THE 99TH CONGRESS AND THE RESPONSE TO
INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM *

OVERVIEW

For Congress the year 1986 ended in consternation over the reve-
lation of secret U.S. arms sales to Iran, apparently in an attempt to
win the freedom of American hostages held by pro-Iranian factions
in Beirut as well as to improve diplomatic relations with Iran. Con-
gressional concern centered on possible violations of U.S. law re-
quiring notification of Congress of arms sales and covert activities
and stated administration policy not to make concessions to terror-
ists and to impose sanctions on states that support terrorism. The
possible diversion of profits to the Nicaraguan Contras despite a
congressional ban on such assistance made the issue even more
troubling. The Iran controversy obscured the record of accomplish-
ment made by the 99th Congress in providing strong bipartisan
support for the President’s policy on terrorism, interpreted as “no
concessions” to terrorist demands, the punishment of terrorists,
and the implementation of coercive measures against states that
support or condone terrorism. That record of accomplishment is
the central theme of this chapter, which leaves the Iranian arms
sales to be discussed as a major focus of Congress in 1987.

The decision by both Houses of Congress to create special select
committees at the beginning of 1987 to investigate the Iran arms
sales partially reflected recognition of the decentralized character
of congressional responsibility in the area of international terror-
ism. In the 99th Congress, at least eighteen different committees
(and more numerous subcommittees) had jurisdiction over some
aspect of the issue.

In February 1986, Speaker Thomas P. O’Neill took the initiative
in directing the Foreign Affairs, Public Works, Judiciary, and Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries Committees to draw up omnibus legis-
lation dealing with terrorism. The result was the Omnibus Diplo-
matic Security and Antiterrorism Act of 1986,! which received
overwhelming support. This legislation continued the pattern es-
tablished the previous year with the International Security and De-
velopment Cooperation Act of 1985,2 Title V of which was entitled
International Terrorism and Foreign Airport Security. Its provi-
sions were the product of the House Committees on Foreign Affairs
and Public Works and Transportation and the Senate Committees
on Foreign Relations and Commerce, Science and Transportation.

* Prepared by Martha Crenshaw and Richard W. Boyd, Department of Government, Wesleyan
University, consultants to the Foreign Affairs and National Defense Division of the Congression-
al Research Service.

1 P.L. 99-399, approved August 27, 1986.

2 P.L. 99-83, approved August 8, 1985.
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Possibly at no time in the 20th century have so many questions
been raised about the U.S. Government’s ability to protect its citi-
zens and property abroad. In the 1980’s Americans came to feel in-
creasingly at risk from terrorism. In 1983 and 1984, the bombings
of the U.S. embassy in Kuwait and the U.S. embassy and military
barracks in Beirut dramatically exposed the vulnerability of diplo-
matic and military missions and personnel. American citizens trav-
elling abroad no longer felt secure in the aftermath of the 1985 hi-
jackings of TWA flight 847 and of the cruise ship Achille Lauro, as
well as the murderous attacks at the Rome and Vienna airports.

The scope and immediacy of the congressional response were
linked to rising public alarm over this series of terrorist incidents.
Congress answered mounting public frustration and fear by adopt-
ing legislation that reflected strong bipartisan support and close co-
operation with the State Department and other executive agencies.
The centerpieces of these efforts—the Omnibus Diplomatic Security
and Antiterrorism Act of 1986 and Title V of the International Se-
curity and Development Cooperation Act of 1985—were not distinc-
tive in terms of novel policy solutions. With the exception of mari-
time security, previous Congresses had begun to fashion legislative
approaches to the problems posed by terrorism. Rather, the
achievements of the 99th Congress lay in the range of topics ad-
dressed, the comprehensiveness of measures mandated, and the
provision of significant sums of money despite budgetary con-
straints.

Improving the protection of embassies, airports, and maritime fa-
cilities—among the most accessible targets for international terror-
ism—was a major interest of the Congress. Members of Congress
agreed that existing security was inadequate, and that a swift and
thorough response was required to reduce American vulnerability.
Where effective security depends on the actions of foreign states, as
aviation security does, Congress indicated that governments in
those countries must be persuaded to respond promptly to Ameri-
can concerns. In addition, Congress looked ahead to the possibility
of international nuclear terrorism and attempted to forestall at-
tacks on nuclear materials in transit or storage abroad.

Congress was also sensitive to the plight of the victims of terror-
ism and their families. Legislation provided for compensation, in-
cluding educational and medical benefits and awards based on per
diem allowances, for both the victims themselves and their fami-
lies, including civilian and military Government employees.

Moreover, congressional actions extended legislative direction
and oversight beyond purely defensive or passive measures de-
signed to protect American facilities and citizens from attack and
looked to the construction of an active counter- terrorism policy to
deter state-supported terrorism. Congress also showed keen interest
in improving the coordination and administration of U.S. policy
toward terrorism, as reflected in the organization of the State De-
partment and in inter- agency cooperation.

Establishing the complicity of a foreign state in a terrorist act is
usually difficult, but public admissions_of such complicity by the
Libyan government as well as other evidence linking Libya to anti-
American attacks contributed to the broad support for diplomatic
and economic sanctions against countries that support terrorism.
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Congress voted to prohibit foreign aid and trade to states that
assist terrorists and to restrict the use of diplomatic immunity by
states known to support terrorism.

Combatting terrorism involves not only curbing state sponsorship
but also apprehending and punishing individual terrorists. Con-
gress took action to increase the legal powers of the U.S. Govern-
ment to prosecute international terrorists. In the 99th Congress,
the definition of crimes for which the United States can claim ex-
traterritorial jurisdiction was broadened to include terrorist at-
tacks on U.S. citizens and interests abroad. The Senate also gave
its advice and consent to the Supplemental Extradition Treaty with
the United Kingdom, which would facilitate the extradition to the
United Kingdom by the United States of members of the Irish Re-
publican Army. The revised treaty restricted the categories of
crimes for which political asylum could be requested and limited
the authority of U.S. courts to grant asylum.

By numerous actions Congress encouraged the administration to
aid other governments in the fight against terrorism and especially
to seek international cooperation to reduce terrorism. It approved
the State Department’s Antiterrorism Training Assistance pro-
gram, under which training, financial support, and small arms and
munitions are provided to foreign governments. It also required the
State Department to pursue formally such measures as establish-
ing an international coordinating committee on terrorism, negotiat-
ing an international terrorism control treaty, and enhancing avia-
tion and maritime security through existing international organiza-
tions.

While Congress generally supported the President’s April 1986
decision to use military force against Libya in retaliation for
Libyan support for terrorism, there were misgivings over the lack
of advance consultation. The 1973 War Powers Resolution calls for
consultation with Congress when U.S. forces are introduced into
hostilities abroad. However, some believe that this principle, de-
signed to protect the balance of congressional and executive power,
conflicts with the need for speed and flexibility in the response to
terrorism. The 99th Congress was divided on how to respond to this
dilemma. Some Members wished to strengthen the requirement
that Congress be consulted. Others favored explicitly exempting
counter-terrorist actions from the 1973 War Powers resolution. The
disagreement has not been resolved.

The following sections look more closely at actions of the 99th
Congress aimed at combatting international terrorism. The materi-
al is arranged by topic, with the activities of both 1985 and 1986
discussed under each topic.

SECURITY FROM TERRORISM

Both sessions of the 99th Congress enacted legislation attempting
to increase protection of American diplomatic personnel and tour-
ists from terrorist activities abroad.

AMERICAN DIPLOMATIC MISSIONS

Since 1968, when the American ambassador was assassinated in
Guatemala, diplomats have been increasingly at risk from mob at-
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tacks, terrorist bombings, and hostage-takings. Early efforts to pro-
tect U.S. embassies included a “Public Access Control Program,”
which primarily provided for the installation of metal detection de-
vices. In 1980, in the wake of mob attacks on U.S. embassies in Te-
heran, Islamabad, and Tripoli, Congress had passed a five year “Se-
curity Enhancement Program,” and total funding for diplomatic se-
curity during fiscal years 1980-1986 exceeded $1.3 billion.3

These steps proved insufficient. The car bomb detonated at the
U.S. embassy in Beirut on April 18, 1983, killed 63, including 17
Americans, and wounded over 100.4 Before security provisions were
completed, the new facility in Awkar, East Beirut was car-bombed
September 20, 1984, killing 23, including two Americans, and
wounding 71, of whom 20 were Americans.>

The vulnerability of U.S. missions and personnel overseas was
widely viewed as a crisis. In January 1984, before the second Beirut
embassy bombing, the House Committee on Foreign Affairs had
created a Staff Task Force on International Terrorism and Diplo-
matic Security. The task force subsequently issued five reports that
influenced legislation in the 98th and 99th Congresses. Concurrent-
ly, Secretary of State George Shultz had convened the Advisory
Commission on Overseas Security, chaired by retired Admiral
Bobby R. Inman, whose membership included Senator Warren
Rudman and Representative Dan Mica. The Inman Commission
worked closely with Members and staff of the House Foreign Af-
fairs Committee and its Subcommittee on International Operations,
chaired by Representative Mica. The legislative process reflected
bipartisan agreement in both the House and the Senate and signifi-
cant cooperation with the State Department. The result of this con-
sensus was the “Diplomatic Security Act,” Titles I-IV of the Omni-
bus Diplomatic Security and Antiterrorism Act of 1986, P.L. 99-
399, hereafter referred to as the Omnibus Act.

