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SUBJECT: Domestic Terrorism 

1.	 Thesis Statement. The United States Government is not taking 
appropriate steps to protect its citizens againsL the threats of 
Domestic Terrorism. 

2.	 Discussion. The United States Government is not totally 
committed to fightin~ domestic terrorism. The Department of 
Justice is caught in a web of bureaucratic red tape between 
legal, investigative and intelligence agencies; it lacks the 
clear leadership, funding and policy enforcement required to 
protect its citizens. 

3.	 Conclusion. After extensive research, we found our law 
enforcement and intelligence gathering agencies were extremely 
committed to their efforts to stop domestic terrorism. The major 
obstacles standing in their way are ineffective policies, 
government bureaucracies, and overlapping agency 
responsibilities. 
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for Excellence in research. Writing Research Papers, Ninth 
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of this research paper. 
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1. 

Domestic Terrorism 

There is no single, universally accepted, definition of terrorism. 

Terrorism is defined in the Code of Federal regula tions as " ... tr.e unlawful 

use of force and viole~ce against persons or property to intimidate or 

coerce a government, the civilian population, or any segment thereof, in 

furtherance of political or social objectives (Terrorism in the United 

States 1998 (28 C.F.R. section 0.85))." Charley Reese goes on to add in 

an article in the Orlando Sentinel, "Terrorism is a political act, a 

response to U.S. policy. "It is an act of war waged by people too weak to 

have a conventional army or one large enough to take on the United States" 

(Reese 1). The Department of justice divides terrorism into international 

or domestic. For the purpose of this report, we will focus mostly on the 

United States Policy, Political Terrorism, Militia groups, and 

cyberterrorism, and how they correlate to Domestic Terrorism. 

The Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI) defines domestic terrorism 

as: ... the unlawful use, or threatened use, of force of violence by a group 

or individual based and operating entirely within the United States or 

Puerto Rico... (Terrorism in the United States, 1998). 

Call it and define it as you may, the bottom line is we cannot 

expect to completely eradicate terrorism; however, the United States 

Government is not taking appropriate steps to protect its citizens against 

domestic terrorism. It is now, and will remain, a persistent national and 

international problem. However, we can through our policies as a nation 

signif~cant:j reduce the impact terrorism jas on our national :ife. We 

:an ~2~2 ~~e ~errorist's vicious work ~ore difficult, and we 2an ~ake it 

~C~2 ~Gst~y for those people who support terror~sts. 
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Our nation's counterterrorism policy was initially developed during the 

:'970s. The basic principles remain as valid today as when first 

articulated. The policy revolves around four pillars: First, make no 

concessions to terrorists and strike no deals. We will not pay rahsom, 

release convicted terrorists, or pressure other countries to give into 

t:errorist demands; in other words, "no deals". Second, bring terrorists 

[0 justice for their crimes. Terror~sts are neither freedom fighters nor 

romantic warriors; they are criminals. Third, isolate and apply pressure 

on states that sponsor terrorism to force them to change their behavior. 

Together with the State Department, the President of the United States 

will impose sanctions on countries that supp~rt terrorist activities. We 

will continue to pressure states that suppcr~ ~errorist groups and use 

terrorism as a tool of their foreign polie . Fourth, bolster the 

counterterrorism capabilities of those countries that work with the United 

States and require assistance. The United States will provide for 

countries that support our policy, but do not have the means; either 

through O.S. dollars or in terms of technical, intelligence or 

investigative support, the United States wil~ lend ass~stance. (Busby 

3 (Kupperman and Trent 112)). 

Most: experts would ag~ee that the United States' counterterrorism 

policy is sound. SODe experts however disagree. According to Charley 

Reese (3 nationally syndicated columnist), "capturing an individual 

t:error~sts does not even address the problem. People who execute 

terror~st actions are expendable, replaceable soldiers. Catch one, and 

~.:..-=-~ one, and nvo '!'Jill take nis place." He;Joes on to say, "fvlaintaining 

'l l ::rue2- sanctions on =raq ~hat already have cost half a mlJ.. .... lon innocent 

~':"ves? ?hose sanct':"ons alone are enough to spawn terrorism for the next 

";0 :../ears" ~;:Zeese :'). 
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Many in the State Department and the Department of Justice will 

argue that our policy is sound and it is not in need of revision. Few 

will argue however that the Clinton administration follows its own 

counterterrorism policy, take for example President, Clinton's decision to 

grant clemency to the Armed Forces of National Liberation (FALN) 

terrorists. The FALN is a Puerto Rican terrorist group that sought to win 

independence for Puerto Rico through an unprecedented terrorist spree 

during the 1970s and 1980s. The FALN carried out 130 bombings of key 

political and military locations throughout the United States (Current 

Resolution 180). Hundreds of people were injured to include three New 

York City Police Officers. Later Congress deplored President Clinton for 

his actions in a joint resolution action sponsored by Mr. Trent Lott 

(SJ33PCS) . 

