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To: S/P -Wins jon Lord [ | .o : AL, N
From:/ . c _ ,4)hﬂ 2]
Subject: Dissent Paper on Dept's Policies on Terrorism Tk A

I dissent froa the.following:

1. The Dept procliaims that it w.11l not negotiite with terroricts
(sce attached). rhe Dept gives as its reason thit this policy
deters future kidnappings.

Dissent 4q}g1ents. this policy is nothing more thin 2
slogan, like "don'i give ap the ship."” "~ The Rand study sShovied
that (a) a coadtry 8 nol1cy on terrorism kregxrdless of whzt
the policy is) is the leist 51gn111cant factor in terroristvs' c
plannlng, aetion, 2and reiction.

The Rand stidy:also showed_-.there is no basis ic*
alleging that the "no negotiation" volicy ictuilly deters
kidnaipoings.

I have s1id 2 greit deal more on this suabjent in 1euters,
mempns, Euc., which the Lept has, out has ignored, cther than
to comnission the Rind stady and Then throw w2y the results
sbecause they do not fit in.with the Dept's pre-conceived notions.:

2. The .Devt nanlshes Aabas sadors who.sucecesstiully negotiite to
save - llVES. See. The. ixxxexxx i Beverly ,aruer eplsode. =3

Dlssent irguasnts: ‘since: I. belleve that- negotl-tlﬁﬁ to ity
save lives .is nct oaly desirdople.in itself, bat usuilly shows
2 high deg:ee of ‘diplomitic.skill plas.physiczl. 2nd.soral.. ..
courige, 1 reconnend Thit 1ny offieizl who does this gould be —
praised yuxx pub._icilly. Do you realize the effect the Cirier’
episode ill hive oa J5 Govt officiils? fhe message is cle-r.
save lives, 3and rain your ovm cireer. .

3. The Dept refases evea to finish the Rind stugy ﬂroaect
~ The caiase studies, including the one on EKhirtoumq which wis the \w
‘major point of iy origzinil requaest for in 1nde/gnaeﬂt study, Qw‘
hive never been Gelivered to the Jert (even #ﬁ01gh they ire
"finisned) beciuse The Deot refuses to vpiy for them. I a1 sure
* the Dext is afraid ithe cise stadies showSose officials,iaclading-
high-riaiking ones, m:king errors whichciWded loss of life.
Does no one hive Che £ats to <et the stadies ind lenra from
them? ‘hny are we plnlshlqg soze o3é like Jewvw Cairter, vho -
suaccegpued, 418 coveriag up for tne 143.551d0rs \ho 1L119d°
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Yhe wmost 1nport1ﬁt piqy/ f the Riad study, e.g., the
section contiiaing recoazendstions for findings and A2
for caanges ia nolicy, wis rejected 4And ordered to oe &

re-written in 2 form palsvible to the Lept, by witering
down the conelusions and plicing them in & sepirite
annex. So the end result his not yet 2ppetired, znd when .
it does, it will lack clirity and impact. 4Agiin, the
Dept prefers to risk humin lives rither ithan face the
faect that its policies =2re imperfect.

The Dept does not even make the existing sections
of the s3iudy available to off'icers handling host:ge
siut stions. sthea 1 vaaﬁq AR/C during vhe Binzaqla-Zalre
cise, tne office director wasnot told of the studies and
only saw them when I "hinded my own copies to him for
his perusal. ilote: one of the Tirst conclusions of the
Rand bStidy was thit eich nevnost a1ge_sitai1tion wis hanéled
as i.f no previous experierce was va11101e. The Zaire
case illusirited thav nerfectly. . :

Dissent: we need the Riand study, let's get 1t and use iv.

4. The.Dept vublicilly disoms Amblssadors vho use o6fficial
resources to issist in negoti:ting the releise of captives.

‘See the Carter story. fet Carter did not <:ke 2nv wmore use

of resoarces thin other ambassadors hive; in other cases,
rinson noney his oeen shirred vy wnouch, stored in officizl
safes, ind persoas conticting kidaivners hive oren escorted

by JS Exmbissy officiz2ls. If the Dept sticks with discwaing

Ambisszdors wino do this, then in fuature cises aabissadors
will hesit:ite To ise such rescarces.

Dissent: 111 resoirces §h011d be used to save lives.

