Remote Killing? Remoteness, covertness, and the US government’s involvement in

assassination

Abstract: The recent assassinations of General Soleimani and Mohsen Fakhrizadeh have
renewed debates surrounding governments’ use of assassination. Some commentators have
interpreted these episodes as an escalation in practices of ‘remote warfare.” Recently, the
literature on remote warfare has expanded to include multiple activities at — and below — the
threshold of war. From its focus on geographical distance, ‘remoteness’ now encompasses the
‘political” distance of deployments of force. ‘Remoteness’ has blurred the line separating the
methods used to deploy force and the ways — overt or covert - in which they are deployed.
Having highlighted the role of covertness, this article establishes that assassination should be
included in the ‘remote warfare’ canon. A study of the US government’s involvement in
assassination permits us to elucidate the interplay between remoteness and covertness. The
article shows that a deeper engagement with the assassination as a tool of US foreign policy
provides two main advantages. First, it permits us to better historicise the ‘opacity’ and
‘political distance’ of practices associated with ‘remote warfare.” Second, it helps unveil the
origins of the legal, political, and technological infrastructures that currently sustain much of

the US government’s global ‘remote wars.’
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Introduction

On the 3™ of January 2020, a drone strike — ordered by former US President Donald Trump —
killed General Qassem Soleimani, head of Iran's Islamic Revolutionary Guard. The
assassination and its public acknowledgement represented a dangerous escalation in the US
government’s targeted killing programme; a drone strike was used to target a state official
(Callamard 2020). On the 27" of November 2020, the Israeli Mossad killed Iranian nuclear
scientist Mohsen Fakhrizadeh. The assassination was carried out through the deployment of an
A.l. assisted machine gun. The shooter was at a distance, peering into a computer from 1000
miles away (Bergman and Farnaz Fassihi 2021). With no operative on the ground, the operation
was also completely deniable (Bergman 2021). These strikes showcase governments’ interest
in targeting enemies in a manner that is remote and deniable, often deploying superior
technology. As one observer wrote, Soleimani’s assassination represented an ‘example of how
remote warfare has been used to avoid direct confrontation’ (McKay 2021a: 238), the same

applies — with perhaps even more poignancy - to Fakhrizadeh’s.

In recent years, under labels like ‘proxy warfare’ (Mumford 2013; Moghadam and Wiss 2020;
Rauta 2018, 2021), ‘surrogate warfare’ (Krieg and Rickli 2018), “vicarious warfare’ (Waldman
2019), and ‘liquid warfare’ (Demmers & Gould 2018) scholars and commentators have
analysed the ways in which mostly — but not solely (Stoddard and Toltica 2021) - Western
governments have deployed violence to confront contemporary security challenges avoiding
more direct military confrontations with enemy forces. As the introduction to this Special I1ssue
makes clear (Biegon, Rauta and Watts 2021), a body of literature has emerged specifically
around ‘remote warfare.” While initially focusing on ‘remoteness’ as the distance between

combatants (e.g. drone pilot and target) created by new technologies (Gusterson 2016), this



literature has expanded. Scholars and commentators have increasingly analysed other practices
such as the deployment of Private Military Corporations (hereinafter PMCs), the use of proxies,
and the provision of military and security training to regional allies (Knowles and Matisek
2019) that permit governments to deploy force at a distance, while avoiding the reputational,
financial, human, and political costs generally associated with war (Watson and McKay 2021).
In this latter area, scholarship on remote warfare has flourished looking at the multiplicity of
actors involved (Watts and Biegon 2019), at the ethical and financial implication (Riemann
and Rossi 2020), at the domestic constraints (or lack thereof) surrounding the deployment of
‘remote force’ (Demmers and Gould 2020), at the strategic purpose of remoteness (Biegon and
Watts 2020), and at the legitimacy of the technology deployed (McDonald 2021). The meaning
of ‘remoteness’ has expanded to include the geographical, physical, and political distance
between the initiating state and the sites and targets of violence (Biegon and Watts 2020). In
this expansion, and particularly, with the inclusion of ‘political distance,” ‘remote warfare’
raises issues connected not so much with the methods governments select to deploy force, but
with the ways in which this force is deployed. Methods of remote warfare can be deployed in

a more overt or in a more covert manner.

Having clarified this point and established a more explicit connection with scholarship on
covert action, the article calls for a deeper engagement with the history of the US government’s
involvement in assassination. ‘Remote warfare’ scholarship has often focused on the use of
drones and other methods for targeted killing operations (Demmers and Gould 2021; Gibson
2021). With few exceptions, however, this literature has given less attention to governments’
use of assassination as an instrument of foreign policy. At face value, this appears entirely
justifiable. Assassinations, especially in peacetime, after all are not ‘war.” Such an

understanding, however, omits important elements. First, assassinations are used to achieve



political and strategic objectives not dissimilar from those pursued using more traditional forms
of warfare. Historically, for example, assassination has often been a component — albeit an
ineffective one (O’Rourke 2018) — of broader regime change operations.! Today,
assassinations and targeted killing beyond recognised battlefields permit governments to
pursue foreign policy objectives and deploy violence in the absence of direct confrontation and
beyond the reach of public and parliamentary scrutiny (Calhoun 2016). Assassination is a
significant form of political violence (Kalyvas 2019) that speaks to issues central to ‘remote

warfare’ scholarship.

A study of assassination elucidates the interplay between the methods chosen to deploy
violence (more or less remote) and the ways in which they are deployed (more or less covert).
It shows how the US government has long deployed methods currently associated with remote
warfare. The use of contractors, local allies, proxies, and other methods currently associated
with ‘remote warfare’ featured prominently in the targeting of Cold War enemies and re-
emerged in the context of counterterrorism and regime change throughout the 1980s and 1990s.
The establishment of a ban on assassination in the 1970s, also compelled the US government
to develop a new legal infrastructure for the targeting of enemies beyond the reach of the ban.
Starting in the 1980s, the development of new legal rationales allowed the US government to
deploy more overt violence (often justified in terms of self-defence), below the threshold of
war, outside declared battlefields, and with little or no Congressional involvement.
Technological advancements also facilitated the ‘legal’ targeting of enemies remotely, at a
distance, initially through aerial bombing and missile strikes and, more recently, via drones. A

deeper engagement with the history of US involvement in assassination not only contributes to

1 At times, assassination attempts have been considered tantamount to ‘armed attack’ and, hence, sufficient to
justify a use of force in self defence against the initiating state. This was the case for the US government’s 1993
missile strikes against Iraq defended as an act of self-defence against the alleged Iraqi assassination attempt against
former President George H. W. Bush (see among others O’Connell 2018).



a better understanding of the ‘opacity’ of practices associated with ‘remote warfare’ (McKay

2021b: 2) but it also permits us to better historicise these practices.

The article develops in three main parts. The first section explores recent literature on remote
warfare and suggests that the stretching of ‘remoteness’ has undermined its initial conceptual
clarity. The analysis suggests that the ‘political distance’ (Biegon and Watts 2020) and
‘opacity’ (McKay 2021b: 2) of remote warfare also depends how methods or modalities of
warfare are deployed. This section also justifies the inclusion of assassination among the
relevant practices of ‘remote warfare.” In the second part, the article explores the evolution of
US policy and debates surrounding assassination. It assesses the interplay between the remote
methods deployed and the US government’s ability and willingness to maintain covertness.
Finally, the third part explores the emergence - starting in the 1980s - of the legal and political

precedents that — today — permit the global deployment of violence at a distance.

From geographical to political distance: remote-control, remoteness, and covertness

As Jens Ohlin (2019, 18) argued, ‘the production of asymmetrical risk...has been the goal of
weapon design ever since the abandonment of the club as an instrument of blunt-force killing.”
From the early 1990s, scholars and commentators explored the asymmetries in (Western)
deployments of force and their consequences.? Jean Baudrillard provocatively described the
Gulf War as a ‘non-war,” one in which the enemy featured only as helpless target (Merrin 2019:
28). Discussing NATO’s campaigns in Kosovo and in Afghanistan, Martin Shaw (2003)
suggested that we had entered a new era of ‘risk-transfer’ militarism. The risks that traditionally

(or so the argument went) had been equally divided among combatants, had now been

2 For an exhaustive and detailed overview of this scholarship see Merrin (2009).



transferred onto the civilian populations. This new warfare also included the careful
management of the media environment to provide domestic audiences with a ‘palatably
repackaged’ view of war (Merrin 2019: 2), while at the same time shielding them from its
violent and brutal character (Shaw 2003). Similarly, Michael Ignatieff lamented the “virtual’
character of war. Virtual both in the sense that technological superiority and the Revolution in
Military Affairs made it virtually riskless for one side, but also because populations of Western
governments had simply become spectators. War no longer required the physical, human
involvement,® the costs, or the ‘moral attention’ that it had required in previous centuries
(Ignatieff 2000: 184). This, Ignatieff warned could have negative consequences for democratic
scrutiny. Especially if justified in the comfortable language of human rights, there was no

incentive for wars to end (Ignatieff 2000).

