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MEMORA N DUM 

-

SEGRE+ 
THE WHITE HO USE 

WA SH I NG TON 

August 15, 1984 

MEMORANDUM FOR EDWIN MEESE, III 

FROM: ROBERT C. MCFARLANE 

SUBJECT: Background Material on Terrorism 

4913 

Please find in the attached notebook the background material on 
terrorism you have requested. It is important to note that the 
book contains classified as w~ll as unclassified material. An 
extract of NSDD-138 (ComI?atting Terrorism) is provided for your 
use with Administration officials. We have numerous requests for 
this NSDD as a consequence of unauthorized media disclosures 
during late April. The NSDD has been verbally briefed to the 
House and Senate Intelligence Committees, the Foreign 
Affairs/Relations Committees, and the Armed Services Committees 
by NSC, State, Defense, CIA, and FBI. No copies of the NSDD have 
been provided. Throughout, we have sought to minimize the 
attention placed on pre-emptive covert activities in order to 
preclude adverse reactions which could constrain our options. 

Attachments 
Tab A - Global Terrorism Summary {,et-
Tab B - State-Supported Terrorism W,.) 
Tab C - Use of Force Against ·Terrorist Acts (~ 
Tab D - Highlights of NSDD-138 .f&r' 
Tab E - Terrorism Questions and Answers AA 
Tab F - Terrorism and Insurgency Definitions M 
Tab G - Bonn, Venice, and London Summit Declarations 

on Terrorism (.Ll}-
Tab H - Fact Sheet on the President's Anti-Terrorism 

Legislation, April 26, 1984 ..,_ 
Tab I - Secretary Shultz address to the Trilateral 

Commission on April 3, 1984 AA-" · 
Tab J - Secretary· Shultz address to the House 

Foreign Affairs Committee June 13, 1984 (ttr 
Tab K - Secretary Shultz address to the Jonathan 

Institute on June 24, 1984 +Y-) _ 
Tab L - Terror~sm Excerpt from Volume on Selected 

~REf-
Declassify: 

National Security Issues, August 198 i)Ee SSlflEO 

7 -ol.f44J:- 7 
NLS /f(UU 
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GLOBAL TERRORISM IN 1983 

I. GENERAL PERSPECTIVE 

0 

0 

0 

0 

There were 500 terrorist incidents in 1983, a 
slight increase over 1982. The Middle East, 
however, witnessed a 128% increase in the number of 
terrorist incidents over 1982. Fully one half of 
all international terrorist attacks were directed 
against the United States and France. In 1983, the 
highest number of persons were killed (652) and 
injured (1,273) by terrorists since we began 
keeping statistics in 1969. -

GEOGRAPHIC DISTRIBUTION OF TERRORIST INCIDENTS 

1983 1973-82 

w. Europe 37.2% 36.8% 

Latin America 25.6 19.6 

Mid East 
North Africa 22.8 21.6 

Asia/Pacific 7.8 5.1 

Africa 3.4 3.6 

North America 2.4 9.4 

USSR 
Eastern Europe .8 1.3 

Diplomatic and government personnel accounted for 
48% of all the international victims of terrorism 
in 1983. 

TARGETS BY TYPE 

1983 1979-83 

Diplomatic 42.6% 43.5% 

Military 18.4 11.8 

Business 14.0 19.2 

Other Government 5.6 4.4 

Other 14.0 21.l 



( 
0 As high-level targets have become better protected, 

we have witnessed more and more attacks against 
lower-level victims, particularly diplomatic officers 
abroad. The assassinations of Commander 
Schaufelberger, Captain Tsantes, Leamon Hunt, two 
Turkish consuls, and a British Council officer, as 
well as unsuccessful attacks against a U.S. military 
man assigned to our Embassy in Athens and our Consul 
General in Strasbourg, bear stark witness to this new 
trend in terrorism. 

o Bombings accounted for 52% of all terrorist attacks 
in 1983. Bombings are cost-effective, 
indiscriminate, and frequently devastating in the 
number of victims and the consequent publicity 
produced. The bombing of our Embassy in Beirut (57 
killed, 120 wounded), the bombings of the U.S. Marine 
and French barracks in Beirut (296 killed, 84 
wounded), and the bombing of our Embassy in Kuwait (5 
killed, 28 wounded) are notable examples of this 
devastating method of attack. 

0 INCIDENTS BY TYPE (U.S. Citizens Only) . 

1983 1973-82 

Bombings 96 

Kidnapping 10 

Assassination 8 
(includes attempts) 

Hijackings 6 

Armed Attack 24 

Arson 

Hostages 

Other 

36 

8 

3 

1,196 

115 

87 

74 

73 

26 

212 



o The U.S. remains an attractive terrorist target with 
271 Americans losing their lives to terrorists in 
1983. This represents more American deaths from 
terrorism than were recorded in the preceding 15 
years. We are a prime target because we have an 
extensive official and commercial presence overseas 
which is high in numbers of people and profile; our 
citizens and facilities are accessible and open to 
the public; our policies are opposed to the interests 
of many terrorist groups; and we often support 
governments which terrorists are attempting to bring 
down. 
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STATE-SUPPORTED TERRORISM 

BACKGROUND 

o While not a new problem, support for acts of 
international terrorism by governments has 
increased recently. This support has taken the 
form of: logistical aid, provision of weapons 
and/or training, granting of safe-havens, use of 
diplomatic pouches and/or documentation, and--in 
some cases--actual targetting and/or provision of 
information about the selected target. Seventy 
attacks in 1983 can be attributed to this 
phenomenon. 

o Under the provisions of the Fenwick Amendment 
(Section 6 of the Export Aqministration Act of 
1979), we periodically review all the information 
available to us and designate to Congress those 
countries which have •repeatedly provided support 
for acts of international terrorism.• Current~y, 
we have identified five countries as doing so: 
Iran, Cuba, Syria, Libya and the People's Republic 
of South Yemen. Countries designated as state 
supporters of international terrorism have applied 
to them a range of export controls designed to 
prevent licensing of exports which can enhance the 
military potential of those countries, or their 
ability to continue to support terrorist acts. 

II. FOUR SPECIFIC EXAMPLES 

o Syria and Iran played significant roles in 
encouraging Middle Eastern terrorism such as the 
bombing of the US Embassy in Beirut carried out by 
Iranian -- supported Lebanese Shi'ite radicals 
operating from Syrian-controlled territory. 

o Elements of the Al Dawa Party, trained by Iran, 
were responsible for the bombing of our Embassy in 
Kuwait. 

o Damascus has become the home for one of the most 
dangerous Palestinian terrorist groups, Black June 
headed by Abu Nidal, who has targeted US, Israeli, 
Jordanian, and UK interests. 

o North Korea perpetrated, using its own agents, a 
vicious bombing in Rangoon designed to assassinate 
the President of the Republic of Korea ·and his 
cabinet in October. The President escaped, but 
many high ranking officials of the ROKG and several 
Burmese died in the attack. 





I CQNFIPElH'fIAL, 

THE USE OF FORCE AGAINST TERRORIST ACTS 

I. HIGHLIGHTS 

It is internationally accepted that a host country 
is responsible for protecting the personnel and facilities 
of other states that are located within its borders. This, 
however, does not preclude personnel of receiving states 
from defending themselves and their facilities against 
actual attacks or taking armed action when requested or 
consented to by the host country. 

The commission of terrorist violence by one state 
against the personnel and facilities of another is clearly 
an unlawful use of force under the U.·N. Charter; this 
-includes instigating or assisting private groups or 
individuals in the commission of such acts. 

The state which is the target of terrorist violence 
has the right, in accordance with Article 51 of the U.N. 
Charter, to act in legitimate self-defense including, if 
necessary, the use of appropriate force. 

In extreme situations, a state may take forcible 
action to prevent an imminent attack if non-forcible means 
of preventing it have been exhausted or are not reasonably 
available. 

Such use of force without the consent of the host 
state is entitled only when the host country is unable or 
unwilling to take effective action. 

Acts of •retaliation• or •reprisal• are not 
justified by the principle of self-defense and the terms 
should not be used in explaining any use of force against 
terrorist activity. 

BY 

DECLASSIFIED~ 

NLS J3r7--o 1/,_, '-r ex) 

!V\71) , NA~A. DATE 2f 







I 
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS -·· · 

I. GENERAL 

Q. Why is state use of terrorism such a special problem? 

A Where the state itself is using terrorism, it goes 

outside the normal rules governing international 

behavior. Diplomatic pressures are not very effective 
-

in getting a country to stop, as we saw in the Iran 

hostage situation or a few weeks ago with the People's 

Bureau case in London. ·States that work within the 

rules will always have a problem with states that do 

not, ju$t as any society has a problem with its criminal 

element. When a group gets state support, that group is 

able greatly to extend its reach, to enhance its 

logistics, to use more sophisticated weapons, to move 

with greater anonymity and safety. In the ~ilitary 

sense, state support for a terrorist group is a force 

multiplier, and the danger to targeted people and 

countries goes up accordingly. 



Q. When you talk about an active defense, what do you mean? 

A. You have to start with the fact that there is no one 

easy answer to the problem of terrorism. I don't know 

of any country that has a very satisfactory answer 

today. We have to protect our people from terrorist 

attacks. We have to work with other governments to do 

that, and we have to try to get the states that are 

supporting terrorism to stop. But when all that fails, 

and we still have the pioblem, ~e cannot just sit and 

wait to be attacked. We have to find ways to frustrate, 

interfere with and prevent terrorist attacks. If that 

involves the use of force, it will be carried out in 

accordance with our right of self-defense under Article 

51 of the United Nations Charter. 

Q. Mr. Secretary, can you tell us something about the 
conclusions and recommendations made in the new NSDD 
number 138 signed by the President on April 3? 

A. Mr. Chairman, As I understand it, the leadership of the 

committees primarily concerned with terrorism in both 

houses has been briefed in sessions jointly conducted by 

representatives of the key federal agencies concerned 

with the problem of terrorism . I am unable to add to 

that briefing, and I should not do so in any event in a 

public hearing. 



Q. Would you be prepared to discuss the NSDD with the 
members of this Committee in executive session? 

A. I believe, Mr. Chairman that such a briefing is best 

provided by the kind of team that did the original 

brief. The subject matter cuts across several different 

agency lines, and the Department really should not try 

to speak for the other agencies concerned. I would be 

happy to ask Ambassador Sayre and others who worked with 
I 

him to discuss with you and others on the Committee any 

remaining issues that ma~ be of ~oncern. 



.\ 
Q. Mr. Secretary, you said that you had rather extensive 

discussions in London on how the allies plan to confront 
international terrorism. What exactly do you have in 
mind? Are we going to strengthen liaison and other 
activities on intelligence and at the police level? Are 
there any meetings of diplomats or lawyers already 
scheduled to discuss these problems? 

A. I cannot be specific. We share intelligence with our 

friends and allies. We are in daily bilate~al contact 

on a broad range of issues. Given the nature of the 

terrorist problem, however, we believe that we will be 

more effective if we work these matters out discretely 

either in bilateral or multilateral channels and take 

the legal action we consider appropriate in the 

circumstances. We are, of course, available to discuss 

these matters in executive session or to consult with 

any of you individually if you are seeking specific 

information. 



Q: Is there any substance to Qadhafi's charge that the 
Central Intelligence Agency is backing Libyan dissidents 
attempting to overthrow Qadhafi's regime? 

A: We had no prior knowledge of attacks against the 

Libyan government, nor were we involved in any way in the 

fighting last month in Tripoli . 



Q: Is there any information available that Qadhafi's 
statement represents an actual threat to conduct terrrorist 
attacks in the United States? 

A: We reject Qadhafi's charge of U.S. involvement in 

last month's fighting in Tripoli. Qadhafi has again 

announced to the world that he is willing to use terrorism 

as an instrument of state policy. As you know, he has for 

some years deliberately supported terrorists as an extension 

of his own foreign ~olicy. At this time, I have nothing to 

offer concerning any specific Libyan terrorist threat to the 

United States. We will, however, deal effective~y and 

r swiftly with any such acts in the United States. 



Q. How would the United States deal with a problem such as 
the British had with the Libyan Embassy? Would we be 
unable to try in the United states a diplomat who 
committed such an act here? 

A. Under the Vienna Convention diplomats have immunity from 

criminal prosecution. The remedy is to declare them 

persona non grata. When the Convention was written no 

one could contemplate that a sending state would so 

flagrantly abuse the immunity provided by the 

Convention. The international community has to address 

this problem. In the meantime, we have concluded that 

the police have a right to protect themselves and to . 

return suppressing fire until they can take cover. We 

believe that is consistent with the doctrine of 

proportional response under international law. As we 

discussed in London, we will have to review this matter 

and develop better procedures and laws to deal with it. 



/ 
II. THE LEGISLATIVE PACKAGE 

Q. How will the legislative package contribute to the fight 
against terrorism? Why is it necessary at this time? 

A. The four bill package strengthens our ability to deal 

with terrorism through our criminal laws ·in a variety of 

ways. The two bills that implement international 

anti-terrorism conventions on aircraft sabotage and 

hostage-taking extend our criminal jurisdiction over 

these crimes and would strengthen our hand with allies 

and others in the international community who have 

already adopted strict legal measures in these areas. 

The bill on rewards will enable us to offer significant 

financial incentives to persons willing to provide 

information that would aid us in thwarting terrorist 

acts, bringing an incident to an end, or apprehending 

perpetrators of such acts. The bill prohibiting the 

provision of training and support to groups or states 

that engagein acts of international terrorism provides a 

legal basis to control activities which experience has 

shown are -not sufficiently covered by existing law. 
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NSDD 138 OF APRIL 3, 1984 ON COMBATTING TERRORISM 

I. HIGHLIGHTS 

o Basic purpose in view of increasingly heavy 
involvement of states in terrorism is to shift 
policy focus from passive to active defense 
measures and to require that resources be 
reprogrammed and/or obtained to support that policy 
focus. 

o Active defense requires significant increase in 
intelligence resources to pinpoint groups (or 
targets) that are actively considering strikes 
against us and to disrupt, .confuse or otherwise 
preempt such strikes. All proposals must be in 
conformity with existing us law. Thus: 

- -state is instructed to intensify efforts to · 
achieve cooperation of other governments. 

--CIA is to intensify use of liaison and other 
intelligence capabilities and also to develop plans 
and capability to preempt groups and individuals 
planning strikes against us interests which it is 
to present to NSPG by May 31. 

--DOD is instructed to maintain and further develop 
capabilities to deal with the spectrum of threat 
options. 

o Active defense measures by the United States are 
expected to prompt retaliation and at least in 
short run to increase level of terrorist activity 
against us, including within United States. 
Accordingly, · 

--State, DOD, Justice, Treasury, and CIA are to 
develop the full range of overt options to deal 
with terrorism. 

--state and Defense are instructed to accelerate 
defensive measures for personnel and facilities 
overseas including those of alerts, training, etc. 

--State and Justice are to present any legislation 
needed. 
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( --Justice and Treasury are to review defensive 
steps needed within OS including coordination with 
state and local authorities. State is involved on 
foreign officials. 

--IGT is to pull together this program including 
resource requirements of all agencies for all 
defensive measures and present plan to NSPG by May 
31. 

o The foregoing is to be done by December 31, 1984 
under existing organizational arrangements. In the 
meantime , the NSC is to chair an interagency review 
to consider whether any new organizational 
arrangements are needed to have a more effective 
effort. 
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III. TRAINING AND SUPPORT BILL 

Q. Why do we need a bill like the Training and Support 
legislation? 

A. What we are trying to stop is an individual or business 

under US jurisdiction selling tr~ining, in~elligence, 

logistical and other similar support services to 

governments for the purpose of organizing hit squad s or 

otherwise carrying out terrorist acts. This law is not 

intended to stand alone ; it is part of a set with the 

Export Administration Act, and the I~ternational Traffic 

in Arms Regulations . It closes the gap th~t we now have 

on selling training , intelligence and logistical support 

services to states that engage in terrorism . 

Q. Is it correct that this bill grants the secretary of 
State unprecedented powers? 

A. No, the basic criticism is that this bill grants the 

Secretary of State too much discretion in the 

designation determination. Actually, the procedure used 

is little different than under the Arms Export Act and 

the Expor~ Administration Act, both of which provide for 

a factual determination by th~ executive branch in the 

context of possible criminal penalities. 
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Q: What guidance does the bill provide to distinguish 
between terrorist groups, on the one hand, and 
legitimate insurgencies, on the other? Where would the 
contras fall under this distinction? The PLO? The IRA? 
(etc.) 

