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THREAT OF TERRORISM AND GOVERNMENT 
RESPONSES TO TERRORISM 

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 11, 1989 

U.S. SENATE, 
CoMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAIRS, 

Washington, DC. 
The Committee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:35 a.m., in room 

SD-342, Dirksen Senate Office Building, Hon. Joseph I. Lieberman, 
presiding. 

Present: Senators Glenn, Lieberman, and Cohen. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF SENATOR LIEBERMAN 

Senator LIEBERMAN. Good morning. Earlier this year under the 
leadership of Chairman John. Glenn, the Governmental Affairs 
Committee held hearings on our Government's efforts to protect 
our domestic infrastructure-electric utility systems, power sys
tems, informational systems-from terrorist attack. Chairman 
Glenn has kindly authorized me to expand today upon these hear
ings and to examine our Government's efforts to combat terrorism 
in general. All of this is part of this Committee's responsibility for 
oversight of interagency programs, in this case the coordination of 
counter-terrorism efforts among the various Federal agencies. 

These hearings were planned and worked on last spring, when 
what one of the witnesses refers to as the episodic nature of terror
ism was at a lull. Recent events, including the revelation of the 
killing of Lieutenant Colonel Higgins, threats to other American 
hostages held in the Middle East, and now the possible threat of 
terrorist retaliation from international drug cartels, which we are 
taking on, shows us again that the threat of terrorism is real and 
makes this exercise of this Committee's governmental oversight 
functions relevant and important. 

We appear to be entering a new era in our foreign relations, an 
era in which the defense of our national security may have to be 
redefined. The most serious threats to our security may no longer 
come from Soviet attack, particularly Soviet nuclear attack, but in
stead from assaults by renegade nations, the international drug 
cartel and terrorists groups. Those certainly have been the sources 
of the most serious losses that we have suffered in recent years. 
Terrorists have blown up a United States jet over Scotland, kid
napped and killed Americans in the Middle East, and murdered 
U.S. missionaries in Latin America. 

Fortunately, we have thus far been spared major terrorist inci
dents on United States territory. Nonetheless, last year someone 
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tried to kill the wife of the commander of the USS Vincennes in 
California. U.S. authorities arrested a Japanese Red Army terrorist 
on the New Jersey turnpike headed towards New York City with a 
pipe bomb. With the extradition of alleged drug financier Eduardo 
Martinez Romero from Colombia last week, the United States could 
well become the target of terrorists hired by the narcotics empire. 

These recent events, as well as the tragic death of Lieutenant 
Colonel Higgins, underscore the continuing threat of terrorism, our 
vulnerability to it, and the need for an effective, coordinated 
counter-terrorism policy. 

In the years ahead the threat of terrorism may become even 
greater as terrorists gain access to more sophisticated technology. 
A small amount of modern plastic explosives, no more than what 
fits inside a radio cassette, destroyed Pan Am Flight 103. A bomb 
with a long-delay timing device was used in an attempt to kill 
Prime Minister Thatcher in 1985. As chemical and biological weap
ons capability spreads throughout the Third World, terrorists may 
resort to such means of mass destruction. 

Defending against terrorism is obviously no simple matter. Intel
ligence can be difficult to obtain because of the tight-knit nature of 
these groups. Captured terrorists who are willing to talk after an 
attack are often low-level operatives who don't know much about 
the inner workings of their organization. Even if we learn about 
the leaders of terrorists organizations, we may not know where 
they are located at a given time. 

Despite these problems, we have achieved some success in fight
ing terrorism. The air strike against Libya in 1986 certainly seems 
to have made Colonel Qadhafi more circumspect. Improved security 
seems to have reduced the number of attacks against U.S. embas
sies and the number of airplane hijackings. Various countries have 
meted out stiff prison sentences to terrorists despite threats of re
taliation. We have even begun a dialogue with the Soviets about 
joint exercises with regard to terrorism. 

The purpose of the hearing today is to explore the terrorist 
threat to United States interests today and in the near future, and 
to ask how well our Government is prepared to meet that threat. Is 
there a danger of terrorist retaliation if we become more deeply in
volved in South America in the fight against drugs? Could coopera
tion with the Soviet Union yield worthwhile results? What steps 
have we taken to improve airport security in the wake of Pan Am 
103? Will terrorists resort to weapons of mass destruction? 

