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MEMORANDUM TO SENIOR §

SUBJECT: r Intelli rin

JUNE 14, 1994

Attached are more articles published on the radar intelligence
sharing program. I will continue to circulate new articles as they
are published. Also attached 1s a report on foreign press
reaction.
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Fighting
A Former

The United States makes a specific
military-technological commitment
to two foreign Governments, allies in:
a struggle of life and death, many
lives and deaths.

A year after it goes into operation,
the arrangement starts a legal dis-
pute between sets of U.S. Government .
lawyers. So the U.S. breaks the com-
mitment, snap, like that, without con-
sulting in advance the countries
Washington had talked into the deal
They happen to think it was working
well and was exquisitely important.

The commitment was to provide
Colombia and Peru with information
from American ground radar and
Awacs intelligence planes to. track
drug planes as they flew to their
bases in those countries.

The State Department said the help ’
was legal. Lawyers from Defense and® -
some other agencies thought the U.S.
couid be sued by the families of the
traffickers if the Colombians or Peru-
vians shot down their planes. They ..
won.

Colombians and Peruvians .say -,
they have been betrayed, and a State . .
Department official has just flown -
down to see them. The South Ameri-
cans say the radar information was -
essential not for shooting down planes ..
but far more for discovering traffick-
ers’ distribution points and tracking
guerrilla bands working as gunsling—
ers for narcotics gangs. And they say -
that since the U.S. folded the radar ‘-

-
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screen the drug flights have: h‘l--\u'

creased.

How could this happen wltthCon-
gress going up in smoke, without
President Clinton’s advisers warning ..
him away from another breach of .
word? el

One reason is our partners were .
just South American. Americans get .,
interested in Latin America when its '
name is Castro or we land troops.
Name three living South American-
presidents. Tweo.

Second, the struggle involved was
the drug war, which does not grab .-
government and journalistic trend- '
setters as much as it used to. It grabs - °
the public all right, under the heading
of crime.

But Washington doesn't seem fired )’
up. Maybe because the President .
doesn’t. Mr. Clinton has approved a
decent budget and does from time to

- time speak of narcetics. But in the -:

whole Government, during a. year’s
worth of poking around, 1 have not not - ,
run into as much know-how and drive |

A ey 22

Bring
lawyers, hold
the radar. .

about drugs as in one meeting with. *
three narcotics fighters from a ther-- :
apy-and-job program for released.-
prisoners. (Business people who real-. . -
ize how essential both are in the drug 4
war should write to Father Peter\ .
Young, Altamont Program, 134 |
Franklin Street, Albany, N.Y. 12202)) °

- Sorry — the Clinton Administration’ ~
does not want it called the drug war ’
anymore. That news comes from Dr.
Lee Brown, drug policy director. He'-
was supposed to be top general in the: *
struggle. But through no fault of his.~>
the new Clinton Administration down- s
graded the job before he was evem:
appointed, to about captain.

So, no more war, you hear? Re~
minds me of the time the Rockefeller.. ,
government in New York State de-
cided to grapple with the Mafia by <
banning the word in all statements.’
Terrific idea — the Mafia loved it so_
much that they blocked the truck 'f'
bays of The New York Times when -
the paper refused to go along.

The former general was out of town
and the people on his tiny staff would «
not say what he thought about break-.*
ing American commitments to our
former partners in the former war.

So-let me tell them — he will sup-. ::
port it. ‘He has  echoed the Clinton v
Administration’s decision to cut back ;!
on one of three basic strategies in the. )
former war — enforcement, t.herapy,\,
interdiction. The Administration does_ .

- not think interdiction is as imponam

as do South Americans who live wnth
drugs flying over their heads.

South Americans had already spo- -’
ken of their fears about the cutback in “
interception.. Still, the- Colombians**
and the Peruvians were startled that"
the radar tracking program was
eliminated, snap, because some law- !
yers found it dicey, liability-wise ~..:
startled, bitter, furious.

Maybe, on a trip to South Amenca ,

. some day, Mr. Clinton will explain -

why he permitted his Administration_ )
to behave so to nations we said were
our partners. For a- President who'"
already has troubles about this prom--
ise-keeping business, it is a wound
inflicted by himself, or the people'

'supposedtoguardhlswordandhom- .

or.
Meantime, just think of how much*x
money the U.S. would have saved if ,
only General Eisenhower had lawr.,
yers to warn him of D-Day liability
suits from German families. (Y
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Against Drugs Coming Unstuck

Washingion Amplifies Complaints About Bogota’s Top Prosecutor

By Douglas Farah
Washangion Post Foremgn dSerace

BOGOTA, Colombia. June 11—Tensions between Co-
lombia and the United States over how to combat the
- world’s most powerful drug traffickers are hampering
law enforcement efforts. according to senior officials of
both countries.

“] have not seen things this bad since this chapter of the
- drug war began in 1989,” said a seror Colombian official
.- who deals with narcotics matters. “We hope it doesn't de-

" teriorate further, because it only helps the traffickers.”

- The United States is publicizing evidence that Colom-
- . bia's prosecutor general has misused evidence shared in
. the past. The disputes have led 1o suspension of that ex-
. change program, long viewed as vital to the anti-narcotics
efforts, and to a growing fear that concerted action is qui-
- etly fading into obscurity.

Since May 1. the United States also has suspended pro-
vision of intelligence from radars and overflights monitor-
. ing suspected drug flights in Colombia and Peru.

The programs were key instruments in taking on the

- Cali cartel, which produces about 80 percent of the world's

- cocaine and a small but growing percentage of its heroin.

Both programs gained added importance following Colom-

- bia's June 1991 decision to ban extradition of accused traf-
. fickers to the United States and other countnes. '

- . Colombian officials, and some in the United States, view

- the cutoff of U.S. intelligence as an alarming sign that the

Clinton administration is abandoning the interdiction effort

after years of trying 10 get the Andean nations involved in

. it. And. many U.S. and Colombian officiais view efforts by

- maverick Prosecutor General Gustavo de Greiff to negoti-
ate generous terms of surrender with the Cali cartel as a
sellout.

Officials of both countnes agree that suspension of the
programs and the spread of public feuding have created a
new opportunity for drug traffickers to ncrease the flow of
. narcotics to the United States and Europe.

The officials said that while there had been difficulties in
the past, the two nations had enjoved-a privileged relation-
- ohip that had allowed unprecedented cooperation in the

anti-narcotics efforts.

But the relationship has detenorated to the point where
it is weakening anu-narcotics efforts. they say. And it
comies at a critical time. . ’

Colombia is in the midst of its tightest presidential race
in years, and neither candidate is likely to take as tough a

. line on narcotics as outgoing President Cesar Gaviria. U.S.
Ambassador Morris Busby is retiring at the end of the
month. The Drug Enforcement Administration has a new
director, and its chief in Colombia also is about to leave. “If
you' assume everyone really wants to learn, vou still have
several months on a learmng curve,” said one U.S. official.
“We will be almost dead in the water through the sum-

mer!
U.S. end Colombian officias said that both countries had_

hoped for a smooth transfer of the anti-narcotics program
to the new Colombian administration. But they said the
fend and eroding trust would make that more difficult.

If the winner of the june 19 presidential runoff election
between Liberal Emesto Samper and Conservative Andres
Pastrana does not want to prosecute the war vigorously,
diplomats and law enforcement officials point out. there
will be less countervailing political pressare.

Senior Colombian officials said the U.S. decision to cut
off intelligence not only outraged Colombians but opened
vast sectors of southern Colombia to traffickers’ flights.

“From our intercepts, it is clear the traffickers knew’

what bappened hours after the radars went down.” said a
senior official. “Can we see them come in? Not any more.
But it would be logical to assume that if they know they
have a clear path and nothing to worry about, they wili use
it and use it extensively.” .

Rep. Robert G. Toricelli (D-NJ.), who as chairman of
the House subcommittee on Western Hemisphere affairs
has a long involvement in drug policy, said Colombians
were right to be angry.

“The signal now is unmistakable: An American with-
drawal is taking place n the drug war,” Torricelli said in a
telephone interview from Washington. referring to the
Pentagon's decision. “The impact 15> already clear. Narco
flights have already increased.” ’ :

“The U.S. withdrawal from the drug war is the most sig-

nificant retreat since George Washington retreated from
New York dunng our revolution,” Torricelb said.

The evidence-sharing agreement was suspended in
March because of U.S. concerns that de Greiff's office was
improperly using the evidence. Because of Colombia’s rela-
tively weak judicial system, the program was viewed as
key to building cases agamst drug kingpins.

U.S. officials have been careful to distinguish their criti-
cism of de Greiff from their support for Gavuia. The pres-
dent has criticized many of the positions taken by de
Greiff, who is independent under Colombian law. De Greitf
declined requests for an interview, and his spokeswoman
said he had 2 new policy of not speaking to the press.

De Greiff “has made decisions, which unfortunately he
has not explained sufficiently to either the Colombsan gov-
ernment or the U.S. government,” Gavira saxd in an April
26 interview with El Tiempo. the nation's largest-circula-
tion newspaper. “That has led to an environment of confu-
sion that unfortunately is leading us to the current stua-
tion . . . and slowlv this is turning into a confbet with {the
United States| that frankly ts not in the best mterests of
[Colombia].”

De Greiff has defended his policy of seeking negotations
with the leaders of the Cab cartel as a new approach to
fighting the drug trade because, he said. repression has
not worked. He has advocated a study of legabzng drugs,
which put him at odds with both the U.S. government and
his own. His office declined to discuss specthic charges
made by U.S. officials.

In recent weeks, senior U.S. officials have accused de
Greiff of interfering in U.S. prosecutions, mususing U.S.-
provided evidence and allowing drug traffickers to keep
their ill-gotten wealth:

Robert S. Gelbard, assistant secretary of state for mter-
national narcoucs matters, saxd n a Mav 2 letter to the Mr-
ami Herald that de Greiff's most senous breach was “his

msuse.of evidence provided by the U.S. government. In -

two cases where we facilitated depositions of witnesses
this country by Dr. de Greiff's staff, the witnesses’ close
family members were murdered.”

U.S. officials declined to grve more detads, atmg lears
for the safety of other people. '

“But |- can tell you, athers who have gven testimony
have had their famly members threstened. and the evr-
dence is strong the information, which was supposed 10 be
highly guarded, ynwwﬂedbyde(-ndlm.'-nd
onegfﬁdal.'l‘lmtarelludnndmhanmue

T onow,

In another move that outraged the Unsied States, de
Greiff wrote-a letter in May directly to s mdge in New
York who is presiding over the case of Dandenys Munaz
Mosquera, a reputed hit man for the Medelim cartel. As-
rested in New York in 1991, he is charged with plannng
the 1989 bombing of a Colombsan amtmer that iilied all
107 people on board.

De Greiff 33id another member of the Medellin cartel,
currently im il in Colombia, had confessed to the cnme
and that there was no evidence to tie Munos to the expio-
sion.

Judicial sources here said the person” who confessed,

"Carlos Mario Alzate, has confessed to a host of crimes he

was never linked to in an effort to weaken other cases
against drug langpins. :

Jo Ann Harris, assistant attorney general .in charge of
the Justice Department’s Criminal Drvision, told a Senate

heaning April 20 that de Greiff “seriouslv breached mter--

national protocol” by writing the letter. “We must question
Dr. de Greiff's resolve and his intention to use U.S.-provd-
ed evidence aggressively to prosecute these majpor traffick-
ers who have caused unthinkable and irreparable harm to

" the citizens of the United States and Colombia.” she said.
Knowledgeable sources aiso said that at least three peo- .

ple in important security and investigative jobs m de

Greiff's office were fired from previous jobs for corruption.

and links to drug traffickers. Two knowledgeable sources
said a seniar U.S. official met with de Gretdf 1o give him
that information last month, but that no action has been
taken to remove them. ’

“Dr. de Greiff's policies, if they continue, will result in
onlv minimum sentences upon some of the world’s major
narcotics traffickers, pertutting their orgamzations to re-

main intact and their enormous fortunes untouched,” Har--

ns said.
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SUBJECT: MEDIA REACTION: MORE COMMENTARY ON THE SHOOT
DOWN POLICY

1. TWO DAILIES CARRIED COMMENTARIES ON THE SUSPENSION
OF INTELLIGENCE SHARING IN THEIR JUNE 2 EDITIONS.
PRO-GOP DAILY "EXPRESO"™ CARRIED A COLUMN BY REGULAR
CONTRIBUTOR LUIS REY DE CASTRO, IN WHICH HE SAYS THAT

THE U.S. HAS ABANDONED THE WAR ON DRUGS. THE REGULAR

"SIN CONFIRMAR" COLUMN IN LEADING DAILY "EL COMERCIO"

ALSO NOTED THAT, WITHOUT U.S. ASSISTANCE, THE PERUVIAN

AIR FORCE WOULD BE UNABLE TO STOP DRUG FLIGHTS.

EXCERPTS FOLLOW:

2. CENTER-RIGHT ®“EXPRESO" (CIRCULATION ABOUT 37,000) IS
SECOND IN ELITE INFLUENCE, BUT FOURTH IN LIMA AND

NATIONAL READERSHIP. IT HAS BECOME SOMETHING OF A

PRESIDENT FUJIMORI MOUTHPIECE SINCE APRIL 5, 1992.