A: The basis for a designation by the Secretary under the bill 

would be the acts or likely acts of international terrorism 

of an entity, not the legal status of that entity itself. 

The bill recognizes that acts of international terrorism 

may be carried out by a terrorist group, which by 

definition has no international legitimacy, by a foreign 

faction, which may or may not be a recognized insurgency, 

or by a state. •International terrorism• is defines in the 

bill, and the definition used is one that the Congress has 

already approved and enacted in the Foreign Intelligence 

Surveillance Act. I want to underscore here that there are 

important differences between terrorism and.insurgency 

particularly respecting targets and methods. As this fs 

proposed criminal legislation that, when enacted, will 

provide a basis for possible criminal prosecutions after 

formal determinations by the Secretary of State, I don't 

believe it would be appropriate for me to speculate about 

possible specific determinations the secretary might make 

once this bill becomes law. 



Q: Why are designations of specific countries or groups 
necessary at all? Why did the Administration draft this 
bill to require a determination of countries~ factions and 
groups that support terrorism instead of merely specifying 
all the activities you are concerned about as crimes under 
U.S. law? 

A: There were two primary considerations leading th~ 

Administration to choose the approach in the bill rather 

than broad criminal legislation. First, the activities 

that concern us in this bill are in the great majority of 

cases innocent commerce. While we wanted to stop them in 

cases where provision of these services posed a danger to 

lives, property or o.s. foreign policy interests, we saw no 

need to do so in a way that could generally interfere with 

peaceful trade. The point of the bill is not to prevent 

people from providing these services in general, but to 

prevent them from providing these services to entities that 

engage in international terrorism as spelled out in th~ 

bill. Second, because this legislation has as its primary 

purpose persuading particular countries and groups to stop 

practicing or supporting terrorism, it was our belief that 

this legislation would be a more useful tool in combatting 

terrorism if its effects were _ to be very precisely and 

publicly targeted on the offending countries and groups. 



Q. What states do you have in mind adding to those already 
designated under the Export Administration Act? 

A. The legislation would set up a specific procedure for 

designating states to which it .would be illegal to 

provide training, logistical and other support 

services. This would include consultations with the 

Congress at that time. The procedures require the 

development of evidence to support any determination 

that I would make. It would not be appropriate for me 

to make any comments at this time either on those states 

already on the Export control list or those that might 

be designated under the proposed legislation. What I 

can say is that we know that states are supporting 

terrorist groups and are carrying out terrorist acts 

that threaten us around the world. The legislation will 

be helpful to the Justice Department in filling legal 

gaps. 
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\ :. J Q: Why is there a requirement that specific U.S. interests be 
affected by these acts of international terrorism? Isn't 
all international terrorism inherently harmful to U.S. 
interests? Or are there going to be •good terrorists• and 
•bad terrorists• under this bill? 

A: The enactment of a criminal prohibition is normally based 

on the notion that the society for whose benefit the law is 

enacted will suffer some identifiable harm resulting from 

the prohibited act. Without such a link, ~he basis for the 

criminal law becomes weakened. While we of course 

universally condemn any .act of ~errorism, it is not 

appropriate for us to legislate universally. It is simply 

a matter of confining U.S. criminal law to the prot~ction 

of U.S. interests. By linking the bill's standards 

explicitly to u.s. interests, we provide a clear and strong 

basis for a U.S. criminal law in this area. 

r Q: Could the bill be used to prosecute people who donated 
money to a country or group that had been placed on the 
list? What about someone who raised funds for such a group? 

A: The bill is not intended to cover people who simply donate 

money to a group or country that has been designated by the 

Secretary, or to a •front• group that acted as a conduit 

for funds to a designated entity. On the other hand, an 

individual who actively raised funds for a designated 

entity or for a •front• group for such an entity might be 
, 

subject to the bill. 



Q: Why can't much of the terrorist activity you are trying to 
reach with thi s bill be covered unde r exi s ting feder a l law 
relating to conspiracy? 

A: In order fo r a conspiracy to be a criminal offense unde r 

federal law , the ac t that i s the aim of the conspiracy mus t 

itself be a federal criminal offense . As mos t of the act s 

addressed by the new bill are not currently federal 

offenses , the conspiracy law woul d not be applicable t o 

them . 

Q: Why is there a need for an exemption for official 
activities (new section 233l(i)) ? 

A: The purpose of that section i s t o avoid any possible 

confusion or question as t o the potential criminal 

liability of government of fi cials or agents c a r ry ing out 

lawful and p roperly author i zed activi ties. We believe 

there is a policy interest in providing a s surance to 

government officials t hat they will not be held criminally 

liable for such activities carried out in good faith. 

Q: We are particularly concerned about the vagueness of the 
phrase •act in concert with•. This looks like the type of 
provision that ~ould cause a . chilling effect on the 
exercise of constitutionally protected rights such as free 
speech and free asembly. How strongly are you . wedded to 
that formulation? 

A: Our purpose in that section of the bill is to cover 

individuals who, while .not actually becoming an official 

member of a des~gnated foreign group or the armed forces or 

intelligence service of a designated foreign state, act for 
I 

all practical purposes as a member of such an enti~y. We 

have no inttntion of interfering with any constitutionally 
orotected r1ahts_ 



Q: This legislation would produce some foreign policy problems 
and some additional restrictions on the liberties of 
Americans. Do the potential benefits--the numbers of 
people likely to be prosecuted and terrorist acts 
~revented--justify these costs? 

A: We do not believe that potential foreign policy problems or 

controversy constitute a valid reason to shy away from 

taking vigorous steps to combat international terrorism. 

Nor do we have any intent to restrict conscitutionally 

protected rights of Americans. There is no absolute 

constitutional right to _provide training and support 

services to states or groups that engage in terrorism. 

Where the language of the bill causes concern on this 

point, we are prepared to look at modifications. We 

believe that the situation where Americans are free to sell 

their expertise and services to terrorist groups or states 

has gone on too long. We view the benefits of the bill not 

s~ much in terms of numbers of people prosecuted as in the 

establishment of legal controls on this type of activity, 

and the resultant. message, both to those who would provide 

such services to terrorist entities and to those who would 

benefit from these services, that the United States is 

prepared to take serious legal measures against 

international terrorism • 

• 



Q: Would you be prepared to accept a requirement to consult 
Congress in the process of designating specific countries 
or groups under this law? 

A: We feel that such designation is basically an executive 

responsibility, and that Congress's role should consist 

essentially in providing the guidelines for the executive 

determination in the legislation itself. At the same time, 

we recognize the interest of the Congress in these 
~ 

sensitive and important decisions, and would be willing to 

explore procedures for advance notification of designations 

to foreign affairs committees, along the lines of existing 

procedures in other laws. 

I 

\ 
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TERRORISM 

Terrorism is the use or threatened use of violence for a 
political purpose to create a state of fear which will aid 
in extorting, coercing, intimidating or causing individuals 
and groups to alter their behavior. A terrorist group does 
not need a defined territorial base or specific 
organizational structure. Its goals need not relate to any 
one country. It does not require nor necessarily seek a 
popular basis of support. Its operations, organization and 
movements are secret. Its activities do not c~nform to 
rules of law or warfare. Its targets are civilians, 
non-combatants, bystanders or symbolic persons and places. 
Its victims generally have no role in either causing or 
correcting the grievance of the terrorists. Its methods are 
hostage-taking, aircraft piracy or sabotage, assassination, 
tbreats, hoaxes, and indiscriminate bombings or shootings. 

Terrorism is international when the victims, the actors, 
the location of a terrorist incident, or the means used to 
carry out the act involve more than one country. 

INSURGENCY 

Insurgency is a state of revolt against an established 
government. An insurgent group has a defined organization, 
leadership and location. Its members wear a uniform. Its 
objectives are acquisition of political power, achievement 
of participation in economic or political opportunity and 
national leadership or, ultimately, taking power from 
existing leadership. Its primary interests relate to one 
-country. Its methods are military and paramilitary. Its 
targets are military, both tactical and strategic, and its 
legitimate operations are governed by the international 
rules of armed conflict. It operates in the open, and it 
actively seeks a basis of popular support. 





' BONN DECLARATION 

ADDENDUM TO ECONOMI C SUMMIT CONFERENCE COMMUNIQUE 

JULY 17, 1978 

Following is an addendum to the communique as delivered 
by Chancellor Helmut Schmidt on terrorism on behalf of the 
Delegations: 

THE HEADS OF STATE AND GOVERNMENT, CONCERNED ABOUT 
TERRORISM AND THE TAKING OF HOSTAGES, DECLARE THAT THEIR 
GOVERNMENTS WILL INTENSIFY THEIR JOINT EFFORTS TO COMBAT 
INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM. 

TO THIS END, IN CASES WHERE A COUNTRY REFUSES 
EXTRADITION OR PROSECUTION OF THOSE WHO HAVE HIJACKED AN 
AIRCRAFT AND/OR DO NOT RETURN SUCH AIRCRAFT, THE HEADS 
OF STATE AND GOVERNMENT ARE JOINTLY RESOLVED THAT THEIR 
GOVERNMENTS SHOULD TAKE IMMEDIATE ACTION TO CEASE ALL· 
FLIGHTS TO THAT COUNTRY. 

. 
AT THE SAME TIME, THEIR GOVERNMENTS WILL INITIATE 

rACTION TO HALT ALL INCOMING FLIGHTS FROM THAT COUNTRY OR 
FROM ANY COUNTRY BY THE AIRLINES OF THE COUNTRY CONCERNED. 
THE HEADS OF STATE AND GOVERNMENT URGE OTHER GOVERNMENTS 
TO JOIN THEM IN THIS COMMITMENT . 



1981 Venice Declaration on the Taking of Hostages 
Subscribed to by the U.S., Japan, France, 

FRG, Italy, Canada and UK 

Gravely concerned by recent incidents of terrorism 
involving the taking of hostages and attacks on diplomatic 
and consular premises and personnel, the Heads of State and 
Government affirm their determination to deter and combat 
such acts. They note the completion of work on the 
International Convention Against the Taking of Hostages and 
call on all states to consider becoming parties to it as 
well as to the Convention on the Prevention and Punishment 
of Crimes Against Internationally Protected Persons of 1973. 

The Heads of State and Government vigorously condemn the 
taking of hostages and the seizure of diplomatic and 
consular premises and personnel in contravention of th~ 
basic norms of international law and practice. The Heads of 
State and Government feel it necessary that all governments 
should adopt policies which will contribute to the 
attainment of this goal and to take appropriate measures to 
deny terrorists any benefits from such criminal acts. They 
also resolve to provide to one another's diplomatic and 
consular missions support and assistance in situations 
involving the seizure of diplomatic and consular 
establishments or personnel . 



(~ 
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LONDON ECONOMIC SUMMIT DECLARATION ON 
INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM , ISSUED JUNE 9, 19 84 

The heads of state and government discussed the problem of 
international terrorism . 

They noted that hijacking and kidnapping had declined since 
the Declarations of Bonn (1978) , Venice (198 0 ) , and Ottawa 
(1981) as a result of improved security measures, bu t that 
terrorism had developed othe r techniques , sometime s i n 
association with traffic in drugs . . 
They expressed their resolve to combat thi s threat by every 
possible means , strengthening existing measures and 
developing effectiye new ones . 

They were disturbed to note the ease with which terrorist s 
move across international boundaries , and gain access t o 
weapons , explosives, training and finance . 

They viewed with serious concern the increasing involvement 
of states and goveEnments in act s of terrorism , including 
the abuse of diplomatic i mmunity . They acknowledged the 
inviolability of diplomatic missions and other requirements 
of international law;#but they emphasized the obligations 
which that law als~ entails . 

Proposals which foun d support in the discussion included the 
following : 

closer cooperation and coordination between poli ce a nd 
security organizations and ot he r relevan t authorit i es, 
espec i ally in the exchange of i nformati on, int elligence _ 
and techni cal knowledge; 

- - scrutiny by ea~h country of gaps in its national 
legislation whi~ h might be exploited by terrorists; 

use of the powers of the receiving state under the 
Vienna Convention in such matters as the size of 
diplomatic missions, and the number of buildings 
enjoying diplomatic immunity; 

\ -
action by each country to review the sale of weapons to 
states supporting terrorism; 

consultation and as far as possible cooperation over the 
expulsion of exclusion from their countries of known 
terrorists, including persons of diplomatic status 
involved in terrorism. 

The heads of state and government recognized that this is a 
problem which affects all civilized states. They resolved 
to promote action through competent international -
organizations and among the international community as a 
whole'to prevent and punish terrorist acts. 

ii 





THI: WHl Tr HOUSE 

Office of the Pres s Secretary 

for Immediate Release April 26, 1984 

FACT SHEET 

PRESIDENT'S ANTI-TERRORISM LEGISLATION 

The President has sent a ~essage to Congres s with ~ 
package of four aeparate bills to support a more systematic 
and strengthened effort to combat international terrorism . 
The President'• ~essage underscores the high priority hi s 
Administration places on actions to reduce the incidence of 
international terroriem, to protect Americans and l\.merican 
property from acts of terrorism, and to ensure that perp~
tratora of terroriet act• are brought to justice . 

The four separate bills are highlighted below . 

o Act for the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime o f 
Hostage-Taking . This bill would amend the Federal kidnapping 
statute to provide for Federal jurisdiction over any 
kidnapping in which a threat is made to kill, injure or 
continue to detain a victim in order to compel third parties 
to do or abstain from doing eomething . The bill is ennuling 
legislation for the International Convention Against the 
Taking of Hostages, which wae adopted by the United Nations on 
December 17, 1979 . At the time the President signed the 
instrument of ratification , the Congress wa s informed tha t the 
instrument would not be deposited with the United Nations 
until such time as enabling legislation had been obtaineu t o 
permit full implementation of the convention. 

o Aircraft Sabotage Ac t. This bil l provides enabling 
legislation for the Convention for the Suppression of Unlawful 
Acts Against the Safety of Civil . Aviation. The convention was 
adopted in Montreal in 1971 and ratified by the United Slates 
in November 1972. The legislation deals with certain criminal 
acts relating to aircraft sabotage or hijacking and would help 
the United States t;o .•atiafy its obligations Wlder inter-
national law. · 

o Act for Rewards for Information Concerning Terrorist 
Acts. Thia bill would authorize the payment of a reward for 
information regarding acts of terrorism in the United States 
or abroad. 

o Prohibition A ainst the Trainin ort of Terrorist 
Organizations Act of 1984. This bi l would enhance the 
ability of the Department of Justice to prosecute persons 
involved in the support of 9roups and ~tates engaging in 
terrorism. The bill vould prohibit firms or individuals from 
supporting or cooperating with such groups or states, as'well 
as recruiting, soliciting, or training individuals to engage 
in terrorist activitiee. 

t I t I f t 
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THE WHlTE HOUSE 

Office of the PresE Secretary 

For lmmediate ~elease April 26, l 984 

TO THE CONGRESS or THE UNITED STATES: 

I em sending t o the Congress todoy four separate bi ll z t o 
attack the pressing end urgen t problem of international 
t.erroriam , 

In 19 83 more than 250 American citizens were ki ll ed i11 
terrorist attacks, the largest number in any year o f record . 
In the ~ake of the tragic deaths of our diplomats and Mnrines, 
as wel l es French and Israeli soldiers in Lebanon, in -light o f 
the cynical murder of four South Korean cabine t officers and 
many others by North Korean terrorists in Burma, end as a 
result o f the attack on our embassy in Kuwait, it is essentiil l 
that we act immediately to cope with this menace and t o 
increase cooperation with other governments in dealing with 
this growing threat to our way o f life. 

ln the past fifteen years , terrorism has become a 
frightening challenge to the tranquility and political 
stability o f our friends and allies. During the past decaue 
alone , there have been al.most 6 ,500 terrorist incidents . Over 
3,500 people have been killed in these incidents , and ~~re 
than 7,600 people have been wounded. American citizens have 
been the victims of more than 2,500 terrorist incidents . O[ 
special concern to me has been the tol l inflicted on ou r 
diplomats and members of the Armed Forces . I am also deeply 
concerned, however , about attacks against other 1\merican 
citizens, who have been the victims of forty percent of the 
terroris t incidents over the past decade. 