In June 1985 the Inman Commission issued its report, consisting
of 91 recommendations, most of which concerned diplomatic securi-
ty. Approximately 30 of these recommendations were classified. In
hearings before the Foreign Affairs Committee on July 16, 1985,
Representative Mica reported that Secretary Shultz endorsed
nearly all of the recommendations in principle.

Having been assured of the support of the administration for the
diplomatic security program, the Foreign Affairs Committee ex-
pected the administration to submit &'omptly a legislative package
designed to implement the Inman Commission recommendations.
However, the package was not forthcoming. Displeased with what
the committee considered to be the tardiness of the administration,
the committee held further hearings November 13 and 20 designed
to elicit a proposal from the administration. At the latter hearing,
Representative Mica announced his intention to move the Inman

3 U.S. House. Committee on Foreign Affairs. The Omnibus Diplomatic Security and Anti-ter-
rorism Act of 1986. Report together with Congressional Budg t Office Estimate on H.R. 4151.
House Report No. 99-494, 99th Cong., 2d Sess. Washington, U.S. G.PO, 1986. p. 5-6.

4U.S. Library of Congress. Congressional Research Service. Terrorist Incidents Involving U.S.
Citizens or Property 1981-1986: A Chronology. Issue Brief No. IB86096, by James P. Wootten,
February 2, 1987 (continually updated). Washington, 1987. . X

5 See U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Foreign Affairs. Congress and Foreign Policy—
1984, Con, and the Withdrawal of the Marines from Lebanon. Committee Print, 99th Cong.,
1st Sess. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985.
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Commission recommendations forward, with or without a legisla-
tive proposal from the administration. And, on December 16, 1985,
Representative Mica and the ranking minority Member of the
International Operations Subcommittee, Representative Olympia
Snowe, introduced their own bill, H.R. 3946.

Three days later the administration forwarded its own legislative
package. Senator Richard Lugar, chairman of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee, introduced the administration proposal (S.
2015) on January 23, 1986. Thus, the prodding by the Committee on
Foreign Affairs appeared to quicken the pace of the legislative
process with regard to the Inman Commission proposals on diplo-
matic security.

Another contribution of the House Foreign Affairs Committee
was its support for a multi-year authorization for the embassy
building program. The Inman Commission had expressed concern
that one-year authorizations would result in construction delays
and increased costs. The Commission had proposed, therefore, a
long-term capital budget construction program. The House adopted
a five-year authorization as an alternative.

This multi-year authorization proved controversial in hearings
before the Senate Foreign Relations Committee. Several Senators
raised questions about the length of the House authorization sched-
ule as well as particular embassy projects proposed by the Depart-
ment of State. The Senate therefore recommended a two-year au-
thorization and reduced the authorization about 20 percent from
the House level. The conference committee accepted the lower
annual construction levels of the Senate bill, while accepting the
five-year authorization program of the House bill.

As a result of the Omnibus Act, the Department of State now
has a long- term schedule for the acquisition of new diplomatic fa-
cilities and the renovation of existing ones, with funding levels de-
signed to meet the Inman Commission recommendations. Roughly
half of all U.S. embassies and consulates are scheduled for renova-
tion or new construction, with traffic barriers and building set-
backs designed to control access and forestall car-bombs.

The Omnibus Act ultimately authorized a total of $808 million
for fiscal years 1986 and 1987, the first two years of the construc-
tion program. In the FY 1986 Supplemental Appropriations Act
(P.L. 99-349, approved July 2, 1986), Congress subsequently ap-
proved $702 million for the acquisition and maintenance of U.S.
diplomatic facilities abroad. The continuing appropriations resolu-
tion for fiscal year 1987 (P.L. 99-591, approved October 30, 1986),
continued support for the building security program by earmarking
$227 million in new funds specifically for “diplomatic security” in
five facilities in Istanbul, Lima, Bogota, Pretoria, and Cairo.

In appropriating these funds, Congress recognized that the cost
of the new diplomatic facilities would be significantly higher than
most public building projects. The typical new embassy facility was
anticipated to cost four times the amount of comparable office
space in Washington. About 25 percent of the construction funds
were intended to secure the new buildings against electronic espio-
nage. Many Members of Congress were particularly concerned that
some U.S. facilities were in the same office buildings as Eastern
bloc countries. A related congressional concern was the location of
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USIA and AID offices in some embassy facilities. Visitors to a
USIA exhibition, for example, create security problems for the em-
bassy. The location of their personnel in embassies also increases
the number of people at risk. Separating U.S. facilities and protect-
ing the new facilities against espionage result in cost increases.

The $4 billion building program authorized in the House version
of the Omnibus Act is nearly equal to the previous total annual
budget of the Department of State. If fully funded, the budget
would have greatly exceeded targets established under the Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings guidelines.® Yet, even in a period of budgetary
stringency, the large expenditures for the diplomatic security pro-
gram enjoyed wide support. Representative Tom Lantos captured
the mood with his observation ¢ . .. in an age of Gramm-Rudman,
a $4 billion program is sailing through with no difficulty, no obsta-
cles, universal accolades, and general applause.” 7

A second major concern of the Inman Commission was the cre-
ation in the Department of State of a professionally trained staff
structure charged with assuring the safety of diplomats and mis-
sions. Historically, the mission of the Department of State has been
the conduct of foreign affairs, and foreign policy has dominated the
training and attention of its senior staff. Title I of the Omnibus Act
increases the priority given to diplomatic security and creates a
new Bureau of Diplomatic Security, headed by an Assistant Secre-
tary for Diplomatic Security. Title II creates a new Diplomatic Se-
curity Service within this bureau, to be directed by a senior execu-
tive trained in security and law enforcement. The-effect of this leg-
islation is to provide the Department of State with™its own re-
sources for protecting U.S. diplomats, rather than assigning the re-
sponsibility to the Department of Treasury’s Secret Service, which
did not wish to take on this additional burden.

The Inman Commission Report, at Representative Mica’s instiga-
tion, also emphasized the concept of accountability in diplomatic
security ® and recommended that ambassadors be held responsible
if there is loss of life or property at their posts. Title III of the Om-
nibus Act requires the Secretary of State to convene an Account-
ability Review Board made up of four members appointed by the
Secretary of State and one appointed by the director of the CIA to
investigate cases involving such losses at missions abroad.

CIVIL AVIATION SECURITY

Passage of legislation on airport security provides a particularly
apt example of the rapidity of legislative responses to terrorist inci-
dents shown by the 99th Congress. The hijacking of the TWA 847
flight from Athens to Beirut in June 1985 and the destruction of an
Air India Boeing 747 en route from Toronto, an act of suspected
sabotage by Sikh extremists which killed 329 passengers and crew
including 19 Americans, stimulated legislative activity in several

¢ Targets established under new procedures of the Balanced Budget and Emergency Deficit
Control (Gramm-Rudman-Hollings) Act (P.L. 99-177).

7 U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Foreign Affairs. The Diplomatic Security Program.
Hearings and Markup on H.R. 4151, 99th Cong., 1st Sess., March 5, 1986. Washington, U.S.
G.P.O., 1986. p. 159-160.

8 J.S. Congress. House. Committee on Foreign Affairs. Diplomatic Security. Hearings, 99th
Cong., 1st Sess., July 16, 24, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985.
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committees in both chambers. In one 5-day period at least 10 meas-
ures were proposed in the House and Senate to improve airport se-
curity and prevent further acts of terrorism against Americans.®

An airport security bill (H.R. 2796) passed the House quickly and
unanimously on June 19, 1985. At the same time the Subcommittee
on Aviation of the Senate Commerce, Science and Transportation
Committee held a hearing on several bills relating to airport secu-
rity that were pending before the committee. Senator Nancy Kasse-
baum, chair of the subcommittee, introduced S. 1436, a bill that in-
corporated the provisions of several of the proposed measures. The
Senate Commerce, Science and Transportation Committee incorpo-
rated the provisions of S. 1436 into H.R. 2796, and the Senate
passed the amended H.R. 2796 unanimously, 96-0. This bill was
joined with another measure withholding foreign aid to any coun-
try failing to meet international airport security standards. These
provisions were ultimately included in foreign aid legislation, the
International Security and Development Cooperation Act of 1985,
P.L. 99-83, approved August 8, 1985.