FROM THE LUIS REY DE CASTRO OPINION PAGE COLUMN TITLED
"DRUGS: YES!"

"ONCE MORE I AM FORCED TO: CONCLUDR THAT NRITHER THE

STATE DEPARTMENT, THE PRNTAGOMN, THR WHITE HOUSE, THE-
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SOUTHERN COMMAND, THE SENATE, THE HOUSE, THE DEA NOR ANY
OTHER U.S. GOVERNMENT ENTITY HAS AN\ REAL OR TRUE
INTEREST IN OVERCOMING THE DRUG PROBLEM."

THAT THE THEME IS USEFUL FOR PURITANICAL POLITICAL
CAMPAIGNS: I CAN AGREE WITH THAT. THAT SOME ‘MISGUIDED’
AND INGENUOUS SENATOR SINCERELY BELIEVES THEY CAN COMBAT
DRUG TRAFFICKING, I’M SURE OF. THAT A LOT OF ROTTEN
DRUG ADDICTS PASS THROUGH CUSTOMS, OF COURSE. THAT THEY
WILL WASTE HUNDREDS OF MILLIONS OF DOLLARS -- THE HARD
FACT IS THAT THEY CAPTURE ONLY 5 PERCENT OF THE DRUGS
THAT ENTER THE COUNTRY -~ IS ALSO TRUE. HOWEVER, THE
SOURCE, THE ORIGIN OF THE DRUGS, THAT IS SOMETHING THEY
WON‘T TOUCH!"

3. CONSERVATIVE, INFLUENTIAL "EL COMERCIO" (CIRCULATION
ABOUT 87,000) IS THE PRESTIGIOUS PAPER OF RECORD FOR THE
PERUVIAN ELITE. IT LEADS IN LIMA AND NATIONAL
READERSHIP.

FROM THE PAGE 4 "SIN CONFIRMAR" COLUMN:

"SINCE WE CAN’T COUNT ON THE SUPPORT THAT CAME FROM THE.
AWACS AND ORIONS, THE PERUVIAN AIR FPORCE WILL NOW BE
LIMITED TO NEUTRALIZING AND DESTROYING AIRPORTS. - IT
WILL NO LONGER BE ABLE TO FOLLOW THE ROUTES OF DRUG
TRAFFICKING PLANES THAT EN EAVE THE JUNGLE WITH
CARGOS OF DRUGS AND- ARME' TG “TERRORISM. "
COREY-ARCHER
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Drug fight: Ina leuertJﬂ 4
Ceptzral American leaders, Presk-
dent Clinton cailed Saturday for
unity and cooperation with Cen-
tral American couatries in the

FEB 21 1993

fight against drugs.

Clinton offetzd no specifics io
his Jetter but has said that in coon-
trast to the Bush administraton’s
focus on eradicating drug sup-
plies, be would put more empha-
sis oo reducing demand.

— From Register news services
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Drug Control:
International Policy and Options

SUMMARY

Efforts to greatly reduce the flow of illicit drugs from abroad into the United
States have so far not succeeded. Moreover, over the past decade, worldwide production
of illicit drugs has increased dramatically: opium and marijuana production has
roughly doubled and coca production tripled.

Despite a national political resolve to deal with the drug problem, inherent
contradictions regularly appear between U.S. anti-drug policy and other policy goals and
concerns. U.S. narcotics policy seeks reduction of the supply of illicit drugs to the
United States and reduction of user demand within the United States. On the other
hand, important aspects of U.S. foreign policy aim at promoting the political and
economic stability of U.S. friends and allies and avoiding excessive involvement in their
internal affairs. Pursuit of anti-drug goals can undermine foreign policy interests and
bring political instability and significant economic loss to countries where narcotics
production has become entrenched economically and socially. Drug supply interdiction
programs and U.S. systems to facilitate the international movement of goods, people,
and wealth are often at odds. U.S. international narcotics policy requires cooperative
efforts by many nations and must operate in the context of competing foreign policy
goals. A major area of ongoing concern remains: how effective can international
narcotics control programs be in helping to reduce U.S. domestic drug consumption?

The mix of competing domestic and international pressures and priorities has
produced an ongoing series of disputes within and between the legislative and executive
branches concerning U.S. international drug policy. Congress in the 1988 Drug Act has
called for a reevaluation of that policy with a view towards formulating a more
comprehensive approach. The Act requires the new "drug czar" to submit a national
drug control strategy to the Congress by February 1st of every year. New to the U.S.
strategy is an Andean initiative that calls for increased economic, military, and law
enforcement assistance to Colombia, Peru, and Bolivia.

Policy options addressed in this brief include:

-- Expansion of efforts to reduce foreign production at the source.

-- Expansion of interdiction and enforcement activities to disrupt supply
lines.

-- Expansion of efforts to reduce worldwide demand.

-- Expansion of economic disincentives for international drug trafficking.
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ISSUE DEFINITION

Drug control policies continue to be a hotly debated public issue in the United
States. Many look to the area of international narcotics control as a means of reducing
America’s domestic consumption of illicit drugs. A number of policy options are being
considered. Critical areas of concern include: (1) how effectively can international
narcotics control efforts contribute to the reduction of U.S. drug consumption; and (2)
what are the foreign affairs consequences, tradeoffs, and dilemmas of existing
international narcotics control programs and of alternative options?

BACKGROUND AND ANALYSIS

Problem

More than 26 million Americans buy and use illicit drugs, spending -- by most
conservative estimates -- over $40billion annually in a diverse and fragmented criminal
market. Such drugs are to varying degrees injurious to the health, judgment,
productivity and general well-being of their users. The addictive nature-of many of
these drugs;-their high price and their illegality play a role in more than half the street
crime in the United States. <The U.S. illicit drug market generates enormous profits
that enable the growth of diversified international criminal organizations, extend their
reach into local neighborhoods, legitimate business, and even national governments.
Such profits provide drug trafficking organizations with the resources to effectively
evade and compete with law enforcement agencies, and in some instances, to challenge
the authority of national governments.

Measured in dollar value, at least four-fifths of all the illicit drugs consumed in the
U.S. are of foreign origin, including virtually all the cocaine and heroin. Of the
marijuana consumed in the United States, 25% to 35% is domestically produced and
virtually all of the hallucinogens and illegally marketed psychotherapeutic drugs and
"designer” drugs are of domestic origin.

Little is known about the distribution of revenues from illicit drug sales, but
foreign supply cartels exercise considerable control over wholesale distribution in the
United States and illicit proceeds are often laundered and invested through foreign
banks and financial institutions.

The Federal anti-drug initiative has two major elements: (1) reduction of demand
and (2) reduction of supply. Reduction of demand is sought through education to
prevent dependence, through treatment to cure addiction and through measures to
increase prices and risk of apprehension at the consumer level. Reduction of supply
(which accounts for about 30% of the $11.7 billion Federal anti-drug control budget
requested for FY1992) is sought by programs aimed at destabilizing the operations of
illicit drug cartels at all levels, and by seizing their products and assets. As most illicit
drugs are imported, a major interdiction campaign is being conducted on the U.S.
borders, at ports of entry, on the high seas, and on major foreign transshipment routes
and production sites. An international program of source crop eradication is also being
pursued. Federal policies for the reduction of illicit supply have major international
components. These are discussed below.

CRS-2
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Current International Narcotics Control Policy

The primary goal of U.S. international narcotics policy is to reduce the supply of
illicit narcotics flowing into the United States. A second and supporting goal is to
reduce the amount of illicit narcotics cultivated, processed, and consumed worldwide.
U.S. international narcotics control poliey is implemented by a multifaceted strategy
that includes the following four elements: eradication of narcotic crops, interdiction
and law enforcement activities in drug producing and drug transiting countries,
international cooperation, and sanctions. The U.S. State Department’s Bureau of
International Narcotics Matters (INM) has the lead role coordinating U.S. international
drug intervention and suppression activities. For FY1993, the Administration sought
an appropriation of $173 million for INM costs and international operations. The
House and Senate Appropriations Committees, noting apparent problems in certain
INM programs, recommended that funding be kept at the FY1992 level of $147.78
million. Congress endorsed this recommendation in H.R. 5368.

Eradication of Narcotic Crops

A longstanding U.S. official policy for international narcotics control strategy is
to reduce cultivation and production of illicit narcotics through eradication. In 1991,
the United States supported programs to eradicate coca, opium, and marijuana in 14
countries. These efforts are conducted by a number of Government agencies
administering several types of programs. The United States supports eradication by
providing producer countries with chemical herbicides, technical assistance and
specialized equipment, and spray aircraft. The U.S. Agency for International
Development (AID) funds development projects designed to promote creation of
alternative income for farmers who abandon cultivation of illicit narcotics ($199 million
for 1991). U.S. eradication policy receives informational support from the U.S.
Information Agency (USIA) which publicizes the dangers of drug abuse and trafficker
violence ($3.8 million for FY1991). In addition, AID sponsors drug education and
awareness programs in 33 Latin American, Asian, and East European countries (about
$16 million for FY1991).

Interdiction and Law Enforcement

A second element of U.S. international narcotics control strategy is to help host
governments seize illicit narcotics before they reach America’s borders. Training of
foreign law enforcement personnel constitutes a major part of such endeavors. In 1991,
the Department of State funded anti-narcotics law enforcement training programs for
foreign personnel from more than 70 countries. In addition, the Department of State
provides host country anti-narcotics personnel with a wide range of equipment to
perform effectively, and U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) agents regularly
assist foreign police forces in their efforts to destabilize trafficking networks. U.S.
efforts to promote effective law enforcement against narcotics traffickers also include
suggestions to nations on means to strengthen their legal and judicial systems.

International Cooperation
Essentially all elements of U.S. international narcotics control strategy require

international cooperation. By use of diplomatic initiatives, both bilateral and
multilateral, the Department of State encourages and assists nations to reduce
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cultivation, production, and trafficking in illicit drugs. These bilateral agreements and
international conventions have thus far been largely ineffective in reversing the growth
of international narcotics trafficking, in part because they lack strong enforcement
mechanisms and are not uniformly interpreted by member nations.

U.S. international narcotics control strategy also relies on international
cooperation to promote coordinated border operations to interdict traffickers. To this
end, the U.S. Government has provided technical assistance to coordinated
multinational operations in Colombia, Peru, and Ecuador. The United States also
participates in multilateral assistance programs through the U.N. International Drug
Control Program and actively enlists the aid and support of other governments for
narcotics control projects. The U.N. currently assists 67 developing countries through
development, law enforcement, education, treatment, and rehabilitation programs. For
FY1992, the United States provided $4.2 million for the U.S. voluntary contribution to
U.N. drug programs.

Sanctions

A fourth element of U.S. international narcotics control strategy, initiated by
Congress in recent years, involves the application of sanctions against certain drug
producer or trafficker nations. Such sanctions range from suspension of U.S. foreign
assistance to curtailment of air transportation to target countries. Current drug
sanctions legislation requires the President on March 1 of each year to submit to
Congress a list of major illicit drug producing and transit countries that he has certified
as eligible to receive U.S. foreign aid and other economic and trade benefits. This
action sets in motion a 45-day congressional review process during which Congress can
override the President’s certification.

Certification may be granted because a major illicit drug producing or transit
country has "cooperated fully" with U.S. narcotics reduction goals and/or has taken
"adequate steps on its own" in tandem with U.S. goals. A country not qualified on the
basis of full cooperation or adequate steps, may escape imposition of sanctions if the
President certifies that U.S. "vital national interests" preclude implementation of
sanctions on that country.

Recently, U.S. sanctions policy has been complemented with programs of economic
assistance to major coca producing countries (see section in President Bush’s Anti-Drug
Strategy).

Policy Options
Overview

The primary goal of U.S. international narcotics control policy is to stem the flow
of foreign drugs into the United States. A number of options have been proposed to
reshape and more effectively implement U.S. international narcotics control policy.
Whatever options are selected will likely require funding on a scale sufficient to affect
the drug problem. It is estimated that the illicit-drug industry generates between $100
billion and $500 billion dollars a year for criminal organizations. The Office of National
Drug Policy cites the figure of $110 billion for 1989. Policymakers face the challenge
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of deciding the appropriate level of funding required for the Nation’s international
narcotics control efforts within the context of competing budgetary priorities.

Another challenge facing the U.S. international narcotics control efforts concerns
how to most effectively implement policy. Many argue that current U.S. policy is
fragmented and overly bilateral in nature. Many of these analysts suggest that to
achieve success, policy options must be pursued within the context of a comprehensive
plan with a multilateral emphasis on implementation. For example, they point out that
some studies indicate that interdiction can actually increase the economic rewards to
drug traffickers by raising prices for the products they sell. Interdiction as part of a
coordinated plan, however, can have a strong disrupting and destabilizing effect on
trafficker operations. Some analysts suggest that bilateral and/or unilateral U.S.
policies are ill-suited for solving what is in effect a multilateral problem. They cite the
need for enhancing the United Nations’ ability to deal effectively with the narcotics
problem and for more international and regional cooperation and consuitation on
international narcotics issues. Proponents of bilateral policy do not necessarily reject
a more multilateral approach. They point out, however, that such multinational
endeavors are intrinsically difficult to arrange, coordinate, and implement effectively.