In recent years, a very worrisome and alarming new ki nd 
o f terrorism has devel oped: the direct use of instrumerr t- s of 
terror by foreign s tates. · This • state t error ism,• s .tad;ly 
mani f e st in the recent d readful s pectacles of viole nce in 
Beirut, Rangoon, and Kuwait, accounts for the great majority 
of terrorist murders and ass assinations. Also distur bing is 
sta t e - provi ded traini ng, £inancing, a nd logistical support to 
t e r r oris ts a nd terror ist groups. These activities are an 
e xtre mely s eri ous and g r owing source of danger to us, our 
friends and our allies, and are a severe challenge to 
America's fore i gn policy. 

The protection of our citizens, our official personnel, 
and our facilities abroad requires the close cooperation and 
s upport of otller governments. We depend on other governments 
to provide security protection to mor~ t han 250 United States 
diplomatic end consular posts abroad.,· We look to other 
governments to maintain the normal protecti ons of low in their 
countries for our citizens living and traveling abroad and for 
our business representatives and business properties. 

In 1983, this Administration sent to the Congress 
legislation to enable us to provide cdequate protection for 
.foreign officials in the United States. Not only is their 
protection essential to. meet the obligations of the 
United States under international treaties, it is «?qu.il1y 
important to demonstrate to officials of otheT govrTnm~nt-~ 
that they can count on full protection while they nrc i.n the 
United States. 

more 
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I also asked the Congress to provide legislotivc 
authority for anti-terrorism training, and in some cascz 
equipment, to foreign 9overnments in orde r to e nhance 
cooperation with governments on whom we must depend fo r 
protection abroad. ln rny viei.·, the rnore effective and 
knowledoeable local la~ enforcement officials and officers 
are, th; greater will be their ability to provide the r.ind of 
security both they and we need. I commend the Congress for 
providing a two-year authorization for this progrDm Dnd Dn 
appropriation of i2.5 million for 1984 . 

I am determined that my Administration will do whatcv,:,r 
is necessary to reduce the incidence of terrorism against u~ 
anywhere in the world end to see that the perpetrators of 
terrorist acts are brought to justice. I believe it is 
essential, however, that the E~ecutive branch, the Congrr~~ 
and the public clearly understand that combat.ting terrorism 
effectively requires concerted action on ~any different 
fronts . With trained personnel, effective laws, close 
international cooperation, and diligence, we can :reduce the 
risks of terrorism to our people and increase the deterrent to 
future acts of terrorism. 

Dealing with the immediate effect of terrorist violence 
is only part of the challenge, however . We must also assu~r 
that the states now practicing or supporting terrorism do not 
prosper in the designs they pursue . We must assure that 
international forums, such as the United Nations, take a 
balanced and practical vie"'' of who is practicing terror i~m nncl 
what must be done about it. We must assure that governmc-nt~ 
that are currently passive - - or inactive - - respecting this 
scourge understand the threat that terrorism poses for all 
mankind and that they cooperate in stopping it. We must work 
to assure that there is no role in civilized society for 
indiscriminate threatening, intimidation , detention , or murde r 
of innocent people . We must make it clear to any country th.Jt 
is tempted to use violence to undermine democratic govern
ments, destabilize our fr iends, thwart efforts to promote 
cemocratic governments, or disrupt our lives that it has 
nothing to gain, and much to lose. 

The legislation I am sending to the Congress is a~ 
important step in our Wsl r against terrorism. It will ·sc-ntl c1 

strong and vigorous 111essage to friend and foe alike that the 
United States will not tolerate terrorist activity against its 
citizens or within its borders. Our legislative package 
consists of four separate bills, each of which is outlined 
below. 

0 Act for the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of 
Hostage-Taking 

In September 1981, I signed the instrument ratifying the 
International Convention Against the Taking of Hostages, which 
was adoptec) by the tJnited Nations on December 17, 1979. The 
convention has not been implemented domestically through 
enabling legislation, however. This legislation would 
implement the 1979 convention. it would amend the Federal 
kidnapping statute to provide for Federal jurisdiction over 
any kidnapping in which a threat is made to kill, injure, or 
continue to detain a victim in order to compel a third party 
to do or to abstain £rom doing something. This is a common 
ploy of terrorists. At the time I signed the instrument of 

more 
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ratification, the Congress was informed that the instrurncnl of 
ratification \oJOulo not be deposited with the United tfation!'i 
until enabling legislation had been enacted. To demonstr~tP 
to other governments and international forums that the Unitru 
States is serious about its efforts to deal with intcn1.>tio11.:il 
terrorism, it is essential that the Congress proviue th~ 
necessary enabling legislation, so that we may fully implement 
the llostage-Taking Convention. 

o Aircraft Sabotage Act 

The United States became a party to the Tokyo Convention, 
.which covers certain offenses or acts committed abo.inl 
aircraft, in 1969 and the Hague Convention, concerning the 
suppression of unlawful eeizure of aircraft, in 1971. 'l'hc 
Convention for the Suppression of Unlawful Acts Against the 
Safety of Civil Aviation was adopted at Montreal in 1971 and 
ratified by the United States in November 1972. The Montre.il 
Convention requires all states party to it to establis~
jurisdiction over certain offenses affecting the safety of 
civil aviation . 

The Congress has approved enabling. legislation for the first 
two of these conventions but not for the Montreal Convention. 
This means that certain criminal acts related to aircraft 
sabotage or hijacking are not adequately covered by United 
States law. This gap in the law gends a false signal to 
terrorists, and it also indicates to other governments th.it we 
may not be as serious as we should be, and as in fact we aTr., 
in our efforts to combat international terrorism, Action by 
the Congress now would provide the basis for long-overdue 
implementation of this convention. 

o Act for Rewards for Information Concerning Terrorist ~els 

Current law authorizes the payment of rewards for information 
concerning domestic crimes but i& outdated. Maximum rewards 
ere inadequate, and terrorism is not specifically included as 
a baai1 for paying a reward . Moreover , there is no authority 
.for the payment of rewards for information on acts of 
terroriam abroad. 

The proposed legislation, which is modelled on an existing 
statute that allows payment of rewards for information 
concerning the unauthorized manufacture of atomic weapons, 
recognizes that payaent of a re"'ard in connection with acts of 
domestic terrorism raises a .matter of law enforcement that is 
properly within the jurisdiction of the Attorney General, but 
that the payment of a re"'ard in connection with an act of 
terrorism abroad poses a political and foreign relations 
problem within the jurisdiction of the Secretary of State. By 
increasing the amounts of fines that may be paid, and by 
authorizing rewards for information concerning terrorist .ict~ 
committed abroad, this Act would markedly improve the ability 
of the Departments of Justice and State to obtain infonnat ion 
leading to the freeing of hostages or ,:he capture of t:hc pc-r
petrators of acts of terrorism. Xn passing this legislation, 
the Congress can further underscore the intent of the United 
States to take every appropriate and necessary step to protect 
its citizens and property from terrorist acts. 

0 Prohibition Against the Training or Support of Terrorist 
Organizations Act of 1984 

The trainir 
a number 
additic,· 
instr-

i support ~f terrorist groups and activitic!; l>y 
-ries has reached alarming proportions. In 

"r of states now -using terrori!'.m a?- nn 
"t policy is both increasing and highly ·· 
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disturbing. The provision of assistance to countries th:it 
support terrorism and use terrorism as e foreign policy tool 
has thus become a matter of grave concern to national secu
rity. This Act, together with revised and strengthened 
regulations that the Department of State intends to iscuc 
shortly, would enhance the ability of the Department of 
Justice to prosecute persons involved in the support of 
terrorist activities and of states using terrorism. En;ir-tm"nt 
of this legislation would bee etrong contribution to thP 
effort to combat terrorism. 

We must recogni%e that terrorism is symptomatic of lurgcr 
problems. We must dedicate ourselves to fostering moderni
zation, development, and beneficial change in the depressed 
areas of the world. We must renew our commitment to promoting 
and assisting representative and participatory government5. 
We must attack the problem of terrorism as a crime aguinst the 
international community whenever and wherever possible, but we 
must strive to eradicate the sources of frustration and 
despair that are the apavning places and nutrients of -· 
terrorism. 

The legislative proposals that I am sending to the 
Congress today will, when approved, materially benefit 011r 

Nation and help us to assist friendly countries. I believe 
that they are extraordinarily important, and I strongly urge 
that the Congress undertake their timely consideration and 
speedy passage . 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 

April 26, 198'. 

' 

RONALD REAGAN 

I f I I I I 
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Over 20 years ago, President John 
Kennedy pledged that the United States 
would "pay any price, bear any burden, 
meet any hardship, support any friend, 
oppose any foe, in order to assure the 
survival and the success of liberty." We 
know now that the scope of that commit
ment is too broad-though the self
confidence and courage in those words 
were typically American and most ad
mirable. More recently, another ad
ministration took the view that our fear 
of communism was "inordinate" and that 
there were very complicated social, 
economic, religious, and other factors at 
work in the world that we had little abil
ity to affect. This, in my view, is a 
counsel of helplessness that substantially 
underestimates the United States and its 
ability to influence events. 

Somewhere between these two poles 
lies the natural and sensible scope of 
American foreign policy. we ·know that 
we are not omnipotent and that we must 
set priorities. We cannot pay any price 
or bear any burden. We must 
discriminate; we must be prudent and 
careful; we must respond in ways ap
propriate to the challenge and engage 
our power only when very important 
strategic stakes are involved. Not every 
situation can be salvaged by American 
exertion even when important values or 
interests are at stake. 

At the same time, we know from 
history that courage and vision and 

determination can change reality. We can 
affect events, and we all know it. The 
American people expect this of their 
leaders. And the future of the free world 
depends on it. 

Americans, being a moral people, 
want their foreign policy to reflect the 
values we espouse as a nation. But 
Americans, being a practical people, also 
want their foreign policy to be effective. 
If we truly care about our values, we 
must be prepared to defend them and 
advance them. Thus we as a nation are 
perpetually asking ourselves how to 
reconcile our morality and our practical 
sense, how to pursue nob1e goals in a 
complex and imperfect world, how to 
relate our strength to our purposes-in 
sum, how to relate power and diplomacy. 

We meet this evening amid the ex
citement of America's quadrennial exer
cise of self-renewal, in which we as a 
country reexamine ourselves and our in
ternational objectives. It is an unending 
process-almost as unending as the 
presidential campaign season. But there 
are some constants in our policy, such 
as our alliance with the industrial 
democracies, as embodied in this distin
guished gathering. This partnership-the 
cornerstone of our foreign policy for 35 
years-itself reflects our ability to com
bine our moral commitment to democra
cy and our practical awareness of the 
crucial importance of maintaining the 
global balance of power. So I consider 
this an appropriate forum at which to 
share some thoughts on the relationship 
between power and diplomacy in the last 
two decades of the 20th century. 

... 



The World We Face 

By the accident of history , the role of 
world leadership fell to the United 
States just at the moment when the old 
international order had been destroyed 
by two world wars but no new stable 
system had developed to replace it. A 
century ago, the international system 
was centered on Europe and consisted of 
only a few major players. Today, in 
terms of military strength, the dominant 
countries are two major powers that 
had been, in one sense or another, on the 
edge or outside European diplomacy. But 
economic power is now widely dispersed. 
Asia is taking on increasing significance. 
The former colonial empires have been 
dismantled, and there are now more than 
160 independent nations on the world 
scene. Much of the developing world 
itself is torn by a continuing struggle 
between the forces of moderation and 
the forces of radicalism. Most of the ma
jor international conflicts since 1945 hav€ 
taken place there-from Korea to Viet
nam to the Middle East to Central 
America. Moreover, the Soviet Union 
continues to exploit nuclear fear as a 
political weapon and to exploit in
stabilities wherever they have the oppor
tunity to do so. 

On a planet grown smaller because of 
global communications, grown more tur
bulent because of the diffusion of 
power-all the while overshadowed by 
nuclear weapons-the task of achieving 
stability, security, and progress is a pro
found challenge for mankind. In an age 
menaced by nuclear proliferation and 
state-sporfsored terrorism, tendencies 
toward anarchy are bound to be a source 
of real dangers. 

It is absurd to think that America 
can walk away from these problems. 
This is a world of great potential in
stability and great potential danger. 
There is no safety in isolationism. We 
have a major, direct stake in the health 
of the world economy; our prosperity, 
our security, and our alliances can be af
fected by threats to security in many · 
parts of the world; and the fate of our 
fellow human beings will always impinge 
on our moral consciousness. Certainly 
the United States is not the world's 
policeman. But we are the world's 
strongest free nation, and, therefore, the 
preservation of our values, our prin
ci_ples, and our hopes for a better world 
rests in great measure, inevitably, on our 
shoulders. 

Power and Diplomacy 

In this environment, our principal goal is 
what President Reagan has called "the 
most basic duty that any President and 
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any people share-the duty to protect 
and strengthen the peace." History 
teaches, however, that peace is not 
achieved merely by wishing for it . Noble 
aspirations are not self-fulfilling. Our aim 
must always be to shape events and not 
be the victim of events. In this fast
moving and turbulent world, to sit in a 
reactive posture is to risk being over
whelmed or to allow others, who may not 
wish us well, to decide the world's 
future. 

The Great Seal of the United States, 
as you know, shows the American eagle 
clutching arrows in one claw and olive 
branches in the other. Some of you may 
have seen the Great Seal on some of the 
china and other antique objects in the 
White House or in the ceremonial rooms 
on the eighth floor of the State Depart
ment. On some of the older items, the 
eagle looks toward the arrows, on others, 
toward the olive branches. l t was Presi
dent Truman who set it straight: he saw 
to it that the eagle always looked toward 
the olive branches-showing that 
America sought peace. But the eagle still 
holds onto those arrows. 

This is a way of saying that our 
forefathers understood quite well that 
power and diplomacy always go together. 
It is even clearer today that a world of 
peace and security will not come about 
without exertion or without facing up to 
some tough choices. Certainly power 
must always be guided by purpose, but 
the hard reality is that diplomacy not 
backed by strength is ineffectual. That is 
why, for example, the United States has 
succeeded many times in its mediation 
when man_y other well-intentioned 
mediators have failed. Leverage, as well 
as good will, is required. 

Americans have sometimes tended to 
think that power and diplomacy are two 
distinct alternatives. To take a very re
cent example, the Long commission 
report on the bombing of our Marine 
barracks in Beirut urged that we work 
harder to pursue what it spoke of as 
"diplomatic alternatives," as opposed to 
"military options." This reflects a fun
damental misunderstanding-:-not only of 
our intensive diplomatic efforts 
throughout the period but of the relation
ship between power and diplomacy. 
Sometimes, regrettable as it may be 
political conflict degenerates into a ~st 
of strength. It was precisely our military 
role in Lebanon that was problematical, 
not our diplomatic exertion. Our military 
role was hamstrung by legislative and 
other inhibitions; the Syrians were not 
interested in diplomatic compromise so 
long as the prospect of hegemony was 
not foreclosed. They could judge from 
our domestic debate that our staying 
power was limited. 

In arms control, also, successful 
neg?~iation depends on the perception o - 
a military balance. Only if the Soviet 
leaders see the West as determined to 
modernize its own forces \\rill they see an 
incentive to negotiate agreements 
establishing equal, verifiable, and lower 
levels of armaments. 

The lesson is that power and 
diplomacy are not alternatives. They 
must go together, or we will accomplish 
very little in this world. 

The relationship between them is a 
complex one, and it presents us with 
both practical and moral issues. Let me 
address a few of those issues. One is the 
variety of the challenges we face. A 
second is .the moral complexity of our 
response. A third is the problem of 
managing the process in a democracy. 

The Range of Challenges 

Perhaps because of our long isolation 
from ~he turmoil of world poli~ics, 
Amencans have tended to believe that 
war and peace, too, were two totally 
distinct phenomena: we were either in a 
blissful state of peace, or else (as in 
World Wars I and II) we embarked on 
an ~11-out quest for total victory, after 
which we wanted to retreat back into 
inward-looking innocence, avoiding 
"po~er politics" and all it _represented.@·s:.:,,._ 
D~g World _War II, while ~~gle- ~:g;$. 
mmdedly seeking the unconditional sur- · ~ ... ~ 
render of our enemies, we paid too little ,.. 
heed to the emerging postwar balance of 
power. 

