is applicable even more broadly. 

2. Working Definition 
The acts referred to in the Staternent of Principle include acts 
defined as offenses of international significance in treaties as 
well as acts of international terrorism. Acts of international ter
rorism include but are not limited to atrocities, wanton killing, 
hostage taking, hijacking, extortion, or torture committed or 
threatened to be committed whether in peacetime or in wartime 
for political purposes provided that an international element is 
involved. An act of terrorism is deem'ed to have an international 
element when the offense is committed within the jurisdiction of 
one country: 

1 ..... __________________ . ____ __ 
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(a) against any foreign government or international organiza
tion, or any representative thereof; or 

(b) against any national of a foreign country because he is a 
national of a foreign country; or 

(c) by a person who crosses an international frontier into 
another country from which his extradition is requested. 

EXPLANATION. To be classified as "international terrorism" for 
the purposes of applying the rules of law set out here, an act 
must be so reprehensible or so disruptive of the fabric of society 
that no motivation or political subordination can excuse it. The 
acts listed here as illustrative include acts which violate all 
known municipal criminal law codes and which, if done in war
time, would seem to be violations of the laws of war. In the 
absence of an international element, all these acts are properly 
handled by each state for itself. When an international element is 
involved, the suppression of these and similar acts becomes a 
matter of international concern. Three situations are envisaged 
in which the international element must be deemed to exist. 

3. Combatant Status No Exculpation 

(a) The claim of combatant status does not legitimize an act of 
international terrorism. 

(b) No state may permit a person to escape trial or extradition 
for an ,act of international terrorism, on the ground that 
that person should be regarded as a combatant, if the act is 
illegal under the laws of armed conflict. 

EXPLANATION. As noted in the Working Definition, the acts of 
international terrorism are qualified as such whether committed 
in peacetime or wartime. Thus attempts to avoid the legal results 
of committing such offenses should be rejected when those 
attempts are based upon the claim of combatant status or the 
claim that the acts constitute a "mere" war crime rather than 
international terrorism. 

4. Political Motivation No Exculpation 
No state may legally permit a person who has committed an act 
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of international terrorism to escape trial or extradition on the 
ground of his political motivation. 

EXPLANATION. The legal obligation of a state to try or extra
dite some persons regardless of their political motivations al
rendy exists in the case of some offenses, such as aircraft 
hijacking, where the usual political offense exception to bilateral 
extradition treaties has been felt to be inappropriate. The Com
mittee concluded that international terrorism as defined above 
requires similar handling by states. 

5. International Competence over Individuals 
Acts of international terrorism, no less than crimes against hu
manity, are violations of international law by individuals regard
less of motivation or political context. 

EXPLANATION. Principle VI of the Principles of International 
Law Recognized in the Charter and Judgment of the Nuremberg 
Tribunal defines crimes against humanity to include various rep
rehensible acts only when carried on in execution of or in con
nection with a crime against the peace or war crime. It seems to 
be part of the progressive development of the conscience of 
mankind in peacetime to accept international concern over the 
identical acts and others added by international consensus and 
practice to the class "crimes against humanity", bearing the 
same legal consequences for individual perpetrators. The acts 
listed as illustrative in the Working Definition abov.e would seem 
to fall into that category regardless of whether the status of war 
or of peace is considered to govern. 

6. Superior Orders No Defence 
The official position of an accused or the existence of superior 
orders is no defence to a person accused of an act of interna
tional terrorism. 

EXPLANATION. Individual responsibility and the ineffec
tiveness of the plea of superior orders when moral choice is in 
fact possible are stated in Principles III and IV of the Principles 
oflnternational Law Recognized in the Charter and Judgment of 
the Nuremberg Tribunal. The Committee concluded that the 
same principles were applicable to cases of international terror-
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ism as defined above for purposes of this statement of rules of 
law. 

7. Aut Judicare Aut Dedere 
States must try or extradite (aut judicare aut t/et/e/'e) persons 
accused of acts of international terrorism. No state may refuse 
to try or extradite a person accused of an act of international 
terrorism, war crime, common crime which would be a war 
crime but for the absence of a legal status of belligerency, or a 
crime against humanity, on the basis of disagreement as to which 
of these legal categories properly applies to the situation. 

EXPLANATION. A fundamental legaf [l,inciple requires that an 
accused be informed of the charges against hlOI 2.nd be given an 
opportunity to respond. That principle applies both to cases of 
trial within a single country and to extradition from one country 
to another. Awkward situations can arise when, in an extradition 
proceeding, the state requesting extradition and the state with 
custody of the accused differ as to the legal qualification of the 
facts, even when there is no dispute as to fact and the different 
qualifications lead to the same result. The rule stated here as 
corollary to the basic obligation to try or extradite (aut judicare 
aul dedere) does not require that states agree on the precise 
category in which to classify the acts, but leaves to the indi
vidual states concerned the decision as to how best to interpret a 
particular extradition agreement to avoid a failure of the enforce
ment system of the law. As long as the accused is fully informed 
of the facts on the basis of which his trial or extradition is 
sought, and the legal consequences to him if those facts are 
proved in the appropriate way before the appropriate tribunal, 
no violation of that fundamental principle can be involved. The 
problem is a routine problem of extradition between states 
whose criminal codes and procedures differ, and should not be 
regarded as posing extraordinary obstacles in the case of par
ticularly reprehensible acts of international concern, interna
tional terrorism. 

8. State Support fOl' International Terrorism Forbidden 
No state may afford support to a person or group engaged or 
preparing to engage in acts of international terrorism. 
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EXPLANATION. In some cases, support ror acts which might be 
regarded as acts of international terrorism could be considered 
aggression under the United Nations General AssemblY's con
sensus detlnition of April 1974 (U.N. Doc. A/Ac. 134/1.46, arti
cles 3(0 and (g)). In other cases, such support might be an 
interference in the internal affairs of another state. No situation 
could be envisaged in which state support for persons or groups 
engaged or preparing to engage in the acts included above in the 
Working Definition of international terrorism would not violate 
basic rules of international law. 

9. Due Diligence Required 
A state is legally obliged to exercise due diligence to prevent the 
commission of acts of international terrorism within its jurisdic
tion. 

EXPLANATION. This statement codifies a basic principle of in
ternational tort liability. Its applicability to international terror
ism has been convincingly argued in Lillich & Paxman, "State 
Responsibility for Injuries to Aliens Occasioned by Terrorist Ac
tivities," 26 American University Law Review 219 (1977), 

10. International Communication and Transportation of 
Universal Legal Concern 
Acts of international terrorism directed against the means of 
international transportation which by treaty or international 
practice are open to international traffic, are of legal interest to 
all states. No state may legally refuse to participate in measures 
to safeguard those means from acts of international terrorism on 
the ground of lack of legal interest. 

EXPLANATION, This statement expresses the special interest of 
the international community in protecting the means of interna
tional communication and transportation partially evidenced in 
the wide adoption of the Tokyo Convention on Offenses and 
Certain Other Acts Committed on Board Aircraft, 14 September 
1963,704 U.N.T.S. 219; the Hague Convention on the Suppres
sion of Unlawful Seizure of Aircraft, 16 December 1970, 860 
U.N.T.S. 105; the Montreal Convention for the Suppression of 
Unlawful Acts Against the Safety of Civil Aviation, 23 Septem-
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ber 1971, 24 U.S.T. 564, U.K.l:S. No. 10 (1974); and the 
Lausanne Protocol of 5 July 1974, which was the second addi
tional protocol to the Vienna Constitution of the Universal 
Postal Union dated 10 July 1964. The importance of stating the 
legal interest of all states in measures to safeguard those means 
from international terrorism flows from the restrictive view of 
legal interest taken by the I nternational Court of Justice in the 
SOl/liz Wesl Africa Cases, Second Phase [1966] I.C,J. 6. 

11. Organs of Communication and Diplomatic and Consular 
Establishments of Universal Legal Concern 
Acts of international terrorism directed against official organs of 
communication, including diplomatic and consular establish
ments, special missions, and the people engaged in maintaining 
them, are of legal interest to all states. No state may legally 
refuse to participate in measures to safeguard those organs and 
people from acts of international terrorism on the ground of lack 
of legal interest. 

EXPLANATION. This statement expresses the special interest of 
the international community in protecting official organs of com
munication such as those the subject of the United Nations Con
vention on the Prevention and Punishment of Crimes Against 
Internationally Protected Persons, Including Diplomatic Agents, 
dated 14 December 1973. The importance of stating the legal 
interest of all states in measures to safeguard those organs from 
international terrorism flows from the restrictive view of legal 
interest taken by the International Court of Justice in the South 
West Africa Cases, Second Phase [1966] I.C.J. 6. 

12. Specially Dangerous or Poisonous Materials of Universal 
Legal Concern 
Acts of international terrorism involving the possession, diver
sion or use of specially dangerous or poisonous materials con
trary to applicable national law or treaty, particularly nuclear 
materials, psychotropic drugs, and any materials made the sub
ject of the 1972 Convention on the Development, Production and 
Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons 
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and on their Destruction, are of legal concern to all states. No 
state may refuse to participate in measures to safeguard such 
materials on the ground of lack of legal interest. 

EXPLANATION. This statement expresses the special interest of 
the international community in protecting specially dangerous 
materials from diversion to the use of international terrorists. It 
incorporates the principles that underlie the 1972 Convention 
cited in its text. the IAEA Convention on the Physical Protec
tion of Nuclear Material dated 26 October 1979, 18/1lternational 
Legal M(/terials 1419 (1979), and various conventions and agree
ments relating to control of the international traffic in narcotic 
drugs. The concern of this rule is not the enforcement of munici
pal law as sllch. but with keeping specially dangerous substances 
and poisons out of the armoury of international terrorism. Thus, 
it is important to state the legal interest of all states in the matter. 

13. State Responsibility 
Breach of any of these rules entails state responsibility. 

EXPLANATION. It seems important to the Committee that the 
responsibility of states be engaged directly in the enforcement of 
the rules set forth above. Mere statements of rules with no provi
sions for who is responsible to enforce them would be an empty 
gesture. 

14. Continuity of General Legal Obligations 
The existence of international agreements under which rules 
parallel to these are enunciated, or specific obligations under
taken by the parties to take action to implement some of these 
obligations, does not imply the weakening of any obligations 
resting on general international law either for the parties to any 
of these agreements or for non-parties, unless specifically so 
provided among the parties in such an agreement. 

EXPLANATION. General obligations owed to the international 
community cannot be discharged by accepting specific obliga
tions only to some members of that community. The problem of 
international terrorism appears serious enough to the interna
tional community as a whole that it seems appropriate to restate 



391 

!LA Paris Conference (1984) 207 

the continued existence of the general obligation regardless of 
specific agreements that deal with parts of it. 

Part III. Concluding Observations 

I. With the presentation of this Report, the Committee on 
International Terrorism completes more than ten years of work 
within t.he International Law Association. In the course of its 
labours, a draft Convention was presented (Third Interim Re
port, Belgrade, 1980); an entirdy new approach was offered 
sidestepping the difficulties of formulating a new Convention 
(Fourth Interim Report, Montreal, 1982); and now a statement of 
Principle, a Working Definition, and Rules of Law suitable for 
reduction to the language of a single overall Convention are 
proposed. 

2. While the Committee is convinced that useful approaches 
have been prepared for the contemplation of statesmen attempt
ing to grapple with the problem of international terrorism, it is 
not clear to the Committee that further work along the current 
lines will repay the effort involved. 

3. Accordingly the Committee requests guidance from the As
sembly of the International Law Association with regard to its 
future activities, if any. The Committee is prepared to continue 
its etIorts by reducing the Principle, Working Definition, and 
Rules of Law presented here to the form ofa draft Convention, if 
desired. 

Part IV. Proposed Draft Resolution at 61st Conference 

The 61 st Conference of the International Law Association held 
in Paris, 26th August-I st September 1984:-

Having received and considered the Report of the Committee 
on International Terrorism; 

Approves and adopts the statement of the Rules of Interna
tional Law Applicable to International Terrorism recommended 
in the Committee's Report as follows: 
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Article 1 Statement of Principle 
Certain acts are so reprehensible that they are of concern to the 
international community, whether they are perpetrated in time of 
peace or war, irrespective of the justice of the cause which the 
perpetrators purslle, and regardless of political motivation. All 
sllch acts mllst be suppressed. 

Article 2 Working Definition 
The acts referred to in the Statement of Principle include acts 
defined as offences of international significance in treaties as 
well as acts of international terrorism. Acts of international ter
rorism include but are not limited to atrocities, wanton killing, 
hostage taking, hijacking, extortion, or torture committed or 
threatened to be committed whether in peacetime or in wartime 
for political purposes provided that an international element is 
involved. An act of terrorism is deemed to have an international 
element when the offence is committed within thejursidiction of 
one country: 

(a) against any foreign government or international organiza
tion, or any representative thereof; or 

(b) against any national of a foreign country because he is a 
national of a foreign country; or 

(c) by a person who crosses an international frontier into 
another country from which his extradition is requested. 

Article 3 Combatant Status no EXCUlpation 

(a) The claim of combatant status does not legitimize an act of 
international terrorism. 

(b) No state may permit a person to escape trial or extradition 
for an act of international terrorism, on the ground that 
that person should be regarded as a combatant, if the act is 
illegal under the laws of armed conflict. 

Article 4 Political Motivation No Exculpation 
No state may legally permit a person who has committed an act 
of international terrorism to escape trial or extradition on the 
ground of his political motivation. 
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Article 5 International Competence over Individuals 
Acts of international terrorism, no less than crimes against hu
manity, are violations of international law by individuals regard
less of motivation or political context. 

Article 6 Superior Orders No Defence 
The official position of an accused or the existence of superior 
orders is no defence to a person accused of an act of interna
tional terrorism. 

Article 7 Aut Judicare Aut Dedere 
States must try or extradite (alit jlldicare (lilt dedere) persons 
accused of acts of international terrorism. No state may refuse 
to try or extradite a person accused of an act of international 
terrorism, war crime, common crime which would be a war 
crime but for the absence of a legal status of belligerency, or a 
crime against humanity, on the basis of disagreement as to which 
of these legal categories properly applies to the situation. 

Article 8 State Support for International Terrorism Forbidden 
No state may afford support to a person or group engaged or 
preparing to engage in acts of international terrorism. 

Article 9 Due Diligence Required 
A state is legally obliged to exercise due diligence to prevent the 
commission of acts of international terrorism within its jurisdic
tion. 

Article 10 International Communication and Transportation of 
Universal Legal Concern 
Acts of international terrorism directed against the means of 
international transportation which by treaty or international 
practice are open to international traffic, are of legal interest to 
all states. No state may legally refuse to participate in measures 
to safeguard those means from acts of international terrorism on 
the ground of lack of legal interest. 
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Article II Organs of Communication and Diplomatic and 
Consular Establishments of Universal Legal Concern 
Acts of international terrorism directed against official organs of 
communication, including diplomatic and consular establish
ments, special missions, and the people engaged in maintaining 
them, are of legal interest to all states. No state may legally 
refuse to participate in measures to safeguard those organs and 
people from acts of international terrorism on the ground of lack 
of legal interest. 

Article 12 Specially Dangerous or Poisonous Materials of 
Universal Legal Concern 
Acts of international terrorism involving the possession, diver
sion or use of specially dangerous or poisonous materials con
trary to applicable national law or treaty, particularly nuclear 
materials, psychotropic drugs, and any materials made the sub
ject of the 1972 Convention on the Development, Production and 
Stockpiling of Bacteriological (Biological) and Toxin Weapons 
and on their Destruction, are of legal concern to all states. No 
state may refuse to participate in measures to safeguard sllch 
materials on the ground of lack of legal interest. 

Article 13 State of Responsibility 
Breach of any of these rules entails state responsibility. 

Article 14 Continuity of General Legal Obligations 
The existence of international agreements under which mles 
parallel to these are enunciated, or specific obligations under
taken by the parties to take action to implement some of these 
obligations, does not imply the weakening of any obligations 
resting on general international law either for the parties to any 
of these agreements or for non-parties, unless specifically so 
provided among the parties to such an agreement. 