In the wars of the 1990s and early 2000s, however, while low, the risk to pilots was not non-
existent. The situation changed with drones. Drone pilots were not only physically distant from
the battlefield, but they were also completely removed from it. Even more than in the past, war
had - for one side’s combatants - become risk-less (Henriksen and Ringsmose 2015). The
battlefield expanded to become global (Gregory 2011) and within this battlefield, relationships
of distance and intimacy between combatants was remade (Williams 2015). Scholars noted the
mental strain imposed by drone warfare on pilots (Lee 2018), and yet, pilots and sensor
operators were not exposed to the physical risks associated with war. From asymmetrical, as

Chamayou noted (2015: 13) war had become ‘unilateral.’

Starting from the disruptive features introduced by drones, recent literature has focused on the

interconnection between a government’s use of violence and its management of risks

3 See also (Coker 2004).



associated with war. Part of this scholarship has understood ‘remoteness’ narrowly as the
distance provided by technological asymmetries. In this ‘remote control warfare’ scholarship,
‘remoteness’ is understood as distance between combatants and/or warring parties. Technology
permits the use of force at a distance which, in turn, enhances the safety of one side’s
combatants. Scholars in this area have focused on a diverse set of technologies including
drones, cyber-weapons, and Artificial Intelligence (Gusterson 2016; Ohlin 2019; Crawford

2015; Adelman and Kieran 2020).

Most work on ‘remote warfare,” however, has recognised that these technologies play only a
part in (Western) governments’ uses of force. In an early work, Paul Rogers (2013) noted the
increase in the deployment of special forces, private military corporations, and remote
technologies instead of large forces. Similarly, Knowles and Watson (2018: 2) wrote that
‘remote warfare’ entailed approaches to violence that did not require large deployments of
troops. In a recent edited volume, the authors identified five main practices of remote warfare:
‘supporting local security forces’ for example providing training, equipment or both; the use
of Special Operation Forces; the use of private military and security contractors; air strikes and
air support, including the use of drones; and intelligence sharing with local partners (Watson
and McKay 2021: 8). This understanding better reflects governments’ contemporary security
practices and priorities. In this broader understanding, ‘warfare’ has come to encompass a

spectrum of activities at (and often below) the threshold of war.

The meaning of remoteness has similarly expanded (Biegon et. al. 2021, Rauta 2021). Scholars
agree that the ‘remoteness’ of ‘remote warfare’ includes but is not limited to the distance

guaranteed by the deployment of superior technology (Knowles and Watson 2018). We can



identify three main understandings of remoteness.* First, remoteness is understood as
geographical distance. Violence is generally deployed by (Western) governments globally, and
often ‘over there,” in remote areas (Riemann and Rossi 2021a; Biegon and Watts 2020).
Second, remoteness also covers the distance between the forces of the intervening country and
the fighting on the ground. As Watson and McKay write (2021: 7), forces of Western
governments are at least ‘one step removed from the frontline fighting.” This is achieved
through the deployment of superior technology and through the reliance on local actors and
proxies. These latter methods introduce further degrees of separation and, hence, distance
between the sponsoring country and those directly engaged in violence (Riemann and Rossi
2021b). As expected by the proxy warfare and surrogate warfare literatures, these added layers
increase the complexity of operations introducing issues related to patron-client relations, such
as miscommunication and divergence over strategies and interests (Mumford 2013, Krieg and

Rickli 2018, Waldman 2019; Rauta 2020a, 2020b).

Third, distance becomes ‘political.” This understanding seemingly captures interconnected
aspects of recent deployments of force. It captures the ‘light footprint’ character of remote
modalities and the distancing of (Western) citizens from the costs and realities of war. The
deployment of forces ‘over there’ and the use of indirect ‘modalities’ permit Western
governments to act ‘remotely’” from their own citizens and societies. It permits policymakers
to deploy violence and achieve their strategic objectives without paying the financial and
political costs traditionally associated with war and the deployment of force (e.g. financial
costs, human lives, political opposition) (Biegon and Watts 2020). Finally, the ‘political

distance’ of remoteness also permits policymakers to increasingly deploy force beyond the

4 Riemann and Rossi (2021a) have also suggested that ‘remoteness’ has temporal connotations (that is, the
targets of violence are considered ‘remote’ or primitive).



reach of public and parliamentary scrutiny. As McKay confirmed, recent practices of remote
warfare are characterised by ‘opacity.” They tend to develop beyond the reach of public and

parliamentary scrutiny (McKay 2021b: 2).

This scholarship correctly identifies how certain forms of ‘remote warfare’ or certain
‘modalities’ enable violence both ‘on the cheap’ — reducing the financial burdens of war - and
in a manner that is politically convenient for the governments deploying them (McKay 2021a).
In stretching remoteness to include “political distance’ and in stressing the ‘opacity’ of these
deployments of violence, however, scholars of remote warfare blur the lines between the

methods chosen to deploy force and the ways in which they are deployed.

Scholars of ‘remote warfare’ touch upon policymakers’ concerns that are well understood
within scholarship on covertness and covert action. In an argument not too dissimilar from the
‘opacity’ argument made by McKay, scholars of covert action have long identified how the
covert deployment of force permits policymakers to act in a deniable fashion, one that — if
successful — circumvents public and parliamentary scrutiny (Treverton 1987; Johnson 1989).
Like today’s light footprint approach, covert operations have facilitated the pursuit of political
and strategic objectives in a cost-effective manner; one that could save both lives and treasure
(Kinzer 2013). They were often used to substitute for larger and more conventional

deployments of force, enhancing speed and efficiency (Daugherty 2004).

Furthermore, scholars have explored the advantages of covertness. These include the
possibility of signalling commitment to the adversary while controlling escalation and
managing domestic constituencies (Carson 2018), as well as overcoming international legal

constraints (Poznansky 2019) and domestic norms (O’Rourke 2018). As for remoteness,



scholars have shown how ‘covertness’ is a matter of degrees. Even covert operations such as
the coup in Guatemala and the Bay of Pigs invasion taking place in the so-called ‘golden age’
of the CIA were often — at best — semi-covert and served both strategic and domestic political
purposes (Callanan 2010). As Aldrich and Cormac (2018) write, governments and
policymakers manipulate covertness and overtness, secrecy and acknowledgement to achieve
their strategic objectives, as well as to shield themselves from the political consequences of

their actions or take credit for their successes.

This emphasis on covertness does not represent a call to ditch scholarship on ‘remote warfare.’
Instead, it suggests that the ‘political distance” and ‘opacity” of remote warfare is not (solely)
a function of the methods selected. Some of these methods are designed to be ‘cheaper’ and to
deflect political (public and Congressional) attention but policymakers can still decide whether
to deploy them overtly or covertly. The five forms of remote warfare identified by Watson and
McKay can be deployed in both covert and overt manners, and this decision influences
policymakers’ ability to keep them at a ‘political distance.” This distance is more a consequence

of the interplay between the methods selected and the way in which they are deployed.

Remoteness, covertness, and assassination

While not ‘war’ in a traditional sense, like other practices of remote warfare, state-sponsored
assassinations can be understood as ‘grey zone’ activities with the aim of achieving strategic
and political objectives while operating below the threshold of war (McKay 2021a: 237;
Watson and McKay 2021: 11). Historically, they have been used by small and great powers,
states and non-state actors to achieve strategic and political objectives not dissimilar from those

achieved through other methods of war and political violence. They have been adopted as
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stand-alone options and elements of broader policies such as insurgencies, counterinsurgencies,
and regime change (O’Rourke 2018). Today, they play a prominent role in the landscape of
political violence (Kalyvas 2019). They also represent an instrument of great power
competitions with countries like Russia deploying state-sponsored assassination as a ‘cheap’

form of confrontation (McKay 2021a).

