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Domestic Terrorism

There is no single, universally accepted, definition of terrorism.
Terrorism is defined in the Ce¢de of Federal regulations as “..the unlawful
use of force and violence 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 encugh 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
cfberterrorism, 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, 1598).

Call it and define it as you may, the bottom line is we cannot
expect to ccmpletely 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. FHowever, we can through our pclicies as a nation
significantly reduce the impact terrorism nas on our national l1ife. We

zan maks The ferrorist’s vicicus work more difficult, and we can make it

nora Testly for those pecple who supperT ferrorists.




Our nation's counterterrorism policy was initially develcoped during the
1970s. 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 ransom,
release convicted terrorists, or pressure other countries to give into
terrorist demands; in other words, "“no deals”. Second, bring terrcrists
to justice for their crimes. Terrorists are neither freedom fichters nor
romantic warriors; they are criminals. Third, isoclate 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 support terrorist activities. We
will continue to pressure states that suppcrt zZerrorist groups and use
terrorism as a tool cf their foreign policy. Fourth, bolster the
counterterrorism capabilities of those countries that work with the United
Sﬁates and reguire assistance. The United States will provide for
countriss that support our policy, kut do not have the means; either
through U.S. dollars or in terms of technical, inteiligence or
investigative support, the United States will lend ass.stance. (Busby
3(Kuprerman and Trent 112)).

Most experts would agree that the United States’ counterterrorism

policy is scund. Some experts however disagree. According to Charley

Reese (3 naticnally syndicated columnist), “capturing an individual
terroriszts dces not even address the problem. Pecple who execute
terrorist actions are expendable, replaceable scldiers. Catch one, and
©1i. cone, and two will take his place.” He goes on to say, “Maintaining
cruel sancticns on Irag that already have cost half a million innccent
_ives? Those sanctions alone are =snough o spawn terrorism for the next

<0 wvears” [Reese 1j.
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Many in the State Department and the Departmenﬁ 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),
Rénald Rouhier writes: “The United States government allows political
asylum for persons who have well-founded fear of persecution should they
be returned to their home 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, pbut not when the U.S. leaders take a direct involvement in
granting visas to allow known terrcrists to raise funding. The British
government under John Majocr was vocal that the United Sates government

snhouid not allow any meeting between the U.S5. government and the
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leadership of Sinn Fein under Jerry Adams lest it give a taclt
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his President Clinton did when overturning the State

Iecsgniclion.
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Devartment visa denial and through executive authority allowed a ‘reformed
terrorist’ to visit the White Hcocuse for personal talks with the head of
state (Rouhier 2).

I was quite embarrassing for the Reagan admirnistration when lignt
came tc bear on the Iran Contra Scandal. Althcugh the Irzan Ccnira scandal
was much more politically complicated that the preceding two examples, it
still boiled down to this: Dces the United States following its own anti
Terrorism policies?

If we learn to follow our own policies, will our policies prove
sound and reduce terrorism throughout the United States and overseas?

The United States Government has always taken a hard-line approach to
dezling 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
défendinq a cause considered legitimate by a significant part of the local
population. Take what happened at Ruby Ridge and Waco, Texas as two prime
examples of this. Had the FBI not taken a hard-line approach in handling
these situations, would the Oklahcma Federal Building have been blown up?
According to some, this hard-line approach may be ccntributing to the
oroblem rather than solving it. Moreover, therein lies the threat of
terrorism towards open societies. Normally, an open democratic society

ours will not be overthrown by revclution, because there is an
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a2 very small minority of extremist will turn to violent methods; however,
2t has happened that democracies destroy themselves in the vrocess cof

Zighting terrorism. As Lynch states: “i1I the response to terrorism
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Znvolves suspensicn of democratic freedoms, this will play to the
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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 bureaucratic procedures now in place
send an unmistakable message to the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA)
officers in the field that recruiting clandestine sources of terrorist
infermation 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 committed 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
iﬁformant’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. 1In practice, these procedures have
deterred and delayed vigorous efforts to the recruitment of essential, 1if
sometimes unsavory, terrorist informants and forced the United States to
rely too heavily on foreign intelligence services. The adoption cf the

uidelines contributed to a marked decline in Agency morale unparallel
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since the 197Cs and a significant number of case officers retired early or

The Director of the CIA should issue a directive that the 1995
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yuidelines will no longer apply ToC recruiting terrorist 1nformants

€5}

ot

{1

t

[}

)]

e
i

t

C

‘Terrcrism in the Jnited



The FBI, which is responsible for investigating terrorism in the
United States, also suffers from bureaucratic obstacles in obtaining
terrorism information.