With regards to Sinn Fein and the Irish Republican Army (IRA), 

Ronald Rouhier writes: "The United States government allows political 

asylum for persons who have well-founded fear of persecution should they 

be returned to their horne governments. A few members of the IRA have 

found their way into the American judicial system and have applied for 

asylum; because the British government will subject them to further 

persecution. Their belief is in a fight for a united Ireland free of 

British rule. "The U.S. government could rightfully claim a separation of 

powers when the court upholds a request for asylum from a suspected 

terrorist, but not when the U.S. leaders take a direct involvement in 

granting visas to allow known terrorists to raise funding. The British 

government under John Major was vocal that the United Sates government 

should not allow any ~eet~ng bet~veen the U.S. government and the 

leadersh~p of Sinn Fein under Jerry Adams lest ~t give a tac~t 

~h~s President Cl~~ton jid when overturning the State 



Department visa denia~ and throug~ executive authority allowed a 'reformed 

ter~orist' to visit the White HOUSe for personal talks with the head of 

state (Rouhier 2). 

It was qui te embarrassing ::or ~he Reagan adrniListration when ligri.t 

came to bear on the Iran Contra Scandal. A~~hoLgh the I~an Centra scandal 

was ~uch more politically complicated that the preceding two examples, it 

still boiled down to this: Does the United States following its own anti 

'T' . l"?
~errorlsm pO~lcles. 

If we learn to follow our own policies, will our policies prove 

sound and reduce terrorism throughout the United States and overseas? 

The U~lted States Government has always taken a hard-line approach to 

dealing with the terrorism abroad and at home. Nevertheless, History has 

shown us that a hard-line approach is not always the most effective way of 

dealing with terrorist. This is especially true if the terrorist group is 

defending a cause considered legitimate by a significant part of the local 

populatior... Take what happened at Ruby Ridge and Waco, Texas as two prime 

examoles of this. Had the FBI not taken a hard-line approach in handling 

these situations, would the Oklahoma Federal Building have been blown up? 

According to some, this hard-line approach may be contributing to the 

problem rather than solving it. Moreover, therein lies the threat of 

terrorism towards open societies. Normally, an open democratic society 

such as ours will not be overthrown by revolution, because there is an 

~utlet :Eor political discontent in the normal process of goverr..ir..g. Only 

a very small minority of extremist will turn to violent methods; however, 

it has happened that democracies destroy t~emselves in the orocess of 

:Eightin.g terrorism..Lis L'v'nc~ s"Cates: "i::: the response to terrorism 

inv:lves suscension of democratic freedoms, this ~ill play to the 

~dvantage of terror~sts'l 



Along with our country's policy makers, there has to be the 

appropriate laws and legislation in order to empower our law enforcement 

and intelligence gathering agencies the necessary tools to get the job 

done, this is not happening! Complex bureaucrat~c procedures now in place 

send an unmistakable message to the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) 

officers in the field that recruiting clandestine sources of terrorist 

information is encouraged in theory but discouraged in practice. Inside 

information is key to preventing attacks by terrorists. The CIA must 

aggressively recruit informants with unique access to terrorist's plans. 

That sometimes requires recruiting those who have cOTh~itted terrorist acts 

or related crimes, just as domestic law enforcement agencies routinely 

recruit criminal informants in order to pursue major criminal figures. 

Inside, the CIA has always had a process for assessing a potential 

informant's reliability, access, and value. However, the CIA issued new 

guidelines in 1995. This was in response to concerns about alleged serious 

acts of violence by Agency sources. The guidelines set up complex 

procedures for seeking approval to recruit informants who may have been 

involved in human rights violations. In practice, these procedures have 

deterred and delayed vigorous efforts to the recruitment of essential, if 

sometimes unsavory, terrorist informants and forced the United States to 

rely too heavily on foreign intelligence services. The adoption of the 

guidelines contributed to a marked decline in Agency morale unparallel 

since the 197Cs and a significant number of case officers retired early or 

resigned. 

~he Director of the C:A should issue a directive that the 1995 

~uidelines will nc longer apply to recrui~ina terrorist informants 
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The FBI, which is responsible for investigating terroyism in the 

United States, also suffers from bureaucratic obstacles in obtaining 

terrorism information. 

The FBI's terrorism investigations are governed by two sets of 

Attorney General guidelines. The guidelines for Foreign Intelligence 

Collection and Foreign Counterintelligence Investigations (FI guidelines), 

which are classified, cover the FBI's investigations of international 

terrorism, defined as terrorism occurring outside the United States or 

transcending national boundaries. Domestic terrorism is governed by the 

Attorney General guidelines on General Crimes, Racketeering Enterprise and 

Domestic Security/Terrorism Investigations (domestic guidelines). The 

domestic guidelines would apfly, for example, to an investigation of a 

foreign terrorist group's activities in the United States if the FBI does 

not yet have information to make the international connection required for 

the FI ?uidelines. Both guidelines set forth the standards that must be 

met before the FBI can open a preliminary inquiyy or full investigation. 