The provisions on airport security, which amend Section 1115 of
the Federal Aviation Act, make up Title V, Part B, of P.L. 99-83.
The most important of these are as follows:

(1) Travel Advisories: The new airport security provision requires
the Secretary of Transportation to assess security at foreign air-
ports and to determine whether the airports meet the international
standards of the International Civil Aviation Organization (ICAO).
The Secretary is directed to report these results to Congress and to
the foreign governments in which the airport is located. Foreign
governments are then given 90 days to correct deficiencies noted in
the report. If the corrections are not made, the Secretary, after
consultation with the Secretary of State, is required to issue a
travel advisory that the airport does not meet international securi-
ty standards. Travel advisories are to be posted at U.S. airports and
printed on airline tickets.

Two such travel advisories were issued during the 99th Congress.
Before the legislative provision was signed into law, the Secretary
of State issued an advisory June 19, 1985, for all travel through the
Athens airport. The advisory was described as “an intermediate
step stopping short of suspending air service.” 1° The advisory was
cancelled July 22, after the Federal Aviation Administration found
the airport had come into compliance with international security
standards. Another advisory was issued for the Manila airport on
:%)ugust 7, 1986, and was lifted less than a month later, on August

(2) Suspension of Commercial Flights: Title V of P.L. 99-83 also
authorizes the President to suspend U.S. commercial flights to air-
ports that are not in compliance with ICAO standards and that do
not correct the deficiencies within 90 days. The President may
waive this requirement if the suspension would harm the national

9 U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation. Air Traveler
Protection Act of 1985. Report to accompany H.R. 2796. House Report No. 99-113, 99th Cong. 1st
Sess. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. p. ;

16 U.S. Library of Cosngress. Congressional Research Service. Foreign Airport Security: Diplo-
matic Framework and U.S. Policy. Issue Brief No. IB85162, by Marjorie Ann Browne and Ellen
C. Collier, March 4, 1987, (continually updated). Washington, 1987. p. 6.
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interest. President Reagan had suspended U.S. commercial flights
into Lebanon dJuly 1, 1985, citing as authority section 1114 of the
Federal Aviation Act. Title V also authorizes the Secretary of
Transportation to terminate service by specific foreign carriers to
U.S. airports. On July 1, 1985, all Lebanese airlines were prohibit-
ed from landing in the United States.

(3) Suspension of Aid: If the measures above are unsuccessful, the
Act directs the President to cut off all foreign assistance provided
under any of several acts: the foreign aid bill itself, the Agricultur-
al Trade Development Act of 1954 (P.L. 480), the Peace Corps Act,
or the Arms Export Control Act. The Act gives the President the
authority to waive this requirement if he determines and reports to
Congress that national security interests or a humanitarian emer-
gency requires a waiver.

(4) Air Marshals: Section 553 of Title V also directs the Secretary
of Transportation to study the need for an expanded air marshal
program on all international flights of U.S. air carriers. The Secre-
tary is directed to report the results of this study within six
months from the law’s enactment.!! The law also authorizes air
marshals to carry firearms and to make arrests without warrants.
The major issue that the air marshal program raises is whether
the added protection an air marshal affords outweighs the risk to
passengers from a shootout between a hijacker and a marshal.
Such an incident occurred in the November 1985 takeover of Egypt
Air flight 648. A related security provision in P.L. 99-83 also au-
thorizes $5 million without fiscal year limitations for research on
the development of airport security devices or techniques for de-
tecting explosives. P.L. 99-88, the Supplemental Appropriations
Act of 1985, appropriated $2 million for an expanded program.

The basic concern regarding airport security issues notwithstand-
ing, there continues to be conflict over security standards. For ex-
ample, H.R. 2796 as originally drafted had held foreign carriers to
U.S. security standards. A subsequent staff report submitted to the
House Foreign Affairs Committee observes that U.S. carriers serv-
ing Frankfurt, Rome, London/Heathrow, and Athens “maintain
higher security standards and procedures than the other foreign
air carriers (with the possible exception of El Al).” 2 The staff
report noted that foreign carriers are not required to institute secu-
ritg procedures as stringent as those U.S. regulations demand of
U.S. carriers, in spite of the large number of Americans they carry.
In addition, Representative Mica of the Foreign Affairs Committee
has previously argued that foreign carriers serving the United
States should be required to meet U.S. security standards, rather
than the less strict international standards of the ICAO.!3

The staff report also noted the administration had not submitted
on a timely basis reports required by Title V, the Foreign Airport
Security Act. These included the semiannual foreign airport assess-
ments (due June 1, 1986) and the study on the air marshal program
(due in February 1986).

11 This report submitted to Congress on May 13, 1987.

12 J.S. Congress. House. Committee on Foreign Affairs. Antiterrorism Measures: The Adequa-
cy of Foreign Airport Security. Staff report to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. Committee
Print, 99th Cong., 2d Sess. Washington, U.S. G.P.0., 1986. p. vii.

13 Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, June 29, 1985: 1253.



184

MARITIME SECURITY

The passage of the International Maritime and Port Security Act
(Title IX of the Omnibus Act) is directly traceable to the October
1985, Achille Lauro hijacking that resulted in the death of an
American citizen, Leon Klinghoffer. The Subcommittee on Mer-
chant Marine of the House Committee on Merchant Marine and
Fisheries had held two hearings on the cruise ship industry prior
to the hijacking, but had not raised the issue of security from ter-
rorism. Immediately after the hijacking both the Subcommittee on
Merchant Marine and the House Committee on Foreign Affairs
held hearings on the hijacking’s implications for maritime security.
Congress fashioned the International Maritime and Port Security
Act of the Omnibus Act to parallel closely the approach embodied
in the Foreign Airport Security Act.

Both airport and maritime security have been regulated to vary-
ing degrees by specialized U.N. agencies, airline security by the
ICAO, and the cruise ship industry by the International Maritime
Organization (IMO). In the wake of the Achille Lauro hijacking,
the IMO adopted a resolution calling upon governments and the
cruise ship industry to review their security provisions.14¢ The IMQO
resolution also directed its own Maritime Safety Committee to
issue guidelines for the protection of vessels, passengers, and crew.
The most important principle in these guidelines is that the pri-
mary responsibility for maritime security is placed on the ports,
rather than on the cruise ships. Airport security similarly places
primary responsibility on airports rather than the air carriers.

(1) Domestic Port gecurity: The parallels between air and mari-
time security are partly deceptive. Although most cruise ships sail
under foreign flags, the industry is dominated by American passen-
gers embarking from American ports. Seventy-four percent of all
departures in 1985-1986 were from American ports, and 34 percent
of these American departures were from the port of Miami, most
sailing the Caribbean.’3 Thus, some of the maritime security prob-
lem can be dealt with through action at U.S. ports.

The International Maritime and Port Security Act brings the se-
curity issue under the Ports and Waterways Safety Act of 1972. It
authorizes the Secretary of Transportation to “carry out or require
measures, including inspections, port and harbor patrols . . . to pre-
vent or respond to acts of terrorism.” Primary responsibility is
placed on the Coast Guard.

(2) Travel Advisories on Foreign Ports: The International Mari-
time and Port Security Act also encourages the President to seek
agreements with other countries on seaport and shipboard security
through the IMO and directs the Secretaries of State and Transpor-
tation to report to Congress on their progress. With provisions that
closely parallel the airport security legislation, the act directs the
Secretary of Transportation to determine whether a safety condi-

!4 Moore, Robert G. The Price of Admiralty: Regulatory Responses to Maritime Terrorism.
TVI Report, v. 7, 1986: 27.

15 U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Foreign Affairs. Overview of International Maritime
Security. Hearing, 99th Cong., 1st Sess. October 23, 1985, Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. p. 47,
?38’61‘hese figures are for cruises scheduled to depart between October 1, 1985, and September 30,
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tion exists at a foreign port. If so, the Secretary of State is instruct-
ed to issue and widely publicize a travel advisory warning potential
travelers of the problem. :

(3) Suspension of Passenger Services: Whenever he determines
that another nation “arms, aids, or abets” a terrorist group, under
the act the President may “without notice or hearing and for as
long as the President determines necessary”’ suspend passenger
services to any port in that nation. Persons in violation of this pro-
hibition are subject to civil penalties. :

THREAT OF NUCLEAR TERRORISM

In contrast to airport security, where experience has taught pol-
jcymakers many lessons, in the nuclear security area a sustained
threat has yet to materialize. Nevertheless, it is accepted that the
consequences of successful nuclear terrorism could be catastrophic.

The 1986 Omnibus Act reflects the concern, particularly of the
Foreign Affairs Committee, about the need for more effective steps
to prevent an incident of nuclear terrorism. The international
transportation of special nuclear materials is one of the weakest
links in the fuel cycle chain and one of the areas least susceptible
to national controls. Congress was strongly interested in protecting
nuclear materials, especially of weapons-grade quality, in transit or
storage abroad.

Existing international standards for shipments of materials are
based on the Convention on the Physical Protection of Nuclear Ma-
terials, a treaty negotiated under the auspices of the International
Atomic Energy Agency (IAEA) in 1979, signed by the United States
in 1980, unanimously approved by the Senate in 1981, and imple-
mented by legislation in 1982 (P.L. 97-351). In Title VI of the 1986
Omnibus Act, International Nuclear Terrorism, Congress declared
its intention that the United States take the lead in both bringing
about adherence to the Convention and improving its standards.
The Act, for example, directs the President to conduct an interde-
partmental review of the IJAEA physical protection recommenda-
tions, made in 1977, to see if they are still adequate and report the
results to the IAEA.