This article focuses on the US government’s involvement in the assassination of foreign leaders
and officials® from the Cold War to the present day. This choice has two main justifications.
First, the availability of archival material and secondary sources permits a fine-grained
historical account of how the US intervened and used assassination to achieve its objectives.
Starting in the early Cold War, the US has relied on a plethora of (more or less) remote methods
in the pursuit of assassination policies. At times, US officials were directly involved in the
transfer of weapons and poisons. More often, however, the US interposed third parties in the
conduct of these operations, relying on private contractors, local proxies, and the intelligence
services of regional allies. As the account will show, US policymakers understood that the
reliance on third parties could better shield them politically and morally from such a
controversial option. As Jamieson and McEvoy put it (2005, 504), the reliance on third parties
permitted policymakers to ‘put distance between themselves and those actors responsible for
conducting illegal activities on their behalf,” thus ‘othering’ these controversial activities from
its body politic, image, and self-image. Beyond the methods picked, though, policymakers
worked to maintain the covertness of these operations. Such covertness often had linguistic
components. Euphemisms, circumlocutory language, innuendos, and ambiguous instructions

abound in the historical record of decision-making in this area (US Senate 1975). Language

5> According to the definition provided by the Church Committee, a “foreign official’ can be understood as not
only an official of a foreign government but also to an official belonging to an insurgent force, an unrecognized
government, or a political party (US Senate 1975: 283).
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helped the US government in shielding its overall responsibility - what Poznansky calls ‘state’
deniability - and in denying the President’s knowledge of such activities, what Poznansky calls

‘executive’ deniability (Poznansky 2020).

With the establishment of a ban on assassination in the 1970s, the use of remote methods and
their covertness permitted policymakers to pursue their policies while — seemingly — respecting
the constraints imposed by the ban. The US argued that for a violation of the ban to occur, a
clear and explicit demonstration of the government’s intent to assassinate was required. Based
on this argument, it could support local groups and coups turning a blind eye to or being fully
aware and supportive of these groups’ aim to assassinate the foreign official involved, as long
as no explicit demonstrations of intent emerged. This argument permitted a more extensive
covert deployment of remote methods. It also introduced a new form of deniability. The US
government was not denying its overall involvement in the operations, nor — in most cases —
the President’s knowledge of such involvement. It was instead denying the purpose of these
operations; denying that they amounted to assassination attempts. In this understanding,
‘deniability’ conformed to Stanley Cohen’s (2001) ‘interpretive denial’ in which actors admit
to certain facts but give them a different interpretation. Like other forms of deniability
(Poznansky 2020), this targeted a specific audience: the US public and Congressional oversight
committees. A focus on the US government’s involvement in (and debates surrounding)
assassination permits to showcase not only the interplay between remoteness and covertness,

but also policymakers’ awareness and exploitation of such interplay.

The second justification for a focus on the United States has to do with the prominence of its

targeted killing programme in current practices of remote warfare. As Biegon and Watts have

argued (2020), while the conduct of remote warfare is not limited to the United States or to
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Western governments, the US plays a major role in this field. The importance of the US in the
context of remote warfare is linked to the sheer number, scale, and global reach of its operations
(Biegon and Watts 2020). But the US government has also played a prominent role in the
setting of historical, political, and legal precedents for the conduct of such global operations
below the threshold of ‘war’ (Schmidt and Trenta 2018). In this context, a focus on the policies
and debates surrounding assassination enriches the current available account. Engaging with
the history of assassination answers recent calls for better contextualising drone warfare and
remote warfare ‘within the larger history of American militarization and warfare in general’
(Adelman and Kieran 2020: 7). It helps unveil the origins of the legal, political, and
technological infrastructures that currently sustain much of the US government’s global remote

‘wars.’

Poisons, coups, and bombs: degrees of remoteness and covert assassinations

Assassination has long played a prominent role in US foreign policy.® In the early Cold War,
the least remote efforts witnessed the direct involvement of US officials and a shared
understanding between US officials and operatives on the ground that assassination was the
aim of the operation, at times based on explicit discussions. In other cases, the US relied on
more remote methods interposing third parties between its forces and the targets of the
operations, for example supporting and financing contractors and small groups of dissidents.
With different degrees of remoteness, these operations were generally covert, occurring as they

did with little to no public and Congressional awareness. In particular, the use of third parties

& While beyond the scope of this article, assassination and targeted killings historically played a prominent role in
both insurgencies and counter-insurgency campaigns conducted or supported by the US. Assassination — as a
method of counterinsurgency and repression - has also featured heavily in manuals used by the United States in
its training of military and intelligence forces of allied and friendly governments (Calhoun 2016; McClintock
1992).
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increased the opacity of these operations and blurred the lines of responsibility, increasing the
‘political distance’ of the US government. Perhaps the least remote of Cold War assassination

attempt was the initial effort against Patrice Lumumba of Congo.

On the 19" of September 1960, CIA Director for Plans Richard Bissell sent a message to Larry
Devlin, CIA Chief of Station in the Congo. The message asked Devlin to travel to the airport
to welcome a man that would identify himself as ‘Joe Braun from Paris’ (US Senate 1975, 23).
The CIA had decided to dispatch Sidney Gottlieb, the Agency’s chief expert in poison. As the
two met, it became clear that Gottlieb had travelled to the Congo with a pouch containing lethal
poison that could be dissolved in either toothpaste or food. According to Gottlieb the operation
had been authorised by ‘highest authority,” which Devlin understood to refer to President

Eisenhower (Devlin 2007, 95).

In terms of methods, the chief of station had a particularly prominent role. The Agency’s
headquarters worked with Devlin, explicitly debated options, and supplied personnel, poison,
and weapons when requested. Starting in August, Headquarters had given Devlin latitude to
engage in ‘aggressive action.” Lumumba’s removal, the cable stated, had to be a ‘prime
objective’ and ‘a high priority of our covert action’ (CIA 1960). On the 28" of September,
Devlin sent a telegram to headquarters detailing seven possibilities for the elimination of
Lumumba. The first entailed infiltrating an agent within Lumumba’s circle to poison the
Congolese leader. Another option was the use of a hired killer who ‘if price right might get

show on the road’ (US Government 2013a).

In later months, as the situation in the Congo grew more complex with Lumumba under house

arrest, Langley agreed with Devlin that additional officers were needed in the field. Debates
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within the CIA show that some officials understood the interplay between covertness,
remoteness, and the ‘othering’ of particularly controversial practices. Bissell initially selected
CIA official Justin O’Donnell (appearing in the Church Committee’s Interim Report under the
pseudonym Michael Mulroney), to travel to the Congo and orchestrate the assassination of
Lumumba. O’Donnell refused. In his deposition to the Church Committee, O’Donnell clarified
that he was more than happy to facilitate Lumumba’s Killing by his internal enemies; he was
simply unwilling to be the one pulling the trigger (US Senate 1975, 39-40). And yet, the
Agency demonstrated a willingness to both maintain tight control over the operation and to
intervene directly if needed. The CIA sent to the Congo a contractor codenamed QJ/WIN. The
Church Committee’s report accepted the CIA’s argument that QJ/WIN was only used for
counter-espionage tasks (US Senate 1975). This, however, is contradicted by the CIA’s
Inspector General’s report of 1967 (on assassination attempts against Castro) which confirms
the contracting of QJ/WIN for the assassination of Lumumba (CIA 1967, 38). Lumumba was
eventually killed by Congolese opposition after he had escaped his house arrest. The US
government, however, was aware that the Belgian government had instigated and guided the
operation (De Witte 2001). A triangulation of archival material, secondary sources, and
interviews shows that the US played prominent role in facilitating the hunt for (and eventual
capture of) Lumumba (US Government 2013b; Imbrey 2001; Hayes 2015, 176-178; US Senate

1975, 44).