Requests the Secretary-General of the International Law As
sociation to transmit the Report of the Committee on Interna
tional Terrorism to the Secretary-General of the United Nations 
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for further distribution to the delegations of all countries repre
sented in the United Nations. 

[Requests the Committee on International Terrorism to draft 
an instrument embodying detailed rules based upon this state
ment contained in the Report of the Committee as approved and 
adopted here, for eventual adoption in binding form by states or 
for other use in international correspondence and by concerned 
international tribunals in cases of international terrorism.] 

31 January 1984 

Senator DENTON. Thank you, Professor Murphy. That was very 
useful. 

Mr. Jenkins. 

STATEMENT OF BRIAN JENKINS, RAND CORP. 

Mr. JENKINS. Thank you. 
In the interest of time, I shall only emphasize a few points made 

in an article which earlier appeared in an issue of Armed Forces 
Journal, and ask that the text of that article be included in the 
record. 

Senator DENTON. Without objection, it is so ordered. 
[The material referred to follows:] 
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The US Response 
to Terrorism: 

A Policy Dilemma 
by Brian Michael Jenkins 

I na speech he made in February. Sec
retary of State George Shultz said. 
"International terrorism has rapidly 

become one of the gravest challenges to 
American interests around the world. In the 
Middle East. In Latin America, and in 
Western Europe. we have suffered heavy 
cnsualties, and the thrent has not dimin
ished!" 

Most Joumol readers arr- familiar with 
the Secretary of Slate's speech in Nc\\o' 
York last fall when he warned th.t in re
sponse to further stale-sponsored terrorist 
attacks_ the US might be compelled to re
sort to military force. This action, he 
warned. might ha.ve 10 be taken hOOforc 
each and every fact is known or on evi
dence that would not stand up in an Amer
ican coun." He further warned that such 
military action could result in casualties 
among American Service personnel and, 
potentially. among civilians. 

This article will review the recent trends 
that have provoked such tl. statement. brief 
Iy speculate about the future coUrse after
rorism. and then return to some of the fJ{,Ii
cy problems that the US faces. 

In reviewing the history of terrorism 
over the last 15 years. one immediately 
confronts a paradox: Despite the i'ncre.nsing 
effectiveness of governments in combating 
terrorists. the 101a1 volume of terrorism has 
increased. 

Ill-prepared and uncenain how to con
front the terrorist threat in fhe carly 1970s, 
governments have become more rigorous 
and more effective in combating ten'Orist 
elements. Fewer governments are as in
clined as they were 10 ye:lTs ago to release 
captured terrorists simply to avoid further 
terrorist allacks. Most governments have 
adopted policies of "no concessions, no 
negotiations" in dealing with hostage situa· 
tions. 

Physical security around the likely 
targets of terrorist altacks has increased. It 
is more difncult now, although still possi
ble, to smuggle weapons aboard airliners. 
Embassies are becoming virtual fortresses. 
Diplomats and top executives oflen travel 
in armored limousines with anned body. 
guards. The collection and analysis of jn~ 
telligcnce has improved. AI the same time, 
behavioral research has increased our 
knowledge of the terrorists' mind-set, al· 
though this remains a "dark continent" in 
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our overall mapping of the terrorist phe
nomenon. 

Governments havc skillfully used can· 
ditional pardons or amnesties to induce al 
least some terrorists to provide information 
about their comrades at large. International 
cooperation, although it leaves much to be 
dcsired, has progressed. As a result ofthcsc 
achievements, thousands ofterrorisls arc in 
jail worldwide. Some groups have been 
virtually destroyed. Other.; are harassed by 
authorities and nre beginning to show the 
struins of a long Mruggle. 

Terrorists continue to search for new 
constituencies. Groups in Western Europe 
currently sec possible support in llntinuc~ 
lear, anti-NATO sentiments. In the ab· 
sence of success. the utility of terrorist tac· 
tics is debated. Some terrorists. in despair. 
have dropped oul, Others have defected. 
Those in prison write manifestos, proltcly· 
tize among other prisoners. go on hunger 
strikes, and continue their struggle. 

As a result of their own succes!l. govern
ments now face new problems. They fear 
that terrorists in prison may create a new 
generation of terrorists. or at least politi .. 
cized criminals. Many terrorists jailed ill 
the early Seventies nrc nearing the end of 
their sentences; some remain committed to 
the struggle. Will they go back into terror
ism upon their release? 

Despite the undeniable success of 
governments. the total volume of interna
tional terrorism increases. It is an irregular 
line with peak' and valleys. but the 
trajectory is clearly upward. Terrorism is 
not only increasing in volume, but is get .. 
ting bloodier. Since 1977. the number of 
inlcmationalterrorist incidents resulting in 
fatalities has increased each year. That ter
rorists seem to be less and less reluctant to 
inflict casualties is evidenced by the grow
ing number of large-senle, indiscriminate 
attacks. Part of this increase in the 1980, 
can be altributed to the high level of vio~ 
Ie nee in Lebanon, but even :mbtracling 
Lebanon from the tolal leaves a rismg toll 
or terrorist mayhem. 

Why has tt'rrorism escalated? There are 
mnny reasons: 
• As in war, the long terrorist struggle has 
brutalized the panicipanls, some of whom 
h.ve been in the field for over /0 years • 
• Terrorists can no longer achieve the same 
shock efreet or obm;n the same publicity 
with the same tactics they used 10 years 
ago. Staying in the headlines requires acts 
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of greater violence. 
• Terrorists have become technically more 
proficient. 
• The composition of terrorist groups has 
changed overtime. We know now that each 
escalation in violence. provokes debate and 
some dissension within terrorist ranks. 
Those who have the. most doubts drop out, 
dcrcct. orure shoved aside by more ruthless 
men. Eventually. the killers dominate. 
• An important element in Ihe Middle East 
is the religious factor. As we have seen, 
certain extreme sects believe that the sane· 
tion of God permits aclS or great destruc
tion and self·destruction. 

Terrorists operate with a limited reper
toire. Six basic Jactics account for 95% of 
alltcrrorist attacks: bombings. which alone 
account for half of all terrorist incidents: 
assassinations; armed assaults; kidnap
pingsj hijackings; and barricade and hos
tage situations, Terrorists tend 10 be more 
imitative than innovative. but there have 
been a few changes. 

Barricade and hostage situations, 
primarily in the fonn of embassy seizures, 
a rushionable terrorist tactic in the 1970s, 
have declined in the I 980s. Among the 
reasons for this: 
o Heavier security has made embassy 
takeovers more difficult. 
o Governments have become more resis
tant to the demands of terrorists holding 
hostages. A 1980 Rand Corporation study 
of embassy takeovers in the 19705 showed 
that the likelihood or terrorists having their 
demands met dropped by nearly 50% in the 
second half of the decade. 
• As governments incrc:lsingly used farce 
rather than concessions to end hOMage epi· 
sodes, the danger to the terrorists in
creased. In the early 1970s. most terrorist 
hostage-takers got away. By 1980. half the 
terrorists who took over embassies were 
killed or captured. 

But wh:le embassy seizures declined, 
attacks on embassies and diplomats in
creased, primarily in the fonn ofassBssinn· 
lions and bombings. As terrorist bombs 
grew in size, terrorists faced 11 delivery 
problem. Their sol~don to it was 10 put the 
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bomb on wheels and drive it 10. Of, if the 
driver waS suicidal. drive it into the rarget. 

A growing number of governments 
themselves arc using terrorist Inetics. 
employing terrorist groups, or exploiting 
terrorist incidents as a mode of surrogate 
warfare. These governments SCe in ferror
ism a useful capability, a "weapons sys
tem," a cheap means of waging war. Ter
rorists fiU a need. Modern conventional 
war is increasingly impradical. It is too 
destructive. It is 100 expensive, World and 
sometimes domestic opinion imposes con
straints. Terrorism offers a possible alter
native to open armed conflicl. For some 
nalions unable to mount a conventional 
military challenge, terrorism is an 
"'equalizer." 

As we began to perceive 10 years ago, 
we may be on the threshold of an er,J, of 
armed conflict in which limited con· 
ventional warfare, classic guerrilla war
fare. and international terrorism will cuex.· 
ist, with both government and subnational 
entities employing them-as well as being 
required to combat Ihem-individuallY, in
terchaugeably, Sctlucnti&Uy, Or simulta
neously, 

Warfare in the future may be less 
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destructive than in the first half of the 
Twentieth Century, but also less cohc:'ent. 
Warfurc may cease to be (inite. The distinc
tion between war and peace may dissolve. 
Given these devc!opments, anned connict 
will ,]101 be confined by national frontiers. 
Local belligerents will mobilize foreign 
patrons. Terrorists will attack foreign 
targets both at home and abroad. The US 
win have '0 develop capabilities to dei!.l 
with all three modes of anned conflict. 

Growing state-sponsorship of terrorism 
has serious consequences. It pUIS more re
sources in the hands of the terrorists: 
money, sophisticated munitions, in~ 
telligence, and tcchnica1 expertise. It also 
retluces the conslraints on them, pcnnitting 
thcm to contemplate large-scale opel"ddons 
without worrying so much about alienating 
pcrcetved constl\uen\s or prol/oking public 
backlash. 

One can see Ihe consequences by 
comparing the actions of slate.sponsored 
groups with those groups that receive Uttlc 
or no slale support: 
• The state-sponsored groups arc eight 
times more lethal. 
• They range wider in their operations. 
• Without the need to lina-nee themselves 
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through bank ro~bcrie.{ or kidnappings. 
liteal weapons from arsenals, or carry Qui 
operations just (0 maintain group cohesion, 
state·sponsored groups operate Jess 
frequently. 
• Because their financial needs arc met by 
a government, they attack business targets 
less frequently. 
• They attack Americans about as 
frequently as gtOups having tittle state sup
port. 

lfwf. simply average what we have secn 
during the last four years, then during the 
next four years. without projecting any 
escalation I we may anticipate sever.1I hun
dred lerrorist atlacks against US citizens 
and facilities abroad. Thirty to 40 of these 
will likely result in f .. alities. 

Four to eight of them will likely have 
major consequences ilt that they will in
volve: 
• significant loss of American lives. or the 
threat of significant loss of life! 
• intemational crisis; 
• hard policy choices; and 
• consequences beyond the immediate 
event. 
If recent trends arc projected. the situation 
could be worse. 

The Impact of Beirut 
on International 

Terrorism 

yri.r 

NOTE tilat scales dlrrer on IJII charts. 
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A Comparison of State·Sponsored Ten'orism 
with Ordinary Terrorism 
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In combating terrorism. we operate in a 
difficult international environment. Five 
countries are on the receiving end of half of 
all international terrorist attacks: the US, 
France. Israel, the United Kingdom, and 
Turkey, Ten countries bear the brunt of 
three-quarters of all international terror
ism. Thus not all countries feci as 
threatened by terrorism as we do or share 
our sense of urgency about the problem. 

Nor do all countries agree on the defini
tion or the i1lesHimacy of terrorist tactics. 
Indeed, there has been an insidious trend 
toward legitimizing terrorism. This can be 
seen in the definitions of terrorism offered 
in international forums and in the efforts to 
extend the rights accorded to privileged 
combatants by the Geneva Conventions on 
war to irregulars who may not be obliged to 
separate or distinguish themselves from the 
civilian population. 

In the US, it has been difficult to susmin 
government programs against terrorism al· 
though the October 23. 1983 bombing of 
the US Marine Corps headquarters in 
Beirut changed that somewhat. US govern
ment interest in the problem tends to be 
spasmodic, driven by infrequent spectacu
lar episodes. In between, the issue sinks on 
government agendas. 

In combating terrorism abroad, the US 
faces a two-fold problem. On the one hand, 
it confronts what has by now become 
"ordinary" terrorism. It is a diverse threat. 
A multitude of terrorist groups, for various 
reasons, have attacked US targets in 72 
countries since 1968. The location of the 
principal threat shifts with time, roughly 
reflecting the course of political violence in 
the world. This lIordinary" terrorism has 
little impact on US policy. Local govern
ments where these attacks have occurred 
tend to be cooperating in protecting for.::ign 
nationals and have vigorously pursued 10· 
cal terrorists. In dealing with this type of 
terrorism. the US response is primarily de
fensive. 

State.sponsored terrorism poses a differ
eM problem. Here the US confronts a cam
paign or terrorism instigated and directed 
by a handful of state sponsors, con
centrated now in the Middle East, but 
which could include others in the future. It 
is a much deadlier violence and potentially 
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can have much greater impact on US policy 
in the manner of the Beirut bombing. For 
economic and political reasons, US allies 
often are reluctant to join Ihis battle. 

In eithercase,the US has to think about 
how it can develop and articulate a doctrine 
of the "best achievable security," realizing 
that in tooay's world of political violence 
and "grey-area" warfare, it is necessary to 
accept some risks. and that every terrorist 
success does not represent a failure of the 
US government. 

Will the US employ force to preempt or 
retaliate for terrorist attacks? It has de· 
dared that it will, but political, operation
al, and institutional constraints limit her 

Terrorists can no longer 
achieve the same shock 
eff-'ct or obtain the same 
p, ,,!iclty with the same 

tactics they used 10 years 
ago. Staying in the 

headlines requires acts of 
greater violence. 

force options. That poses a dilemma: State
sponsored terrorist attacks are likely to can· 
tinue; lack of action to back up US words 
will increase perceptions of US impotence. 

Some have suggested Ihat the US follow 
a policy similar to Israel's. Afterall, Israel 
has dealt with this problem for years, 
frequently with force. But there arc some 
significant differences between Israel and 
the US. Israel considers itse1f at war; 
technically it is still at war with some of the 
Arab countries that surround it. The US 
does not consider itself at war. Reprisal is 
an integral part of Israeli military doctrine 
and practice; it is not pan of the US'. 
Israel's terrorist adversaries and their state 
sponsors are adjacent to Israel's frontier. 
The Mid~lo East is at the end of the US· 
reach. Israel's public has generally sup
ported, even demanded, strong military ac
tion against terrorists. 

Fortunately, foreign terrorists have not 
carried out attacks in the United States. 
American public support for some kind of 

zction is strong in the immediate wake of a 
major ter~orist incident, but it quickly 
evaporates. It is not apparent that there is a 
sustained consensus in the US in favor of a 
military response to terrorism. Finally, 
Israel more easily tolerates world con
demnation than docs the US. 

In any case. the effects of Israeli policy 
are debatable. Israel did succeed in dis· 
suading first Egypt. then Iordan and Syria 
from allowing terrorists to launch attacks 
from their territory. On the other hand, 
Israel's policy certainly has not stopped 
terrorist attacks against Israel. 

Others in the US government are reluc
tant to follow I~rael's pattern of reprisal. In 
our society, before we can employ military 
force. we must have proof of blame and be 
prepared to divulge it. Whatever we do 
must be legal under intemationallaw. Sec
retary of Defense Caspar Weinberger has 
outlined publicly certain considerati.ons up· 
plicable to the use of military force: 
o The force must be timely. 
• It must be appropriate. 
• It must havepublie support. 
• It ml;lst have a high probability of suc~ 
cess. 
• It should be used only as a last resort. 

While one cannot argue with any of these 
considerations individually, collectively, 
they would make it very difficult to get a 
green light for any opemtion. 

Some elements in the US military hierar
chy have traditionally been unenthusiastic 
about low·level conflict, and with some 
justification view the armed forces as a 
poor instrument for combating terrorism
one fraught with operational and in
stitutional risks. 

The Middle East, where the problem of 
state~sponsored terrorism happens now to 
be centered. poses special challenges. 
Apart from Israel and Turkey, attitudes of 
the local governments range from cautious~ 
Iy cooperative to outright hostile, and ex· 
cept for Turkey, we have no fixed bases. 
Our allies' dependence on Mideast oil im
poses constraints. There is the problem of 
the proximity and influence of the Soviet 
Union, which has a strong interest in the 
Middle East. Syria, a suspected sponsor of 
terrorist attacks directed against the US. is 
a formidable mililal)' power: it is also the 
Soviet Union's chief client in the region. 
Beyond support for Israel, there is little 
understanding or consensus on US policy. 
Regrettably, this is true not only of the 
Middle East, but of US involvement in 
many third-world conflicts-for example, 
in Central America. 