Further, the legislation expressed the sense that the United
States should not engage in nuclear cooperation with states that
have not ratified the Convention.8 The legislation also directs the
President to seek the agreement of the United Nations Security
Council for (1) a regime of sanctions to be imposed on states or sub-
national organizations that conduct or sponsor international nucle-
ar terrorism and (2) measures to coordinate the response to acts of
nuclear terrorism and to clean-up after an incident. Congress reaf-
firmed its oversight res%olnsibilities by requiring an annual report
on progress made in achieving these objectives and called for an
international conference on the subject.

Although the field of nuclear power is one that is strongly regu-
lated by governments, nuclear exports are part of a commercial in-
dustry. The United States is a leading exporter. Title VI of the
1986 ‘Omnibus Act requires that licenses issued by the Nuclear

16 The Convention entered into force February 8, 1987.
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Regulatory Commission for the export of special nuclear materials
be reviewed by the Department of Defense, relying on information
provided by the Central Intelligence Agency, if necessary. If the
Department of Defense should determine that there is a terrorist
threat to the export or transit of the materials, it must furnish an
assessment of the danger and recommendations for averting it to
designated agencies. The Act also requires individual reports to the
Foreign Affairs and Foreign Relations Committees from five Gov-
ernment agencies involved in decisions on the shipment and stor-
age outside the United States of special nuclear materials (plutoni-
um and enriched uranium) subject to U.S. prior consent rights.!?

THE VicTiMs OF TERRORISM

Many Members of Congress hold the view that it is the Govern-
ment’s obligation to provide for victims of terrorism whose position
as employees of the U.S. Government placed them in danger. Legis-
lation passed by the 99th Congress made significant strides in pro-
viding compensation for employees of the U.S. Government who
are held hostage, including educational and medical benefits for
their families.

In 1980, during the Iran hostage crisis, Congress had passed the
Hostage Relief Act (P.L. 96-449, approved October 14, 1980), a tem-
porary measure modelled on legislation treating prisoners of war
from the Vietnam War period and the crew of the U.S.S. Pueblo
seized by North Korea in 1968. However, no compensation had
been available to hostages seized in other subsequent incidents.

The Victims of Terrorism Compensation Act passed by the
House, H.R. 2851, and later incorporated in the Omnibus Act, re-
flected a firm congressional view that the Government should ade-
quately compensate the victims of terrorism. The legislation pro-
vided a much higher level of benefits in this area than the adminis-
tration favored, although both Congress and the executive agreed
that hostages and their families deserve equitable treatment and
that foreign nationals working for the U.S. abroad should receive
the same benefits as U.S. citizens. The State Department supported
making the Hostage Relief Act permanent, applying its provisions
only to hostage-taking incidents abroad, implementing a 30-day
waiting period before salaries would be placed in interest-bearing
accounts, and making all benefits and cash payments discretionary.
The House, on the other hand, taking its lead from the Civil Serv-
ice Subcommittee of the Post Office and Civil Service Committee,
insisted that domestic cases be covered, that there be no waiting
period before a captive’s salary was placed in an interest- bearing
account, that payments be mandatory, and that compensation be
provided in the event of death or disability.18

With the consent of the Armed Services Committee, the House
Foreign Affairs Committee in its consideration of H.R. 2851 (jointly

17 Thege directed reslsﬁxédents are the Secretaries of Energy, Defense, and State, the Director
of the ACDA, and the X

18 U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. H.R. 1956 and H.R. 2019,
Benefits to Federal Employees who are Victims of Terrorism. Joint Hearings before the Subcom-
mittee on Civil Service and the Subcommittee on Compensation and Empﬁee Benefits and the
Subcommittee on International Operations of the Committee on Foreign Affairs. Hearings, 99th
Cong., 1st Sess., June 12, 24, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985.
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referred to the Foreign Affairs and Post Office and Civil Service
Committees) broadened the scope of the legislation to cover mili-
tary personnel, as the administration had asked. An area that had
remained unsettled since 1981 was the amount of cash payment to
the hostages held in Iran from 1979 to 1981 (who had not been re-
leased at the time of the Hostage Relief Act). The 99th Congress
rejected the administration’s plan to compensate the hostages with
only $12.50 per day. The Civil Service Subcommittee favored a pay-
ment of $50,000 each for those hostages who spent the entire period
(444 days) in captivity, with a payment of the maximum per diem
for the region at the time otherwise. The Foreign Affairs Commit-
tee changed this payment simply to the per diem rate.!? The
House version of the bill made the cash payment provision the
amount of the worldwide average per diem rate. However, in con-
ference on the Omnibus Act this provision was altered again, to
offer a $50 per day cash payment for the 1979-81 period and after
1981 not less than one-half of the worldwide average per diem.

In sum, the result of congressional initiative is a significant
package of benefits for anyone taken captive as a result of his or
her relationship with the U.S. Government. The legislation extends
educational and medical benefits to the families of hostages, in rec-
ognition of the strain and hardship imposed on them. These bene-
fits can extend after the period of captivity. Death and disability
benefits are also provided. Members of the uniformed services are
included, unless they are otherwise covered by prisoner-of-war leg-
islation. The Act amends Title 5 of the U.S. Code, making benefits
zla permanent entitlement, no longer discretionary but required by

aw.

CouNTER-TERRORISM PoLICY

The intent of legislative efforts in the 99th Congress was to
insure that the United States take an active lead in the struggle
against terrorism. Many observers believe that the lack of an effec-
tive response to terrorism had damaged American credibility, and
that it was essential to construct a coherent and consistent nation-
al policy that would increase the costs of sponsoring terrorism for
states and non-states alike.

POLICYMAKING AND THE STATE DEPARTMENT

One approach was to tighten U.S. policy organization. In 1985
and 1986, the International Operations Subcommittee of the House
Foreign Affairs Committee often questioned the coordination and
continuity of American policy. Members of the Subcommittee and
the Advisory Panel on Overseas Security (the Inman Commission)
doubted that terrorism was given a sufficiently high policy priority.
The need for a unified chain of command anchored in the State De-
partment was frequently mentioned. Both groups feared a fragmen-
tation of responsibility and erosion of accountability that would

19 The estimated cost of the bill for 1986 and 1987 was $1.6 billion, according to the Congres-
sional Budget Office in 1985. U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Forei airs. Victims of
Terrorism Compensation Act. Report together with additional Views to Accompany H.R. 2851.
House Report No. 99-201, 99th Cong., Ist Sess., Part 2. Washington, U.S. G.P.O, 1985. p. 24.
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impair the State Department’s ability to use the resources Con-
gress had provided.2°

The original objective of the subcommittee, implementing the
Inman Commission Report, was to transfer many of the functions
of the existing Office of Counter- Terrorism and Emergency Plan-
ning (the successor to an office established in 1972 to chair the
inter-agency working group on terrorism) to the new Bureau of
Diplomatic Security and to shift its remaining policy authority to
the Under Secretary for Political Affairs. At Secretary of State
Shultz’s recommendation, supported by Committee Chairman
Dante Fascell, a compromise was reached in which the post of Am-
bassador at Large for Counter-Terrorism was created through exec-
utive authority rather than legislation. The Ambassador reports di-
rectly to the Secretary of State, rather than through the Under
Secretary for Management.

PENALIZING STATE SPONSORSHIP

A second approach was to discourage state support of terrorism.
The Subcommittee on Security and Terrorism of the Senate Judici-
ary Committee (a subcommittee that functioned from 1981 to 1986)
was especially concerned with exposing links between terrorism
and states hostile to U.S. interests. In this area, the primary policy
options available to the United States are diplomatic and economic
sanctions. Coercive sanctions are often considered to be more effec-
tive if they result from multilateral coordination, which is fre-
quently lacking among western powers. However, sanctions can be
implemented unilaterally.

Title V of the International Security and Development Coopera-
tion Act of 1985 strengthened the prohibition on American foreign
assistance to states named as supporting terrorism. It broadened
the assistance programs covered and required prior notification of
the House Foreign Affairs and Senate Foreign Relations Commit-
tees to waive the prohibition. The states named in 1986 as support-
ers of international terrorism were Iran, Syria, Libya, South
Yemen, and Cuba. None receives official U.S. aid.

The Omnibus Act of 1986 authorized the Secretary of State to re-
strict security assistance services to the states that repeatedly pro-
vided support for terrorism abroad. This provision referred to serv-
ices provided to the military, police, and intelligence agencies of
foreign states, a form of assistance particularly susceptible to diver-
sion for terrorist purposes. The conference report made clear, how-
ever, that any imposition of controls on such services be clearly
linked to their relevance to terrorism.2!