The domestic guidelines authorize a preliminary inquiry where there is 

in£or~ation or an allegation indicating possible criminal activity. A full 

investigation may be opened where there is a reasonable indication of a 

cyiminal violation, which is descri~ed as a standard "substanLially lower 

than probable cause" (Terrorism in the United States 10). 

~te domestic and Fl g~idelines provide the FBI with sufficient legal 

aULhoritv to conduct its investigations. In many situations, howevey, 

agen~s are unsure as to whether the ciycumstances of a oayticular case 

~Ee~ the criteria allowing Lheir authority to be invoked. This ~ack of 

c~ariLi' conLributes to a risk-averse culture that causes some agents LC 

~e~Yain ~YC~ ~aking 8romot act~on against susoected ~errorists. 
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In 1995, largely in response to the Oklahoma City bombing and 

indications that confusion was inhibiting investigatio~s, the Department 

of Justice (DoJ) issued a memorandum to the FBI field offices attempting 

to clarify the circumstances that would merit opening a preliminary 

inquiry and full investigation under the domestic guidelines. Nonetheless, 

there is still considerable confusion among the FBI field agents about the 

application of the guidelines. Neither the DoJ nor the FBI has attempted 

to clarify the FI guidelines for international terrorism investigations. 

The Attorney General and ~he Director of the Federal Bureau of 

=nvestigatic~ shoGld develop guidance to clarify the application of both 

sets of guidelines. This guida~ce should specify wha~ facts and 

circumsLances merit the opening of a preliminary inqGiry or full 

investigation and should direct agents in the field to investigate 

terrorist activity vigorously, using the full extent of their authority. 

(Schelling 12-13). 

Without clear policy and guidelines, the U.S. is leaving itself 

vulnerable to a myriad of preconceived threats from a variety of sources. 

One of these threats is political terror. 

?oli~ical ~er~orlsm involves the wagi~g of organizational te~ror 

i~side the United States by a group of individuals seeKing specifi~ 

eCLi '7e5 . Such acts would ncr~ally be directed against ~ighly visible 

"Ca.r';et.s . 
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of society. ~je ef~e~ma~h of b~codshed, the:r-e 

0e a fl~rry of ~esponses f~om politicicns, a c13i~i~g 0: credi~ by ~~e 

~2rrsrist group, fea~s of cc~ycat ac~io~s, 2~d the well fublicized police 

A~l of t~ese c8nseq~ences ex:e~d tt3 ~eani~g o~ a given 

~erroris~ ~ct a~d demc'~stra~~ its ~ar-reachi~g effect. Juring my 

discu5sicn, I will discuss two areas ~hat tt~ ~nited States (U.S.) is ~ot 

~aking arpropriate steps to protect its citizens a1ainst the threat of 

Jorrestic Terrorism (POLITICAL). The points ere: 3ureaucracies between 

agenc~~s, and the Anti-terrorism Act. 

A political terrorist who is determined at all cost to obtain 

specific political objectives from the US government has et their disposal 

and array sf cptions. A single act of domestic political terrorism may 

cut across several governmental agencies jurisdictional lines of 

T~e followi~g government e~e~cies ar2 responsible for the 

orevention of political ~errorism: Federal Burea~ of Investigation (FBI) 

