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Introduction

On March 8, 1985, a car full of explosives detedah the Bir al-‘Abd quarter of Beirut, close teet
apartment building where Ayatollah Mohammed Husdgadlallah, the “spiritual guide” of Hezbollah lieAs a
result of that car bomb, more than 80 persons ki#egl and 200 people were wounded, but FadlalkEdaped the
bloodletting unharmed. While this counterterroraagiswas carried out by “local operatives” recrditgy the
Lebanese intelligence agency G-2, it happened mitieé continuously evolving framework of an America
“preemption” counterterror program that took sheyithin the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) aftiie U.S.
embassy annex building in West Beirut was attadiethe Islamic Jihad Organization on Septembed284. The
botched attempt to kill Fadlallah, in which the UgBvernment was involved with the Lebanese aralleésser
degree the Saudi government, further besmirchedraady badly tarnished American reputation in leetyg and
helped Hezbollah rally sympathetic supporters ibdreon and elsewhere in the Middle East aroundemgrican
and broader anti-western sentiments.

The Fadlallah assassination attempt is a cruaikré in the sphere of counterterror to examineséveral
reasons. First, at a functional level, it illusesivhat can go awry for a program of “preemptiv@imterterror even
though the notion of “preemptive attack,” itselskd on the notion of “anticipatory self-defenss,arguably
legitimate under international law provided that in bello(“justice in war”) criteria are followeti Second, the
Fadlallah affair, as well as the broader countestgrrogram of “preemption,” demonstrated how theeace of
consensus within the US government for a policydtive can reduce its overall legitimacy, and #imrin effect
facilitate vacillation and hesitancy in the polisyinplementatiofi. Third, the Fadlallah event underscored the
effects of a condition that Allison describes as ‘hulling and hauling” dynamics of bureaucratidifpcs, where
institutions pit their interests in fierce compietit over lead agency status and work in full bldashion to protect
their institutional approach, resources, prestigel, the vested interests of upper crust decisidkersd In the
Fadlallah affair, such “bureaucratic politics” weliscernable in strains and tensions between thBéjfartment of
State, the Defense Department, the CIA, and thed\ouse Executive Branch. There was also a ptbefiveen
American policymakers’ expectations in Lebanon,clipresupposed and derived from a wide rangingfset
previously assumed opinions, and what was posgildehieve. That disconnect, coupled with the isg¢ethegree to
which those assumptions and resultant expectatiens found across bureaucracies and even withm,the
contributed to a lack of cogent policy directionLisbanon which was ultimately reflected in the Bddh
assassination attempt.

An analysis of this assassination attempt anatbanizational dynamics which underpinned it, tFane
deserve a carefully reasoned review because sidyilmmics could influence more contemporary cot@teor
practice choices. Hence, this case study makesporiant contribution to the work of the Projectiational
Security Reform (PNSR). In addition, as we try ¢mftont intricate patterns of family and clan it@nnections
within the context of less hierarchically structiterrorist groups today, it is crucial that wertebessons from the
Fadlallah affair. Indeed, American policy makerstiue to confront similar types of interconneci@specially in
countries where such relational ties and the behavhose ties spawn, are found overlaid agaihsieand
regional “fault lines” including in combat areasbuas Afghanistan and Iraq.

U.S. policy in Lebanon in the early 1980’s revalharound the central notion that support for thedvide
Christian government was the linchpin to succesehd@ps the most dominant theme in policy was tiseelé
buttress this government and in the process td areAmerican firewall to promote US national irtgts in
Lebanon, and to bolster American influence in aoeg@f the world that still suffered from the shogkves of the
1979 Iranian revolution. In doing so, policy makeegight to constrain the ambitions of the ruliiggen Iran and
Syria who promoted their own national security iagts through what Ranstorp calls “the triangudationship”
between themselves and Hezbolldh.a similar vein, US policy makers were concerabdut the encroachment of
Soviet influence and the advance of Soviet gedpalitnterests in Lebanon by means of Soviet pxmamely
Syria and Libya. At the same time, as some havgesigd, the Reagan administration viewed American
predominance in Lebanon as a vehicle to deter amaiunted to destabilizing Israeli actions in thaertoy,
prominently a series of military actions againg Balestine Liberation Organization (PLO) both priothe 1982



War in Lebanon, and following the establishmenthef “security zone” in the south of the countryhie wake of
the 1982 conflict.

What follows is a brief description of the four teth PNSR touchstone questions as they relatest&-#lalallah
event.

1) Stratagems“Did the U.S. Government generally act in arhad manner or did it develop effective strategies t
integrate its national security resources?”

The underlying theme of this case study revolvesirad the ad hoc nature of United States government
policy in Lebanon in general, and in the narrowerse, the ad hoc nature of the operation to kiitlah
Fadlallah. That operation was carried out by Lebar®-2 “local operatives” within the context ofetdS
“preemption” counterterror program which was crdfty the Director of the Central Intelligence AgerDCl)
William Casey. An absence of consensus among ugpst foreign policy officials about the “preemptiv
counterterror attack program in the broader searse possibly the plan to kill Fadlallah in partegylcontributed to
the ineffectiveness and ultimate failure of thiseggially reactive attempt to confront terrorissadts carried out
against U.S. interests in Lebanon.

What seems significant is that there were inedficies at several layers of the planning phaski®f t
counterterror practice program and by extensiasadpieration that were ultimately insurmountablestfthere
were strains and tensions associated with an abs#rmonsensus on the counterterror program wittérExecutive
Branch where ferocious competition between grodpgper crust policy makers on both sides of tkaes
unfolded. Equally important, there were profound &sting differences of opinion between the Chie t
Department of Defense, and the Department of Statbjn some cases even full blown disagreemeiotst dbe
utility of counterterror assassination within thasganizations.

It remains unclear whether or not the actual ahoicFadlallah as a target and the plan to kill ha its
sources and origins in the White House or the lopalratives involved, as accounts véry.
Certainly, there was no dispassionate analysikefdle that Fadlallah played in Hezbollah's taadtiecisions,
namely the planning and execution of terrorist asaln a similar vein, the decision to target lelldh was
seemingly based on the ideological fervor and atiornis of certain US officials who sought to craft American
firewall in Lebanon without proper considerationtioé inherent nuances and intricacies associatidsnch a
project’ As a result, the approach was not guided by ddhreeasoned set of counterterror measures ctemgis
with American foreign policy interests in Lebanarmather areas of the Middle East. Instead, thgrara revolved
around reactive counterterror practices with anoatrsingular focus on “hard-line” actions to comfréslamic
revivalist extremist terrorist assaults. That uhdeg approach was therefore destined for acutarailndeed, as
Robert Kupperman and Jeff Kamen, Paul Pillar andtihdaCrenshaw all stress, without overall congredmetween
counterterror terror practices and broader foriglicy objectives based on solid analysis, sevelitigal setbacks
are likely™
2) Implementation “How well did the agencies/departments work tbgeto implement those ad hoc or integrated
strategies?”

Ambassador Robert E. Oakley, U.S. State Depart@eatdinator for Counter-terrorism (1984-1986)
reports that the notion of killing Fadlallah wasgmed within the framework of the “preemption” ctenterror
program, which was spearheaded by Casey. Oaklatesethat Lt. Colonel Oliver North, a member of Naional
Security Council staff, essentially hatched theetgmption” program with the support of Rear Admitahn
Poindexter (Deputy National Security Advisor 19884%), National Security Advisor Robert C. McFarlaaed
DCI Casey. Due to the absence of consensus amojog paditical stakeholders across national seclaggncies
and in the White House about the propriety, utdihd overall effectiveness of a US government pékill figures
such as Fadlallah, there was extremely poor in&gr@gplanning and coordination for the program.

In the absence of final U.S. approval for the ssigation of Fadlallah, recruited “local operasive
apparently became restless and attempted to carthe mission on their owhAt a tactical level, the plan seemed
to be largely put together by the Lebanese govenhared perhaps to a lesser degree, the Saudi goeatnThere
were thus substantial U.S. oversight responsitiligakdowns that failed to capture the likelihodéhdependent



action even though two quality assessments condigt¢he CIA and U.S. Special Forces were madeatuate
the capacity of those “local operatives” to folleammands and to otherwise demonstrate militaryiglise. The
content of those assessments remain shrouded éntaimty and the organizational politics processvbych those
assessments reached top echelon decision-makeaigieeamknown. Flaws in tactical oversight and managnt
responsibilities, which ultimately failed to prevéocal operatives from undertaking the missiorttogir own,
probably resulted from broader bureaucratic stramstensions over US involvement with the plan.

3) Analysis- “What variables explain the strengths and weskes of the response?”

Numerous factors contributed to the essentialli@cinature of American foreign policy in Lebanarthe
wake of the political instability, social unrestceterrorist assaults seen in the country in thiky 4880’s and,
consequently, the debacle of the Fadlallah affedlfi First, the Reagan administration had a niakesnd
incomplete set of objectives that were in basidlazirwith the political realities of Lebanon. Sewd the corrosive
effects of “bureaucratic politics” were evident,ragjor players within and between national secwaggncies
wrestled with the implications of U.S. governmempgort for killing individuals such as Fadlallatotronly for
American geopolitical interests, but also for tlested interests of particular bureaucracies. “Buresic politics”
effects were exacerbated in profound ways by thelajical fervor of certain major players, makihg prospect of
consensus even more remote and resulting in amysbmal system where small groups of politicaliadxs to
President Reagan were in fierce competition fosigiential approval of their point of vietv.

Third, there were organizational inefficienciesaasated with the U.S. National Intelligence Offi¢gdHO)
structure, the absence of satisfactory ties betwaegfully reasoned analysis and policy recomméaiistand the
dependence on “hard-line” counterterror practiggrepches against Fadlallah. As a result, therenmggoactive
effort to gauge Fadlallah’s day to day involvemwith the operational side of Hezbollah, which leshérican
officials to focus almost singular attention on R#ldh rather than on chief tacticians such as IMaghniyah and
Hussayn al-Musawi.

4) Appraisal- “What diplomatic, financial and other achieverseor costs resulted from those successes and
failures?”