Many analysts believe that current efforts to reduce the flow of illicit drugs into
the United States have essentially failed and that alternative objectives, policies,
programs, and priorities are required. Five major options, which are not mutually
exclusive and which could be pursued in various combinations as part of an overall
effort, are set out below.

Another major area of congressional concern will be how to fund the new
international initiative within existing budgetary constraints, and how other domestic,
military, or foreign assistance programs may be affected as a result of increased anti-
drug expenditures.

Expansion of Efforts to Reduce Production at the Source

This option involves expanding efforts to reduce the growth of narcotic plants and
crops in foreign countries before conversion into processed drugs. Illicit crops may
either be eradicated or purchased (and then destroyed). Eradication of illicit crops may
be accomplished by physically uprooting the plants, or by chemical or biological control
agents. Development of alternative sources of income to replace peasant income lost
by nonproduction of narcotic crops may be an important element of this option.

Proponents of expanded efforts to eliminate growth and production of narcotic
crops and substances at the source believe that reduction of the foreign supply of drugs
available is an effective means to lower levels of drug use in the United States.
Furthermore, they argue that reduction of the supply of cocaine -- the Nation’s top
narcotics control priority -- is a realistically achievable option. For example, the
Department of State believes that the supply of cocaine being shipped from Latin
America to the United States could be reduced significantly if Latin American
governments agree to institute massive herbicidal spraying sufficient to reduce cocaine
cultivation by 50% in 1993.
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Proponents of vastly expanded supply reduction options, and specifically of
herbicidal crop eradication, argue that this method is the most cost-effective and
efficient means of eliminating narcotic crops. They staunchly maintain that, coupled
with intensified law enforcement, such programs will succeed since it is easier to locate
and destroy crops in the field than to locate subsequently processed drugs on smuggling
routes or on the streets of U.S. cities. Also, because crops constitute the cheapest link
in the narcotics chain, producers will devote less economic resources to prevent their
detection than to concealing more expensive and refined forms of the product.

Opponents of expanded supply reduction policy generally question whether
reduction of the foreign supply of narcotic drugs is achievable and whether it would
have a meaningful impact on levels of illicit drug use in the United States. They
suggest that even if the supply of foreign drugs destined for the U.S. market could be
dramatically reduced, U.S. consumers would simply switch to consumption of synthetic
drug substitutes. Thus, they maintain, the ultimate solution to the U.S. drug problem
is reduction of demand at the source and not reduction of supply at the source.

Some also fear that environmental damage will result from herbicides. As an
alternative, they urge development, research, and funding of programs designed to
develop and/or employ biological control agents such as coca-destroying insects and
fungi that do not harm other plants.

Others question whether a global policy of simultaneous crop control is politically
feasible since many areas in the world will always be beyond U.S. control and influence.
Such critics refer to continuously shifting sources of supply, or the so-called "balloon
syndrome": when squeezed in one place, it pops up in another. Nevertheless, many
point out that the number of large suitable growth areas is somewhat finite, and by
focusing simultaneously at major production areas, substantial reductions can be
achieved if adequate funding is provided.

Some also question the value of supply reduction measures since world production
and supply of illicit drugs vastly exceeds world demand, making it unlikely that the
supply surplus could be reduced sufficiently. to:affect on the ready availability of illicit .
narcotics in the U.S. market. Such analysts also suggest that even if worldwide supply
were reduced dramatically, it would first be at the expense of other nation’s drug
markets. The U.S. market, they argue, would be the last to experience supply
shortfalls, because U.S. consumers pay higher prices and because U.S. dollars are a
preferred narco-currency.

Political and Economic Tradeoffs. Many suggest that expanded and effective
efforts to reduce production of illicit narcotics at the source will be met by active and
violent opposition from a combination of trafficker, political and economic groups. In
some nations, such as Colombia, traffickers have achieved a status comparable to "a
state within a state." In others, allegations of drug-related corruption have focused on
high-level officials in the military and Federal police, as well as heads of state. In
addition, some traffickers have aligned themselves with terrorist and insurgent groups,
and have reportedly funded political candidates and parties, pro-narcotic peasant
workers and trade union groups, and high visibility popular public works projects to
cultivate public support through a "Robin Hood" image. Because many groups that
benefit economically from coca are so well armed, if the United States were successful
in urging foreign governments to institute widespread use of chemical/biological control
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agents, cooperating host governments could well face strong domestic political challenge
and violent opposition from trafficking groups. Heavy military protection, at a
minimum, would be required for those spraying or otherwise eradicating. It is possible
that U.S. officials, businessmen and real assets might not be immune to terrorist-style
attacks by traffickers worldwide.

For some countries, production of illicit narcotics and the narcotics trade has
become an economic way of life that provides a subsistence level of income to large
constituencies of masses from whom those who rule draw their legitimacy. "Successful”
crop reduction campaigns seek to displace such income and those workers engaged in
its production. In this regard, these campaigns portend real economic and political
dangers for the governments of nations with marginal economic growth. Consequently,
many analysts argue that the governments of such low-income countries cannot be
expected to launch major crop reduction programs without the substitute income to
sustain those whose income depends on drug production.

Use of Sanctions and/or Positive Incentives. Those promoting expansion of
efforts to reduce production at the source face the challenge of instituting programs
that effectively reduce production of narcotic crops and production of refined narcotics
without creating unmanageable economic and political crises for target countries. A
major area of concern of such policymakers is to achieve an effective balance between
the "carrot” and the "stick" approach in U.S. relations with major illicit narcotics
producing and transit countries.

Proponents of a sanctions policy linking foreign aid and trade benefits to U.S.
international narcotics objectives argue against "business as usual" with countries that
permit illicit drug trafficking, production, or laundering of drug profits. This policy
includes a moral dimension that asserts that drug production and trafficking is wrong,
and that the United States should not associate with countries involved in it. Such
analysts maintain that U.S. aid and trade sanctions can provide the needed leverage for
nations to reduce production of illicit crops, and/or their involvement in other drug
related activities. They argue that both the moral stigma of being branded as
uncooperative and the threat of economic sanctions prod many otherwise uncooperative
nations into action. They further stress that trade sanctions would be likely to provide
highly effective lever as most developing countries depend on access to U.S. markets.

Opponents of a sanctions policy linking aid and trade to U.S. international
narcotics objectives argue that sanctions may have an undesirable effect on the political
and economic stability of target countries, making them all the more'dependant on the
drug trade for income; that sanctions have little impact because many countries are not
dependant on U.S. aid; that sanctions historically have little effect unless they are
multilaterally imposed; and that sanctions are arbitrary in nature, hurt national pride
in the foreign country, and are seen in many countries as an ugly manifestation of
“Yankee imperialism." Finally, an increasing number of analysts suggest that if
sanctions are to be fully effective, they should be used in conjunction with additional
positive incentives (subject perhaps to a congressional certification/approval process)
to foster anti-drug cooperation.

Alternatively, some suggest positive incentives instead of sanctions. They believe

that narcotics producing countries must be motivated either to refrain from growing
illicit crops, or to permit the purchase or destruction of these crops by government
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authorities. Many argue that since the economic stability of nations supplying illegal
drugs depends upon the production and sale of illicit narcotics, it is unrealistic to expect
such nations to meaningfully limit their drug-related activities without an alternative
source of income. The House Appropriations Committee report on the 1993 foreign
operations appropriations bill suggests that when it comes to narcotics related economic
development "there is too little emphasis in either actual funding or policy."

It has long been suggested by many analysts that a massive foreign aid effort -- a
go-called "mini-Marshall Plan" -- is the only feasible method of persuading developing
nations to curb their production of narcotic ecrops. Such a plan would be a multilateral
effort with participation of the United States, Europe, Japan, Australia, other
industrialized nations susceptible to the drug problem, and the rich oil producing
nations. The thrust of such a plan would be to promote economic development,
replacing illicit cash crops with other marketable alternatives. Within the framework
of such a plan, crops could be purchased or else destroyed by herbicidal spraying and/or
biological control agents while substitute crops and markets are developed and assured.
Any such program would be coupled with rigid domestic law enforcement and penalties
for non-compliance. Thus, it would require a U.S. commitment of substantially
increased enforcement assets to be used against both growers and traffickers, and might
require direct U.S. military involvement at the request of the host country.

Critics find much to be concerned about in these positive incentive concepts They
warn of the precedent of appearing to pay "protection” compensations -- i.e., providing
an incentive for economically disadvantaged countries to go into the drug export
business. They also warn of the open-ended cost of agricultural development programs
and of extraterritorial police intervention. Finding markets for viable alternative crops
is yet another major constraint.

Expansion of Interdiction and Enforcement Activities to Disrupt
Supply Lines/Expanding the Role of the Military

Drug supply line interdiction is both a foreign and domestic issue. Many argue
that the United States should intensify law enforcement activities designed to disrupt
the transit of illicit narcotics as early in the production/transit chain as possible -- well
before the drugs reach the streets of the United States. This task is conceded to be
very difficult because the United States is the world’s greatest tradmg nation with vast
volumes of imports daily flowing in through hundreds of sea, air, and land entry
facilities and its systems have been designed to facilitate human and materials
exchange. This has led some analysts to suggest that the military should assume a
more active role in anti-drug activities.

Congress especially has urged an expanded role for the military in the "war on
drugs." The idea of using the military is not novel. Outside the United States, military
personnel have been involved in training and transporting foreign anti-narcotics
personnel since 1983. Periodically, there have also been calls for multilateral mlhtary
strikes against trafficking operations, as well as increased use of U.S. elite forces in
preemptive strikes against drug fields and trafficker enclaves overseas.

The role of the military in narcotics interdiction was expanded by the FY1989

National Defense Authorization Act. The conference report (H.Rept. 100-989)
concluded that the Department of Defense (DOD) can and should play a major role in
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narcotics interdiction. Toward this goal, Congress required DOD to promptly provide
civilian law enforcement agencies with relevant drug related intelligence; charged the
President to direct that command, control, communications, and intelligence networks
dedicated to drug control be integrated by DOD into an effective network; restricted the
direct participation by military personnel in civilian law enforcement activities to those
authorized by law; permitted the military to transport civilian law enforcement
personnel outside the land area of the United States; expanded the role of the National
Guard in drug interdiction activities; and authorized additional $300 million for DOD
and National Guard drug interdiction activities.

For FY1993, the Administration requested budget authority to use $1.26 billion
from the DOD operation and maintenance account for drug interdiction and counter-
drug activities. (Another $58.5 million would be spent in other DOD accounts for
classified drug-suppression activities.) In H.R. 5006, Congress authorized the $1.26
billion budget authority, though it also required the Administration to put more
emphasis than it had planned on detection and monitoring systems and on demand
reduction by military units. (It also clarified existing law, to say that the DOD has
authority to report on the movement of persons and vehicles transporting drugs on land
as well as in the air and water.) In H.R. 5504, Congress appropriated $1.14 billion to
fund these non-classified DOD activities. It directed the Administration to cut overall
spending in this account by $150 million. It also added $12 million to the bill for the
purchase of 12 light armored vehicles from Canada for use (unarmed) by the National
Guard in drug intervention activities.

Despite the military’s obvious ability to support drug law enforcement
organizations, questions remain as to the overall effectiveness of a major military role
in narcotics interdiction. Proponents of substantially increasing the military’s role in
narcotics interdiction argue that narcotics trafficking poses a national security threat
to the United States; that only the military is equipped and has the resources to
counter powerful trafficking organizations; and that drug interdiction provides the
military with beneficial, realistic training.

In contrast, opponents argue that drug interdiction is a law enforcement mission,
not a military mission; that drug enforcement is an unconventional war which the
military is ill-equipped to fight; that a drug enforcement mission detracts from
readiness; that a drug enforcement role exposes the military to corruption; that it is
unwise public policy to require the U.S. military to operate against U.S. citizens; and
that the use of the military may have serious political and diplomatic repercussions
overseas. Moreover, some in the military remain concerned about an expanded role,
seeing themselves as possible scapegoats for policies that have failed, or are likely to
fail. The House Appropriations Committee report on the 1993 foreign operations
appropriations bill expressed concern over a recent Administration decision to deploy
U.S. Black Hawk helicopters to Guatemala, the Dominican Republic, and Jamaica and
urged the Administration to perform a detailed study on the nature of the narcotics
that threat to these countries and how best to respond to much-increased trafficking.

Expansion of Efforts to Reduce Worldwide Demand
Another option favored by many is to increase policy emphasis on development and

implementation of programs worldwide that aim at increasing public intolerance for
illicit drug use. Such programs, through information, technical assistance, and training
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in prevention and treatment, would emphasize the health dangers of drug use, as well
as the danger to regional and national stability. USIA and AID currently support
modest efforts in this area. Some believe these programs should be increased and call
for a more active role for the United Nations and other international agencies in
development and implementation of such demand reduction programs.