Ce~tral I~telligence Agency; US :ecret Services; Federal Protection 

5er i Ti:::es; ?ederal cI:\.viation ;:"dministratio~; Inspect':'ens Divisicn of 

:~otley ~6-4:) These agencies heve ceveloped plans to detect, prevent, anc 

neut~alize political ~e~rorist acts, bu~ plans :ross ever the 

~~~iSGic~ic~s of sever31 o~gan~zatic~s. He~e we have the classic =ase of 
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agenc~es ~o respond to te~~o~is~ regardless o~ ju~isd~c~~on. The 

essen~ials to dealing with political terro~ism a~e policy planning, crisis 

anticipation, a~d rehearsal. Here is an example of agencies not work~ng 

toget:::'er. The Federal 3urea~ of Investigation (?3I; feels that their 

organization is severely rest~icted in infiltrating known ext~emist 

groups. The FBI has no terrorism database like the Central Intelligence 

Agency (C=A) to stop extremist g~oups (FBI Domestic Center Terrorism 

Program) . If the FBI and CIA W8~e willing to share information about 

known terrorist, they would be one step closer to eliminating the 

terrorism threat. US lawmaker must appoint appropriate personnel in these 

agencies to make critical decisions so these agencies can work together. 

These agencies are t~e experts on battling political terrorism. They must 

keep the president informed on the known activities of political terrorist 

grol:.ps. There are eight active poli ticel terror~st groups in t.he US ... 

1.The Weather Underground, 2.Black Liberation Army, 3.The New World 

Liberation Front (NWLF), 4.George Jackson Brigade, 5.Armed Forces of 

2ue~to Rican National Libe~3tion (FALN), 6.Cmega (Anti-Castro), 7.Sam 

Melville-Jonathan Jackson Unit, 8.The Jewish Armed Resistance. 

The most active of these groups is the Puerto Rican National 

Liberation (FALN). Since 1974 the Puerto Rico independent movement (FALN) 

has claimed responsibility for more than one hundred and thirty bombing in 

Chicago, ~iami, New York, and Washington, DC that left six dead and many 

injured. FALN, a nationalist group that wants to disrupt lives of 

political leaders in the United States (Motley 7). This nationalist group 

2.S also ~esponsible for shooting ::i'le members of congress at the US House 

of ~epresent.a~ives. Sixteen of these gro~p members were pardoned by 
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President Clinton in August (FALN a Threat) . Since the decision was made 

to release FALN members, the FBI has declined to comment on what advice it 

may have given the president. Someone had to gain something from the FALN 

member's release. The word on the street is the President released them 

to help his wife New York Senate campaign. Only weeks after the release, 

Attorney General Janet Reno stated... "the release of the FALN members would 

heighten the risk of political terrorism u Keep them in prison and reduce• 

ter:-orism. The release of these members was a shock to society. US 

leaders cannot continue to allow this to happen. Political terrorists 

wi~l assume if they are caught, they will not be punished. US leaders must 

assume terrorist attacks will continue to be used to seek political goals. 

All agencies and the President must work together to stop political 

terrorism. Many of our citizens believe these agencies are not working 

together to prevent political terrorism. 

The problem in combating political terrorism is a serious and 

difficult one conf:-onting policymakers with a number of unaccustomed 

problems. First, the te:-rorist adversary does not follow the establish 

rules of warfare or diplomacy. Thus, dealing with terrorists poses 

different challenges than attempting to negotiate with other governments. 

Second, the terrorist is intermittent. Third, terrorism tends to fall 

between the recognized missions of the US agencies. ?i~ally, there is an 

absence of mutual cooperation and understanding between US agencies, the 

law-enforcement and the President (MOTLEY 53). To deal effectively with 

colitical terrorism requires preparing and pre-testing a broad range of 

realistic scenarios and contingency plans. ~here must De greater 

:oooeration be~ween US agencies, law enforcement at the federal level and 

One important steD t~e F31 aia :or ~he upcoming 
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millennium was a strategic assessment of domestic political terrorism in 

the United States called Project Megiddo. The project gave FBI members an 

insight on terrorism so that they can get a better understanding of the 

threat of terrorism. This information was shared with other agencies. 

Project Megiddo, is intended to analyze the potential for extremist 

criminal activity in the United States by individuals or domestic 

extremist groups who profess an apocalyptic view of the millennium or 

attach special significance to the year 2000. The purpose behind this 

assessment is to provide law enforcement agencies with a clear picture of 

potential extremism motivated by the next millennium. The report does not 

contain information on domestic terrorist groups whose actions are not 

influenced by the year 2000. There are numerous difficulties involved in 

providing a thorough analysis of domestic security threats catalyzed by 

the new millennium. Quite simply, the very nature of the current domestic 

terrorism threat places severe limitations on effective intelligence 

gathering and evaluation. Ideological and philosophical belief systems, 

which attach importance, and possibly violence, to the millennium, have 

been well articulated. From a law enforcement perspective, the problem 

therefore is not a lack of understanding of motivating ideologies. The 

fundamental problem is that the traditional focal point for 

counterterrorism analysis-- the terrorist group-- is not always well 

defined or relevant in the current environment. The general trend in 

domestic extremism is the terrorist's disavowal of traditional, 