What would be the objectives of reprisal 
operations? The first would be to reduce the 
terrorists' or their state sponsors' capabili· 
ties to continue their terrorist campaign, 
but this is very difficult to do. Terrorist 
operations require only a handful of 
people-recruited from a large reservoir. 
They don't need much in the way of in
frastructure. To destroy a state's capabili
ties to wage a war of terrorism would re
quire more damage than the US may be 
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willing to. inflict. 
Can the US kill the policy? That is, can 

the US persuade the state sponsors to de
sist? Given the fanatical leadership in 
Teheran, US frustrdtion in dealing with the 
Iranian government during the hostage epi
sode, and the unpredictability of Libya's 
Qaddafi, it is problematical whether the US 
can persuade the soonsoring countries in 
the Middle East .10 do or not do anything. 

By demonstrating that sponsoring terror
ism will bring mililary reprisal, can the US 
discourage other states from adopting ter
rorism as a mode of conflict? Possibly. Can 
the US demonstrate that it is not impotent? 
Probably. Can the US satisfy d<,>mestic, de
mand for action? Certainly, but, by itself, 
satisfying dome'tic opinion ought not suf
fice as an obi,.~tjve of military action. 
However, coniin~cd acts of provocation 
without any US response could make pres
sure irresistible even if the military re
sponses were ill-considered. 

If the US decides to use military force in 
response to state-sponsored lerrorism, 
whom docs il hit? Whal aboul going after 
the group? The principal advantage of 
directing operations against non-stale 
aClors is the direct connection. They allacK 
you; you attack them. That makes il easy to 
justify. There are also fewer politicalliabi
lilies involved in allacking terrorist groups 
than in allacking governments, and probab
ly less objections from allies. 

The principalrlisadvantages of going af
ter a terrorist group are: the paucity of sig
nificant targets-targets that are destroyed 
can be easily reconstituted; the high risk of 
visible mission failure and consequently 
the risk of American casualties or POWs; 
the risk of civilian casualties; and the aClion 
may have little effect on the state sponsors. 

Reprisal operations against state spon
sors presenl a different array of advantages 
and disadvantages. On the plus side, states 
offer a wider range of vulnerable targets. In 
attacking slate targets, the US might be 
able to more easily avoid civilian casualties 
than in going after terrorists, and it can 
impose costs thai are more likely to affect 
decision-making. On the minus side, some 
proof of connection between the terrorisl 
perpetrator and the state sponsor is needed 
to justify the operalion; attacking states in
curS greater political liabilities; and there is 
the risk of escalation. 

A look at the problem country-by
country, fOCUSing on those three most 
frequently mentioned as sponsors of terror
ism, reveals an array of risks: 
• The principal risk in the case of military 
action directed against Syria is that coun
try's defenses and, as a result, the high risk 
of American casualties and POWs, as waS 
learned in November 1983 when a US 
Navy flyer was shot down and captured. 
• Iran presenls less formidable defenses, 
bUI it is more difficult for the US to reach 
targets throughout the counlry with air 
power. 
• In Libya, the principal problem is the 
presence of American and friendly nation-
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als, which could cause our allies to oppose 
or denounce military operations direcled 
against Libya. Qaddafi has already demon
strated his Willingness to create "hostage" 
situations in dealing with Germany and the 
United Kingdom. 

Taking no action becomes America's 
chosen option by default, but doing nothing 
is flat without periL If there are no costs at 
all imposed on the terrorists or their Slate 
sponsors, they certainly have no incentive 
to quit. US credibility will further erode. 
Faced with the possibility of terrorist 
threat, our friends will be reluctanlto open
ly ally themselves with our objeclives, 
while our adversaries may be encouraged 
to employ lerrorism as a mode of warfare. 
This is, perhaps, the biggest danger. It is a 
type of warfare to w.hich the US has diffi
culty responding. 

Some conclusions which can be drawn 
from all this include: 
• The US must construct and be prepared 
to divulge its case against terrorists ~r.ct 
their state sponsors. 
• Obviously, US foree options are limited. 
America needs to strengthen its special r,p
erations capabilities. 
• The US response should not be strictly 
limiled to military operations. It needs 10 
think about combinations of non-military 
meaSUres and force. 
• The US needs to improve its machinery 
for planning and orchestrating a campaign 

The US needs to improve 
its machinery for planning 

and orchestrating a 
campaign against 

state-sponsored terrorism. 
The US has the 

components, each with its 
own specific responsibilities 
and expertise, but who puts 
the whole thing together? 

against stale-sponsored terrorism. The US 
has the components, each with its own spe
cific responsibilities and expertise, but who 
puts the whole thing together? 
• The US must at all costs avoid the blow
for-blow response pattern which the 
Israelis fell into. They say it only con
ditioned terrorists to anticipate reprisal 
operations; it did not deter them. When it 
comes to the employment of US military 
force in the Middle East, the US may have 

.only one or two shots. The desire should 
not be to get even, but to avoid the need for 
further operations. 
• Finally, the US has to realize Ihat the 
effects of force in this area are unpredict
able, and it should not overestimate the 
gain. Intemational terrorism will continue. 
How the US will respond to this problem 
remains one of the major challenges of 
American foreign policy today. • '* • 
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Mr. JENKINS. In combatting terrorism abroad, the United States 
faces a twofold problem. On the one hand, it confronts what has 
unfortunately by now become ordinary terrorism. This is a diverse 
threat. A multitude of terrorist groups for various reasons have at
tacked U.S. targets in 72 countries since 1968, and in dealing with 
this type of terrorism the U.S. response is primarily defensive. 

State-sponsored terrorism poses a different problem. Here the 
United States confronts a campaign of terrorism instigated and di
rected by a handful of state sponsors, concentrated now in the 
Middle East. It is a much deadlier violence and potentially can 
have much greater impact on U.S. policy, in the manner of the 
Beirut bombing. 

Here, defensive measures may not be enough. The United States 
has declared that it will employ force to preempt or retaliate for 
terrorist attacks, but political, operational, and institutional con
straints limit our force options. That poses a dilemma. 

State-sponsored terrorist attacks are likely to continue. Lack of 
action to back up U.s. words will increase perceptions of U.S. impo
tence. Some have suggested that the United States follow a policy 
similar to Israel's, but there are some significant differences be
tween Israel and the United States. 

Israel considers itself at war. The United States does not. Repris
al is an integral part of Israeli military doctrine and practice. It is 
not part of U.S. doctrine. Israel's terrorist adversaries and their 
state sponsors are adjacent to Israel's frontier. The Middle East is 
at the edge of our military reach. 

Israel's public has generally supported, even demanded strong 
military action against terrorists. It is not apparent that there is a 
sustained consensus in the United States in favor of a military re
sponse to terrorism, and in any case the effects of the Israeli policy 
are debatable. 

Others in U.S. Government are reluctant to follow Israel's pat
tern of reprisal. In our society, before we can employ military 
force, we must have proof of blame and be prepared to divulge it. It 
must be legal under international law. The force must be timely. It 
must be appropriate. It must have public support. It must have a 
high probability of success. It should be used only as a last resort. 

While one cannot argue with any of these considerations individ
ually, collectively they make it very difficult to get a green light 
for any operation. What would be the objectives of reprisal oper
ations? 

The first would be to reduce the terrorists' or their state spon
sors' capabilities to continue their terrorist campaign, but this is 
very difficult to do. Terrorist operations require only a handful of 
people recruited from a large reservoir. They do not need much in 
the way of infrastructure. 

Can the United States persuade the state sponsors to desist? 
Given the nature of the leadership we confront, that is problemati
cal. By demonstrating that sponsoring terrorism will bring military 
reprisal, can the United States discourage other states from adopt
ing terrorism as a mode of conflict? Possibly. 

Can the United States demonstrate that it is not impotent? Prob
ably. Can the United States satisfy domestic demand for action? 
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Certainly, but by itself this ought not to suffice as an objective of 
military action. 

If the United States decides to use military force in response to 
state-sponsored terrorism, whom does it hit? The principal advan
tage of directing operations against the terrorists themselves is the 
direct connection. They attack you. You attack them. That makes 
it easy to justify. 

The principal disadvantages of going after a terrorist group are 
the paucity of significant targets and the risk of civilian casualties. 
Reprisal operations against state sponsors present a different array 
of advantages and disadvantages. 

On the plus side, states offer a wider range of vulnerable targets. 
In attacking state targets, the United States might be able to more 
easily avoid civilian casualties than in going after terrorists, and it 
can impose costs that are more likely to affect decisionmaking. 

On the minus side, some proof of connection between. the terror
ist perpetrator and the state sponsor is needed to justify the oper
ation. Attacking states incurs greater political liabilities, and there 
is risk of escalation. 

The paucity of military options pushes us in the direction of 
covert action. However, in my view, although covert operations 
may be necessary under extraordinary circumstances, if the United 
States is obliged to use force in response to terrorism, it ought to 
do so with the legitimately constituted Armed Forces of this coun
try, openly, with an unambiguous message as to who is responsible 
and why we are doing it. 

There are moral considerations for this. There are legal con
straints. In addition, there are practical reasons. It is simply not to 
our advantage to enter a contest in a manner that gives OUr oppo
nent the advantages. We are exposed and vulnerable to his attacks 
while he remains difficult to identify and locate. 

We will debate each action while our opponent will not hesitate. 
We will be concerned about harming innocent bystanders. He will 
not hesitate to attack civilian targets. 

Finally, if our long range goal is to dissuade other countries from 
adopting terrorist tactics as a mode of surrogate warfare, we do not 
further it by blurring the distinctions between legitimate armed 
conflict and international terrorism, 

Senator DENTON. That, too, was very helpful, Mr. Jenkins. We 
will take the distinctions of Mr. Murphy. There really are more 
ambiguities, perhaps, than those you brought out. You mentioned 
the difference between definitions of terrorism and you point out 
the extremely important political exception which should be made 
if we are going to undertake to pass something like the Specter 
amendment. 

Are you that familiar with what Senator Specter is about to pro
pose or has proposed making international terrorism a crime? 

Mr. MURPHY. I am not that familiar with it. I knew that he was 
concerned about this and that he might be introducing legislation, 
but I am not familiar with the text. 

Senator DENTON. I personally have no problem with any of your 
recommendations. I believe all of them are worthy. From the point 
of view that I have, with such degree of knowledge as I have on 
this subject, they all seem worthy of pursuit. 

L ______ _ 
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Right now, it is appalling that any international terrorist, like 
Carlos, can walk through Canada. If he has not committed crimes 
in Canada, he has committed crimes in lots of other places. It 
seems to me that the systematic approach you have, which is sort 
of a package of laws, would just about handle the situation. 

I do not see a flaw to it. I will pursue that. I hope you will keep 
in contact with us and give us the benefit of your ongoing develop
ment of thought. 

Let me see. You say terrorism is a term of uncertain legal con
tent, and I agree; and that it should be distinguished between that 
which is undertaken in combat and that which is not; that terror
ism in your belief is something that usually takes place against ci
vilians. It can take place against civilians in a way, though, by de
stroying property which is of importance to civilians, like power 
lines, reservoirs, and that sort of thing. You would include that? 

Mr. MURPHY. Yes. I might mention, Mr. Chairman, that in many 
ways I would agree with former Judge Baxter that we would be 
better off if we could eliminate the term ICterrorism" as an opera
tive concept, because I think it creates more confusion than it 
helps. But, unfortunately, we are stuck with it. 

Senator DENTON. It is a tremendous semantic problem. We often 
talk about it in terms of "Terrorism" with a capital "T" and ICter
rorism" with a small "t." 

Would you consider terrorism conducted in uniform-that is, 
would you consider military operations conducted by men in uni
form against, say, installations, the loss of which would embarrass 
or inconvenience or even cause major problems to civilians, for a 
political impact-how would you identify that? Would you say that 
is terrorism or not, with a capital ICT"? 

Mr. MURPHY. I think I would view that as one of the situations 
where it does not help very much to talk about terrorism. I believe 
the kind of situation that you have posed is really one of military 
judgment and value judgment. It is a question of military necessity, 
military targets, versus unnecessary suffering, a question that 
arises all the time in the law of armed conflict, and a very difficult 
decision that military officials have to make. 

Depending upon the importance of the target and the need to 
strike it, one may decide to strike it despite some civilian injuries, 
or one may decide that the balance tips in favor of nonaction be
cause of the civilian loss. 

Senator DENTON. I have had trouble trying to express that ter
rorism, having been active, can become passive intimidation, such 
as-just for an example, which some may disagree with-Nicara
gua has undertaken certain militaristic or terroristic, depending on 
how we would define it, operations in and around Costa Rica, 
which are intended to intimidate that government and those 
people. 

Somewhere in there, even if they are in uniform, there should be 
some way-as you say, maybe the word ICterroristic" is not it. "In
timidation" seems to be the one noun that to me is common to ter.
roristic acts. 

Mr. MURPHY. Again, Mr. Chairman, I think that terrorism is not 
a useful concept as applied to that situation. This is not to say that 
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this situation is not covered from a legal perspective, that it is not 
covered by a variety of legal documents. 

There is the U.N. General Assembly resolution, for example, that 
prohibits a state from sponsoring armed subversion in other coun
tries. This is what we are talking about. We are talking about in
timidation. 

The use of force against military or civilian officials of another 
country may violate a variety of international law norms. But I 
think this situation is more usefully analyzed under the law of 
armed conflict than by bringing it into the greatly overloaded area 
of terrorism. 

What has happened is that terrorism as a generic term has 
become so overloaded that it simply has gotten in the way of effec
tive analysis, and then of proposals on what we do about terrorism, 
either by way of policy or legal reform. 

Senator DENTON. Have you or do you propose to undertake a se
mantic breakdown of the term into sub-meanings, so that we can 
be more specific, like the French, and more precise in expressing 
what we mean, what we are dealing with? 

Mr. MURPHY. Yes, although with some trepidation. In fact, I am 
under contract with the American Bar Association to do a study of 
state support of violence, which would include terrorism within its 
compass. I will attempt to make those very difficult and fine dis
tinctions in the course of that study. 

Senator DENTON. I would certainly like to stay up with that. 
Your distinction between reprisals, if I understand it correctly, is 

against terrorists as nonstate-sponsored groups and as state-spon
sored groups. In the former they are relatively small targets. To 
get at them, with the attendant loss of innocent life, would be diffi
cult. 

But in the latter case of state-sponsored groups, you believe it 
would be more thinkable to use reprisal against a state. 

In some sense that would be more, let us say, liberal or permis
sive than against individual terrorist groups, nonstate sponsored, is 
that correct? 

Mr. MURPHY. Yes; Mr. Chairman. 
I think Brian Jenkins made the point that if we decide-and per

haps we have already decided-that in the case of Colonel Qadhafi 
there is substantial state support of terrorists, then we really ought 
to direct any kind of measures, whether they be peaceful discus
sions, economic sanctions, or armed force, against the Qadhafi gov
ernment. 

The question of the use of armed force is the most difficult in 
legal terms, because the U.N. Charter outlaws, at least under one 
reading, reprisals as compared to self defense. Now, where you 
draw the line between self defense and reprisals is another ques
tion that lawyers disagree on. 

But in my opinion the actions should be directed against those 
states that are identified as supporting terrorism. And I think the 
world community has simply abdicated its responsibility in this re
spect, even by way of meaningful economic sanctions. 

Senator DENTON. To follow you further on reprisals against 
states which are or in the future are perhaps labeled as terrorists, 
you then say that the reprisals should be, if I did not misstate your 
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view should be undertaken openly, by the regular Armed Forces of 
the United States; and that you would tend to disapprove of covert
ly supporting non-U.s. units which already are in existence. 

You would not want to use them covertly, even if we made public 
the fact that we did use them. They are not American armed 
forces. Let us take that question. It is overt, but it is use of othel," 
forces than American Armed Forces. You do have a big hangup 
against that? 

Mr. MURPHY. Well, r should state that I am not sure I have 
gotten to the point yet-but, let us assume--

Senator DENTON. Well, let us say there were people around Libya 
who were not American, but who could be retained by the United 
States to undertake a reprisal against a major action which was 
against U.S. interests. 

Would you feel that it was wrong, legally or morally, to an
nounce, after the fa.ct perhaps, that you had sponsored a group that 
was not American to undertake a reprisal in that sovereign coun
try? 