While the initial involvement of Gottlieb makes this a particularly direct effort, the later
involvement of contractors and reliance on local actors are closer to the US modus operandi in
the realm of assassination. With the exception of the plots against Fidel Castro where US policy
included direct involvement and contracts with the Mafia, the US government tended to adopt

more remote methods. Between the 1960s and early 1970s, for example, the US government
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was involved in three regime change operations (Dominican Republic, South Vietnam, and
Chile) that included the assassination of a foreign official (O’Rourke 2018). In these instances,
the US government and the CIA provided various degrees and types of support to local actors,
from dissidents to disgruntled military officers. The covert conduct of these operations and the
interposition of third parties — that is the use of more remote methods - provided the US further
opportunities to distance itself from assassination; hiding its hand and its intent. Maintaining
covertness and deniability in the deployment of these remote methods impinged on three main
factors: the type of relationship established with the local actors (e.g. who initiated it?), the
type of support provided (e.g. moral support, financial support, weapons), and the degree to

which assassination represented an acknowledged and shared objective of this support.

The case of General Rene Schneider, Commander-in-Chief of the Chilean Armed Forces, for
example, presents a sustained effort to distance the US government from assassination. The
White House and National Security Advisor Henry Kissinger exercised strong pressure on the
CIA to prevent Salvador Allende’s elections and, after his electoral success, to prevent his
confirmation by the Chilean Parliament. General Schneider was understood as a key obstacle
and, more generally, the US correctly viewed most of the Chilean military as unwilling to
breach constitutional protocol. For this reason, the US government established deniable
contacts — through CIA’s ‘false flaggers’ or ‘illegal teams’ (Kornbluh 2013: 15) - with
relatively marginal, right-wing military figures including General Roberto Viaux (leader of a
previous failed right-wing coup) and General Camilo Valenzuela. The US provided weapons
and support to these groups with the full understanding that they were plotting the

‘neutralization’ of Schneider. He was killed during a failed kidnapping attempt.
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After the killing, the Agency recognised that key US assets were involved. The Station,
however, suggested that it was ‘unaware’ whether the assassination was ‘premeditated or
whether it constituted bungled abduction attempt’ (US Senate 1975, 245). The Church
Committee’s investigation acknowledged that all military plots involved the ‘removal of
Schneider by one means or the other’ and that US officials had continued to support the coup
plotters — including through the delivery of weapons — after it became clear that the first step
would be the kidnapping of Schneider. The report however, found no ‘smoking gun’ and
refused to blame the US government for Schneider’s assassination. Declassified documents
contradict this view. Through military attaches in contact with Viaux and Valenzuela, the
station in Santiago was fully aware that — even if the kidnapping had succeeded — the plan was
to ‘disappear’ Schneider and blame such disappearance on leftist groups (Kornbluh 2013: 27).
Furthermore, in the aftermath of the kidnapping and assassination, CIA Headquarters sent a
telegram of congratulations to the station saying that a “maximum effort had been achieved’
and that the station had contributed to a situation that made a military solution (a coup) more
likely (CIA 1970). As Thomas Powers (1979, 303) concluded: ‘if the CIA did not actually
shoot General Schneider, it is probably fair to say that he would not have been shot without the

CIA’

Many of these plots were unveiled during the Congressional inquiries of the mid-1970s.
Among the measures taken in the aftermath of those inquiries, the Ford Administration
established Executive Order 11905. The order represented an effort to prevent more stringent
Congressional legislations. It made largely cosmetic changes to the powers of the intelligence
community and included a ban on assassination (Trenta 2018). The ban read: ‘No employee of
the United States Government shall engage in, or conspire to engage in, political assassination’

(Ford 1976). The ban was reconfirmed with only minor changes by the Carter Administration
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(Executive Order 12036) and by Reagan (Executive Order 12333). The Reagan order also
added an additional clause 2.12 prohibiting agencies of the US intelligence community from
participating in or requesting any person to undertake activities prohibited by the order (Reagan
1981). This clause seemingly precluded the US support for local allies and proxies that might

engage in assassination.

This clause notwithstanding, covert assassination did not disappear from the US foreign policy
arsenal. Starting in the Reagan years, led by its Director, William Casey, the CIA made a
conscious effort to deploy remote methods covertly in the pursuit of assassination policies. The
increased Congressional oversight of the 1980s pushed these activities further underground. A
key example was the US effort to target the Lebanese Shia cleric Mohammed Hussein
Fadlallah. The CIA had identified Fadlallah as one of the leaders responsible for ‘the continued
growth of the radical Shia movement in Lebanon’ (CIA DOI 1985) and for a series of terrorist
attacks against US forces (Winkler 2005, 73). Aiming to act covertly and avoid Congressional
scrutiny, Casey relied on third parties and friendly intelligence services. The Saudi government
helped finance the operation and the Lebanese secret services provided the recruits for a secret
‘hit team.” Several US officials have confirmed that the CIA trained Lebanese teams to
establish distance between the US government and the assassination and to provide further
layers of covertness through the deniability of the operation (Cannistraro 2001; Oakley 2001).
On the 8™ of March 1985, one of the CIA-trained teams exploded a car bomb near a building
complex supposedly hosting Fadlallah. The attack missed the Sheikh, killing 80 civilians

instead (Woodward 1988).

The cases discussed, then, showcase how assassination occurred covertly and with different

degrees of remoteness. They highlight how policymakers understood the interplay between
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remoteness and covertness. From O’Donnell’s refusal to be personally involved in the
assassination of Lumumba to Casey’s reliance on regional allies for his “hit teams,” (more)
remote methods strengthened the covertness and deniability of these operations. The three
cases point to the different rationales for covert action identified by intelligence studies
scholars. In the case of Lumumba, the covertness and remoteness of the US government’s
efforts certainly helped in preventing escalation and managing the Cold War confrontation
(Carson 2018). In the case of Schneider, the reliance of covert action contributed to maintaining
a facade of respect for regional treaties and international law (Poznansky 2019) as well as to
avoid domestic political constraints. Finally, in the case of Fadlallah, as with current remote
warfare, the further distancing of the US government’s agencies from assassination also aimed
at shielding domestic audiences (including Congress and the media) from state violence

(Demmers and Gould 2020).

Towards remote assassination: Counterterrorism, targeted killing, and drones

The establishment of a ban on assassination in the 1970s did not completely halt the US
government’s involvement in the covert assassination of foreign officials. In the 1980s, for
example, the Reagan Administration helped in the formation and training of the National Front
for the Salvation of Libya (NFSL). The group aimed at overthrowing the Qaddafi regime
(Woodward 1988). Disheartened by the group’s lack of success, members of the National
Security Council had started working on a more far-reaching plan for the removal of Qaddafi.
The plan had two components (Fortier and Cannistraro 1985), later named Tulip and Rose.
Rose required a conventional surprise attack against Libya by its neighbours (including Egypt)
with US support. Tulip included a series of covert operations to overthrow Qadhafi relying on

anti-Qadhafi groups including the NFSL, as well as the covert support of the US government
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and neighbouring countries. When the finding for the plan was presented to Congress, concerns
emerged that the plan might violate the ban on assassination. Some Senators objected to the
arming of anti-Qadhafi groups and suggested that it was preposterous to imply that Qaddafi
would have survived an attempt to overthrow him. Confronted with this criticism, CIA Director
William Casey told the Senators that the purpose of the plan was to support those groups that
wanted Qadhafi removed. ‘They might try to kill Qadhafi, but that was not the objective of the
plan’ (Stanik 2003, 103). Assassination was not the explicit intent of the US government and,

hence, US support for local actors did not violate the ban (Trenta 2021).

This ‘intent argument’ established a legal precedent for further US involvement in
assassinations and coups. During the George H. W. Bush Administration, in the aftermath of a
failed coup against Panamanian dictator Manuel Noriega, then CIA Director William Webster
called explicitly on the President and Congress to renegotiate the meaning of the ban on
assassination. Building on Casey’s earlier argument, by November 1989, the CIA had drafted
and submitted to Congress a new interpretation of the ban. The interpretation established that
the US involvement in a coup that led to the death of a foreign official did not necessarily
violate the ban on assassination (Ottaway and Oberdorfer 1989). Through this intent argument,
the US government was able to establish distance between itself and assassination. This
argument seemingly introduced a new form of plausible deniability. The US government was
not denying its involvement in covert operations — what Poznansky calls “state deniability’” —
nor, in many cases, the president’s knowledge of these operations — what Poznansky called
‘executive deniability’ (Poznansky 2020). After all, starting in the 1970s, these operations were
often presented to Congress in the form of presidential findings. The US government, instead,

denied that its support for third parties amounted to involvement in assassination.
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It was, however, a second line of argument, emerging in the Reagan years which permitted a
different approach to assassination. While continuing to deny its intent, the US government
was able to engage in more overt assassination attempts, often relying on the distance
guaranteed by technological advantage. This process was made possible by the development
of new legal justifications and political precedents. Assassination while at times less covert,

became more remote, through air strikes, guided missiles, and, eventually, drones.