Expansion of Economic Disincentives for Illicit Drug Trafficking

Proponents of this option say that the major factor in the international drug
market is not the product, but the profit. Thus, they stress, international efforts to
reduce the flow of drugs into the United States must identify means to seize and
otherwise reduce assets and profits generated by the drug trade.

Policymakers pursuing this option must decide whether laws in countries where
they exert influence are too lenient on financial institutions, such as banks and
brokerage houses, which knowingly facilitate financial transactions of traffickers. If the
answer is "yes," national leaders would then take concerted action to enact harsher
criminal sanctions penalizing the movement of money generated by drug sales,
including revocation of licenses of institutions regularly engaging in such practices.
Finally, those supporting this option favor increased efforts to secure greater
international cooperation on financial investigations related to money laundering of
narcotics profits, including negotiation of mutual legal assistance treaties (MLATS).

President Bush’s Anti-Drug Strategy

On Sept. 5, 1989, in a nationally televised speech, President Bush outlined a
comprehensive anti-drug program with both domestic and international components.
Detailed contents of the President’s proposals were submitted to Congress in the White
House’s Sept. 5, 1989, National Drug Control Strategy. This strategy was fine tuned
and resubmitted to Congress in an updated form on Jan. 25, 1990.

The President’s strategy places emphasis on international cooperation in law
enforcement, crop control, diplomacy, precursor chemical diversion, and research and
development, and introduces the concept of focusing on "high-value" individuals
involved in the drug trade and shipments of drugs. ("High value" does not necessarily
refer to the dollar value of shipments, or the prominence of certain traffickers in the
formal power structure, but their overall importance to drug trafficking based on the
damage and disruptive effect their removal from the trafficking chain might have on
the introduction of drugs into the United States.) The President’s proposals also call
for improved collection, analysis, and dissemination of drug-related intelligence; and
improved command, control, and communications for anti-drug operations of Federal,
State, and local law enforcement authorities and the U.S. Armed Forces. He also
proposes increases in funding for Department of Defense anti-drug operations, primarily
for interdiction of drug smuggling across the southern borders of the United States and
surveillance and intelligence on domestic drug crops, but no fundamental changes in the
nature of the Armed Forces’ support for drug enforcement operations.

Multilateral initiatives are important aspects of the proposal that would seek to

enlist European Community support for measures designed to reduce source and transit
country production and distribution. One such proposed measure would be creation of
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a joint intelligence collection center in the Caribbean basin. Seeking foreign
cooperation in disrupting drug-related money laundering activities is another
component of the international aspect of the President’s strategy.

An "Andean initiative," estimated to cost about $2.2 billion over the next five years,
is a major component of the President’s strategy. The initiative will provide enhanced
law enforcement, military, and economic assistance to Bolivia, Colombia, and Peru
(estimated at $478 million for FY1993) in an attempt to dismantle drug trafficking
organizations, isolate major coca growing regions, destroy labs, and block delivery of
precursor chemicals. The initiative will focus on increasing the level of host nation
military involvement in counter narcotics operations. U.S. military involvement will
apparently be limited to providing logistical support, equipment, and training to host
nation military forces, unless direct U.S. military assistance is specifically requested.
Indeed, absent such a request, it does not appear that the President’s strategy involves
any substantial increase in the scope of U.S. military involvement in anti-drug efforts
in Latin America, although the level of resources and personnel is being increased.

President Bush attended an Andean drug summit in Cartagena, Colombia, on Feb.
15, 1990, where he met with the presidents of Bolivia, Colombia, and Peru. The four
Presidents agreed, in the communique issued after the meeting, to cooperate and
exchange information in a variety of areas, including data on precursor chemical flows
and money laundering activities, and to attack the drug trade from every angle:
production, distribution, finance, and use.

Issues of concern to the Congress relating to the international aspects of the
President’s anti-drug strategy include the following:

(1) Will the President’s proposed increases in military and economic
assistance materially aid the Andean nations in combatting drug production
and trafficking? If not, what funding levels, or greater amounts of direct U.S.
involvement, or other approaches, are politically, diplomatically, and
operationally feasible?

(2) How does U.S. involvement in anti-drug efforts in the Andean nations
affect other aspects of American foreign policy in the region, and in Latin
America generally? Does a concentration on drug-related issues obscure more
fundamental issues of stability, democracy, and poverty; i.e., to what degree
are drugs a major cause, or result, of the internal problems of certain Latin
American countries?

(3) How will the United States ensure that U.S. military aid and equipment
is in fact used to combat drug traffickers and cartels, rather than diverted for
use against domestic political opposition or used as an instrument of human
rights violations? How great is the risk that such diversions could take place,
and is the degree of risk worth the possible gains to be made against drug
production and trafficking?

(4) How extensive is drug related corruption in the armed forces and police

of the Andean nations? What impact might such corruption have on the
effectiveness of U.S. training and assistance to these forces?
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(8) Will an enhanced role for the military in counter-narcotics support to
foreign nations, result in U.S. casualties? If so, at what point, if at all, might
Presidential actions fall within the scope of the War Powers Resolution; i.e.,
does the dispatch of military advisers to help other governments combat drug
traffickers constitute the introduction of armed forces "into hostilities or into
situations where imminent involvement in hostilities is clearly indicated by
the circumstances"? (The War Powers Resolution requires the President to
report such an introduction to Congress, and to withdraw the forces within
60 to 90 days unless authorized to remain by Congress.)

(6) Is a proper balance of resources being devoted to domestic (the demand
side) vs. foreign (the supply side) components of an overall national anti-drug
strategy? Are efforts to reduce the foreign supply level futile while domestic
U.S. demand remains high? Are efforts to reduce domestic demand fruitless
as long as foreign supplies can enter the country with relative impunity?

Additional Developments

San Antonio Drug Summit

On Feb. 25 and 26, 1992, representatives of Bolivia, Colombia, Ecuador, Mexico,
Peru, Venezuela, and the United States met in San Antonio, Texas and agreed to
continue and expand efforts to reduce demand, enhance interdiction, and promote
economic diversification in major cocaine producing regions.

Developments in Peru

The United States suspended most aid to Peru in protest of President Alberto
Fujimori’s decision on April 5 to suspend the constitution, dissolve the congress, and
rule by decree. Pending a return to constitutional democracy, no further economic
support funds or military assistance will be disbursed, and the entire U.S. assistance
program is under review, according to the State Department. Humanitarian aid and
Drug Enforcement Administration activities are continuing for the time being. U.S.
military green beret counter-narcotic training for the Peruvian police has been
discontinued. Counternarcotics activity appears generally to remain unaffected by
current events. Recently, the Peruvian Air Force took control of the Uchiza airstrip in
the Upper Huallaga Valley to deny access to trafficking aircraft. The House
Appropriations Committee report on the 1993 foreign operations appropriations bill
states that the Administration’s $19 million drug control program request for Peru
should be reduced due to uncertainties created by the coup and due to questionable
behavior of the Peruvian Air Force in shooting at an American C-130 plane.

Mexico to Refuse U.S. Drug Aid

On July 25, 1992, Mexican President Carlos Salinas de Gorati announced that his
country would no longer accept U.S. counter-narcotics aid, citing unwarranted U.S.
interference that comes with such aid. The Administration’s FY1993 International
Narcotics Control Aid request for Mexico totalled $27.5 million. Administration
analysts see this development as part of an overall effort by the Mexican Government
to beef up Mexican drug control efforts by assuming control of U.S. funded projects.
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LEGISLATION

P.L. 102-190, H.R. 2100

National Defense Authorization Act, FY1992 and 1993. In addition to other drug
control funding authorizations, provides for additional Department of Defense support
($40 million total) for counter-drug activities of Federal, State, local, and foreign law
enforcement agencies. Makes clear that the DOD lead role in detection and monitoring
of aerial and maritime importation of illegal drugs into the U.S. is to be carried out in
support of such agencies. Conference report (H.Rept. 102-311) passed House Nov. 18.
Passed Senate Nov. 22. Signed into law Dec. 5, 1991.

P.L. 102-391, H.R. 5368

Foreign Operations, Export Financing, and Related Programs Appropriations,
1993. House and Senate Appropriations Committees both denied Administration’s
requested increase for $173 million for international narcotics control programs and
kept appropriation at the 1992 level of $147,783,000. Approved by House
Appropriations Committee (H.Rept. 102-585) June 18. Passed by the House June 25,
1992. Approved by Senate Appropriations Committee (S.Rept. 102-419) Sept. 23.
Passed by the Senate Oct. 1. Conference report (H.Rept. 102-1011) approved by House
and Senate Oct. 4, 1992. Signed into law Oct. 6, 1992,

H.R. 2508 (Fascell)

International Cooperation Act of 1991. Under Title III ("International Narcotics
Control"), consolidates and revises authorities and requirements pertaining to narcotics
control (including the process certifying antidrug efforts of foreign aid recipients), with
revisions generally designed to provide greater flexibility for the executive branch;
exempts narcotics-related military assistance for FY1992 and FY1993 from prohibition
on assistance for law enforcement agencies; and provides for Export-Import Bank
financing of sales of defense articles or services for antinarcotics purposes. Continues
funding of the "Andean Initiative," authorizing $300 million in economic assistance and
for administration of justice programs for each of FY1992 and FY1993, and $118
million for military assistance for the same years, subject to specified limitations.
Introduced June 3, 1991; referred to Committee on Foreign Affairs. Reported, amended,
June 4 (H. Rept. 102-96). Passed House, amended, June 20. In Senate, referred to
Committee on Foreign Relations, June 28. Passed Senate in lieu of S. 1435 with an
amendment in the nature of a substitute, July 26. Senate agreed to conference report
Oct. 8. House failed to agree Oct. 30, 1991. Reintroduced Aug. 4, 1992 as a portion of
H.R. 5757 (Fascell).

H.R. 5006 (Aspin)

National Defense Authorization Act for FY1993. Under Title X, Subtitle E -
Counter-Drug Activities, extends authorization for DOD support to other agencies for
counter-drug activities; requires the Secretary of Defense to establish requirements for
detection and surveillance systems to be used by the Department; requires the
identification and evaluation of existing and proposed counter-drug surveillance and
detection systems and -- based on such evaluation -- preparation of a plan for
development, acquisition, and use of improved systems by the Armed Forces, with a
report to be submitted within 6 months of enactment. Reported by House Armed
Services Committee (H.Rept. 102-527) May 19, 1992. Passed House, amended, June 5,
1992. Referred June 6 to Senate Committee on Armed Services. Senate bill S. 3114
(Nunn) reported by Armed Services Committee (S.Rept. 102-352) July 31, approved by

CRS-13



1B88093 10-28-92

Senate and inserted in lieu into H.R. 5006 Sept. 19. House and Senate agreed to
conference committee report (H.Rept. 102-966) Oct. 1, 1992.

S. 3097 (Gorton)

Precursor Chemical Regulation Act of 1992. Amends the Controlled Substances
Act to further control the diversion of certain chemicals used in the illicit production
of controlled substances. Introduced July 29, 1992. House companion bill, H.R. 5717
(Schumer) introduced same day. Very similar bill, Precursor Chemical Regulation Act
of 1991, introduced June 27, 1991. Very similar provisions of that bill were
incorporated into S. 1241 and H.R. 3371. S. 1241 passed Senate July 11, 1991 (71-26)
and was inserted as substitute into H.R. 3371 by Senate on Nov. 21, 1991. House
approved H.R. 3371 (305-118) on Oct. 22, 1991. House agreed (205-203) to conference
report (H.Rept. 102-405) Nov. 27, 1991. Closure motion on conference report rejected
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NARCOTICS CONTROL
AND INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION

SUMMARY

Despite the resolve of many nations to facilitate international drug control
cooperation, many formidable obstacles exist. Nations, because of differing
economic, cultural and political experiences, differ in their perception of the
drug problem and how best to confront it. International tensions generated by
such differences are often compounded by a determination to retain national
sovereignty while agreeing to pursue multilateral efforts to combat drug
trafficking and abuse.

A cornerstone of U.S. international drug control policy has been to
encourage other countries to assist the United States in combating drug
production and trafficking, while the United States addresses the problem of
drug abuse at home. However, despite publicly avowed goals of a multilateral
drug policy, U.S. international drug policy has remained heavily bilateral and
often unilateral in nature. Moreover, some critics suggest that U.S. Government
efforts to address the problem of domestic consumption have been lackluster at
best.

U.S. efforts to facilitate international counter-drug cooperation center on
promotingsupply-reduction measures. However, cooperation to implement such
policies may be difficult to achieve unless other nations are convinced that
overall U.S. international drug policy is sound and that specific measures offer
promise of success. Increasingly, analysts have been critical of the poor U.S.
record in reducing foreign illicit drug supplies. This has led some to suggest that
effective cooperation in controlling international narcotic demand may
ultimately hold more promise than a concentration on supply reduction.

A growing number of international organizations and working groups exist
that are, or that might be, used as vehicles to facilitate international anti-drug
cooperation. Some of these, such as the United Nations Drug Control Program
(UNDCP), are truly worldwide organizations, while others, such as the Inter-
American Drug Abuse Commission (CICAD) of the Organization of American
States, are regional. Other mechanisms, such as the yearly meeting of Andean-
nation foreign ministers, are best characterized as subregional.