hierarchical, and structured terrorist organizations. Even well 

established militias, which tend to organize along military lines with 

central control, are cjaracterized by factionalism and disunity. Whi:e 

several "professional" :.errorist groups still exist and present ::1. 

continued :.hreat ~V domestic security, :.he overwhelming majority of 
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extremist groups in the United States have adopted a fragmented, 

~eaderless structure where individuals or small groups act with autonomy. 

This report gave all law enforcement agencies an ideological perspective 

on terrorism. The ctallenge to the agencies is to understand these 

extremist theories and be prepared to respond to the crises (Project 

Megiddo) . 

Congress passed, and President Clinton signed into law, the 1996 

Anti-Terrorism Act. This Act grants federal authorities one billion 

dollars to combat terrorism. The new law expands the federal government 

powers; however, critics argue that it violates citizen's constitutional 

rights (uomestic Terrorism) . One problem with the Bill is the Habeas 

Corpus Act. The Habeas Corpus Act is the only way that most criminal 

defendants ever get a federal hearing on their constitutional claims 

(McGuckin 100) . This law became effective in 1867. Habeas corpus 

petitions involve a review by the courts as to whether prison inmates are 

unjustly confined. Inmates on death row often use them. Some lawmakers 

believe that inmates' opportunity to appeal the death sentence repeatedly 

and forestall execution for an extended period of time lessens the threat 

of punishment. The Anti-Terrorism Act by contrast gives death row inmates 

only six months to file a petition. The American Civil Liberties Onion 

believes this provision is a violation of constitutional rights and that 

prisoners wrongly convicted will not have enough time to overturn the 

verdicts against them. Supporters of ~he law say that this provision will 

eli~inate long, costly appeals, which at ~imes run into many years. They 

~rgue ~hat speedy executions will De a deterrent to terrorists. The 

Sucre~e Cour~ wil~ ultimately rule ~n the constitutionality of the 

~rcv~sicns 8f ~~e A~ti-Terro~~sm ~ct. The legal principle argues that 

~here 5re 2ertair. human rights ~hat canno~ be violated even it tne other 
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party has done so. No matter how atrocious the terrorist act is their 

rights have to be respected. Not all citizens believe in this legal 

principle. When an individual or group engages in terrorism, they have 

forfeited their right to have rights. If this law is not passed it will 

hamper effective anti-terrorism methods in the US. An earlier provision in 

the Anti-Terrorism Act that would have given the federal government power 

to wiretap suspected terrorist groups' phones without a warrant was 

removed from the final Bill. The Act would have allowed the information 

obtained in any way to be used in court. Rep. Bob Barr (R-Ga) said: "We 

do not need to give our government vast new powers." Members of civil 

liberties groups agreed, saying that this provision would have violated 

people's right to privacy. Other lawmakers argued that tragedies such as 

the Oklahoma City bombing make it essential that the federal government be 

allowed to monitor militia groups more closely by virtue of the 

Constitution and the laws of the United States (Domestic Terrorism) 

State and local governments have responsibility ~o protect citizens. 

Would this provision help stem the tide of terrorism if it was left in the 

Anti-Terrorism Act? Perhaps, but it would give the federal government 

unchecked power. It would also allow political spying on non-violent 

domestic groups. The Clinton administration argues that such a measure is 

needed because it sometimes has classified information that it would like 

to use wi~hout having to reveal the source or specific content. 

Never~heless, the government faces this si~uation every day in criminal 

cour~s acress the country. ~hey must choose between revealing the source 

and ~ot using evidence. The rule applies no matter how heinous the crime, 

and ~o ~atter how sensitive ~he information. There simply is ~o other way 

to aQ~inister a fair system of justice, because i~ is impossible to defend 

o~ese~= against secret evidence (MCG0C~IN :01) There ~s ~o auestion 
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that these measures violate well-established pri~ciples of freedom of 

associa~ion and due process. However, their proponents contend that the 

new wcrld order requires a rethinking of these constitutional 

underpinning. "The Constitution is not a suicide pact," as Justi=e Arthur 

Goldber~ once said, and as members of g~vernment have not stopped quo~ing 

Never~heless, are these constitutional sacrifices necessary? 

Critics state that the US open society makes it especially vulnerable to 

political terrorist attacks. Nevertheless, one of the principle benefits 

o~ an open society with substantial political freedom is that it provides 

peaceful ways to express opposition and to work for political change. 

Repressi7e government tends ~o breed rather than contain violence. Since 

the World Trade Center Bombing, Oklahoma Bombing, and the Atlanta Olyrclpics 

Bombing, the OS steped up its stance on al~ domestic terrorism. Passing 

the Anti-terrorist Act and establishing that the FBI will head domestic 

and political violence in the US is a positive step. However, lawmakers 

and US citize~s must look at altering the constitutional balance between 

government power and personal freedom. One need only look at Israel, or 

Great Britain, to see what happens when the threat of terrorism strikes 

horne. Personal liberties are often sacrificed in the name of security 

(Terrorism The Constitution) . Here are some appropriates steps that the 