L
5q The-Lept insists on- 3110unclng bn-every n0531ole O“C-uloﬂ,
and on-instracting posts to do the s2qe)-tht we do not give
in-to blackm2il; .piy.rinsom or releise prisoners. nese
phrises ( especizlly "give ia to d%lackam1il") are negative
in their iapact on a hOﬂtage sttuition, and cenfuse not only
the puolic (see tune Egan case) but 21so ipede negotiitions
even when the litter 2re going on privately. If we wint to
negotllte,'oat Any 2greenent we aike with The kidn.ippers
(even if only plbllsnlng 4 letter froa 2 host:ge) is gZoing.
to be interpreled 2s "giving in to blackm2il", then we have
two contradictory policks ruaning heid on 11to each, uther.
As loag as those insv a-Tioas exist postsfia hostage situations
are going to mike the s2ne aistake ipzlﬂ a1d 2gain, by

imaedizively 2aaouncing " we doat give in to blackmail", just -
when the sit1:tioa is most tease and when Lhe g-eitent
flexioility is needed. Y == ;
-. - . -
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. Dissent: issue insiructions to everyone, from the President

in the wWhite House' ( segKMurtoum cise) thru the. Secr=tary
of Stite ( see the wanzinia cise) on dovn to the:lowliest
clerk ( not forzetring the aitorney Seneral of the Uanited
St i1tes, who Tilked too aach during 2 hostige situition when
the post wis very wisely miintiiniaz sotal silence): ’
\when yo2 hive 2 host:ige siti:tion, clcse yoar moath; doat :
say 4nything 4bout our policy, other than thit we desire
to keep cormuaicitions open. FEilCD.”?

6. The Dept gives first priority to working vith and through
the hos. goverazent, :ad only as a last resort works directly
with. the terrorieis. Fhis is_an =2riificial priority,_vhich
may make sense in any ordiairy diplousitic situxtion dut is
irrelevent to 2 hostage sitaition, where the firs?Zriority r
is to siave lives. < :

DPisgsent: instruct posts to t2ke whatever steps 2are needeg,
directlye or thru the host government'(depending on what
will be most effective) to s4ve lives. :

7. The Dept nas many strands of policies ent2ngling hostage
situitions: relitions with foreign coantries, good puoblic
relations, "image," etc. We are encuaabered by 211 this, and
distracted oy it. The sole policy is SAVE LIVES.

Dissent: revise 1ll-instructions-to elimin2te ideais which -
are-there sclely for press relations-purposes -y ind get ...
_down to the-hard.core.-We are not runuing an advertisiag .
canpiign ., we are. trying to issue instructions to save *
lives. “hese .iastractions shozld be 2s clear 2nd simple
and free of coafusing “claivter"——4s the inszrurtions

in a first-2id kit which tell yoa how %o stop soweone

from ° ___bleeding to death ("apply direct pressure to the woand" )

.

- Conclusion: I hive been trying since %971 to vush the

Depirtaent 2way froa its machismo-inige sclf-concerns

into an oitward-lookiag policy which worries 2vout hostiges,

ratner thin how ithe Dept will look. I. belie~e sore lives .
miy haive oeen lost and others endiangered by the Dept's o
refusail to move . I Think the tize his coae to ask the Dept

to find The moral coarige to take the Rand study, admit

past mistikes, and issue 3 new policy insirustions, which o

is simply :"Keep Quiet publiecilly; negotiaite."
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DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Washington, D.C. %0520

CONFIDENTIAL November 13, 1975

To: S/P - Mr. Thornton

From: S/CCT - Robert A. Fearey%

Subject: Dissent Message on Terrorism fromi . !

Pursuant to your memo of October 23 and our subsequent
telephone conversation, the followine information is provided
on the points advanced by in her October 20 ''Dissent
Paper on Department's Policy om Terrorism." The paragraph
numbers below correspond with those in her memorandum.

1. As[ |states, the Department does not negotiate
with terrorists. (By '"megotiate' I mean bargain on ransom or
other concessions.) She is also correct that the Department
gives as its basic reason for this policy its belief that our
refusal to negotiate with terrorists deters kidnappings.

