Anatomy of a Government Massacre:
Abuses of Hostage-Barricade
Protocols during the Waco Standoff

STUART A. WRIGHT

A systematic evabuation of the FBI's crisis negotiations with the Branch Davidians
during 3 51-day standoff in 1993 is conducted. The analysis uncovers extensive
violations of basic hostage-barricade standards and protocols. The violations appear
shortly aller negotialions began indicating a premature disregard for the publicly
declared goal of a peaceful resolution. Failed negotiations subsequently were cited by
FBR1 officials as a rationale Tor organizing & violent and dangerous C§ gas assault on
the barricaded group, resulting in the destruction of the religious comsnunity and the
deaths of 74 peopie. The violations do not appear 10 be random. incidental, or the
result of disorganization, as officials claim. The dat indicate that the FBI's on-scene
conmmanders and 1actical component of the Hostage-Rescue Team (HRT) contributed
largely 10 the failed negotintions hrough methods of increased tactical pressure and
psychological warlare providing justification for the high-risk assauli. The thesis is
advanced that the HRT command may have pursued furtively what some insiders call
a1 *Westlern® view of hostage-barricade incidents - i.c.. that negotiations should be used
as o means ol manipulating people into positions where a tactical solution can be
executed, In this context, the standofT is analyzed as a government massacre. Possible
maotives lor this state violence are linked 10 the seet’s defiant posiure, aspects of police
cullure, eilective demonization of the scet, and the disturbing trend of *militarization’
within law enforcement,

Introduction

‘... the FBI hostage-negotiation team is ... simply the best in the

business’
- Jack Killorin, ATF official at Waco, 2 March 1993

‘Waco did not happen because there were no siandards to guide
authorities ....Waco happened because well-known and well-
established arrest, hostage and barricade protocols were ignored’.

~ James 1. Fyfe, Senior Policy Research Fellow, Temple

University, testifying before the Senate Judiciary Committee,
31 Oct. 1995

Terrorism and Political Violence, Vol 11, No.2 (Summer 1999). pp.39-68
PUBLISHED BY FRANK CASS, LONDON



40 TERRORISM AND POLITICAL VIOLENCE

A compelling case can be made that the negotiations undertaken by the
FBI's elite Hostage Rescue Team (HRT) during a 51-day standoft with the
Branch Davidians outside Waco, Texas in 1993 were replete with hostile
gestures, threatening contradictions, mixed messages and perplexing,
inexcusable violations of fundamental hostage-barricade guidelines that
undermined a peaceful resolution to the crisis. Other observers have come
to the same conclusion. Moormon states. ‘Regardless of the federal
government agent’s claims, they were not negotiating. Instead, they were
deliberately pushing Koresh into 4 corner'.' In the words of the Justice
Department’s own report, many of the "FBI's in-house experts felt that the
FBI on-scene commanders used tactical methods that undermined the
negotiations, and the credibility of the FBI negotiators’.* There is
convincing evidence that the negotiations were unsuccessful and ineffective
precisely because of incompatible actions taken by the federal enforcement
agents. The evidence suggests that high-ranking officials within the FBI
abandoned conciliatory negotiations early tn the standoff and moved to an
adverserial strategy of psychological warfare and tactical pressure which
foiled any chance of a peaceable surrender, and provided justification for a
violent assault. To support this argument, | want to systematically evaluate
the crisis negotation eforts by the FBI at Waco in order to determine the
credibility of their performance. using basic guidelines established in this
field of study.’

History of Crisis Negotiations

The FBI established its hostage negotiation training program at the FB|
Academy in Quantico, Virginia in 1973, It was designed to train police
officers from around the world in hostage negotiation following several key
incidents, particularly the 1972 Munich Olympics tragedy in which ten Arabs,
eleven lsraelis and one police officer died. The Special Operations and
Research Section of the academy has focused on coordinating efforts by
behavioral science experts and law enforcement personnel, so that both could
work together in hostage-barricade negotiations. Crisis negotiations training
combines the principles and applications of criminal justice, sociology,
psychology, communications and other disciplines into a single conceptual
framework.* The training of negotiation principles and strategies by the FBI
has served to legitimize the field as a specialized endeavor in criminal Jjustice.
Since 1976, the International Association of Chiefs of Police has conducted
their Hostage Rescue Seminar, modeled after the FBI curriculum,
disseminating hostage-barricade guidelines in law enforcement agencies
throughout the country. It is estimated that about 70 per cent of trained police
negotiators have been schooled directly or indirectly by FBI curriculum.*
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The New York City police department was instrumental in developing
suidelines for hostage-barricade negotiations, based on the work of Harvey
Schlossberg, a detective in the department and a trained Ph.D. n
psychology.* Perhiips no one has been more influential in the identification
and development of crisis intervention through negotiation than
Schlossberg. His work has shaped the field extensively, and serves as a
primary source for lederal and state law enforcement training. In the early
1970s, Schlossberg lound that there was a void in the research literature on
negotiation techniques within police work; and he worked to develop
principles for the resolution of critical incidents without the loss of life.’
Schlossberg emphasized managing hostage episodes as though they were a
crisis for the hostage-taker. He noted that conventional confrontation
strategies (assault, sniperfire, use of chemical agents) generated a high
probability of violence. As an alternative, he suggested a safer approach
using the vehicle of negotiation centered on research in psychology.
Schlossberg’s approach is marked by three key features.

1. Containment and Negotiation. Once the incident is contained, the
hostage-taker can be reasoned with and the situation should be viewed
empathetically from the perspective of a crisis for the hostage-taker.

2. Understand the Hosiage-Taker's Motivation and  Personality.
Schlossberg criticized the simplistic methed of labeling a hostage-
taker as ‘crazy’. He made the keen observation that viewing the
person as a ‘psycho’ contributes little to solving the crisis, and can
lead to a pross misunderstanding ol the problem. Instead, he stressed
that all actions are understandable, and that responses should be
directed toward goal-achievement and problem-solving. In order to
ascertain the logic of his actions, one has to understand the hostage-
taker’s personal history, which should provide clues to his motivation
and personality.

3. Slow the Incident Down. Hostage incidents are infused with
passion, frustration, aggression and episodic anger. The best approach
is to defuse the anxiety and heated emotions by using time to your
advantage. Time allows for a calmer, more rational response to surface
on behalf of the hostage-taker. It also allows more time for the
negotiator to work, listening to the individual and redirecting his
frustration.