The FRI's terrorism investigations are governed by two sets of
Attorney General guidelines. The guidelines for Foreign Intelligence
Collecticn 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 (dcmestic guidelines). The
dcmestic guidelines would aprly, for example, to an investigation of a
foreign terrorist group's activities in the United States i1f the FBI does
not vet have information to make the international connection required for
the FI guidelines. Both guidelines set forth the standards that must be
met before the FBI can open a preliminary inquiry or full investigation.
The domestic guidelines authorize a preliminary ingquiry where there is
information or an allegaticn indicating possible criminal activity. A full
investigation may be opened where there is a reasonable indication of a
criminal wviolation, which is described as a standard "substantially lower
“han probarle cause" (Terrorism in the United States 10).

Trhe domestic and Fl guidelines provide the FBI with sufficient legeal
zauthority to conduct its investigations. In many situations, however,
agents are unsure as to whether the circumstances ci a particular case
iteria allowing theilr authority to be invoked. This lack of

ibutes to z risk-averse culture that causes some agents oo

Zrom <zking sSrompT acticn acgainst suspected Terrorists.,



In 1995, largely in response to the Oklahoma City bombing and
indications that confusion was inhibiting investigations, 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 the Director of the Federal Bureau of
nvestigation should develop guidance to clarify the application cf botnh

sets of guidelines. This guidance should specify what facts and
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circumstances merit the opening of

stigation and should direct agents in the field to investigate
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orist activity vigorcusly, using the full extent of thelr authority. .

(Schelling 12-13).

Without clear policy and guidelines, the U.S. is leaving itself
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rom & variety of socurces.

vulnerable to a myriad of preconceived threats




(o0}

tzrrorist group, fears of cogpycat actiorns, and the well publicized police
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determined at all cost to obtain

authority., The following government acenties ar: rsasponsible for ths

£ political terrorism: Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI);

nteliigence Agency; US Czcrzt Services; Federal Protection
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agencies to respond to terrorism regardless of jurisdiction. The

[

ng, crisis

essentials to cdealing with political terrorism are policy plann

anticipation, and rehearsal. Here Is an example of agencies not working
together. The Federal Bureau c¢f Investigation (IBI)! feels that their
organization 1s severely restricted in infiltrating known extremist
grougps. The FBI has no terrorism database like the Central Intelligence

Agency (CIA) to stop extremist groups (FRI Domestic Center Terrorism
Program). If the FBI and CIA were 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 tcgether.

groups. There are eight active political terrorist groups in the US.

3.The New World
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1.The Weather Underground, 2.Black Liberati

Liberation Front (NWLF), 4.George Jackscon Brigade, 5.Armed Forces of
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Puerto Rican Naticnal Liberaticn (FALD

Melvilla-Jcnathan Jackson Uni%, 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, Miami, New York, and Washington, DC that left six dead and many
injured. FALN, a naticnalist group that wants to disrupt lives of
political leaders in the United States (Motley 7). This natiocnalist group
is also responsible for shooting Iive members of congress at the US House

oI Representatives. Sixteen of these group members were pardcned dy
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Presicdent Clinton in August (FALN & 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”. Keep them in prison and reduce
terrorism. The release of these members was a shock to society. US
leaders cannot continue to allow this to happen. Political terrorists
Wwill assume 1f 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 confronting policymakers with a number of unaccustomed
problems. First, the terrorist adversary does not follow the establish
rules of warfare cr diplomacy. Thus, dealing with terrorists poses
different challenges than attempting to negotiate with other governments.
Seccnd, *the terrorist is intermittent. Third, terrorism tends to fall
petween the recognized missions of the US agencies. Finally, there is an
apsence c¢f mutual cooperaticn and understanding between US agencies, the
law-enforcement and the President (MCOTLEY 5Z). To deal effectively with
tical terrorism reguires preparing and pre-testing a broad range of
realistic scenarios and contingency olans. There must te greater
ccoperation between US agencies, law enforcement at the federal level and

step tre FBI did Zor the 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
térrorism 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 cf traditional,
hierarchical, and structured terrorist organizations. Even well
established militias, which tend to organize along military lines with
central control, are characterized by facticnalism and disunity. While
several “professional” Zerrorist groups still exist and present a

continued Threat to domestic security, =the overwhelming maiocrity of



extremist groups in the United States have adopted a fragmented,
leaderless structure where individuals or small groups act with autonomy.
This report gave all law enforcement agencies an ideological perspective
or. tarrorism. The challenge to the agencies 1s to understand these
extremist thecries and be prepared to respond to the crises (Project
Megidde) .