Policymakers who wish to enhance the effectiveness of U.S. international
counter-drug cooperation may wish to consider certain options. These include:
(1) improving coordination of existing international narcotics control efforts; (2)
increasing emphasis on international cooperation to reduce demand; (3)
increasing support for regional drug-control programs; and (4) increasing
support for an international drug data base network.
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NARCOTICS CONTROL
AND INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION

INTRODUCTION

Illicit drug consumption and illicit drug production are widely recognized
as phenomena that transcend national borders. This recognition has resulted
in growing interest in enhanced international cooperation to combat the global
narcotics abuse problem.

Despite the resolve of many nations to facilitate international drug control
cooperation, many formidable obstacles continue to exist. Nations often differ
in their basic perception of the nature of the drug problem itself. Some see it
primarily as a public health, social, and demand reduction problem; some see it
as a law enforcement and supply reduction problem; while yet others see it
primarily as a trade and economic development issue. Some drug consuming
nations, such as the United States, view containing or reducing the supply of
illicit drugs as a primary policy goal. Such nations target the lion’s share of
their counter-drug resources on reducing supply and expect other nations to do
the same. In contrast, many illicit drug producing and drug transit nations see
the problem primarily as one of reducing demand.

Efforts to achieve concerted action are further complicated by the fact that
some nations may derive substantial economic benefits either directly or
indirectly from the illicit drug trade. Drug money may be laundered and
invested, thereby stimulating local economies. The drug trade may support
local arms and chemical industries by providing outlets for their products; and
both drug production and drug interdiction support vast economic
infrastructures in some nations. Thus, for many reasons, nations may not
wholly support efforts to curb illicit drug production and trafficking.!

! Allegations exist that some nations such as Cuba, Syria, and Burma have
engaged in state-sponsored drug trafficking. The extent of Cuban government
involvement in drug trafficking is uncertain. In 1989, a key general and three
other military officers were sentenced to die for involvement in drug trafficking.
Some suggest that Castro himself accepted payments from traffickers, but others
suggest that he had no knowledge of drug activities by important officials.

The extent of Syrian government involvement in drug trafficking is also not
definitively known. Syria is considered to be a pivotal player in the Arab-Israeli
Peace process and the U.S. Government, which seeks Syrian cooperation in the
process, has not publicly charged Syria with engaging in state-sponsored
narcotics trafficking. However, Presidential determination 92-18 of February
28, 1992, which denies foreign aid to Syria on the basis of lack of narcotics

(continued...)
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Achieving consensus on how to deal with the drug problem is even more
elusive. For example, countries often differ over the potential effectiveness of
measures designed to curb illicit crop growth such as eradication, crop
substitution/ income substitution programs, relocation of farmers, general
economic development and fining or jailing of farmers.

Countries also differ over the effectiveness of measures designed to combat
drug trafficking. Contentious policy choices include whether interdiction is most
effective at the street level, at the border, or at the producing laboratory;
whether punitive measures should be focused on casual users, the addict, the
small-time retailer, the local wholesaler, or primarily on hi-level cartel
organization personnel, and whether most efforts should continue to be targeted
on seizing drugs instead of seizing assets. Finally, widespread disagreement
exists over what constitutes effective prevention, treatment, and rehabilitation.
The answers to such questions are far from clear and what may seem clear and
work in one society, may not work in another. Thus, although many nations do
agree on the need to confront drug issues, common commitment to implement
such agreement is often lacking.

Nations not only differ in their basic perceptions of the narcotics control
problem and consequently how to best confront it, but they also differ in the
priorities they assign to confronting it. Because the drug control issue is one
with strong domestic political dynamics, national leaders find it necessary to
carefully assess domestic political moods and economic conditions before
committing resources to deal with a problem to which neighboring countries
may assign a lower priority. The differences in the level of importance
policymakers place on solving drug problems has been a major stumbling block
in efforts to enhance international anti-drug cooperation.

Finally, additional obstacles to counter-drug cooperation may be generated
by tension between the need of international economies to permit the free flow
of persons, goods and money and the need for international controls on the
narcotics trade. Such tension is particularly visible in the legal arena when
provisions and concepts of differing legal systems affecting the drug trade do not
mesh. The end result of such obstacles and tensions, some suggest, has been a
limited form of cooperation without real agreement.

X...continued)
cooperation, states: "Syrian military and government officials are reliably
reported to facilitate and participate in drug production and trafficking in the
Bekaa Valley of Lebanon.”

In the case of Burma, The Department of State has indicated: "We cannot
confirm periodic reports of senior-level [government] drug involvement,
although... the GOB clearly condones drug production and trafficking by ethnic
groups with which it has reached an accommodation." See: U.S. Department of
State, International Narcotics Control Strategy Report, March 1992, page 255.
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SELECTING AN APPROPRIATE FRAMEWORK
FOR INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION

The selection of appropriate organizational structures is of critical
importance to effective cooperation. Organizational structures suited to promote
overall cooperation on a policy level may be poorly suited to deal with more
specific day-to-day operational issues. Some levels and categories of anti-drug
cooperation may be more readily facilitated on a bilateral basis, whereas others
might more readily lend themselves to subregional, regional, or global efforts.

Bilateral mechanisms are often appropriate for promoting effective working
level relationships in such areas as: (1) law enforcement cooperation; (2) drug-
related data exchange; and (3) drug prevention, treatment and rehabilitation.
Because only two countries are involved in such arrangements, common
interests and objectives can be more readily achieved. Moreover, oversight of
U.S.-funded programs is easier to carry out. International consensus is often
built from the bottom up and many see bilateral action as a building block for
more extensive cooperation.

On the other hand, multilateralsglobal: or+reégional:«mechanisms for
facilitating cooperation are often viewed as best suited vehicles for more
technical activities such as: (1) setting broad policy in relatively
noncontroversial fields such as establishing methodologies for drug-use studies;
(2) funding drug-related research; and (3) collecting, storing, and exchanging
noncontroversial drug-related data.
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U.S. GOVERNMENT ROLE IN PROMOTING
INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS CONTROL COOPERATION

The primary goal of U.S. international narcotics control policy is to reduce
the supply of illicit narcotics flowing into the United States. A second and
supporting goal is to reduce the amount of illicit narcotics cultivated, processed,
and consumed worldwide. U.S. drug control policymakers view international
cooperation as necessary to achieve both objectives.

Executive branch international drug control policy is promulgated and
coordinated by the Office of National Drug Control Policy (the so-called "Drug
Czar’s" office). However, numerous organizations and individuals with drug-
related responsibilities are found within the U.S. Federal structure.
Approximately 50 Federal agencies, departments, buredus and other entities
exercise jurisdiction over implementation of some aspect of Federal drug control
policy as well.” In addition, more than 50 congressional committees and
subcommittees exercise legislative and oversight responsibility over some aspect
of U.S. drug control policy. This plethora of government actors is often
perplexing to foreign government officials seeking enhanced anti-drug
cooperation with U.S. entities.

Essentially all aspects of the U.S. international narcotics control strategy
require international cooperation. A cornerstone of U.S. international drug
policy has been to encourage other countries to assist the United States in
combating drug trafficking, while the United States addresses the problem of
drug abuse at home. By use of diplomatic initiatives, both bilateral and
multilateral, the Department of State encourages and assists nations to reduce
cultivation, production, and trafficking in illicit drugs. However, bilateral
agreements and international conventions have thus far been largely ineffective
in reversing the growth of international narcotics trafficking, in part because
they lack strong enforcement mechanisms and are not uniformly interpreted by
member nations. Currently, the*United States has major bilateral narcotics
control programs in 11 nations. “Provision of law enforcement training and -
technical assistance are key elements of such programs.

The U.S. international narcotics control strategy also relies on international
cooperation to promote coordinated border operations to interdict traffickers.
To this end, the U.S. Government has provided technical assistance for
coordinated cross-border operations in Colombia, Peru, and Ecuador. The
United States also participates in multilateral assistance programs through the
U.N. Fund for Drug Abuse Control (UNFDAC). U.S. law enforcement personnel
communicate closely with counterpart personnel through INFERPOL and
specifically with Caribbean and adjoining nation counterparts via Joint
Information-Coordination Céntérs.
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EXISTING INTERNATIONAL ARRANGEMENTS

Numerous organizational structures exist that are, and that might be, used
as vehicles for facilitating international narcotics control cooperation on policy
levels as well as on a day-to-day working level. Organizations of this type may
function on a multinational level, or on regional or subregional levels. Effective
communication, coordination, and cooperation are often lacking among such
organizations partly because there is no established network linking them, but
also at times because the members of such organizations may have their own
differing policy agendas. Individual country initiatives may play an important
role in facilitating relationships between both policy-level and working-level
groups involved in international narcotics control issues. One such initiative
was that of the United Kingdom, which culminated in the April 1990 112-nation
world ministerial summit to reduce demand for illicit drugs.

WORLDWIDE ORGANIZATIONS

A number of United Nations organizations facilitate anti-drug cooperation.
These organizations are the offspring of a series of multilateral drug-control
conventions, the most recent being the U.N. Convention Against Illicit Traffic
in Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic Substances. Under this latter convention,
nations pledge anti-drug cooperation in many areas, including attacking
trafficker assets and curbing precursor chemical flows. At the center of the U.N.
system is the United Nations International Drug Control Programme (UNDCP).
The Programme, which is based in Vienna, was established in December 1990
to more fully integrate activities of the Division of Narcotic Drugs (DND), the
Fund for Drug Abuse Control (UNFDAC), and the International Narcotics
Control Board (INCB) into one coordinated effort. Within the U.N. Drug
Control Programme; the Division on Narcotic Drugs disseminates drug related
information; the Fund for Drug Abuse Control provides financial and technical
assistance to countries,? and the International Narcotics Control Board sends
questionnaires. to. governments and prepares an annual report with
recommendations analyzing the drug control situation world-wide. In-1991, the
Programme’s operational budget of $71.2 million funded 118 drug control
projects in 65 countries worldwide.

The World Health Organization (WH@) Has also been active in designing
programs to 1mprove drug-abuse preventlon and treatment and in developing
guidelines for assessing the quality of care in drug-dependence treatment. The

2 The Fund has achieved recent success in facilitating a bilateral dialogue
between Burma and Thailand, and Burma and China on drug policy
coordination. The U.S. contribution to the Fund for Drug Abuse Control for
fiscal year 1992 was $4 2émllhon
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International Labour Organization (ILO) has recently initiated a multi-year
project on drug abuse prevention in the workplace in developing countries.®

Other multinational groups are addressing important aspects of
international drug control policy. These include: (1) the major industrialized
nations’ G-7 economic summit group, whose task forces on international
chemical control and international money laundering have been particularly
active; (2) the International Monetary Fund’s Group of 24, which, in 1990,
added the issue of narcotics control to its agenda; (3) the Organization for
Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) whose foreign aid donor’s
Development Assistance Committee (DAC) has established a subcommittee on
funding narcotics reduction and related development programs; and (4) a group
consisting of the United States, Italy, and Spain which has been formed to
coordinate assistance efforts to the Andean nations.

Finally, international drug control cooperation is being facilitated by a
series of worldwide groups or organizations which enjoy varying levels of status
and official recognition. These include: (1) the International Criminal Police
Organization (INTERPOL), which facilitates the exchange of law enforcement
information to ministry of justice counterparts; (2) the International Drug
Enforcement Conference (IDEC) through which 22 Latin American and
European nations together with the United States sponsor a yearly conference
for directors of national police forces to promote narcotics control policy
coordination and routine exchange of information; (3) the International
Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) through which senior law enforcement
personnel establish and solidify informal contacts and working relationships;
and (4) the Heads of National Drug Law Enforcement Agencies (HONLEA)
through which law enforcement agencies work to enhance counter-drug abuse
cooperation at the working level.

REGIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

Regional organizations also provide an important mechanism for promoting
anti-drug cooperation in the areas of supply reduction and demand reduction.
In the Western Hemisphere, the Inter-American Drug Abuse Commission of the
Organization of American States (CICAD) since the mid-1980s has been actively
involved in promoting harmonization of narcotics control laws, in drafting
precursor chemicals legislation, in promoting narcotics-related educational
exchange and training programs, and in planning the creation of regional
narcotics-related data banks which would be ultimately linked to an

% In October 1991, the U.N. Secretary General issued a report suggesting
international action to combat drug abuse and international trafficking. The
report proposed improved methods of coordination of drug control activities
within the United Nations framework and enhanced involvement in the issue
by specialized U.N. organizations and related agencies. See: General Assembly
document no. A/46/511, 15 October 1991.
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international terminal system available in all member countries. At its eleventh
session in Montevideo in March 1992, CICAD approved for submission to the
OAS rules and regulations on the laundering of narco-dollars and on the
smuggling of weapons and explosives linked to drug trafficking.