(Semi)Covert and increasingly remote: assassination and counterterrorism under Reagan

The first steps in the US government’s shift towards remote and semi-covert assassination
attempts were taken in the realm of counterterrorism. In particular, ‘National Security Decision
Directive 138 — Combating Terrorism’ legitimated the conduct of global pre-emptive attacks
against terrorists and terrorist organizations. Among other measures, the document asked the
DCI to improve intelligence cooperation with friendly governments and to develop capabilities
for the ‘pre-emptive neutralization of anti-American terrorist groups’ (Reagan 1984, 4). One
of the first tests of this new policy was the confrontation with Libyan leader Muhammar

Qaddafi.

On the 5™ of April 1986, a bomb exploded at the La Belle Discotheque in Berlin. Having
identified Libya as the culprit, on the 14" of April, the US government launched Operation El
Dorado Canyon: a bombing raid of Qaddafi’s Head Quarters and residences as well as other
military targets. The assassination of Qaddafi was clearly an acceptable outcome of US policy
(Hersh 1987; Clarridge 1997, 339). The hope was that Qaddafi would be either killed directly
in the bombing or that such a widespread attack on the dictator’s compound might convince

anti-Qaddafi groups to remove him from power (Persico 1991). The US confrontation with
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Qaddafi was certainly public. Similarly, through the methods used, the US could not deny its
involvement. The bombing itself, in fact, was publicly disclosed and legitimated. Confronted
by criticism that the strike violated the ban on assassination, however, the White House tried
to hide the nature of the operation. Playing on the intent argument developed earlier, it did not
deny the conduct of the operation, but that the US government’s explicit intent was to kill the

Libyan leader (Stanik 2003, 153).

Behind the scenes, however, the Administration’s lawyers were also working on more far-
reaching justifications and arguments (Trenta 2021). The Administration’s position had three
main components. First, Abraham Sofaer, State Department Legal Advisor, defined the strike
against Libya as a legitimate, self-defensive, and pre-emptive military measures against an
‘ongoing pattern of attacks,” in line with Article 51 of the UN Charter (Sofaer 1986). Second,
Sofaer and State Department lawyers suggested that the consequences of a strike conducted in
(pre-emptive) self-defence could not violate the ban on assassination, even if these
consequences included the killing of a head of state (Canestraro 2003, 25). Third, in later years,
Sofaer suggested that — according to the Reagan Administration’s reasoning at the time of the
strike - Qaddafi’s position as head of state did not guarantee him ‘legal immunity’ from being

attacked when present as a proper military target (Vlasic 2000, 101).

These three arguments established crucial political and legal precedents for the US
government’s involvement in assassination and for the conduct of counter-terrorism policy
globally. First, Sofaer’s “pre-emptive self-defence’ expanded the President’s power to deploy
military force. It excluded such uses of force from War Powers Resolution requirements. The
President, in other words, could use force globally against terrorism (something already called

for by NSDD138) without prior Congressional involvement if a self-defence justification could
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be identified. The same pre-emption argument also reshaped the understanding of legitimate
timing for the deployment of force. A strike could be carried out both against an attack that had
already occurred and pre-emptively. The threshold for an “armed attack” was also lowered and
it came to include smaller ‘ongoing threats,” a precedent that would be used by the Clinton,

Bush, and Obama administrations (Vlasic 2000, 102; Trenta 2017).

Second, Sofaer’s exclusion of any self-defence strike from the remit of the ban on assassination
permitted the US government to target terrorists and terrorist leaders without concerns for
violations. During the George H. W. Bush Administration, a memorandum of law confirmed
and expanded Sofaer’s argument. As argued by the Office of the Judge Advocate General at
the Department of the Army, overt or covert uses of force against ‘another nation, a guerrilla
force, or a terrorist or other organization” do not amount to assassination if they were carried
out in self-defence to protect US interests (Parks 1989, 1). Finally, Soafer’s argument about
military targets implied that — as long as the US portrayed a strike as an attack against a military
target and not as an attack against a leader that might be present at that target — the policy was

legitimate and did not violate the ban (Vlasic 2000, 101).

9/11, drones, and remote killing

During the H. W. Bush and Clinton years, the US government continued to conduct covert
assassination attempts relying on third parties and proxies. Both Administrations supported
third parties in their efforts to overthrow (and presumably kill) Saddam Hussein (Thomas et al.
1998) and the Clinton Administration relied on Afghan ‘tribals’ in an effort to kill Bin Laden
(9/11 Commission 2004). By the late 1990s, however, the US government was able to rely on

remote technologies, especially in its effort to target terrorists. On the 7" of August 1998, al-
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Qaeda attacked American Embassies in Kenya and Tanzania. Asked to provide options for a
response, and - based in part on the 1986 raid on Libya - the Pentagon settled on a missile strike
(9/11 Commission 2004, 116). On the 20" of August, the US government launched a cruise
missile attack on al-Qaeda bases in Khost, Afghanistan. While the missile also targeted what
turned out to be a pharmaceutical facility in Sudan, Operation Infinite Reach clearly aimed at
killing Bin Laden (Coll 2005). This operation was carried out openly and publicly legitimated.
It also relied on the deployment of remote methods — through superior technology - with no
US officials involved on the ground or close to the sites targeted. While representing a clear
shift towards practices currently associated with remote warfare, the Administration’s

legitimation built on arguments and legal precedents established under its predecessors.

First, the administration relied on the argument regarding the targeting of infrastructure
(Woodward 2018) — as opposed to leaders present at that infrastructure — developed by Sofaer.
As Vlasic wrote (2000, 102), in the case of Bin Laden, National Security Council spokesman
David Leavy went even further. He argued that for terrorist groups, the term ‘infrastructure’
could be interpreted more broadly. As he put it ‘the terrorist group’s “Infrastructure” and
“command and control” are “justifiable targets” and such “infrastructures” are often “human.”’
Second, the Administration accepted the precedents regarding the legitimacy of pre-emptive
strikes in self-defence against terrorists. As the 9/11 Commission Report summarized: ‘the
administration’s position was that under the law of armed conflict, killing a person who posed
an imminent threat to the United States would be an act of self-defense, not an assassination’
(9/11 Commission 2004, 132). It is instructive to note that, the Administration received

extensive domestic criticisms for the operation, including accusation of being too aggressive

or ‘wagging the dog’ (i.e. trying to distract the US public from the President’s infidelity
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scandal). However, none of these criticisms focused on an alleged violation of the assassination

ban (9/11 Commission 2004, 118).

Certainly, beyond the ban, several members of the Clinton Administration had serious concerns
surrounding these operations. In line with the concerns identified in current remote warfare
literature (Waldman 2019), US officials worried that civilian casualties, mission failures, and
the risk of body bags might undermine both the international image of the US and the
Administration’s political position at home (Zegart 2009). In this context, the Clinton
Administration contributed both to the crystallizing a legal rationale for the conduct of
operations against terrorists and terrorist leaders, and to technological advancements that would
make these operations dominant. As Steve Coll has extensively chronicled, the Clinton
Administration’s second term saw the revamping of the drone programme and the start of the
global deployment of drones in counter-terrorism operations. The early deployment over
Afghanistan occurred for surveillance purposes only. In the last months of the Clinton
presidency, however, US officials in both the CIA and the NSC started calling for the arming
of the Predator drone to reduce the time elapsed between location of a terrorist and strike (Coll
2005: 528-531). International legal concerns and bureaucratic rivalries stalled this process.
While legal precedents for the conduct of semi-covert assassination attempts through remote
technologies had been established since the 1980s, only the shock of 9/11, together with the
Authorizations for the Use of Military Force, and the weaponization of drones that followed

permitted the global deployment of targeted killing.