The costs of this counterterror debacle to theadnStates government were high and damage occairred
several levels. First, the attempt to kill Fadlallzesmirched an already badly tarnished US reputéti Lebanon
and in other parts of the Middle East. The enorndisignce between American pronouncements aboubctaacy
and fair play and the emergent reality of the Reag#ministration’s strong support for the heavydeahLebanese
Maronite Christian government was put into everrgdrarelief, damaging the U.S. image. Compoundiragratter
even more for the American reputation, the Lebagesernment with which the U.S. was working, hadvedul
ties to the Phalange movement which was resporfgibtbe Sabra and Shatilla massacres of Palessinml1982,
and which also had links to the Israeli governm8een from another angle, the United States Igsbd portion
of the moral high ground it had acquired in the avakthe U.S. embassy bombings in Beirut, the slbw
kidnappings in Lebanon that in some cases evolviedmurder, and the truck bomb detonation of the. Warine
Corps barracks in Beirut. Resulting anger and asimilar sentiments about American foreign poliegansistency
at the time, as James Larry Taulbee suggests, wde ail the worse by the Reagan administrationseoent and
extensive support of the Contras in Nicaragua, thiemselves carried out terrorist assaults agaiitstrilguans.

Second, the Fadlallah affair served as a “sitnatioor “middle-run” contributing factor to inspire
additional terrorist assaults against U.S. inteteBb be sure, some of those terrorist assaulylikad only indirect
or “contextual” links to the Fadlallah affair, suah the hijacking of TWA flight 847 which occurredittle over
three months after the Bir al- ‘Abd Fadlallah borhiand the May 25, 1985 attempt to kill the EnfiKawait.
However, a few terrorist assaults, such as the Mavg 1985 abductions of British citizens GordorsiNand Brian
Levick, who were apparently misidentified as Amaris, and the kidnapping of U.S. journalist Terngdérson on
March 16, 1985, evidently had more direct intereations to the Bir al -‘Abd bombing.The attempt to kill
Fadlallah also undermined the physical securitymiricans in acute fashion, Lebanese citizens wli@\Jewish,
Maronite Christians, and persons otherwise degmeéd insufficiently loyal to Hezbollah in Lebandhe Middle
East, and elsewhere. Likewise, because Israeimg@icated in the Bir al-‘Abd bombing, the physicafety of
Israelis and Israeli interests in southern Lebamere imperiled.

Stratagems



Analysis of the strategy the Reagan administratieed to cope with the continuously evolving thiafat
Islamic revivalist extremist terrorist attacks iadanon involves several dimensions. In delinedtioge
dimensions, this analysis will explore: (1) thetcahnotion that the American “preemption” coungeror program
in Lebanon was crafted against the backdrop ofsa Boreign policy that was ad hoc and reactivedture, lacking
any coherent or generally recognizable blueprintftion; (2) the effects and source of conflicioaign US policy
makers on the subject of the Fadlallah operatignti@ background of Lebanese politics; and (4)rkengruence
between “preemption” counterterror policy in theand how the “preemptive attack” against the “spéli guide”
of Hezbollah in the guise of Islamic Jihad Orgati@a(IJO), actually unfolded.

American Foreign Policy in Lebanon

The Fadlallah assassination attempt was craftddmtihe context of an absence of consensus wittan
Reagan administration about what goals to purslelranon. David Kennedy and Leslie Brunetta sugipestthis
conflict was generated and sustained by varyingiops about the capacity of the Reagan administrdt “unify
Lebanon” under American hegemonic influefitédne example of departments disagreeing aboutitbetion of
U.S. policy towards Lebanon revolves around theg@eadministration’s proposal to craft a broadeatsgic
cooperation agreement with Israeli Prime MinistéziYak Shamir in 1983 as a way to confront pditinstability
and social unrest in the country that was attrithtiteincreased Soviet influence within Syria. Tisatie pitted the
interests of Secretary of State George P. Shultip, was in favor of this agreement, against thaésts of
Secretary of Defense Caspar W. Weinberger who dadbts” about it, presumably within the contextofmpeting
American and Israeli national interest agendaseibanon and consequently, overall efforts to enharare full
blown American influence in that count?y.These authors explain that the ultimate policedtion taken by the
Reagan administration essentially to craft an Aoaarifirewall in Lebanon was influenced by Secret#r@tate
George P. Shultz and Special Envoy Philip Habib wlieved that the civil war in Lebanon ragingha time
could be managed and controlled by American palifizedominance in the countfyln fact, one of the underlying
structural flaws of the Reagan administration’samigation, as is pertained to Middle East policgswhe
enormous capacity of Habib to promote his visiohetbanese policy and thereby in effect break theityoof
bureaucratic protocol which would have essentialggated Habib’s opinion about U.S. Lebanon pdicgne
among a cacophony of voices.

The direction of the administration’s policy ofpgort for the Maronite Christian government, which
featured an obtuse American presence that for reenged American involvement in Lebanon in 1958letepwith
all of its problems, was not supported by careftdigsoned analysis of the intricacies and nuarfcest@nese
politics" Instead, the administration’s approach was heanflyenced by Habib whose, “...strategy was taoadc
diplomatic priority to brokering an Israeli diseygaent agreement with Lebanon. He believed thaa Syould
withdraw almost as a matter of course once Isrgel.@nce the Syrians and Israelis were home, Htidaibght,
Lebanon could be reunited under a Gemayal presjdamaported by a revitalized LAF. It would be aajre
American victory.™ In essence, what Habib sought was a closely Kidhae between the United States, the
Lebanese government of President Amin Gemayalttadovernment’s military, the Lebanese Armed Force
(LAF), to promote American geopolitical consideoats.

Two American sponsored events during this timemtsally reified that policy and highlighted somietloe
profound problems associated with Habib’s visiohe Tirst event was the Reagan administration’ssi@gito
spearhead the deployment of a United Nations spedddulti-National Force (MNF) to Lebanon in 1982.
Ostensibly, this action sought to facilitate a Pithdrawal to Tunis, but deployment of the MNF waesceived to
be and was in fact supportive of President Amin &gatis Kataeb party. The Reagan administrationdgtaimt was
therefore clearly contrary to the neutrality arichir themes that were rhetorically at the he&that UN backed
mission. In support of American geopolitical intsie the US led MNF favored the Christian fronthat expense of
other political stakeholders in Lebanth.That act of perceived American favoritism, dovetinicely with
regional anger about past American meddling inemxoachment on Lebanon’s sovereignty, particularl
American involvement in the Lebanese political fiayhe 1950’s and the 1958 invasion of Lebanotts.
Marines during the presidency of Camille Chamtn.

The second event, that essentially confirmed tiidance of Habib’s vision and the capstone in.U.S
policy, was the American sponsored May 17 Agredro€h983 which was designed to remove both Syaiaah



Israeli forces from large portions of Lebanon. Hgeeement itself had little effect insofar as iswajected outright
by Syrian President Hafaz el Assad and the Israglidd not implement it without the Syrians makthg first
move. What seems significant here is that the ageeédemonstrated the U.S. government’s overestimat its
capacity to impose its agenda on a continuouslivengand highly unstable political environmengelf rent apart
by the effects of religious, ethnic, and other abfissures in Lebanese society, not the least itapbof which
were fissures within ethnic and religious groupsdobon family and clan divisiofts.

The “Preemption” Counterterror Program in Lebanon

It was against the backdrop of civil war in LebandJS efforts to promote American predominancthat
country, and a slew of terrorist assaults carrigthy Islamic revivalist extremists, that the Fdidla operation
originated. It emerged from a continuously evolvipgeemption” counterterror program that took shejithin the
CIA “less than three weeks” after the US embasseamuilding in West Beirut was attacked by Heziolin
1984*" Indeed, Bob Woodward reports that this broadegiam was essentially an initiative of DCI Ca$€yin
effect, there was generally recognizable agreemihin the White House, especially from Secret@irptate
George P. Shultz, who was known as “a very hardgeitaon counterterror practices, about the undieglyreed for
a preemption strategy to confront and prevail agairrorists. As Oakley relates, “after the Mariragracks and
then the American embassy had been blown up [iB]L#8ere was a very strong feeling in Washingtese, can't
just sit back and wait for them to do it agairi’™"”

Notwithstanding consensus on the need to confesrdrism, there were strains and tensions founolsac
and within national security agencies about exaghgt preemption should look like. Those underlyiegsions
were associated with differences of opinion ab@uywmg counterterror assault options. While Shatid
McFarlane were in favor of a counterterror progthat targeted individual terrorists with lethalder there was
significant opposition from Secretary of Defense@a W. Weinberger, who believed that Americandsrin
general, and the CIA in particular, should not warlassassinate terrorist chieftains or activistsCompounding
the matter even more, there was also no agreerhent the need for “preemptive attacks” againsbtist leaders
found within the CIA. Even within the upper echedaf the Agency, there were disagreements aboutheher
not to endorse the use of lethal force in selecuaistances. For example, Casey and CIA Generaisebstanley
Sporkin favored such “preemptive” counterterrorgticees, while Deputy Director of Central Intelligen(DDCI)
John N. McMahon expressed unequivocal disapprdvidleostrategy”’ Concerns about the program revolved
around the fear that implementation of that stnatgguld violate Executive Order 12333, an orderchiprohibited
assassinations and was originally issued in theevshithe 1976 Church Committee findings by Predidarald R.
Ford*"

In its original format, the phraseology of ExeeatOrder 12333 that imposed a ban on “political
assassination” amounted to an exceedingly narrtevgretation of proscribed behavior thereby in @ffdlowing
for assassinations that were non-political in retamd the provision of U.S. support to persons rakieig such
activity. Subsequently, the Carter administraticorked to make the ban against assassination evemstrongent
insofar as the word “political” was taken out oétBxecutive Order language with the end resultahat
assassination and support for the foregoing walsilpted. As Jonathan Fredman relates, the Reagainedration
essentially embraced the same set of constraindssassination as did the Carter administratidrwhat is
significant here is that Fredman seems to suggeat amounted to a gray area with respect to Ekec@rder
12333's boundaries for assassination, specifiéaliynhose who do not follow the “laws of war” whidly
extrapolation, must also include terrorists. Fadman, “...the E.O. prohibition per se will not Bpip this type of
situation.™" The author elaborates further when he concludemény covert actions appropriately may be
compared to military operations, and in those césesaw of war supplies the terms of referent®.”