Schlossberg developed the principle of ‘zero acceptable losses’ as the
guiding principle of negotiations. This continues to be a primary goal of
hostage-barricade negotiations training today. McMains and Mullins, in
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their seminal work, Crisis Negatiations., put the matter succinctly: *The loss
of a human life is the ultimate failure for negotiators'.* James J. Fyfe,
professor of criminal justice at Temple University and a nationally
recognized expert on hostage-barricade incidents, was trained as negotiator
in the New York City police department under the tutelage of Frank Bolz
using Schlossberg’s model. Dr Fyfe testified at the 1995 Senate Judiciary
hearings on Waco, and reiterated the principle of zero acceptable losses. He
stated in sworn testimony, ‘Our definition of success in a hostage or
barricade situation was ahvays a bloodless resolution and people worked as
hard as possible and as long as possible to obtain that result’.*

Given that zero acceptable losses is the chief goal in hostage-barricade
situations, it stands to reason that any actions increasing the risk or danger
to human life defies or contradicts responsible law enforcement strategy. As
such, the field of crisis negotiations has developed a highly effective model
over the past 25 years by which to address these types of incidents,
emphasizing a peaceful or bloodless resolution. Application of the model
has proved 1o be very successful. The FBI reports that when federal agenls
pursue a strict strategy of containment and conciliatory negotiations, 95 per
cent of hostage incidents are resolved without loss of life." As such, the
record of negotiations by the FBI's elite Hostage-Rescue Team al the Waco
Branch Davidian setilement in 1993 reveals a failure of epic proportions;
not simply because 74 people died in the 19 April conflagration, but
because the record suggests that the HRT repeatedly violated fundamental
principles of hostage and barricade protocol for the purpose of launching a
dangerous, high-risk assaull,

Government’s Definition of the Standoff

The government defined the Branch Davidian standoff as a ‘complex
hostage-barricade incident’. As evident in the Justice report, there appeared
to be some confusion among federal agents as 1o whether the Waco standolf
constituted an actual hostage situation. While the subjects were indeed
barricaded, there were conflicting stories about whether some inside Mount
Carmel were ‘hostages’ (i.e., persons held for fulfillment of demands). This
confusion seemed to contribute to the misunderstanding and
miscommunication between on-scene commanders and negotiators, and
between federal spokespersons and the media. For example, one agen
stated to the press, ‘| think everybody involved would have to say we're
charting new ground. This is not one where you can say, “Gee, you're not
going by the book™." The Justice report states that the FB1 believed that the
children ‘were being held against their will’, and also suspected that ‘some
of the adults’ might have been hostages in the conventional sense."
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Leaving this technical distinction aside. the training of crisis negotiators
envelopes boths types of critical incidents — hostage and barricade - and
should not serve as a rationale for departure from their training, The crisis
negotiations guidelines should have held in this case. The Justice report
makes numerous references to using negotiations as the key to securing a
peaceful surrender, noting previous successes such as the standoff between
the government and the militant Christian Identity group. the Covenant,
Sword and Arm of the Lord (CSA) in Mountain Home, Arkansas." Though
it is doubtful that any of the Davidians were hostuges, the point is probably
moot; the HRT should have implemented a strategy consistent with crisis
negotiation guidelines, particularly considering the presence of young
children and infants in the Mount Carmel residence.

Sixteen Violations of Fundamental Crisis Negotiation Guidelines

By all accounts, the record of the FBI's elite Hostage Rescue Team at Waco
15 a striking chronicle of reckless disregard for basic principles of crisis
negotiations. Since the FBI developed many of these principles and practices,
conducted training seminars and ‘schools’, and created an elaborate
curriculum for its trainees, it is inconceivable that so many rudimemtary
violations could have occurred. To support this argument, I offer a systematic
analysis of the FBI negotiation log at Waco using the recently published
volume, Crisis Negotiations, written and compiled by two veteran hostage
negotiators, Michael McMains and Wayman Mullins." The authoritative
guide is lauded by retired Supervisory Special Agent Frederick J. Lanceley of
the FBI Hostage Negotiation Unit in the book’s preface as follows:

This book is singular in that it is the first of its kind 10 document
where we as negotiators have been and where we are in this stage of
our field's development ... Pulled together is everything we have
learned about negotiation and that effort by itself may establish this
publication as a milestone in the evelution of our craft. This volume
will establish itself as a national resource on negotiation.*

The authors of the book draw heavily on FBI materials, curricula, seminars
and training, as well as personal experience as hostage negotiators. Crisis
Negotiations is the first comprehensive compendium of its kind in this
specialized field of criminal justice.

On the basis of well-established guidelines regarding hostage-barricade
incidents set forth in the Crisis Negotiations manual, 1 have identilied 16
violations by the FBI's HRT in the Branch Davidian standoff. The following
enumeration of negotiation guidelines and corresponding violations is made
and each point evaluated on its own merits,"



44 TERRORISM AND POLITICAL VIOLENCE

{. Save Lives

The most basic and essential goal of hostage negotiation "is the saving of
lives™."” Crisis negotiations were developed by law enforcement to reduce
the risk of injury or death, encourage a peaceful settlement of a conflict. and
secure the safety of everyone involved - hostages. police officers, innocent
bystanders. and the criminals themselves. This stated objective is entirely
consistent with the public safety respansibility of the police, as delineated
by the American Bar Association,” and with the publicly declared
intentions of FBI officials during the first days of the Waco debacle. Special
Agent in Charge (SAC) Jeffrey Jamar told reporters in Waco, ‘Were not
contemplating assaulting the compound at all ..."."" ATF Associate Director
Dan Hartnett also told reporters in Waco: *We're prepared to do whatever it
takes to settle this matter without further bloodshed’ ™ ATF Director
Stephen Higgins told a House Appropriations subcommitiee, ‘You have my
promise that we will do our best to resolve the situation peacefully’.”

Violation. On 19 April, the HRT launched an assault on the barricaded sect
members, firing cannisters of dangerous CS gas into the building and
demolishing the structure with tanks. The assault lasted six hours before o
fire broke out killing 74 people. The logic of the assauli, especially given
the presence of 21 children inside, is indefensible. The report by the House
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight later concluded that the
release of *CS riot control agent is capable of causing immediate, acute, and
severe physical distress to exposed individuals, especially young children ...
and {when) used in enclosed spaces, such as the bunker, significantly
increases the possibility that lethal levels will be reached™.* Dr Alan Stone,
in his review of the CS gas insertion plan, cited medical case reports
indicating that prolonged exposure in closed quarters ‘causes chemical
pneumonia and lethal pulmonary edema’.” Stone accused the FBI of
supplying information to the Attorney General which sought ‘to minimize
the potential harmful consequences for infants and children’.* If the chief
objective is always to save lives, what was the intent of an assault where
there were no real hostages, no immediate threat or danger to the men,
women and children inside Mount Carmel, and the prospect of a peaceful
resolution stll pending?

2. Exercise Paticnce

‘Negotiations take time. Without sufficient time a relationship cannot be
built between the negotiator and the hastage-taker, intelligence cannot be
gathered, emotions cannot be defused, and problems cannot be solved. If
either side is unable or unwilling to allow the time, success{ul negotiation is
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impossible.”** “Time is one of the negotiator’s most valuable tools. ... Time
decreases stress levels, increases rationality, allows for rapport and trust to
develop. clarifies communications, fatigues the hostage taker, increases the
prabability of hostages being released unharmed. and increases the
probability that neither police nor the hostage taker will be harmed.™™ Time
also “decreases emotions’ and ‘reduces the hostage-taker's expectations™.”
‘Along with solid communication skills, time is one of (he negotiator’s

"y

strongest allies’.