In the aftermath of 9/11, deployments of violence typical of ‘remote warfare’ expanded. These

included the US reliance on local proxies and PMCs, as well as an expansion of CIA’s and

special forces” power to conduct covert kill/capture operations in what was understood as a
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global battlefield (Scahill 2013). Similarly, the US did not completely abandon the use of
covert and less remote assassination and targeted killing methods. In the Obama years, the CIA
and the Mossad cooperated in the assassination of Hezbollah leader Imad Mugniyeh, who had
been responsible for a campaign of bombing against US targets in Lebanon in the 1980s
(Bergman 2018: 599; Whipple 2020). In these cases, the US government exploited the same
interplay between covertness and remoteness visible in early Cold War plots and in the
targeting of Fadlallah. It maintained its ‘distance’ through its collaboration and sharing of
intelligence with an allied government and friendly intelligence service for the purposes of

assassination.

While the number of strikes was limited under George W. Bush, the improved intelligence
network and the greater availability of drones made them the weapon of choice in the Obama
years. Drone strikes expanded exponentially. The Obama presidency, especially in its first
term, came to be defined by drones (Fuller 2017; McCrisken 2013). Drone strikes were
deployed both as part of long-term conflicts and counter-insurgency campaigns in ‘hot’
battlefields and for the elimination of targets, including American citizens, beyond declared
war zones (Calhoun 2016; Trenta 2017). More generally, drones became a key component of
the lighter footprint approach to warfare that the ‘remote warfare’ literature has amply detailed
(Biegon and Watts 2020, 2021). Towards the end of his first term and in conjunction with the
targeting of a US citizen (the cleric Anwar al-Awlaki), however, the Obama administration
started to receive more vocal Congressional and public criticism. In response, the
Administration took two main — somewhat half-hearted - measures. First, it established a series
of limited executive measures to regulate the use of drones. These included efforts to minimize
civilian casualties and to increase the transparency surrounding the strikes carried out. Second,

through strategic leaks and speeches, the Administration attempted to better justify and
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legitimate its use of drones. As Banka and Quinn have argued (2018: 671), this process made
the conduct of drones strikes ‘quasi-secret.” It permitted the Administration to take credit for
the programme while avoiding excessive “critical interrogation.” In the process of legitimating
this remote and semi-covert deployment of violence, the Obama Administration often built on
legal precedents developed by its predecessors. While stressing its effort to adhere to
international law, the Obama Administration came to rely on expanded understandings of self-
defence (Erakat 2013) and imminence (Trenta 2017) not dissimilar from the ones developed in

the Reagan and W. Bush years.

Obama’s executive measures regulating drone strikes did not survive the transition to Trump.
During the 2016 campaign, Trump openly discussed the assassination of foreign leaders. As
Woodward (2018: 183) reports, he suggested that he would work with China to make Kim Jong
Un (of North Korea) “‘disappear in one form or another very quickly.” To be sure, Rhetorical
hyperbole and bluster defined Trump’s counterterrorism rhetoric during the campaign and in
office (Neumann 2018). Documentary evidence is still too sparse to make a final judgment on
assassination and targeted killing during the Trump era. Some clues, however, are available.
Investigative journalism points to a more explicit consideration of assassination as a tool of
foreign policy. According to revelations (Woodward 2018) — confirmed on live TV in
September of 2020 by the President himself and Jared Kushner - Trump called for the
assassination of Syrian leader Bashar al-Assad and desisted only after Secretary of Defence
Mattis refused. Furthermore, the Administration reportedly also considered the kidnapping
and/or assassination of WikiLeaks founder Julian Assange (Dorfman et al. 2021). Beyond these
isolated stories, it seems clear that the use of drones for targeted killing further expanded under

Trump. It is also clear that, in a return to Obama’s first term, decisions surrounding drone
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strikes were delegated to officials outside the White House and became even less transparent

(Atherton 2020).

Conclusion

This article built on recent works on remote warfare to make three main contributions. First,
the analysis suggested that the ‘remote warfare’ literature has tended to blur distinctions
between the methods used to deploy violence (more or less remote) with the ways in which
this violence is deployed (more or less covert). Second, the article argued that the history of
the US government involvement in assassination helps in highlighting the interplay between
remoteness and covertness. Third, the article established that current practices of remote
warfare cannot be disentangled from the history of assassination. The US government’s
involvement in the assassination of foreign leaders and officials has acted as a laboratory for
the technologies, practices, and processes of legitimation currently associated with global

remote wars, especially against terrorism.

Engaging in covert assassination, the US government utilised methods with different degrees
of remoteness. These varied from the participation of US intelligence officials in the killing of
Lumumba to the more remote support of disgruntled local actors in the case of Schneider. The
analysis also suggested that, while these types of assassination attempt continued, the
establishment — through Executive Order — of a prohibition on assassination pushed the US
government to further “distance’ itself from the conduct of assassination. Starting in the Reagan

years, the US government established political and legal precedents that could permit the
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assassination of terrorists and of leaders of states supporting terrorism, without seemingly

violating the ban.

To be sure, the changes brought by 9/11 and the introduction of drone technology permitted a
paradigm shift in the intensity and reach of the US government targeted killing policy. Beyond
declared battlefields, however this policy often owed much to the legal precedents sets during
the Reagan, Bush, and Clinton years. The killing of Soleimani represented a turning point.
While Operation EI Dorado Canyon demonstrates that it was not the first time that the US
government was involved in the assassination of a foreign state official, the strike against
Soleimani represented the first time that an assassination was conducted successfully, by US
forces, and with the full public acknowledgement of both the operation, and the intent to kill
(including a celebratory Trump Tweet). The Fakhrizadeh case — outside the scope of this article
—seemingly points to a second technological departure. The A.l. assisted machine gun has now
joined the drone as a weapon of remote assassination. This article has provided a first step in

better detailing the material and rhetorical conditions that made assassinations possible.

References

9/11 Commission. 2004. The 9/11 Commission Report. https://www.9-

11commission.gov/report/911Report.pdf

Adelman, R. and Kieran D. 2020. Remote warfare. Minneapolis: University of Minnesota

Press.

29


https://www.9-11commission.gov/report/911Report.pdf
https://www.9-11commission.gov/report/911Report.pdf

Atherton, K. 2020. ‘Trump Inherited the Drone War but Ditched Accountability.” Foreign

Policy. 22 May. https://foreignpolicy.com/2020/05/22/obama-drones-trump-killings-

count/

Banka, A. and Quinn A. 2018. ‘Killing Norms Softly: US Targeted Killing, Quasi-secrecy

and the Assassination Ban.” Security Studies 27 (4): 665-703.

Bergman, R. 2018. Rise and kill first. London: Random House.

Bergman, R. 2021. ‘Ronen Bergman on the A.l.-Assisted, Remote-Control Killing Machine.’

The Lawfare Podcast, 29 September 2021, https://www.lawfareblog.com/lawfare-podcast-

ronen-bergman-ai-assisted-remote-control-killing-machine.

Bergman, R. and Fassihi F. 2021. ‘The Scientist and the A.l.-Assisted, Remote-Control
Killing Machine,” The New York Times, 28 September 2021,

https://www.nytimes.com/2021/09/18/world/middleeast/iran-nuclear-fakhrizadeh-

assassination-israel.html

Biegon, R. and Watts T. 2020. ‘Remote warfare and the retooling of American primacy.’

Geopolitics, https://doi.org/10.1080/14650045.2020.1850442

Biegon, R., Rauta V., and Watts T. (2021), ‘Remote Warfare — Buzzword or Buzzkill?’,

Defence Studies, Online First

Calhoun, L. 2018. We kill because we can. London: Zed.

30


https://foreignpolicy.com/2020/05/22/obama-drones-trump-killings-count/
https://foreignpolicy.com/2020/05/22/obama-drones-trump-killings-count/
https://www.lawfareblog.com/lawfare-podcast-ronen-bergman-ai-assisted-remote-control-killing-machine
https://www.lawfareblog.com/lawfare-podcast-ronen-bergman-ai-assisted-remote-control-killing-machine
https://www.nytimes.com/2021/09/18/world/middleeast/iran-nuclear-fakhrizadeh-assassination-israel.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2021/09/18/world/middleeast/iran-nuclear-fakhrizadeh-assassination-israel.html
https://doi.org/10.1080/14650045.2020.1850442

Callamard, A. 2020. “Extrajudicial, summary or arbitrary executions,” Report of the Special
Rapporteur, UN Human Rights Council, 29 June.

https://www.ohchr.org/EN/Issues/Executions/Pages/AnnualReports.aspx

Callanan, J. 2010. Covert Action in the Cold War. London: IB Tauris.