Do we need tougher procedures and laws . to prevent terrorists 
from entering the United States and to expel individuals from the 
United States who are suspected of involvement in terrorism? Is 
our intelligence, particularly our human intelligence, adequate? Is 
the Government's Interagency Group on Terrorism, headed by the 
State Department, an effective vehicle for directing U.S. policy on 
terrorism? And do we have the full panoply of policy options at our 
disposal to deal with these challenges, including the use of force 
where necessary? 

This morning we are fortunate to have a number of widely re
spected authorities on terrorism here to address these important 
questions: Brian Jenkins of the Rand Corporation and Robert Kup
perman of the Center for Strategic International Studies will pro-
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vide an overview of the current and near-term future terrorist 
threat and will review some of the major issues concerning terror
ism that face the new Administration and Congress. 

Ambassador Morris Busby, Coordinator for Counter-Terrorism at 
the State Department, and Oliver Revell, Associate Deputy Direc
tor of the Federal Bureau of Investigation will describe the Govern
ment's current efforts to deal with terrorism. 

Finally, Admiral Stansfield Turner, former director of the Cen
tral Intelligence Agency, and Noel Koch, former Director of Special 
Planning at the Defense Department, will discuss major policy op
tions for responding to acts of terrorism, including negotiations, 
concessions, economic sanctions and the use of force. 

I do want to indicate for the record that over the weekend 
former ambassador Jeane Kirkpatrick informed this Committee 
that she would not be able to attend the hearing this morning. We 
are sorry she cannot be with us today, but, of course, I am grateful 
for the outstanding group of witnesses who are with us and who we 
look forward to hearing now. 

I am also grateful, as I suggested out of his presence, for the 
leadership that the Chairman of this Committee, Senator Glenn has 
shown in directing the oversight functions of this Committee towards 
the critical question of terrorism, and in authorizing me to proceed 
on behalf of the Committee with this hearing today, and I am, 
obviously, honored to introduce Chairman Glenn at this time. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN GLENN 

Chairman GLENN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I just 
want to thank you for the leadership you are taking on the Com
mittee in this particular area. I know from talking to you personal
ly of your personal interest in this, and that makes a big difference 
too, and your personal concerns that we get a handle on this if we 
can. I think that is the big question-if we can. 

You have a good staff put together and you are working on this. 
You know, there are some legislators around here who make their 
careers responding to events and there are others who have the 
vision and the wisdom to recognize this is not enough and we mU&t 
also try to anticipate these crises of the future, and Senator Lieber
man has certainly demonstrated this quality of statesmanship and 
I am proud to have him as a member of this Committee. 

There was a textbook published in 1973 called "Congress and 
America's Future." In that political scientist David Truman ob
served that, "The 20th century has been hard on the legislatures." 

Hardly anyone these days would dispute this statement. Today 
we face so many problems that seem to defy quick and easy solu
tions, problems that are increasingly international in scope and 
sometimes complex beyond imagination. We struggle to prevent 
the spread of nuclear weapons and other arms of mass destruction. 
We try to protect the environment, cure chronic health problems, 
preserve the vitality of our economy in an increasingly competitive 
international marketplace. We declare wars these days almost at 
the drop of a hat, wars on poverty and drug abuse, and yet the 
problems go on. 
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Terrorism is one of these same types of problems. It is time to 
take stock of what Congress and the Executive have done and what 
remains to be done to alleviate real national and international se
curity threats that we face from terrorism. 

Our staff has told us that there have been 360 separate refer
ences to terrorism in the Congressional Record since the 101st Con
gress convened last January. There were 164 statements made in 
both Houses expressing concern about the gravity of this problem. 
There were references to some 19 hearings relating to various as
pects of the problem of terrorism, and there were 38 separate bills 
submitted on this issue. 

Given all this flurry of legislative activity, we might be tempted 
to ask why hold another hearing? And yet. the answers are very 
clear. First, we just do not have all the answers to the problem of 
terrorism. We grapple with it but we don't have the answers. The 
Nation expects of its Congress that knowledge should precede 
action and that terrorism is not an issue calling for empty symbolic 
gestures or just hand-wringing. 

We do not seek just to do something, but to choose wisely among 
the alternative choices that are available to us. Fortunately, we 
have here today some of the Nation's foremost authorities on the 
subject of terrorism and we hope their testimony will help us to 
identify our options and to choose among them wisely. 