Violation. At Mount Carmel, the FBl grew impatient, provoked the
Davidians by uwsing psychological warfare, ridiculed Koresh, destroyed
Davidian property, implemented a plan to ‘tighten the noose’, and then
launched a high-risk assault. The rush to force the issue through an assault
was initially justified because Attorney General Janet Reno claimed that
‘babies were being beaten’.* But FBI Director William Sessions promptly
denied these allegations saying the FBI had no such evidence. In effect,
there was no convincing reason the HRT could not have been more patient
and waited the Davidians out. The House Commitiee report concluded that
the assault was “premature’ and stated, ‘The Attorney General knew or
should have known that there was litle risk to the FBI agents, society as a
whole, or to the Davidians from continuing this standoff and that the
possibility of a peaceful resolution continued to exist’." The peaceful
resolution of the Montana Freemen incident in 1996, which covered a
period of 80 days, auests to the effectiveness of crisis negotiations when
standard protocol is observed.”

3. Negotiaiors Should Build Trust with the Hostage-Taker

The development of trust between the negotiator and hoslage-taker is
essential for any successful resolution of the crisis to occur. If trust can be
forged, ‘(t}he hostage-taker will perceive the negotiator as someone who
really cares about him and wants to help him through a difficult sitvation’ .®
Trust permits compassion to develop wherein the norm of mutval
reciprocation becomes operative. The barricaded persen is more likely 1o {eel
obligated 1o reciprocate gestures of good faith and good will. Trust promotes
co-operation, compromise and conllict resolution. McMains and Mullins
argue that negotiators can work with trust to create a bond similar 10 the
Stockholm Syndrome (i.e., hostages develop positive feelings with their
captors). The negotiators can carve out a role that places them in a
sympathetic posture siding with the hostage-taker. If trust is allowed 10
develop, the hostage-taker begins to see the negotiator as friend, not an
encmy,
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Violation. At Waco, no such trust was ever allowed 1o develop. This was the
crux of the complaints made to government officials by the negotiating team
with regard to tactical strategics. The complaints centered on the
‘punishment’ ol Davidians meted out. afier compliuance with requesis by
negotiators on 12 and 21 March® and which undermined any bond of trust
cultivated between the two parties. In one interview with a surviving Branch
Davidian, Rita Riddle, she said that the actions of the FBI "terrorized those
inside the compound. She was adamant in saying that the sect members did
not trust the government because of the threatening and aggressive gestures
made." The Justice report also records numerous instances in which Koresh
and Schneider became ‘agitated” by the provocations deliberately
engineered by the tactical ieam and complained that the agents were
negotiating in ‘bad faith’.* Transcripts of the negotiations reveal that
Schneider complained to negotiators that federal agents were shouting
obscenities, dropping their pants, ‘sticking their butts out’, and ‘flipping the
finger’ at them. The unprofessional conduct surprised even Schaeider: *And
you want us to send our children out to these kind of people?’ he queried.”

4. Negotiators Should Avoid Escalating Stress

‘One task of the negotiator is to reduce stress.”™ ‘If the negotiators want
themselves or the hostage-taker to come up with new ideas, they need to
reduce stress levels as much as possible.”” *(H)igh levels of stress interfere
with negotiators performance.’* *‘Needs of {ood, drink, sleep, eic. are all
affected by the situation. With time, these needs become predominant and
are unfulfilled. The unfulfillment increases stress and anxiety.'" ‘Stress
affects the hostage-taker’s decision-making skills. Stress elevates emoltions,
speeds physiological processes and interferes with cognitive processing.
The ability to make decisions is hindered or even ceases.™ ‘Hunger, fatigue,
and other needs all combine 10 wear down the hostage-taker and deteriorate
decision-making. This leads to more frustration, which worsens decision-
making skills.even more. This cycle repeats itself time and again, each time
increasing stress, frustration, anxiety and anger.” If the negotiator is
cffective, stress levels will dissipate and provide an atmosphere conducive
to a peaceful resolution: *With time, the negotiator can reduce stress, calm
the hostage-taker, improve decision-making skills, and fulfill most need
states. The hostage-taker feels better and works to resolve the incident’ "

Violation. The HRT's response plan in Waco after 17 March was referred to
as a ‘stress escalation” program in the Justice log.™ This is the most obvious
and defiant breach of fundamental hostage and barricade protocol evidenced
by the government. It is virtually impossible o reconcile a stress escalation
strategy with the principle of stress reduction, No amount of government spin
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can erase the inexplicable and inexcusable contradiction. The only rationale
offered for the stress escalation plan was that 1t would result in “driving a
psychological wedge between Koresh and his followers™.™ in the apparent
hope that group fragmentation would occur. Tragically. the strategy produced
the opposite effect. bonding members together against a perceived common
enemy (sumilar to the eftect of heightened attitudes of patriotism experienced
during wartime), a basic sociological axiom.*

The stress escalation program was alternaely referred 1o as
"psychological warfare’ throughout the Justice report. Psychological
warfare is a strategy developed by the CIA which involves alternating
gestures of conciliation and threat in order to confuse a designated enemy.™
Psychological warfare is designed 1o induce acute emotional stress and
psychological irritants.” According to ClA documents released under the
Freedom of Information Act, ‘Psychological warfare employs any weapon
to influence the mind of the enemy. The weapons are psychological only in
the ¢ffect they produce and not because of the nature of the weapons
themselves. In this light, ... subversion. sabotage, special operations,
guerrilla warfare, espionage, political, cultural, economic and racial
pressures are all effective. They are effective because they produce
dissension, distrust, fear and hopelessness in the mind of the enemy.’™

5. Exercise Genuineness in Communication

Negotiators must believe in the effectiveness of negotiating, not in
‘conning’ the barricaded individual, ‘People generally know when they are
being “conned” and they do not react well, especially under stress. (The best
approach) ... seems 1o be to have negotiators who believe in the “product”
~ the peaceful resolution of conflict. This *“genuineness” communicates
itself for negotiators the same way it communicates itself in counseling.'™
*“The negotiator must be caring and must communicate concern’,” as well as
‘avoid criticism’.* ‘The negotiator should be non-agressive and non-
threatening to the hostage-taker. Loaded words, name calling, etc. should be
avoided.”™ The negotiator should not embarrass the hostage-taker, but help
him ‘save face’, The skilled negotiator will avoid emotional reactions,
communicate empathy, and understand that face-saving is a salient concern
in crisis situations.™

Violation. Federal officials - in particular, FBI agents Bab Ricks and Jeff
Jamar - ridiculed Koresh’s beliefs as ‘bible-babble’, called him a ‘self-
centered liar’, ‘coward’, ‘phony messial’, ‘child molester’, *con-man’,
‘cheap thug who interprets the Bible through the barrel of a gun’,
‘delusional’, ‘egotistical’, ‘fanatic’, and invoked a whole litany ol well-
chosen epithets and pejorative slurs.* Abandoning any effort to
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communicate in a genuine manner, the FBI launched a concerted
‘disinformation’ campaign (a common component in psychological
warfare) against Koresh which the media adopted wholesale and
transmitted uncritically to the public. It was not until months after the
standoff that news reporiers discovered that they had been an unwitting
instrument of disinformation, an issue which created considerable
consternation among professional journalists.”