Similarly, since 1945 we have ex
perienced what we saw as a period of 
clear-cut cold war, relieved by a period 
of seeming detente which raised exag
gerated expectations in some quarters. 
Today we must see the East-West rela
tionship as more complex, with the two 
sides engaging in trade and pursuing 
arms control even as they pursue incom
patible aims. It is not as crisis prone or 
starkly confrontational as the old cold 
war; but neither is it a normal relation
ship of peace or comfortable coexistence. 
. Thus, in the 1980s and beyond, most 

likely we will never see a state of total 
war or a state of total peace. We face in
stead a spectrum of often ambiguous 
challenges to our interests. 

We are relatively well prepared to 
deter an all-out war or a Soviet attack on 
our West European and Japanese allies· 
h ' ' t at s why these are the least likely con-

tingencies. But, day in and day out, we 
will continue to see a wide range of con-
flicts that fa~ in a gray area between 
jor war and millennial peace. The co · 
years can be counted upon to generate 
their share of crises and local outbreaks 
of violence. Some of them-not all of 



them-will affect our interests. 

(
rr0 rrorism-particularly state-sponsored 

<;>rism-is already a contemporary 
\ ;,on directed at America's interests, 

hmerica's values, and America's allies. 
We must be sure we are as well 
prepared and organized for this in
termediate range of challenges. 

If we are to protect our interests, 
values, and allies, we must be engaged. 
And our power must be engaged. 

It is often said that the lesson of 
Vietnam is that the United States should 
not engage in military conflict without a 
clear and precise military mission, solid 
public backing, and enough resources to 
finish the job. This is undeniably true. 
But does it mean there are no situations 
where a discrete assertion of power is 
needed or appropriate for limited pur
poses? Unlikely. Whether it is crisis 
management or power projection or a 
show of force or peacekeeping or a 
localized military action, there will 
always be instances that fall short of an 
all-out national commitment on the scale 
of World War IJ. The need to avoid no
win situations cannot mean that we turn 
automatically away from hard-to-win 
situations that call for prudent involve
ment. These will always involve risks; 
we will not always have the luxury of be
ing able to choose the most advantageous 

; "'urnstances. And our adversaries can 
; NJected_ to play rough. 

he Soviets are students of 
Clausewitz, who taught that war is a 
continuation of politics by other means. 
It is highly unlikely that we can respond 
to gray-area,..challenges without adapting 
power to political circumstances or on a 
psychologically satisfying, all-or-nothing 
basis. This is just not the kind of reality 
we are likely to be facing in the 1980s, or 
1990s, or beyond. Few cases will be as 
clear or as quick as Grenada. On the con
trary, most other cases will be a lot 
tougher. 

We have no choice, moreover, but to 
address ourselves boldly to the challenge 
of terrorism. State-sponsored terrorism . 
is really a form of warfare. Motivated by 
ideology and political hostility, it is a 
weapon of unconventional war against 
democratic societies, taking advantage of 
the openness of these societies. How do 
we combat this challenge? Certainly we 
must take security precautions to protect 
our people and our facilities; certainly we 
must strengthen our intelligence 
capabilities to alert ourselves to the 
threats. But it is increasingly doubtful 
that a purely passive strategy can even 

" . to cope with the problem. This 
%-_ s a host of questions for a free soci-

. in what circumstances-and how-
. ould we respond? When-and how
should we take preventive or preemptive 

action against known terrurist groups? 
What evidence do we insist upon before 
taking such steps? 

As the threat mounts-and as the in
volvement of such countries as Iran, 
Syria, Libya, and North Korea has 
become more and more evident-then it 
is more and more appropriate that the 
nations of the West face up to the need 
for active defense against terrorism. 
Once it becomes established that ter
rorism works-that it achieves its 
political objectives-its practitioners will 
be bolder, and the threat to us will be all 
the greater. 

The Moral Issues 

Of course, any use of force involves 
moral issues. American military power 
should be resorted to only if the stakes 
justify it, if other means are not 
available, and then only in a manner ap
propriate to the objective. But we cannot 
opt out of every contest. If we do, the 
world's future will be determined by 
others-most likely by those who are the 
most brutal, the most unscrupulous, and 
the most hostile to our deeply held prin
cipleb. The Ne:w Republic stated it well a 
few weeks ago: 

[TJhe American people know that force 
and the threat of force are central to the 
foreign policy of our adversaries, and they ex
pect their President to be able to deter and 
defeat such tactics. 

Without being boastful or arrogant, 
the American people know that their 
country has been a powerful force for 
good in the world. We helped Europe 
and Asia-including defeated enemies
rebuild after the war, and we helped pro
vide a security shield behind which they 
could build democracy and freedom as 
well as prosperity. Americans have often 
died and sacrificed for the freedom of 
others. We have provided around $165 
billion in economic assistance for the 
developing world. We have played a vital 
facilitating role in the Middle East peace 
process, in the unfolding diplomacy of 
southern Africa, as well as in many other 
diplomatic efforts around the globe. 

We have used our power for good 
and worthy ends. In Grenada, we helped 
restore self-determination to the people 
of Grenada, so that they could choose 
their OWTI future. Some have tried to 
compare what we did in Grenada to the 
Soviet invasion of Afghanistan. We 
welcome such comparison. Contrast, for 
example, the propsects for free elections 
in the two countries. In Grenada, they 
will be held this year; in Afghanistan, 
when? Contrast the number-of American 
combat troops now in Grenada 5 months 
after the operation with the number of 
Soviet troops in Afghanistan 55 months 
after their invasion. The number in 
Grenada is O: the number in Afghanistan 
is over 100,000. 

More often, the issue is not the qirect 
use of American military power but 
military assistance to friends to help 
them defend themselves. Around the 
world, security support for friends is a 
way to prevent crises; it bolsters our 
friends so they can deter challenges. And 
it is a way of avoiding the involvement of 
American forces, because it is only when 
our friends' efforts in their oWTI defense 
are being overwhelmed that we are faced 
with the agonizing decision whether to 

As we hear now in the debate over 
military aid to Central America, those 
who shrink from engagement can always 
find an alibi for inaction. Often it takes 
the form of close scrutiny of any moral 
defects in the friend or ally whom we are 
proposing to assist. Or it is .argued that 
the conflict has deep social and economic 
origins which we really have to address 
first before we have a right to do 
anything else. 

But rather than remain engaged in 
order to tackle these problems-as we 
are trying to do- some people turn these 
concerns into formulas for abdication, 
formulas that would allow the enemies of 
freedom to decide the outcome. To me, it 
is highly immoral to let friends who de
pend on us be subjugated by brute force 
if we have the capacity to prevent it. 

• involve ourselves more directly. Security 
assistance is thus an essential tool of 
foreign policy. It is an instrument for 
deterring those who would impose their 

There is, in addition, another ugly 
residue of our Vietnam debate: the no
tion, in some quarters, that America is 
the guilty party, that the use of our 
power is a source of evil and, therefore, 
the main task in foreign policy is to 
restrain America's freedom to act. It is 
inconceivable to me that the American 
people believe· any of this. It is certainly 
not President Reagan's philosophy. 

will by force and for making political 
solutions possible. It gets far less sup
port in this country than it deserves. 

Central America is a good example. 
The real moral question in Central 
America is not do we believe in military 
solutions, but do we believe in ourselves? 
Do we believe that our security and the 
security of our neighbors has moral 
validity? Do we have faith in our OWTI 
democratic values? Do we believe that 
Marxist-Leninist solutions are an
tidemocratic and that we have a moral 
right to try to. stop those who are trying 
to impose them by force? Sure, economic 
and social problems underlie many of 
these conflicts. But in El Salvador, the 
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communist guerrillas are waging war 
directly against the economy, blowing up 
bridges and power stations, deliberately 
trying to wreck the country's economy. 

The conflict in Central America is not 
a debate between social theorists; it is 
one of those situations I mentioned 
where the outcome of political competi
tion will depend in large measure on the 
balance of military strength. In El 
Salvador, the United States is support
ing moderates who believe in democracy 
and who are resisting the enemies of 
democracy on both the extreme right 
and the extreme left. If we withdrew our 
support, the moderates, caught in the 
crossfire, would be the first victims-as 
would be the cause of human rights 
and the prospects for economic develop
ment. Anyone who believes that military 
support for our friends isn't crucial to a 
just outcome is living in a dream world. 
And anyone who believes that military 
support can be effective when it's given 
on an uncertain installment plan is not 
facing reality. 

Accountability Without Paralysis 

The third issue I want to mention is the 
question .of how this country, as a 
democracy, conducts itself in the face of 
such challenges. 

Over the last 35 years, the evolution 
of the international system was bound to 
erode the predominant position the 
United States enjoyed immediately after 
World War II. But it seems to me that 
in this disorderly and dangerous new 
world, the 1oss of American predomi
nance puts an even greater premium on 
consistency, determination, and 
coherence in the conduct of our foreign 
policy. We have less margin for error 
than we used to have. 

This change in our external cir
cumstances, however, coincided 
historically with a kind of cultural revolu
tion at home that has made it harder for 
us to achieve the consistency, determina
tion, and coherence that we need. The · 
last 15 years left a legacy of contention 
between the executive and legislative 
branches and a web of restrictions on ex
ecutive action embedded permanently in 
our laws. At the same time, the diffusion 
of power within the Congress means that 
a president has a hard time when he 
w~ts to negotiate with the Congress, 
because congressional leaders have lost 
their dominance of the process and often 
cannot produce a consensus or some
times even a decision. 

The net result, as you well know, is 
an enormous problem for American 
foreign policy-a loss of coherence and 
recurring uncertainty in the minds of 
friend and foe about the auns and con-
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stancy of the United States. 
Particularly in the war powers field, 

where direct use of our power is at 
issue, the stakes are high. Yet-the war -
powers resolution sets arbitrary 60-day 
deadlines that practically invite an adver
sary to wait us out. Our Commander in 
Chief is locked in battle at home at the 
same time he is trying to act effectively 
abroad. Under the resolution, even inac
tion by the Congress can force the presi
dent to remove American forces from an 
area of challenge, which, as former Presi
dent Ford has put it, undermines the 
president even when the Congress can't 
get up the courage to take a position. 
Such constraints on timely action may 
only invite greater challenges down the 
road. In Lebanon our adversaries' 
perception that we lacked staying power 
undercut the prospects for successful 
negotiation. As the distinguished Major
ity Leader, Senator Howard Baker, said 
on the floor of the Senate 4 weeks ago: 

[W)e cannot continue to begin each 
military involvement abroad with a prolonged, 
tedious and divisive negotiation between the 
executive and the legislative branches of 
Government. The world and its many 
challenges to our interests simply do not 
allow us that luxury. 

I do not propose changes in our con
stitutional system. But some legislative 
changes may be called for. And I pro
pose, at a minimum, that all of us, in 
both Congress and the executive branch, 
exercise our prerogatives with a due 
regard to the national need for an effec
tive foreign policy. Congress has the 
right, indeed the duty, to debate and 
criticize, to authorize and appropriate 
funds and share in setting the broad 
lines of policy. But micromanagement by 
a committee of 535 independent-minded 
individuals is a grossly inefficient and in
effective way to run any important 
enterprise. The fact is that depriving the 
President of flexibility weakens our coun
try. Yet a host of restrictions on the 
President's ability to act are now built 
into our laws and our procedures. Surely 
there is a better way for the President 
an 'the Congress to exercise their 
prerogatives without hobbling this coun
try in the face of assaults on free-world 
int.erests abroad. Surely there can be ac
countability without paralysis. The sad 
truth is that many of our difficulties over 
the last 15 years have been self-imposed. 

The issue is fundamental. If the pur
pose of our power is to prevent war, or 
injustice, then ideally we want to 
discourage such occurrences rather than 
have to use our power in a physical 
sense. But this can happen only if there 
is assurance that our power would be 
used if necessary. 

A reputation for reliability becomes, 
then, a major asset-giving friends a C 
sense of security and adversaries a sen . 

-of -eaution. A reputation for living up to 
our commitments can, in fact, make it 
less likely that pledges of support will 
have to be carried out. Crisis manage
ment is most successful when a favorable 
outcome is attained without firing a shot. 
Credibility is an intangible, but it is no 
less real. The same is true of a loss of 
credibility. A failure to support a friend 
always involves a price. Credibility, once 
lost, has to be reearned. 

Facing the Future 

The dilemmas and hard choices will not 
go away, no matt.er who is president. 
They are not partisan problems. Anyone 
who claims to have simple answers is 
talking nonsense. 

The United States faces a time of 
challenge ahead as great as any in recent 
memory. We have a diplomacy that has 
moved toward peace through negotiation. 
We have rebuilt our strength so that we 
can defend our interests and dissuade 
others from violence. We have allies 
whom we value and respect. Our need is 
to recognize both our challenge and our 
potential. 

Americans are not a timid people. A~, ..... 
foreign poli~y wor:,hy of ~erica m~st "t\~{:;i 
not be a policy of ISolatiorusm or guilt -~?'-:;;
but a commitment to active engagement. '"" 
We can be proud of this country, of what 
it stands for, and what it has accom-
plished. Our morality should be a source 
of courage when we make hard decisions, 
not a set of excuses for self-paralysis. 

President Reagan declared to the 
British Parliament nearly 2 years ago: 
"We must be staunch in our conviction 
that freedom is not the sole prerogative 
of a lucky few but the inalienable and 
universal right of all human beings." As 
long as Americans hold to this belief, we 
will be actively engaged in the world. 
We will use our power and our 
diplomatic skill in the service of peace 
and of our ideals. We have our work cut 
out for us. But we will not shrink from 
our responsibility.• 
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I welcome this opportunity to discuss 
with you the problem of international 
terrorism and the challenges it poses to 
our country. This subject was discussed 
thoroughly at the recent meeting in 
London of heads of state and govern
ment and by their foreign ministers. A 
declaration was issued on June 9 which 
my staff has made available to you. In 
that declaration, the leaders" ... ex
pressed their resolve to combat this 
threat by every possible means, 
strengthening existing measures and 
developing effective new ones." One of 
the points in that declaration called on 
each country t.o close gaps in its national 
legislation, and that is one of the 
reasons for my appearance today. First, 
however, I want to discuss with you the 
problem in general and why it is of such 
growing concern to the President and 
me. 

Terrorism has been a growing prob- . 
lem since 1968 when our ambassador to 
Guatemala was assassinated. Terrorist 
incidents reached a plateau in number in 
1979. The number of recorded attacks 
has not varied significantly since then. 
In 1983 there were more than 500 at
tacks by international terrorists .of which 
more than 200 were against the United 
States. This was only the tip of the ice
berg because there were at least as 

many threats and hoaxes. These are a 
cheap way to create an atmosphere of 
fear, and they also absorb a substantial 
amount of our resources as well as those 
of the host governments. Beyond this 
are national or indigenous terrorist ac
tivities which probably exceed by a fac
tor of 100 what we define as interna
tional terrorism. 

This problem is not confined t.o any 
geographic area. Fortunately, inside the 
United States we experience relatively 
few incidents. The problem for the 
UnitedStatesisprimarilyinotherareas 
of the world. The largest number of in
cidents overall and against the United 
States occurs in Europe followed by 
Latin America and the .Middle East. 

Why Are We So Concerned? 

Let me summarize briefly. 

• In 1983 more Americans were 
killed and injur~d by acts of terrorism 
than in the 15 preceding years for which 
we-have records. 

• The attacks in 1983 were unique 
in the sheer violence of them. From our 
point of view, the worst tragedies were 
the destruction of our Embassy and the 
Marine barracks in Beirut and of our 
Embassy annex in Kuwait. But we were 
not the only victims. There was the 
bombing at Harrods in London, the 
bombing at Orly airport in Paris, the 
murder of four members of the 'South 
Korean Cabinet in Rangoon, the bomb
ing destruction of a _Gulf Air flight in 
one of the emirates, and others. 

- ~l 
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• We have stepped up our training 

and are also conducting exercises for 
u- personnel overseas on the types of 
.,rrorist incidents they might have to 

deal with. We have, for example, added 
segments in every appropriate course at 
the Foreign Service Institute on how to 
deal with such problems. 

• The Congress approved last year 
a program which will permit us to train 
foreign law enforcement officers on how 
to deal with terrorist acts. We are ac
tively engaged in implementing that pro
gram. Although this program is de
signed to help other governments deal 
with these problems as it affects them, 
it should also improve considerably the 
response from other governments when 
we need help at one of our posts. 

• We are carrying out security en
hancement programs at all of our high
threat posts. We appreciate greatly the 
consistent support we have received 
from this committee in that effort. 