With respect to ]dissent arguments against this
position, the US policy of not negotiating with or acceding to
the demands-of ‘terrorists is in no sense a "slogan.'" It is a
carefully considered policy which has proved its soupdness over
time. We seek to deny-successes to terrorists so that the incen-
tive to terrorists to seize Americans abroad, and foreign diplo-
mats in this country, will be minimized. . There is considerable

- evidence (which I can make available to you) that our no-ransom,

no-concessions policy is widely known and believed by Palestinian
and other terrorists, and that it is in fact helping to deter
abductions. There is also convincing evidence that this policy
has not been at the expense of the safe recovery of Americans who
have been kidnapped, with the possible exception of the Khartoum
case. :

says that the RAND study (“A Proposed Policy for
Dealimg—witm Hostage Incidents') showéd that "a country's policy
on terrorism...is the least significant factor in terrorists'
planning, action and reaction", and that "there is no basis for

CONFIDENTIAL
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~also offered to meet with

CONFIDENTIAL 2.

alleging that the 'no negotiation' policy actually deters kid-
nappings." dy is by no means as clear or positive in
that view asi indicates. It states that the relation-
ship between no-ransom, no-concession policies and subsequent ter-
rorist actions is unclear, but it specifically recognizes that

such policies do have deterrent value, though not.as much, RAND
alleges, as the USG has tended to believe.

_ Re allegation that the Department has ignored
her earlier letters and memomnda, S/CCT files include a number of
memoranda from my predecessors, Ambassadors Meyer and Hoffacker,
to Tresponding to her criticisms and complaints, par-
ticularly in regard to the Khartoum incident and RAND's examina-
tion of that incident. I understand that Ambassador Hoffacker
_ |to discuss the issues but
that she did not respond to the suggestion. | queries
and proposals were not ignored; the file shows they were carefully

_answered. She has never approached me, in writing or in person,

though I would of course have been prepared to see her.

In answer tol |further points under dissent number
1, the RAND study was not commissioned as a result of
expressed views; it was commissioned because the Department wished
the benefit of RAND's examination of and recommendations on USG
policies and procedures in hostage cases. Far from the results of
the study being thrown away because they do not fit the Depart-
ment's preconceived notions, the study, of which the conclusions
and recommendations section was received only a-few weeks ago, is
undergoing careful analysis in S/CCT prior to its subpission with
our views and recommendations to Mr. Eagleburger. A number of
RAND's recommendations, put forward during the course of the
study's preparation, have already been reflected in our terrorism
policies and procedures as set forth in A-775, February 5, 1975,
and A-470%, July 10, 1975. - -

-

e r_ lmaintains that the Department punishes
Ambassadors who successfully negotiate to save lives.

Saving lives is a major objective in any terrorist incident.
But it is also important to pursue that objective by means which
will minimize incentives to future terrorism. These two objectives
are often in conflict, which is why we have carefully drawn
policies and procedures, set forth in A-775 and A-4709, designed
to achieve the hostage's safe release while at the same tj

allegation that "the message is clear: save lives, ruin

:denxinf:juccess to the terrorists. There is no basis for

[

your own career.'' Ambassadors who helped to save American

-
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CONFIDENTIAL ' 3.

hostages' lives in the Barbara Hutchison case in Santo Domingo,
the Col. Morgan case in Beirut, and in other instances have had
their contributions explicitly recognized in commendatory mes-
sages from the Secretary and other high Department officials.

5 lalleges that the Department refuses even to
finish the ostage study project and related case studies.
She charges, in effect, a cover-up by the Department of its
handling of terrorist incidents, particularly Khartoum.

The fact is that S/CCT has done everything possible to
expedite completion and delivery of these studies. However, RAND
found that a thorough job required more time than it had expected,
and they and we have not wished to sacrifice quality for speed.
The completed hostage study (though still not assembled in one
‘piece and formally submitted) was received a few weeks ago. The
case studies of individual terrorist incidents, such as the ¢ne in
Khartoum, were not contracted for as a part of the hostage study
but were prepared by RAND as working, source materials for the
hostage study. S/CCT recently committed $12,000 to enable RAND
to up-grade these working materials to the status of "RAND Reports”
(8 or 9 case studies, including the one on Khartoum, bearing
RAND's formal approval) or "Working Notes" (4 or 5 case studies,
not bearing this formal approval).