Issuing travel advisories warning American citizens not to travel
to countries that support or permit terrorism can be considered an-
other form of official diplomatic sanction. The conference commit-

20 U.S. Congress. Committee on Foreign Affairs. International Terrorism: 1985. Hearings and
Markup on H.R. 2822. Hearings, 99th Cong., 1st Sess., March 5, 21, and June 25, 1985. Washing-
ton, U.S. G.P.O,, 1985. Also The Diplomatic Security Program. Hearings and Markup on H.R.
élEl.OHegzéiGngs, 99th Cong., 2d Sess., November 13, 20, 1985; March 5, 6, 1986. Washington, U.S.

.P.0., 1986.

21 U.S. Congress. Committee of Conference. Omnibus Diplomatic Security and Antiterrorism
Act of 1986. Conference Report to Accompany H.R. 4151. House Report No. 99-783, 99th Cong.,
2d Sess. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986.
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tee report on the 1986 Omnibus Act expressed the concern on the
Foreign Affairs and Foreign Relations Committees that the need to
inform American citizens of unsafe conditions be balanced against
the possibly punitive implications of such warnings. In particular,
the Foreign Affairs Committee was interested in seeing that travel
advisories were issued for countries where states (Libya and Iran
were named) used their official diplomatic or trade missions to sup-
port attacks on Americans. A practical effect of this measure would
be to encourage countries to close Libyan People’s Bureaus, surro-
gates for embassies widely thought to have functioned as command
posts for state terrorism. The conference committee deleted this
“sense of Congress” provision, but its report stressed the dangers of
state sponsorship and abuse of diplomatic privilege.

Members of Congress expressed concern that the U.S. Govern-
ment and businesses not profit from trade with states that support
terrorism, or benefit those states in any way. There was also con-
cern that the United States have “clean hands” in urging Europe-
an allies to apply mutually costly sanctions to Libya.?2 For exam-
ple, Congress supported the President’s January 7, 1986, Executive
order declaring a state of national emergency and extensively re-
stricting trade with Libya. The 1985 foreign aid act (P.L. 99-83) au-
thorized the President to prohibit imports and exports of goods or
technology to or from Libya. It also authorized the President to
prohibit imports from and exports to any states supporting terror-
ism. In such cases, a report to Congress was required. The confer-
ence committee expressed particular interest in prohibiting exports
to Libya that could be used to generate hard currency reserves nec-
essary for Libya to carry out a campaign of terrorism.23

The 1986 Omnibus Act (Section 509 of Title V) prohibited exports
of any item on the Arms Export Control Act’s Munitions List to
states identified as supporting terrorism under the terms of the
Export Administration Act. The prohibition could be waived only if
the President certifies to Congress that the export is important to
the national interest. Such waivers expire after 90 days unless Con-
gress enacts a law extending the waiver. In addition, the same sec-
tion of the Omnibus Act amended the Export Administration Act
to reduce from $7 million to $1 million the value of licensed ex-
ports to countries designated as supporters of international terror-
ism that must be reported to Congress.

APPREHENSION AND PUNISHMENT OF TERRORISTS

A third approach was to ensure that individual terrorists respon-
sible for attacks on Americans be punished. The apprehension and
punishment of terrorists has proved to be a serious obstacle to ef-
fective counter-terrorist policy, since many international terrorist
actions committed abroad were not crimes under U.S. law. Legisla-
tion implementing the international treaties regulating aircraft hi-

22 J S. Congress. Committee on Foreign Affairs. Subcommittee on Europe and the Middle
East. Developments in the Middle East, May 1986. Hearing, 99th Cong., 2d Sess., May 6, 1986.
Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986.

23 U.S. Congress. House. Committee of Conference. International Security and Development
Cooperation Act of 1985. Conference Report to Accompany S. 960. Senate Report No. 99-34, 99th
Cong., 1st Sess. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. p. 124.
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jacking and attacks on diplomats extended national jurisdiction to
certain categories of crimes in 1976 and 1984. However, the fact
that the United States did not have grounds for prosecuting those
persons responsible for the murder of Leon Klinghoffer during the
seizure of the Achille Lauro in October 1985 illustrated the limits
of American legal jurisdiction.

Legislation passed in the 99th Congress extended the legal mech-
anisms for combatting terrorism by broadening the range of crimes
for which the United States can claim extraterritorial jurisdiction.
The Omnibus Act of 1986, incorporating a proposal forwarded by
the Senate Judiciary Committee (S. 1429), made the murder of
American citizens abroad and terrorist assault against Americans
or attacks on U.S. property abroad crimes punishable under U.S.
law. In a display of the congressional-executive cooperation that
often characterized legislative initiatives with regard to terrorism,
the Justice Department supported this provision, as long as its
scope was clearly specified and brought into conformity with exist-
ing domestic law governing criminal prosecutions.

Efforts were also made to impose the death penalty for murder
in connection with hostage-taking (S. 1508, introduced by Senator
Specter). The difficulties of establishing constitutional procedures
for applying the death penalty left these initiatives unresolved.
Some expressed concern that requiring the death penalty for ter-
rorism would make it more difficult to secure the extradition of
terrorist suspects, since many states prohibit extradition when the
death penalty will be sought. On the other hand, imprisoning ter-
rorists may increase a nation’s vulnerability to further hostage-sei-
Zures.

Rewards for information are another method of facilitating the
apprehension of terrorists. Intelligence is ofter considered to be a
key to effective counter- terrorism policy. The 1984 Act to Combat
International Terrorism had previously authorized rewards of up to
$500,000 for information leading to the arrest or conviction of ter-
rorists or their conspirators. Although the House wished to in-
crease this amount to $1,000,000 in the 1986 legislation, the propos-
al was deleted in conference.2¢ One reason given for not increasing
the amount is that no funds have yet been spent under this pro-
gram even though rewards have been offered. This consideration
leads to two sets of questions: whether the program is being effec-
tively administered, and whether offering rewards is a feasible way
for apprehending terrorists. It should be noted that in 1986 the re-
wards program was specifically extended to acts of “narcoterror-
ism” abroad, the product of linkages between drug trafficking and
terrorism. The House was also interested in drawing up a “most
wanted” list of international terrorists (as the West German gov-
ernment does for domestic terrorists), but the State Department
was not enthusiastic and the requirement was dropped in the con-
ference committee consideration of the 1986 Omnibus Act.

Perhaps the most delicate political issue involved in apprehend-
ing and punishing international terrorists is the extradition of ter-

24 J.S. Congress. Committee of Conference. Omnibus Diplomatic Security and Antiterrorism
Act of 1986; Conference Report to Accompany H.R. 4151. House Report No. 99-783, 99th Cong.,
2d Sess. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. p. 69.
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rorist suspects by the countries holding them. Extradition depends
on the cooperation of foreign states, whose political interests and
domestic legal systems differ from those of the United States. Fur-
thermore, international law has provided both an exception to and
a substitute for extradition. If a crime is considered to be political,
a government can refuse an extradition request. Most treaties also
allow states to punish rather than extradite if they so choose. In
general, the process of extradition is regulated by bilateral treaties.
The Department of State had long expressed the desire to renegoti-
ate bilateral treaties with allies in order to facilitate the extradi-
tion of terrorists. The U.S.-U.K. extradition treaty was of particu-
lar concern not only to the State Department but also to the Brit-
ish Government, especially as it applied to the extradition from the
United States of suspected members of the Irish Republican Army
(IRA). Historically the United Kingdom had experienced difficulty
in securing the extradition of IRA suspects because U.S. courts
milght find their offenses to be political rather than purely crimi-
nal.

In June 1985, the United States and the United Kingdom signed
the Supplemental Extradition Treaty, which “would, for all intents
and purposes, have eliminated the political exception for acts of vi-
olence and with it the traditional role of U.S. courts to deny extra-
dition in connection with alleged political offenses.” 25 After hear-
ings by the Foreign Relations and Judiciary Committees, the For-
eign Relations Committee tried to strike a balance between the
need to combat terrorism and the individual right of due process.
Attempts were unsuccessfully offered to distinguish between at-
tacks on civilian and on military personnel. The result was a com-
promise that narrowed the list of offenses a court may define as
political (e.g. hostage-taking, bombing, or murder are excluded) but
that authorized courts to deny extradition where charges are obvi-
ously “trumped-up”’ or where the individual might not receive a
fair trial because of race, religion, nationality or political opinions.
This compromise worked out by Senators Lugar and Eagleton was
approved by both British and American Governments. In July
1986, in the wake of the British Government’s support for the
American bombing raid on Libya, the treaty was approved by a
vote of 87-10.

INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION

A fourth approach was to seek international cooperation in com-
batting terrorism. Legislation in both 1985 and 1986 supported the
State Department’s bilateral antiterrorism assistance programs.
These programs at first provided only training and specialized
equipment for the civilian agencies of friendly foreign govern-
ments, but in 1985 they were expanded (at the administration’s re-
quest) to include furnishing small arms and munitions. To assure
that such transfers of defense articles were strictly regulated, the
1986 Omnibus Act required a 15-day advance notification to Con-

gress.