• We have also taken steps to im
prove our ability to respond when in
cidents occur overseas. We have teams 
available to assist on crisis management, 
security, communications, and other 
matters. 

• The cooperation of other govern
ments often depends on how responsive 
we are on the security problems their 
diplomatic missions may have in the 
United States. The Congress has ap
proved legislation which will assure that 
we have a comprehensive program to 
protect foreign officials, not only in 
Washington and New York City but 
other places in the United States. We 
are seeking funds for that program in 
the current budget. 

• Finally, we are actively seeking to 
improve our capability to prevent at
tacks against our interests abroad. The 
London summit declaration discussed, 
among other things, "closer cooperation 
and coordination between police and 
security organizations and other rele
vant authorities, especially in the ex-

changes of information, intelligence and 
technical knowledge." And within the 
U.S. Government we are continuing to 
study other ways and means of deter
ring or preemptively dealing with a 
range of terrorist threats in conformity 
with existing law. 

The legislation before you represents 
modest but necessary steps. They are 
essential steps because the problem will 
not go away: this is certainly not the 
last you will hear about the problem of 
terrorism. 

But we need your help. The Presi
dent and the Congress owe it to this 
country to do whatever is necessary to 
protect OW' people, our interests, and 
our most basic principles. • 

Published by the United States Department 
of State • Bureau of Public Affairs 
Office of Public Communication • Editorial 
Division · Washington, D.C. · June 1984 
Editor: Colleen Sussman • This material is in 
the public domain and may be reprodu~ 
without permission; citation of this source is 
appreciated. 
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United States Department of State 
Bureau of Public Affairs 
Washington, D.C. 

F ollowing is an address by Secretary 
ShuUz before the J onathan Institute's sec
ond Conference on International Ter
rorism, W ashington, D.C., June 24, 
1984. 

F ive years have passed since the 
Jonathan Institute held its first con
ference on terrorism, and in that time 
the world has seen two major develop
ments: one a cause for great distress; 
the other a reason for hope. 

The distressing fact is that over 
these past 5 years terrorism has in
creased. More people were killed or in
jured by international terrorists last 
year than in any year since governments 
began keeping records. In 1983 there 
were more than 500 such attacks, of 
which more than 200 were against the 
United States. For Americans the worst 
tragedies were the destruction of our 
Embassy and then the Marine barracks 
in Beirut. But around the world, many 
of our close friends and allies were also 
victims. The bombing of Harrods in Lon
don, the bombing at Orly Airport in 
Paris, the destruction of a Gulf Air 
flight in the United Arab Emirates, and 
the Rangoon bombing of South Korean 
officials are just a few examples-not to 
mention the brutal attack on a West 
Jerusalem shopping mall this past April. 

Even more alarming has been the 
rise of state-sponsored terrorism. In the 
past 5 years more states have joined the 
ranks of what we might call the "League 
of Terror," as full-fledged sponsors and 
supporters ·of indiscriminate-:--and not so 
indiscriminate-murder. Terrorist at
tacks supported by what Qadhafi calls 

the ''holy alliance" of Libya, Syria, and 
Iran, and attacks sponsored by North 
Korea and others, have taken a heavy 
toll of innocent lives. Seventy or more 
such attacks in 1983 probably involved 
significant state support or participa
tion. 

As a result, more of the world's peo
ple must today live in fear of sudden and 
unprovoked vio1ence at the hands of ter
rorists. After 5 years, the epidemic is 
spreading and the civilized world is still 
groping for remedies. 

Nevertheless, these past 5 years 
have also given us cause for hope. 
Thanks in large measure to the efforts 
of concerned governments, citizens, and 
groups like the Jonathan Institute, the 
peoples of the free world have finally 
begun to grapple with the problem of 
terrorism in intellectual and in practical 
terms. I say intellectual because the first 
step toward a solution to any -problem is 
to understand that there is a problem 
and then to understand its nature. In re
cent years we have learned a great deal 
about terrorism, though our education 
has been painful and costly. We know 
what kind of threat international ter
rorism poses to our free society. We 
have learned much about the terrorists 
themselves, their supporters, their 
targets, their diverse methods, their 
underlying motives, and their eventual 
goals. 

Armed with this knowledge we can 
focus our ener.gies on the practical 
means for reducing and eventually 
eliminating the threat. We can all share 
the hope that, when the next conference 
of this institute is convened, we will look 
back and say that_ 1984 was the turning 



point in our struggle against terrorism, 
that having come to grips with the prob
lem we were able to deal with it effec
tively and responsibly. 

The Anatomy of Terrorism 

Let me speak briefly about the anatomy 
of terrorism. What we have learned 
about terrorism, first of all, is that it is 
not random, undirected, purposeless 
violence. It is not, like an earthquake or 
a hurricane, an act of nature before 
which we are helpless. Terrorists and 
those who support them have definite 
goals; terrorist violence is the means of 
attaining those goals. Our response must 
be twofold: we must deny them the 
means but above all we must deny them 
their goals. 

But what are the goals of terrorism? 
We know that the phenomenon of ter
rorism is actually a matrix that covers a 
diverse array of methods, resources, in
struments, and immediate aims. It ap
pears in many shapes and sizes-from 
the lone individual who plants a home
made explosive in a shopping center, to 
the small clandestine group that plans 
kidnapings and assassinations of public 
figures, to the well-equipped and well
financed organization that uses force to 
terrorize an entire population. Its stated 
objectives may range from separatist 
causes to revenge for ethnic grievances 
to social and political revolution. Inter
national drug smugglers use terrorism 
to blackmail and intimidate government 
officials. It is clear that our responses 
will have to fit the precise character and 
circumstances of the specific threats. 

But we must understand that the 
overarching goal of all terrorists is the 
same: with rare exceptions, they are at
tempting to impose their will by force-a 
special kind of force designed to create 
an atmosphere of fear. And their efforts 
are directed at destroying what all of us 
here are seeking to build. They're a 
threat to the democracies. 

The Threat to the Democracies 

The United States and its democratic 
allies are morally committed to certain 
ideals and to a humane vision of the 
future. In our foreign policies, we try to 
foster the kind of world that promotes 
peaceful settlement of disputes, one that 
welcomes change without violent con
flict. We seek a world in which human 
rights are respected by all governments, 
a world based on the rule of law. We 
know that in a world community where 
all nations share these blessings, our 
own democracy will flourish, our own 
nation will prosper, and our own people 
will continue to enjoy freedom. 
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Nor has ours been a fruitless search. 
In our lifetime, we have seen the world 
progress, though perhaps too slowly, 
toward this goal. Civilized norms of con
duct have evolved, even governing rela
tions between adversaries. Conflict per
sists; but, with some notorious excep
tions, even wars have been conducted 
with certain restraints-indiscriminate 
slaughter of innocents is widely con
demned; the use of certain kinds of 
weapons has been proscribed; and most, 
but not all, nations have heeded those 
proscriptions. 

We all know that the world as it ex
ists is still far from our ideal vision. But 
today, even the progress that mankind 
has already made is endangered by 
those who do not share that vision
who, indeed, violently oppose it. 

For we must understand, above all, 
that terrorism is a form of political 
violence. Wherever it takes place, it is 
directed in an important sense against 
us, the democracies-against our most 
basic values and often our fundamental 
strategic interests. The values upon 
which democracy is based-individual 
rights, equality under the law, freedom 
of thought and expression, and freedom 
of religion-all stand in the way of those 
who seek to impose their will, their 
ideologies, or their religious beliefs by 
force. A terrorist has no patience and no 
respect for the orderly processes of 
democratic society, and, therefore, he 
considers himself its enemy. 

And it is an unfortunate irony that 
the very qualities that make democracies 
so hateful to the terrorists also make 
them so vulnerable. Precisely because 
we maintain the most open societies, 
terrorists have unparalleled opportunity 
to strike against us. 

Terrorists and Freedom Fighters 

The antagoILsm between democracy and 
terrorism seems so basic that it is hard 
to understand why so much intellectual 
confusion still exists on the subject. We 
have all heard the insidious claim that 
"one man's terrorist is another man's 
freedom fighter." Let me read to you 
the powerful rebuttal that was stated 
before your 1979 conference by a great 
American, Senator Henry Jackson, who, 
Mr. Chairman, as you observed, is very 
much with us. 

The idea that one person's "terrorist'' is 
another's "freedom fighter" cannot be sanc
tioned. Freedom fighters or revolutionaries 
don't blow up buses containing non-combat
ants; terrorist murderers do. Freedom fighters 
don't set out to capture and slaughter school 
children; terrorist murderers do. Freedom 
fighters don't assassinate innocent business-

men, or hijack and hold hostage innocent 
men, women, and children; terrorist 
murderers do. It is a disgrace that democ
racies would allow the treasured word 
"freedom" to be associated with acts of ter
rorists. 

Where democracy is struggling to 
take root, the terrorist is, again, its 
enemy. He seeks to spread chaos and 
disorder, to paralyze a society. In doing 
so he wins no converts to his cause; his 
deeds inspire hatred and fear, not 
allegiance. The terrorist seeks to under
mine institutions, to destroy popular 
faith in moderate government, and to 
shake the people's belief in the very idea 
of democracy. In Lebanon, for example, 
state-sponsored terrorism has exploited 
existing tensions and attempted to pre
vent that nation from rebuilding its 
democratic institutions. 

Where the terrorist cannot bring 
about anarchy, he may try to force the 
government to overreact, or impose 
tyrannical measures of control, and 
hence lose the allegiance of the people. 
Turkey faced such a challenge but suc
ceeded in overcoming it. Martial law was 
imposed; the terrorist thr~t was 
drastically reduced; and today we see 
democracy returning to that country. In 
Argentina, the widely and properly 
deplored "disappearances" of the 1970s 
were, in fact, part of a response-a 
deliberately provoked response-to a 
massive campaign of terrorism. We are 
pleased that Argentina, too, has re
turned to the path of democracy. Other 
countries around the world face similar · 
challenges, and they, too, must steer 
their course carefully between anarchy 
and tyranny. The lesson for civilized na
tions is that we must respond to the ter
rorist threat within the rule of law, lest 
we become unwitting accomplices in the 
terrorist's scheme to undermine civilized 
society. 

Once we understand terrorism's 
goals and methods, it is not too hard to 
tell, as we look around the world, who 
are the terrorists and who are the free
dom fighters. The resistance fighters in 
Afghanistan do not destroy villages or 
kill the helpless. The contras in 
Nicaragua do not blow up school buses 
or hold mass executions of civilians. 

How tragic it would be if democratic 
societies so lost confidence in their own 
moral legitimacy that they lost sight of 
the obvious: that violence directed 
against democracy or the hopes for 
democracy lacks fundamental justifica
tion. Democracy offers mechanisms for 
peaceful change, legitimate political com
petition, and redress of grievances. But 
resort to arms in behalf of democracy 
against repressive regimes or move
ments is, indeed, a: fight for freedom, 
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since there may be no other way that 
freedom can be achieved. 

The free nations cannot afford to let 
1e Orwellian corruption of language 

namper our efforts to defend ourselves, 
our interests, or our friends. We know 
the difference between terrorists and 
freedom fighters, and our policies reflect 
that distinction. Those who strive for 
freedom and democracy will always have 
the sympathy and, when possible, the 
support of the American people. We will 
oppose guerrilla wars where they 
threaten to spread totalitarian rule or 
deny the rights of national independence 
and self-determination. But we will op
pose terrorists no matter what banner 
they may fly. For terrorism in any cause 
is the enemy of freedom. 

The Supporters of Terrorism 

If freedom and democracy are the 
targets of terrorism, it is clear that 
totalitarianism is its ally. Th.e number of 
terrorist incidents in or against totali
tarian states is negligible. States that 
support and sponsor terrorist actions 
have managed in recent years to co-opt 
and manipulate the phenomenon in pur
suit of their own strategic goals. 

It is not a coincidence that most acts 
of terrorism occur in areas of import
~ nce to the West. More than 80% of the 
, orld's terrorist attacks in 1983 oc-

red in Western Europe, Latin 
America, and the Middle East. The re-
cent posture statement of the Joint 
Chiefs of Staff put it this way: 

Terrorists may or may not be centrally 
controlled by their patrons. Regardless, the 
instability they create in the industrialized 
West and Third World nations undermines 
the security interests of the United States 
and its allies. 

States that sponsor terrorism are 
using it as another weapon of warfare, 
to gain _strategic advantage where they 
cannot use conventional means. When 
Iran and its allies sent terrorists to 
bomb Western personnel in Beirut, they 
hoped° to weaken the West's commit
ment to defending its interests in the 
Middle East. When North Korea spon
sored the murder of South Korean 
Government officials, it hoped to weaken 
the noncommunist stronghold on the 
mainland of East Asia. The terrorists 
who assault Israel are also enemies of 
the United States. When Libya and the 
Palestine Liberation Organization pro
vide arms and training to the com-
munists in Central America, they are 

• . aiding Soviet efforts to undermine our 
<.-· ;_! curity in that vital region. When the 
t'" 4 •. oviet Union and its clients provide 

financial, logistic, and training support 

for terrorists worldwide; when the Red 
Brigades in Italy and the Red Army 
Faction in Germany assault free coun
tries in the name of communist 
ideology-they hope to shake the West's 
self-confidence and sap its will to resist 
aggression and intimidation. And we are 
now watching the Italian authorities un
ravel the answer to one of the great 
questions of our time: was there Soviet
bloc involvement in the attempt to 
assassinate the Pope? 

We should understand the Soviet 
role in international terrorism without 
exaggeration or distortion: the Soviet 
Union officially denounces the use of ter
rorism as an instrument of state policy. 
Yet there is a wide gap between Soviet 
words and Soviet actions. One does not 
have to believe that the Soviets are pup
peteers and the terrorists marionettes; 
violent or fanatic individuals and groups 
are indigenous to every society. But in 
many countries, terrorism would long 
since have passed away had it not been 
for significant support from outside. The 
international links among terrorist 
groups are now clearly understood; and 
the Soviet link, direct or indirect, is also 
dearly understood. The Soviets use ter
rorist groups for their own purposes, 
and their goal is always the same-to 
weaken liberal democracy and under
mine world stability. 

A Counterstrategy Against Terrorism 

Having identified the challenge, we must 
now consider the best strategy to 
counter it. We must keep in mind, as we 
devise our strategy, that our ultimate 
aim is to preserve what the terrorists 
seek to destroy: democracy, freedom, 
and the hope for a world at peace. 

The battle against terrorism must 
begin at home. Terrorism has no place 
in our society, and we have taken 
vigorous steps to see that it is not im
ported from abroad. We are now work
ing with the Congress on law enforce
ment legislation that would help us ob
tain more information about terrorists 
through the payment of rewards to in
formants and would permit prosecution 
of those who support states that use or 
sponsor terrorism . . Our FBI is improving 
our ability to detect and prevent ter
rorist acts within our own borders. 

We must also ensure that our people 
and facilities in other countries are bet
ter protected against terrorist attacks. 
So we are strengthening security at our 
Embassies around the world to prevent 
a recurrence of the Beirut and Kuwait 
Embassy bombings. 

While we take these measures to 
protect our own citizens, we know that 
terrorism is an international problem 
that requires the concerted efforts of all 
free nations. Just as there is collabora
tion among those who engage inter
rorism, so there must be cooperation 
among those who are its actual and 
potential targets. 

An essential component of our 
strategy, therefore, has been greater 
cooperation among the democratic na
tions and all others who share our hopes 
for the future. The world community has 
achieved some successes. But, too often, 
countries are inhibited by fear of losing 
commercial opportunities or fear of pro
voking the bully. The time has come for 
the nations that truly seek an end to ter
rorism to join together, in whatever 
forums, to take the necessary steps. The 
declaration on terrorism that was 
agreed upon at the London economic 
summit 2 weeks ago was a welcome sign 
that the industrial democracies share a 
common view of the terrorist threat. 
And let me say that I trust and I hope 
that that statement and the specific 
things referred to in it will se the tip 
and only the visible part of the iceberg. 
We must build on that foundation. 

Greater international cooperation of
fers many advantages. If we can collec
tively improve our gathering and shar
ing of intelligence, we can better detect 
the movements of terrorists, anticipate 
their actions, and bring them to justice. 
We can also help provide training and 
share knowledge of terrorist tactics. To 
that end, the Reagan Administration has 
acted promptly on the program that 
Congress approved last year to train 
foreign law enforcement officers in anti
terrorist techniques. And the President 
has sent Congress two bills to imple
ment two ·international conventions to 
wn.icb the United States is a signatory: 
the International Convention Against 
the Talcing of Hostages and the Mon
treal convention to protect against sabo
tage of civilian aircraft. 

