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ABSTRACT

The face of conflict is changing. The breakup of the former Soviet Union has
changed the balance of power from a bi-polar to a uni-polar one. This change in the
world’s power structure has presented the United States with new challenges. The
purpose of this thesis is to explore one of these challenges, state-sponsored terrorism, and
the range of military responses that might be used to deter states from sponsoring
terrorism or coercing states into ceasing their sponsorship. This thesis uses conventionél
deterrencé and coefcion theofy, as well as comparative case studies to analyze the utility
of deterrence and coercion against state-sponsored terrorism. In doing so a framework
that can be applied to state sponsors of terrorism was developed to determine if a strategy
of deterrence or coercion could alter a state’s behavior. The findings of this thesis
suggest that a determined coercive strategy is more likely to work against state-sponsored
terrorism than a strategy of deterrence. Finally, the thesis provides a model, a taxonomy
of coercion that recommends using lethal and non-lethal options in overt and covert

operations as the means to modify the behavior of states that sponsor terrorism.
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I INTRODUCTION

A. BACKGROUND

The face of conflict is changing. The breakup of the former Soviet Union, and the
end of the Cold War, have changed the world from a bi-polar to a uni-polar structure.
Regional conflicts, which were held in check by the superpowers, are now potential
flashpoints, ready to explode at any time. This change in the world’s power structure has
altered the political and economic landscape and presented the United States with new
challenges and vulnerabilities. U.S. Secretary of Defense William S. Cohen addressed
these vulnerabilities, stating: “... while the prospect of a horriﬁc, global war has receded,
new threats and dangers — harder to define and more difficult to track — have gathered on
the horizon” (1997, p.1).

One of the primary concerns facing our country is the threat of terrorist attacks.
According to Frank Ciluffo, U.S. terrorist experts have been worried for decades about
the possibility of two types of attacks: the likelihood of a major terrorist strike within the
U.S. and the possible use.of weapons of mass destruction (WMD) by terrorists (1996,
p.1). The 1993 bombing of the World Trade Center has taken us across the first
threshold, and there is evidence that we may be crossing the second threshold some time
in the near future as the military asymmetry between the U.S. and the remainder of the

world continues to increase.




1. State-Sponsored Terrorism as an Asymmetric Threat

Regional, state, and substate actors will pursue their goals, which sometimes
conflict with U.S. goals and objectives. Many of these competitors are learning to avoid
our strengths and to exploit our weaknesses. The smart competitors will challenge the
U.S. asymmetrically, by avoiding direct military confrontation, since direct confrontation
puts these competitors at an automatic disadvantage.!

One of the most popular and effective asymmetric strategies used by these weaker
competitors is state-sponsored terrorism, where a state provides a terrorist group with
either logistical support, operational support, or direct involvement in the terrorist act.
State-sponsored_ terrorism has existed in one form or another throughout history.
Hov;ever, the popularity of modemn terrorism, i.e., “politically motivated Violgnce
intended to influence an audience” (Tucker, 1997, p. 53) seems to have ﬂourished in the
20™ century. It did not take long for govérnments to recognize the utility of sponsoring or
sanctioning terrorist attacks, and they were soon using state-sponsored terrorism to pursue
their political objectives.

Prior to 1970, most ;cerrorist organizations were autonomous and carried out their
own acts of terror without the help of an outside supporter. However, during the 1970s a

small number of governments, namely the former Soviet Union, began to employ states

I For additional information regarding asymmetry and the strategy of the U.S. as well as
the countries using it against the U.S. see, Bennett, et al., What Are Asymmetric
Strategies? (Santa Monica, Ca.: RAND, 1998) and Matthews (Ed.), Challenging the
United States Symmetrically and Asymmetrically: Can America be Defeated? (Carlisle
Barracks, Pennsylvania: U.S. Army War College Strategic Studies Institute, 1998).




such as Libya, Iraq, and Syria as conduits, for many terrorist groups for reasons such as
kidnappings, espionage, and small-scale attacks in an effort to influence other
governments. The Soviets provided weapons, training, intelligence, and logistical
support for these groups. A number of Arab states soon followed by using this model of
terrorism as a tool to repress internal opposition and uprisings and soon after began to use
this brand of terrorism as a weapon against other countries (“State-Sponsored Terrorism:
Statement of the Problem”, 1997).