This Committee is particularly well suited to look at a difficult 
problem like this because of our broad jurisdiction. We look at all 
the efficiencies of Government and the organization of Government 
and how they interrelate. We look across the whole panoply, the 
whole spectrum, if you will, of options that we can use to get at 
terrorism. 

Obviously, one of the best things we could do on terrorism is per
haps say absolutely nothing and never print a word about it, be
cause what the terrorists want more than anything else is atten
tion focused on their particular problem. But we know we don't 
live in a world where that is even remotely possible. And so we 
have to deal with reality and know that they are going to get the 
publicity that they want and that they seek and that we have to 
deal with it in the second order and say, how are we going tore
spond to that. 

Recent international developments, particularly the murderous 
actions of the international drug cartels and chronic terrorism 
emanating from the Middle East has served to remind us that ter
rorism simply will not stay on the back burner of our national 
public agenda. 

Witnesses today will provide further details about the nature of 
the threats that we face, including the possible future use by ter
rorists of weapons of mass destruction and about what the Govern
ment is now doing to address these threats. We had a hearing not 
long ago in which Judge Webster, head of the CIA, testified that 
you can now set up a chemical laboratory that will make chemical 
weapons of mass destruction possible for terrorist use, or biological 
weapons in a laboratory. He looked around the room, consulted 
with one of the his aides, and said, "We could set up quite a credi
ble factory in a space the size of this hearing room," the same 
room we are in right now. 
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So it points up the difficulty of taking something that can be put 
together by any good first· class chemistry graduate out of any col
lege or university and have that person functioning with support of 
a government or a terrorist group somewhere in this world and set
ting up weapons of mass destruction beyond just the explosive 
radios and recorders and things that the Chairman talked about. 

So we are into a time period where we are trying to prevent 
some of that kind of thing from occurring one of these days where 
we won't have a Pan Am 103 coming down because of an explosion 
on board but because someone released some sort of chemical 
weapon or biological weapon on board. We are trying to prevent 
that as well as prevent the explosive type things of which there are 
many examples. 

Finally, following on the point that we don't want to put this 
thing on the back burner. It is the Committee's duty to assure that 
our Government is organized to grapple efficiently and effectively 
with the problem of terrorism. We cannot throw money at it-our 
traditional solution for major problems in this country-if we put 
enough money out there somebody will do something. Well, we 
don't have that in this case. We have neither the money, nor even 
if we had the money to put out we do not .know if that would neces
sarily solve the problem. 

It makes no sense to throw money at the problem only to see it 
wasted in the swamp of nonproductive bureaucratic activity. 

Senator Lieberman, I congratulate you for taking the lead on 
this. I know you will do a fme job on it. I have other commitments 
this morning and I cannot stay for the whole hearing, but I wanted 
to be here for the opening of the hearing and congratulate you on 
your work. I look forward to reviewing the testimony by the wit
nesses today. 

Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you very much for your comments, 
generally, and for your kind words direeted towards me. I appreci
ate your presence, your support and your leadership. 

We will begin now with the first .panel. We are going to use those 
lights today in an advisory.capacity. I think we are going to run 
them for 7 minutes for each opening statement just to make sure 
we keep things moving. If you are on a major point when the red 
light goes.on, don't feel stifled; continue with the point. 

Our first panel, as I indicated, is Mr. Jenkins and Dr. Kupper
man, and.we would like to begin with Mr. Jenkins. 

Mr. Jenkins, I feel that I have seen you on television as much 
recently as I have seen the anchormen of the evening news, and it 
is nice to see you in person here. 

Thank you. 

TESTIMONY OF BRIAN MICHAEL JENKINS, THE RAND 
CORPORATION 1 

Mr. JENKINS. Thank you very much, Senator, and for the opportu
nity to address the issue of terrorism. 

1 See p. 55 for Mr. Jenkins' prepared statement. 
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When I first testified before Congress 15 years ago, one of the 
first questions put to me was, Mr. Jenkins, what can we do to end 
terrorism? 

It was the only question for which I was not adequately prepared 
and I had no satisfactory answer. I was mortified by that. I still 
have no answer, I must confess, but I am somewhat less embar
rassed by it today. The fact that we are here suggests that no one 
else has the answer either. 