Congress passed, and Presidernt Clinton signed into law, the 13896
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 (Domestic Terrorism). One problem with the Bill is the Habeas
Corpus Act. The Habeas Corpus Act 1s the only way that most criminal
defendants ever get a federal hearing on their constitutional claims
{(McGuckin 100). This law kecame effective in 1867. Habeas corpus
pétitions 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 fcorestall 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 Union
belisves this provision is a violation of constitutional rights and that

risconers wrongly convicted will not have enough time to overturn the
cts ageinst them. Surporters of the law say that this provision will
zliminate long, costly appeals, which at “Zimes run intc many years. They

argue that speedy executions will pe & deterrent to terrorists. The

Supreme Court will ultimately rule on the constitutioconality oI the

there are czertain human rights that cannot pe violated zven Lt the cther
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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

Al

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
pecple’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
Cénstitution and the laws of the United States (Domestic Terrorism).

State and local governments have responsibility to 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. t 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 without having to reveal the source or specific content.

Nevertheless, the government faces this situation every day in criminal
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the country. They must chocse between revealing the source
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and nct using evidence. The rule applies no matter how heinous the crime,
and no matter how sensitive the infeormaticn. There simply is no other way
<o administer a fair system of justice, pecause 1t 1s impossible tc derfend
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oneselI against secret evidence (MCGUCKIN 101). There 1s no guesticn
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that these measures viclate well-established principles of freedom of

association and due process. However, their proponents contend that the
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new wcrld order reguires a rethinking of these constitutional
underpinning. “The Constitution is not a suicide pact,” as Justice Arthur

—~

Goldbery cnce said, and as members of government have not stopped guoting

U

inze. Nevertheless, are these constitutional sacrifices necessary?
Critics state that the US open society makes it especially vulnerable to
oolitical terrorist attacks. Nevertheless, cne of the principle benefits
oZ an open society with substantial political freedom is that it provides
peaceful ways to express opposition and to work for political change.
Repressive government tends *o breed rather than contain violence. Since
the World Trade Center Bembing, Oklahoma Bomking, and the Atlanta Olympics
Bembing, the US steped up its stance on all domestic terrorism. Passing
the Anti-terrorist Act and estaplishing that the FBI will head domestic
and political violence in the US is a positive step. However, lawmakers
and US citizens must look at altering the constitutional balance between
government power and personal freedom. One need oniy look at Israel, or

Grezt Britain, to see what happens when the threat of terrcorism strikes

[\l

home. Personal liberties are often sacrificed in the name of security
{Terrcrism The Constituticn). Here are some appropriates steps that the
JS can use to prevent terrorism. First, the death penilty for political
rror .3t who commit vieclent acts against the gcvernment. Second, death
row inmates whe have been charged with zcts of terrori=m shouild have only
six meonths to file a1 petition against their death sentence. Third, the

“ederal government should have t! wer to wiretap terrorist g 3
d 3 hould have the power to ret terrorist grcups’



makes 1t impossible to protect all potential victims. These attacks
create a opublic atmosphere c¢i anxiety and undermine coniIidence in
government. The U.S. has all these agencies pattling terrcrism but
friction petween them czuses problems. Past experience shows that
cooreraticn is another step in combating terrcorism. Lawmakers must

w

strengthen the Anti-Terrcrist Act to send a message to pctential

terrorist. The preceding, are just a few steps that the U.S. can take to
improve on preventing political terrorism. Political terrorism remains
nigh on the F3I’'s priority lis%t; in fact, experts in domestic terrorism

suggest the next act of terror in the U.S. will come from scme sort of

Political group {(Tunner). We must nct forget the threat from Militia
groups
Various Militia Greoups create bitter discussions and have for many

vears. Aryan Republican Army, Ku Klux Klan,

] il

Repuclican Army, Islamic Salvation Army, Hamas, Palest
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nian Liberaticn
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Organization are a few examples. Rut, how apout Randy Weaver {1992

On the morning of April 19, 1895, an explcsion occurred at the

2lfred Z. Murrah Federal Building killing 168 pecple, including 19



children and injured mcre than 500 (Hamiltcn 2). In November 1994 an
undercover iniformant for the Bureau of Alcohol Tobacco and Firearms,

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

A

t
t

ime and, " It is time to start bombing federal buildings.

c go to war,'

he then tells them the German has joined an Aryan/KKK leader from Tulsa,

wn

“Oklaroma to case the Murrah Building in Oklahoma City as a potential

target. Then, immediately after the bombing, she tells the Federal Bureau

th

cf Investigaticn and the ATEF investigators that she had seen Timothy
McVeigh, and the suspect identified as John Doe No.Z2, at the same
bzzkwoods compound as the German and the Aryan/KKK leader from Tulsa.