Drug-control policy has also been agenda items for the Andean Group’s
yearly meeting of foreign ministers. The secretariat of the Caribbean
Community (also called "Caribbean Common Market" or CARICOM) has
established a narcotics section that actively conducts workshops designed to
facilitate drug data collection and dissemination among member nations. The
Pan American Health Organization (PAHO), with financial support from the
U.S. Department of State, actively seeks to help member nations generate drug-
abuse status reports based on a common methodology and seeks to develop a
regional data bank for such information. In 1989, the Inter-American Defense
Board also established a working committee on narcotics information sharing.
More recently, in March 1992, the foreign ministers of the Rio Group included
in their agenda cooperation against drug trafficking.!

European-based regional organizations have been active in promoting
counter-narcotics cooperation as well.5 In June 1990, a new drug consultative
group--the Dublin Consultative Group--was formed and met for the first time.
Its members include representatives of the European Community nations, as
well as Japan, Canada, Sweden and the United States. The group, which aims
primarily at facilitating cooperation in reducing the available supply of illicit
drugs, does so by establishing a two-tier consultative process. The first tier
consists of ministerial-level representatives who address drug policy issues at an
annual meeting. Between yearly meetings, policy coordination is facilitated
through six regional policy subgroups. The second tier consists of working level
personnel familiar with drug issues at the program implementation level. This
group meets twice a year, identifies problem areas, and recommends appropriate
policy approaches to the policy-level group. A potential shortcoming of the
group is that to date it does not include representatives of the major drug
producing and transit nations.

‘ The Rio Group comprises Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Colombia, Chile,
Ecuador, Paraguay, Peru, Uruguay, Venezuela, and Mexico. In the March 17,
1992, meeting in Buenos Aires, Honduras, and Jamaica were also represented.

5 Expanding drug production, trafficking and use in the eastern European
nations and the newly proclaimed members of the Commonwealth of
Independent States (CIS) has become an emerging policy issue for European
policymakers. In response, the first Pan-European Ministerial Conference on
illicit drug problem cooperation was held May 9, 1991, in Oslo at the joint
invitation of the European Community’s Committee for the Fight Against Drugs
and the Pompidou Group of the Council of Europe. The meeting concentrated
on the drug problems of Central and Eastern Europe and measures to counter
the creation of new trafficking routes and drug markets.
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Other European-based regional groups that have addressed the issue of
promoting international counter-drug cooperation include: (1) the European
Community’s Trevy Group, which has facilitated informal information sharing
arrangements; (2) the Council of Europe’s Pompidou Group, which has been
active in the demand reduction arena; and (3) the European Community’s
European Council, which in December 1990 adopted a European program for
the fight against drugs. In late 1990, the European Council issued regulations
granting generalized system of tariff preferences (GSP) to certain Andean nation
products and laid down measures to prevent diversion of chemicals to illicit drug
production, and in June 1991 the Council issued a directive curbing money
laundering®  Subsequently, in December 1991, the Council agreed on the
creation of a European police office (Europol), the initial function of which was
to organize the exchange of information on narcotic drugs at the level of the
Community’s 12 member states. The Council’s European Committee on the
Fight Against Drugs (CELAD) plans a "European Week" in the second half on
1992 to promote the prevention of drug abuse, and a proposed European
Community Act to establish a European anti-drug monitoring body is expected
to be enacted in mid-1992.

Beyond Europe, regional organizations have been active in addressing the
drug issue as well. In Asia, the Colombo Plan has a drug advisory program that
is partially funded by the U.S. Department of State. In June of 1990, the Plan
initiated an Asian multi-city epidemiological drug abuse study.

& See EEC Council regulation No. 3211/90 and No. 3677/90 and Council
Directive No. 91/308/EEC.
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ANALYSIS OF U.S. POLICIES

An analysis of U.S. efforts to facilitate international cooperation in
achieving international narcotics control objectives reveals three central themes:
(1) promoting supply-reduction measures; (2) promoting bilateral relationships;
and (3) obtaining support for U.S. policy.

PROMOTING SUPPLY-REDUCTION MEASURES

The primary theme of U.S. international drug control cooperation policy
centers on steps to reduce the illicit supply of drugs available to the United
States. However, many suggest that supply-reduction is the most difficult area
of drug control policy for nations to reach consensus over and consequently to
achieve effective levels of cooperation. U.S. policymakers, it is suggested,
respond to the drug abuse problem primarily as a law enforcement problem.
European policymakers may be inclined to view the drug control problem more
as a demand-related public health and social problem and less as a law
enforcement problem. Third World policymakers--if pushed into looking at what
is often seen as a problem of the industrially developed nations--would tend to
agree that user nations have to reduce demand. Many Third World drug
producing and transit nations simply do not perceive the drug abuse issue as
their problem. It is, however, perceived as an economic and trade issue in which
their governments have an interest.’

PROMOTING BILATERAL COOPERATION

A second theme of U.S. international drug control cooperation is that most
U.S. drug control programs are implemented on a bilateral basis. Most U.S.
drug control policy makers, as well as U.S. foreign aid distribution mechanisms,
generally promote bilateral arrangements.® Bilateral programs are seen as

Y

ventures may be hindered by a perception that the United States is usmg the
A

drug abuse 1ssu§f§,s a foreign policy issue to divert attention away from serious

soclal afd ecgnomlc problems at home that promote rampant drug use and drug-

related cl;x_me In this context, the United States is seen as a nation avoiding its

responsibilities at home, while demanding strong domestic action from others.

® The congressionally mandated drug certification process emphasizes levels

of bilateral cooperation. This process requires the President to certify to
Congress that major drug producing or drug transit countries are fully
cooperating with U.S. narcotics control programs in order for such nations to
obtain U.S. foreign assistance. Country- by-country allocations by Congress of
narcotics-related foreign assistance also tend to favor bilateral in-country
programs, and bilateral agreements to promote such programs. Moreover, some
suggest that endeavors such as the President’s Andean drug strategy, the
(continued...)
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easier to institute than multilateral ones. Multilateral consensus building is
perceived by many as both a cumbersome and time-consuming process in which
the domestic politics of many nations play a central role.

OBTAINING SUPPORT FOR U.S. POLICY

A third theme of U.S. efforts to promote international counter-drug
cooperation is rooted in the belief that the U.S. policy approach is the best
answer to the problem. However, many in other nations see this policy as
selling U.S. drug enforcement methods abroad while condoning widespread
recreational drug use at home. Increasingly, analysts in other countries are
questioning whether U.S. foreign supply-reduction policies are based on faulty
premises and are doomed to failure. A basic; ,questlongto be;confronted:igshow »
best; to:convince other nations that-ourinternational: drug pollcy is.a-sound:one. *
Until U:S. pohcyma effecti ely able:towin:converts-for the policy,it may
berunréalistic to*és other nations to. cooperate with-the Uiited States in*
implementing the policy.

§(...continued)
February 1990 Cartagena Drug Summit, and the February 1992 San Antonio
Summit--widely acclaimed as multilateral measures--might more accurately be
characterized as bilateral achievements since they are implemented by a series
of bilateral agreements.
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AREAS FOR CONGRESSIONAL CONSIDERATION

ROLE OF CONGRESS

Congress influences international drug control policy through exercise of its
legislative and oversight functions. Of particular importance is the so called
"power of the purse™ the ability of Congress to fund--or not to fund--certain
programs, and to place performance requirements on the release of appropriated
funding. As earlier sections of this report have indicated, there are those who
question the extent to which international cooperation can be legislated or
bought. If this view is accurate, then Congress may wish to consider increased
promotion and funding of four categories of multilateral counter-drug activity.
Areas for consideration include: (1) improving coordination of existing
international narcotics control efforts; (2) increasing emphasis on international
cooperation to reduce demand; (3) increasing support to regional drug-control
programs; and (4) increasing support for an international drug data base
network. Skeptics, however, question whether any of these measures can
produce much of a payoff in terms of reducing drug availability or use in the
United States.

IMPROVING COORDINATION OF INTERNATIONAL NARCOTICS
CONTROL EFFORTS

Many suggest U.S. efforts to promote international anti-drug cooperation
has been fragmented and ad hoc at best. U.S. agencies involved in counter-drug
activities as a rule lack guidelines specifying under what circumstances and with
which international organizations or groups counter drug policy could be better
coordinated. Some suggest that international drug control coordination,
cooperation, or information exchange could be more effectively promoted by the
creation of a central list of organizations or groups actively involved in
international narcotics control issues together with a description of the current
nature of their activities. The creation of this list would provide the first step
in facilitating decisions over whether to seek cooperation, by identifying
international actors and the scope of involvement in the drug control issue.
Such a list would serve the interests of U.S. drug control policymakers and
working-level personnel, and facilitate cooperation between the organizations
themselves. U.S. drug control policymakers might then choose to promote an
annual meeting of list members in addition to specialized meetings of regional
or subject matter subgroups. Another useful compilation might be a central list
of national and international meetings addressing the drug control issue. A
central coordinating office, either on the Office of National Drug Control Policy
or the Department of State, could be created to draft these lists and to help
foreign officials or scholars locate drug-abuse-related services, information, and
counterpart personnel.
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INCREASING EMPHASIS ON INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION
TO REDUCE DEMAND

Cooperation is described by some social scientists as a building process.
Parties first find an area of common interest upon which they reach agreement,
then build upon and expand this area of agreement with time. In the field of
international drug control policy, many suggest that it is easier to achieve
consensus among producer, consumer, and transit nations on such relatively
"neutral” issues as demand-reduction research programs, drug awareness
education programs, and the establishment of common data reporting, storage
and retrieval methodologies, than to achieve a consensus in the more
controversial area of supply-reduction policies. Many analysts also suggest that
nations should place increased emphasis on cooperating with each other to
facilitate sharing of experiences and research in demand-reduction fields such
as treatment, rehabilitation, and prevention. Enhanced funding for United
States Information Agency (USIA) drug awareness projects could facilitate such
cooperative endeavors. The World Health Organization might be one of many
mechanisms utilized to assist in achieving such goals in less developed nations.
Creation of a multination-funded series of prizes to recognize achievements in
the demand-reduction area might also supplement any such enhanced
cooperative endeavors.

INCREASING SUPPORT FOR REGIONAL DRUG PROGRAMS

Many analysts favor enhanced use of regional organizations to complement
U.S. international drug control programs. Drug production and trafficking is
expanding to new regions and countries as increased interdiction efforts force
traffickers and producers to seek the path of least resistance and relocate
operations. As a result, more countries are becoming so called secondary drug
producing and transit nations. Some suggest that an appropriate response to
counter this so-called "push down/pop up" syndrome--which displaces regional
drug activity into adjacent nations--is for the United States to place more
emph%sis on structuring counter-drug programs with mechanisms for regional
input.

% The Organization of American States (OAS) umbrella might prove to be a
useful vehicle to achieve such ends. In the past the Department of State has
funded the OAS’s Inter-American Drug Abuse Commission’s (CICAD) projects
on an ad hoc basis. Direct and ongoing appropriations for CICAD is one option
to consider. Another organization actively involved in regional narcotics issues
is the Pan American Health Organization (PAHO), which is in the process of
developing a regional drug abuse monitoring and reporting system. Some
analysts also suggest that the U.S. policymakers might also exert influence on
the United Nations to make more use of regional groups to implement
international narcotics control activities. Yet to be more fully explored is the
creation of regional counter-drug training centers operated by regional
organizations.



CRS-15

INCREASING SUPPORT FOR AN INTERNATIONAL DRUG
DATA BASE NETWORK

A prerequisite to recognition of any problem is data to substantiate its
existence. Subsequent efforts to solve a problem are facilitated by the ongoing
availability of current data. Many favor establishment of an international drug
information data base network. The U.N.’s Division of Narcotic Drugs (DND)
might play an active role in such an endeavor. Regional data bases, such as the
one CICAD is trying to establish within the OAS structure, could play an
important role in such a network. A data base which initially focuses on
demand reduction measures, i.e., prevention, treatment, and rehabilitation issues
would be politically relatively benign and might form the basis for additional
exchanges of drug related information.
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HEADLINE: UN asks world’s leading companies to join war on drugs
BYLINE: By IAN HAMILTON FAZEY

THE United Nations is to ask leading companies to watch their share
registers for signs that drug barons are trying to launder money through
international stock exchanges.

The aim is to pool information to help identify what UN officials believe is
one route through which the profits of drug dealing are made legitimate.

Money laundering experts in UN or other international agencies would look
for patterns of share buying and selling in international markets by the same,
or connected, nominees.

The share register watch would be one function of a partnership the UN wants
to form with the private sector worldwide to involve companies in the global war
on drugs.

Much of the UN's anti-laundering work is relatively unsophisticated at
present, and is related to training police officers in Third World countries.

Apart from helping in the fight against organised crime, companies will also
be asked to sponsor public awareness initiatives to reduce demand for illegal
drugs, and to support industrial development in the Third World.

UN projects in drug -growing countries have shown that crop-substitution
campaigns only work if there is parallel development of economic and physical
infrastructure to enable transport and sale of new crops, such as strawberries
and vegetabies. Large retail chains buying out-of-season produce from across the
world could help by providing guaranteed markets.