Mr. MURPHY. Well, assuming we get to the point-and this is a 
big assumption-where a decision is made that is sound, both in 
terms of law and policy, to use armed force against a government 
because of its support of violence or terrorism, whatever one wishes 
to call it, then I think one could probably justify in law and per
haps in policy the use of foreign agents. 

I suspect, however, that under those circumstances we would be 
better off using the Armed Forces of the V nited States. Recent his
tory indicates that so-called covert action is not going to stay covert 
very long. . 

If the use of military force can be justified under law and policy, 
I believe that U.S. Armed Forces should be used, and ideally in 
conjunction with the armed forces of other countries. 

Senator DENTON. Mr. Jenkins, what about your view of the deal
ings, confirmed by the State Department, with the PLO to rein
force our security at an embassy? What about getting into that 
shady area? What would be your opinion? 

Mr. JENKINS. If I might, with your permission, I would first add a 
comment to the previous question with regard to the preference for 
the use of V.S. Armed Forces as opposed to covert operatives in 
terms of applying force. If a country has made the decision to apply 
military force-military force means violence, it means destruction, 
it means the loss of lives-it may be legal to use other operatives, 
to finance other people to do that, but I do not think it is in our 
interest to do it that way. 

If we are applying violence, then I would like it to be carried out 
by people under our command, soldiers who are under our regula
tions, whose behavior we are responsible for, and to have them 
carry it out in such a way that there is no ambiguity about the re
sponsibility of this. 

And of course, when we talk about covert action, the only advan
tage of covert action is deniability. I see no reason, if we are going 
to use force, why we would want to deny it. If we have the case to 
make to use it, then let us do it. Also, that moves the response out 
of the realm of back-street warfare, a kind of grey area warfare, 



405 

and moves it out into the open where, quite frankly, if we face this 
as a new kind of war, we ought to deal with it in that way. 

It is to our advantage to have it take place in that kind of envi
ronment, with that kind of discussion about it, and with those 
kinds of messages. I feel very strongly about that. Obviously, you 
can never say never. You cannot exclude every conceivable circum
stance in which you might resort to covert activity. But in this par
ticular case, I do not think covert activity is in our interest. 

With regard to your specific question about the PLO, I am not 
entirely certain exactly what was the nature of that relationship. It 
is a fact that during periods of the continuing political turmoil in 
Lebanon, the civil war, with various factions fighting, there were 
Palestinians who were in control of parts of the city, just as today 
in Beirut there are Shi'ites in control of parts of the city, and so on. 

And in the absence of a host government or the absence of that 
host government's capabilities to fulfill its obligations as a host and 
protect embassies, the idea of being compelled by necessity to deal, 
albeit perhaps informally, with some faction who has de facto geo
graphical control over a piece of terrain is neither unprecedented 
nor, given the circumstances, necessarily reprehensible, and in my 
view would not generally violate U.S. policy with regard to dealing 
with a particular organization. 

In fact, there have been many circumstances in terms of using 
people as intermediaries and negotiating hostage situations or deal
ing with countries in a state of civil war, in which U.s. Govern
ment agents unofficially have had contacts and discussions and 
have attempted to use various participants in those struggles to ad
vance or to protect U.S. interests. 

Senator DENTON. For the purposes of this oral hearing, would 
you care to select from the Armed Forces Journal article,. which 
you asked to be included in the record, the more important criti
cisms you have of Mr. Weinberger's criteria for the use of military 
force against terrorism, which would make it, according to you, dif
ficult to get a green light for any operation? 

Mr. JENKINS. Please understand that this is not a direct criticism 
of Mr. Weinberger. I think all of those points he raises about legali
ty, about concern for feasibility, about concern for the conse
quences are valid considerations that our Government, not simply 
the Department of Defense but everyone in our Government, ought 
to take into account. 

The question is, At what point do they become considerations 
and at what point do these considerations become prerequisites or 
conditions for the employment of military force? In fact, if we took 
that list as an ironclad list and said we must fulfill all of these con
ditions before we can contemplate the use of military force under 
any circumstances in this country, I am not sure we could have 
fought World War II under those circumstances. We sure as hell 
did not have any guarantee of success at the outset of that conflict. 

And so, as considerations they are valid. As prerequisites, they 
cannot stand. 

Senator DENTON. I think you and probably Dr. Murphy can un
derstand that Mr. Weinberger is probably reflecting the military 
establishment's reticence about another situation like Vietnam, an
other situation like the investment of a few thousand marines tri-
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laterally with some other nations, in which we did not or could not 
follow through. 

We all have our different points of view of that, but I am sure 
that is why he is being perceived as the soft guy and Secretary 
Shultz as the hard guy, because Shultz has to deal with absolutes 
in terms of coping with foreign threats to our own interests. 

The Defense Department has to deal with the actual hands-on 
effort to do that and has been through some relatively unfortunate 
experiences. A man can only give his life, and if a number of those 
are given and then the rug is pulled out from under the cause or 
the persistence with which we pursue the cause, it is rather disillu
sioning. And we can break the will of our own armed services if we 
continue with that kind of historic trend. 

I must ask two questions for Senator Lugar. He says he would be 
interested in Mr. Jenkins' assessment of this morning's testimony 
from administration witnesses, reassuring or not. 

Mr. JENKINS. This morning's testimony covered a broad range of 
topics. I wonder if I could ask you, on behalf of Senator Lugar, to 
be a little bit more specific and identify which portion of the wit
nesses' statements? 

Senator DENTON. I imagine that one aspect of it would be the 
sort of attack on the apparent dichotomy between the "policy" 
which was enunciated by the Secretary of State on the one hand 
and the Secretary of Defense on the other, and the allegation that 
the Vice President did not agree with one of those. The disunity 
with respect to the approach toward policy. 

Mr. JENKINS. I understand. To begin with, I must say that in my 
own mind, I do not see a great dichotomy between those two state
ments. On the one hand, to reassert, to reiterate that it is not the 
policy of the United States to kill innocent civilian bystanders, I 
think is an appropriate policy statement, and I doubt that Secre
tary of State Shultz or anybody else in the Government would dis
agree with that. 

At the same time, to recognize that in the application of force
and force is about killing people, it is about destroying things, and 
we ought not try to hide that in any way-that there is a risk, in 
some cases greater, in some cases less, of civilian casualties, is a 
recognition of fact. 

Apart from that statement, it is also a fact that we know there is 
some debate going on in the administration about how appropriate
ly to respond to terrorism, and to state-sponsored terrorism. This 
debate is not confined to Mr. Shultz and Mr. Weinberger. It is a 
debate that is taking place throughout the Government, particular
ly since the bombing of the marine barracks in October 1983. 

I think that debate is entirely appropriate. This is a new chal
lenge. This is an open, democratic government that debates its poli
cies, often pUblicly. This is a fundamental issue before the Ameri
can people, and to me the idea that there is discussion of these 
issues, that there are differences of opinion, that there is public 
debate, is not so much a sign of disarray as a healthy confirmation 
of the democratic society we live in. 

Mr. MURPHY. May I speak to that? 
Senator DENTON. Thank you. 
Yes; how about you, Dr. Murphy? 



407 

Mr. MURPHY. I am glad that question was asked, Senator Denton. 
I think that the testimony this morning did demonstrate-indeed, 
the whole discussion this morning demonstrated-a problem I al
luded to in the very beginning. That is, the necessity for distin
guishing between terrorism and other forms of violence. 

I think it may also demonstrate the need to distinguish between 
the use of armed force by way of defense and the use of armed 
force by way of punishment, reprisal, or retaliation. To go to the 
definitional problem first, it is not very useful to classify the bomb
ing, the suicide attack on the Marine barracks in Lebanon, as an 
act of terrorism. I think this is so because it is really an act of war 
in an armed conflict situation. 

The United States got itself involved in a major armed conflict in 
Lebanon. Now, as to the use of force in that situation, there would 
seem to be no question but that if the United States could have 
learned in some way about the suicide bombing, it could have used 
armed force to blow up the truck even if this might have resulted 
in some civilian injuries. 

It would be acting in self-defense, and the military necessity for 
the act would be overwhelming. Under basic concepts of the law of 
armed conflict, it would seem to be totally justified. 

The more difficult question arises if you want to get the individ
ual or individuals that were responsible. Again, the terrorist act or 
the act of violence, as I would call it, the act of war, was successful 
in the sense it occurred, the damage was done. Now the question is 
how, if at all, do you punish those who were responsible? 

Here, in connection with the use of force, you are talking about 
retaliation. And you get into another difficult distinction between 
the area of international criminal law, treating this as a criminal 
law problem, and the law of armed conflict. 

Ideally, one could deal with this as a nattel' if criminal law and 
procedure, by having the individuals tried. That is not possible, 
however. The question then arises, can you retaliate by the use of 
force against the individual involved? It is very difficult to do so. 

First, there may be a question as to whether this individual 
really was responsible. In a democracy are concerned about proving 
guilt before we impose punishment. 

There is the definitional question of whether this would be an as
sassination or not. And there is, of course, the danger of injuring 
civilians, which I think is demonstrated by the incident in Beirut, 
even assuming that the United States had nothing to do with it. 

So there are some very difficult problems to be resolved here. I 
believe there is still a lack of clarity in thinking in this area Oh the 
part of the administration, and perhaps on the part of others. 

Senator DENTON. Would you agree, the two of you, with the main 
considerations the administration has to address in the security 
field, that they are trying to address this one in a fashion which is 
not grotesquely wrong, but that they should admit, as we admit, 
that we are in the policy formation stage, we are in the under
standing formation stage, and in the consensus formation stage? 

And until we pass that stage and have a nke clip-clip-clip system 
for dealing with this, we should accelerate the study, the discus
sion, and admit that we are in that stage; and yet, at the same 
time not be paralyzed in trying to act in certain circumstances 
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which will require it with such consensus and such policy as we 
have? 

Mr. MURPHY. Absolutely. 
Mr. JENKINS. I would agree with that. I might. be somewhat hss 

optimistic in saying that even with careful study and analysis and 
further discussion, we will arrive at a policy and a set of measures 
which will enable us to, as you put it, click-elick-click, deal with 
the problem. This is a chronic, very difficult problem to deal with. 

Senator DEN'fON. I mean, if the delineation of policy definition of 
it were accepted by everyone in the United States. Even then, I 
agree we would have problems with regard to execution, but we 
would be better off. 

Mr. JENKINS. I understand. We certainly would be better off. 
On the other hand, in thinking back about any other foreign 

policy issue or any other government issue, very seldom does this 
country arrive at policy by careful analysis in advance, a weighing 
of all the options, and a delineation of a clear policy. 

Our policy with regard to terrorism, such as it is, reflects the 
way we do policy on a variety of issues. We react to events; people 
make statements that become a piece of policy. Someone else 
makes a statement in a different set of circumstances; it becomes a 
further part of that policy. And in effect, our policies on any issue 
tend to be an attic storeroom of all of the previous statement and 
actions taken by all of the previous administrations in dealing with 
some set of problems that are believed to be related. 

And terrorism is certainly no different from that muddling 
through, ad hoc policymaking style that this Government has. 

Senator DENTON. Well, I guess that is true, really, of almost any 
democratic country-France, England, ourselves, and so on. 

Senator Lugar has another question: Is it not true that in some 
countries, because of the indigenous forces having more apprecia
tion for the subtleties, in the intelligence sense, that we might well 
have to use them rather than our own Armed Forces in terms of 
some of these actions, retaliation or reprisal or even preemptive 
action? 

In other words, the task of trying to transmit all of that indige
nous knowledge to our people, give them the feel for the thing, get 
them in there, and get them to do it; that I think is the thrust of 
his question. Yes, that is the thrust. ' 

Mr. JENKINS. If I may stretch an historical analogy here a bit, 
when the U.S. Army was engaged in fighting Indians on the fron
tier, we faced problems of our inadequate knowledge of terrain, of 
culture, of the relationships of one tribe to another, and so on, and 
indeed did utilize indigenolls personnel, people drawn from those 
tribes, to assist the U.s. Army in its activities. 

There is nothing that prohibits us from using indigenous person
nel to obtain intelligence, to identify targets, to assist our person
nel in carrying out operations, and even to participate in those op
erations, so long as--and this is a personal view-those indigenous 
personnel would be subject to the same command and control, to 
the same regulations, to abiding by the same rules of warfare and 
rules of engagement that govern the conduct of American soldiers. 

In other words, covert sponsorship of indigenous personnel ought 
not to be a back door for escaping the rules of warfare or the rules 
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of engagement. But neither are we prohibited from utilizing' indige
nous sources to carry out operations. Every war that I can think of 
historically has ample precedents of that. 

Senator DENTON. Mr. Jenkins, considering the difficulty of devel
oping consensus, coherence of action, is it time to break up the de
fense bureaucracy? Is it time to make our overall Director of Cen
tral Intelligence independent from the chief administration of CIA? 

Do we have to give the Secretary of State his own security forces 
to protect U.S. missions overseas? 

Mr. JENKINS. Again, I can only offer a personal and admittedly 
unprepared response to that. There are institutional impediments 
to change, to dealing with new sorts of problems, and one of the 
problems we face with it is that terrorism is not the type of war
fare which our institutions were created to defend the country 
against. Therefore, obviously, meeting a new kind of challenge is 
going to require some reconfiguration of the way we maintain the 
security of American citizens abroad and indeed the security of this 
country. 

At the same time, I tend to be very skeptical of solutions that 
require the radical restructuring of the U.S. Government in order 
to meet one specific problem. We can perhaps identify another 
problem, as was done here yesterday ill the discussion of drug en
forcement, and say this is how we ought to reconfigure the U.s. 
Government to deal more effectively with drug enforcement or the 
interdiction of drugs. And we can look at another problem and say, 
this is how we ought to reconfigure the U.S. Government to deal 
with this other problem. 

We have a tendency, anyway, to reorganize to meet every new 
problem. I do not think that is necessarily a solution here. I think 
some reconfiguration is required. I see no necessity for a prolifera
tion of security forces, independent armies, autonomous antiterror
ist agencies, things of this sort. 

I think we would be better off trying to see how we can do those 
things we know how to do and do best and apply them in a sensible 
fashion to this problem. I come back to the issue of using military 
force against terrorists, and the fact tha.t we are not very good at 
the kinds of fighting terrorists do. We have moral objections to it, 
we have institutional impediments, we have legal constraints, and 
it is not our way of doing things. 

We have no interest, in my view, in reconfiguring ourselves to 
try to do that thing better. But we ought instead to say, How can 
we restructure the problem to apply our force in an effective way? 
If that means we single out state-sponsored terrorism as opposed to 
the individual terrorist, if that means we apply conventional mili
tary power as opposed to covert actions involving shooting or bomb
ing or things of that sort, then so be it. 

It may be in our long-range interest anyway to discourage this 
departure from the conventional forms of conflict and remain in 
the conventional military mode anyway if we are going to use 
force. 

Senator DENTON. Well, I have an institutional bias in favor of 
not reorganizing. The Navy used to have a. saying that the Army 
operates well because of its organization and the Navy operates 
well in spite of its. 
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Reorganization was usually something imposed upon us, and we 
tried to do what we could with what we had by operations orders 
which adapted themselves to the situation. But I'm not sure that 
that institutional bias is correct in this case. 

Let me align myself with you all in asserting that I firmly agree 
with trying to deal with terrorism or with any other threat to our 
interests by some other means than military, by other means than 
violence. That is not only a conclusion of mine, but the essence of 
all of the study I have done throughout my life. 

We should try economic means, but I see not only ambiguity but 
really glaring discrepancy in learning that not only are we doing 
business as usual with Libya but a number of our allies are, too. 
And it just seems contradictory. 

I think the media had a lot to do with our imposing an embargo 
on Nicaragua. I believe that is a contribution which bleeds away 
from the tendency of people like me, who have been dealing in 
military affairs all of their lives-you would suspect that they and 
I would want to rely on force. I have gone to the President person
ally on a couple of occasions, in ways that the media would find 
difficult to believe, to see, if a military response was necessary, 
could we at least do it multilaterally? And I cannot go into that 
any more than I just did. 

And I, for one, would much rather exhaust the political, econom
ic, and psychological avenues open to us before we move to a mili
tary means, and then it should suit the occasion. We have to have 
sufficient cause in reacting to terrorism, as in going to military 
action in a war. We have to have sufficient interest involved. 