This is not to say that in the intervening years we have made no 
progress against terrorism. We have. But as you pointed out, and 
as we have seen this last summer, terrorists still have the capacity 
to create international crises; that is the nature of terrorism. 

These crises frequently demand the attention of Presidents. They 
involve life and death decisions, often with little time for refleCtion. 
For years now we have debated how to better organize our (}overn
ment's response machinery so that every terrorist incident would 
not inevitably reach the Oval Office. To a certain extent we have 
succeeded. Still, when the lives of American citizens are at stake or 
when military force may be contemplated, Presidential attention is 
demanded, and I don't think any organizational structure can pre
vent this. 

Terrorism seems likely to persist as a mode of political protest in 
the world as a means of intimidation, and in some cases as an in
strument of state policy. For the foreseeable future the Middle East 
will remain the source of greatest danger to this country. Terror
ists groups based there have accounted for about a fifth of all inter
national terrorists incidents and about 35 percent of the fatalities. 
The Middle East certainly is the source of most of the terrorists 
crises that involve the United States. 

Although international terrorism associated with the Palestinian 
movement has declined recently, a change in leadership within the 
PLO or the inability of Mr. Arafat to achieve any progress through 
diplomacy could lead to a renewed terrorist campaign. 

The continuing conflict in Lebanon and possible efforts by hard
liners in Iran to thwart any rapprochement between their country 
and the West provide additional causes that could generate terror
ist attacks in the future. 

The spillover from Third World guerrilla wars accounts for an 
additional 15 percent of the total volume of international terror
ism, and about 24 percent of those attacks are directed at U.S. tar
gets. Most of these guerrilla conflicts have continued for more than 
a decade, some of them for several decades, and seem likely to go 
on. Separatists and ideologically. motivated groups in Western 
Europe account for another 15 percent of the total. These groups 
occasionally attack U.S. targets, but terrorism from this source is 
declining. The remaining international terrorism comes from di
verse groups and causes, or in some cases from groups that cannot 
be identified. 

We also confront some possible new sources of terrorist violence. 
Carrying the war on drugs to the traffickers in Colombia may 
bring a violent response from them. We have to anticipate the pos
sibility of terrorist attacks directed against U.S. citizens in Latin 
America and possibly in this country as well. 
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Some would argue that the drug related gang violence we have 
now is a form of dol1iestic terrorism, as certainly the number of 
gang killings in Los Angeles alone last year roughly equals the 
level of violence in Belfast at the height of the terrorist campaigns 
of the 1970s. 

Other sources of possible terrorist violence in the future include 
religious extremism, the violent fringes of frustrated student move
ments in Asia, and separatist tendencies and ethnic conflicts which 
we have seen developing dramatically in recent months in the 
Soviet Union, which may explain in part the recently expressed 
Soviet willingness to cooperate with the United States in combat
ing terrorism. 

We have also seen some escalation in terrorism. Terrorists 
appear to be more willing now to kill indiscriminately, as evi
denced by the devastating car bomb attacks in the Middle East and 
Latin America, and last December's bombing of Flight 103. Such 
attacks have become more common. 

Sabotage of aircraft is probably the biggest threat we confront 
today. We do need to improve screening procedures. We also need 
to address the problem of how to best deal with the hundreds of 
bomb threats that are received every year. 

Whether terrorists will escalate their violence beyond what we 
have already seen remains a matter of debate. Some think that it 
is likely that terrorist will eventually employ chemical, biological 
or even nuclear weapons to enter the realm of mass destruction. 
Others see tomorrow's terrorist as a more sophisticated copy of 
today's terrorist, more brutal, perhaps, but well outside the realm 
of mass destruction. 

TerrDrists are well aware that primitive methods work. We 
might see the use of chemical weapons in scenarios other than 
mass destruction, for example, the rontamination of products as a 
means of waging economic war against corporations or govern
ments. 

We have seen little change in terrorist tactics, and I think we 
are likely to see little change in the future. Terrorists are pretty 
good at what they do now and they have virtually unlimited tar
gets. They do not have to innovate. Terrorists are, however, becom
ing more sophisticated in their technology and in their operations. 

For example, there are fewer hijackings now than there were in 
the early 1970s, but terrorist hijackers today are for more likely to 
be familiar with security measures, cockpit procedures, and at least 
some of the negotiating and rescue tactics that are likely to be used 
against them. 