Canestraro, N. 2003. “American Law and Policy on assassination of foreign leaders.” Boston

College International & Comparative Law Review 26 (1): 1-34.

Cannistraro, V. 2001. “Target America: interview,” PBS Frontline. Accessed 17 February

2020. https://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/target/interviews/cannistraro.html

Carson, A. 2018. Secret Wars. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Chamayou, G. 2015. Drone theory. London: Penguin.

CIA. 1960. ‘Telegram from the Central Intelligence Agency to the Station in the Congo,’

Foreign Relations of the United States 1964-1968 Vol. XXIII: Congo, 1960-1968.

CIA. 1967. Inspector General Report, ‘Report on Plots to assassinate Fidel Castro,” April.

https://www.archives.gov/files/research/jfk/releases/104-10213-10101.pdf

CIA. 1970. Cable to Santiago Station, 23 October, National Security Archives,

https://nsarchive.gwu.edu/documents/cia-effect-removal-schneider/01.pdf.

31


https://www.ohchr.org/EN/Issues/Executions/Pages/AnnualReports.aspx
https://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/target/interviews/cannistraro.html
https://www.archives.gov/files/research/jfk/releases/104-10213-10101.pdf
https://nsarchive.gwu.edu/documents/cia-effect-removal-schneider/01.pdf

CIA DOI (Directorate of Intelligence). 1986. “Libya: Gaddafi’s likely response to a US

military strike.” 11 April. CIA CREST Archive.

Clarridge, D. R. 1997. A Spy for all seasons: My life in the CIA. New York: Scribner.

Cohen, S. 2001. State of Denial: knowing about atrocities and suffering of others. Malden:

Blackwell.

Coker, C. 2004. The future of war. London: Blackwell.

Coll, S. 2005. Ghost Wars. London: Penguin.

Cormac, R. and Aldrich, R. 2018. ‘Grey is the new black: covert action and implausible

deniability,” International Affairs, 94 (3): 477-494.

Crawford, E. 2015. Identifying the enemy. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Daugherty, W. 2004. Executive Secrets: Covert Action and the Presidency. Lexington: The

University Press of Kentucky.

De Witte, L. 2001. The assassination of Lumumba. London: Verso.

Demmers, J. and Gould L. 2018. ‘An Assemblage Approach to Liquid Warfare.” Security

Dialogue 49 (5): 364-381. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0967010618777890.

32


https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0967010618777890

Demmers, J. and Gould L.. 2020. ‘The Remote Warfare Paradox: Democracies, Risk

Aversion and Military Engagement.” E-IR. 20 June.

Devlin. L. 2007. Chief of Station, Congo. New York: Public Affairs.

Dorfman, Z., Naylor S. D. and Isikoff M. 2021. ‘Kidnapping, assassination and a London

shoot-out: Inside the CIA's secret war plans against WikiLeaks.” Yahoo News, 26

September 2021, https://uk.news.yahoo.com/kidnapping-assassination-and-a-london-

shoot-out-inside-the-ci-as-secret-war-plans-against-wiki-leaks-090057786.html.

Erakat, N. 2013. ‘“New Imminence in the Time of Obama: The Impact of Targeted Killings on

the Law of Self Defense.” Arizona Law Review, 56 (1): 195-248.

Ford, Gerald. 1976. Executive Order 11905. 18 February.

https://fas.org/irp/offdocs/e011905.htm

Fortier, D. and Cannistraro, V. 1985. ‘The Qadhafi problem,” Memorandum for Robert

McFarlance, 15 February. Digital National Security Archives on Libya; Collection: CIA

Covert Operations from Carter to Obama, 1977-2010.

Gregory, D., 2011. ‘The everywhere war.” The Geographical Journal, 177(3): 238-250.

Gusterson, H. 2016. Drone: Remote Control Warfare. London: MIT Press.

Hayes, P. 2015. Queen of Spies. London: Duckworth Overlook.

33


https://uk.news.yahoo.com/kidnapping-assassination-and-a-london-shoot-out-inside-the-ci-as-secret-war-plans-against-wiki-leaks-090057786.html
https://uk.news.yahoo.com/kidnapping-assassination-and-a-london-shoot-out-inside-the-ci-as-secret-war-plans-against-wiki-leaks-090057786.html
https://fas.org/irp/offdocs/eo11905.htm

Henriksen, A., and Ringsmose, J. 2015. ‘Drone warfare and morality in riskless war,” Global

Affairs, 1(3): 285-291.

Hersh, S. 1987. “Target Gaddafi.” The New York Times. 22 February.

Ignatieff, M. 2001. Virtual war: Kosovo and beyond. London: Picador.

Imbrey, H. 2001. ‘Interview with Charles Kennedy,” Association for Diplomatic Studies and

Training, 21 June. https://www.adst.org/OH%20TOCs/Imbrey,%20Howard.toc.pdf

Jamieson, R. and McEvoy, K., 2005. ‘State crime by proxy and juridical othering.” British

Journal of Criminology, 45(4): 504-527.

Johnson, L. 1989. ‘Covert Action and Accountability: Decision-Making for America's Secret

Foreign Policy.” International Studies Quarterly, 33(1), 81-109.

Kalyvas, S. 2019. ‘The landscape of political violence’ in Erica Chenoweth, Richard English,

Andreas Gofas, and Stathis N. Kalyvas (eds), The Oxford Handbook of Terrorism. Oxford:

Oxford University Press.

Kinzer, S. 2013. The Brothers. New York: Times Books.

Knowles, E. and Matisek, J. 2019. ‘Western Security Force Assistance in Weak States.” The

RUSI Journal, 164 (3): 10-21.

34


https://www.adst.org/OH%20TOCs/Imbrey,%20Howard.toc.pdf

Knowles, E. and Watson, A. 2018. Remote Warfare: lessons learned from contemporary

theatres. London: Oxford Research Group.

Kornbluh, P. 2013. The Pinochet File. New York: the New Press.

Krieg, A. 2016. ‘Externalizing the burden of war: the Obama Doctrine and US foreign policy

in the Middle East.” International Affairs 92 (1): 97-113.

Krieg, A. 2018. Defining Remote Warfare: The Rise of the Private Military and Security

Companies. London: Oxford Research Group.

Krieg, A. and Rickli J. 2018. ‘Surrogate Warfare: The Art of War in the 21st Century?’

Defence Studies. 18 (2): 113-130.

Lee, P. 2018. “The Distance Paradox.” Air Power Review. 21 (3): 106-30.

McClintock, M. 1992. Instruments of Statecraft. New York: Pantheon Book.

McDonald, J. 2021. ‘Remote Warfare and the Legitimacy of Military Capabilities,” Defence

Studies, Online First

McKay, A. 2021a. “‘Conclusion: remote warfare in an age of distancing and “‘great powers,” in

McKay A., Watson A., and Karlshoj-Pedersen M. (Eds.), Remote Warfare:

interdisciplinary perspectives, Bristol: E-IR.

35



McKay, A. 2021b. ‘Introduction.” in McKay A., Watson A., and Karlshoj-Pedersen M.

(Eds.), Remote Warfare: interdisciplinary perspectives, Bristol: E-IR.

Merrin, W. 2019. Digital War. London: Routledge.

Moghadam, A. and Wyss M. 2020. ‘The Political Power of Proxies: Why Nonstate Actors

Use Local Surrogates.’ International Security, 44 (4): 119-157.

Mumford, A. 2013. Proxy Warfare. Cambridge. Polity Press.

Neumann, P. 2018. Bluster: Donald Trump’s War on terror. London: Hurst and Co.

Nouzille, V. 2016. Les Tueurs de la Republique. Paris: J’ai Lu.

O’Connell, M. E. 2018. ‘The Popular but Unlawful Armed Reprisal.” Ohio Northern

University Law Review, Vol. 44, 325-350.

O'Rourke, L. A. 2018. Covert Regime Change. Cornell University Press.

Oakley, Robert. 2001. “Target America: interview.” PBS Frontline. Accessed 17 February

2020. https://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/target/interviews/oakley.html

Ohlin, J. D. 2019. Research Handbook on Remote Warfare. London: Elgar.