US can use to prevent terrorism. First, the death pen~lty for political 

~error _st who co~it violen~ acts agains~ the gcvernme~t. Second, death 

row inmates who tave been charged with acts of :errori~m should have only 

six ~on:~s to file a petition against their death sentence. Third, the 

=edera~ government should have the power to wiretap terrorist groups' 

ctc~es wi~hout a ~arrant. Four:h, airport security should be tightened 

regarj~ess Jf :te inco~venience it may cause. ~astly, set auidel~~es co 
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Political Terrorism is unpredic~able and its apparent rando~ness 

makes impossible to protect all potential victims. These attacks 

create a public atmosphere of anxiety and undermine confidence in 

gove:cnmen t . The U.S. has a~l these agencies battling terrorism but 

friction between them causes problems. Past experience shows that 

cooperation is another step in combating terrorism. ~awmakers must 

strengt~en the Anti-Terrorist Act to send a message to potential 

terrorist. The preceding, are just a few steps that the U.S. can take to 

improve on preventing political terrorism. Political terrorism remains 

high on the FBI's priority list; in fact, experts in domestic terrorism 

suggest the next act of terror in the u.s. will come from some sort of 

Political group (Tunner). We must not forget the threat from Militia 

groups. 

Various Militia Groups create bitter discussions and have for many 

years. Aryan Republican Army, Ku Klux Klan, White Aryan Resistance, Irish 

Republican Army, Islamic Salvation Army, Hamas, ?ales~inian Liberation 

Organization are a few examples. But, how about Randy Weaver (1992 

incident a~ Ruby Ridge, Idaho), or Gavid Korest (1993 incident at ~~aco, 

:exas), and finally ~imothy McVeigh (1995 bombing of the Murrah Federal 

3ui~d~~g i~ Jklahona City, Oklchoma) Did ~he U~ited States Governme~t as 

everything in its power to protect Oklahoma City and its citizens from 

On the morning of April 19, 1995, an explosion occurred at ~he 

Alf~ed ? ~urrah ?ederal Building ~illing 168 people, including 19 
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children and injured more than 500 (Hamilton 2) . In November 1994 an 

undercover informant for the Bureau of Alcohol Tobacco and firearms, 

warns her superiors that a German Security Director has declared, " It is 

time to go to war," and, " It is time to start bombing federal b~ildings. 

She t~en tells them the German has joined an Aryan/KKK leader from Tulsa, 

"Oklahoma to case the Murrah Building in Oklahoma City as a potential 

target. ~hen, i~~ediate~y after the bombing, she tells ~he Federal Bureau 

of Investigation and the ATF investigators that she had seen Timothy 

McVeigh, and the suspect identified as John Doe No.2, at the same 

b~~kwoods compound as the German and the Aryan/KKK leader from T~lsa. 

This compeund is known to the AT? and FBI as Elohim City and is on the 

Arkansas/Oklahoma border. Later i~ is discovered that McVeigh called the 

compound two weeks before the explosion asking for the German ex-soldier 

who serves as the compound director of security (Jasper 1). This call was 

placed en a calling card purchased by Timothy McVeigh under the pseudonym 

"Da::::-yl Bridges " (Jasper 2) This German was later identified as And::::-eas 

".A.nc:i" St::::-assmeir. Strassmeir later had his car impounded by the Oklahom~ 

Highway Patrol and curious papers were discovered in his briefcase. Soon 

afte::::-, phone calls came in from the State Department and the Governor's 

office and said Strassmeir had diplomatic i~~unity. Within nine months 

'~f the bombing, Strassmeir had fled ~he uS and slipped into Mexico and 

then bac~ to Germany. Meanwhile, in Herrington, Kansas where Terry 

~ichcls was being investigated, witnesses were found who knew " Andi ~he 

~erman " as a friend of ~1c'7eigh (Jasper 1). During the same time, befJre 

the bombing, a murderer named ~ichard ~ayne Snell, convicted of killing a 

black ArKansas State T::::-ccper, repeatedly "p::::-edicted a bcmbing cr an 

Snell was to be put t~ 

and ~ac t~es to ~~cnl~ :itv =c~naer Robert Mi~~ar, 
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Snell's spiritual advisor. Furthermore the ATF undercover informant, now 

known as Carol Howe stated... "Reverend Millar was working the people of 

Elohim City into a frenzy about a holy war that would come by the 

anniversary of Waco" (Jasper 1). Of course April 19cr., the day Richard 

Snell was to be executed, is also the anniversary of the Waco Texas 

incident and the OK City bombing. With the prior knowledge of the bomb 

plot, why was nothing done to prevent this tragedy? Was it due to 

incompetence or lack of co~~unica~ion between Federal Agencies? Credible 

evidence existed to detain certain Elohim City residents that were 

considered suspects in the bombing, so why did these agencies refuse? 

We are told the explosion was caused by one Ryder truck loaded with 4800 

Ibs. of Ammonium Nitrate Fertilizer and fuel oil (ANFO), as determined by 

the FB1/ATF. The first compelling challenge was logged by retired Air 

Force General Benton Partin one month after the bombing. General Partin 

delivered a detailed analysis to congress, which said "I can say with a 

high level of confidence that the damage pattern of the reinforced 

concrete superstructure could not possibly have been attained frem the 

single truck bomb without supplementing demolition charges at some of the 

reinforced column bases, " (Jasper 3). His forensic findings indicated 

demolition charges were used. Physicist Samuel Cohen, inventor of the " 

Neutron Bomb," supported the General's conclusions by stating" I believe 

that dexolition charges in the building, placed inside at certain key 

concrete columns, did the primary damage. ~t would have been absolutely 

impossible and against the laws of nature for a truck full of fertilizer 