We must also malce a collective ef
fort to address the special problem of 
state-sponsored terrorism. States that 
support terror offer safehavens, funds, 
training, and logistical support. We must 
do some hard thinking about how to 
pressure members of the "League of 
Terror" to cease their support. Such 
pressure will have to be international, 
for no one country can exert sufficient 
influence alone. Economic sanctions and 
other forms of pressure impose costs on 
the nations th:;i.t apply them, but some 
sacrifices will be necessary if we are to 
solve the problem. In the long run, I 
believe, it will have been a small price to 
pay. 
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TERRORISM 

Issue : 

How can the United Sta tes improve its deterrence o f, 
protection against, and response to terrorist attacks ? 

Objectives : 

• Improve the effectiveness of legal instrument s availabl e 
to prosecute persons involved in terrorist activity. 

• Improve international cooperation in combatting terrorism . 

• Develop and build enhanced secur ity and -- operational 
capabilities to prevent and respond to terrorist acts . 

Accomplishments : 

• The Ad.ministration has submitted four bills t o Congress 
which are designed to strengthen the legal instruments for 
dealing with terrorists . 

• Western leaders at the London Economic Summit in June 1·98 4 
issued a declaration on international terrorism which 
includes a seven-point agreement on cooperative steps to 
be taken against terrorism . 

• The President has issued a directive which, among othe r 
things , calls for : 

Improved intelligence 
dissemination . 

collection, analysis , 

Better security protection and awareness . 

and 

Preventive action to legally thwart terrorist attacks 
before they occur. 

Improving response capabilities based on a cogent 
analysis of what responses are most likely to deter 
future at~acks. (The directive explicitly rules out 
responding in kind, recognizing that this would hurt an 
open society far more than it =would hurt terrorists.) 

Talking Points : 

• During 1983, international terrorism took a terrifying 
toll in human life -- including 274 Ameri_cans who died in 
393 separate incidents. In the U.S. six people died in 31 
terrorist incidents. Terrorism poses an increasing danger 
to democratic societies, and to our way of life. It is an 
indiscriminate form of warfare being waged against the 
U.S. and its Western allies. 



( • In recent years we have seen the direct use of terror by 
foreign states. State terrorism account s for the majority 
of terrorist murders and assassinations. Some states are 
providing training , financing, and logistical support t o 
terrorist s and terrorist groups. These activities are a 
growing source of danger to us and are a severe challenge 
to America' s foreign policy. 

• We seek to improve the abilit y of all the democracies to 
actively comba t terrorism , to coordinat e thei r actions, 
and to share information . 

• Under Article 51 of the UN Charter, every sovereign nation 
ha s the right of self-defense . When we have credibl e 
evidence of an impending terrorist attack, the U.S. has 
the right and responsibility t o confuse, disrupt, and 
prevent that attack . 

• Terror ist s ar e criminals. We expect our law enforcement 
agencies t o protect u s agains t terrorist s and other 
criminals . American citizens , including diplomat s and 
military personnel, have been the victims of forty percen t 
of the terrorist incidents over the past decade . The fact 
that mos t attacks agains t Americans are occurring overseas 
does not reduce our responsibility to protect Americans 
the duty is no less clear , only more difficult. 

• We will mee t the cha~len~e of terrorism head on. But in 
s o doing, we mus t remain faithful to our democratic 
values, institutions, and laws. 

~ Two bills now pending before Congress would enable us to 
adhere fully to provisions of the Montreal Convention 
against aircraft sabotage and the UN Convention against 
taking hostages; another bill would provide the authority 
to pay rewards for information on international terrorist 
activities; a fourth bill would allow prosecution of those 
who assist states or groups to engage in terrorism. 

• On July 23, 1983, the 
urging interQational 
subject he addressed 
message to European 
Government. 

President issued a public statement 
cooperation against terrorism, a 
again on_ September 17, 1983 in a 
Chiefs , ' 6f State and Heads of 
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MEMORANDUM 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

August 14, 198.4 
SECRET attached 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

ROBERT C. MCFARLAjE 

OLIVER L. NORTH ;; 

SUBJECT: Background Information on Terrorism for Mr. Meese 

Mr. Meese has asked for some background material on terrorism 
which can be used in both classified and unclassified 
discussions. The attached memo from you to Mr. Meese (Tab I) 
provides this information (Tabs A through L) which Bob Sayre at 
M/CT helped us to assemble. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you initial 

Approve 

memo to Mr. Meese at Tab I. 

Disapprove 

Attachments 
Tab I - McFarlane Memo to Meese 

Tab 
Tab 
Tab 
Tab 
Tab 
Tab 

A - Global Terrorism Summary (1:t-) 
B State-Supported Terrorism ("tr} 
C Use of Force Against Terrorist Acts 

Highlights of NSDD-138 (at-
Terrorism Questions and Answers AA-
Terrorism and Insurgency Definitions 

D -
E 
F 

(et-· 

Tab G - Bonn, Venice, and London Summit Declarations 
on Terrorism (~-

Tab H - Fact Sheet on the President's Anti-Terrorism 
Legislation, April 26, 1984 

Tab I - Secretary Shultz address to the Trilateral 
Commission on April 3, 1984 ~ 

Tab J - Secretary Shultz address to the House 

Foreign Affairs Committee June 13, 1984 AA 
Tab K - Secretary Shultz address to the Jonathan 

Institute on June 24, 1984 (-at-
Tab L - Terrorism Excerpt from Volume on Selected 

National Security Issues, August 1984 (~ 
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·Global · Terrerjsm: 
The Justice Commandos of the 
Armenian ~ide (c NF) 
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jFBI Review Completed! 
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Warning Notice 

National Security 
Information 

Dissemination Control 
Abbreviations 

Intelligence Sources 
or Methods Involved 
(WNINTEL) 

Unauthorized Disclosure 
Subject to Criminal Sanctions 

--------·-------
NOFORN (N}2_ Not reJ:2sable to foreign na~i_o_na_ls ______ ··-----
NOCONTRACT (NC) Not releasable t~-~ntractors or contractor Jconsultants 
PROPIN (PR) Cautio1:1-proprietary informa~ion involved 

OR CON (OC) Dissemination and extraction of information 
controlled by originator -------- ·- ·-------- -------

REL... This information bas been authorized for release to ... --------- -------···· - -------
FGI Foreign eovemment information ----·-. ·---------.c.. 

_______ WN WNINTEL-Intelligencc sources or methods in!?_lv_ed ____ _ 

25X1 A microfiche copy of this docu
ment is available from OCR/ 
DLB! ~rioted copies 
from CPAS/IMCI I 
Regular receipt of DDI 
reports in either microfiche 
or printed form can also be 
arranged through CPAS/IMC. 

All material on this page 
is Unclassified. 
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Global Terrorism: 
The Justice Commandos of the 
Armenian · Genocide. ( c NF) 

A Research Paper 

!FBI Review Completed! 

This paper was prepared by the Terrorism Analysis 
Branch, Instability and Insurgency Center, Office of 
Global Issues. Information about the United States 
was provided by and coordinated with the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation. The paper was also 
coordinated with the Directorate of Operations. 
Comments and queries are welcome and may be 
directed to the Chief, Terrorism Analysis Branch, 
OGI,onl !u) 

S~et G;;\1oua 
September 1984 
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Summary 
Information available 
as al 24 AugUSt 1984 
was used in this report. 

Global Terrorism: 
The Justice Commandos of the 
Armenian Genocide (c NF) 

The Justice Commandos of the Armenian Genocide (JCAG) is a very 
efficient terrorist organization whose meticulous planning has allowed it to 
attack Turkish interests worldwide with v.irtual impunity. From its incep
tion in 1975, JCAG has shunned connections to other terrorist groups or 
patron states, preferring to view itself as an elite cadre. of freedom fighters, 
"un-uniformed soldiers," engaged in a war with Turkey for recognition of 
the Armenian genocide. JCAG's terrorist attacks are designed to force 
Turkey to admit responsibility for the deaths of about 1.5 million 
Armenians in 1915. (c) 

The Justice Commandos' parent organization, the Armenian Revolution
ary Federation (ARF), is in competition with the other major Armenian 
terrorist group, the Marxist Armenian Secret Army for the Liberation of 
Armenia (ASALA), for control of the Armenian revolutionary movement. 
The escalation of terrorist violence by ASALA since 1979 has convinced 
the ARF that it must step up terrorist activities to retain the membership 
of the young radicals who demand action against Turkey. (s) 

25X1 
JCAG and the ARF have the support of a segment of the worldwide 
Armenian community, which views the Justice Commandos as freedom 
fighters, not terrorists/ 

~ - -------------' . Although JCAG has heretofore 
avoided and criticized attacks on non-Turkish targets, Armenian commu-
nity perceptions that the United States is bowing to Turkish pressure to 
halt international investigation or recognition of the Armenian genocide 
may trigger JCAG terrorist violence against US interestsj~-----~~5X1 

'-----=----..,........,..-------.--.,..------r-------,----.---------,-,-~--~r sx 1 
Pressure to retaliate against Armenian terrorists may result in more 
attacks against Armenian communities worldwide. 25X1 

~--------' 

!FBI Review Completed! 
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Global Terrorism: 
The Justice Commandos of the 
Armenian Genocide (c NF) 

Background to Armenian Terrorism 
The Armenian terrorist group, the Justice Comman
dos of the Armenian Genocide (JCAG), first appeared 
in 1975, but terrorism has intermittently held an 
important position in the cause of Armenian national
ism for nearly 100 years. The Armenian revolutionary 
movement and the terrorism it inspired grew out of 
the late-19th-century self-defense organizations de
veloped by .Armenians to protect themselves against 
victimization by Turks, Kurds, and Azeris. Modeled 
on Russian nihilist organizations-which advocated 
the use of intimidation, terror, and assassination
these paramilitary groups evolved into well-trained 
soldiery, influenced strongly by the revolutionary 
ideals promulgated by Russian social democrats. (u) 

The Armenian Revolutionary Federation (ARF) was 
one of the early nationalist revolutionary organiza
tions. Founded in 1890, the ARF quickly developed a 
strong sense of national identity and fostered early 
dreams of an Armenian homeland-nonexistent since 
Armenia was conquered by the Ottoman Turks in the 
mid-13th century. The ARF produced the first real 
fighting units-/edayihs-volunteers who left home, 
lived off the land, and defended Armenian land and 
rights. The heroism, valor, and sacrifice of the early 
fighters provided a nucleus of values important to 
contemporary Armenian history. The ARF also pro
vided a hero hierarchy around which the Armenian 
national consciousness was awakened and with which 
modern day Armenian terrorists have identified their 
exploits. Indeed, thefedayih oath to "kill the enemy 
or die trying" bas served as a model for at least one 
recent suicide attack by Armenian terrorists in their 
attempts to gain international recognition of the 
genocide of 1915. (U) 

Terrorism has been an important tactic of the ARF 
since its inception. The ARF's first success in gaining 
West European attention for the plight of Armenians 
massacred under the Ottoman Sultan Abdul Hamid 
resulted from a terrorist act. On 26 August 1896, 
ARP terrorists seized the Ottoman bank in Istanbul 
and held it for 18 hours, thereby gaining guarantees 

1 

f 

from Russia to press Turkey to promulgate reforms 
that favored the Armenians. The subsequent release 
of the terrorists arid their safe conduct out of the 
Ottoman Empire provided a psychological victory for 
the ARF and a stimulant for the continued use of 
terrorist tactics. {u) 

Nemesis, the shadowy predecessor of JCAG, was 
created by the ARF in 1921 to assassinate former 
Ottoman government officials it believed responsible 
for the massacre of 600,000 to 1.5 million Armenians 
in 1915-an event that has become known as the 
Armenian genocide. While officially sanctioned by 
the ARF, these attacks were blood-feud killings car
ried out by Armenian assassins whose family mem
bers had been killed .in the forced relocation march in 
1915. Between 15 March 1921 and 25 July 1922, four 
principal figures in the defunct Ottoman govern
ment-including Minister of Interior Talaat Pasha
were slain by Armenians believed linked to Nemesis. 
ARP-sponsored attacks on Turkish Government offi
cials ceased after the deaths of the officials most 
prominently linked to the genocide. The dispersion 
and subsequent assimilation of the Armenians after 
the massacres seemed to presage an end to terrorism. 
(u) 

An isolated event in 1973 triggered the return to 
terrorism by Armenians. The revenge slaying of two 
Turkish diplomats in 1973 by an aged Armenian 
whose entire family had been slaughtered in 1915 
captured widespread media attention (see inset) and 
provided inspiration to many young Armenians who 

-were frustrated by the inability of the Ar~enian 
community to gain an international investigation of 
their claims against Turkey. (u) 

This act of vengeance and the subsequent publicity 
surrounding a campaign to obtain his parole became 
the springboard for Armenian terrorism throughout 

,,. 
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Gourgen. Yanikian 

On 28 January 1973, Gourgen Yanikian, a retired 
Armenian engineer haunted by memories al having 
watched while most al his family was slaughtered in 
Turkey almost 6 decades earlier, lured the Turkish 
Consul in Los Angeles and his aide to the Biltmore 
Hotel in S~nta Barbara and shot them. At his trial 
Yanikian refused to acknowledge that his act had 
been criminal, claiming to have killed the diplomats 
in Just retaliation for the deaths in 1915 of i4 al his 
family members. He also used the occasion to draw 
world attention to the Turkish massacre of 1.5 
million Armenians and the dispersal al thousands al 
other Armenians throughout the world. (u) 

the world. Between October 1973 and February 1975, 
Armenian terrorists claimed responsibility for three 
bomb attacks against Turkish facilities in the United 
States and the Middle East. They used a variety of 
names-the Yanikian Commandos, the Y anikian 
Group, and the Prisoner Yanikian Group-linked to . 
the "martyr" Yanikian. The Armenian Secret Army 
for the Liberation of Armenia (ASALA}-in a com
munique announcing its creation in Beirut in 1975-
acknowled2ed its debt to Yanikian, calling him the 
godfather of modern Armenian terrorism. It pledged 
to lead the struggle to gain an-Armenian homeland 
and to retaliate against Turkey for the Armenian 
genocide (see inset). (u) 

The Justice Commandos of the Armenian Genocide 
The rightwing Armenian terrorist group, the Justice 
Commandos of the Armenian Genocide, began its 
campaign of assassinations and bombings against 
Turkish diplomats in 1975. Stressing the narrow 
limits of its fight, JCAG has operated only against 
Turkish targets-usually diplomatic personnel and 
facilities. (c) 

Police and intelligence agencies' efforts against JCAG 
terrorism are hampered by the group's professional- . 
ism. Only eight JCAG terrorists have been arrested in 
the nine years of JCAG's activity. Despite the arrests 
of these eight, law enforcement and security officials 
have learned little about the identity of other JCAG 
members or the number of individuals involved in 

\ 

~ret 

Fig11n 1. Gourgen Yanikian. (u) 

terrorism. The stringent security practiced by the 
Justice Commandos-which includes armed body
·guards and automobile caravans for its leaders; strict 
compartmentation of operational planning; and the 
use of false, stolen, or "loaned" passports during 
operations-has made it difficult for traditional police 
met_hods to stop· impending terrorist attacks or captur-
ing terrorists after an attack.I I 
The ethnic cohesiveness of the Armenian community· 
and its inherent distrust of non-Armenians provide a 
distinct advantage for Armenian terrorists. In addi
tion to a reluctance by most Armenians to talk to 
police, some segments of the community have rallied 
around arrested Armenian terrorists, providing finan
cial and moral assistance. We suspect that a small 
portion of the Armenian community may also be 
involved in peripheral support to terrorist actions
including preoperational casing, weapons procure
ment, escape arrangements, and propaganda distribu-
tion~ I 
Organizational Structure. Worldwide investigations 
of acts committed by JCAG since 1975 have deter
mined that JCAG is a component of the ARF. The 
ARF political structure resembles a pyramid with 
individual chapters throughout the world forming its 
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Figure :J. Flyer of po/iti'cal ral
ly. (u) 
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Figure 3 
Typical Armenian Assassination 
Attempt 