If terrorist tactics do not change dramatically, the current terror
ists' arsenal of weapons should suffice, but we still confront two 
problems here. The first is the virtually uncontrolled traffic in 
weapons and explosives. The second is that terrorists my acquire 
and use some of the more sophisticated military weapons that are 
now being mass produced, in particular, precision guided surface
to-air missiles. 

The terrorists' choice of targets, like tactics, has remained fairly 
stable over the years. Terrorist attacks against airlines and diplo
matic facilities, their favorite targets, have gradually declined, but 
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attacks on softer targets, including totally indiscriminate attacks 
whose objective is simply casualties, have increased. 

In the coming years we are going to continue to see more and 
more crises, and I have in my written testimony addressed a 
number of specific issues that merit Congressional consideration. 
Let me merely list them here. 

The first of these pertain to Government organizations. First, as 
I said, there is no governmental response machinery that can pre
vent life and death terrorists' crises from reaching the Oval Office. 
Second, I don't think we need a terrorism czar. And third, the coor
dinative machinery and resources that we now have are adequate. 
We need preventive maintenance, not reorganization. 

We must, however, watch closely to ensure that the changes that 
have occurred at the State Department and those underway at the 
National Intelligence Council, not signal a downgrading of efforts 
to combat terrorism and loss of resources, especially in intelligence 
collection and in the coordinating machinery. 

The next few issues pertain to our response to terrorism. My first 
observation is that there will be a certain amount of unavoidable 
friction as we go back and forth between a traditional investigative 
approach and a military approach. 

Second, military options will always be limited by choice, and I 
think we ought to avoid the language that creates unwarranted ex
pectations or troublesome pressures for action. 

And third, whether military force is justified in a particular case 
in my view should be decided in Congress and expressed in a 
formal declaration of war or resolution authorizing the President 
to take military action. 

Last, we probably can do more in the area of psychological oper
ations. These involve both military and intelligence resources. The 
interagency machinery exists here, but it needs some encourage
ment and support. 

Thank you. 
Senator LIEBERMAN. Thank you, Mr. Jenkins. I appreciate your 

oral testimony. I have been over your written testimony, which is 
very helpful and, of course, will be part of the record. I look for
ward to entering into some dialogue with you after we hear from 
Dr. Kupperman. 

Thank you for being here. 

TESTIMONY OF ROBERT H. KUPPERMAN, PH.D., CENTER FOR 
STRATEGIC INTERNATIONAL STUDIES 1 

Dr. KuPPERMAN. Thank you, Senator. Thank you very much for 
having invited me. I will try to be as brief as I can. 

The landscape of terrorism is changing, I think. The Soviet role 
is likely to decrease, particularly given the great interest upon the 
part of the Soviets in developing bilateral cooperative agreements 
to control terrorist activities. 

On the other hand, as the bipolar relationship between East and 
West continues to unravel we should expect that smaller states will 
employ the tactics of terror to gain their political ends. States, as 

1 Seep. 63 for Dr. Kupperman's prepared statement. 



9 

we have known in the past, such as Libya, Iran, Iraq and Syria are 
less than fully predictable. 

With the deaths of the Ayatollah Khomeini, how the Iranian 
Government will manipulate Islamic fundamentalism is simply un
clear. Depending upon the success of the Administration's anti
drug measures, we might anticipate counter actions by South 
American drug kingpins. With their enormous wealth and easy 
access to advanced weapons, it is just not beyond the realm of pos
sibility to think of an Exocet missile being directed against a Coast 
Guard cutter, or stingers, which we have supplied the Mghan 
rebels, used against U.S. commercial aircraft. 

The problem with terrorism is its episodic nature. During the pe
riods of relative calm, terrorism is viewed by large governments, 
including our own, as a minor annoyance, especially when com
pared with grander visions of geopolitics. And it is often difficult to 
get policy levels of governments focused on the problem at all. 

But when an incident occurs, particularly one dominated by 
media coverage, terrorism takes on virtual strategic significance. 
When terrorists strike, governments go on hold, paralyzed by an 
unfolding human drama which was televised for all to see. There 
are far too few tools available to combat terrorism for, in principle, 
the Government is required to protect every possible target and 
cope with every tragedy. 