·s.nci ftlel oil, nc matter how much was used, to bring the building down " 

'c...'"Tasper .3) • Joe Harp, a re~ired CIA operative, flew to OK Ci~y with ;ooci 

:riend ~cociy Lemcns "~ Lenon's private plane ~o look for ~is friend ~ickey 

Aaro~ey, ~ Secret Service Agent that worked in ~he Murrah Building. 
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Arriving at 11:00 am, Harp stated" I knew right away that the explosive 

device that had caused the bGilding damage was not an ANFO bomb for two 

reasons: (1) There was a strong sulfur sme~l in the air that was very 

reniniscent of the gas-enhanced 'Daisy cutter' bombs I am familiar with 

from my tours of duty in Vie~nam, as well as other military experience. 

It was not an ANFO smell. (2) I could see right away from the bomb 

signature, (the damage to the structure of the building) that there must 

have been explosive charges inside the building. The truck bomb could not 

have done that damage from out on the street". Mr. Harp also stated "I 

observed members of the fire department EGD removing two devices and 

placing them in the bomb disposal unit. The devices were military olive 

drab in color, and the size of five-gallon drums, with black lettering 

designating the contents as fulminated mercury, a high grade explosive. I 

was also close enough to see what looked like mercury switches on the 

devices, which I presumed were for detonation purposes. I have had 

significant experience with these materials in the military and so readily 

recognized them "(Jasper3). Mr. Lemons also took residue samples from the 

site and scrapings from a building across the street from the Murrah 

building, to a laboratory for analysis. The analysis showed fulminated 

~ercury residue and other chemicals. He was going to take the results to 

the Sklahoma County Grand Jury but found out there was a leak from 

Jistric~ Attorney ~acy's office and Macy was working with the Clinton-Reno 

Justice Depart~ent to scuttle the i~vestigation. A cou~le of weeks later, 

a reDresenLative from Mr. Macy's office, a ~exas Ranger, and a US 

~arshall, showed up with a subpoena for his test results and materials 
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relating to the bombing. However on May 12, Mr. Harp, during a telephone 

interview with a magazine, stated that Woody Lemons also had a copy of the 

report a~d other documents to verify the story. Four days later Mr. 

Lemons, his wife and his mother were killed when his private plane crashed 

under mysterious circumstances. Mr Harp was sure it was not an accide~t 

and said more than one attempt had been made on his life. Could this 

possibly be political pressure run a muck, or a political agenda to 

suppress evidence and witnesses, in order to cover up the leadership 

mistakes that ignored the warnings before the bombing? Additionally, why 

hide the facts that we know more people are involved in this terrorist act 

then the two being prosecuted, who are we protecting, citizen or 

terrorist? 

Arlene Blanchard also suspects a hidden agenda. Sgt Blanchard works 

as an Army Recruiter in the Murrah Building and was there when the bomb 

went off. When briefly interviewed two days later for ABC's Nightline 

program, she mentioned that the suspect depicted in the sketches of John 

Doe No. 2 looked" very familiar" and that her colleague, Sgt Marilyn 

~ravis, had seen and conversed with Timothy McVeigh i~side the building. 

The next day her Battalion Commander, FBI, ATF, and Army Criminal 

Investigations Division (CID) agents grilled her. Furthermore, she and 

the other recruiting office personnel received a direct order not to speak 

to the Dress and were threatened with a court martial if they did (Jasper 

3) 

Ihese different accounts from very credible witnesses, eyewitnesses, 

and a Federal informant show that the FBI and ATF had enough information 

~o ~a~dle ~his si~uation in 3 reore proactive way. ~u~~~er~cre, ?3I, A:F, 

and otter Federal agencies are satisfied ~tat ~his act of terrorism was 

=ornmi-:=teci ::-'j only Terry ~Jichols and Timothy >IciJeiqh, i:1steadof 3 
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~err~r~st group not yet named. With the facts, they knew before~and, the 

narrow-minded focus on only t~o suspects, finding other explosive devices, 

and the pol~tical arrogance to suppress witnesses and evidence, it is 

clear ~he UGited States Government is not taking arprcpriate steps to 

pretect its citizens against the threats of Domestic Terrorism. 

The final aspect of terrorism we will discuss is the newest, and 

aeeordihg to some, potentially the costliest form of domestic terrorism. 

Welcoce to t~e cyberspace zone. 

Barry C. Collin of the Institute for Security and Intelligence 

coined the term ~CyberTerrorism" over a decade ago and described in this 

"The face of terrorism is changi:-1g. While the motivations remain 

toe same, we are GOW facing new and unfamiliar weapons. Tre intelligence 

sys~ems, tactics, sec~r~ty procedures and equipment that were once 

e:~pect2d to protect people, systems, and nations, are powerless against 

this new and very devastating weapon. Moreover, the methods of counter­

terror~sm that our world's specialists have toned over t~e years are 

ineffectual against the enemy. Because, this enemy does not attac~ us 

w~th truckloads of explosives, or with briefcases of Sarin gas, nor with 

dynamite strapped to the bodies of fanatics. This enemy attacks us with 

ones and zeros, at a place we are most vulnerable: the point at which the 

Dh\~ical and virtual worlds converge" (Collin) . An example of this is the 

~= :ove You" virus that was estimated to have affected tens of millions of 

~sers and :ost billions of dollars in damage. 

The 10verGment faces maGY challenges ~n combating CyberTerrerisIT, 

:J.ard to everceme unless legislative laws are 

is fail~ng to de enough 