A car with driver 
and diplomat is 
held up in traffic 

Assnssination learns 
·. 1-3 members 
· 9 mm automatics 

Unclassified 

l)iplomat Two men fire 
into rear window 

_---X 
)( .. -

--\ 
,_ 

Then run lo sides 
to fire into-side 
windows 

Modus Operandi of Attacks. JCAG assassinations-
15 have been successful sin~e 1974--are meticulously 
designed to ma~imize the chance of success. Prelimi
nary planning includes extensive surveillance of the 
target's movements and identification of an area 
where the victim is most exposed and vulnerable. It 
focuses on frequently used routes and aims to pinpoint 
a location where the victim is forced to stop or slow 
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for turns or traffic signals (see diagram). At least 12 
JCAG assassination attempts have taken place when 
the victim was in a slowed or stopped automobile or 
when he was entering or leaving his home or office. (c) 

All sites chosen for assassinations have included care
ful)y chosen escape routes. The effectiveness of this 
meticulous planning has been reflected in the failure 
of police to capture JCAG terrorists at the scene or 
identify them through police investigation. Only the 
actions of bystanders on the scene resulted in the 
capture of one JCAG assassin-Haroution Levonian, 
arrested in Belgrade immediately after the slaying of 
the Turkish Ambassador in 1983. To date only three 
JCAG assassins have been arrested and stood trial. 
All three have been convicted. (s NF) 

The analysis of eyewitness accounts of several JCAG 
assassinations reveals a uniformity in the techniques 
and type of perpetrator. The attackers are described 
as two or three men in their late teens or early 
twenties, often wearing jogging outfits to allay suspi
cion and frequently carrying two weapons to ensure 
the success of their mission. One or more of the 
attackers approaches the victim, fires several shots at 
the target, then steps in close to administer the coup 
de grace if necessary. Analysis of autopsy reports and 
forensic evidence indicates these attackers are skilled 
and practiced marksmen who are able to fire rapidly 
into small areas with remarkable precision. The weap
ons-untraceable in most instances-are left at the 
scene by the assassins, who flee to waiting escape 
vehicles, frequently driven by local supporters. (s) 

Immediately after an attack, telephone calls to press 
agencies in cities throughout the world claim the
attack for JCAG, frequently emphasizing the distinc 

ASALA's propaganda organ, Armenia, fueled the 
rivalry by publishing interviews with ex-ARF youths 
who ·had been involved in ASALA operations as well 
as criticisms of ARF refugee programs that helped 
Armenians to relocate rather than attempt to return 
to an Armenian homeland. Claims by ASALA to 
terrorist attacks conducted by JCAG have further 
heated the enmity between the two groups. Successful 
attacks by one group often have prompted attacks by 
the other. Frequent bursts of internecine street fight-
ing~ ~n 25X1 
1982-have prompted members of each group to 
provide information to police and security authorities 
a~out the other~ I 25X 1 

ASALA's taunting criticism of JCAG's terrorist tac
tics-"cowardly hit-and•run assassinations with little 
fear of capture"-which began appearing in the 
Armenian press in 1982 and 1983, may have stung 

· the ARF to vary its tactics. On 27 July 1983 a group 
of Armenian terrorists, identifying themselves as 
members of the Armenian Revolutionary Army 
(ARA), attempted to take over the Turkish Embas~y 
in Lisbon. Circumstantial evidence-including links 
to the ARP-sponsored Armenian Relief Society, 
which claimed the bodies of the terrorists-indicates 
that the ARF probably ordered the attack. We sus
pect the Embassy seizure, which resulted in the 
deaths of two Turks and five terrorists, was intended 
to be a lengthy hostage situation aimed at garnerinn 
extensive publicity. It followed by less than two wt~?_X 1 
a spectacular ASALA bombing at Orly Airport in 
Paris-which killed nine and injured 60 and received 
considerable nublicitv in the world nress., 

tion between the Justice Commandos and their rival .__ ___________________ ___, 

group, ASALA. Written communiques-usually for
warded to news agencies and wire services-provide 
elaboration on the attacks and reiterate Armenian 
demands. (c) 

JCAG Versus ASAU: A Deadly Rivalry. The rivalry 
between the ARF and ASALA has existed since the 
creation of ASALA in 1975. ASALA's emphasis on 
terrorism to further the Armenian cause found a 
ready audience with young ARF members who could 
see no results from the ARF's political activities. 

5 

We doubt this rivalry between the ARF and ASALA 
will abate, and it may even increase in intensity. In a 
letter to the Armenian Reporter in December 1983, 
ASALA cited recent ARF criticisms of ASALA as· a 
tactic to gain control of the Armenian community and 
threatened violent retaliation against the ARF. This 
struggle for control of the Armenian revolutionary 
movement may prompt further changes in tactics by 
both groups and could trigger more indiscriminate 
violence.j I 25X1 
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The Armenian Secret Army for the Liberation of 
Armenia 

The second prominent Armenian terrorist organiza• 
tion, the Armenian Secret Army for the Liberation af 
Armenia (ASALA), is a Marxist group with links to 
Palestinian terrorist groups and Middle Eastern pa
tron state,s. Like JCAG, ASALA demands an Arme
nian homeland and afficia/ Turkish recognition of the 

. 1915 genocide. (u) 

ASALA was formed in January 197 5, advocating an 
armed struggle to achieve the liberation al Armenia 
and to improve the lot al the "exploited classes." 
ASALA sharply criticized the ARF for its lack af 
progress in furthering Armenian goals and provided 
an alternative to radical young Armenians who em-
braced ASALA 's terrorist ideology. (u) · 

ASALA initially conducted attacks, mainly bomb
ings and assassinations, solely against Turkish tar
gets. After the capture af three al its members in 1980 
in Switzerland and France, however, ASALA-using 
covernames such as Orly Group and 3 October Orga
nization-began retaliatory attacks against other 
countries who held ASALA militants 

s~ 6 

ASALA terrorist attacks in 1983-the June ma
chine- gun attack in the Istanbul bazaar and the 
July bombing af the Turkish Airlines counter at 
Orly Airport in Paris-indicated a growing pattern 
af indiscriminate violence aimed at garnering 
maximum publicity. This trend has provokedfrag,
mentation within ASALA; one splinter group, the 
ASALA Revolutionary Movement, insists on lim
iting its attacks to its traditional enemy, the 
Turks. (u) 

ASALA 's organization and tactics are profiled in 
detail in DI Research Paver GI 84-10008/EUR 84-
1000~ !January 1984, The 
Armenian Secret Army for the Liberation of Ar
menia: A Continuing International Threat. (c NF) 

25X1 
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Figure 4. Armenian commem
orative service. (u) 
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The Turkish Response. The fanaticism of Armenian 
terrorism has strengthened the Turkish Government's 
public refusals to make concessions or political ges-
tures to Armenian nationalists. Turkey has consistent-
ly denied any responsibility for the massacre of the 
Armenians in 1915. While admitting that deaths 
occurred, Turks cite attacks by bandits and the 
ravages of economic deprivation as the cause. {u) 

Turkish Government efforts to underscore the plight 
of Turkish victims of Armenian terrorism and gener-
ate support for Turkey's position have largely failed. 
The Europeai;i press has tended to side with the 
Armenians in the matter of the genocide and has not 
focused attention on the Turkish victims of Armenian 
terrorist attacks. Media campaigns-particularly in 
France-that sympathetically depict the Armenian 
claims have hurt relations between Turkey and its 
European allies.I 

Turkey's frustration over Armenian terrorism has led 
to intensified diplomatic efforts to obtain internation-
al assistance against Armenian terrorism. Since the 
late 1970s, Ankara has periodically approached the 
United States, NATO, and West European countries 
to request improved information sharing and in-
creased physical protection for Turkish diplomatic 
facilities. Increased intelligence exchanges and pro-
tective measures on an international scale have failed 
to halt Armenian terrorism. Public expressions of 
sympathy by several West European governments for 
the Armenian cause and the perceived reluctance of 
them to provoke retahat10n from Armeman terronsts 
have apparently fueled Turkish suspicions that the 
West Europeans are doing far less than they could to 
thwart Armenian violence against Turks. {c) 

The continuation of Armenian terrorist violence has 
resulted in increasing domestic political pressure on 
the Turkish Government to deal more effectively with 
the terrorist threat! 

Armenian Terrorism in the United States. Armenian 
terrorism is not confined to Europe and the Middle 
East, but has become an increasing problem in the 
United States in the past two years. Most Armenian 
terrorism in the United States since 1980 can be 
linked to the Armenian community in southern Cali
fornia. Analysis of evidence gathered by the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation {FBI) indicates that th~ US 
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Figure 5. Armenian demon
strators, May 1982. (u) 

leadership of JCAG is in Los Angeles. FBI investiga
tions also indicate that suspected JCAG members in 
Los Angeles have been informed of.JCAG attacks 
conducted elsewhere. Forensic evidence has linked the 
Los Angeles organization to JCAG bombings in New 
York. FBI investigation has also determined that the 
attempted bombing of the honorary Turkish consul in 
Philadelphia on 22 October 1982 was planned by 
JCAG members in Los Angeles. Six of the eight 
JCAG members arrested worldwide have been appre-
hended in Californiaj I 
Political Initiatives. The success of Armenian terror
ism can be measured in the resurgence of expatriate 
community efforts to redress their grievances. Public 
terrorist trials, particularly in Los Angeles and Paris, 
have repeatedly focused attention on Armenian griev
ances and provided public forums for Armenian ef
forts to publicize the genocide. Concern is growing 
within the Armenian communities that the impact of 
these trials-and the sacrifices of the "freedom fight
ers"-will be lost if the momentum of the new wave 
of nationalism cannot be translated into political 
gains. (u) 

Worldwide political organizations-linked to both 
JCAG and ASALA-are also attempting to exploit 
for political ends the extensive publicity generated by 
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terrorist actions. The ARF has created its own politi
cal action committee, the Armenian National Con
gress, to orchestrate political initiatives regarding the 
Armenian cause; The ARF is attempting to return to 
the Socialist International and establish closer rela
tions with socialist parties to elicit support for the 
Armenian cause. ASALA, too, was active behind the 
scenes in organizing the Second International Arme
nian Congress in July 1983, which drafted a constitu
tion for a permanent organization to lead the Arme
nian Diaspora. (c) 

Armenian communities in North America and West
ern Europe now appear to be turning to political 
organizations in individual countries to push for rec
ognition; in the United States they have organized 
direct mailing campaigns to stimulate pressure for 
Congressional resolutions to acknowledge the geno
cide and to cancel US aid to Turkey. Armenian 
communities worldwide are exploring international 
avenues, such as asking the European Community 
Court of Justice for reparations for losses stemming 
from the Diaspora and successfully petitioning the 
United Nations to reopen deliberations on Paragraph 
30 of the Human Rights Commission on the Preven-
tion of Genocide.I I 25X 1 
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Other grassroots organizations have appeared in the 
past 10 years to assist these political initiatives. 
Groups such as the Society for the Recognition of the 
Genocide Committed Against the Armenians have 
embarked on a wide range of activities-including 
development of a film series documenting testimony 
from genocide survivors and publication of a series of 
historical books explaining the genocide-to aid the 
campaign for international recognition of the geno
cide. These groups help organize and participate in 
worldwide demonstrations and rallies on 24 April 
every year to commemorate the genocide and to 
encourage the Armenian community to rededicate 
itself to the strugglej I 
These international political initiatives are beginning 
to show concrete gains. At least in part as a result of 
these efforts, the United Nations bas scheduled delib
erations during the summer of 1984 on Paragraph 
30--referring to the existence of the Armenian geno
cide-for possible inclusion in the United Nations 
Human Rights Commission report on preventing 
genocide. Armenian groups have been successful in 
having candidates for office in the United States 
sponsor several resolutions before the US Congress 
concerning the genocide and Armenian grievances 
against Turkey, including one that would curtail US 
aid to Turkey. (c) 

Outlook 

The California Connection 

California's large Armenian population has been 
largely responsible for making it the focal point for 
Armenian terrorism in the United States. Following 
the genocide, thousands of Armenians settled in the 
San Joaquin Valley of California and quickly became 
assimilated. A second wave of Armenian immigrants, 
who arrived from the Middle East over the past 10 
years, have proved, however, to be a destabilizing 
force. According to numerous open-source articles 

I jthese immigrants have 
been rad,callzed by the violent political instability of 
Turkey in the 1970s and the Middle East-following 
the Lebanese civil war and the Israeli invasion of 
Beirut-as well as exposure to the Palestinian mode/
al politics and terrorism. (c NF) 

Fired by a resurgent Armenian nationalism and an 
enhanced sense of identity, these newer immigrants 
attempted, at first unsucceseful/y, to spur the older, 
politically passive Armenian community into action. 
According to academic and press articles, both cul
tural and economic differences-between a dispropor
tionately wealthy group of third-generation Arme
nians and newly arrived, destitute immigrants
hindered unified political action by the California · 
Armenian community. (u) 

We anticipate no early end to Armenian terrorism. The killing al the Turkish Consul General in Los 
We doubt that any of the Armenian political initia- Ange/es in January 1982 proved to be the catalyst 
tives being undertaken-even if successful-will have that unified both segments al the Armenian commu-
a long-term ameliorating effect on the violence. Ar- nity. Extensive publicity surrounding that assassina-
menian terrorism is rooted in the frustrations of an tionfocused US attention on Armenian grievances 
ethnic group that feels terrorism offers it the best against Turkey but, more importantly, directed Ar-
chance of ultimately achieving its goals. The refusal menian attention to its neglected cultural heritage. 
of the Turkish Government to acknowledge the gen<>:- Numerous press sources have reported that, in the 
cide will continue to antagonize the worldwide Arme- eyes al the older generation of Armenians, the assas-
nian community and may provide impetus for even sination demonstrated that terrorism obtained re-
more terrorism within the Armenian Diasporaj I suits whereas the peaceable efforts of 69 years had I ~-~ Jailed. To the young, third-generation Armenian-

~----' Americans, the terrorists represented romantic fig
Neither stepped-up law enforcement nor intelligence 
activities have noticeably deterred Armenian terrorist 
capabilities. Although the Justice Commandos have 
suffered some serious setbacks in the past two years-

ures who did more than merely talk about the 
genocide. Various open sources note that, while most 
Armenians recognize that terrorism alone can never 
solve the Armenian Questions and gain Justice for the 
Armenian cause, many Armenians have become con-
vinced that, if it had not been/or the use a/violence, 
no one would be aware al Armenian grievances. (u) 
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Figure 6. Armenian memorial service. (u) 

we do not believe these reversals will curtail JCAG 
terrorist activities. We believe the support from the 
Armenian community for"terrorism creates a threat t<;> 
Turkish diplomatic facilities and personnel worldwide 
that will preclude most counterterrorist efforts.j~--~ 

I 
To date, the Justice Commandos have not attacked 
US interests despite the arrests of six JCAG members 
in the United States. We note that ASALA's target
ing of only Turkish diplomats changed radically to 
include retaliatory attacks against other govern~ents 
when they began arresting ASAL;\ members. Ac
cording to FBI analysis, JCAG may conduct retalia
tory attacks against US targets if it comes to feel that 
the United States is restricting JCAG's activities as a 
result of Turkish political pressure! I 
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Appendix A 

Modern Armenian Terrorism: 
The Historical Background 

The intense passion that inspires modern Armenian 
terrorism is rooted deeply in centuries of conflict 
between Armenians and Turks. Armenia has not 
existed as an independent state since the mid-13th 
century, when the Ottoman Turks conquered the area 
which now comprises parts of Turkey, Iran, and the 
Soviet Union. Although given some measure of auton
omy-in exchange for passive political loyalty-the 
Armenians were always considered by the Turks as 
zimmi, a Turkish term meaning tolerated infidels. 
The delicate balance of interests between the Muslim 
Turks and the Christian Armenians was shattered by 
the rapidly escalating decay of the Ottoman Empire 
at the end of the 19th century. (u) 

The collapse of the Ottoman Empire played a key role 
in creating the conditions that resulted in large-scale 
massacres of Armenians by Turks in the late 19th and 
early 20th centuries-and which, in turn, spawned the 