This compcund is known te the ATE and FBI as Elohim City and is on the
Arkansas/Oklahoma border. Later it is discovered that McVeigh called the
compound two weeks befcre the explosion asking for the German ex-soldier
who serves as the compound director of security (Jasper 1). This call was
piaced on a calling card purchased by Timcthy McVeigh under the pseudonym
"Daryl Bridges " (Jasper 2). This German was later identified as Andreas
"Andi" Strassmeir. Strassmeir later had his car impounded by the Oklahoma
Highway Patrol and curious papers were disccvered in his briefcase. Socn
atter, phone calls came in from the State Department and the Governcr's
office and said Strassmeir had diplomatic immunity. Within nine months

of the bomking, Strassmeir had fled the US and slipped into Mexico and

~
ct

> Germany. Meanwhile, in Herrington, Kansas where Terry

Nichcls was keing investigated, witnesses were found who knew " Andi che

Serman " zs a friend of McVeignh (Jasper 1). During the same time, befdre
the bombing, a murderer named richard Wayne Snell, convicted of killing z
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Snell's spiritual advisor. Furthermore the ATF undercover informant, now
known as Carol Howe stated.. “Reverend Millar was working the pecple of
Eichim City into a frenzy about a holy war that would come by the
anniversary of Waco" (Jasper 1). Of course April 19°%, 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
clot, why was nothing done to prevent this tragedy? Was it due to
incompetence or lack of communicazion 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 teld the explosion was caused by one Ryder truck loaded with 4800
lbs. of Ammonium Nitrate Fertilizer and fuel oil (ANFO), as determined by
the FBI/ATF. The first compelling challenge was logged by retired Air
Force General Benton Partin one month after the bombing. General Partin
délivered 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
demclition charges were used. Physicist Samuel Cohen, inventor of the "
Neutron Bomb," supported the General's conclusions by stating " I believe
that demolition charges in the building, placed inside at certain key
concrete columns, did the primary damage. It would have been absclutely
impossible and against the laws of nature for a truck full of fertilizer

and fuel oil, nc matter how much was used, to bring the building down "

'Jasper Z). Joe Harp, a retired CIA coverative, Iflew to CK City with good
Zrlena Wcoedy Lemcns in Lemon's private plane to lock IZor his Iriend Mickey

Yarcney, a 3Secret Service Agent that worked in the Murrah Euilding.
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Arriving at 11:00 am, Harp stated " I knew right away that the explosive
device that had caused the building damage was not an ANFO bomb for two
reasons: (1) There was a strong sulfur smell in the air that was very
reminiscent of the gas-enhanced ‘Daisy cutter’ bombs I am familiar with
from my tours of duty in Vietnam, as well as other military experience.
It was not an ANFO smell. (2) I couid 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 cculd not
nave done that damage from out on the street". Mr. Harp also stated "I
observed members of the fire department EOD removing two devices and
pliacing them in the bomb disposal unit. The devices were military clive
rab 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
puilding, to a laboratcry for analysis. The analysis showed fulminated
mercury residue and other chemicals. He was going to take the results to
the Tklahoma County Grand Jury but found cut there was a leak from
District Attorney Macy's office and Macy was working with the Clintcn-Reno

Justice Department to scuttle the investigation. A courle of weeks later,




relating

interview with a magazine,

repcrt and other documents to verify the story.

Lemons,

o the bombing.

under mysterious circumstances.

and sald more than one attempt had been made on his life.

However on May 12,
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Mr. Harp, during a telephone

stated that Woody Lemons also had a copy of the

Four days later Mr.

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

Mr Harp was sure 1t was not an accident

Could this

pessibly 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? Additicnally, why
hide the facts that we know more pecple are involved in this terrorist act
then the two being prosecuted, who are we protecting, citizen or

ot

errcrist?
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

Travis, had seen and conversed with Timothy McVeigh inside 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 press and were threatened with a court martial if they did (Jasper
3.

These different accounts from very credible witnesses,

and a Federal informant show that the FBI and ATE had enough information
-0 handle this situation in a more proactive way Furthermcre, TRI, ATE,
and other Federal agencies are satisfied zhat this act ci terrorism was
commitied oy only Terry llichols zand Timcthy M¥McVeigh, instead of 2




“terrorist group not yet named. With the facts, they knew beforehand, the

o]

narrow-ninded focus on only two suspects, finding other explosive devices,
and the political arrogance to suppress witnesses and evidence, it is

clear the United States Government is not taking apprcpriate steps :o
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its citizens against the thrzats of Domestic Terrorism.
The final aspect of terrorism we will discuss is the newest, an
1

according to some, potentially the ccstliest form of domestic terrorism.