As previously mentioned, that almost singular foon the legal dimensions and ramifications of this
counterterror attack program by the Reagan admiétiish had roots in the recent past. In the 198i¢icy makers’
thinking with respect to constraints on CIA aciedt were influenced by critical events in the 1870 the wake of
the “imperial presidencies” of Presidents Lyndord8hnson and Richard M. Nixon, a resurgent U.S gBzss
demonstrated an almost singular focus on effortgrést foreign policy decision making away from &eecutive
Branch™ Accordingly, Congressional leaders in 1975 craftetiSenate Select Committee to Study Government
Operations With Respect to Intelligence Activitietherwise known as the Church Committee, withuthaéerlying
aim of investigating alleged CIA spying operatigaking place within the United States and allegédl €fforts to



thwart the Warren Commission’s investigation ofdiitent John F. Kennedy’'s murd®f. Interestingly enough, the
Church Committee displayed an enormous capacityord in effective and sustained ways with the Wikitause

and CIA, by contrast to the Pike Committee in tlmust of Representatives that was itself chargeu wit
investigating the CIA budget, the capacity of tH& @ predict seminal world events between 19655,%hd CIA
“covert activities.”™" At a substantive level, the final report of theu@th Committee was in fact a gatekeeper to a
more wide ranging set of issues explored than maity planned, and included an appraisal of ClAdito political
assassination taking place abrddt.

In 1976, the Church committee hearings uncovendulidied CIA activities done at the behest of
policymakers, including attempts to assassinatea@yesident Fidel Castro and President Salvadend¢ of
ChileX*" The CIA was complicit in the death of Allende, ahipaved the way for the ascension of President
Augusto Pinochet, whose egregious violations ofGh#égean people’s human rights have been well deiad. In
illuminating such nefarious activities, the Chuodmmittee hearings signaled another fledgling trtemeard the
reassertion of Congressional prerogatives in foraifairs and oversight of covert operatidfi$.As detailed later,
that shift in institutional relationships affectgddS. counterterror actions, albeit it in indireciys.

For Casey and like-minded officials the legal amatal justifications of “preemptive attack” in pettive
counterterror practices were found in the notiotantticipatory self defense,” which is not only ariged within
the jurisprudential standard jafs ad bellunor “justice of war” but is also interpreted by sotoebe codified in
Article 51 of the Charter of the United Nationsig Article guarantees “...the inherent right adiiridual or
collective self defense.’*"' Seen from that angle, in April 1984 President Reagjgned a “presidential finding”
otherwise known as National Security Decision Diikec(NSDD)138 that made it possible to cobble tbgethe
rudiments of such a “preemption” counterterror ficacprogram>*”" In relying on international law to make the
case for “preemptive” counterterror actions, whilienultaneously flaunting such law in other actiocBasey acted
in accordance with the central notion that in drgér world of action, international law is suboite to
geopolitical consideratior$:" Indeed in the case of the Fadlallah assassinattempt, what seems significant is
irrespective of the fact that more than 80 civisiavere killed and 200 others were injured, whisblitviolates the
juridical norm of “discrimination,” the use of andiscriminate weapon at a residential facility,lat@n was also a
flagrant infraction of international law. An arguntean be made that the U.S. was partially culpadehat act,
even though it was done without final US approwals nonetheless carried out within the context Gf&
counterterror program itself under U.S. oversigtit.

The Broader Contours of Lebanese Politics - PalitRackground

This section provides an overview of the civil vimtebanon and the fractured nature of Lebanebtqgso
against which the American plan to promote the €iam Maronite government was based. In the procedisate
webs of interconnections between major politicabescthat were highly susceptible to disruptiortdryorist
assaults are highlighted. A grasp of these dynamiessential in understanding that the preematitaeck
counterterror program served two functions: to oaskto terrorist assaults carried out by Islamiguaist
extremists, and in the broader sense, to provitakility mechanism to ensure the preservationMteonite
dominated political system.

At the heart of Lebanese politics in the early@98&vas the National Pact of 1943, which institotbzed
a delicate system of “confessional politics” wherdlaronite Christians predominated over the prditiandscape.
In this system, national political posts such a&sdffices of the President and Prime Minister, wski#ifully broken
down based on the religious and ethnic composifahe major political stakeholders in the countBor example,
the presidency was reserved for a Maronite Chndiiacontrast to the Prime Minister who had to [&uani
Muslim. In turn, key posts were then allotted tog stakeholdefsWhile the underlying aim of this system was to
promote stability and ensure political participatfoom major stakeholders, it eventually becameléipal system
where distinct groups, delineated from one anadtlyeeligious and ethnic affiliations, were essdhtiand
permanently “locked in” or “locked out” of specifievels of power .

For several decades, the Lebanese system of “&siafel politics” continuously evolved with effotts
balance the interests of Christian, Shia, Sunml,ruze stakeholders. However, Lebanese politiceaneed
shackled by the codified separation of religiousugrs and by the system’s acute susceptibility teifm political
intervention® For example, when the pro-Western Lebanese Presitimille Chamoun faced political instability



and social unrest in 1958, Chamoun called for &rvention based on the Eisenhower Doctrine/tidle 51
of the U.N. Charter, inviting the subsequent depiegt of U.S. Marines to his county. Indeed, Harris
characterizes the experience of 1958 as “a dry femforeign actions that began eighteen years {aid the start
of Lebanon’s civil waf"

The general contours of two broad “camps” in Leirareach in fierce competition with the other, neea
increasingly discernible in the middle to late 187¢Y One group, known as the Lebanese Front was ammhing
political framework crafted in 1976 that workedpimmote the “conservative” political agenda of Liekse politics
which essentially corresponded in demographic teonise Christian populac®.The Lebanese Front, with Pierre
Gemayal's Maronite Christian Kataeb party at itsrhevas comprised of several preexisting Chrisgiarties that
also included the National Liberation party (NLF¥armer President Camille Chamoun, the Zghortaypand
“partisans” of the President at the time, Sulayfaranjiyya*"' In addition, the Front was associated with a viealt
of affiliated “paramilitaries” which had a set afterconnections to both the Kataeb Party and the N’

A second, more “leftist” group galvanized arouhd tinderlying theme of changing the political stajuo,
a status quo which favored a political system deaeid by Christian Maronite political group4. The Lebanese
National Front was crafted by Druze chieftain Kedaiblatt as an overarching “mostly Muslim” poliic
framework in 1969™ It articulated the interests of an eclectic awépolitical organizations such as the
Communist Party, the Syrian sponsored Syrian Sdtagibnalists (SSSN), the Baathist party, and Jaitiblown
Progressive Social Party (PSP) which itself promiole political agenda of the Druzes. In additi®alestinian-
Arab “rejectionist” terrorist organizations, suchr. George Habash’s Popular Front for the Libenadf Palestine
(PFLP), a PFLP “splinter group,” the Popular DenaticrFront for the Liberation of Palestine (PDFId?Naif
Hawatameh, and “Nasserite” groups also fell unhisrttroader “leftist” organizatioh.

Against this backdrop, Syrian President Hafezsdal worked in the political fray as a balancehee
two sides. Because he sought to keep the “leftiséllition from becoming too powerful, Assad wasofgenerally
supportive of the Christian “conservative coalitioeven though elements of that bloc had varyingrees of
political affinity towards Israel. At the same tiptee worked to support the “leftist” coalition, ugver to the point
where the “leftist” coalition would become too patu, thereby in effect precluding a situation wiésrael would
engage Beirut militarily and in the process jeopaadhe Israeli-Syrian de-facto understanding abispiteres of
influence” in Lebanon.

In the meantime, the Lebanese Shi'ites, most afvlived in southern Lebanon, occupied the furthest
margins of society and were shackled under systemeonomic and political discrimination. As auksthe Amal
or “Hope” organization, a group originally desigrtedorotect Shiites against Palestinian abusedovawed by
Musar al- Sadr, himself a charismatic figure whaildadisappear mysteriously in 1978 while on a toijibya.
Amal continued to flourish in effective and sustrways for a time after al-Sadr’s disappearandenars now
under the aegis of Nabi Berri, but its cohesion slawt-lived. Internal rivalries and the 1982 egegrce of
Hezbollah in Lebanon soon split Berri's organizatioto two factions: Amal, and Islamic Amal, witih&/kh
Hussayn al-Musawi at the helm. Both factions of Ahmwever, would pass into eclipse as Hezbollafm vtit
profound and lasting support from Iran and Syriewgto become the premier Shiite political resistaoiganization
in Lebanon.

Hezbollah, otherwise known as the “Party of Gasl&ssentially an Iranian artifact whose origireeér an
arc to the 1982 Israeli invasion of Lebanon. Frbmsdtart, Hezbollah benefited from enormous padalititnancial,
and military support from Iran’s leaders who soughtonfront Israel and the West primarily by meahterrorist
assaults. In many cases those terrorist assaeits aarried out by Hezbollah's Special Security &apus (SSA)
which focused on specialized assaults includirecitt on Americans in Lebanon in the 1980is.the broader
sense, Hezbollah served to promote resistancet@d/ést with its ideas and presence in the Middk,Ead served
to breathe life into the central notion of a Mid@ast characterized by an Islamic revivalist steiteonfederation of
such states. Indeed, underlying Syrian supportiEmbollah provided it with critical infrastructufer military
equipment and financial flows from Iran and equattyortant, worked to President Assad’s advantagabse it
gave Assad new leverage to manipulate the inteoéststh “conservative” and “leftist” political cgms in Lebanon.
In addition, Hezbollah essentially served as agyproxy to carry out terrorist assaults or reffaim doing so in
accordance with Assad’s appraisal of his geopalifosition vis a vis the Israelis. In its fledgliphases,
Hezbollah’s paramilitary units were trained by arhlerwise relied heavily on Iranian “Revolution&yards”



known as Pasdaran who were primarily located irBiaga Valley of Lebanon at the tilfeHaving said that, it
should be emphasized that control over Hezbollathbyranians was always makeshift and incompbetid,as a
result, certain Hezbollah cells had an enormousdciapto operate in independent fashibn.