It has to have been harm sufficient to make us want to do some
thing. We have to have the capability to do what we try. Then 
after we exhaust all other means and find no other alternative 
than the application of force, that should be used only if it is a way 
of preventing an even worse alternative in terms of harm to the 
interests of the United States. 

From what you have said here this morning, I believe that both 
of you agree with that, and I believe President Reagan and this ad
ministration as well as previous Presidents and administrations 
would also agree with that, 

Well, gentlemen, thank you very much. This has been a long ses
sion and perhaps we are reaching the point of diminishing returns. 
I want to thank everyone who is here for their patience, 

The closed hearing previously scheduled for this afternoon has 
been postponed. We will have a specific date and time and place 
later for that. 

rrhank you all very much for your patience. This hearing is ad
journed. 

[Additional questions and answers follow:] 

DEFENSE DEPARTMENT'S RESPONSES TO ADDInONAL QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY 
SENA1'OR EAGLETON 

INTELLIGENCE OVERSIGHT ACT AND WAR POWERS ACT REPORTING REQUIREMENTS 

Some might argue that a strike on a terrorist installation is not a "significant and 
anticipated intelligence activity," per se, and therefore would not trigger congres
sional reporting requirements. 
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Question. Would the use of intelligence community funds or personnel in a pre
emption or reprisal against terrorists require prior notification of Congress required 
in subchapter 3 of the Intelligence Oversight Act? If not prior notification, then ex 
post facto reporting? 

Answer. DOD anticipates that missions against terrorist groups would be conduct
ed by the Department as special operations assigned by the Secretary of Defense 
with the approval of the President. It is anticipated that these missions will not uti
lize either intelligence community funds or personnel but rather will be conducted 
in support of military objectives funded with operations and maintenance funds and 
employ U.S. special operations forces as appropriate. 

However, this does not preclude the possibility of the President specifically direct
ing DOD to undertake these missions as covert special activities (which to date he 
has never done) or to provide DOD resources to another agency which itself has 
been specifically tasked by the President to conduct the special activities. By defini
tion, these covert special activities fall within the jurisdiction of the Intelligence 
Oversight Act and DOD would insure that the relevant reporting requirements of 
the Act, regarding DOD participation, were fulfilled. 

The Special Operations Forces of the DOD (Le., the Army's Green Berets and 
Rangers and the Navy's SEALS) are undergoing an aggressive peacetime buildup. 
'l'hey are uniquely suited for Low Intensity Conflict, including counterterrorist ac
tions. 

Question. 2. Would the involvement of the Special Forces or the use of DOD funds 
in a counterterrorist action trigger the reporting requirements of the Intelligence 
Oversight Act or the consultation requirement of the War Powers Act which states: 

"SEC. 3. The Presiden.t in every possible instance shall consult with Congress 
before introducing United States Armed Forces into hostilities or into situations 
where imminent involvement in hostilities is clearly indicated by the circumstances 
and after every such introduction shall consult regularly with the Congress until 
United States Armed Forces are no longer engaged in hostilities or have been re
moved from such situations." 

Do you envision any instances in which reporting requirements of either status 
would be triggered? 

Answer. DOD does not consider either Special Operations Forces or the conduct of 
counterterrorist operations to be part of or fall under the jurisdiction of the intelli
gence community. They are military assets and missions. With regard to the con
duct of counterterrorist special operations in support of military missions, DOD does 
not consider that the use of DOD funds (e.g., O&M) triggers the reporting require
ments of the Intelligence Oversight Act. However, when the President has specifi
cally directed the use of DOD resources and/or the expenditure of DOD funds to 
conduct or support a covert special activity, pursuant to the authority of the Intelli
gence Oversight Act and Executive Order 12333, DOD must comply, or ensure com
pliance, with the reporting requirements of the Act. 

The Executive Branch has long recognized the importance of keeping the Con
gress currently and accurately informed concerning its UGe of all U.S. Armed Forces 
and will continue to provide timely information and consult with Congress in this 
regard. DOD considers Congressional knowledge and support a vital pre-requisite to 
the conduct of any military operation in general and to special operations in par
ticular in order to insure their ultimate success. 

Question 3. We have heard that some Latin American insurgent groups as well as 
drug dealers are involved in arms trading near the U.S.-Mexican border. Can you 
comment on this situation? What can be done to counter this if true? The Immigra
tion and Naturalization Service cooperates in drug enforcement activities. Can it do 
more the counter the broader problem of narco-terrorism. INS has recently estab
lished a special unit to deal with immigration emergencies. Can you see a useful 
role for this unit in counter terrorism and drug enforcement Ilctivities. 

Proposed Answer: Immigration and Naturalization Service intelligence is unable 
to confirm reports of arms trading among Latin American insurgent groups and 
drug dealers near the U.S.-Mexican border. INS remains committed to interagency 
cooperation regarding national drug enforcement efforts. In this regard INS officers 
are permanently assigned to the El Paso Intelligence Center and the six regions of 
the National Narcotics Border Interdiction System to ensure maximum drug en
forcement support. No special unit of the Immigration and Naturalization Service 
has been established to deal with immigration emergencies. However, INS is in the 
process of developing contingency plans to deal with mass immigration situations 
similar to the Cuban influx of 1980. 

Question 15. (For State and Justice:] Proposals have been made to amend federal 
criminal laws to deal with international terrorism-e.g., by specifically criminaliz-
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ing certain forms of violence perpetrated abroad. If such provisions were enacted, 
how would prosecutors and. the (:ourts determine whel;her particular activities 
abroad were terrorism or some other form of violent action, such as justifiable revo
lutionary activity? Would the State Department have a role in advising or assisting 
prosecutors and the courts in such a connection? How would such a role be exer
cised in connection with contemplated or ongoing criminal proceedings? Would rais
ing funds or shipping non-lethal supplies for military or paramilitary conflicts 
abroad, including insurgencies and civil disorders, become criminal under such pro
visions? In all cases or only if it were somehow determined that the recipients of 
such assistance were involved in terrorist-type activities? 

Proposed Answer: In the absence of the actual or proposed statutory language, it 
is impossible to fully answer the question. As a general rule, the Department of Jus
tice has not favored the enactment of criminal legislation, whether domestic or ex
traterritorial, that contains the term "terrorism" (or its functional equivalent) 
within the statutory elements of the offense because such an offense would almost 
assuredly have by definition an element involving motivation for political purposes. 
In our judgment, such an element only raises unnecessary constitutional issues. The 
Department believes it is best to enact criminal statutes directed against violence 
per se without regard toward the motive of the perpetrators. Violence, unless sanc
tioned by law. is not to be condoned as a method of acceptable human conduct. 
Moreover, regardless whether a revolution is justified or not justified, we are op
posed to the use of violence against United States persons or interests by revolution
ary participants. To the extent that our criminal laws vest criminal jurisdiction in 
federal courts, the Department will give consideration to prosecution in all situa
tions where the evidence available will support a criminal prosecution and custody 
over the perpetrator(s) is obtainable. As is usual with most overseas matters, the 
Departments of Justice and State would closely coordinate their respective efforts in 
these situations. 

RESPONSES OF DR. FRED IKLE AND NOEL KOCH, DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE 

Question. We are told that the military has contingency plans to deal with terror
ist incidents. To what extent is the Department of Defense involving other law en
forcement agencies such as DEA in its planning? 

Answer. All U.S. government efforts to combat terrorism are coordinated through 
the Inter-Departmental Group on Terrorism. This mechanism provides focus and en
sures that each Agency with responsibility in this area is an integral part. of the 
planning process. 

Question. Some witnesses have said that DEA is seriously shorthanded overseas. 
What assistance can the Department of Defense offer to supplement or augment 
DEA information gathering and counter-Drug operations abroad. 

Answer. The Armed Forces provide DEA with a broad range of support to aug
ment its present capabilities and will continue to do so as long as narcotics traffick
ing represents a threat to the national welfare. 

Such support includes the loan of aircraft; specialized military equipment, incb~d
ing weapons and night vision sensing systems; and the sharing of intelligence. 

The Air Force has two helicopters and crews stationed in the Bahamas suppor';ing 
the DEA's Operation BAT (Bahamas and Turks). OPBAT provides quick insertion 
mobility for Bahamian Police/DEA agents to scenes of suspected drug activity. It 
has been most effective in aiding the interdiction of drugs in the Bahamas. 

Question. We have heard that some Latin American insurgent groups as well as 
drug dealers are involved in arms trading near the U.S.-Mexican border. Can you 
comment on this situation? What can be done to counter this, if true? The immigra
tion service cooperates in drug enforcement activities. Can it do more to counter the 
problem of narco-terrorism? INS has recently established a special unit to deal with 
immigration emergencies. Can you see a useful role for this unit in counter-terrorist 
and drug enforcement activities? 

Answer. 'rhere is no doubt arms trading by international drug dealers and insur
gent groups occurring near the U.S. border. CIA continually monitors such traffic, 
which they have determined to be Qr a low order. Should the trade increase and it is 
determined that it~ magnitude poses a threat to our interests, counter-actions we 
could tal{e include: increased interdiction efforts, and the establishment of a closer 
working relationship between state and Federal enforcement agencies on both sides 
of the border. 

In response to your question concerning what more the Immigration Service can 
do to counter narco-terrorism, it is our sense that INS is already over-taxed and, 
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without significant incl'eases in budget and manpower, would be unable to contrib
ute further to the solution of the narco-terrorism problem. 

DEPARTMENT OF DEFENSE RESPONSES ON COUNTERTERRORISM 

Question. When would use of U.S. special operations forces to counter terrorism 
be a clandestine operation and when would it be a covert action? 

Answer. U.S. Special Operations Forces would conduct a clandestine operation 
when the intent is to keep the activity secret or concealed but, if discovered, ac
knowledged as a United States activity. A covert counter terrorist operation would 
be executed so as to conceal the identity of the sponsor 01' permit plausible denial by 
our government. 

Covert actions must be approved and authorized by the President in a Presiden
tial Finding or other determination, and are only conducted by the Central Intelli
gence Agency unless the President, in accordance with Executive Order 12333, spe
cifically designates the Department of Defense as the lead agency to execute a spe
cific covert program (which has not been done to date). The lead agency is responsi
ble for informing the House and Senate Intelligence Committees of the special activ
ity pursuant to the Congressional oversight provisions of 50 USC 413. 

Question. If use of U.S. special operations forces to counter terrorism were a clan
destine operation and not a covert action, what requirements of Congressional noti
fication would apply? 

Answer. When U.S. Special Operations Forces are used to counter terrorism in a 
clandestine fashion, no prior notification of Congress is required. Upon the advice 
and assistance of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the President approves, through the Sec
retary of Defense, the conduct of the operation (10 USC 124). As in the case of all 
deployments of U.S. Armed Forces, special operations undergo a thorough legal 
review to determine the application of the War Powers Resolution and other appro
priate statutes. 

Question. Please describe the efforts the Administration has made in the past 
year to consult with Congress on key issues in counterterrorism policy. 

Answer. DOD has made every effort to keep Congress apprised of the terrorist 
threat and to consult with the appropriate committees in both open and closed ses
sion on key issues relating to counterterrorist policy: 

5 April 1984, Gen Paul N. Scheidel (USAF)-Office of Security Police; Col 
Thomas A. McDonnell (U.S. Army)-Chief, Army Law Enforcement, Office of 
Human Resource Development; and Bert G. Truxell-Deputy Director, Naval 
Investigative Service briefed the Sub-Committee on Military Construction of the 
House Appropriations Committee on the security of U.S. bases overseas. 

19 May 1984, DIA briefed a professional Staff Member of the Senate Select 
Committee OIl Intelligence on World Wide Terrorism. 

14 January 1985, DIA briefed Chairman Goldwater and 17 Staff Members of 
the Senate Armed Services Committee on international terrorism and the ter
rorist threat. 

13 May 1985, DIA briefed four staff members of the Subcommittee on Legisla
tion and National Security of the House Committee on Government Operations 
on matters concerning the terrorist threat to U.S. overseas facilities. 

31 January 1985, DIA briefed Mr. Robert Emmerichs, professional Staff 
Member of the House Armed Services Committee, on the international terrorist 
threat. 

15 May 1985, the Under Secretary of Defense for Policy, briefed a joint hear
ing of the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations and the Committee of the 
Judiciary on problems of international terrorism and the Administration's re
sponse. 

S June 1985, DIA briefed the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence con
cerning the current terrorist threat. 

13 June 1985, Secretary Weinberger briefed the Senate Select Committee on 
Intelligence on the terrorist threat and Administration countermeasures. 

13 and 20 June 1985, DIA briefed the Senate Select Committee on Intelligence 
on the international terrorist threat. 

Question. Please describe the measures that have been taken or which are under 
study to improve career incentives for military personnel to specialize in special op
erations. 

Answer. The Navy, in 1969, formalized the Special Warfare career program by 
specifying Special Warfare billets and establishing a career path from 0-1 through 
0-6. Enlisted personnel then and now are permitted to remain in the operating 
units for an entire career. Approximately one year ago, the Army established a 
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Career Management Field for career Special Forces officers in grades 0-3 to 0-6 and 
enlisted personnel. The Rangers have received similar specific coding. There is no 
Special Operations Career Management Field, career designation, or career path in 
the Air Force and there are few career incentives for Air Force SOF personnel 
beyond job satisfaction. 

Question. In view of the connection between narcotics trafficking and terrorist in
surgent activities, what actions is the Department undertaking or does it have 
under study for direct or indirect action against the international narcotics traffic? 

Answer. DOD and other members of the Intelligence Community are examining 
the nature and range of links between international narcotics trafficking and inter
national terrorism. The findings will appear as a National Intelligence Estimate to 
be published in the next six to nine months. In addition, DOD is an active partici
pant in the Inter-Departmental Group on Terrorism, which coordinates interagency 
activities directed against this problem. Specific actions and activities undertaken 
by DOD to interdict international narcotics traffic and to support enforcement ef
forts are outlined in our response to Question 7. In addition, the JCS have compiled 
a list of options that detail how the military could intensify support to the civilian 
agencies. The Office of the Secretary of Defense is examining these options and will 
shortly make their recommendations to the Secretary of Defense. 

Question. What activities are the Department conducting or does it have under 
study for the use of its national or tactical intelligence assets in connection with 
border interdiction of international narcotics shipments? 

Answer. The Department has under review a number of initiatives in this area 
and has already introduced procedures to exploit its intelligence capabilities to 
assist in border interdiction, some of which are covered in our response to Question 
7. In general, these activities are of a sensitive nature and require coordination with 
and the close cooperation of other elements of the Intelligence Community. Release 
of information about these activities is controlled by the DCI. 

Question. What activities are the Department conducting or does it have under 
study for the use of U.S. air, sea or ground forces in connection with border interdic
tion operations against international narcotics shipments into the U.S.? 

Answer. DOD support to civilian law enforcement agencies covers a broad range. 
During 1984, more than 99 percent of all requests for assistance were approved, and 
the requirement for reimbursement was waived in the majority of cases. 

In 1984, U.S. aircraft flew fl,100 sorties (10,000 hours) in support of drug enforce
ment activities. The Army provided Mohawk flight training and Ground Radar Sur
veillance field courses to the Border Patrol. Naval support included 6 PHM's, 1455 
radar support hours, drug ship towing, and the Navy-wide ship-sighting program. 
The Marines provided OV-10 interceptors, ground radar surveillance, and an anti
personnel intrusion detection capability. The Air Force supported the effort through 
such measures as aerostats at Cujoe Key and Patrick AFB, and the Joint FAA/ 
USAF Tac Air Command Surveillance System which provides information to the 
U.S. Customs Service and other enforcement agencies. Through co-location at the 
Air Force Region Operation Control Center where radars in the joint surveillance 
system are deployed, Customs also has been provided access to facilities and radar 
data (46 sites). DOD has assigned 43 personnel to the National Narcotics Border 
Interdiction System (NNBIS) regional centers and to the NNBIS facility at the 
White House to act as liaison officers. DOD also has supported joint civilian exer
cises that have dealt directly with the narcotics problem. Through 1985, the Depart
ment loaned over $88M in equipment, incurred $12.9M of costs assisting drug en
forcement, and paid salaries of $1.7M for DOD personnel supporting drug enforce
ment and the National Narcotics Border Interdiction System. 