2. U.S. Counterterrorist (CT) Policy

Early U.S. counterterrorist (CT) policy, which consisted of such formulations as
“no concessions” and international conventions, did not make states “pay” for supporting
terrorism. In an effort to adjust the cost-to-benefit ratios of the state sponsors of
terrorism, the Carter administration changed the CT strategy when it began- targeting
sponsors with economic sanctions, as well as with the use of military force through the
creation of a hostage rescue capability (Tucker, p. 16).

The 1998 Patterns of Global Terrorism lists the current U.S. CT étrategy as:
“first, make no concessions tol terrorists and strike no deals; second, bring terrorists to
justice for their crimes; third, isolate and apply pressure on states that sponsor terrorism
to force them to change their behavior; and fourth, bolster counterterrorism capabilities of
- those countries that work with the United States and require assistance” (1999, p. 1).
In an effort to influence and change the behavior of state-sponsors of terrorism,

the U.S. is committed to a long-term fight. We are willing to use all available means to




target terrorism, including diplomacy backed by the use of force when necessary, as well
as law enforcement and economic measures (Patterns of Global Terrorism, 1999, p. 1).
In a 1999 press briefing, Michael Sheehan, the acting Coordinator for the Office of
Counterterrorism, identified what the U.S. required of a state-sponsor before they were
removed from the State Department’s list of state-sponsors. He explains that these states,
must “stop planning, stop financing, stop supporting acts, stop providing safe haven and
shelter for those who are involved in terrorist activities” (Sheehan, 1999, p. 1). The two

primary tools, which the U.S. still relies upon to combat state-sponsored terrorism, are

economic sanctions and military force.?

a) Sanctions as a Weapon Against State-Sponsored Terrorism

Since they were added as options in the 1970s, economic sanctions, “...
the deliberate curtailment or cessation by a government of customary economic or
financial relations in order to coerce a government” (Tucker, p. 85), have been the
weapon of choice against state-sponsored terrorism, as well as the most frequently used
means to carry out U.S. foreign policy. Since 1973, the U.S. government has imposed
sanctions oﬂ eight countries which have been listed as state sponsors of terrorism, they

are: Cuba (1982, 1986), Iran (1980, 1984), Iraq (1979; lifted 1982; reimposed 1990),

2 See also Tucker, Skirmishes at the Edge of Empire (Westport, Connecticut: Praeger
Publishers, 1997), pp. 71-107. In this chapter he describes the nine different measures
that the U.S. has used to counter terrorism: international legal conventions, defensive
measures, addressing the causes of terrorism, a policy of no concessions, economic
sanctions, military retaliation, prosecution, preemption, and disruption.




Libya (1973, 1979, 1985; with the UN, 1992, 1993), North Korea (1988), Syﬁa (1979,
1986), Sudan (1993) and South Yemen (1979; lifted in 1990 when South Yemen became
part of the Yemen Arab Republic) (Tucker, p. 88). In an effort to modify the behavior of
these state-sponsors of terrorism, “U.S. policy is to pressure these states to cease their
support by applying a broad range of sanctions, both unilateral and multilateral” (Patterns
of Global Terrorism, 1999, p. 30).

There are a number of arguments for and against the utility of using
econofnic sanctions against state-sponsored terrorism. The people that support the use of
sanctions argue that they are symbolic in nature and signal the seriousness of our effort to
combat terrorism while diminishing the ability of states to support terrorism. These
people also argue that the cost of sanctions are much less than the cost of war, with regard
to lives lost, money spent, and démaged international relations (Tucker, p. 89).

One of the strongest arguments against sanctions is that the U.S. has a
difficult time getting other countries to support our efforts; so we typically go it alone
with unilateral sanctions. Former Secretary of Defense Dick Cheney argues that
unilateral economic sanctions élmost never work and that it is difficult to find examples
where they have attained a policy objective. “In the last 80 years, the United States has
imposed economic sanctions some 120 times. More than half of those 120 instances have
occurred in the last five years...” (1999, p. 23). Of these 120 instances, fourteen
unilateral and 'two multilateral sanctions have been imposed on staté sponsors of

terrorism since 1973, with little effect. Tucker explains that since 1973 there have been





















































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