Welcome to the cyberspace zone.

Barry C. Collin of the Institute for Security and Intelligencs
coined the term “CyberxTerrcrism” over a decade ago and described in this
way. “The face of terrorism 1s changing. While the motivations remain
tne same, we are now facing new and unfamiliar weapons. The intelligence
sys-ems, tactics, security procedures and equipment that were once
expected to protect pecple, systems, and nations, are powerless against
this new and very devastating weapon. Moreover, the methcds of counter-
terrorism that our world’s specialists have honed over the years are
ineffectual against the enemy. Because, this enemy does not attack us

with truckloads of explcsives, or with briefcases of Sarin gas, ncr with

G

dynanite strapped to the bodies of fanatics. This enemy attacks us with
cnes and zeros, at a place we are most vulnerable: the point at which the
ohw :ical and virtual werlds converge” (Collin). An example of this is the

“ove You” virus thaet was estimated to have affected tens of millicns of

The government faces many challenges In combating CyberTerrorism,

zome O which will e hard to overcome unless legislative laws are
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to protect its citizens and critical infrastructures from cyberterrorists.
Under United States Code, Title 5, there is a restriction to the amount of
money that can be paid to a government emplcoyee. 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 gqualified technicians in order to combat the increasing
numpber cyberattacks. For example “The Defense Information Systems Agency
launched 38,000 test attacks against its 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). 1In a statement to the
Sénate Subcommittee for the Technology, Terrorism, and Government
Information, Louis J. Freeh, FRBRI Director stated, “Before discussing the
FBI’s programs 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 19398, we opened 547 computer intrusion
cases; in FY 1999, that had jumped to 1154. At the same time, because cf
the copening the National Infrastructure Protection Center (NIPC) in
February 1998, and our improving ability to fight cyber crime, we closed
more cases. In FY 1998, we closed 399 intrusion cases, and in FY 1899, we
closed 912 such cases. However, given the exponential increase in the
numpber ©f cases opened, cited above, cur actual number of pending cases
nas lncreased by 39%, from 601 at the end of FY 1998, to 824 at the end of
¥ 1999, In short, even thcugh we have markedly improved our capabilities

e~ ¥

T ZIight cvper intrusicns, the probiem is srowing even faster



The last failing of the government is the inability to foster a

rarmoniocus working relationship/partnership with the private sector. Over

o

he vyears, because of regulation and governmental controls, the private

sestor, which controls cover “90 percent of our nation’s critical

infra-structures”{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
available to their competitcrs. Until the public and private sector can

bridge that gap, the government will not succeed in protecting cur
infrastructures from cyberattacks. “Protecting America's infrastructures
i5 neither an entirely public or private interest. Vulnerabilities pose
risks to government, business, and citizens alike. Reducing those, risks
regquire coordinated efforts within and between private and public sectors.
The need for infrastructure protection creates a zone of shared
respcnsipility and potential cooperation for industry and government. (The
President's Commission on Critical Infrastructure Protection Critical

Foundaticns: Protecting America's Infrastructures. October 1997).

The threat of a majcr cyberattack is imminent. The United States
:asS a false sense of security largely because a catastrophic attack has

not occurred. Although the Unizted States has commiztees and task groups,

~here is still a need to properly fund and resource these agencies in
crcder for them o oe successiul. Until that happens, the United States

will continue o ke at
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Many pecple would disagree with the statement that the United States

Government is not taking appropriate steps to protect its citizens against
prop p

Domestic 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 13998, 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 Illinocis
were arrested. Also in 1998 international terrorist Ramzi Ahmed received a
lengthy prison sentence for masterminding the February 26, 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 priscn for his role in the Oklahoma City bombing, and 21
individuals convicted of charges related to the 1936 Montana Freemen

siege.

The graph on page 24 shows how America’s law enforcement agencies
have done an impressive Jjob 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 committed to the policies and efforts involved in
all aspects of intelligence, law enforcement, and the pursuit of bringing
suspected terrorist to swift justice. We have the up-mcst respect for the
men and women of our law enforcement and intelligence gathering
communities for their everyday efforts. We only hope that our lawmakers

snc vcliticians provide effective laws and clear the un-needed

tureaucracias to allow these prave men and women the freedom to exercise

Their cutles withcut unneeded hindrance.
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