6. Meet Legitimate Interests of Both Parties

“This principle emphasizes that there are usually two sides 1o every issue.
Negotiators have to pay as much, if not more attention, to the other side’s
goals and needs as they pay to their own. ...Without consideration of the
other side, negotiations become nothing more than power struggles.’™

Violation. The command personnel at Waco did not recognize the motives
or concerns of the Davidians, and did not understand their way of life.
Koresh's request to record his revelation of the Seven Seals, for example,
was evidenlly sincere. The Davidian leader had produced about twenty
pages of manuscript when the FBI launched its CS gas assault.” Because the
FBI refused to view his motives as genuine, they failed to negotiate
elfectively. Federal officials made only feeble efforts to meet the inierests
of the Davidians, expressing resentment and irritation toward the ‘cultists’
for not surrendering, refusing to allow family members to talk 10 Koresh,
and shunning outside experts who could explain the religious meanings of
the sect’s dilemma. That the negotiations deteriorated into a power struggle
was hardly a surprise. Increasingly throughout the negotiations, the
objective of the federal agents was to confront Koresh with a show of force.
But the demonstration of increased force only exacerbated the tensions and
served to polarize the two parties as negotiations began to shut down. The
negotiation log suggests that Koresh and Schneider became more combative
toward the end of the standoff. The FBI ironically pointed to this seeming
defiance as an indicator of failed negotiations and as a rationale for more
forceful actions. Studies of police attitudes and culture reveal that when
confronted by a defiant individual, a disproportionate number of cases of
excessive force and abuse by law enforcement occur.™

7. Establish Reliable Communication

Reliable communication hinges on forging a common untverse of discourse.
Subcultural communities may have different or distinct dialects,
worldviews, beliefs, and norms. Language is not simply a common set of
codes for all parties, words have diverse meanings, and can draw upon
narrowly defined or group-bounded conceptual schemes and realities. When

-
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crossing over into the social world of a religious separatist group. such as
the Branch Davidians, it is imperative that there be an effort to understand
the indigenous meanings of the group, so that language does not become a
barrier. According to McMains and Mullins, ‘there must be reliable
communicators, The people must speak the same language. have a similar
meaning for words, and use language consistently.™ *The sender and the
receiver both have to understand the communicator. Misunderstandings can
occur for numerous reasons including differences in religion, culre, ethnic
background....”

Violation. In stark contrast, the record of FBI officiats at Waco reveal a
notable contempt for the tanguage, beliefs and worldview of the Davidians.
The predominant theme of communication by federal agents to the media and
the public was one of denigration.*' The Davidians were clearly aware of this
disingenious communication and voiced their concerns in a videotape made
during the standolf. Several sect members who appear on the tape refer to
‘lies’ and mischaracterizations by officials. But the public seemed willing o
accept the stereotypic cult allegations. The result was a discreditation of
motive. One expert for the Justice Department report had the following
observation: ‘In the very moments when a religious reading of reality became
increasingly paramount for David Koresh and the Davidians inside their
Waco, Texas compound, federal law enforcement officials outside the
compound, it seems, gave increasingly less importance and less consideration
to retigion as a motive for Davidian words and actions. As the crisis pushed
toward its climax, Koresh and the Davidians became ever more entrenched in
their religious convictions. ... Ironically, then, the ATF and the FBI were
consistently and increasingly evaluated in religious terms by the Branch
Davidians, but the federal law enforcement agencies declined for the most
part, 10 evaluate religion as a determining factor in actions and autitudes of the
Branch Davidian community."™ According to another behavioral science
expert, Dr Nancy Ammerman, some FB! agents found religion to be a ‘...
foreign category. They (had) little experience with religion themselves, and
they (did) not really understand how anyone could believe in a reality not
readily provable by empirical means. ... People in positions of public service
have perhaps come to believe that religion is not a part of the cubiure about
which they need to be conversant.’™ Ammerman also found that some FBI
agents altowed their own religious beliefs to color their judgement: *(T)he
depth of their own faith sometimes made it difficult for them 1o identify with
someone whose faith was so different. Because Koresh practiced many things
their faith lorbade, they could only see his group as heretical or perhaps as a
“cult”. They could not see the functional similantics between their own
experience and the experiences of the Branch Davidians’
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8. Take into Acconm Personality Factors of Hostage-Taker

‘(P)ersonality wilt help define what the person sees as threatening, how
chances of managing that threat are evatuated and how the person will react
to threat. For instance, paranoid people tend to be more alert, feel more
threat and react more easily than (others). Therefore, they will be more alert
to threats. they will react more quickly to the things they think are
threatening and they witl 1ake longer 1o settle down after being aroused."”
Since the FBI's own psychological experts, Murray Miron and Clint Van
Zant, diagnosed Koresh as *paranoid”,* the appropriate strategy should have
been to take steps to redice threat and the show of force. According 10 the
crisis negotiations manual, ‘A police response that emphasizes power will
generally be threatening and lead to arousal in most people. The visible
presence of weapons raises normal people’s anxiety fevel. The obvious
presence of massive firepower will tead to intense anxiety.'”

Violation. By taunching vitriolic, personat attacks on Koresh and Schneider in
the media, the FBI undermined negotiation efforts. An image of Davidian
leaders was painted 1o suggest that these personalities were unstable and
capable of Kitling chitdren and ordering mass suicide. If HRT commanders
betieved this, it defies logic that they would intensify efforts of provocation.
This point was made by their own advisors during the standoff and recorded
in the Justice report. Pete Smerick and Mark Young advised on-scene
commanders to ease the aggressive pressure at Mount Carmel in a memo
dated 5 March. The report states, ‘It was their belief that increasing the tactical
pressure would simply increase the fear and paranoia of Koresh's followers,
thereby reaffirming their desire 10 stay inside with Koresh’.” On 7 March,
Smerick and Young advised the FBI commanders ‘that efforts be made 1o
shore up the trust between Koresh and the negotiators’." Smerick and Young
explained that if the FBI could not establish some trust with Koresh, the
negotations would eventualty deteriorate and increase the chances of an—
assault. ‘(They) wamed that the FBI would be criticized if children were
Kitled in such as attack, just as the Phitadelphia Police were criticized after
five children died in the assault on the MOVE sect in [985."” On 8 March,
Smerick and Young stated that *while it would be natural for law enforcement
to feel frustrated at the slow pace of negotiations, and to feef that Koresh was
toying with the FBI, a strong law enforcement show of force would simply
play into Koresh's hands and allow him to justify continuing the standofT. ...
Thus Smerick and Young suggested moving back from the compound, not to
show law enforcement weakness, but to sap from Koresh the source of his
powerful hold over his fotlowers — the prediction that the government was
about to start a war against them.”” Their good advice was ignored.
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9. Provide Assurance of Safery and Security of Person in Crisis
Reassurance of the person’s safety should be made. and the negotiator must
persuade him “of the control the negotiator has of his side of the event. ...
Emotional security takes tonger to build and depends on the negotiator’s
ability to communicate understanding of the subject as well as the
negoliator’s ability to make good on an agreement.”™