Question. To what extent and in what cases are military assistance programs 
being used to support anti-narcotics training or assistance efforts abroad? 

Answer. Much of our regional security assistance, in addition to upgrading the 
military capabilities of the recipient nations, has a spin-off effect for narcotics en
forcement. An enhanced ability to control borders, project a government presence, 
and provide internal security can have a direct impact on combatting the illicit nar
cotics trade. 

Much of the military equipment obtained through such programs is multi-pur
pose. Communications gear, off-road transport, aircraft, and coastal and riverine 
craft can-at the discretion of the local government--be employed in an anti-narcot
ics role. Moreover, a better trained, disciplined force is more capable of meeting the 
threat posed by traffickers. 

Question. How feasible would it be for terrorist organizations to steal and operate 
a nuclear weapon? To steal a nuclear weapon and threaten to disperse highly toxic 
nuclear materials? Is there any evidence to believe that any terrorist organization 
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has actually laid plans along these lines? Would you please outline, on a classified 
basis as necessary, plans for responding to a nuclear incident involving terrorists? 

Answer. [Deleted.] 

CLASSIFIED ANNEX 

Question. Would you please outline on a classified basis as necessary, plans for 
responding to a nuclear incident involving terrorists? 

Answer. [Deleted.] 
Question. Is there any current evidence that a country, such as Libya, which sup

ports terrorism has acquired or developed a nuclear weapon or is in the process of 
doing so? Is there any evidence that such a country plans to release a nuclear device 
into the handS of terrorists or might deliver a nuclear device through a quasi-terror
ist operation? 

Answer. [Deleted.] 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE RESPONSES TO ADT IONAL QUESTIONS SUBMI'l'TED 

Question. We have heard that some Latin American insurgent groups as well as 
drug dealers are involved in arms trading near the U.S.-Mexi.can border. Can you 
comment on this situation? What can be done to counter this if true? The Immigra
tion and Naturalization Service cooperates in drug enforcement activities. Can it do 
more to counter the broader problem of narco-terrorism. INS has recentJ.y estab
lished a special unit to deal with immigration emergencies. Can you see a useful 
role for this unit in counter terrorism and drug enforcement activities? 

Answer. Immigration and Naturalization Service intelligence is unable to confirm 
reports of arms trading among Latin American insurgent groups and drug dealers 
near the U.S.-Mexican border. INS remains committed to interagency cooperation 
regarding national drug enforcement efforts. In this regard INS officers are perma
nently assigned to the EI Paso IntelHgence Center and the six regions of the Nation
al Narcotics Border Interdiction System to ensure maximum drug enforcement sup
port. No special unit of the Immigration and Naturalization Service has been estab
lished to deal with immigration emergencies. However, INS is in the process of de
veloping contingency plans to deal with mass immigration situations similar to the 
Cuban influx of 1980. 

Question. Proposals have been made to amend federal criminal laws to deal with 
international terrorism-e.g., by specifically criminalizing certain forms of violence 
perpetrated abroad. If such provisions were enacted, how would prosecutors and the 
courts determine whether particular activities abroad were terrorism or some other 
form of violent action, such as justificable revoluntionary activity? Would the State 
Department have a role in advising or assisting prosecutors and the courts in such a 
connection? How would such a role be exercised in connection with contemplated or 
ongoing criminal proceedings? Would raising funds or shipping non-lethal supplies 
for military or paramilitary conflicts abroad, including insurgencies and civil disor
ders, become criminal under such provisions? In all cases or only if it were somehow 
determined that the recipients of such assistance were involved in terrorist-type ac
tivities? 

Answer. In the absence of the actual or proposed statutory language, it is impossi
ble to fully answer the question. As a general rule, the Department of Justice has 
not favored the enactment of criminal legislation, whether domestic or extraterri
toirial, that contains the term "terrorism" (or its functional equivalent) within the 
statutory elements of the offense because such an offense would almost assuredly 
have by definition an element involving motivation for political purposes. In our 
judgment, such an element only raises unnecessary constitutional issues. The De
partment believes it is best to enact criminal statutes directed against violence per 
se without regard toward the motive of the perpetrators. Violence, unless sanctioned 
by law, is not to be condoned as a method of acceptable human conduct. Moreover, 
regardless whether a revolution is justified or not justified, we are opposed to the 
use of violence against United States persons or interests by revolutionary partici
pants. To the extent that our criminal laws vest criminal jurisdiction in federal 
courts, the Department will give consideration to prosecution in all situations where 
the evidence available will support a criminal prosecution and custody over the 
perpetrator(s) is obtainable. As is usual with most overseas matters, the Deaprt
ments of Justice and State would closely coordinate their respective efforts in these 
situations. 
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RESPONSES OF AMBASSADOR ROBERT OAKLEY, DEPARTMENT OF STATE 

Question. We have been told that some countries assist or at least condone terror
its activity. To what extent is Nicaragua supporting terrorist activities? Is Nicara
gua involved in the drug trade? Are there links between terrorist and drug activi
ties in that country'? 

Answer. Nicaragua has been linked to terrorist activities in the region, including 
support for Colombia's M-19 terrorists. There also has been involvement elsewhere 
in Latin America. For example, in July, 1982, three Nicaraguan embassy officials 
were expelled from Costa Rica for alleged involvement in the bombing of the Hon
duran Airlines office. Nicaragua also has provided hospitality to non-Latin Ameri
can terrorists, such as members of Italy's Red Brigades. 

There are credible reports of Nicaraguan officials involved in the drug trade, and 
receipts being used to support clandistine activities. 

Question. (Amend to reflect actual text of DeConcini question). I have not ob
served any coordination between State and other federal agencies engaged in nar
cotics enforcement. As drug traffickers, terrorists and insurgents increasingly co
ordinate their activities, I would like to know what we are doing to coordinate our 
efforts to counter them? 

Answer. There are several dedicated mechanisms through which State cooperates 
on a regular basis with Justice, 'l'reasury, Transportation, Defense, the intelligence 
community, and other agencies concerned with narcotics enforcement in general 
and with specialized issues such as narcoterrorism. At least four interagency com
mittees, dealing with issues at the senior policy level, schedule monthly meetings. 
In addition there are special arrangements which are utilized here and abroad. And, 
of course, there is a high degree of interaction on a one-to-one basis among the con
cerned agencies. 

At the Cabinet level, there is the Congressionally mandated National Drug En
forcement Policy Board, which is chaired by the Attorney General, and includes the 
Secretaries of State, Defense, Transportation, Health and Human Services, and 
Treasury, as well as the Director of the Central Intelligence Agency. At the sub
cabinet level, there is the NDEPB Coordinating Group, chaired by the Deputy Attor
ney General, which includes State's Bureau of International Narcotics Matters, and 
enforcement agency heads from the Drug Enforcement Administration, Customs, 
Coa!lt Guard, FBI, and others. Both the coordinating group and board meet regular
ly. 

A third mechanism for coordination is the monthly meeting of law enforcement 
operations chiefs, which includes DEA, INM, Customs, Coast Guard, FBI, ATF, US 
Marshals, and others, meeting at the deputy assistant secretary level. 

The fourth mechanism is the monthly meeting of the White House oversight 
working group, which embraces both supply and demand reduction issues, and is 
chaired by the director of the Drug Abuse Policy Office, who is a deputy assistant to 
the President. 

In addition to these committees, there are various kinds of standing arrange
ments. For example, the State Department provides the leadership and communica
tions facilities for management of international crises (under Presidential Directive 
27) and we have recently reviewed this process with colleague agencies for the pur
poses of streamlining a process to be used in future narcotics-related crises. This 
mechanism funr'ti'lns at the deputy assistant secretary level. This process will be 
used to deal wit,_ ~·<.lture narcotics related terrorist incidents which threaten our na
tional security or other vital interests. Where necessary, issues are assumed by the 
National Security Council, Perhaps the best known among the standing arrange
ments is the National Narcotics Border Interdiction System, under the management 
of the Vice President, which was created specifically to coordinate the collective 
narcotics enforcement efforts of numerous Federal agencies along our borders and 
in the Caribbean. 

Of course, there continues to be the high level of internal coordination within 
State that has characterized Secretary's Shultz' parallel approaches to the issues of 
narcotics trafficking and terrorism. 

RESPONSES ON COUN'l'EltTERRORtSM 

Question. Ambassador Oakley, from the perspective of the State Department, 
what is our policy regarding preemptive or retaliatory strikes against terrorists? 
Would you please also articulate the goals and objectives upon which that policy is 
based. 

Answer. As stated by Secretary of State George Shultz in his October 25, 1984 
statement, "our responses should go beyond passive defense to consider means of 
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active preventive, preemption and retaliation. Our goals must be to prevent and 
deter future terrorist acts." This is not a definition of how we might respond to each 
individual terrorist incident, but rather as oPening further the range of actions. 

There is a wide range of actions and options available to the U.S. and we are con
tinuing to explore and develop them. Preemption, in addition to the use of force for 
eXample, could mean arresting would-be terrorists before they commit their planned 
act. We have expressed our determination to respond with what'~ver actions we 
deem most appropriate against those responsible for terrorist actions. 'fhe judgment 
as to the most appropriate action will have to be made on a case-by-case basis. 

Our gosl and objective, as indicated by the Secretary, is to prevent and deter 
future acts. We have a wide rangA of actions and options, as discussed in my formal 
testimony, beginning on page 20. 

Question. Ambassador Oakley, how many U.S. citizens are currently being held 
hostage, where are they being held, and what is being done to gain their release. 

Answer. Six Americans are being held hostage after being kidnapped in Lebanon 
during the past year. The most recent hostage is Dr. 'fhomas Sutherland, Dean of 
Agriculture at the American University of Beirut, kidnapped 011 June 9, 1985. The 
others are: William Buckley, political officer of the U.S. Embassy ill Beirut (March 
16, 1984) Peter Kilburn, Librarian at AUB (Dec. 3, 1985), Father Martin Jenko, a 
Catholic priest (Jan. 8, 1985), Terry Anderson, an Associated Press correspondent 
(March 16, 1985), and David Jacobsen, Director of the American University of 
Beirut hospital (May 28, 1985). 

A group calling itself "Islamic Jihad" has claimed responsibility for their kidnap
ping. Little is known about the organization and we do not really know whether the 
captives are all being held together. We are striving through a variety of channels 
to obtain the release of the seven Americans and those of other nationalities held 
captive in Lebanon. We are in contact with other governments and parties including 
Syria and others which do not wish to be identified. Although we are not publicizing 
these efforts they continue to have a very high priority. 

Question. Please describe the achievements of Mr. Oakley's Office for Counter-Ter
rorism and Emergency Planning during the past year. 

Answer. The principal role of the office bas been the development of coordinated 
efforts to deter and counter terrorism among U.S. agencies and with foreign govern
ments. 

The State Department is the lead agency for the U.S. Government in dealing with 
these overseas terrorism incidents and we have been extremely active in coordinat
ing the U.S. Government's activities. This includes not only helping monitor, ana
lyze and provide operational guidance for fast developing crisis situations, but also 
providing both policy and operational guidance on a continuing long-term basis to 
our embassies and other posts overseas. 

Some illustrations of the type of action involved in crisis situation are the attack 
on the U.S. Embassy Annex in West Beirut, the December hijacking of the Kuwaiti 
airliner in which two AID auditors were killed, and the TWA 847 hijacking. Follow
ing the TWA hijacking, the Counter-Terrorism Office took the lead for the State De
partment in developing the proposals for the White House which became the Presi
dent's July 8 announcement on civil aviation security. In so doing, we coordinated 
very closely with the Department of Transportation, the FAA, the Department of 
Justice, the FBI and the NSC. 

The final decisions on these proposals and other policy recommendations are, as 
they should be, made at the White House. 

In taking various initiatives and improving procedures during the past year the 
office: 

Developed an inter-agency understanding about the composition, leadership 
and utilization of special teams which can be sent to the scene of a terrorist 
incident to help the Ambassador or the host government resolve the incident. 

Established a system of coordinated threat alerts among aU members of the 
intelligence community to provide more timely and accurate information of pos
sible terrorist threats to all elements of a mission overseas, based upon data 
from all Washington agencies, and to reduce the problem of duplicate warnings 
and reporting. 

Established closer ties between the Interdepartmental Group on Terrorism 
(IG/T) and the intelligence communtiy organizations which focus on terrorism 
so that there will be closer cooperation between the intelligence community and 
the policy community. 

Established inter-agency procedures under a new Working Group of the IG/T 
for implementing the Rewards Program authorized by Congress in 1984. Helped 
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prepare material for the El Salvador, TWA, and Kuwaiti airliner hijackers re
wards announcement. 

Established a Public Diplomacy Working Group under the joint sponsorship 
of the IG/T and the International Information Committee (lIC) which aims to 
generate greater global understanding of the threat from terrorism and the im
portance of intensive efforts to resist the threat. Programs being developed by 
subcommittees include developing material for intel'11ational audiences and spe
cific incidents. 

Established new procedures for improved and faster handling of cables on ter
rorist to provide automatic distribution of messages to all bureaus and agencies 
on a restricted, need-to-know basis. 

Developed improved procedures within the State Department for dealing with 
a crisis and for general policy matters. 

Conducted a complete review of the Coping With Violence Seminar conducted 
by the Foreign Service Institute and all related security awareness and training 
programs run by the Department of State. The seminar, presented regularly to 
all USG employees and their dependents, is intended to provide them with ade
quate background to deal with the security aspects of their new assignments. 
The review includes a number of recommendations to expand and improve the 
seminar and how to coordinate it with all related programs. These recommen
dations are being implemented. 

Proposed to the Summit Seven the revitalization of the Bonn Declaration 
through a graduated system of measures to admonish nations which do not ade
quately punish hijackers. The Summit Seven referred this issue to the !CAO in 
Montreal for consideration. Coordinated U.S. preparation for the recent Bonn 
meeting of terrorist specialists which was followed by the Foreign Ministers' 
meeting in September. 

Worked directly with the security services of the Summit Seven govel'11ments 
and with other USG agencies to develop cooperative arrangements through bi
lateral channels which will enhance effective cooperation. These arrangements 
have been encouraged by joint visits by delegations composed of M/CTP and 
representatives of other USG agencies. 

Followed by th~ threat against Americans by Colombian narcotics traffickers, 
by developing a coordinated inter-agency training and assistance effort for the 
Government of Colombia which provided substantial anti-terrorism support on 
a rapid basis, making use of reprogrammed funds. The program became a model 
for similar programs 1n other high threat countries. 

Developed and expanded the Anti-Terrorism Assistance Program which was 
authorized by Congress in November 1983. By December 31, 1985, approximate
ly 1,500 mid and senior level foreign officials from thirty countries will have 
participated its training programs. 

The IG/T has created an Anti-Terrorism Assistance Coordination Committee 
to coordinate all USG assistance in the field of counter-terrorism. The commit
tee is chaired by M/CTP and includes representatives from DOD (ISA, JSOA, 
DSAA), CIA and, when appropriate, FBI, DEA, State's Bureau of International 
Narcotics Matters, and other agencies. The committee's mandate is to ensure 
that all USG agencies providing' anti-terrorism assistance (training and equip
ment) coordinate their activities in order to eliminate duplication while ensur
ing comprehensiveness. 

Developed new procedures for the approval of Emergency Action Plans at 
posts overseas which have increased compliance from less than 25% to more 
than 96% over the course of the year. 

Assumed responsibility from FSI for the implementation of the State Depart
ment's program to exercise the emergency planning capability at overseas posts, 
increasing the number of participating posts from six in FY 84 to 22 in FY 85. 

Developed a plan for the complete revision of the Emergency Action Manual 
so that it will be simpler and more practical. Implementation of this revision is 
planned for early 1986. 

Sent instructions to revitalize the Emergency Action Committees at overseas 
posts so that they would have better defined and broader responsibilities in the 
management of responses to terrorist threats. 

Worked with the regional military commands and the Office of Security to 
promote closer cooperation in security, evacuation and other emergency plan
ning at Embassies, including joint State/DOD SUrVfJYS of ,embassy preparedness 
and participation in exercises. 