25 1J.S. Senate. Committee on Foreign Relations. Supplementary Extradition Treaty with the
United Kingdom. Executive Report to Accompany Tr. Doc. 99-8. Washington, U.S. G.P.Q., 1986,

p. 2
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Congressional support for such assistance programs (in 1986 re-
named “terrorism-related” rather than “antiterrorism”) was com-
bined with interest in seeing that U.S. policy toward terrorism be
placed firmly under the authority of the Secretary of State. In
1985, the Secretary was required to provide an annual report (clas-
sified if necessary) to Congress on terrorism-related assistance from
all agencies. However, the conference report on the 1986 Omnibus
Act stated that the first annual report (due February 1, 1986) had
been unsatisfactory, since apparently the activities of some agen-
cies were omitted from the report. The Foreign Affairs and Foreign
Relations Committees expressly declared that intelligence activities
were not to be excluded.

Both the 1985 and 1986 legislation urged the President to seek
the establishment of an international anti-terrorism committee of
Western nations (NATO members and Japan) and any others
caring to participate. In 1986 the Omnibus Act (Section 701) sug-
gested that the first step in this direction be the establishment of a
standing political committee in NATO, to work closely with the
North Atlantic Assembly.26 Such a committee would examine
international terrorism, review opportunities for international co-
operation, and make policy recommendations to national govern-
ments. So far, however, America’s allies have proved reluctant to
undertake such a commitment within the framework of NATO.

The 1986 Omnibus Act dealt with other specific and practical
areas of combatting terrorism. For example, it “urged” the Presi-
dent to seek international agreement on information-sharing on
passports and visas. The House version of the legislation consistent-
ly “directed” the President to implement the requirements of the
law, but the conference version changed the language to “urged.”
It expressed congressional concern over the possible danger to
American citizens of a passport entry stating place of birth and
asked for a study of the implications of omitting this information.
The Omnibus Act also urged the President to work through the
United Nations in restricting abuses of diplomatic privilege and
immunity for terrorist purposes.

The International Security and Development Cooperation Act of
1985 called for the negotiation of a comprehensive international
terrorism control treaty. The aims it mentioned were to define ter-
rorism, establish intelligence-sharing mechanisms and joint train-
ing procedures, and develop uniform national laws on subjects such
as extradition. It also required the Secretary of State to seek agree-
ments to improve aviation security. Terrorism has not so far
proved an easy issue for close international cooperation, even
among allies, and the idea of such a general treaty has not been .
carried out. Nevertheless, Section ‘605 of the 1986 Omnibus Act
urged the President to seek an international conference to review
the problem of nuclear terrorism. ;

To follow up on these admonitions to the executive branch, Sec-
tion 705 of the 1986 Omnibus Act required a progress report on in-
creasing multilateral cooperation from the President by February

26 The Working Group on Terrorism established in 1985 by the Political Committee of the
II\)Iorth) Atlantic Assembly issued its Final Report in February 1987. (North Atlantic Assembly
aper,
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1, 1987. The Act also expressed satisfaction at the declaration on
international terrorism issued by the 1986 Tokyo Economic
Summit, a statement which many Members hoped would be a point
of departure for strengthened international cooperation.

TuE ISSUE oF MILITARY RETALIATION

In April 1986, President Reagan ordered an aerial bombing raid
against targets in Libya in retaliation for Libyan support of anti-
American terrorism in Western Europe. The resort to military
force reflected longstanding frustration in the administration over
the failure of other measures, such as unilateral sanctions, to influ-
ence Libyan activities. Issues raised by forceful retaliation against
state sponsors of terrorism include the constitutional balance of
power between the executive branch and Congress. Because secrecy
and speed are often critical factors in responding successfully to a
terrorist incident, reconciling these requirements with a foreign
policy based on democratic principles is an important subject for
congressional attention.

There was broad congressional support for the April 14 air strike
against Libya, whose defiance of the rules of international order
was undisguised. However, some congressional leaders felt that
Congress had not been adequately consulted. In March, House For-
eign Affairs Committee Chairman Dante Fascell had written a
letter to the President to protest the lack of consultation on the de-
ployment of American naval forces in the Gulf of Sidra, an action
that was followed by a brief military confrontation with Libya,
which claims the Gulf as Libyan territory. Contending the actions
were routine naval maneuvers in international waters, the White
House denied Chairman Fascell’s claim that the War Powers Reso-
lution applied.

On April 11, three days before the air strike, eight Senators and
Representatives sent a telegram to the President reminding him of
his obligations under the War Powers Resolution (P.L. 93-148). Sec-
tion 3 of the Resolution requires the President to consult with Con-
gress in every possible instance before introducing U.S. forces into
hostilities or into situations where hostilities are imminent. They
argued that since the initiation of military action appeared likely,
advance consultation was required. Despite these appeals, selected
congressional leaders were not briefed until late in the afternoon
on April 14, after American bombers were airborne. To some Mem-
bers of Congress this consultation was adequate and justified by
circumstances; to others it was unsatisfactory.

Congress was divided in response to these events.2? On the one
hand, some leaders wished to amend the War Powers Resolution so
as to facilitate consultation during terrorist crises. To them, the
Resolution was applicable and sound in principle, but needed modi-
fications to correct apparent operational deficiencies in the statute,
such as a lack of clarity about who in Congress is to be informed.
For example, Senators Robert Byrd and Claiborne Pell, among
others, introduced legislation to establish a permanent consultative

27 U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Foreign Affairs. Subcommittee on Arms Control, Inter-
national Security and Science. War Powers, Libya, and State-Sponsored Terrorism. Hearings,
99th Cong., 2d Sess., April 29, May 1, 15, 1986. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986.
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U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Public Works and Transportation. Subcommit-
tee on Aviation. Oversight of airport and airline security programs. Hearing, 99th
Congress, 1st session. July 11, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. 101 p.
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body (S.J. Res. 340). Senator Lugar was willing to support the idea
of a committee if it were small and informal. So, too, was Secretary
of State Shultz.28 Whether such a committee should be established
by statute or by congressional rules was another unresolved issue,
as was the question of whether the committee should meet regular-
ly or only when required for consultation. Regular meetings might
be in order because otherwise any unusual contact between Con-
gress and the President might invite press speculation. Critics of
administration action also felt that accusations that Congress could
not maintain confidentiality were unsubstantiated, but that having
a committee designated in advance would make it easier to main-
tain secrecy.

On the other hand, supporters of the President wished to absolve
him from any obligations under the War Powers Resolution when
dealing with terrorism. They felt that state-sponsored terrorism is
a new threat not foreseen by the drafters of the 1973 legislation,
and that it requires the utmost flexibility in response. In their view
the use of military force to combat terrorists and their state sup-
porters should not be governed by existing rules for ordinary mili-
tary interventions. '

Although the administration considered that legislation was not
necessary, Senate Majority Leader Robert Dole, Senator Jeremiah
Denton, and Representatives Joe Barton, Duncan Hunter, and Bob
Livingston introduced the Antiterrorism Act of 1986 (S. 2335 and
H.R. 4611). This act would have superseded the War Powers Reso-
lution where actions against terrorism are concerned. The Presi-
dent would not have been obliged to consult Congress in advance,
nor did the bill provide for a cut-off date for the use of military
forces without a congressional authorization of a continued com-
mitment. However, he would be required to report within 10 days
(rather than 48 hours as in the War Powers Resolution).

The administration position was that consultation had occurred
prior to the April 14 strike,2 and that the War Powers Resolution
applied to such use of military force in self-defense against another
sovereign state. However, the administration held that it did not
extend to the deployment of specialized military antiterrorist units
because they are not conventional military units nor are their mis-
sions normal military missions. Military attempts to rescue hos-
tages, they contended, did not require advance consultation with
Congress. Nor was the War Powers Resolution considered by the
administration to apply to the conduct of routine military exercises
in international waters or airspace such as in the Gulf of Sidra.

ArMS TRANSFERS TO IRAN

In November 1986, after the 99th Congress adjourned on October
18, 1986, Congress and the public discovered through press reports
originating in Lebanon that American weapons had been secretly
sold to Iran by Israel and the United States. After an inquiry by
the Attorney General, the administration admitted many of these
allegations, including the charge that some profits from the arms

28 Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, May 10, 1986: 1021. .
29 See the hearings cited above, War Powers, Libya, and State-Sponsored Terrorism.
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sales might have been transferred to the anti-Sandinista guerrillas
in Nicaragua, the so-called “Contras,” during the time that a con-
gressional ban on aid was in effect.

The affair had important implications for the credibility and co-
herence of American counter-terrorist policy. Although the admin-
istration denied that the primary purpose of providing arms to
Iran (against the public position of neutrality in the Iran-Iraq war)
was to secure the release of American hostages held by pro-Iranian
factions in Lebanon, the U.S. Government appeared to its critics to
be following -a double standard, stating officially that it would not
yield to terrorists but in practice doing so: ———......