The Case of Preemptive Attack in Lebanon: Tramshaiom Theory to Practice

As previously mentioned, the counterterror “pretiwgpattack” program in Lebanon was an effort to
confront a host of terrorist assaults against Acagriinterests in the Middle East undertaken byriaevivalist
extremists in the early 1980’s . Those terrorisba#ts generated and sustained political instgailitd social unrest
in Lebanon and in the process, threatened to uridertine Reagan administration’s support for thentgts
Maronite Christians. A number of terrorist assastiaght to both destabilize the American positind thereby in
effect advance Iran’s revivalist agenda and poWwanian involvement was fueled by a foreign polilbgt sought to
spread the Iranian revolution in effective and ainstd ways. American support for Iraqg in the IreaglWar (1980-
1988), and overall anti-American sentiment wasimespby a series of past events, including the ba8ked coup
against Iranian Prime Minister Mohammad Mossadedtdb3, nearly thirty years of continuous Amerisapport
for the autocratic Iranian Shah, and the U.S. opipogto the 1979 Khomeini Revolution. Equally intpemt, other
terrorist assaults served as vehicles by whichonapt Lebanese clans and families sought to advparsonal
political agendas, that in this case revolved addine capture of seventeen Iranian supported aleDauremists
who were imprisoned by Kuwaiti authorities aftevesal terrorist assaults occurred in Kuwait in 18883.What
follows is a description of pivotal terrorist evemtrinsic to an understanding of why American gyonnent
officials at least contemplated taking action agakadlallah.

In the early 1980’s, Hezbollah, in the guiseld tslamic Jihad Organization (IJO), began a sefies
seemingly endless abductions. These acts, thahiie €ases evolved into outright murder, almostusieely
targeted Europeans and Americans; this patterraviedimark of terrorist assaults both before anerahe March
8, 1985 attempted assassination of Ayatollah FiatilaTerrorist assaults prior to the Fadlallah ssisetion attempt
included, but were not limited to, the abductiorPobfessor David Dodge, the interim President efAmerican
University of Beirut (AUB) who was taken hostageJuty 19, 1982; the January 1984 murder of Professo
Malcolm Kerr, President of the University of Beirthie February 1984 abduction of Dr. Frank RegiarAmerican
University of Beirut Professor of Electrical Engamimg; the abductions of Reverend Benjamin Weir derémy
Levin of CNN in March 1984; and the abduction oftfea Lawrence Jenco in January 1885.

For American foreign policy makers, the abductiomture, and eventual murder of CIA Bureau Station
Chief William Buckley in March 1984 was unequivdga watershed event. Buckley was housed in thgl&ha
Abdullah barracks prison that was staffed by IrarfRRasdaran” guards in the Big'a Valley of southketranon.
Robert Baer suggests that this terrorist event maayg had the most profound and lasting implicatfondJ.S.
policy in Lebanon. Indeed, it is probably no exa@gtjen to say that the capture and eventual ddaBuckley and
the need to respond to it, contributed to U.S.qyathakers, an almost singular focus in Lebanon enbidllah and
its “spiritual leader,” Fadlallah. The Fadlallah gmasis was galvanized by a basic lack of undersigrat the time
regarding the role of family and clan involvemeintserrorist assault.

The fact that numerous other terrorist attacksevperpetrated by groups with underlying intercotinas
to Hezbollah helped maintain the U.S. focus on lé#tah. Several terrorist assaults carried out addbis time by
two groups known as the Revolutionary OrganizatibBocialist Moslems and the Khaybar Brigades (belsa
Branch) worsened the political situation in Leban@ompounding the matter even more was that tteyserist
groups were at the very least, associated with bl#tbin some fashion, if not in fact “front grotiger Hezbollah
outright'' Terrorist assaults perpetrated by the Revolutipp@aganization of Socialist Moslems prior to the
Fadlallah assassination attempt included the 1884dcion of Mr. Jonathan Wright, a reporter for Beuters news
service. It is probably close to the mark to sa the killers of several Lebanese Jews such ad Rézrachi, and
Murad Jamous, were at least known to Hezbollahgifin fact formal member¥. In other terrorist assaults against
Lebanese Jews, that included abductions and muttiere is tantalizing and persuasive evidencetheat
perpetrators were formal members of Hezbollah whdkad under the guise of yet another Hezbollahrtfro
group,” namely the Organization of the Oppresse&arh""

In addition to this string of kidnappings and sedpgent abductions that would help generate andisubie
“arms for hostages” operation, otherwise knowrhas‘tran-Contra” affair, the Reagan administratweas faced



with five terrorist events of such fundamental imtpace that they sent shock waves through the asimation’s
entire Middle East policy. The first of these whe talamitous bombing of the U.S. Embassy in Béiyuslamic
Amal and Islamic Jihad-Hezbollah activists on Ag, 1983* For Baer, “even by Beirut standards, it was an
enormous blast, shattering windows for miles arot#USS Guadalcanabnchored fives miles off the coast,
shuddered from the tremor.The demolition of the U.S. embassy killed sixtyeth persons, including renowned
CIA national intelligence chieftain Robert Claytdmes and several other upper echelon CIA officiatehe same
time, scores of additional people were injufteth addition, other top U.S. personnel died in tkeest including
USAID deputy director William R. McIntyre and U.8mbassy economic analyst Frank T. Johri&ofhat
bombing also eliminated an entire coterie of toghl Middle East CIA analysts whose loss may hdse a
profoundly affected the American decision to g@aftadlallah, rather than a chieftain more involirethe day to
day operational workings of Hezbollah, such as Iffagjhniyah™"

Subsequently, Hezbollah, in the guise of the Igtalihad Organization, carried out a second lanmkisca
changing terrorist assault, which involved therlyesimultaneous detonations of explosives at théddl States
Marine Corps and the French multinational peacekgdprce encampments on October 23, 1983 in Bdinuhat
assault, the terrorists used an even more poweoiub against the U.S. Marine barracks than had detmated at
the American embassy some six months beféréhose explosions resulted in the deaths of closkree hundred
American Marine Corps and French peacekedffers.

Nearly three weeks later, on December 12, 19&3Uthited States embassy in Kuwait was the targgéof
another terrorist offensive. Within an hour of th® embassy explosion, other detonations occurrdteafuwaiti
airport, two Kuwaiti production facilities, and tireench embassy. The assault against the U.S. embassy, and
almost assuredly the other assaults of that dasg wegried out by the Islamic revivalist extrengsbup al-Dawa al-
Islamiyya or “The Islamic Call,” an organizationttviorigins in Irag, and which, like Hezbollah, raes support
from the Iranian governmefit' In the wake of those terrorist assaults in Kuwitwaiti government officials
arrested seventeen al-Dawa al-Islamiyya actividemny of those al-Dawa activists had clear famihks to key
terrorist group participants in the Lebanese laagesuch as Husayn al-Musawi of Islamic Amal anddm
Mughniyah, who himself had pronounced ties botaltBatah and to HezbolldH" Nearly a decade later in a
fortunate turn of events, most if not all of thecstled “al-Dawa 17” made their escape in the wileeenormous
confusion generated and sustained by the Iragsinmeof Kuwait in 1996™ As will be detailed later, those family
and clan interconnections and the seeming inalafitkmerican analysts to pick up on their importameould
become crucial elements for understanding why Hatilavas targeted by American backed assassins.

A fourth major terrorist assault, this one in 1984ther illustrated the powerful ties betweeraisic
revivalist extremists in Lebanon, the Hezbollahamigation, and political events elsewhere in thedié East. The
new U.S. embassy annex building in Lebanon, cul&dn the East Beirut suburb of Aukar in the wakehe April
1983 bombing of the previous U.S. embassy, wal adarget of a terrorist assault on Septemberd284. As in
1983, the 1984 Aukar operation was executed bycdeubomber who belonged to the Islamic Jihad Giggion.
While some 20 persons were killed and 35 persoms imgired, the 1984 bombing was a much smallesragion
device than the apparatus used to obliterate tBe dinbassy in 1983; indeed one estimate indicasédhe bomb
consisted of about 400 pounds of TRfTThat bombing occurred only six months prior to dlseassination attempt
against Ayatollah Fadlallah who at this juncturad tbeen clearly identified by intelligence repassat the heart of
the terrorist assaults directed against U.S. isteria the Middle Eat

The last terrorist attack under consideration heaenely the hijacking of a Kuwaiti jet aircraf;aurred
only three months before the attempt to kill FdelalOn December 4, 1984, a scheduled flight betvwaevait and
Pakistan was interrupted by Islamic Jihad Orgaitndtassociates” who commandeered the aircraftaxddred it
to fly to Teheran. The underlying aim of this hiamy was to compel Kuwaiti officials to release geventeen al-
Dawa activists captured by the Kuwaiti governméstprevious year. To be more specific, it is safassume the
terrorists hoped to elicit pressure for the rele#sbose al-Dawa prisoners from the Reagan adtrétisn (in much
the same way as the hijacking of TWA flight 84ime 1985 engendered a political discourse abautie
Israelis ought to free sizable numbers of Palestipirisoners transferred to Israel from Lebanocexithange for
American hostages). As the December hijacking defd two American officials from the United Stafegency
for International Development (USAID) were shot &ilted on the airport tarmac in Teheran, one wittiie plane
and the other nearby. The crisis only ended on mbee 10, 1984 when Iranian security forces were sblvrest
control of the aircraft away from the Islamic Jir@chanization linked terrorist&” For U.S. decision makers, this



event showcased the honeycomb-like interconnechetseen Hezbollah and its affiliates, and in thecpss,
illuminated the increasing lethal danger the téstayroup posed to Americans beyond the bordetebénon.