Question. The key witness in 'I'aiwan against Admiral Wang has now retracted his 
testimony that Wang was directly involved in the plot to kiII Henry Liu. What 
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effect is this likely to have on Wang's treatment in the Taiwanese criminal justice 
system? What efforts is the Department making t.o ensure that Wang receives full 
justice for his involvement in the Henry Liu case? 

Answer. Admiral Wang's conviction and sentence to life imprisonment for his role 
in the murder of Heny Liu have been confirmed on appeal. The Appeal Court specif
ically rejected the recanted testimony of a key witness as insufficent to overturn the 
trial court's guilty verdict against Wang. 

Question. In testimony before the House Foreign Affairs Committee, Ambassador 
Oakley stated that Cuba and Nicaragua were sponsoring and supporting terrorism 
elsewhere in our hemisphere. If the Contras in Nicaragua were found to be engag
ing in numerous atrocities, would that constitute terrorism in the view of the De
partment? 

Answer. Yes, although we strongly disagree with the characterization of the 
democrat.ic resistance as "terrorist." The civil war in Nicaragua was generated and 
is fed by the Sandanistas' refusal to honor commitments made to the O.A.S. in 1979 
for a free and democratic society guaranteeing full civil, religious, and political lib· 
erties to all citizens. There have undoubtedly been abuses of human rights on both 
sides of the civil war, although many of the charges leveled against thd resistance 
have not been substantiated. The United States condemns such violations regardless 
of the perpetrators. We are satisfied, however, that the leadership of the armed re
sistance fully shares our views in this issue, and has taken steps to punish those in 
its ranks found guilty of abuses against unarmed civilians. 

Question. In his testimony March 5 before the Foreign Affairs Committee, Ambas
sador Oakley also mentioned a small number of other countries-including Libya
as involed in supporting terrorism. Does Iraq support terrorism? Does the Soviet 
Union support terrorism? Do Eastern European governments support terrorism'? 
Which ones? 

Aside from these two countries, are there other countries in the Americas which 
support terrorism? Identify them. 

Answer. Iraq has supported several radical, rejectionist Palestinian groups, such 
as the Abu Nidal Group (also known as "Black June") and the 15 May Organization. 
These groups have frequently employed terrorism. As of February, 1982, however, 
Iraq has been taken off of the U.S. government's list of countries which support 
international terrorism. Since then, there have been accusations that Iraq has con
tinued to support radical Palestinian groups, but this is denied by the Iraqis, who 
claim that the Abu Nidal group and the May 15 May organization have been sup
pressed. Iraq has also been accused of using terrorism against dissidents living 
abroad, in Europe, for example, but these charges have not been proved. 

Syria is believed to support several radical, rejectionist Palestinian groups, such 
as the Abu Nidal group and the PopUlar Front for the Liberation of Palestine-Gen
eral Command. Both these groups use terrorism, and are believed to have assassi
nated a number of more moderate Palestinians. Syria is also suspected of supporting 
or initiating terrorist attacks against Jordanian offidals. Syria is regarded as one of 
the countries supporting terrorism. 

There is no conclusive evidence to prove that the Soviet Union conducts terrorist 
acts. However, there is strong evidence that the Soviets support groups engaged in 
terrorism. These groups, such as the PLO, and Soviet client states, such as Cuba, 
have been involved in the direct support of other groups which habitually resort to 
terrorism. 

While we do not possess the proverbial smoking gun in regard to Soviet complici
ty, there exists a body of evidence that strongly suggests that at a minimum the 
UUSR acquiesces in the terrorist policies of certain groups and with which coun
tries it has close relations. The activities of a number of terrorist groups clearly ben
efit from several stated policy goals of the Soviet Union. 

The evidence regarding East European complicity in terrorism is, like that of the 
UUSR, not conclusive but persuasive. Bulgaria, in particular, has been involved in 
activities which cast a great deal of suspicion upon its behavior. There is evidence 
that strongly suggests that the Czechs and East Germans have acquiesced in the 
activities of terrorists in their countries. 

Question. How feasible would it be for terrorist organizations to steal and operate 
a nuclear weapon? To steal a nuclear weapon and threaten to disperse highly toxic 
nuclear materials? Is there any evidence to believe that any terrorist organization 
has actually laid plans along these lines? Would you please outline, on a classified 
basis as necessary, plans for responding to a nuclear incident involving terrorists? 

Answer. We have no evidence that any known terrorist group has plans to 
commit an act of nuclear terrorism. We also have no information that any known 
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terrorist group has members or accomplices with sufficient scientific skills to build a 
nuclear device or det6nate a stolen one. 

The federal agencies with the major responsibility for dealing with a nuclear ter
rorist threat are the FBI and the Department of Energy (DOE). The DOE has a 
group set up for quickly analyzing the credibility of a nuclear terrorist threat and 
another, the Nuclear Emergency Search Team (NEST), which is equipped and 
trained to search for nuclear material. Obviqusly, there are a myriad of other local, 
state and federal entities which would also become involved to some degree. 

Question. Is there any current evidence that a country, such as Libya, which sup
ports terrorism has acquired or developed a nuclear weapon or is in the process of 
doing so? Is there any evidence that such a country plans to release a nuclear device 
into the hands of terrorists or might deliver a nuclear device through a quasi-terror
ist operation? 

Answer. We have no evidence that those countries most closely involved in sup
porting terrorism (i.e. Syria, Libya, Iran) have acquired or have made any signifi
cant progress in building a nuclear weapon. It is unlikely that a country which 
manages to obtain (after great cost and effort) a nuclear weapon would then relin
guish control of it. 

Question. Ambassador Oakley is chairman of an interagency group on terrorism 
formed under NSC auspices. It would appear, however, that this group is not ulti
mately responsible for either counter-terrorism policy, operation or intelligence sup
port. What exactly are the mandate and functions of this interagency group? 

Answer. In NSDD 30 the President designated the Department of State with the 
lead interagency role in combatting terrorism outside the United States. The Inter
departmental Group on Terrorism (lGfT), chaired by M/CTP, provides the forum for 
the major departments and agencies involved in combatting terrorism to meet regu
larly and share ideas, draw conclusions and make recommendations on policy and 
programs. The permanent members include the Vice President's Office, the NSC, 
Justice (which has interagency responsibility for domestic terrorism), the FBI, DEA, 
Treasury, Defense and the JCS, Energy, the CIA and the FAA. Other agencies are 
invited when there is an agenda item of direct interest to them. 

POLITICAL AND RELIGIOUS EXTREMISM IN THE MIDDLE EAST 

(By Augustus R. Norton,l Middle East Institute, Mar. 7, 1985) 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Virtually every ethnic, national and religious group in the Middle East has been 
involved in extremist activities over the past few years. The belief that only certain 
groups-such as Shi'i Muslims-or certain countries-such as Iran-are respOllsible 
for all extremist acts is ill-founded. 

The growth of Islamic extremism is largely the result of the failure of secular po
liticalleaders to improve the well-being of their people. As the emptiness of secular 
ideologies became apparent, many Muslims returned to Islam as a culturally au
thentic refuge and ideology. 

Although the roots of extremism in any given country are essentially internal, 
there is no question that the experience of the Iranian revolution has served as a 
source of inspiration and support to groups in other countries. 

'J'he Gulf has not been plagued by extremism to date, but it is here that the influ
ence of events in Iran is most evident. Sizable Shi'i populations in Iraq, Bahrain, 
Kuwait and Saudi Arabia's Eastern Province are particularly susceptible to the Ira
nian example. Ayatollah Khomeini's ~ropagation of an activist, revolutionary 
Shi'ism is directed primarily at these Shi i groups. 

~rhe anti-American trend in the Middle East poses a profound long-term threat to 
U.S. interests in the region. This is the result not only of U.S. support for Israel, but 
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also of the widespread rejection of Western values and culture. Nevertheless, what
ever the intensity of religious sentiment among extremists, the people of the region 
as a whole have evidenced a desire to continue strong commercial ties with the 
West, including the U.S. It is notable that, while the American and Western diplo
matic presence has been the target of extremism in the Middle East, Western busi
ness interests have not. 

POLI~'ICAL AND RELIGIOOS EXTREMISM IN THE MIDDLE EAST 

Overview: Extremism is on the rise in the Middle East. If extremism could be as
cribed only to a specific group, such as Shi'i Muslims, or to a single sponsor, such as 
Iran, the phenomenon would be considerably less important. The reality, however, 
is far more complicated. Despite the best efforts of demonologists to hold the PLO, 
Iran, Libya, and Syria responsible for everything that goes wrong in the Middle 
East, careful analysis of recent trends shows that such allegations are often ill
founded. This is not to argue that these players are free from involvement in ex
tremist violence, but simply to note that other forces are at play. 

Virtually every significant ethnic, national and religious group in the Middle East 
has been involved in extremist activities-ranging from violent demonstrations to 
political assassinations-over the past few years. The causes of this surge in extre
mism include intercommunal competition and enmity; disruptive social, political 
and economic change; the failure of political leaders; the role of external sponsors, 
and hostility toward Western influence in the region, including a disturbing brand 
of anti-Americanism. Unlike the period between 1967 and 1973, when extremism 
was linked to secular llationalost movements, the current wave comes from groups 
that claim inspiration from religious principles. 

The principal focus of this report is the extremism that is linked to Muslim 
groups in the Fertile Crescent and the Gulf, but incidents staged by non-Muslim 
groups or by other states in the Middle East should not be ignored. Consider these 
illustrations: 

A Jewish terrorist network has operated in Israel at least since 1980. The Israeli 
police broke up one group of 27 Jewish tenorists in 1984 after a string of excesses, 
including the car-bombing in 1980 that maimed the Palestinian mayors of Ramallah 
and Nablus and a rocket attack on an Arab bus in Jerusalem in October 1984. 

Palestinian extremists have continued to commit terrorist acts against Israel and 
Israeli targets abroad. An assassination attempt on the Israeli ambassador to Great 
Britain, attributed to an anti-PLO Palestinian group, provided the justification for 
Israel's invasion of Lebanon in 1982. 

Sunni Muslim opponents of' the regimes in Syria, Egypt and Saudi Arabia have 
engaged in antigovernment violence, in some cases to bring down the targeted gov
ernments and ir others to make a symbolic statement of protest. 

In Syria, oPPosItion by the majority Sunnis to the Alawidominated government of 
President Hafez aI-Assad took the form of bombing and assassinations. These 
became serious enough in the late 1970s and early 1980s to place the government in 
tenuous straits. In 1981, 64 people were killed by a bomb planted in Damascus, and 
two years earlier over 60 Alawi cadets were killed at the Artillery Academy in 
Aleppo. AI-Assad's major response to his opponents came in Hama, Syria's third
largest city, in February 1982. A large part of the city was leveled by government 
forces, and several thousand residents were killed. The destruction in Hama has in
terrupted the antiregime campaign, but few experts believe that al-Assad's adver
saries have been defeated. 

In Egypt, militant Islamic protest movements have proliferated. One recent inven
tory identified 20 such groups, and the count is probably higher. Although only a 
few of these groups espouse violence, some have adopted extremist methods. The al
Jihad group, for example, was implicated in the assassination of President Anwar 
Sadat in October 1981. 

In Saudi Arabia, a fanatical band of Sunnis shook the Saudi regime to the core by 
seizing and holding the Great Mosque in Mecca for three weeks in 1979. Shi'i Mus
lims in the Eastern (oil-producing) Province have risen in opposition to Saudi 
regime on at least two occasions since 1978. 

Shi'i enemies of President Sad dam Hussain in Iraq have continued their violent 
opposition, despite the regime's equally violent responsed. The Iraqi militants bene-. 
fit from Teheran's support and encouragement, and perhaps its sponsorship. 

In Bahrain, a well-armed attempt by some 70 insurgents to bring down the gov
ernment was thwarted in December 1979. The Teheran-based Islamia Front for the 
Liberation of Bahrain, led by an Iraniam Shi'i clergyman, was responsible. 
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In Lebanon and Kuwait, car and truck bombs took over 300 lives in 1983. The 
terrorists, apparently acting with Iranian support and assistance, hastened the 
demise of the Multi-National Force in Lebanon and sent tremors throughout the 
Gulf. 

Throughout 198il, the mysterious Islamic Jihad-unconnected to the Egyptian al
Jihad group, and perhaps a cover name for a method of action rather than an orga
nization-continued its campaign of kidnapping and terrorism in Lebanon. The or
ganization, which many believe is merely a front for Iranian-sponsored terrorism, 
added Dr. Malcolm Kerr, a distinguished scholar and President of the American 
University of Beirut, to its list of victims in January 1984. In its telephone call 
taking credit for the act, Islamic Jihad vowed to drive all Americans and French
men out of Lebanon. Four Americans and one Saudi diplomat, all kidnapped in Leb
anon, aTe still being held. Three former captives-an official of the American Uni
versity of Beirut, and a British and an American newsman-were freed after long 
periods of detention. 

Meanwhile, Shi'i extremists in Lebanon continue to challenge the authority of 
moderate Shi'i leaders. In West Beirut, Shi'i zealots have attacked bars, restaurants 
and other manifestations of Western "decadence." They seem bent on destroying 
the intercommunal tolerance that has characterized social life in the Western sector 
of Beirut. 

Atrocities and the murder of several hundred people by Maronite militiamen in 
the Sabra and Shatila refugee camps in September 1982 proved once again that no 
Lebanese community is free from extremism. 

DI'llZe and Maronite militias traded well-founded charges of killings and gross cru
. elties as they fought for supremacy in the mountains south of Beirut following the 
Israeli invasion of 1982. 

In southern Lebanon, Shi'i irregulars resisted the Israeli occupation of the area 
by a campaign of harassment, ambush and assassination that helped to hasten the 
Israeli withdrawal now in progress. Many analysts, especially in Israel, worry that 
extremist elements, emboldened by their success against the Israelis, wm capture 
the political heart of the Shi'a community in Lebanon. 

The Roots of Extremism: As the foregoing examples show, extremism has been 
spawned both by internal factors and external sponsorship. This section traces the 
origins of contemporary extremism in the Arab states of the Fertile Crescent and 
the Gulf. 

Influenced by the Western tradition of sr.:ular modernization, many scholars be
lieved that economic and political development in the Middle East would reduce the 
role of religion in Middle Eastern politics. Many Middle Eastern political leaders 
actively pursued programs of political and economic development that gave short 
shrift to Islam. The faUura of these attempts to bypass Islam has helped to set the 
stage for a resurgence of Islam. This resurgence, in turn, led to a proliferation of 
Islamic organizations and movements, some of which have adopted violent methods. 

Arab rulers have worked hard to secure their positions, to stabilize their govern
ments and to quash dissent, but in many cases they have failed to achieve legitima
cy in the eyes of their people. Most Middle Eastern governments have been more 
successful in creating sophisticated mukhabarat (secret police), national police and 
paramilitary forces than they have been in meeting the growing demands of their 
constituents. Social justice all too often remains a distant goal. Political participa
tion is limited and often synthetic, career opportunities are inadequate for the grow
ing numbers of educated men and women, and national incomes are unevenly dill
tributed. In Iraq, for instance, 5 percent of the households receive about 35 percent 
of total national income; the poorest 20 percent receive about 2 percent. Ruling 
elites, often perceived as corrupt and motivated entirely by greed and golf-interest, 
are frequently seen as parasitic and unconcerned with public welfare. 

Political failure is not restricted to domestic politics. Many Arabs still wax poetic 
about the Arab nation, but the past two decades have provided eloquent testimony 
to the demise of pan-Arabism and the growth of state power. Stamped by failurEl 
and vainglory, Arab nationalism has failed to meet the challenges of the post-World 
War II era. The emotive Palestinian issue remains resolved, and the possibility of a 
settlement seems as remote in 1985 as ever. 

Israel, viewed by most Arabs as palpable proof of their failure, remains the domi
nant military power in the region. The "victory" promised by the 1973 war has not 
been realized. Instead, Egypt's dominant military role in the Arab world has been 
diminished by a separate peace that many Arabs continue to decry as a gross strate
gic error. The Israeli invasion of Lebanon in 1982, in part made possible by the sepa
ration of Egypt's military strength from the Arab world, is widely regarded as an 
Arab humiliation. Arab oil wealth, which once promised the Arab world decisive po-



423 

Htical leverage, has been depleted as a result of global market forces, the pursuit of 
grandiose development projects and enormous purchases of arms. 