Six large US companies - Exxon, Texaco, Boeing, Delta Airlines, Coca Cola
and IBM - have agreed to a preliminary meeting in May in Vienna, where the UN’s
Drug Control Programme is based. Hoffman La Roche, the Swiss pharmaceuticals
company, will also attend.

The May meeting will set an agenda for a large conference in Vienna in
October, to which the UN will invite about 200 leading companies. Targets
include Fiat, Lufthansa, Philips, Volvo, BP, Hyundai, Canon, Honda, Nissan,
Toyota, and Mitsubishi.
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The UN wants the private sector partnership to be a forum and information
exchange on the world’s illegal drug markets so that companies can be more
aware of trends in drug production, trafficking, abuse and laundering
activities, and how they can help.

A voluntary share register watch is regarded as a potential source of
crucial intelligence. Combined with similarly networked intelligence from banks

on money transfers, it opens the possibility of tracking back some illegal funds
to their sources.

Tracking is very difficult because nominees - often based in offshore
financial centres - can disguise what they are doing by buying many small
stakes to frag-ment their efforts worldwide.

The UN particularly wants co-operation from chemicals and drug compauies.
The UN already has agreements with them to monitor sales of chemicals needed to
refine raw opium and coca, or to manufacture drugs such as LSD and ecstasy.

One way way of cutting down illegal drug production would be to control
sales of such chemicals more tightly, although the difficulty is acknowledged of
controlling sales of commodity chemicals such as acetone, which is used in
cocaine production.

[END]
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The Honorable Carol Rasco
Assistant to the President
Domestic Policy Council
1600 Pennsylvania Avenue
Washington, D.C. 20506
Dear Ms. Rasco:

Small business needs the President’s help by providing clear direction
to promote small business as an alternative to the military and other
government agencies in supporting law enforcement in the drug war.

One area which can be supported from the private sector is aerial
photography and image interpretation. The use of military support in
the area has proven to make it almost impossible for the private small
business to compete. The military has been heavily funded and has
provided this service to law enforcement agencies with no apparent
impact on that agency’s budget. Additionally, many Government
agencies have chosen at great expense to develop aerial photographic
capability, thus providing stiff competition to the small business
currently providing these services. Those companies which can provide
the services need the opportunity to fairly compete with the
government. Because of funding, this is not currently happening.

What I am proposing is that small private sector companies be used to
provide government agencies with the same services that they have
become accustom to from the military. We need to privatize the war on
drugs. This would provide jobs for displaced military and aerospace
personnel, along with saving the country a significant amount of money
as aerial imagery, as an example, can be provided at a cost of half of
what the military spends. AIR Photo is such a company. I believe
that government agencies will benefit tremendously from allowing AIR
Photo to provide these valuable services. Please allow them to
present their proposal on funding a test program to support Local,
State and Federal agencies with aerial imagery and image
interpretation.

A test program as proposed by AIR Photo would provide funds for
numerous small aerial photography companies around the country. The
funds would have a nationwide impact. The program employs displaced
military and aerospace personnel and fulfills a need which the
military cannot support due to the downsizing.

PRINTED ON RECYCLED PAPER



The Honorable Carol Rasco -- Page 2

I appreciate your attention on this issue and will look forward to
your response.

Sincerely,

BARBARA F. VUCANOVICH
Member of Congress
BFV:jjk
Enclosure



AIR PHOTO INC.

P.O. Bex 71148
Reas, Nevada 39570
Office 800-842-5541

CORPORATE MISSION

AIR Photo, Inc. 13 dedicated to providing high quality. ineipensive derial
photography and image interpretation.

CORPORATE OBJECTIVE

AIR Photo, Inc. will provide rapid response and high quality photography with
indepth analysis to support the efforts of local, state, and federal law enforcement
agencies.

CORPORATE GOALS

1. AIR Photo, Inc. will penetrate the Nevada. California. and Arizona markets in the
first year providing law enforcement with the analysis of 400 targets.

2. AIR Photo, Inc. will make the service available to all the law enforce.ment
agencies in the Southwest border states within five years exceeding 9.600 targets.

3. AIR Photo. Inc. will provide the service within 48 hours of the request.

4. AIR Photo, Inc. will provide an inexpensive and responsive alternative to the
high cost and long lead times of military photography.
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Center for Strategic & International Studies

Washington, DC

MULTILATERALISM AND DRUGS

July 15, 1993
2203 Rayburn House Office Building

AGENDA

Welcoming Remarks and Introduction
Georges Fauriol, Director
Americas Program, CSIS

Opportunity for Multilateral Engagement on Drugs
David Musto, M.D., Yale University

Changing U.S. International Drug Strategy
Congressman Tom Lantos, Chairman, Subcommittee on
International Security, International Organizations,
and Human Rights, House Foreign Affairs Committee

Global Problem - The Role of the United Nations
Giorgio Giacomelli, Executive Director
United Nations Internaticnal Drug Control Progranm

Maintaining U.S. Foreign Policy Commitments on
International Drug Issues

Congressman Benjamin Gilman, Ranking Minority
Member, House Foreign Affairs Committee

New Approaches to the Global Drug Problem
U.S. Government Representative

Coffee Break

Toward an Intexmatitnal Drog Agenda:

New Strategies, New Institutions, New Programs
Irving Tragen

OAS/CICAD

Exxon Representative

Stephen Flynn

Brookings Institution

Discussion and Closing Remarks

Helene Kaufman
Conference Moderator

1800 K Street Northwest, Suite 400 » Washington DC 20006 * Telephone 202/887-0200
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Center for Strategic & Intemational Studies
Washington, DC

Multilateralism and Drugs

You are cordially invited to attend a conference on
Multilateralism and Drugs, jointly sponsored by the House
Foreign Affairs Committee, its Subcommittee on
International Security, International Organizations and
Human Rights, the Senate Committee on the Judiciary, and
The Center for Strategic and International Studies.

DATE: Thursday, July 15, 1993
TIME: 8:30 a.m. - 1:00 p.m.
PLACE: 2203 Rayburn House Office Building

The seminar will be occurring at a time when U.S. policy
on multilateral approaches to drug coentrol is open to
significant change. Illicit drug consumption, trafficking,
and production is on the rise worldwide and U.S. government
resources devoted to international drug control are expected
to decline. Conference participants will consider how we
might best use the opportunities for multilateral drug
control initiatives that the post Cold War era offers.
much increased emphasis should be given to multilateral
institutions in reshaping U.S. drug policy is very much a
matter of debate. How might we foster regional approaches?
What are the drug control programs best undertaken
multilaterally? How do we help build multilateral
institutional capabilities to handle global drug-related
problems? These are all policy issues needing a thorough
review. Speakers, including directors of multilateral
agencies, members of Congress, and international drug
experts from government and private corporations, will
examine these issues from their vantage points and offer
drug policy and program options.

How

This conference is part of an ongoing two year CSIS
series on the international drug industry and drug policy.
our last session was on April 19th cosponsored with the
congressional Research Service and the hosts of this
conference. If you wish to attend or have any questiens,
please contact me at the CSIS Americas Program, telephone
(202) 887-0200, extension 3341 and leave a message. RSVP is
required. I look forward to seeing you on July 15th.

AR A o

Sincerely,

o SWE

Helene Kaufman
Visiting Fellow

1800 K Street Northwest, Suite 400 ¢ washington DC 20006 ¢ Telephone 202/887-0200
FAX 202/773-3199
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Center for Strategic & International Studies
Washington, DC

International Drug Policy for the 1990s
Conference on Multilateralism and Drugs

July 15, 1993
0:30 a.m. -~ 1:00 p.m.
2203 Rayburn House Office Building

Background: A new administration in the White House
provides a fortuitous oppartunity to reexamine the
international drug strategy and make recommendations for
increased attention to the promising developments
emanating from the post Cold War political, social and
economic environment. Prior administrations were often
limited in pursuing multilateral efforts, based on Cold
War realities. North/South issues that pitted production
versus consumption nations were also viewed as major
stumbling blocks to effective multilateral approaches to
the narcotics problen. Following the dictum, if you want
something done, you do it yourself, unilateral and even
bilateral initiatives were viewed as the only real viable
approaches to actually accomplish the task of reducing the
supply of illicit drugs entering the United States. Prior
to the break up of the Soviet Union, diplomatic
initiatives within the context of the United Nations and
other regional organizations were circumscribed by larger
bilateral agendas.

The intractable nature of the worldwide drug problem and
the modest success of U.S. international supply reduction
efforts over the past ten years to stem the flow of drugs,
has prompted renewed calls for a backing away from these
initiatives and the placing of more emphasis on domestic
demand reduction and treatment efforts. A recent
editorial has even called for an end to the drug war
(Peter Reuter, "Truce in Needle Park", The Washington
Post, February 28, 1993.) As an example, the Andean Drug
Strategy, the centerpiece of the U.S. international drug
policy, is widely criticized in the academic literature
for its failure, despite increasing seizures, to achieve
any noticeable impact on the U.S. domestic supply of
cocaine.

Increasingly, new approaches to global issues require the
further refinement of the strategic role of multilateral
institutions. Environmental problems, non-proliferation
of weapons of mass destruction,, poverty, production and

1R0N K Street Narrthwest. Sizite 400 :XWE‘S‘:‘EC 20006 * Telcphone 202/887-0200
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distribution of illegal drugs, are all examples of problems that
lend themselves increasingly to bilateral and mutilateral
efforts. While recognizing the limitations of existing
institutions to confront drug issues, there is increased emphasis
being placed on exploring new global approaches to drug
consunption, distribution, and production.

From a strategic perspective, dramatic multilateral examples are
rarely cited. Even those who applaud the limited efforts to
approach the problem from a diplomatic perspective through the
Cartagena Summit, and more recently the San Antonio Summit, point
to those efforts as largely bilateral ones based on bilateral
agreements, rather than multilateral approaches with global
implications. (See Bruce M. Bagley, "After San Antonio," Journal
of Interamerican Studies and World Affairs, Vol. 34, Number 3,
Fall 1992 and Rafael F. Perl, "Narcotics Control and
International Cooperation," CRS Report for Congress, June 22,
1992) . For example, the European Community and its donor nations
were excluded from the San Antonic Summit. While many are quick
to point to multilateral achievements such as those in the areas
of moneylaundering and precursor chemicals, others believe that
multilateral institutions lack technical, organizational and
financial resources to mount major new drug initiatives either in
demand reduction or law enforcement. International financial and
development institutions, e.g., International Monetary Fund,
World Bank, UNICEF, UNDP, have not, by and large, incorporated
drug-related issues in their strategic planning and project
development.

At the same time, the literature is replete with articles arguing
that illicit drug consumption, trafficking, and production are
all on the rise worldwide. Indications that consumption is on
the rise is supported by some epidemioclogical data and reinforced
by growing anecdotal and survey data. (See Stephen Flynn,
"Worldwide Drug Scourge," The Brookings Review, Winter 1993.)

Use of "bazuco", a highly concentrated cocaine paste, is
spreading in Latin America; heroin use is rising in Pakistan and
Thailand (esimates range upward of one million users for
Pakistan); heroin and cocaine seizures are up worldwide (See
International Control Strategy Report, March 1992, United States
Department of State); and addiction levels are estimated to have
reached epidemic proportions in some Eastern European countries,
especially Poland, while consumption is expected to increase with
increased poppy cultivation and heroin distribution in Russia and
the former Soviet republics.

Definition of a Global Problem: A multilateral approach to
illicit drugs requires a definition of the drug problem as a
global one. Each component of the issue requires further
refinement in any effort to draft a multilateral approach to drug
control. Health education and prevention, public awareness, law
enforcemaent, security, intelligence, treatment and aftercare, and
interdiction -- all require increased consensus from the



. @7-08-1993 12:189PM  FROM T0 4567739 P.@6

developed and developing countries involved. Those dealing with
the drug problem need to agree to both the salient definition of
the global problem and the priority approaches for dealing with
drugs. For example, 2zero use versus harm minimization are two
divergent approaches that need to be rationalized at some level
if an effective multilateral strategy is to be developed.

A multilateral approach that integrates the multi-dimensional
aspects of the drug issue would require both diplomatic and
programmatic components, as well as new organizational and
institutional arrangements. In July 1992, in a statement issued
on behalf of the G-7, the Chairman of the Group, Chancellor Kohl,
called for close cooperation in mastering global challenges such
as environmental protection and drugs. He highlighted the
importance of the Financial Action Task Force and the Chemical
Task Force dealing respectively with noneylaundering and
precursor chemicals.

There are several obvious reasons for approaching the problem
multilaterally:

* The problem, by almost any definition, is global and
transcends national borders;

* BEven successful unilateral approaches only send the
problem elsewhere, whether the intervention involves efforts to
halt production, distributien, or consunmption.

* Current multilateral anti-drug initiatives are
underfunded, often disjointed, and lack strategic underpinnings.
Multilateral institutions, such as the United Nations
International Drug Control Program (UNDCP) are sometimes used as
a runding conduit for bilateral donors with particular foreign
policy agendas. This approach sometimes makes it difficult to
create a global strategic framework for a multilateral approach
to drugs.