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to protect its citizens and critical infrastructures from cyberterrorists. 

unde~ united States Code, Title 5, there is a restriction to the amount of 

money that can be paid to a government employee. In an interview with 

Special Agent Ford, Federal Bureau of Investigations, El Paso, he stated, 

"until the government changes the law to remove the salary cap, the 

government is not able to compete with salaries and incentives the private 

sector can offer"(Ford). This leads into the government's lack of 

manpower and qualified technicians in order to combat the increasing 

number cyberattacks. For example "The Defense Information Systems Agency 

launched 38,000 test attacks against i~s own systems to check the agency's 

vulnerabilities, the report said: Only four percent of the people in 

charge of the systems realized they were under attack. Of those only 1 in 

150 reported the intrusion to their bosses"(Friel). In a statement to the 

Senate Subcommittee for the Technology, Terrorism, and Government 

Information, Louis J. Freeh, FBI Di~ector stated, "Before discussing the 

FBI's p~ograms and requirements with respect to cybercrime, let me take a 

few minutes to discuss the dimensions of the problem. Our caseload is 

increasing dramatically. In FY 1998, we opened 547 computer intrusion 

cases; in F~ 1999, that had jumped to 1154. At the same time, because of 

the opening the National Infrast~ucture Protection Center (NIPC) in 

Febr~ary 1998, and our improving ability to fight cyber crime, we closed 

~ore cases. In FY 1998, we closed 399 intrusion cases, and in FY 1999, we 

closed 912 such cases. However, given the exponential increase in the 

numDer of cases opened, c~ted above, our actual number of pending cases 

~as inc~eased by 39%, from 601 a~ the end of :998, to 834 at the end of 

:'v ::"999. _n sno~t, even though we have mar~edly improved our capabi~ities 

~ight cvber intrusions, the crob~em is ;Yowi~g even ~aster/(?~eeh). 
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The last failing of the government is the inability LO foster a 

har~onious working relaLionship/partnership with the private sector. Over 

~he years, because of regulation and governmental controls, the private 

se2Lor, which controls over "90 percent of our nation's critical 

i~fra-structuresU(Hunker), a lack of trust has been established. Many 

private companies experience cyberattacks that go unreported to the 

government. They feel by releasing the information to the government, 

that it will promote bad publicity and the information will be made 

avallable to their competitors. Until the public and private sector can 

bridge that gap, the government will not succeed in protecting our 

infrastructures from cyberattacks. "Protectin9 America's infrastructures 

is nei~her an entirely public or priva~e interest. Vulnerabilities pose 

risks LO government, business, and citizens alike. Reducing those, risks 

require coordinated efforts within and between private and public sectors. 

The need for infrastructure protection creates a zone of shared 

responsibility and potential cooperation for industry and government. (The 

?resident's Commission on Critical Infrastructure Protection Critical 

~oundations: Protecting ~nerica's InfrastrucLures. October 1997). 

The threat of a major cyberattack is imminent. The United States 

has a false sense of security largely because a catastrophic attack has 

~O~ occuryed. Although the U0i~ed States ~as cOITIDi~tees and task groups, 

~here is still a need to properly fund and resource these agencies in 

order for them to be successful. Unti~ that happens, the United States 

wi~~ =o~tinue ~o be OL ~he mercy of cvberterrcrisLs. 
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Many people would disagree with the statement that the United States 

Government is not taking appropriate steps to protect its citizens against 

Jomestic Terrorism; in fact, it is much easier to take the opposing view. 

Take for example the 1998 Terrorism in the United States Counterterrorism 

Threat Assessment Report the United States Congress. In 1998, alone (the 

latest report available) 12 acts of terrorism in the United States were 

prevented. Nine planned attacks were prevented because of the several 

members of the white supremacist group "The New World", based in Illinois 

were arrested. Also in 1998 international terrorist Ramzi Ahmed received a 

lengthy prison sentence for masterminding the February 26 th 
, 1993 World 

Trade Center bombing; in addition, a number of domestic terrorist and 

extremist were convicted and/or sentenced for their illicit activities 

throughout the year. These included Terry Nichols, who was sentenced to 

life in prison for his role in the Oklahoma City bombing, and 21 

individuals convicted of charges related to the 1996 Montana Freemen 

siege. 

The graph on page 24 shows how America's law enforcement agencies 

have done an impressive job of preventing terrorist act through tough and 

old-fashioned investigative work (Terrorism in the United States) 
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According to all the persons involved in this research paper, the 

most difficult part of research was supporting the thesis statement. Our 

government remains very COffiIT,itted to the policies and efforts involved in 

al: aspects of intelligence, law enforcement, and the pursuit of bringing 

suspected terrorist to swift justice. We have the up-nost respect for the 

men and women of our law enforcement and intelligence gathering 

cOffiITlunities for their everyday efforts. We only hope that our lawmakers 

~nd ocliticians provide effective laws and clear the un-needed 

bureaucracies to allow these brave men and women the freedom to exercise 

~~eir j~ties without unneeded hindrance. 
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