Implementation

The Plan to Murder Fadlallah

It should be recognized that there are intrinsnitations to this section of the analysis as thisilétle
information available about the specific eventsalihdccurred within U.S. national security orgaritnad in the
run-up to the Fadlallah assassination attempt. Wéhgignificant here and certain is that Lt. ColoBéver North
hatched the broader counterterror “preemption” mogwith the support of McFarlane, and Poindextignin the
Executive Office of the White House and, togethighwasey, these officials all pushed hard to gegsidential
approval for the prograffi®

To be sure, Casey was an invaluable ally to haatempts to get approval for that program. Amadss
Oakley relates that Casey had a profound and astftuence over President Reagan as Reagan ariaGhbad
been close friends and had longstanding ties the¢dl an arc back to personal and professionaleions in
California”™" Those personal ties helped to spur on the coentertprogram and overwhelm other perspectives
about how to deal with what was increasingly seea fundamental problem in the Middle East, narfelgiallah
and Hezbollah. In fact, Oakley depicts a serigsatitical alliances between small numbers of uppest foreign
policy decision-makers in the Executive Office where in ferocious competition with one another ovbpse
point olf view about the program and in the narrosemse the Fadlallah assassination plan, woultaily
prevail ¥

In the meantime, Casey had already begun to buéldornerstones of the counterterror program. In a
remarkably detailed account, Bob Woodward relateg 6asey and then Saudi Ambassador to the UniteesSt
Prince Bandar, met and made plans to galvanizéirthecial underpinnings of the program. According t
Woodward, that transaction involved a three millids$. dollar “transfer” of Saudi Arabian money ttJ&5.
government Swiss bank accolifif. Indeed, Woodward asserts the US and Saudi govertsrtith Prince Bandar
bin Sultan at the helm on the Saudi side) planoédvolve an ex operative of the British SAS tophehin local
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operatives with close ties to Lebanese intelligancarticulate further and develop the assassimatitempt.

Woodward and Babcock detail three counterterrdstim Lebanon were cobbled together with the lodlp
the Lebanese, the Saudis and “other foreignerslitainate terrorists under certain select circumsts “as a last
resort” and with the use of a minimal amount of&F" It should be noted however that according to Ogktee
CIA Station Chief in Beirut worked in conjunctioritivother CIA officers to implement the Fadlallapevation
which Saudi Arabian officials were not a part‘8f. Scripted accounts vary, but at least one repstg Laptain
Yusuf Khadij of Lebanese Intelligence as a primatgrlocutor between the United States and Lebanese
governments regarding the plan to kill Fadlalf§hAnother account reports that of the three assatisinteams
noted above, a first team came to the United Statdseceived two weeks of counterterror practiaiming in
January 1985, while a second team received trainitige United States in March of that year. Ptiothat time, in
October 1984, a Lebanese representative apparaatlyith McFarlane, presumably to finalize the peog's
framework. The composition of that first group deted of two Lebanese Muslims and four Christi&s.
Consistent with his view about the overall “preeivpfattack” counterterror practice framework, Seamg of
Defense Weinberger voiced strong opposition teptha to kill FadlallaH®" In addition, then Lieutenant General
Colin Powell, who was a senior aide to Weinbergto voiced concern about the prospect of an Araeriacked
effort to kill Fadlallah™*"

It is critical to reiterate that the extent andse of what officials in Washington knew about Hazllallah
operation in tactical terms still remains uncertaiad it remains unclear how much American directidluenced
the actual planning and execution of the assagsmattempt. Unequivocally, the official U.S. pdsit has affirmed
that Lebanese “rogue elements” took it upon themesdo craft and implement the Fadlallah assassmat
Conversely, the Lebanese version of events costsasirply with that assessment. Indeed, a Leba@oesee
involved in the attack asserts that U.S. officdse tacit support and approval insofar as cetfiaih officials were
fully aware of the continuously evolving plan tdl Kadlallah and did nothing to stop’it" What seems clear is
that those “rogue elements” did have connectiori&t@”otherwise known as the Lebanese intelligeservice,



which itself was inextricably bound up with the Uiselligence communit{f*’

The logistics framework of the Fadlallah eventé&ran arc back to both the CIA and the Departmetiteo
Army within the U.S. Department of Defense. AmbassaDakley reports that quality assessments okthos
counterterror units were made by the U.S. governimoetiwo occasions, once by U.S. Special Forcesady and
once by the CIA. In both instances, “disciplinedrelards of operation were found to be unaccepthbteby in
effect precluding direct U.S. provision of moneylaarmaments to those units. Oakley recalls thergépe
recognizable feeling that, “we can’t count upor2.&&hd who they recruit to have the sort of disophlivhich we
think is essential to conduct a really targetedrapen.™"' In the wake of the failed assassination, Cassiilfia
dismantled the entire counterterror program franteki§"" What that entailed was to, “ ... simply shut dff a
contacts with the Lebanese G-2 at this pdifit™ Evidently, the third team of Lebanese intelligenéficers
chosen for the “preemptive” counterterror pracpoegram never received U.S. training as their scleedias
interrupted by Casey’s complete shutdown of théeptd™™

After the botched attack against Fadlallah, reactias swift and fierce, both within local and mi&tional
spheres. In Lebanon, Fadlallah claimed in a Jubriiew that a series of arrests of conspirat@soaiated with or
part of that “local operative” group were made bgzHollah® It was clear that Ayatollah Fadlallah, whose work
and position pitted the interests of Shiites aad lgainst those of the West, was now a targedwiterterror
actions and the common wisdom in the Middle East tlat Israel was to blame. In the internationakese, Israel
was afflicted with profound and lasting politicardage, and in short order it experienced bothtistrattacks
against civilian targets, and Arab insurgent attaafainst the Israel Defense Forces (IDF) in Lebalmleed, to
make Saudi involvement in the attack appear moagja@, Prince Bandar bin Sultan himself was at dbiece of
leaked rumors that Israeli operatives carried betBir al- ‘Abd bombing® The terrorist assaults against Israel that
followed the Bir al- ‘Abd attack occurred over sealemonths and had “contextual” if not “direct” @itonnections
to that event. Notwithstanding that, terrorist atisaagainst U.S. citizens and interests also haggbéen the wake of
the Bir al- ‘Abd attack. In turn, those terroristians are detailed further below.

Analysis

The plan to assassinate Ayatollah Fadlallah wiase with a disconnect between policy recommeodati
and analysis, in this case the policy decisioretaup a counterterror attack hit team and the ateseh
dispassionate analysis about Lebanese politicsrendonsequences of political assassination. Indeed-adlallah
affair, as a U.S. response to terrorism, esseytialirored the reactive approach that characteriwedder US
policy in Lebanon as previously detailed. Several@natory factors at different levels of analysiantributed to
this inadequate connection between policy recomiaoms and analysis with regard to both the U.&eémptive”
counterterror attack program in the broader seansetthe Fadlallah assassination attempt in paaticul

Organizational Politics

For the Fadlallah event, little is known about hatelligence information flows on Lebanese opeegi
and their activities were channeled into and acdifésrent U.S. government bureaucracies. Whahsan is that
both the Department of Defense, by means of U.8ci@pForces advisors, and the CIA evaluated Ledrmane
operatives’ standards of operation, including tleajpacity to display the “discipline” needed to aly when
ordered to do so by the Lebanese government aedtbgpolation, the Americarts. Clearly, American
counterterror officials experienced fundamentabpems in efforts to monitor and provide oversighthe “local
operatives” involved in the March 8, 1985 assas&ginattempt. Yet somewhat paradoxically, CIA an&\BSpecial
Forces advisors did not seem able to convey uggend.S. political leaders that those “local opies” could or
would act on their own. In ways that echo the oizgional politics dynamics that were associateith weporting
“bad news” from the ground up in Vietnam to therdm White House, it seems plausible that upwaddcaoss
bureaucracy information flows were makeshift armbmplete in terms of depicting how fraught withiptre
existing situation was with those “local operativiescharge of the counterterror program. Although
authoritative interpretation of events is availaltl@ppears likely that communication stalled heseaof the pockets
of fierce resistance to the operation found witdi between bureaucracies and the fear of repdiiadynews.”
Put another way, it seems plausible that a moreratereport of the dismal state of “local opermitiaffairs would
have generated and sustained a hornet’'s nesboblé given the predominant degree of supportferrogram in
the White House and that reality served as a paivdigincentive for comprehensive articulation o {problem.



Bureaucratic Politics

What seems significant is that sharp differendespoion about the preemptive counterterror practi
program in general and perhaps the Fadlallah dpargt particular, led to an absence of consenbuostzoverall
counterterror policy direction which was worsengdte structural dynamics of bureaucratic polititkese
dynamics seem to fall readily within the spheregvbfit PNSR calls “interagency decision mechanisisd
structural level, Graham Allison’s conceptualizatiaf the “pulling and hauling” of bureaucratic fias is plainly
evident in scripted accounts of American governnagencies that worked to evaluate both the Lebgmalgecal
fray in the early 1980’s and to appraise the besima to promote U.S. geopolitical considerationilsinthe
turmoil *" The fierce in-fighting between groups of upperstil.S. foreign policy decision-makers, as coldyful
reported by Oakley, reflected aspects of “bureaticpolitics” as U.S. government actors soughadeance their
individual perspectives in policy" While only conjecture, it seems plausible thas thwhere you sit depends on
where you stand” phenomenon otherwise known aseéilaw” and articulated by Allison, may have triasd
into strong support by the CIA for the programeésponse to the death of Robert Clayton Ames, WillBuckley
and others, and strong support by Secretary o &aorge Shultz because of the wholesale destruecfitwo U.S.
embassies in Beirut. At the same time, the strasgpgroval of this program by key U.S. Departmdridefense
officials such as Secretary of Defense Caspar Wnk¢eger may have reflected the acute vulnerability
conventional forces, even in the role of “peacekegpwould have faced, especially in light of theztollah
attacks against the U.S. Marine barracks and Fremilitary compound®

Having said that, broader information about thekivmgs of those bureaucratic institutions in 1983aliso
useful for this analysis precisely because the uyosin place in 1985 were similar if not virtuaitientical to
those elicited by the interactions of those insitiis two years earliéf." What also seems significant here is how
ideological fervor exacerbated the effects of buceatic politics and made consensus nearly imptes§i) If there
is a lesson to be drawn from the experience oFtddallah affair in this regard, it is that in atilol to the routine
set of strains and tensions between bureaucrassegiated with the decision-making process, emaliptaden
issues such as terrorism in the Middle East ineréas pressure on individuals. In these situatibaspull at the
heartstrings of emotion, if pragmatists are noeablscope out dispassionate standpoints in efeeatid sustained
ways, and introduce greater flexibility into thessgm, conflict can become nearly insurmountablehAatfunctional
level, it is clear the bureaucratic ties between\White House, the Department of Defense and tigab@ent of
State, as embodied in Cabinet secretaries anddfaiy were frayed in regard to areas of fundamaletisagreement
in certain areas of Middle East policy such asawerall prospect and utility of an American firehial Lebanon,
and certainly with respect to the prospect of P@itical assassination as a counterterror measure.