The Deraztmani—hns never refused to pay for these case
studies, as alléges, but rather has pursued their com-
pletion and submission as rapidly as work on the basic, hostage
study permitted. The Department has cooperated fully,with RAND in
providing documents and participant witnesses to assist prepara-
tion of the case studies, to RAND's complete satisfaction. The
only delays were when a few documents, notably some NODIS Khartoum
cables, initially could not be found. As soon as they were found
they were provided to RAND. There is no basis for| |
allegation of an attempted Department cover-up, on Khartoum or any
other incident. 3 -

charges that RAND's recommendations for changes
in ourtTerrorIsm policies were rejected by the Department and
ordered to be rewritten in a form palatable to it, by watering
down the conclusions and placing them in a separate annex.

S/CCT did at RAND's request review sections of its report as
they were prepared, providing informal written comments and dis-
' cussing them with RAND officials when they were in Washington.

CONFIDENTIAL
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These discussions reflected RAND's and S/CCT's belief that the
final RAND report would be most useful if its authors had the
benefit of our reactions as preparation of the report proceeded.
This interchange alsoc permitted us to benefit from some of RAND's
recommendations during the two years that the report was in
preparation.

One RAND proposal, which apparently has in mind,
and which has never commended itself to S/CCT, is that the Secre-
tary be asked to approve in advance a ransom option in instances
when it appears that payment of a ransom might save an American
life. This proposal was extensively discussed by S/CCT with the
RAND study authors in the months prior to completion of their
study, during which the RAND authors basically maintained their
proposal in spite of S/CCT's arguments against it. Some three
months ago it was agreed in one of these discussions that, because
RAND's concept was that the ransom option should be known only to
the Secretary and a few, top Department officials, and because
both RAND and S/CCT wished the completed RAND report to be made
widely available, RAND should submit its full reasoning underlying
this proposal in a confidential letter to S/CCT. §S/CCT would
then use this letter in presenting the proposal to the Secretary
(without S/CCT's support) for his consideration, while discussion
of the proposal in the formal, widely available report would be
confined to its more general aspects.

This confidential letter was subsequently received by S/CCT
from RAND. By that time, however, the Secretary had publicly
stated at Vail and Orlando that the US Government would never
negotiate with terrorists, making it crystal clear that he would
not entertain a ransom option proposal —- RAND accordingly decided

) that a memorandum from S/CCT to the Secretary embodying the RAND
hka proposal, without S/CCT's backing, would serve no useful purpose
C.~=at this_time. It accordingly withdrew the confidential letter
and included its entire reasoning underlying the propesal in the
conclusions and recommendations section of the final report. A
copy of the confidential letter is nevertheless retained in S/CCT's
files, with RAND's knowledge.

T3

jalso alleges that the first three sections of the
RAND study, containing essentially background material and analysis,
were not made available to officers handling hostage situations.

It is true that these sections were not initially distributed
. by S/CCT, because it was felt that such distribution should await

CONFIDENTIAL
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CONFIDENTIAL -5,

receipt of the conclusions and recommendations section and
Seventh Floor decision in disposition of the full report. After
receipt of that section had been delayed, S/CCT made the initial
sections available last July to a number of interested Department
offices and to AFSA. I would have been glad to make them avail-
able to the AF/C Office Director had he asked for them or had I
felt that they had useful relevance to our Stanford students
case, which they did not. :

Present S/CCT plans, subject to approval by M and receipt
of the necessary copies from RAND, are to make the complete RAND
study, including the recently received conclusions and recommenda-
tions section, available to all members of the Cabinet Committee/
Working Group to Combat Terrorism, on which 2Z USG departments
and agencies are represented. The study's title would also be
included in the INR "Papers Available" circular, and would thus
be available to all interested Department officers and to all
Foreign Service Posts abroad. :

4, | Ialleges that the Department publicly disowns
Ambassadors who use official resources to assist in negotiating
the release of captives, such as shipment of ransom funds by
pouch, storage of such funds in official safes, and "escorting
of persons contacting kidnappers by US Embassy officials.”

These things were done in the Stanford students, or Patter-
son, cases, some with specific, prior Department approval (but
not by the Secretary) and some with subsequent, tacit Department
approval (but not by the Secretary). As earlier noted, there is
no basis for Ms. Palmer's charge that the Department '"disowns"
Ambassadors who use "official resources" to assist in obtFTining
the release of captives, as long as the resources are properly
used.

5. ; __1contends that the Department overdoes its
public emphasis on our no-ransom, no-concessions policy, and that
this over-emphasis impedes negotiations during hostage situations,
to the detriment of the safe release of the hostages. She recom-
mends that the US officials maintain silence on these policie
during incidents. _ !

Partly as a resultof arecommendation by RAND during prepara-
tion of its hostage study, it is now a firm and accepted element
of our terrorism policies and procedures, but not yet formally

CONFIDENTIAL
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CONFIDENTIAL 6.

transmitted to the field#®, that US officials will not publicly
reiterate our no-ransom, no-concession policies during an inci-
dent. Our position during incidents is that these policies are
well known, that their reiteration is therefore unnecessary, and
(implicitly) that their reiteration might provoke retaliatory

action by the abductors against the American hostage. B6

6. [ AJcriticizes the US policy of refusing to deal
directly with terrorists. She recommends that our posts be
instructed "to take whatever steps are needed, directly or through
the host government (depending on what will be most effective),
to SAVE LIVES." -

For the reasons indicated above, the USG does not negotiate
with terrorists. The USG, on the other hand, has in the past and
does now authorize USG officials to meet with terrorists or their
representatives to secure information about the well-being of the
hostages, to transmit mail and packages to them; and to urge their
unconditional release. For the reasons earlier indicated, it is
considered inadvisable for the USG to go beyond this, i.e., to
enter into negotiations looking to concessions to terrorists. But
our policy is explicitly designed tp save lives -- the lives
involved in a particular incident and the far larger number of
lives of exposed Americans around the world who might be seized if
the USG started to pay ransom or ma'.; political concessions.

7. l __]Cﬂ*:luding'recommendation is hard to follow
but seems to be an #.peal to eliminate consideration,.from our
release of host-zes efforts; of our relations with other countries,
good public relations, etc.- and ‘to concentrate exclusively on
saving lives.

-

The USG must of course conduct all its activities, including
saving the lives of American hostages abroad, in light of its .
foreign policy and public relations interests. There have never-
theless been instances, such as the Egan case in Argentina la-’
March, when host governments have failed to act effe~_.vel!, to
secure the safe release of American hostages and the USG has not

L]

¥ A revision of Circular Airgram A-775 will * . prepared as soon
as a number of S/CCT-proposed clarificatior- of our terrorism
‘ policies and procedures have been approved by the Seventh Floor.

CONFIDENTT AL : ’
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acted quickly and firmly to press such governments to take more
effective action, or has failed to take over the release effort
jtself, when feasible. This problem was addressed, and necessary
provisions made, in A-4709, July 10, 1975. The US has in effect
taken over the effort to secure the release of the current
American captives in Eritrea. But the problem can never be com-
pletely overcome. We will never be able to ignore our relations
with host governments or with other governments, or our public
relations interests, as we work to recover seized Americans abroad.

In her final "Conclusions"‘ refers to her efforts
since 1971 to "push the Départment dway from its machismo-image
self-concerns intd an outward-looking policy which worries about
hostages, rather than how the Department will look." She asks the
Department '"to find the moral courage to take the RAND study,

admit past mistakes and issue a new policy instruction, which is
simply: Keep quiet publically (sic); negotiate."

As already noted, the USG does its utmost to secure the safe
release of hostages consistent with the denial of successes to
terrorists. We have had a good record in this effort. There have
been very few terrorist incidents in which, even by the advantage
of hindsight, we could have achieved better results through dif-
ferent policies and procedures, viewing the matter not only from
the long-term, deterrence point of view but also from the point
of view of theé immediate purpose to save American hostage lives.
It is not a matter of machismo-image self-concerns but of sound
policies and procedures for the saving of American lives in both
the short and long terms. - ’

As for the RAND study, this, as already indicated, is now
being analyzed by S/CCT preparatory to the submission of recommen-
dations to M for any improvements of our existing terrorism
policies and, procedures which the RAND recommendations might
indicate. ile there will be one or two such recommendations,
S/CCT does not perceive in the RAND report any basis for recom-
mending impoftant changes in our current terrorism policies.
Except for its ransom option proposal, neither, it appears, does
RAND.

S/CCT:RAFeatey:ijg
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