%+ Coneiderable efforts to bring development, health and
social welfare, child-related agencies, and research entities
into the international drug agenda have often met with resistance
from agencies not directly responsible for the drug problen.
Rather than focus on drug related issues such as child health and
drugs, environment and drugs, development and drugs, multilateral
institutions have sometimes financed governments independent of
their anti-drug policies. Multilateral institutions sometimes
‘ignore the economic and social consequences of illicit drug
production when making loans. By ignoring the drug problen,
multilateral resources can inadvertently create incentives for
recipient governments to ignore the hard political decisions
required for a vigorous anti-drug effort. This is particularly
troublescme when the recipients of multilateral aid are both
major illicit drug production countries and desparately in need
of humanitarian resources, e.g., Afghanistan, Peru, Burma.
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* Law enforcement and peacekeeping efforts to confront the
drug industry are often limited when pursued at the multilateral
level as well. 1If drugs are not a priority issue within the
Security Council, multilateral security-related efforts will not
even begin to get off the ground. Other regional institutions,
while active in the area, e.g., Organization of American States,
are hampered by organizational, technical and financial resource
limitations.

Conference Purpose: The conference is designed to engage
international drug experts, international corporate
representatives, those involved in multilateral initiatives, and
U.S. government representatives (legislative and executive) to
explore multilateral options for dealing with the global drug
problem. By providing information about existing multilateral
initiatives to date, participants can build on those activities
and explore opportunities for an expanded multilateral strategy
as a productive element of U.S. drug policy.
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Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, the recent
appointment of Dr. Lee Brown as Director of National Drug Control
Policy has initiated a process through which the Administration
will develop its policy from the answers to a large number of
important and difficult questions. A iarge part of that process
will involve addressing the overseas activities of the United
States Government in its battle against drugs. Therefore, in
testifying today well before the completion of the executive
process now under way, I can state the questions we will have to

address but cannot provide many of the answers.

Still, understanding the right questions is a very important
part of understanding any issue. Let me tell you what I think
they are with regard to the issue of programs at or outside our
borders to deal with the problems of dangerous drugs. I will try
to define the issues starting with the growing and processing
areas abroad and moving towards the United States, initially
concentrating on cocaine and crack, turning to the growing danger

of heroin at the end.



We are talking about éfforts to reduce supply and efforts
that are focused abroad. A relatively cohplete list would
include eradication, attempts to destroy the major organizations
themselves or undermine their necessary resources and structures,
and interdiction of transportation of the drugs to the United
States.

There is an initial problem that is common to both
eradication and interdiction. It is important to decide whether
success in either of these efforts does more than require the
producers and transporters of the dangerous drug to bear the cost
of replacing what has been destroyed or seized. An increase --
even a significant increase -- in that relatively small fraction
of the cost of getting cocaine to the streets of Washington,

New York, or San Francisco -- cannot increase the street price of
cocaine significantly enough to bring about any sizable reduction
in use. This question must be addressed, however difficult it is

to reach an indisputable conclusion.

In dealing with eradication, it is important to distinguish
‘between voluntary eradication programs based in part upon funds
furnished for crop substitution or involuntary programs such as
spraying from the air. As to the former, we must assess the
evidence bearing on whether payments to abandon cocaine are in
fact only useful to shift the location in which cocaine is grown,
perhaps by the same'farmers. That is not a problem with regard

to involuntary eradication, but here the political consequences
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can be severe for any country agreeing to spray the coca crops,
even if the spray is a very safe herbicide. Assessing the
political cost in different countries even of acceptance of U.S.
assistance in eradication must be part of our process. In some
Latin American countries, for example, it can be a substantial
problem. |
Interdiction of airplanes or ships moving across our ocean
borders or of individuals’ vehicles crossing the Mexican border
also has two forms. Targeted interdiction, where we know from
law enforcement or intelligence sources of the shipment, is fér
less expensive in terms of its use of American equipment and
people. It also can have a significant payoff, not only in the
drug seized and the cost that imposes on drug distributing
organizations, but also in the opportunity that comes with such
knowledge to pursue the networks in the United States responsible

for receiving, transporting, and distributing the drugs.

The other form is interdiction without advance information
by random patrol which like most other random patrol does not
produce a high ratio of successful seizures to cost. There are,
of course, other benefits to random patrol. It signifies our
concern for our borders; its randomness produces seizures that
can tell us new information about new organizations; and it
undoubtedly imposes costs of avoidance that increase, at least
marginally, the cost of drugs on the street. Still, we must look

carefully at the relative benefits and costs of untargeted



patrol.

A third and final set of options involves efforts to destroy
the major organizations operating abroad. It is essential that
any country’s use of the military or the police to help disrupt,
dismantle or destroy trafficker organizations must be done in a
fashion fully consistent with fundamental principles of human
rights. Therefore, destroying a powerful drug dealing
organization requires successful prosecutions and the seizure of

equipment and proceeds.

As to successful prosecutions, I believe that the United
States is now quite effective at gathering the necessary
information and evidence even abroad. But successful prosecution
also requires honest and effective prosecutors, courts, and
prisons. These are often lacking, to a greater or lesser extent,
in the countries of Latin America. The alternative --
extradition proceedings followed by trial in the United States --
is often barred by the practice of some civil law countries of
refusing to extradite their nationals. Seizures of processing
plants_are rarely permanently disabling. Seizure of even
substantial funds may only temporarily affect the capacity of a
drug dealing organization, but can nevertheless be effectively

disruptive to the operations of such an organization.

What I have described so far largely bears on the use of
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several resources other than prosecution. Our prosecutorial
resources should be allocated among the tasks of pursuing major
cartels or other drug organizétions abroad; the distribution
network in the United States which receives those drugs and |
transports them to the city where they will be used; thé gangs or
other organizations which handle distribution from the vertically
integrated drug producing and transporting syndicate; and the
dealer on the street whose prosecution can make it more difficult
for a purchaser to find drugs -- this allocation presents a
separate set of questions. In the absence of effective
extradition or other means of apprehenéion -- consistent with the
principles of international law and practice -- only foreign
prosecutors may actually be able to conduct prosecutions of some
members of trafficking organizations, and local prosecutors must
play the equally crucial market disrupting roles reflected by the
ljast. The federal government can assist in both areas, but may

not be able to play a leading role.

However, setting aside the uncertainties about federal
prosecutive efforts at those two extremes of the narcotics -
trafficking and distribution chain, it is easy to recognize a
crucial federal role to the investigation and the prosecution of
those who, for example, receive drugs at a port of entry and
transport them to the place of sale. The interstate character of
the transaction and the likelihood the crucial information will

come from investigations of activities abroad make the resources
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and assets of the federal government indispensable in this area.
As to the category of sizable organizations or gangs managing
distribution in a city such as Chicago or Los Angeles, we must
look more carefully at the allocation of responsibility between
federal, state and local'prosecutors. A variety of federal/local
drug task forces are at work in this area, reflecting the present

sense of joint responsibility.

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, these seem to me
to be the major questions with regard to interdiction and other
overseas activities of the United States in the field of drug
enforcement. They reflect the problem of cocaine and their
formulation reflects, in some ways, the problem of cocaine and
the location of distributors and transporters in Latin America.
The situation may differ in relatively minor respects, if we
attend to the growing and frightening problem of heroin. So I
think that is enough of the description of the questions that we

must address. I look forward to responding to your questions.
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Good morning, Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the
Subcommittee. I am RADM Richard Appelbaum, Chief of the Office
of Law Enforcement and Defense Operations of the United States
Coast Guard. I am pleased to appear before this Subcommittee to
discuss the Coast Guard drug interdiction program.

The Coast Guard is a multi-mission organization of about
38,000 active duty military personnel and slightly more than
5,000 civilian employees, operating 200 shore stations,
approximately 2,000 boats, 250 ships of various types and sizes,
and over 200 helicopters and fixed-wing aircraft to execute our
diverse missions.

The Coast Guard has four major mission areas: maritime
safety, marine environmental protection, defense readiness and
maritime law enforcement. With rare exceptions, Coast Guard
cutters, boats, and aircraft are multi-mission assets. For
example, it is routine for a single cutter to be involved in

search and rescue, fisheries enforcement, alien interdiction, and



drug interdiction missions in the course of a single 4-6 week
patrol.

Maritime law enforcement is our oldest mission. The
suppression of smuggling was the main reason for forming our
early fleet of cutters in 1790. Today, however, our law
enforcement missions include fisheries enforcement, alien
interdiction, drug interdiction, and the enforcement of a variety
of laws, treaties, and agreements. Our law enforcement authority
is derived from 14 USC 89 and other statutes.

While the focus of this hearing is on our drug interdiction
effort, I wanted to mention our other activities in order to
highlight the fact that law enforcement is just one of many Coast
Guard missions, and within law enforcement, drug interdiction is
only one of several functions the Coast Guard performs.

The Coast Guard's drug control efforts are focused on supply
reduction. We are the lead agency for maritime interdiction and
share the lead role with the U.S. Customs Service (USCS) for air
interdiction. We also provide support to international
counterdrug initiatives and the intelligence community.

First, I'd like to state some terms of reference which I will
use while discussing interdiction. There are five major phases
to interdiction: detecting and monitoring the target:; sorting
legitimate traffic from that which might be illegal; intercepting
potential smugglers; searching them; and if they are violating
the law, arresting them. The Coast Guard specializes in
intercepting, searching, and arresting, which I will simply refer

to as apprehension.



Seizing all drugs in transit, i.e. sealing the borders, would
be cost prohibitive and disruptive to legitimate commerce, and so
is unrealistic. Because such a goal would be unreachable, the
stated goals of air and maritime interdiction are to deter
smuggling and to deny the smuggler the safe, direct, and
economical air, land, and maritime routes. In other words, we
are trying to keep traffickers off-balance by forcing them to
develop new, more costly methods and routes through effective
interdiction efforts. Through this disruption, we hope to
increase the cost to the trafficker and reduce the flow into the

United States. Seizures and arrests contribute to interdiction

and route denial.

With the goal of interdiction being route denial, any
interdiction operation that results in the trafficker increasing
costs and risks by changing the methods or routes by which
contraband is transported is considered a success. Seizing
contraband and arresting suspects has both a direct and indirect
effect on the drug supply entering the United States. The direét
effect is that contraband seized reduces the amount immediately
available for consumption. The indirect effect is that
traffickers will be forced to develop alternative methods to
avoid effective interdiction. This increases the difficulty of
smuggling and reduces their profitability. Potential criminal
penalties and high operating costs create a deterrent to
smugglers. Deterrence is also a form of route denial.

Apprehension is the key to successful deterrence and route

denial. Detection and monitoring and the other phases of



interdiction are integral to the process, but it is the law
enforcement aspect, the ability to apprehend if you will, that
ultimately creates deterrence. This is what the Coast Guard has
the legal authority to do at sea.

We strive to achieve route denial by distributing counterdrug
forces and operations throughout the geographic area of interest,
which is divided into four generic zones; the source countries,
and the departure, transit, and arrival zones.

In the source countries, and other nations, the Coast Guard
supports the efforts led by the Departments of State and Justice
in helping to build the political will and indigenous capability
of the host nation to combat maritime smuggling. The
International Maritime Law Enforcement Team (IMLET) is a unit of
about thirty Coast Guard officers and petty officers specifically
formed to provide waterways law enforcement training to other
nations. Teams of two to three personnel deploy to a host nation
to build credible host nation interdiction forces. Based on the
comments of the U.S. ambassadors, the IMLET has had a significant
and positive impact on the nations to which it has deployed.

The IMLET is only one example of our support of international
training initiatives. We deploy International Training Teams to
various nations to train indigenous military and police forces in
law enforcement and other areas of USCG expertise. The U.S.
Coast Guard is an excellent model for these nations' developing
law enforcement programs because of its relatively small size,
the nature of its missions, the dual military/law enforcement

role, and the unique expertise of its people in small boat



operations, at-sea boardings, and control of commerce. We also
support combined operations with those nations' navies and/or
coast guards and provide training to foreign police and military
students in the United States at various Coast Guard training
sites. All of these international initiatives in which the Coast
Guard is involved are closely coordinated with the State
Department.

Coast Guard maritime interdiction operations in the departure
and transit zones rely primarily on our high seas boarding
program. A common thread among all Coast Guard missions is
maritime expertise, and this is reflected in our designation as
the lead agency for maritihe interdiction. High seas boardings
are our most effective tool in both deterring and interdicting
drug shipments at sea. The Coast Guard may board any U.S.
registered vessel almost anywhere; however, foreign territorial
waters are excluded, unless we are working under an arrangement
with that coastal nation obtained through the assistance of the
Department of State. While U.S. registered vessels are subject
to broad Coast Guard boarding, search, and seizure authority, the
Coast Guard can also obtain permission to board foreign flagged
vessels from either the vessel's master or from the vessel's flag
state. It is this boarding program which enables the Coast Guard
to directly interdict contraband and apprehend suspects, and also
provide a deterrent against future smuggling ventures.

Our tactics in the departure zone, generally out to about 100
miles off the coast of Central/South America, rely heavily on the

presence of a joint squadron of USCG/USN ships in the deep



Caribbean and eastern Pacific corridor. