TRYING FOREIGN TERRORISTS
IN CIVILIAN COURTS IS BOTH
DANGEROUS AND CONTRARY
TO OURTRADITIONS

By William R. Coulson

HE FUNDAMENTAL POLICY TENSION
which lies ar the heart of our debarte
is whether foreign terrorism is more a
criminal law/deterrence issue, or an intel-
ligence/prevention issue? I suggest that
the traditional criminal law prosecution-
as-deterrence-and punishment model is
ill-equipped 1o effectively deal with foreign-

wars under President Jefferson, during the
Indian wars, and during the Korean War
under President Truman. A “declaration
of war” by Congress includes “functional
equivalents” such as the Tonkin Gulf Reso-
lution of 1964, and the Authorization for

Use of Military Force Against Terrorists” of

2001. So every battlefield capture in Iraq or
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based terrorism, and that our emphasis
must be toward intelligence and preven-
tion of foreign-based terrorism. This latter
emphasis is an executive-branch and mili-
tary function, and not a funcrion for which
the civilian judiciary is at all competent.
First, some history. Enemy soldiers
captured on the battlefield by our military
are all prisoners-of-war. As POWs, under
international law, they can be held by the
military (part of our Executive Branch) for
the duration of the conflict, and even there-
after until the signing of a peace treaty. This
captivity, of course, prevents their return
to enemy service and incapacitates them.
POW status exists whether or not a conflict
is “declared” or not. The U.S. held POWs
during the “undeclared” Barbary Coast
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Afghanistan or Pakistan is a POW, and can
be held in custody by the Executive Branch
indefinitely. POW's can be interrogarted, and
possess certain rights such as basic food,
shelter, clothing, and humane treatment,
under the Geneva Convention.

Historically, POWs have had no access
to U.S. Civilian Courts, even when they
are housed in the Unired States. Grievances
are handled internally within the Executive
Branch. My Dad was chief Legal Officer
over the German POWs at Camp Grant,
Rockford and at Fort Lewis, WA during
WW II. Some of the German Army POWSs
claimed ro be Ukrainians who were forced
into the German Army, and there was a his-
torical basis for these claims. These POWs

claimed thar they should be released and

didn’t belong in the POW camp. These
claims were also adjudicated internally by
Military Tribunals; no Ukrainian broughta
habeas corpus perition to ask a federal court
to decide the issue, there was little authority
to do so.

Second, so called “enemy combatants” or
“unlawful combatants” under international
law are persons caprured during war who
do not qualify for POW status because they
have violated the “laws of war” (an oxymo-
ron, to be sure). Included in this category
are spies out-of-uniform, or soldiers (like
the Nazi-SS Einsatzgruppen) who will-
fully murder civilians. Punishment of such
“enemy combartants” is up to the individual
countries and their militaries. Again, it has
not historically been a function entrusted
to a civilian judiciary.

The third caregory of offenders pres-
ent, to me, a more difficule classification.

Those are the 9/11 type terrorists, who
are foreign nationals sent from abroad to
attack our shores. The crime is commirted
within the United States, but the attack is
analogous to a foreign army attacking the
U.S. The German saboreurs during WW1I
who landed on Long Island with explosives,
and the Japanese midger—submarine sailor
caprured at Pearl Harbor in 1941, illustrate
this category. These foreign attackers were
dealt with by the Military Tribunals, not
civilian courts. There are compelling rea-
sons to keep these prosecutions within the
Executive Branch as well.

The Focus Must be on Detecting and
Preventing Acts of Terror
The civilian criminal justice system is based



on the concepts of punishment and thus
deterrence. The system commences to oper-
ate only affer a crime has been committed,
and safeguards have evolved to try to ensure
that the determination as to who committed |
the crime is an accurate one. This system is

wholly inadequate to deal with our current |
emergency: foreign-based terrorism. Terror 4
bombers intending to kill themselves during
their crime cannot be deterred by a mere
threat of arrest, prosecution, and jailing.
Rather, prosecution gives these caprured
terrorists a public platform they otherwise
lack and the prison martyrdom they cherish.

If a foreign terrorist ignites a nuclear
bomb and destroys Boston, whar good
would a subsequent criminal prosecution
accomplish? Obviously itis more important
for our military and intelligence community
to detect such a heinous act before it occurs,
and thus prevent the act.

The intelligence needed to detect the
plans of these nefarious groups of terror-
ists is different from the relatively genteel
notions of evidence-gathering and evidence-
introducrion we cherish in our civilian
courts. To detect planned acts of terror, we
need information, which is not necessar-
ily evidence admissible in a court. It may
involve international wiretaps, satellite and
drone surveillance, hearsay, audio and inter-
net interceptions, liberal use of questionable
informants, and harsher interrogation tech-
niques than should be used in a domestic
police station. Some of this information
may come directly from bartlefield areas,
some in secret from foreign government,
both friendly and unfriendly. If we do not
avail ourselves of all of these techniques (and
others), to detect terror plots before they
are commirtted, we face a horrific future,
in which our precious domestic rights and
freedoms surely will be threatened, as will
our physical safery.

Obviously, our military and intelli-
gence communities face a daunting task.
We should not burden them further by
demanding that their information must
also be clothed in the form of admissible
evidence presented in a public courtroom.

Once a foreign terror plot is detected,
then it must be disrupted by the apprehen-
sion of those involved. At this point, these
individuals could be held as POWs, pros-

ccuted by a Military Tribunal, turned over
to a foreign government, or indicted and
tried in a civilian court. As between pros-
ecution in a Military Tribunal or a civilian
court, which makes more sense? Both are
constitutionally permitted, so it becomes a
policy question.

Itis Recklessly Dangerous to Try these Cases
in Civilian Courts

As noted, civilian courts apply rthe Federal
Rules of Evidence, adherence to which
should nort further burden our intelligence
gathering. Do we really expect the milicary
to preserve a pristine chain-of-custody for
battlefield evidence? Do we really want to
disrupt our military focus by flying soldiers
back from the fronts to testify? Do we really
want to disclose in a public courtroom our
often secret sources? Do we really want to
handcuff our interrogators by letting for-
eign arrestees “lawyer up” just so that their
words would be admissible in a civilian
courtroom? (And no, [ am nor advocating
torture—just aggressive questioning free
from Miranda, erc.) Do we really want ter-
rorists to receive the generous discovery of
witness and co-conspirator statements that
the Federal Rules require?

As I write this, a civilian federal judge in
New York has just banned the Government’s
main witness from testifying in an “enemy
combatant” case because the Government
“learned of his existence” via “coercive
questioning.” This ruling is ludicrous. The
greatest danger from using civilian courts
to try foreign “enemy combatants” thus is
the lessening of our ability to gather the
information needed to derect planned acts
of terror, while information is not always
evidence, it can be as accurate in the context
of prevention. And the threshold of facts for
intervening to stop a threatened act of terror
surely must be lower than the admissible
evidence needed to convict in a civilian
court.

There are other costs and dangers in
trying foreign terrorists in civilian courts.
The expense of security at such past trials is
staggering. [ was on trial at Foley Square in
New York during one such terrorism pros-
ecution-lower Manhattan was an armed
camp, and the taxi had to drop me and my
boxes off five blocks from the courthouse.

§
1%%9 Never?

You should
expect accurate
transeripts

delivered when
you want themn.

Call now to schedule a court reporter:
800-288-3376
or visit us online at:
www.depo.com

DEPO.CoM

HANONWIDE COURT REPORTERS
HIGHER STANCARTS FOR IETTER SERACE™

Nielsen Career
Consulring
Ourplacement

and Career Counseling
For Atorneys

Strateqies and supporr for
{

YOUR CAREER iN OR oUT Of
the [aw

® 20 Years ol Experience

® Over 2000 Clients

Sheila Nielsen, MSW, JD

Millennium Park Plaza
%% N. Michigan Ave., Ste. 564
Chicago, IL 60601

312/616-4416

www.niElsencareerconsulting.com

CBA RFCORD 49