Violation. The lack of control that negotiators possessed at Mount Carmel
was a critical flaw in the government’s handling of the Waco standoff.
Negotiators did not have control of their side of the bargaining and were
disturbed by the tactical manuevers of aggression when the Davidians
responded positively to good-faith negotiations. It is a basic axiom in
behavior modification theory that if one wants to increase the likelihood of
eliciting a particular behavior, a reward is given to reinforce the desired
response. This is precisely what the negotiators obtained from the Davidians
when, in response to posilive actions, persons were allowed 10 leave on 12
and 21 March, But as noted previously, rather than rewarding these
responses, the FBI commanders instead *punished” the Davidians by cutting
off power and smashing their vehicles with tanks. Two and a half weeks into
the standoff, the HRT ‘requested a library of recordings of different sounds
to be broadcast for purposes of steep deprivarion.”™ Dr Robert Cancro, in
his review of the matter, stated, ‘(F)rom a behavioral science perspective it
is not clear what benefits were expected from imposing sleep deprivation on
the members of the compound. If anything, this was likely 1o make their
behavior more erratic and less predictable.”™ None the less, the Justice
report records that around this same time ‘SAC Jamar decided it was time
to increase the pressure.”” Dr Alan Stone notes that ‘By March 21, the FBI
was concentrating on tactical pressure alone: first by using all-out psycho-
physiological warfare intended to siress and intimidate the Branch
Davidians; and second, by “tightening the noose” with.a circle of armored
vehicles.’™ How were these actions contributing to the assurance of safety
and security for the persons in crisis?

{0, Conduct Negotiations Withow Challenging Hostage-Taker's Sense of
Control

‘A key issue during this stage (accommodation/ negotiation) is guiding the
negotialors in a direction the negotiator wants 1o go while not challenging
the hostage-takers’ sense of conirol. When people feel a toss of control,
stress is generated, judgement is impaired, and crisis occurs.’™ *When the
hostage-taker refuses to concede or surrender, the negotiator becomes
frustrated. There is a natural tendency 10 assert authority and rely on his or
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her position of power. ...The negotiator should be careful not to abuse his
or her power.™

Violation.  According to the Justice Departinent report, ‘certain tactical
operations (were} designed to tighten the perimeter around the compound 10
demonstrate to those inside that Koresh was not in full control ...’ * The FBI
thought it crucial to the resolution of the standoff that they show unequivocal
control and a superior show of force. Stone summarized the problem as
foltows: *What went wrong at Waco was not that the FBI lacked expertise in
behavioral science or in the understanding of unconventional religious
groups. Rather the commander on the ground and others committed to
tactical-aggressive ... practices ... and tried to assert control and demonstrate
to Koresh that they were in charge.™ The Justice Department’s log of events
records numerous power plays by the HRT during negotiations, including
encircling the compound with CEVs and snipers, destroying Davidian
property, instructing helicopters to fly at low altitude around the building,
focusing high-intensity stadium lights on the compound, and blaring constant
noise, at times exceeding 105 decibels, day and night. The Justice report
reveals a plan designed 1o directly chatlenge Koresh's control.

11, Negotiators Should not Set Deadlines for Incident's Resolution

‘On-scene commanders are often concerned with such issues as overtime,
inconvenience to the department and citizens and other peripheral issues.
This may influence their judgemeni, causing them to desire a rapid
resolution.’™ ‘Negotiating teams are often under pressure from on-scene
commanders ... to hurry and resolve the incident for reasons of publicity
(i.e., so media will not write negatively about police), finances (i.e.,
overtime pay), manpower needs, or citizen comfort. The negotiators should
ignore these pressures, realize that hostage situations require time and be
prepared (o negotiate as long as necessary or as progress is being made. ...
There is no real reason for the negotiator to hurry.’® =

Violation. Justice Department records indicate that ‘the tactical personnel
were often impatient’ with the progress of negotiations,* devised an assault
plan as early as | March," and continued to ‘tighten the noose’ in order to
force compliance with deadlines. On Thursday, 25 March, the HRT
demanded that at least 10 to 20 people surrender by 4:00 pm. When the
Davidians refused to respond, armored vehicles moved in and crushed ‘a
number of motorcycles and go-carts.™ Another deadline was issued for
12pm the following day with the warning that ‘further action” would be
taken if no one was released. When the noon deadline passed without
activity, armored vehictes moved 1oward the compound and destroyed eight
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of the Davidian’s cars. Several deadlines were imposed by the FBI,
foltowed by punitive measures when they were ignored by the Davidians.
The final CS gas insertion plan was, of course, the uftimate imposition of a
deadline.

{2, Avoid Making Decisions Based on Futigue

*Fatigue reduces ability to make decisions. As fatigue takes its tolt on the
hostage-laker, fatigue also influences the negotiator, tactical team and
command personnel. They may make an unsound decision and want to
force a resolution. ... This becomes especially crucial during ... siege
situations.™

Violation. Attorney General Janet Reno claimed that one of the reasons she
approved the FBI plan to faunch an assault on the Davidians on 19 April
was that ‘the federal hostage team needed a break’." Reno told reporters,
‘Experts told us that the hostage rescue team should not and coutd not
remain in place for any permanent period of time without being relieved®.™
In effect, officials claimed fatigue was a factor in their decision to raid the
compound, a condition that the House Commitiee report later refuted.
According to the House Committee investigation. "The FBI Hostage Rescue
Team did not need to stand down for rest and retraining for at least 2 more
weeks after April 19, and if and when it did stand down, FBI and local law
enforcement SWAT teams could have been brought in to maintain the

perimeter’.™

13. Resist Pressure from Tactical Team to Resolve the Conflict with an
Assault

‘The tactical team may want to assaull or snipe the hostage-taker. ... The
commander may pressure the negotiator to hurry and end the situation for a
variety of reasons.’” ‘The negotiator's commander may interfere with or
impede his or her ability to handle time demands from the hostage-taker’.
But ‘(t)he negotiator is responsible for the safety of all parties involved in
the hostage situation”.”