By contrast, the terrorist has the luxury of choosing the time, 
the target and the tactics. His ability to thwart defensive measures 
is greater than the Government's ability to anticipate his actions. 

To appreciate the magnitude of the problem, the airline industry 
need only be considered. Following the destruction of Pan Am 103 
last December 21, there was a ground swell for beefed up security 
measures, which included the purchase of expensive neutron scat
tering devices intended to detect plastic bombs. Unfortunately, 
under realistic operating conditions, these detectors will be less 
than fully reliable and may be tricked. Further, a high false alarm 
rate may plague the device's applications under the rushed circum
stances characteristic of large airports. 

There is no point in denigrating any one technology. At any 
given time it may, in fact, be the only available option. What is 
needed-and I use the term loosely-is a systems approach for 
problem solving. For example, ways of screening passengers quick
ly by correlating a variety of technical measures, including magne
tometers, soft x-rays of luggage, behavioral profiles, security alerts 
and the use of rule-based artificial intelligence systems. 

As important is the human dimension. Those who do the check
ing, especially at the more dangerous international airports, must 
be motivated, intelligent, well trained and thus well compensated. 

While airline security problems and the fate of the hostages have 
dominated the news, the targeting of Americans virtually world
wide requires a systematic, well fmanced, long term, nonhysterical 
approach. 

Our problem from which we suffer is tunnel vision, and the insti
tutional need to compartmentalize. Terrorism is part of the spec
trum of low-intensity warfare, along with insurgency and drug traf
ficking, and has become pervasive. 
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By treating these problems as totally separate issues, we handi
cap the success of our responses. 

Drug trafficking in the United States alone amounts to an esti
mated several hundred billion dollars per annum. Drugs, terrorism 
and arms sales of the most sophisticated possible weapons to the 

0 Third World states know no real barriers whatsoever. With 1992, 
the year of Europe, coming upon us fast, there will be no protected 
national borders in Western Europe, making life even easier for 
terrorists . 

., Terrorism, when considered in isolation, is containable at today's 
'l low level. There are notable exceptions, including the bombing of 

Pan Am 103, the attack against the British Government by the 
IRA at Brighton, and the 1988 Kuwaiti Airline hijacking. But in 
general we have the ability to thwart many of them and to cope 
with the aftermath. 

Were terrorists to up the ante, however, such as Qadhafi using a 
nerve agent or supplying one to Abu Nidal, we would be utterly 
unprepared to respond in a measured effective manner. 

Though mass killing is not traditionally perceived as being in the 
interest of terrorists or their state sponsors, they have shown their 
willingness to take hundreds of lives at a time. While many might 
argue that the use of agents of mass destruction is remote, the 
human cost of just being slightly wrong is far too great to ignore. 
Although we have state-of-the-art technologies and equipment to 
detect and disarm nuclear bombs, we are naked in the face of 
chemical or biological agents. The probability of a chemical attack 
killing hundreds to thousands, believe. me, is not zero. And as one 
recent very senior U.S. counter-terrorism official put it to me,it is 
not whether there will be a chemical attack, but when and where. 

The prospect of a chemical incident notwithstanding, to my mind 
the most likely high tech attacks would be those against infrastruc
ture. These include electrical power transmission, natural gas dis
tribution, transportation, voice and data communications, and the 
international banking system. Most of these networks are brittle, 
having few if any replacements of critical nodes, and little physical 
security. 

Throughout the world there have been thousands of attacks 
against electrical power, for example. Save a few hundred, none of 
these attacks have been coordinated multipoint offenses against 
the critical points of the grid. 

Let me sum up quickly. I think with an aggressive anti-drug pro
gram, we have to be prepared, and the American public has got to 
understand that we may end up with substantial military involve
ment in Peru, Bolivia, conceivably Venezuela and maybe problems 
in Mexico. I think that we are in for a great deal of trouble. I think 
the objective is laudable, worth it. I think we are going to have to 
put a lot more money into it, but I believe that we have got to be 
prepared as a people to accept great risks here. 

In terms of the policy issues, we have a nonconcessionary policy. 
'v Clearly, for comparatively small problems, it is a feasible policy, 

but it just will not work against more advanced threats. And I 
think that we have got to study the possibility of having to change 
that policy and learning how to live with some ambiguity without 
embarrassing ourselves. 


























































































































































































