The dominant ideologies of the past three decades-Nasserism, Ba'athism and 
Arab socialism-all too often seem only empty slogans on the lips of selfish politi
cians. As the emptiness of these secular ideologies has become apparent, many Arab 
Muslims have returned to Islam as a culturally authentic refuge and ideology. The 
return to Islam has occurred in a political environment where charges of repression, 
corruption and injustice are not merely antigovernment slogans but are characteris
tics of widespread political malaise. In contrast to the perceived profligacy of the 
rulers, Islam offers an austere alternative unbesmirched by the corruption and fail
ure that has marked political life in the modern era. In short, Islam is a familiar 
ideology in a region where alternative ideologies have failed. This is not to say that 
the current resurgence of Islam is a novel development. It is only the most recent 
example of a cyclical phenomenon whose modern odgins can be traced to the Islam
ic revival at the begilllling of this century. 

None of the Arab states contains an integrated, financially independent and hier
arachically organized clergy such as that found in Iran. Nevertheless, common Is
lamic institutions have provided a locus for political action, even where the right of 
free political association has been limited or proscribed. Islamic groups often have 
been able to organize in the mosque and, in the case of the Shi'is, in the Husainiyya 
(a community religious center), relatively free from the government's gaze. Only a 
fraction of the nascent Islamic associations and movements (there are more than 
100 in the Arab countries) are led by clerics, and a fair number are avowedly anti
clerical. But it is striking that many of the new groups draw their membership from 
the relatively well-educated middle and lower middle classes whose needs their gov
ernments are not meeting. Although Islamic activists are frequently inspired by re
ligious values and a desire to protect traditional customs against the modern on
slaught, they are also concerned with who gets what, when and how much. In a fun
damental sense, the Middle East is witnessing a comprehensive form of political 
action rather than an esoteric movement of pious Muslims. 

Most Islamic activists have been no more extreme in their methods and goals 
than their secularly-inclined political cohorts, but some groups have interpreted 
Islam as providing an ethos and ideology that justifies, or even demands, violence. 

It has become popular among some observers to regard the proliferation of ex
tremist Islamic protest movements and dissident groups as an outgrowth of the Ira
nian revolution. This view is partly true, but, by presuming that every group is 
sponsored by Qum or Teheran, it grossly oversimplifies the nature of the phenome
non. 

For example, one of the most venerable activist groups, the Muslim Brotherhood, 
with branches in Egypt, Syria, Jordan, Saudi Arabia, Europe, the Gulf, and the ter
ritories occupied by Israel, dates from 1928. Its most recent period of activism, began 
in Egypt in 1971. But Ayatollah Khomeini's Sllccess has provided an exemplar for 
the disaffected-in short, an example of what pious, well-organized Muslims can ac
complish in the face of seemingly insurmountable odds. Even those Islamic groups 
that do not seek to establish an Islamic state may derive inspiration from the suc
cess of their Muslim colleagues in Iran. 

The Syrian case may be the most interesting example of the strength of the Irani
an experience. Sunni militants in Syria derived a spur to action from the events in 
Iran, yet in opposing the aI-Assad regime in Damascus, they opposed the regime 
most closely allied with the Islamic Republic of Iran. Indeed, even if al-Assad's 
Sunni opponents succeeded in seizing power, they probably would not seek to estab
lish close ties with an Iranian government that has denied them support in order to 
maintain close ties with al-Assad's 'Alawi regime. Moreover, despite the Syrian-Ira
nian alliance, aI-Assad did not hesitate, when it suited his purpose, to clamp down 
in August 1984 on the Iranian revolutionary guards who had been stationed in Leb
anon since 1982. Nor has this "anti-Islamic" action damaged the close ties between 
the two countries. These ties are based on shared political interests rather than 
shared conceptions of society or Islam. 

Lebanon is another interesting case. The most important Shi'i organization in 
Lebanon, the Amal Movement, has had poor relations with Iran at least since 1981, 
largely because the Amal leadership has foresworn support for Islamic solutions in 
multiconfessional Lebanon. One of the most curious relationships in Lebanon in
volves a militant Sunni group-Tawhid (unity). This organization is based in Tripoli 
and aggressively opposes the spread of Syrian influence in the city. Tawhid has en
joyed Iranian financial support. 

Populist Islamic movements among the Shi'i and Sunni Muslims of the Arab 
states of the Gulf have grown rapidly. Adherents of both sects take inspiration from 
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Iran as well as from the resistance of the mujahidin to the Soviets in Afghanistan, 
but there is a keen antipathy between Sunni and Shi'i activitists. For example, in 
September 1983, Sunni militants set fire to a Shi'i mosque under construction in 
Kuwait. Despite these strains, however, Sunnis and Shi'is in the Gulf share an Is
lamic ideology. In brief, this ideology encompasses a fundamentalist faith in Islam, 
opposition to corrupt and unjust government, commitment to social justice and 
equal rights, and an antipathy to external meddling in the area. 

The Gulf has not been plagued by extremism to date, but the prospect of future 
problems, especially involving Shi'i groups, has been a major worry of the Sunni 
rulers of Qatar, Bahrain, Kuwait, the United Arab Emirates, and Saudi Arabia. In 
general, these governments have been inclined to accommodate the demands of 
Sunni activists, while ignoring or even suppressing their Shi'i counterparts. There 
are some 200,000 Iranians living in the Gulf Arab states, including sizable popula
tions in Bahrain (70% Shi'i) and Kuwait (about 25% Shi'i). The restive Shi'a of 
Saudi Arabia's oil-rich Eastern Province have been a particular concern to the 
Saudi government, which has not been very responsive to meeting their social, eco
nomic and political needs. (There has never been a Shi'i minister in the govern
ment.) The enlightened handling of the Eastern Province Shi'is by ARAMCO, which 
employs many of them, probably has helped to keep a lid on Sh1'i activism. 

Despite the long shadow cast by Iran, Muslims of the Gulf region, whether Sunni 
or Shi'i, have sponsored few acts of violence. Violence in the Gulf generally has 
been directed against indigenous rivals and diplomatic targets. As yet, there has 
been no significant pattern of attacks against foreign business interests. This may 
reflect thE.' pragmatic acceptance of beneficial business activities, even as the activ
ists resent western values and culture. The two most important incidents since the 
overthrow of the Shah, in addition to the seizure of the Grand Mosque, seem to have 
originated outside of the Gulf: the abortive coup in Bahrain in 1974, and the Decem
ber 1983 bombings in Kuwait, both of which have been linked to Iran. 

IRAN AND EXTREMISM 

Whatever the Iranian role in sponsoring extremist acts-and there is reasonable 
evidence for suspecting that Iran has played a direct role in some incidents-the 
Islamic Republic clearly has propounded an ideology that can be used to legitimize 
the use of violence. In addition to the importance of the revolution as an exemplar 
for Muslims, Ayatollah Khomeini's reinterpretation of Shi'ism has helped to provide 
a rationale for activism, revolution and extremism. 

In Khomeini's view, Iran is the only truly Islamic state. All other Islamic states 
are illegitimate. If they do not reform on their own, then Iran has the right to force 
them to do so. Iran sees some governments, especially that of Saddam Hussain in 
Iraq, as bastions of atheism and beyond reform. Since dependence on outside 
powers, expecially on the United States, serves only to weaken and divide the Islam
ic community (umma), any state that maintains such ties is a servant of a superpow
er. This epithet applies to Saudi Arabia, the Gulf States and Egypt. As Khomeini 
declared in late 1983, "The Our'an says: 'Hold ye fast to the rope of Allah,' yet you 
are holding the ropes of America or the Soviet Union." 

As the superpowers are the strongest international actors, Khomeini holds them 
responsible for "all world corruption." The superpowers, especially the United 
States, are a legitimate target for violence. They must be punished and humiliated 
for the evil things they have done to Muslims. In Khomeini's words, the superpow
ers should be "slapped in the face" or "punched in the mouth." 

The view from Qum is that the Shi'is are the only true representatives of the op
pressed and deprived masses. Ayatollah Khomeini, in his role as jurisconsult, au
thoritatively interprets the meaning of Islam. Indeed, in the new Iranian constitu
tion, Khomeini is referred to as the representative of the Twelfth (or hidden) Imam 
who will one day return to inaugurate the age of justic9. Only by accepting the Kho
meini version of Shi'ism can Muslims meet the dictates of their faith. Moreover, 
Iran is the vanguard of Islam, and it has a sacred duty to propagate the faith. 
Whether propagation of Islam extends to sponsoring and organizing political extre
mism is not always clear. Khomeini has condemned various extremist acts, includ
ing the mining of the Red Sea and the hijacking of aircraft (as in the December 
1984 incident perpetrated by Lebanese Shi'i terrorists), yet he has also overseen the 
training of non-Iranian militants whose education has included exhortations to lead 
"Islamic revolutions." 

Since 1975, there has been a threefold increase in the number of students study
ing at the religious schools in Qum. By all appearances the curriculum is heavily 
laced with Khomeini's activist version of Islam. In addition, a conference was held 
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in Teheran in 1982 on the subject of the "Ideal Islamic Government," After the con
ference, the Iranians are said to have decided to train thousands of Muslim mili
tants from two dozen Islamic states and to send them back to their home countries 
to act as "messengers of the true Islam." Several weeks before the conference, Kho
meini said, "We shall export our revolution to the whole world." At a 1983 meeting 
attended by about 500 foreign clerics, Khomeini told his audience, "You should dis
cuss the situation in Iran. You should call on people to rebel like Iran." 

Lebanese newspapers reported in 1983 that some 2,000 revolutionary missionaries, 
including 300 Shi'is from Lebanon and 1,000 from Iraq, were receiving religious, 
military and political training in a special center north of Qum. Some observers be
lieve that the suicide drivers for the truck-bomb attacks of 1983 were recruited in 
this center, which is also alleged to have been the training camp for the insurgents 
who attacked Bahrain in 1979. 

The Iranian role in specific acts of violence is sometimes obscure. There can be 
little doubt, however, that Iranian officials approve of many of the incidents and 
probably have sponsored some of them. The clearest case of Iranian sponsorship is 
the "Supreme Assembly of the Islamic Revolution in Iraq." This organization is 
based in Iran and led by an Iraqi cleric (Hojatolislam Muhammad Baqir aI-Hakim). 
Several scholars believe that the Supreme Assembly is intimately associated with 
the al-Da'wa (The Call) party, one of the most important underground Shi'i groups 
in Iraq. Members of al-Da'wa were identified as participants in the bombing of 
seven Arab and Western installations in Kuwait in December 1983. AI-Da'wa is also 
believed to have been responsible for the destruction of the Iraqi Embassy in Beirut 
in late 1981. 

ANTI-AMERICANISM 

Veteran observers report a significant anti-American trend in the Middle East 
that poses a profound long-term threat to U.S. interests in the region. The United 
States is increasingly viewed with animosity, in large part because of its unwaver
ing support of Israel. Moreover, individual Americans are no longer accepted merely 
as private citizens unassociated with the polides of their government. The United 
States is often held responsible for much of the political blight that is alleged to 
afflict the Muslim world. U.S. immobility on the Palestinian question, its suspected 
complicity in the Israeli invasion of Lebanon, and Washington's support for "anti
Islamic" regimes (such as that of the former Shah), are commonly-heard charges. 
Western values and culture, of which the United States is the vanguard, are often 
considered a threat to Islamic culture, especially by those segments of society that 
have benefited least from an association with the West. 

The most disturbing aspect of the anti-American terrorism in Lebanon is the ease 
with which Americans have been regarded as legitimate targets. While some U.S. 
officials have categorized this trend as indicative of a virulent, unjustified hostility 
to the United States, the environment in which such attacks occur is one in which 
the U.S. is viewed with suspicion. This condition, in part, is a reaction to United 
States policy. This means that while the U.S. undoubtedly has permanent enemies 
in the Middle East, the climate that encourages anti-American extremism is subject 
to improvement. Whatever the intensity of religious sentiment among Islamic activ
ists, the people of the region as a whole have displayed an understanding of the re
wards of mutually beneficial relations, including business relationships, with the 
United States. 

IMPLICATIONS 

Many of the recent incidents of terrorism share a common characteristic-a link 
with Islam. But it is evident that we are not dealing with a single, destabilizing 
giant lurching about the Middle East. Instead, Islamic activism is a mixture of 
movements and organizations that can be understood in a narrower political con
text. In Syria, for instance, the cause of Sunni extremism is not resurgent Islam, 
but majority claims in a state dominated by a minority sect. In Lebanon, Muslim 
extremism has been, to a significant degree, a response to outside meddling in that 
troubled land, In Saudi Arabia, the Shi'is of the Eastern Province have responded to 
government neglect by demonstrations against the government's authority. 

The Islamic coloration of contemporary extremism is notable, but the coloration is 
in varying hues of green (the color of Islam), not just Iranian green. More important 
is the fact that each state in the Fertile Crescent and the Gu~f is traversing the 
bumpy road of modernization. During the journey, those who are left behind 01' dis
advantaged by change are likely to continue to seek the familiar refuge of Islam. In 
these circumstances, it will become even more important for Middle Eastern leaders 
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to face squarely the issues of social justice and equity. The point is not to reward 
extremists, but to isolate them by building support for government policies and re
source distribution among the population at large. 

Extremism feeds on extremism. When it gorges on itself, the consequences can be 
destabilizing and uncontrollable in the short term. The case of the Shi'a in Lebanon 
illustrates the point. Before the Israeli invasion, the Shi'is were engaged in strug
gles with the fedayeen in southern Lebanon and Beirut. The Shi'is welcome the Is
raeli invaders in 1982, especially in the south, with at least grudging thanks for the 
explusion of the .PLO fighters from the area. If, on the heels of the invasion, the 
Israelis had made a quiet, tacit deal with the moderate Amal movement, and had 
then quickly withdrawn, the prospects for stability in southern Lebanon (and peace 
along Israel's northern border) would have been much brighter. 

Instead, Israel tried to establish proxy fO!'ces of Christians to emasculate the 
Amal movement. Israeli policy thus created a political environmental in which po
litical authority was fragmented. Resistance to the Israeli occupation spread like a 
cancer. Extremism was validated, and the voices of law and order were muted. 
Today, as the IDF retreats from the area, the Shi'a and other southern Lebanese 
face an uncertain future in which the character of commullalleadership is yet to be 
determined. The centrist politicians who hold a tenuous grip on the leadership of 
the Shi'i community face an uphill struggle, as demonstrated in Sidon by the mili
tant Hizb Allah (Party of God) in February 1985. 

For the United States, appropriate measures will be needed to confront extre
mism aimed at American personnel and installations. It is also imperative that 
Americans be sensitive to the need to balance U.S. interests and Middle East reali
ties. Although forward basing facilities in the Gulf make tactical sense, the aversion 
of the people of the region to such "external intervention" must not be'ignored. By 
the same token, while U.S. leverage in Middle Eastern politics is in part a direct 
result of its heavy support for Israel, it is necessary for the U.S. to continue taking 
decisive steps to help bring solutions to the extant issues of the Arab-Israeli conflict. 
The danger in the current climate, in which many Americans seem traumatized by 
the extremists' campaign, is that Americans will be so preoccupied with terrorism 
that they lose sight of the country's larger regional interests. 

For the American businessman dealing with the Gulf, there is good reason to take, 
heart from the absence of attacks on foreign business interests. Although the envi
ronment has become more dangerous for Americans, the evidence suggests that 
American business will continue to play a welcome role in the Gulf. The recent 
events do suggest the absolute necessity of staying in touch with local developments. 
Executives must remain sensitive to the need to avoid the appearance of corrupt 
practices, as well as the actual engagement in them. Finally, fair wages and hiring 
practices are essential for maintaining a congenial business environment. 

The threat of extremism in the Middle East cannot, and should not, be summarily 
dismissed, but by attempting to understand the problem as it exists, rather than de
monologically, we can at least approach the phenomenon with intelligence. 

[Whereupon, at 1:33 p.m., the committees adjourned, subject to 
call of the Chair.] 
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