By the same token, there were also a relativety get of working relationships between the Exeuti
Branch’s National Security Council (NSC) and théecie of CIA analysts at work on Middle East affatinat
seemed in large part to reflect fierce competibietween those two agencies. For example, a rigidfgpiideposts
that were instituted by the NSC were in place @sasentially compelled the CIA never to delve ifite policy
recommendation side of analysis, but only to workrticulate and illuminate the data trends necgdsa
policymakers. Plainly, these Executive Office stmadoperating procedures (SOP’s) helped elimirasebility
into the system and in the process helped to intedystem inefficiencies. As Kennedy and Brurretate,
“policymakers, especially those in the White Houdm were the CIA analysts’ premier clients, tenttedalue
above all else their right to make policy decisianihout intelligence backchat. The Intelligencen@ounity, in
their view, was their servant, not their overseé€t.”Put another way, it appears likely that CIA apgais about the
need to back an attempt to kill Fadlallah, or bgtcast CIA analysis regarding the necessity of sujpg an
alternate attempt to kill another Hezbollah chieftavould have encountered fierce resistance frtmerdJ.S.
political stakeholders in the decision making pescevho viewed CIA involvement as a violation ofdaucratic
protocol.

Patterns of bureaucratic culture also played otité larger world of action beyond the comity of
bureaucratic protocol. For example, CIA analystthimearly 1980’s experienced more difficulty acing
meaningful access to White House policymakers thdnheir Department of Defense (DOD) and Departnoén
State (DOS) counterparts, namely the Defense iigegite Agency (DIA) and the Bureau of Intelligeftesearch
(INR) respectively. Staff at DIA and INR seemedtoable to elicit significantly more freewheelingddinformal”
relationships with policymakers than did CIA anédysvith more fruitful results for DIA and CIA sfahat



ensued® While the reasons for that remain shrouded in taicgy, one possible explanation over and beytme
role and effects of standard operating proced8&#(s) revolves around what Charles Kegley cabs‘ttuman”
elements of non-rational decision-making. In ttdse; what was generally recognizable as the freglations
between the CIA and the White House policymakiritg ehight have presupposed and derived from “rigffects”
associated with the reaction by other policy makerdose personal ties between Reagan and Casegction
amplified even more by Casey'’s forceful actionbath Lebanon and Nicaragtia.

In addition, the fact that Habib had special asdesSecretary of State Shultz and to Presidengdtea
distilled down to a fundamental break of protoaudl &OP. This break was fraught with peril insofapoae person,
namely Philip Habib, had inordinate influence o\de8. Lebanon policy. Indeed, Habib’s enormous ciapéa
bypass other decision-making apparatus and thénedfect influence the overall process stemmedhfhis
effective and sustained access to Secretary of Statlltz and President ReagaRormer Assistant Secretary of
Defense for International Security Affairs Bing Weslates, “it was not an interagency process.al Wasically
Habib reporting back to the White House and to &hamd the interagency process trotting along lzetiihTo be
sure, Habib’s influence may well have resultediptiytfrom what Jerold Rosati describes as Pregi®sagan’s
preference for a “White House centered system."ofding to Rosati, this system “...was much mdra cabinet-
style government which, nonetheless, remained WHitese centered because of the dominant role played
Reagan’s White House staff'"Habib, who was a Reagan appointee with his owitypkeferences, had the type
of inordinate influence that elicited profound dasting frustrations from other U.S. officials where at least
equally “in the know” regarding Lebanon.

It seems clear that Habib’s underlying notion ofiéican hegemony in Lebanon may have constituted th
basis for what Irving Janis calls “group-think” dymics where a small group of upper crust policymakee
collectively driven to pursue a foreign policy adarwhile underestimating the enemy, overestimétieg own
capacities, and disallowing any dissenting opirifbRurthermore, the Reagan administration’s veryavarr
information flows provided to the highest levelsgoivernment essentially by one person most probabtied to
distort further the picture of the range of viabfgions available and thereby in effect enhancedui-think”
dynamics.

If structural impediments to effective and sustdicooperation between the NSC and the intelligence
community and the predominance of influential figgiin policy making prevented flexibility and coogt#on in the
political system, those problems were compoundeithéfficiencies associated with the U.S. Natiomaélligence
Officer (NIO) position, and at times the politicatcumstances of the NIO official in charge. In ireadest sense,
the NIO position, established during the Ford adsiiation, was designed to serve as an effectitezlocutor
between the Executive Branch and the Intelligenoe@unity. At a functional level, an NIO would chicle
regional area findings to the DCI hims®€lfFor the time period under consideration here, eRobBlayton Ames
worked as Middle East NIO until his death in th&lembassy truck bomb detonation in 1983, whileh@maE.
Fuller assumed that position in the wake of thahbimg. In the case of Lebanon, when those NIO'sheeth
extensive Middle East expertise were at the hebth worked to facilitate effective and sustaindatrenships
between the intelligence community and policy mgkimreaucracie’

However, though in theory the NIO was craftedddailitate good working relationships between the
Executive Branch and the Intelligence Communitg, iticrease in strains and tensions between thiégetece and
White House bureaucracies contrasted sharply Wwéloperational environment envisioned when the pid€ition
was constructed. By the time of Reagan, thesesdig&cy strains and tensions had made the NIO’satéisklish
one and one increasingly difficult. Kennedy andrigrta suggest that the NIO’s work involved “inhéren
contradictions” with inefficiencies as the inelugi&conclusion. Those “inherent contradictions’essiglly put an
NIO on the horns of a dilemma: on the one hand\il@® had to keep analysts from knowing too much altoe
policy process as NSC rules about the relationsbfpreen policymakers and intelligence analystsirequwhile at
the same time the NIO had to make certain thatpalakers did not know too much about highly “seneft
national security information. It follows that alidate system allowed the NIO the opportunity tfuence public
policy outcomes. It remains unknown whether orquath potential political influence on the partfoé tNIO
affected the interagency dynamics that themsehfigeinced the U.S. government decision to at leastly support
an attempt to kill Fadlallah. However, the inaliliif the NIO to soften mistrust and other similansments within
and between bureaucracies certainly contributeshtabsence of consensus about the Fadlallah affdithat
almost certainly contributed to the vacillation drekitancy the U.S. government displayed in pursttite plan. In



turn, it was that indecisiveness itself that spdiwa those “local operatives” to act on their owd &y to kill
Fadlallah at his home.

Impediments to a comprehensive CIA appraisal diedying American objectives in Lebanon, coupled
with the deaths of Robert Clayton Ames and his@ases in 1983, may also have had profound anthtast
influence on analyses of Hezbollah’s internal dyitamThe lack of an exclusive CIA Special Natiolélligence
Estimate (SNIE) on Lebanon in the early 1980’s wagaring omission that likely forced analysis ofitical
conditions in Lebanon into “catch up” mode. Moregwehen a cross intelligence agency SNIE was eadiytu
issued in October 1983, it had almost singular $amu state actor involvement in Lebanon, not the absub-
national actors, such as terrorist groups. For @@nthe SNIE showcased appraisals of PresiderazHzlfAssad’s
enormous capacity to endure in Lebanon and theleerprobability that he would be compelled to alies
predominant role in Lebanese politfts.

Corresponding to the SNIE’s special focus on stater involvement that was wide of the mark, U.S.
planners emphasized the use of conventional weaparenfront unconventional warfare. While the oge
conventional weapons is appropriate against stgratimies of nation-states, they are largely ingffedn “small
war” environments where the use of terrorist agsauk the hallmark of what Brian Crozier describ@s‘weapons
of the weak.®" For example, the decision by the Reagan admitimtréo shell the Shuf mountains with
increasingly heavier rounds, culminating in the os¢heUSS New Jersey&xteen inch guns, only increased
antipathy against the Americans because the dieishe effect of destroying civilian property vehil
simultaneously leaving the terrorists themselvegely unscathedrlhis is not a new problem insofar as the United
States has had a tortured historical legacy whearnites to confronting unconventional warfare. Stiljanizational
learning on this point has been slow and ther@iavailable evidence to suggest that a systemffitidc e/as made
by the Reagan administration to “win hearts anddsiinn Lebanon, namely with the use of positiveeintives to
affect the perceptions of the United States amengtist organization constituency groufis.

Hence, almost singular attention to nation-statell dynamics within U.S. institutions may have
contributed to a decision by policy makers to dolagpolicy recommendations that reflected the @atties of
non-state actor dynamics especially in the caskeofledgling Hezbollah movement. In turn, thatotation may
have provided a foundation for subsequent platak® Fadlallah’s life as a palliative remedy tadesm. In the
process, the Reagan administration clearly de-egipdé crucial intricacies and nuances within theenis of the
Hezbollah movement. To be more specific, what waswell understood at the time were the family atzoh
political agendas that operated within the contéxiroader Hezbollah demands and aspirations, wihierte
themselves shaped to a large degree by the Iratéegy and other ruling elite.

What Was Missed - The Role of Family and Clan witHiezbollah

What seems especially significant about the nesnhyiltaneous terrorist assaults against the UiStates
Marine Corps and French peacekeeper force componrgisrut, and that third critical terrorist askaagainst the
U.S. embassy in Kuwait, was the role of the “matgeorist” behind those terrorist assaults, Imaaghhiyah®™
Robert Baer, Mike Davis, and Robin Wright all refttvat Imad Mughniyah spearheaded those operatiidhshe
underlying aim of advancing certain Iranian gedjeai interests. Indeed, effective and sustainsistmnce to the
Iranians was a hallmark of the Mughniyah leg&t¥.o underscore that point, writers such as Badvitighniyah
directly to the abductions of William Buckley, Fati_awrence Jenco, CNN “bureau chief” writer Jefftevin,
and Reverend Benjamin WERY.