Questions were also immediately raised about possible violations
of the laws regarding arms transfers, covert intelligence activities,
commerce with states who sponsor terrorism, and aid to the Con-
tras. The U.S. foreign policy-making system—the respective roles of
the National Security Adviser and Council, the Central Intelligence
Agency, and especially the State Department, as well as the extent
of Presidential involvement—came under congressional scrutiny as
a result of the Iran controversy. ~

Congress began its attempt to discover the facts behind the arms
transfer policy through a series of hearings from November 21
through December 12, 1986.3¢ While the intelligence committees of
both Houses held only closed hearings, the House Foreign Affairs
Committee held open hearings which were nationally televised on
December 8 and 9, 1986.

Some Members of Congress called for a special session, but
others argued successfully that there was insufficient time for a
full examination of the facts. On the other hand, opponents of de-
ferring consideration until 1987 considered that the delay would
draw out the investigation unnecessarily, and since the control of
the Senate had shifted to the Democratic party after the November
elections, supporters of the President feared a partisan treatment
of the issue. However, congressional criticism of the administration
cut across party lines. Leaders agreed to establish special select
committees for each House to investigate the affair thoroughly
upon the convening of the 100th Congress in January 1987.

REFERENCES

CONGRESSIONAL PUBLICATIONS: 1ST SESSION

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Appropriations. Foreign assistance and related
programs appropriations bill, 1986; report together with additional and minority
views to accompany H.R. 3228. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 104 p. (99th Con-
gress, 1st session. House. Report no. 252)

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Appropriations. Subcommittee on the Depart-
ments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies. De-
partments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and Related Agencies
supplemental appropriations for 1985. Hearings, 99th Congress, 1st session. Wash-
ington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. 216 p.

~——— Departments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and related
agencies appropriations for 1986. Hearings, 99th Congress, 1st session. Washing-
ton, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. 1180 p.

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Appropriations. Subcommittee on the Depart-
ment of Defense. Department of Defense appropriations for 1986. Part 2. Hear-
ings, 99th Congress, 1st session. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. 1153 p.

30 Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report, December 13, 1986: 3041.



196

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Appropriations. Subcommittee on Foreign Op-
erations and Related Agencies. Foreign assistance and related programs appro-
priations for 1986. Part 1. Hearings, 99th Congress, 1st session. Washington, U.S.
G.P.O., 1985. 1845 p. .

—_ Foreign assistance and related programs appropriations for 1986. Part 5.
Hearings, 99th Congress, st session. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. 743 p.

U.S. Congress. House. Committee of Conference. International security and develop-
ment cooperation act of 1985; report to accompany S. 960. Washington, U.S.
G.P.O., 1985. 166 p. (99th Congress, 1st session, House. Report no. 237)

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Foreign Affairs. Aftermath of the Achille
Lauro incident. Hearing and markup, 99th Congress, 1st session. Washington,
U.S. G.P.O, 1986. 74 p.

Developments in Latin American narcotics control, November 1985. Hearing,

99th Congress, 1st session. Nov. 12, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 92 p.

Diplomatic security. Hearings, 99th Congress, 1st session. July 16, 24, 1985.
Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. 100 p.

— —_ International security and development cooperation act of 1985; report to ac-
company H.R. 1555. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. 165 p. (99th Congress, 1st ses-
sion, House. Report no. 39)

International terrorism: 1985. Hearings and markup on H.R. 2822 before the
Committee on Foreign Affairs and its Subcommittees on Arms Control, Interna-
tional Security and Science and on International Operations, 99th Congress, 1st
session. March 5, 21, and June 25, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. 339 p.

" Overview of international maritime security. Hearing, 99th Congress, 1st ses-
sion. Oct. 23, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.0., 1986. 109 p.

The Central American counterterrorism act of 1985. Hearings, 99th Con-

gress, 1st session. Oct. 24 and Nov. 19, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 321 p.

The diplomatic security program. Hearings and markup on H.R. 4151, 99th

Congress, 1st session. Nov. 13, 20, 1935 and March 5, 6, 1986. Washington, U.S.

G.P.O., 1986. 340 p.

Victims of terrorism compensation act. Hearings, 99th Congress, 1st session.
Oct. 24 and Nov. 19, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.0O., 1986.

—— " Victims of terrorism compensation act; report together with additional views
to accompany HLR. 2851. Part 2. Washington, U.S. GP.O., 1985. 38 p. (99th Con-
gress, 1st session, House. Report no. 201)

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Foreign Affairs. Subcommittee on Europe and
the Middle East. Developments in the Middle East, January 1985. Hearing, 99th
Congress, 1st session. Jan. 30, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. 41 p. )

——— Developments in the Middle East, April 1985. Hearing, 99th Congress, 1st
session. April 4, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.O,, 1985. 31 p.

Developments in the Middle East, June 1985. Hearing, 99th Congress, 1st ses-

sion. June 19, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. 63 p.

Develog:nents in the Middle East, September 1985. Hearing, 99th Congress,

1st session. Sept. 18, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. 7 p.

Islamic fundamentalism and Islamic radicalism. Hearings, 99th Congress, 1st
session. June 24, July 15, and Sept. 30, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. 443 p.

—— The media, diplomacy, and terrorism in the Middle East. Hearing, 99th Con-
gress, 1st session. July 30, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. 152 p.

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Foreign Affairs. Subcommittees on Europe and
the Middle East and on International Operations. Diplomatic securit in Beirut.
gwﬂng, 99th Congress, 1st session. June 13, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985.

p-

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Government Operations. Aviation security: Are
our airports safe?; sixteenth report. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 15 p. (99th
Congress, 1st session. House no. 299)

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries. Subcommittee
on Merchant Marine. Cruise ship industry. Hearings, 99th Congress, 1st session.
April 10, May 7, Oct. 22, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 253 p.

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. HLR. 1956 and
H.R. 2019, benefits to federal employees who are victims of terrorism. Joint hear-
ings before the Subcommittee on Civil Service and the Subcommittee on Compen-
sation and Employee Benefits and the Subcommittee on International Operations
of the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 99th Congress, 1st session. June 12 and 24,
1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. 195 p.

Victims of terrorism compensation act; report to accompany H.R. 2851. Part

1. V%(a)si})ﬁngton, US. GP.O., 1985. 28 p. (99th Congress, 1st session. House. Report

no. .




197

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Public Works and Transportation. Subcommit-
tee on Aviation. Oversight of airport and airline security programs. Hearing, 99th
Congress, 1st session. July 11, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. 101 p.

U.S. Congress. House. Permanent Select Committee on Intelligence. Intelligence au-
thorization act for fiscal year 1986; report together with minority views o accom-
pany H.R. 2419. Part 1. Washington, US. G.P.O., 1985. 51 p. (99th Congress, 1st
session. House. Report no. 106)

——— Resolution of inquiry concerning terrorist bombings in Beirut, Lebanon; ad-
verse report to accompany H.Res. 171. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. 3 p. (9%th
Congress, 1st session. House. Report no. 171)

U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Appropriations. Department of Defense appro-
priation bill, 1986; report to accompany H.R. 3629. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985.
362 p. (99th Congress, 1st session. Senate. Report no. 176)

U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Appropriations. Foreign assistance and related
programs appropriation bill, 1986; report to accompany S. 1816. Washington, U.S.
G.P.0., 1985. 155 p. (99th Congress, 1st session. Senate. Report no. 167)

Foreign assistance and related programs appropriations for fiscal year 1986.

Part 1. Hearings, 99th Congress, 1st session. Washington, US. GP.O, 1986. 1540

U.%. Congress. Senate. Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation. Air
traveler protection act of 1985; report to accompany H.R. 2796. Washington, Us.
G.P.O., 1985. 15 p. (99th Congress, 1st session. Senate. Report no. 113)

U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Commerce, Science and Transportation. Sub-
committee on Aviation. International airport security and anti-hijacking meas-
ures. I-%e?)aring, 99th Congress, 1st session. June 27, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.O.,
1985. 103 p.

U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Foreign Relations. Administration proposal for
counter-terrorism assistance for Central America. Hearings, 99th Congress, 1st
session. Nov. 5 and 19, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 262 p.

——  Central American counterterrorism and law enforcement professionalization
act of 1985; report to accompany S. 1915. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. 30 p.
(99th Congress, 1st session. Senate. Report no. 213)

——— International security and development cooperation act of 1985; report to ac-
company S. 960. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. 88 p. (99th Congress, 1st session.
Senate. Report no. 34)

International terrorism, insurgency, and drug trafficking: present trends in
terrorist activity. Joint hearings before the Committees on Foreign Relations and
the Judiciary. 99th Congress, 1st session. May 18, 14, 15, 1985. Washington, U.S.
G.P.O., 1986. 426 p.

U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on the Judiciary. Nuclear power plant security
and antiterrorism act of 1985; report to accompany S. 274, as amended. Washing-
ton, US. G.P.O., 1985. 15 p. (99th Congress, 1st session. Senate. Report no. 143)

U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on the Judiciary. Subcommittee on Security and
Terrorism. Bills to authorize prosecution of terrorists and others who attack U.S.
Government employees and citizens abroad. Hearing, 99th Congress, 1st session.
July 30, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 103 p.