36


https://www.pbs.org/wgbh/pages/frontline/shows/target/interviews/oakley.html

Olmsted, K. 1996. Challenging the Secret Government. Chapel Hill: The University of North

Carolina Press.

Ottaway, D. and Oberdorfer D. 1989. ‘Administration alters assassination ban.” The
Washington Post. 4 November.

https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/politics/1989/11/04/administration-alters-

assassination-ban/8a89e8a0-8f3e-4ce2-b34d-dd33b2403ec2/

Parks, H. 1989. ‘Memorandum of Law: assassination.’

https://nsarchive2.gwu.edu//IMG/assassinations.pdf

Persico, J. 1991. Casey. New York: Penguin.

Poindexter, J. Undated. “Next steps Libya.” Memorandum to the President. James Stark

Files, Box 3, Box 91747, Folder EI Dorado Canyon 6/10, Ronald Reagan Presidential

Library.

Powers, T. 1979. The man who kept the secrets. New York: Pocket Books.

Poznansky, M. 2019. ‘Feigning Compliance: Covert Action and International

Law.” International Studies Quarterly, 63(1): 72-84.

Poznansky, M. 2020. ‘Revisiting plausible deniability.” Journal of Strategic Studies, 1-23.

37


https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/politics/1989/11/04/administration-alters-assassination-ban/8a89e8a0-8f3e-4ce2-b34d-dd33b2403ec2/
https://www.washingtonpost.com/archive/politics/1989/11/04/administration-alters-assassination-ban/8a89e8a0-8f3e-4ce2-b34d-dd33b2403ec2/
https://nsarchive2.gwu.edu/IMG/assassinations.pdf

Rauta, V. 2018. ‘A structural-relational analysis of party dynamics in proxy

wars.” International Relations. 32(4): 449-467.

Rauta, V. 2020a. ‘Framers, founders, and reformers: Three generations of proxy war

research.” Contemporary Security Policy: 1-22.

Rauta V. 2020b. ‘Proxy Warfare and the Future of Conflict: Take Two,” The RUSI Journal.

165: 1-10.

Rauta V. 2021. ‘‘Proxy War’ - A Reconceptualisation.” Civil Wars.

https://doi.org/10.1080/13698249.2021.1860578

Rauta V. 2021. ‘A Conceptual Critique of ‘Remote Warfare.” Defence Studies, Online First.

Reagan, R. 1981. Executive Order 12333. 4 December. https://www.archives.gov/federal-

register/codification/executive-order/12333.html.

Reagan, R. 1984. National Security Decision Directive 138 — Combatting Terrorism, 3 April.

https://fas.org/irp/offdocs/nsdd/nsdd-138.pdf.

Riemann, M. and Rossi, N. 2020 ‘Remote Warfare: The socio-political effects of ever
present/absent war.” In Remote Warfare: Interdisciplinary Perspectives, E-International

Relations.

38


https://doi.org/10.1080/13698249.2021.1860578
https://www.archives.gov/federal-register/codification/executive-order/12333.html
https://www.archives.gov/federal-register/codification/executive-order/12333.html
https://fas.org/irp/offdocs/nsdd/nsdd-138.pdf

Riemann, M. and Rossi N. 2021a. ‘Outsourcing death, sacrifice, and remembrance: the socio-
political effects of remote warfare,” in McKay A., Watson A., and Karlshoj-Pedersen M.

(Eds.), Remote Warfare: interdisciplinary perspectives, Bristol: E-IR.

Riemann, M. and Rossi N. 2021b. ‘Remote Warfare as ‘Security of Being’: Reading Security

Force Assistance as an Ontological Security Routine,” Defence Studies, Online First

Rogers, P. 2013. “Security by “Remote Control,”” RUSI Journal 158 (3): 14-20.

Scabhill, J. 2013. Dirty Wars. London: Serpent’s tail.

Schmidt, D. and Trenta L. 2018. “‘Changes in the law of self-defence? Drones, imminence,

and international norm dynamics.” Journal on the Use of Force and International Law. 5

(2): 201-245.

Shaw, M. 2003. The New Western Way of War. London: Polity.

Sofaer, Abraham D. 1986. “War Powers, Libya, and State Sponsored Terrorism.” US House

of Representatives, Hearings Before the Sub-committee on Arms Control, International

Security and Science of the House Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Special Group. 1960. Minutes of Special Group Meeting, 25 August. Foreign Relations of the

United States 1964-1968 Vol. XXIII: Congo, 1960-1968.

Stanik, J. 2003. El Dorado Canyon. Annapolis: Naval Institute Press.

39



Stoddard, E. and Toltica S. 2021. ‘Practising Remote Warfare: Analysing the Remote

Character of the Saudi/UAE Intervention in Yemen.” Defence Studies, Online First.

Tenet, G. 2007. At the Center of the Storm New York: Harper Collins.

Thomas, E., Dickey C. and Vistica G. L. 1998. ‘How the CIA's secret war in Iraq

turned into utter fiasco.” Newsweek. 23 March. https://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-

srv/inatl/longterm/irag/stories/newsweek032398.htm

Trenta, L. 2017. ‘“The Obama Administration’s conceptual change: imminence and the

legitimation of targeted killings.” European Journal of International Security 3 (1): 69-93.

Trenta, L. 2018. *’An act of insanity and national humiliation’: the Ford Administration,
Congressional inquiries and the ban on assassination.” Journal of Intelligence History 17

(2): 121-140.

Trenta, L. 2021 *Death by Reinterpretation: Dynamics of Norm Contestation and the US Ban
on Assassination in the Reagan Years.” Journal of Global Security Studies, Volume 6,

Issue 4, December 2021, https://doi.org/10.1093/jogss/ogab012.

Treverton, G. 1987. Covert Action. New York: Basic Books.

US Government. 2013a. Foreign Relations of the United States 1964-1968 Vol. XXIII:

Congo, 1960-1968, Editorial Note 28.

40


https://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/inatl/longterm/iraq/stories/newsweek032398.htm
https://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-srv/inatl/longterm/iraq/stories/newsweek032398.htm
https://doi.org/10.1093/jogss/ogab012

US Government. 2013a. Foreign Relations of the United States 1964-1968 Vol. XXIII:

Congo, 1960-1968, Editorial Note 45.

US Senate. 1975. ‘Alleged Assassination plots involving foreign leaders.” Select Committee
to Study Governmental Operations with respect to Intelligence Activities. Washington: US
Government Printing Office.

https://www.intelligence.senate.gov/sites/default/files/94465.pdf

Vlasic, M. 2000. “Cloak and dagger diplomacy.” Georgetown Journal of International

Affairs 1 (2): 95-104.

Waldman, T. 2019. ‘Strategic Narratives and US Surrogate Warfare.” Survival, 61 (1): 161-

178.

Watson, A. and McKay A. 2021. ‘Remote warfare: a critical introduction.” in McKay A.,
Watson A., and Karlshoj-Pedersen M. (Eds.), Remote Warfare: interdisciplinary

perspectives, Bristol: E-IR.

Watts, T. and Biegon. R. 2017. Defining Remote Warfare: Security Cooperation. London:

Oxford Research Group.

Watts, T. and Biegon R. 2019. ‘Conceptualising Remote Warfare.” Oxford Research Group.

https://www.oxfordresearchgroup.org.uk/conceptualising-remote-warfare-the-past-

present-and-future

41


https://www.intelligence.senate.gov/sites/default/files/94465.pdf
https://www.oxfordresearchgroup.org.uk/conceptualising-remote-warfare-the-past-present-and-future
https://www.oxfordresearchgroup.org.uk/conceptualising-remote-warfare-the-past-present-and-future

Watts, T. and Biegon R. 2021. ‘Revisiting the Remoteness of Remote Warfare: US Military

Intervention in Libya During Obama’s Presidency,” Defence Studies, Online First

Whipple, C. 2020. The Spymasters. London: Simon and Schuster.

Williams, J., 2015. ‘Distant intimacy: space, drones, and just war.” Ethics and international

affairs. 29 (1): 93-110.

Winkler, Carol. 2005. In the name of terrorism: Presidents on Political Violence in the post-

World War 1l era. Albany: State University of New York Press.

Woodward, B. 1988. Veil. New York: Pocket Books.

Woodward, B. 2018. Fear. New York: Simon and Schuster.

Zegart, A. 2009. Spying Blind. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

42