Magnus Ranstorp, an expert on Hezbollah, repbaisfamily and clan interests overlaid against the
national and sub-national interests of politicaksholders in Lebanon converged with the geopalititterests of
nation-states such as Syria and Iran, to deterpuoligcal outcomes, inclusive of terrorist assaulltshis discussion
about the Hamadi and Mughniyah families, Ranstoafien the ineluctable conclusion that, “the fact these two
clans have been continuously pinpointed by thedaitiis...underlies...the importance of the Lebansan system
as a basis for Hizb’allah’s organizational struetand activity...*" The prominent role that Hussayn al-Musawi of
Islamic Amal played in the US embassy bombing @&3,&nd the predominant role that Imad Mughniyatygdl in
the terrorist assaults on the MNF compound illusttalearly how family interconnections workednéluence
terrorist assaults.



What were those family interconnections and whe e political agenda? At the heart of the mattes
that after the December 1983 attacks in Kuwaitreggahe United States embassy, the Kuwaiti airpod,
production facilities, and the French embassyKiheaiti government arrested seventeen al-Dawa iattiwho
were working to promote Iranian intereSt§ According to various accounts, three of those alvB® activists were
Lebanese and had clear family links to key tert@isup participants. One detainee was Mustafa BaBin,
otherwise identified as Elias Foud Saab, who wastiusin and the brother in law of Hezbollah chieftmad
Mughniyah. In addition, one or two family membefdslamic Amal-Hezbollah chieftain Shaykh Hussajn a
Musawi were also part of that al-Dawa grdiip.

To be sure, the detonation of explosives at tf& Bmbassy in Kuwait and elsewhere in that country
should have put those family dynamics into shalipfras those acts were plainly undertaken withig ¢context of
the continued imprisonment of al-Dawa activiSts.Indeed, Judith S. Yaphe reports that “Hezbollath @-Dawa
were close and remain s8™ Equally important, these later terrorist assanlisuwait also showcased the
importance of clan and family agendas within tlaglitional domain of Hezbollah and beyond in otheosgyaphical
locales ™" The United States Department of State essentiatiypborated the central importance of family ia th
determination of the Hezbollah political agenda wire1985 it implicated “the al-Musawi family” fats role in the
continued confinement of U.S. hostages, who wekert@aptive in Lebanon in the early to mid 198¢°s.

If Ranstorp’s premise that family and clan takecaurcial roles in society, and by extrapolationidrrorist
events is correct, then the story of Imad Mughnigalvorth telling if only briefly because it illumates the
permeable boundaries of Lebanon’s terrorist graipke time showcases how certain persons in positf
authority might have influenced terrorist assalitsneans of their own experiential knowledge. Mugah, a Shia
Muslim, was raised in 'Ayn-Al-Dilbah, a southernbsub of Beirut that was afflicted with acute econoitiight,
which is a condition that Albert J. Reiss andrégffA. Roth might describe as a structural systenpaibblem at the
“macro-social” or “societal” level of analysi&. As a young adult, Mughniyah had powerful tiegltd-atah and in
due course he served in Yasser Arafat’s elite Forc&" Baer affirms the underlying importance of famitydaclan
ties when he concludes that within the Hezbollajanization, “everyone was either related by bldw fought
together in Fatah or hailed from the *Ayn-Al-Dilbakighborhood >*

Baer makes the tantalizing point that even thaalgkatah and the PLO were essentially nationalist-
irredentist terrorist organizations, Yasser Ardifatl powerful links to al-lkhwan al-Muslimin, othesg known as
the Muslim Brotherhood, that began when he wasgineering student in Cairo, Egypt. It follows th¥atsser
Arafat’'s pragmatic world view, replete with contactints between secular and Islamic revivalistexxist groups,
closely parallel what Nassar and others have stegegs the more “amorphous” and less doctrinaititiqal
ideology of the PLO, and in the narrower sens&aakh™" Plainly, the interface between the world of secula
nationalist struggle and the Islamic revivalisntred Muslim Brotherhood was a good fit for Mughniyabm a
personal standpoint, and from a professional stwintips well, as it gave him access to Hezbollah@erhaps
equally important, gave him ties to the al-Dawétbe Awakening” party in Kuwait that also had stgopolitical
clout in geographical locales such as IT4Y.

It also seems reasonable to suggest that ImadhiMymh’s capacity to work in the pursuit of theergsts
of nation-states such as Iran, and sub-nationatsstch as the PLO, Hezbollah and other similgamizations
such as the al-Dawa party in Kuwait, initially hedpmake it more difficult for counterterrorism aysb to isolate
and identify him as the major actor he was, esfigaidien counterterror officials at the time werem
accustomed to what lan Lesser calls the “old temot of the Cold War. For Lesser, “old terrorismés
characterized by terrorist groups with readily disible hierarchal structural shapes and relatickdgr
interconnections to the nation-states that supgdahem®™” The failure on the part of U.S. counterterror @fis to
observe the inter-group dynamics of terrorist oiz@ions in Lebanon and the greater Middle Eastclwvplainly
transcended the common wisdom that cooperationdest\wgo called “secular” and Islamic revivalist ertist
groups was not possible, made counterterror agsatys-dimensional and extremely static insofahaslynamic
nature of change and alliances could never be fallgprehended. The most compelling set of questishich
follow from all of the foregoing, is why this comgX set of relationships was not known. For Oakiteyas not a
matter of the acumen of the analysts involved,fantiim, a large part of the explanation probalglyalves around
the 1983 deaths of U.S. NIO Robert Clayton Amessawtral other top US intelligence analyts.

Appraisal



The underlying aim of this section is to isolatel édentify the effects of the attempt to kill Faltthh on
U.S. foreign policy. To this end, the analysisiisken down into a description of effects that fialb both “short-
run,” and “middle-run” time intervals. For the Uit States and Israel, there were a host of “shaftolitical and
military consequences, while in the case of Fratimre were no clearly discernible effects linkedhat
assassination attempt. Even though French fasiltiere targeted by terrorists in Kuwait after thierapt to kill
Fadlallah was made, those terrorist assaults, hsas/ehose that preceded the Fadlallah affaimarily stemmed
from Islamic antipathy towards French support afjiim the Iran-Irag war, and the historical legatthe French in
the Middle East. Having said that, certain tertamssault kidnappings in Lebanon against Frenéhedis that
followed in the wake of the Bir al-’Abd car bombtdeation probably had some “contextual” ties to the
assassination attempt.

In the case of the United States, the extensilitqad damage that resulted from its violationstioé “laws
of war” helped to reduce further American credthiln Lebanon and elsewhere in the Middle Easpudsic
backlash grew apace. As previously mentioned, $sassination attempt diminished the moral high madhe
United States had acquired in the wake of the ehassy bombings in Beirut, the slew of kidnappihgs in
some cases evolved into murder, and the truck baetdnation of the U.S. Marine Corps headquarteBzinut.

In addition, the “short-term” effects of the atteinto kill Fadlallah reverberated powerfully thrdnayt the
larger system of Middle East politics. Even thotiggre is no evidence available to suggest thaatieenpt made
by Islamic Jihad Organization (IJO) activists tth hie Emir of Kuwait, Shaykh Jabar al-Ahmad Al &abwas
linked to the attempt to kill Fadlallah, the attertgokill the Emir to free the al-Dawa 17 was mandy a little over
two months later on May 25, 1988 While only conjecture, one interpretation of eeistthat had the attack
succeeded in killing the Emir, the 1JO could hak@med that counterterror efforts to target Fddlkahot only
elicited the operation to kill the Kuwaiti Emir, balso had created enormous pressures among thmgzrank
and file to generate even more devastating actfdhe al-Dawa 17 were not freed by Kuwaiti autties. Of
course, terrorist assaults to compel the releatieecdl-Dawa detainees were now commonplace, kubtigeting of
someone with the Emir‘s status, and the proximitthe time frame here at least give reason to pandeconsider
its relations to the Bir al-’Abd bombing. While wther or not Kuwaiti interests suffered as a diresult of the
bombing is up for debate, the capacity of alliartceserve as flash points and even catalysts foorist assaults
was illuminated with the increased susceptibilit)awaiti interests overall to terrorist attackstire 1980’s. To be
more specific, key alliances between Kuwait and,lemd between France and Iraq within the contettieolran-
Irag war, helped to stoke the burners of Islamigviadist extremist terrorist assault campaigns.eked], in the
broader sense, those terrorist assaults focus€demth and Kuwaiti interests, but they would algorfiize
American targets as well. As described above, itheappings of Gordan Nash and Brian Levick, botktaken for
Americans, and the kidnapping of U.S. journalistryé\nderson, all had more direct connections ®dttempt to
kill Fadlallah, while other terrorist assaults sashthe hijacking of TWA flight 847 almost assuyelhd
“contextual” or indirect interconnections.

Another set of “short-run” effects involved undeémg damage to the American political elite. Theffects
can be broken down to appraise the costs sufferegbjper echelon decision-makers in bureaucraciesgeld with
national security affairs and the political costattaccrued to the upper crust of the foreign galecision-making
establishment in the Executive Branch. What seégmsfisant here is the major losses for the elitedl stemming
from an absence of consensus, not only over théomisof backing efforts to kill Fadlallah, but oveoader goals
to pursue in Lebanon. Indeed, the scope and démblioy conflict between analysts and policy makereated
conditions for failure both within the realm of tas, plainly inclusive of the Fadlallah assassoraattempt, and
within the sphere of broader geopolitical interasiculation. In other words, it seems clear that failure to
articulate clear cut goals in Lebanon and the faito cope with the fledgling Hezbollah movementave
inextricably tied together. What one can therefofer is that political failure accrued for thosarbaucratic elites
who supported or otherwise endorsed the counterteperation. To be sure, the absence of conséosod in the
upper crust of foreign policy advisors in the ExtaeiBranch contributed to overall confusion abiliddle East
policy and questions of counterterror practice cetapcy.