FBI oversight and budget authorization for fiscal year 1986. Hearing, 99th
Congress, 1st session. April 3, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. 75 p.

——— State-sponsored terrorism. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1985. 155 p. (99th Con-

ess, 1st session. Senate. Committee Print 56)

U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on the Judiciary. Subcommittee on the Constitu-
tion. Supplementary extradition treaty between the United States and the United
Kingdom of Great Britain and Northern Ireland. Hearing, 99th Congress, 1st ses-
sion. Nov. 5, 1985. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 198 p.

CONGRESSIONAL PUBLICATIONS: 2D SESSION

U.S. Congress. Committee of Conference. Making_ continuing agsropriations for
fiscal year 1987; conference report to accompany H.J. Res. 738. ashington, U.S.
G.P.O., 1986. 808 p. (99th Congress, 2d session. House. Report no. 1005)

——— Omnibus diplomatic security and antiterrorism act of 1986; conference report
to accompany H.R. 4151. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 92 p. (99th Congress, 2d
session. House. Report no. 783)

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Appropriations. Foreign assistance and related
programs appropriations bill, 1987; report together with additional views to ac-
company H.R. 5339. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 104 p. (99th Congress, 2d ses-
sion. House. Report no. 747)



198

US. Congress. House. Committee on Appropriations. Subcommittee on the Depart-
‘ments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the dJudiciary, ?.nd Related Agencies. De-
partments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and .related agencies
appropriations for 1987. Part 6. Hearings, 99th Congress, 2d session. Washington,
US. G.P.O., 1986. 1587 p. )

——— Departments of Commerce, Justice, and State, the Judiciary, and rela:ted
agencies appropriations for 1987. Part 8. Hearings, 99th Congress, 2d session.
Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 1483 p. )

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Appropriations. Subcommitiee on Foreign Op-
erations and Related Agencies. Foreign assistance and related programs appro-
priations for 1987. Part 5. Hearings, 99th Congress, 2d session. Washington, U.S.
G.P.O., 1986. 1859 p.

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Foreign Affairs. Antiterrorism measures: The
adequacy of foreign airport security; staff report to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. Washington, U.S. G.P.0., 1986. 15 p. (99th Congress, 2d session. House. Com-
mittee Print)

Impact of international terrorism on travel. Joint hearings before the Sub-

committees on Arms Control, International Security and Science and on Interna-

tional Operations and the Subcommittee on Aviation of the Committee on Public

Works and Transportation, 99th Congress, 2d session. Feb. 19, April 17, 22, and

May 15, 1986. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 432 p.

National emergency with respect to Libya; communication from the Presi-

dent of the United States. January 21, 1986. Washington, US. G.P.O, 1986. 4 p.

(99th Congress, 2d session, House. Doc. no. 249)

National emergency with respect to Libya; communication from the Presi-

dent of the United States. July 30, 1986. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. (99th Con-

gress, 2d session. House. Doc. no. 153)

The omnibus diplomatic security and antiterrorism act of 1986; report togeth-

er with Congressional Budget Office estimate on H.R. 4151. Washington, U.S.

G.P.0., 1986. 106 p. (99th Congress, 2d session. House. Report no. 494)

Use of United States armed forces in Libya; communication from the Presi-
dent of the United States. April 16, 1986. Washington, US. G.P.O,, 1986. 1 p. (99%th
Congress, 2d session. House. Doc. no. 201)

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Foreign Affairs. Subcommittee on Arms Con-
trol, International Security and Science. War powers, Libya, and state-sponsored
terrorism. Hearings, 99th Congress, 2d session. April 29, May 1, 15, 1986. Wash-
ington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 382 p.

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Foreign Affairs. Subcommittee on Europe and
the Middle East. Developments in Europe, January 1986. Hearing, 99th Congress,
2d session. Jan. 30, 1986. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 129 p.

Developments in Europe, June 1986. Hearing, 99th Congress, 2d session.

June 19, 1986. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 83 p.

Developments in the Middle East, January 1986. Hearing, 99th Congress, 2d

session. Jan. 28, 1986. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 106 p.

Developments in the Middle East, May 1986. Hearing, 99th Congress, 2d ses-

sion. May 6, 1986. Washington, U.S. G.P.0., 1986. 62 p.

Developments in the Middle East, August 1986. Hearing, 99th Congress, 2d
session. Aug. 14, 1986. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 84 p.

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Government Operations. Passenger security at
Dulles International Airport: FAA oversight; sixty-fourth report. Washington,
U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 14 p. (99th Congress, 2d session. House. Report no. 983)

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on the Judiciary. Subcommittee on Civil and Con-
stitutional Rights. Terrorism. Oversight hearings, 99th Congress, 1st and 2nd Ses-
sions. Aug. 26, 1985, Feb. 28, May 14, 15, 1986. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1987.

327 p.

U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Appropriations. Foreign assistance and related
programs appropriation bill, 1987; report to accompany H.R. 2824. Washington,
U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 155 p. (99th Congress, 2d session. Senate. Report no. 443)

U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Appropriations. Treasury, Postal Service, and
general Government appropriations for fiscal year 1987. Hearings, 99th Congress,
9nd session. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 1146 p.

U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on Foreign Relations. Anglo-Irish agreement sup-
port act of 1986; report together with minority views. Washington, U.S. G.P.O,,
1986. 9 p. (99th Congress, 2d session. Senate. Report no. 326)

——— Diplomatic security act. Hearings, 99th Congress, 2d session. Feb. 4 and April
30, 1986. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 158 p.



199

——— Diplomatic security and antiterrorism act of 1986; report to accompany S.
4151. Washington, U.S. G.P.0., 1986. 34 p. (99th Congress, 2d session. Senate
Report no. 304)

——— Middle East trip report February 5-26, 1986; report prepared for the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 28 p. (99th Congress, 2d
session. Senate. Committee Print no. 141)

——— Supplementary extradition treaty with the United Kingdom; report together
with additional views to accompany Tr. Doc 99-8. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986.
9 p. (99th Congress, 2d session. Senate. Executive Report no. 17)

U.S. foreign assistance program and aid to Ireland. Hearings, 99th Congress,
2d session. April 10, 1986. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 58 p.

U.S. Congress. Senate. Committee on the Judiciary. Subcommittee on Security and
Terrorism. Legal mechanisms to combat terrorism. Hearing, 99th Congress, 2d
session. April 28, 1986. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 332 p.

Libyan-sponsored terrorism: A dilemma for policymakers. Hearing, 99th Con-
gress, 2d session. Feb. 19, 1986. Washington, U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 121 p.

U.S. Congress. House. Committee on Foreign Affairs. Senate. Committee on Foreign
Relations. Legislation on foreign relations through 1985. Volume II. Washington,
U.S. G.P.O., 1986. 1512 p. (99th Congress, 2d session. Joint Committee Print)

CONGRESSIONAL RESEARCH SERVICE PUBLICATIONS

U.S. Library of Congress. Congressional Research Service. A policy alert: Iran-U.S.
negotiations: An analysis of the Middle Eastern sources that “broke the story” on
the McFarlane trip. [by Clyde R. Mark] Washington. Nov. 20, 1986.

——— Antiterrorism act of 1986 (S. 2335 and H.R. 4611): A brief overview of policy
issues. [by Ellen C. Collier] Washington. April 25, 1986.

——— Arms shipments to Iran. [by Richard M. Preece] Washington. (continually
updated) Issue brief 87022.

——— Arms transfers to Iran since 1979: Reports from the media. [by Jonathan Me-
dalia] Washington. Nov. 26, 1986.

——— Compilation of selected laws relating to the National Security Council, arms
transfers, intelligence activities, aid to the Contras, and appropriations laws and
principles. Washington. Dec. 5, 1986.

——— Foreign airport security: Diplomatic framework and U.S. policy. [by Marjorie
8A5nlrézBrowne and Ellen C. Collier] Washington. (continually updated) Issue Brief

——— Iran arms and Contra funds: A chronology of events. [by Richard M. Preece
and Robert D. Shuey] Washington. Report No. 8¢-190 F. Dec. 5, 1986.

——— Laws implicated by shipments of military materials to Iran. [by Raymond J.
Celada] Washington. Nov. 24, 1986.

—-—— Lebanon: The remaining U.S. hostages. [by Clyde R. Mark] Washington. (con-
tinually updated) Issue brief 85183.

——— Statutes authorizing sanctions against countries supporting international ter-
rorism. [by Jeanne Jagelski] Washington. Oct. 23, 1986.

——— Terrorism: U.S. policy options. [by James P. Wootten] Washington. (contin-
ually updated) Issue brief 81141.

——— Terrorist incidents involving U.S. citizens or property 1981-1986: A chronolo-
gy. [by James P. Wootten] Washington. (continually updated) Issue Brief 86096.

O

79-490 (216)