Violation. Evidence clearly shows that pressure from the tactical team and
FBI officials in charge impeded effective negotiations through tactical
aggression, causing communication between the government and the
Davidians to stall, and providing a rationale for the deadly assault. Dr Alan
Stone made the following observation; ‘(T)he FBI's own experts recognized
and predicted in memoranda that there was the risk that the active
aggressive law enforcement mentality of the FBI - the so-called “action-
imperative” — would prevail in the face ol frustration and delay. They
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warned that, in these circumstances, there might be tragic consequences
from the FBI's “action-imperative™. and they were comect.™ According to
Ammerman, the negotiators and people representing the Behavioral
Sciences Unit ‘were outranked and outnumbered. Within the command
structure, ... people from the tactical unit were simply trusted more and were
more at home with the SACs in Waco. ... There was an understandable
desire among many agents to make Koresh and the Davidians pay for the
harm they had caused. Arguments for patience ... fell on deaf ears.™

4. Connmumication between Components of the Crisis Response Team is
huperative

‘Communication between the disparate elements of an operation is essential
lo guarantee that all the elements are working toward the same goals™.™
‘Tacticat and negotiation supervisors are responsible for the information
flow between their respective teams. ... In addition, they are responsible for
information flow between themselves.™ ‘The tactical team must have a
close working relationship with the negotiation team and the command
post.”™

Violation. Once again, Dr Alan Stone wrote ‘tactical pressure began at the
operational level over the objections of the FBI's own experts in negotiation
and behavioral science, who specifically advised against it. These experts
warned the FBI command about the potentiatty fatal consequences of such
measures in dealing with an unconventional group. Their advice is
documented in memoranda. None the less, tactical pressure was added.
Without a clear command decision, what evolved was a carrot-and-stick,
“'mixed-message” strategy.”™ According 1o the Justice Department report,
‘negotiatiors lamented the absence of joint strategy sessions with the on-site
commander and the tactical commander’. According to these negotiators,
the on-site commander (Jeff Jamar) and the tactical personnel ‘were often
impatient-with their progress and failed to provide them with adequate
information so that negotiators could coordinate their efforts with the efforts
of the tactical team ... tactical personnel reported that they were often
unaware of the status of the ncgotiations or the details of conversations
between the negotiators and those inside the compound’."™ ‘Many SWAT
tearn members assigned to Waco were firmly convinced that
communication problems plagued the operation. Specifically, they
complained about the poor flow of information from the decision-makers
down to the tactical personnel.’™ Communication breakdown led to
dissemination of false rumors, increased anxiety and tragic overreaction by
federal agents.
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15. C8 Gas is Unreliable and Dangerous, and should ondy he Used uneder
very Specific Conditions

CS should not be used when infants or children are involved. or in confined
spaces." Children have less lung capacity 10 withstand caustic chemical
agents. Even with adults, though chemical agents are designed 10 be tess
than [ethal, they can kill, particularly when high doses are placed in
enclosed areas. According to the manual, *CS/CN and pepper gas are less
useful during an assault. They require the tactical team 1o wear special
equipment ... and they may produce illness or death in the hostages or
hostage-taker”™ CS also presents possible explosion and fire hazards: “The
authors have been involved in three incidents in which CS gas was
employed by a tactical team. ... In the third incident. the gas cannister landed
on a sofa and burned down the entire structure,”™

Violation. According to the Justice report, Dr Harry Salem advised the
Attorney General that the ceffects of CS on infants. pregnani women and the
elderty would cause ‘no permanent injury™™ and that the ‘pyrotechnic
qualities’ of CS did not pose a threat."™ But manulaciurers of CS gas issue
slern warnings against its use indoors, and extensive exposure has been
cited as a cause of death by Amnesty International.™ When burned,
particles can emit lethal fumes. According 1o one standard chemical
reference text, CS gas ‘forms flammable vapor-air mixtures in farger
volumes. May be an explosion hazard in confined space. Combustion may
produce irritants and toxic gases. Combustion by-products include
hydrogen chloride and phosgene’."™ Phosgene is an exiremely poisonous
gas. Dr Alan Stone had the following comments on the FBI's use of CS gas
on the Mount Carmel Center; ‘It is difficult to believe that the US
government would deliberately plan to expose twenty-five children, most of
them infants and toddlers, to CS gas for forty-eight hours. ... Based on my
own medical knowledge and review of the scientific literature, the
information supplied to the Attorney General scems (o minimize the
potential harmful consequences for infants and children. ... The Auorney
General’s information ... understated the potential health consequences in
closed spaces.”™ The House Committee report stated that the insertion of
CS gas into the enclosed bunker ‘could have been a proximate cause of or
directly resulted in some or alt of the deaths attributed to asphyxiation in the
autopsy reports’."" In addition, the disabling effects of CS gas on barricaded
persons (o negotiate, think rationatly, or respond effectively is essentiatly
destroyed. A US Department of the Army manual on Civil Disturbances
states that ‘persons reacting to CS gas are incapable of executing organized
and concerted actions’."
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16. Assaudt should be Backed by Emergency Medical Services (EMS)
Personnel and the Five Departinent

‘(G)overnment agencies that may be necessary are the fire department and
medical services such as EMS. Many negotiating teams train with these
units because they are usuatly notified when a hostage situation occurs. ... It
is important (o prepare for their assistance belore a hostage incident occurs.
Written and signed agreements should be prepared and completed by alt
parties. Written directives for the call-out and use of these agencies should
be prepared and discussed ....""

Violation. Though the FBI planned a CS gas assault that was to last 48
hours, no EMS or fire department personnel were on hand at Mount Carmel.
In her 19 Aprit press conference, Attorney General Reno said she thought
the fire department had been given advanced notice of the assault. However,
the fire department officials denied this.'"" According to the Justice
Department report, fire trucks were not catted out until 12:13 pm, eight
minutes after the fire broke out, and did not arrive until 12:34 pm. The FBI
then held the trucks up for another seven minutes before allowing them to
approach the burning building.™ By the time they arrived, the structure had
already been decimated. Even if the Davidians had started the fire, the
government agents had sophisticated listening devices in place to prepare
for such an event. Investigator Dick Reavis wriles: ‘Bureaumen listened to
the discussion of fire retayed by the bugging devices on April I8, and
presumed that the talk referrred to plans for arson. But on the morning of
April 19, the Bureau did not surround Mount Carmel with fire trucks, as
would have been appropriate’."

A Contrasting Hostage-Barricade Incident: The Ohio Prison Riot

The dismat failure of the HRT at Waco can be contrasted with another
hostage-barricade incident which took place during the same time in Ohio.
On 1 Aprit 1993, a riot broke out at the Southern Ohio Correctional
Facility in Lucasville, the state’s only maximum-security prison. The
uprising began when a fight escalated into a full-scale revolt by prisoners.”"
The Ohio state police and National Guardsmen laid siege to the Lucasville
prison. During the melee, one guard and seven inmates were killed. Eight
prison guards were taken hostage by the inmates. The inmates subsequentty
composed a set of demands listing 21 conditions which called for a review
of prison policies that apparently precipitated the riot. These included the
elimination of forced racial integration of cells, allowing eligible prisoners
to transfer to other jails, detivery of improved medical care, and abolishing
routine tests for tuberculosis to which Muslim convicts objected. FBI
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hostage negotiators were called in Lo assist state police i the resoluuon of
the crisis. Senator Mike DeWine, a lformer Licutenant Governor in Ohio,
later stated in the Senate Judiciary Committee hearings on Waco in October
1995, that the FBI hostage negotiators were the sume personnel involved in
the Branch Davidian standofif. [n stark contrast. however, the hostage
negotiators in Ohio successfully resolved the incident without further
bloodshed, securing a signed document by the warden at Lucasville
agreeing to review a specified number of policies at the fucility. The siege
tasted 10 days and ended peacefully as the hostages were reteased unharmed
and the barricaded convicts surrendered to authorities in front of television
cameras. During the hearings, Senator DeWine was adamant in asserting
that the FBI negotiators in Ohio were instrumental in bringing the cnisis to
a peaceful ending and he praised the negotiators lor their work. But he wus
clearty puzzled about the unsuccessful, bloody ending 10 the Branch
Davidian standoff during the same time. How, he asked, is that possibie?

Indeed, it seems that the Ohio prison riot presents us with the cruelist of
ironies: the convicted criminals and felons in Ohio were nor subjected to
psychologicat warfare, ‘noose-tightening’ tactical pressures, or the insertion of
CS gas, but the men, women and children in Waco were. The Ohio prison
inmates, who had already enjoyed the exercise of their Sixth Amendment right
affording due process, and has been found guilly of criminal activity by a jury
of their peers, were treated better and more humanely than the separatist,
religious community in Texas, none ol whom had been convicted of any crime.

The explanation for the peaceful resolution of the Ohio prison incident is
fairty sirnighforward: negotiators fotlowed standard crisis negotiation protocol:
they employed conciliatory negotiations, bargained in good faith, exercised
patience, built trust between the hostage-taker and negotiator, resisted
escalating stress, did not humiliate or ridicule the hostage-taker, sought 1o meet
legitimate interests of both parties, provided assurance of safety and security of
person in crisis, refused to chatlenge the hostage-taker’s sense of control, and
avoided the pressure by tactical personnel to pursue a violent confrontation.
The Ohio prison incident offers a unique methodologicat control for
comparative analysis. Although the critical incidents are not identical, the
similarities outweigh the differences and suggest that the different outcomes
can be attributed to the divergent strategies implemented by the hostage-rescue
teams. The only question that remains, is why did federal agents subject the
Davidians to markedly different and harsher treatment?

A Government Massacre?

Official explanations for the Waco disaster on 19 April ranged from
scapegoating Koresh and the Davidians to miscommunication between
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units of the Hostage Rescue Team. Some of the reviews by criminat justice
experts have pointed to more training and additional personnet for HRTs as
a solution.”” Remarkably. these reviews also seem to imply that the existing
guidelines were inadequate. FBI spokespersons were quick to point out the
fact that they were conlronted by an *unconventional® group. However, alt
evidence suggests that the existing hostage and barricade protocols would
have produced the desired eftect. namely a peaceful resolution (o the crisis.
No one has made this point more candidly than Dr James Fyfe, an expert on
hostage negotiations. He made the following statement comparing
excessive. deadly force at Waco and at Ruby Ridge during the Senate
Judiciary Committee Hearing in 1995.

In the same way as mistakes were made at Waco, unnecessary blood
was shed at Ruby Ridge, not because there were in place no standards
for such an encounter. Instead, somebody tore up existing, well-
reasoned standards on the way to that place and substituted his own.
... At Ruby Ridge, as at Waco, the problem was not the absence of
rules, the problem was that rules were ignored.

... [ think the standards exist; the principles are there for negotiating
rather than shooting out of situations. And | think that the major issue
is sort of a disregard and a sense that the rules are more flexible than
they really are. ... It seems to me that in both of these situations, these
rules were disregarded on grounds that these were critical, unusual
situations. | think the question is, How do we get people to abide by
the rules that already exist?™

Fyfe autributes these tragedies to ‘mistakes’ in Judgement by law
enforcement personnel, who apparently believe that the standards *are more
flexible than they really are.” While this may be the case, it does not speak
to the problem of the uneven application. Numerous hostage-barricade
incidents involving defiant groups have been successfully settled through
standard crisis negotiation procedures, such as the standoff with the militant
CSA in Arkansas in 1985, The Montana Freemen in 1996, the Ohio Prison
riot, and ‘hundreds of similar sitvations across the United States and the
world’."” The fact that the rules were methodically discarded at Waco raises
other possible explanations, which any good scientific analysis must
entertain in order to exhaust possibilities. For purposes of scientific inquiry,
let’s explore the hypothesis that a massacre, if not directly planned, was
known 1o be a highly possible outcome.

In terms of motive, it might be argued that the federal agents at Waco
sought to avenge the deaths of fellow taw enforcement officers who were
killed in the initial raid. The Davidians were seen as ‘cop-killers’, making
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them a more likely target of deadly force, as some critics have suggested.
Elsewhere, Fyfe and co-author Jerome Skolnick have studied the culture of
police with regard to excessive force. They compare police to *a tribe or
ethnic group ... (with) distinctive rules, customs, perceptions, and
interpretations of what they see, along with consequent moral
Judgements’.'™ One troubling aspect of police culture is that it often
involves ‘unwritten guidelines’,"" and ‘extralegal resolution’," particularly
in circumstances where the suspect (rightly or wrongly) is defined as a ‘cop-
killer’. Contempt for legal technicalities may lead to what the authors call
the ‘Dirty Harry dilemma’ — deadly force actions taken vigilante-style. A
general suspicion of ‘outsiders’ (particularly minorities and the underclass)
combined with a strong sense of tribal brotherhood tends to produce a
dichotimization of the world. Skolnick and Fyfe note that ‘police often
identify themselves as a moral force, protecting innocent and productive
members of the public against those who would brutalize and victimize
ordinary citizens.”""' Yet it may be that in a zcalous quest for the good law
enforcement culture perpetrates the greatest harm. ‘Oddly enough’,
Skalnick and Fyfe state, ‘it may be precisly this sense of mission, this sense
of being the “thin blue line” pitted against forces of anarchy and disorder ...
that account for the most shocking abuses of police power’."* The unifying
and cohesive function of being a cadre on the ‘thin blue line’ augments a
sense of brotherhood, confers special status, empowers its members with
the exclusive use of coercive force, and may lead to actions *above the law’.

This dynamic is exacerbated by efforts in recent years to achieve ‘total
integration’ of civilian law enforcement and the military in the War on
Crime, leading to a ‘militarization of law enforcement.”'® Without question,
the Waco siege was a paramilitary operation, complete with US Army M113
armored personnel carriers, air reconnaisance missions (by aircraft such as
the Hughes 500E surveillance helicopters equipped with FLIR), agents
adorned in flak jackets and combat gear, snipers with M-14 and M-16
assault weapons, a command post, checkpoints and roadblocks, deployment
of psychological warfare, mililary assistance from Joint Task Force-6 and
Operation Alliance, Close Quarters Combat (CQC) training of ATE agents
by Special Forces at Fort Hood, military advisors from the 22nd Regiment
of the British Army’s Special Air Service (SAS), Bradley fighting vehicles,
MIAT Abrahms tanks, an M88 tank retriever, flash bang grenades, acrial
diversion mancuvers by Blackhawk helicopters, and finally the insertion of
a chemical warfare agent. Much has been written about the destructive
‘warfare mentality’™* of police in adopting a War on Crime posture. The
warfare mentality has been shown to increase the likelihood of excessive
and deadly force. As the language of law enforcement becomes more
warlike, society is transformed into a ‘battleground’, citizens become
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‘enemies’, residences become ‘bunkers’ or ‘compounds’, dissident groups
become ‘terrorists’, deaths of innocent men, women and children become
‘casualties of war’ or ‘collateral damage’. Since the goal of the military in
times of war is to ‘destroy’ the enemy, the tragic outcome of the
paramilitary operation at Waco is perhaps not surprising,

Add to this disturbing trend the tendency to attract former military
personnel to police work: °... (V)eterans have gravitated toward the police
world, where they are welcomed because of their ease with adapting to the
uniform; their acceptance of the deference owed to, and the authority of,
rank; and their familiarity with firearms’."” Following each of the nation’s
wars, there has been an influx of military-trained combatants absorbed into
law enforcement. The practice of paramilitary tactics is less likely to be an
obstacle for those whose training in the armed forces enhances their rank
and position in the law enforcement commaunity.

The sect’s defiant posture may have also played a role. In a seminal work
by Paul Chevigny, it was found that excessive force was most likely to occur
when police perceived *a challenge o their authority’.'* The Davidians, who
were not only guilty of shooting ATF agents in the initial raid, but defying the
authority of federal agents, may have unknowingly proveked and exposed the
darker side of law enforcement culture. Clearly, during the standoff, federal
agents believed that Koresh and his followers had thumbed their collective
noses at law enforcement officials. The sect leader’s defiance in the face of an
overwhelming army of federal agents elicited lerse remarks from FBI
spokespersons, and seems to have induced the abandonment of conciliatory
negotiations in favor of all-out tactical pressure.

Finally, the moral indignation fueling the demonization of the Davidians
as ‘cultists’ was critical; the sect members were believed to be child
abusers, perverts and fanatics. According to Michael Barkun, federal agents
may have seen themselves as enforcing the morals of society by making an
cxample of the deviant group.'” Implicitly, agents accepted disparaging cult
slereotypes. contained in the Bureau's ‘white paper’ on culis, a 12-page
document parroting sinister anticult characlerizations based on unbalanced
and selective clinical descriptions. Though the document is devoid of
contravening cvidence or substantive empirical studies or references, it
apparently was viewed by the FBI as a serious primer on ‘cults’. On-scene
commander in Waco, Jeffrey Jamar, stated in the first round of
Congressional hearings on Waco in 1993 that the Bureau had in its
possession the infamous ‘white paper’ prior to the standoff, and had found
it ‘very useful’.'¥

We can now attempt to make sense of the tactics deployed by the HRT.
The road leading to excessive lethal force was precipitated by (1) the killing
of federal agents, (2) the paramilitary nature of the operation, (3) the sect’s
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defiant posture, and (4) the effective demonization of the Branch Davidians.
Given the confluence of these conditions, it is possible that the tactical
commanders on the ground developed a plan to punish the Davidians.
Undergirded by a ‘war mentality’ that was so pervasive at Waco, the HRT
strategy may have been designed to enhance moral distance between the
federal police and the ‘enemy’ in order 10 prepare agents for a violent
assault. Military psychologist Dave Grossman describes ‘moral distancing’
as a behavioral conditioning process used in military training as means to
prepare soldiers psychologically for killing in combat situations.” Moral
distancing is divided into two components. The first component entails a
'systematic desensitization’ of the enemy's humanity, while escalating a
simultaneous threat posed, so that *killing him is an act of justice’."? The
second component is ‘an affirmation of the legality and legitimacy of one’s
own cause” and ‘the belief in moral superiority’.""

The uvse of psychological warfare during negotiations as a means to
manipulate the barricaded sect members into a position for a tactical assault
is not far-fetched. The tactical component of the HRT is hypothetically given
the task of containment - securing the perimeter of a hostage-barricade
incident in order to safely allow the negotiation team to achieve a peaceful
surrender. The tactical component represents ‘a visible threat without which
the hostage taker has no reason to negotiate’." They are also given the
responsibility to evacuate any civilians who are at risk within the inner
perimeter. The structure and division of labor within the HRT assigns the
negotiation component to the primary task of resolving the incident
peacefully while the tactical component provides logistical support. Yet these
specialized roles and objectives may not be as clear and fixed as many
believe. Comments in the testimony of James Fyfe before the Senate ] udiciary
Committee in 1995 indicate that there are two very different approaches to
hostage-barricade incidents; a ‘Western® view and an ‘Eastern’ view.

I spoke not too long ago to a person who is a sniper for a municipal
police department. ... (H)is view is that there are two approaches to
hostage situations: one is the ‘Western' view and the other is an
‘Eastern’ view. The ‘Eastern’ view is the one to which I subscribe:
that is that a police officer should take as much time as possible to
negotiate people out of situations and should define success in the
absence of bloodshed. His view of the ‘Western protocol’ was that
police officers should regard negotiations as a means of manipulating
people into positions where a tactical ... resolution could be executed.
I am very troubled by that. I don't find anything in written standards
that conform to it. But I have seen lots of incidents where that seems
to have been operative.'*
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Dr Fyle's testimony offers palpable support for the alternative explanation.
It is quite plausible that the HRT operation at Wace adopted a ‘Western”
protocol soon afier taking control of the standoff from the ATF. This would
certainly explain the seemingly inexplicable, gross violations of hostage-
barricade guidelines. the use of psychological warfare, and the premature
abandonment of conciliatory negotiations in deference to tactical pressure.
Within the so-called *Western' model or framework, the steps taken by the
FBI fall neatly into place; the Waco operation was not so much a haphazard
or illogical plan as it was an approach utilizing a differenr framework, albeit
one without any (publicly) known written standards. Of course, we may
assume that the unpublished standards were not accessible by all parties in
the negotiations since some negotiators were clearly upset by the
contradictory tactical pressures. It seems likely that some of the negotiating
team were unwilling or uninformed players in the moral drama. The
hypothesis can only be speculative at this point, but it deserves serious
consideration and would appear to provide a better ‘fit’ with the data.

A search of the the pertinent literature revealed no published documents
on the so-called ‘Western® protocol. But corroboration of this hypothesis was
obtained in a follow-up interview with James Fyfe."™ According to Fyfe,
references to the Western protocol by police officers were made on several
occasions in court testimony in which he was involved and in private
correspondence. However, requests by Fyfe for written evidence or
documentation have been denied. He was told that these materials were
‘discretionary’ and unavailable to the public. In Fyfe’s estimation, the source
of the Westem protocol appears to derive from the training of SWAT team
members in the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD). The inaccessibility
of these documents is likely due to their questionable legality. More
information is needed on the ‘Westem’ model of hestage-barricade incidents
and the fact that these materials are kept hidden from public scrutiny raises
troubling concerns. 1f and when such information is made available to the
public, we may have a much better understanding-of the events at Waco.
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