A third set of “short-run” consequences revolaedund security conditions for Americans in Lebanon
the Middle East and elsewhere. Even though Amesiagathe Middle East were vulnerable prior to 198&gurity
conditions deteriorated after the bombing. Thechttgainst Fadlallah amplified feelings among MedBhsterners



that Americans were not only taking sides in arnsibly peacekeeping role, but that American natigrterests in
Lebanon were pursued at the expense of Shia @blgiakeholders with time honored and legitimateaieds,
aspirations, and grievances. Consequently, a sipéerorist assaults with “contextual” links to Amican interests
ensued. Undoubtedly the most prominent of thogerist assaults was the hijacking of TWA flight 84which was
spearheaded by Imad Mughniyah and Mohammed Ali Hameh effort to compel the release of the sevemta
Dawa prisoners held by Kuwaiti authorities. In fabat assault on TWA flight 847 occurred onlytddiover three
months after the bombing in Bir al-‘Abd.

A fourth consequence of U.S. support for the &ttegainst Fadlallah was that the physical secofityther
nationals was profoundly undermined in Lebanonlarekl. In Lebanon for example, the attempt tofkédtllallah
had deleterious consequences for those who wesidarad opposed to Hezbollah, and even perhagbdee who
did not demonstrate sufficient sympathy and otimailar sentiments for the Islamic revivalist extristrcause. It
would probably be fair to say that the Reagan athtmation, in its role as provocateur, caused easrsecurity
problems for many ordinary Lebanese who were suppmrtacit or otherwise, of the Christian Maronite
government, including those who were Jewish, anddlwho were otherwise opposed to Islamic revivalis
extremist concerns.

Indeed, endorsement of the penultimate “hard-lo@interterror practice, namely political assaggina
especially against an extremely high profile figaoeh as Fadlallah, could not have been more cquotiuctive
and costly in that regard. As previously mentiorfedn-elites” in Israel were directly affected byd botched
assassination attempt, as at least three teremssiults with interconnections to the Bir al-‘Alad bomb blast
happened in short order in the wake of the B185t. The acute backlash from the bombing was madeenstit
because Fadallah himself was a poor choice oftargee, by contrast to Imad Mughinyah for exampleglallah
was not involved in the day to day tactical operagiof Hezbollah. Although there is no authoritatéxplanation as
to why Imad Mughniyah was not targeted for deatthattime, U.S. officials’ poor understanding of ttole of
family and clan dynamics within Hezbollah probaplstyed a pivotal role in this fundamental misjudgméit the
same time, while only conjecture, it may be theedhsit Imad Mughniyah'’s ties to Yasser Arafat drelRLO
might have also militated against an attempt orifeigprecisely because his death or injury migéwdrcaused acute
problems in the Reagan administration’s peace geoe#orts with the Israelis and the Palestinians.

Finally, in the case of “middle-run” effects, Hellah’s gains, both in terms of recruitment andegaily
recognizable sympathy and other similar sentimelitged, constituted a net loss for American gdibigal
considerations. Further, a resulting increaseérsthength of already powerful ties between Heabaierrorist
chieftains and “hard-line” Iranian clergy in thamian government essentially constituted a profoifrbt lasting
“middle-run” failure for the Reagan administratidi{: To sum up, the political costs of this “preemption
counterterror program, as well as its financiatsds terms of the three to five million U.S. doisspent on the
operation, and with respect to the imputed coste@ated with hardening potential targets in th&enaf the
Fadlallah debacle was enormdti§.Most important of all, the loss of life and thenfran suffering that can be
linked directly or otherwise to this botched end@aemain profound and lasting.

Final Reflections

In the course of this analysis of the Fadlallgaigfseveral lessons that presuppose and derve fr
different facets of this failed foreign policy iitive have been illuminated. First, U.S. policyLiebanon in the
broader sense and the Fadlallah attempt were amteected. The reactive nature of efforts to killiledah in the
absence of more proactive and nuanced counterffaots, closely paralleled the broader ad hocraadtive
nature of the Reagan administration’s policy in &medn. In other words, perspectives about largaroapolitical
decisions with respect to Lebanon and the Fadlalttdir seemed to be inextricably tied together.

Second, there appeared to be a disconnect betiveeghtful and proactive analysis and policy
implementation that was reflected in several dir@rssof that assassination attempt. Those areashwtere in
many cases linked to one another include: 1) a sggimability or unwillingness to consider the faynand clan
dynamics interwoven into the operational structfrthe Hezbollah movement which worked againstregfio
tackle the complexities of terrorism; 2) the glgrimmission of more “soft-line” counterterror altatives to be used
in conjunction with “hard-line” options and reliamon conventional weapons to fight what amountea golitical
battle to “win hearts and minds”; and 3) an inguéint appreciation of how policy initiatives, theefves poorly



thought out, could affect overall strategic objeetiin Lebanon and the Middle East. Seen from tiggeaof
counter-terrorism, what seems most critical toereite here is the role of family and clan interamstions and
political agendas with profound and lasting infloerfior terrorist assaults perpetrated by the Héabahovement.

Third, the analysis reveals the influence of a& bbb®ureaucratic politics, organizational issueg] inter-
group dynamics at work. Those inter-group dynarfacsid among a small group of upper crust foreiglicgo
decision-makers appears to have effaced the pracessutcome of efforts to promote political asgeg®n as an
instrument of counterterror policy. At both thedéof the “preemptive” attack program and at theslef the
Fadlallah attempt in particular, it seems cleat tha prospect of consensus, remote as it wasmads all the more
remote by fierce competition between and withingawicracies over this penultimate “hard-line” cotteteor
strategy. The interactions between these bureadesra@s further inhibited by structural weaknesseake NIO
framework which had “inherent contradictions” th@dermined policymakers and analysts seeking margtete
information flows about pivotal event8X In turn, certain bureaucratic protocols, espegitlbse put into place by
the NSC regarding the legitimate domain of CIA attter analysts and the ad hoc role of Special EfRfuljp
Habib, probably worked to inhibit more complete alikrse intelligence analysis.

Furthermore, broader structural factors reflectiféhe continuously evolving relationship betwdlea
Executive Branch and Congress were at work thatezkated strains and tensions between those paiasis in
favor of the “preemptive attack” program and thpsécymakers in opposition. As previously mentidnthe role
of a resurgent U.S. Congress, itself charactetizean almost singular focus to wrest foreign potiegision
making away from the Executive Branch and acutehcerned about CIA activities both at home and adbrput
enormous pressure on policymakers to abide byetsd constraints against “assassination” and thetcaints
against support to persons undertaking such act@ospounding the problem even more, “gray areasbeiated
with the delicate balance between “...the inherightt of individual or collective self defense i armed attack
occurs...” enshrined in Article 51 of the UN Chaed these prohibitions, and the lacunae thoseaes
necessarily created, caused enormous strains asione that pulled in different directions duriig tcourse of
policy formation®*" Finally, the horrors associated with the bombihthe U.S. Marine barracks, the destruction
of two U.S. embassies in Beirut that resulted endbaths of US NIO Robert Clayton Ames and mangrsttihe
abduction and murder of CIA station chief Williamdkley and the slew of kidnappings and murder béotJ.S.
citizens in Lebanon, all pulled at the heartstrinffemotion and worked to ratchet up the pressurespond to
Hezbollah terrorism while simultaneously taking Extive Order 12333 provisions into account.

Equally important, the human element associat¢d tlve ideological fervor of members of the NSC for
example, served to exacerbate bureaucratic poéffests indirectly, worsening political fissure#hin and
between institutions. The ideological fervor extediby persons such as Lt. Col. Oliver North, withunderlying
belief that U.S. physical security and nationaérast trumped many fundamental legal obligatiordeun
international law, could only have exacerbatediafacalls for “preemptive” action even more. By t@st, such
zeal also elicited parallel calls for restraintdfficials with more carefully reasoned appraisalstsas Ambassador
Robert E. Oakley and Assistant Secretary of Defémsinternational Security Affairs, Richard L. Aitage™™" In
that regard, Ambassador Oakley reports that “Argdtand | worked very closely together, bilateraliyhe NSC
operations planning group (OPG), chaired by Nortlseveral occasion§™"

It may also be the case that the almost sindatars on Fadlallah reflected “group-think” procesteat
revolved around the need to isolate and identifinareasingly visible symbol of Islamic revivalisttremist
terrorist assaults in Lebanon. In addition to short political gain motivations, part of the foonis Fadlallah on the
Lebanese side or the American side or both, mighe eflected a comfort level with the time honoaad long
standing notion of hierarchal terrorist group ofigation. In essence, the prevailing but errone@ssiaption might
have been that Hezbollah was a more hierarchah@gi@on with one man, namely Fadlallah issuingeosdo
commit terrorist assaults from the top. An intripart of that problem was the inability of U.Suoterterror
analysts to shift their way of thinking about whasser calls “old” notions of terrorism, namelyandition replete
with a host of interconnections to nation-statésarily found in both the Warsaw Pact countriega$tern Europe
and to North Korea, and the emergent reality oferindependent terrorist groups with looser or noin&uitous ties
to nation-states. Indeed, a fundamental problerh thigé analysis of the Reagan administration atithe distilled
down to an almost singular focus on analysis abnastate policies and nation-state interactiorth@texpense of
sufficient attention paid to the increasingly imamt role of non-state actors, inclusive of tesbgroups. In the
broader sense, that shortcoming reflected a fundehmisread of the “change” in the internationalitical system



since 1945, namely the increasing importance aodtyrapace of non-state act6r§”

The entire process was wide of the mark, as d@rggaly resulted not only in the choice of the ngo
target, but a choice of target certain to elicbrenous political and paramilitary backlash. Whagvgn worse is that
Imad Mughniyah and those like him were killers witilh remorse or hesitancy, and efforts to target sacticians
would almost certainly have resulted in some preg@n of human life and reduction in human suffgri
Hopefully, work to isolate and identify the expléorg effects of the Fadlallah affair will assisbie who work to
craft counterterror policy in our contemporary vdowhere terrorism and counterterror practices mageed to the
forefront of the foreign policy discourse.
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