. current blood feud being waged by some Armenians. 
The decline of the Ottoman Empire had encouraged 
European involvement in Turkish affairs. Simmering 
discontent by minorities throughout the empire 
proved a readily exploitable avenue for foreign inter
vention. This foreign involvement, coupled with reli
gious antagonism and deep-seated economic jealousy 
of minorities, including the Armenians, focused Turk
ish anger and repression on the Ottoman minorities, 
particularly the Armenians. Moreover, Armenians
who had frequently looked to Russia for guarantees of 
protection under the umbrella of Christianity-be
came convenient scapegoats. The oppression came to 
a head during the years 1890 to 1915 under the 
Young Turk regime, which blamed Armenians for the 
inevitable disorders and upheavals that were resulting 
from centuries of Ottoman decline. (u} 

The date of 24 April 1915-when the leaders of the 
Constantinople Armenian community were rounded 
Up by the Turks and sent away to their deaths-is 
commemorated annually by Armenians worldwide in 
remembrance of the Armenian genocide. This date 
marked the beginning of mass deportations to the 

· desolate Syrian wilderness of Deir al-Zor (Dayr az 
Zawr), which stripped central Turkey of its Armenian 
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population and resulted in the deaths of tens of 
thousands of Armenian men, women, and children. 
Estimates from foreign observers of the death toll 
range from 600,000 to 1.5 million Armenians, who 
died as a result of Turkish and Kurdish attacks, 
starvation, and privation. (u) 

Death statistics alone fail to illustrate both the magni
tude of the loss and the effect on the survivors. 
Armenian scholars claim that nearly every Armenian 
household lost relatives in the massacres. The disrupt~ 
ed existence of the survivors in the years immediately 
after the massacres forced the internalization of the 
pain and suffering. Few Armenians forgot, however, 
and, as the immigrant press began to develop in 
countries where the survivors had fled, the genocide 
became the primary topic. Sixty-nine years after the 
event, the genocide is still ref erred to in the Armenian 
press, along with demands for international recogni
tion of Turkey's role in the slaughter. (u) 

Turkish historians have routinely dismissed Armenian 
accounts of the atrocities of 19 I 5 as propaganda. 
They cite the anger of local Ottoman bureaucrats over 
alleged Armenian treason in aiding Russia during the 
First World War as the reason for any excesses which 
occurred during the deportations. Moreover, Turkey 
disavows all responsibility for the policies of the 
Ottoman regime. (u) 

Testimony and evidence from numerous international 
sources-missionary, press, and diplomatic, especially 
the reports of the US Ambassador to Turkey, Henry 
Morgenthau-have influenced historians that the 
massacres occurred. The point of contention has been 
whether it was an organized, government-directed 
genocide or a series of spontaneous outbreaks of racial 
violence. International attempts to investigate Arme
nian allegations of genocide have been consistently 
thwarted by the Turkish Government. (u) 
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The denial of the genocide by Turkey has provided a 
powerful stimulus for modern Armenian terrorism. 
The ARF has been uniquely qualified to lead Arme
nian efforts to iain international recognition of the 
Armenian genocide. Efforts of the ARF in 1915 to 
organize and direct the few pockets of resistance 
against the Turks have become imprinted in the 
Armenian psyche through literature, art, and music, 
providing the ARF with powerful emotional leverage 
over the Armenian Diaspora today. (u) 

The dispersion of Armenians following the massacres 
of 1915, however, spawned a generation free from 
Armenian violence against Turkey. The survivors' 
struggle to relocate, rebuild their lives, and overcome 
economic deprivation supplanted the desire for re
venge. Traumatiu:d by the massacres and frequently 
discriminated against by the communities where they 
settled, Armenian immigrants hastened to lose all 
traces of their Armenian background. This assimila
tion resulted in a temporary rejection by many Arme
nians of Armenian culture, language, and politics. (u) 

A series of events in the period after World War II 
spurred the Armenian Diaspora to a recovered sense 
of national identity. The appearance of the term 
"genocide" during the Nuremberg war trials in 1946 
awoke bitter memories within the victims who had 
survived the events of 1915. The United Nations 
General Assembly Resolution 96 on 11 December 
1946-identifying and condemning genocide as a 
crime under international law-and the demand of 
the Convention on Genocide in 1948 that states 
punish those responsible for committing genocide 
provided an international basis for Armenian claims 
against Turkey. These milestones, combined with 
changing international political attitudes toward eth
nic and minority movements and their problems of 
identity, stirred Armenian hopes for legal redress of 
their grievances against the Turks. (u) 

~et 

Armenian political activism received its first impor
tant stimulus from events surrounding the publication 
of the United Nations Human Rights Commission 
Report on Preventing Genocide. Paragraph 30, refer
ring to the Armenian genocide, 1 was removed at the 
insistence of the Turkish Government. A statement of 
the Special Rapporteur claimed that no proof existed 
that the genocide of Armenians occurred. Despite 
intervention by the United States, the USSR, France, 
and others, subsequent attempts to restore Paragraph 
30 have been unsuccessful to date. (u) 

This denial of the massacres without a hearing in any 
international forum sharply radicalized the diaspora. 
Lacking a state to present its case to international 
organizations, Armenian communities tried to create 
media interest in their cause. They had little success, 
however, until Armenian terrorist activities began to 
garner publicity. (u) 

' "Passing to the modern era, one may note the existence of 
relatively full documentations dealing with the massacre of Arme
nians, which has been described as "the first genocide of the 20th 
century.'" (u) 
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Appendix B 

A Chronology of Armenian Terrorism, 
October 1973-June 1984 

Date 

1973 

26 October 
1974 

Location of Attack Group/Name Used 

New York City, United States Yanikian Commandos 

-----------------· 
26 October New York City, United States Yanikian Commandos 

1975 
20 January Beirut, Lebanon Prisoner Karekin (Gourgen) 

Yanilcian Group ----------------20 February 
22 October 
24 October 
1976 
28 May 

1977 

14 May 

-
9 June 

1978 
3 January 

2June 

Beirut, Lebanon Yanikian Group 
Vienna, Austria ASALA and JCAG 
Paris, France ASALA and JCAG 

Zurich, Switzerland JCAG 

Paris, France 

Rome, Italy 

London, England 
Brussels, Belgium 

Madrid, Spain 

New American Resistance• 
(NAR) 

JCAG 

NAR 

NAR 

ASALA and JCAG 

Incident Descriptio11 

Smoke bomb sent to Turkish Consulate ----
Bomb sent to Turkish Consulate 

Bomb discovered at World Council of Churches 
office 
Bombing of Turkish Airlines office 
Assassination of Turkish Ambassador and driver 
Assassination of Turkish Ambassador 

Bombing of Turkish Consulate and a Turkish 
bank 

Bombing of Turkish tourism office 

Assassination of Turkish Ambassador to the 
Vatican 

Bombing of Turkish bank 
Bombing of apartment of a Turkish Embassy 
counselor 
Assassination of brother, wife, and chauffeur of 
Turkish Ambassador to Spain ______ _ 

6 December Geneva, Switzerland 
17 December Geneva, Switzerland 

NAR 
NAR 

Bombing of Turkish Consulate 
______ B_o_m_b_in __ g of Turkish Consulate 

1979 
January ____ M_a_d_ri_d.:.., S-'p=--a_in ________ JC_A_G ______ _ Bombing of British Airways and TWA offices 

Bombing of Turkish tourism office and Turkish 
labor attache's office 

8 July Paris, France JCAG 

12 October The Hague, Netherlands 
9 December Rome, Italy 

22 December Amsterdam, Netherlands 
Paris, France 

1980 
19 January Spain 

JCAG 
NAR 

JCAG 

------- ---------
Assassination of son of Turkish Ambassador 
Bombine- of El Al and British Airways offices, 
injuring nine 

Bombing of Turkish Airlines office ----
Commandos of Armenian Aveng- Assassination of Turkish press attacbe 
crs (probably JCAG) 

JCAG 

15 

------------
Bombing of British Airways, TWA, Swissair, and 
Sabcna Airlines offices (JCAG later denied 
responsibility) 

f\Jn ()hio,....+il"'\n f,..., n--1 ...... ,.. ..... :.t: ..... -j,: __ =- r""\ _ __ • __ _._, ... _.~-
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A Chronology of Armenian Terrorism, 
October 1973-June 1984 (continued) 

Date · Location of Attack 

I February Brunels, Belgium 
Paris, France 

6 February Bern, Switzerland 
17 April Rome, Italy 

6 October Beverly Hills, United States 

12 October Los Aneeles, United States 
New York City, United States 

1 December Paris, France 

17 December Sidney, Australia 

1981 
2 April C-Openhaeen, Denmark 

13 June Anaheim, United States 

Group/Name Used 

NAR 
NAR 
JCAG 
JCAG 

JCAG 

JC(\.G 
JCAG 

JCAG 

JCAG 

JCAG 

JCAG 

Incident Description 

Bombine of Aeroflot and Turkish Airlines offices 
Bombing of Soviet information office 
Attempted assassination of Turkish Ambassador 
Attempted assassination of Turkish Ambassador 
to the Vatican 
Firebombing of Turkish Consul General's 
residence 
Bombina of Music City Tours 
Bombing of Turkish mission to the United 
Nations 
Bombing of British Airways, Lufthansa, and Sc
bena Airlines offices 
Assassination of Turkish General Consul and 
bodyguard 

Attempted assassination of Turkish labor 
counselor 
Bombing of Anaheim convention center 

20 November Los Aniieles, United States JCAG -----'"---'----------------·------B_o_m_b_i_ng"--o_f Turlcis_h_C_on_s_u_la_tc _____ _ 
1982 

28 January Los Angeles, United States 
22 March Cambridge, United States 
8 April Ottawa, Canada 

24 April Cologne, West Germany 

JCAG 
JCAG 
ASALA and Armenian 
Liberation Front (probably 
linked to JCAG) 
NAR 

Assassination of Turkish Consul General 
Bombing of Turkish C-Onsulate 
Attempted assassination of Turkish Commercial 
Counselor 

Attempted bombing of Turkish bank 

Dortmund, West Germany NAR _ _:,... ____ __,_ _______________ B_o_m_binii of Tu_rki_._sh_b_an_k ________ _ 

4 May Boston, United States JCAG 
27 May Ottawa, Canada JCAG 
7 June Lisbon, Portueal JCAG 

9 September Burgas, Bulgaria Combat Units of Justice 
Against Armenian Genocide 
(probably JCAG) 

22 October Boston, United States JCAG 

1983 
9 March Belgrade, Yuaoslavia JCAG 

14 July Brussels, Beliiium ASALA, JCAG,_ and ARA 
27 July Lisbon, Portuaal ARA· 

1984 
20 June Vienna, Austria ARA 

• Analysis of the types and nationalities of targets, locations, and 
forensic evidence indicates the NAR may also be a cover name used 
by the ARF in claiming attacks against Turkish tar2ets. 

This appendix is Confidential Noforn. 
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Assassination of the honorary Turkish consul 

Assassination of Turkish military attache 
Assassination of Turkish attache and woundinl? of 
wife, who later died ---------Ass ass in at ion of Turkish administrative attache 

Attempted bombing of honorary Turkish Counsel 
(alleged member of JCAG arrested aboard air
craft in Boston) 

Assassination of Turkish Ambassador to 
Yugoslavia 

Assassination of Turlcish administrative attache 
Takeover of Turkish Embassy, which resulted in 
killine of hostages and dea tbs of five terrorists 

Car bomb assassination of Turkish labor attache 

Nn (")hiof"+inn +n nn-1-,...,...:1::--.a.=-- =- ,,, __ , __ _,,_,.,_,~-
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MEMORANDUM 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

September 6, 1984 

ROBERT C. MCFARLAiE 

OLIVER L. NORTH✓ 

6621 

SUBJECT: Proposed Meeting with Ambassador Robert Oakley 

On September 10, 1984, Ambassador Robert Sayre will depart and 
Ambassador Robert Oakley will officially assume the title of 
Director, Office for Combatting Terrorism at the Department of 
State. Ambassador Oakley would like to meet with you and ADM 
Poindexter on a "get-acquainted" basis for approximateiy 10-15 
minutes. He will be departing the U.S. on Friday, September 14, 
for the London Summit "follow-up" conference and then on to Paris 
to arrange for November U.S.-French bilaterals. 

A bio on Ambassador Oakley is attached at Tab A. 

RECOMMENDATION 

1. That you and ADM Poindexter agree to meet with Ambassador 
Oakley before his scheduled trip. 

Approve ~ Disapprove 

2. That ADM Poindexter agree to meet with Ambassador Oakley 
during this time period, if your scheduled does not allow. 

Approve___ Disapprove 

Attachment 
Tab A - Bio on Ambassador Robert Oakley 
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BIOGRAPHIC SKETCH 

ROBERT B. OAKLEY 

Director of the Office for Counter-terrorism 
and Emergency Planning 

Robert B. Oakley became Director of the Office for 
Counter-terrorism and Emergency Planning on September 10, 
1984. From December 1982 until August 1984 he served as 
United States Ambassador to the Somali Democratic Republic. 
From November 1979 through August 1982 he served as 
Ambassador to the Republic of Zaire. Until his appointment 
to Zaire, he had been serving as the Senior Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of the East Asian Bureau with an area of 
responsibility that included the Philippines, Laos, 
Cambodia, Viet Nam, Thailand, Burma, Singapore, Malaysia and 
Indonesia. Prior to that he was the Senior Staff Member for 
the Middle East on the National Security Council Staff from 
1974 through 1976. 

Ambassador Oakley was born in Dallas, Texas on March 12, 
1931, and was raised in Shreveport, Louisiana. After 
graduating from Princeton University in 1952, he became a 
naval intelligence officer and served on the staff of the 
Commander of the Naval Forces of the Far East, in Yokosuka, 
Japan, for over two years. He attended graduate school at 
Tulane University before entering the Foreign Service in 
1957. 

His assignments have included service in Khartoum, 
Abidjan, Viet Nam, Paris, U.S. Mission to the United Nations 
and Beirut. He received the Department's Meritorious Honor 
Award in 1963 for his work in United Nations Political 
Affairs. 

He is married to the former Phyllis Elliott, also a 
Foreign Service Officer. They have two children who are 
college students. 
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MEMORANDUM 

ACTION 

MEMORANDUM FOR 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

NATIONAL SECURITY COUNCIL 

ROBERT C. MCFARry,.NE 

OLIVER L. NORTH"' 

Call to Attorney General William French Smith 
regarding Terrorism Legislation 

This afternoon ADM Poindexter, Amb Bob Oakley, and North met 
review our next steps on the terrorism issue. As you know, 
Oakley is our new Director, Office of Counter-Terrorism and 
Emergency Planning at t.he State Department. He replaces Bob 
Sayre as the Chairman of the IG/T. 

6l"--' 
Oakley urged that you call the Attorney General to press him the 
terrorism legislation. It looks as though we have a good cht nce 
for passage of at least 3 of the 4 bills we have pending. 
Unfortunately, Justice is not providing all the assistance they 
could in this effort. 

The talking points at Tab I are for your use in trying to 
stimulate Justice support for this effort. 

RECOMMENDATION 

That you use the talking points at Tab I in your call to the 
Attorney General. 

Approve Disapprove 

Attachment 
Tab I - Talking Points 



TALKING POINTS 

EFFORT TO GET PASSAGE OF TERRORISM LEGISLATION 

In talks with Congressional leadership it appears we 
still have a fair chance in this session to get passage of 
three of the Administration's anti-terrorism bills, the two 
implementing bills {for the

1
Montreal Convention against 

aircraft sabotage and the U~ited Nations Convention against 
hostage taking) and the rewards bill. 

The momentum on international cooperation to combat 
terrorism that we have built up in the Economic Summit group 
is very important to maintain, and we think the example of 
Congressional action on these bills will help. It is 
particularly important to have a good legislative showing in 
light of the September meeting of terrorism specialists in 
London next week, and the meeting of Foreign Ministers in 
New York on September 27. 

To get that done, it is essential to work closely and 
quickly with House Judiciary, particularly the Hughes Crime 
Subcommittee to arrange hearings, move the bills out of 
committee, and get them to the floor. State has been 
working hard on this. Hughes and Sawyer are agreeable to 
giving it a try, but they want to be assured that the 
Administration has its act together. In particular, they 
want firm assurance from Justice of its support. 

We understand Justice has indicated willingness to work 
to get the bills passed and to send up a witness to support 
Administration appearances when necessary, probably this 
coming week. A call from you to Rodino not later than 
Monday would be very help ul. /l G-

On the fourth bill, the HFAC alternative draft to the 
original prohibitions against training and support for 
terrorism bill, the House Foreign Affairs Committee now 
plans to consider the bill further and may go immediately to 
markup next week. 
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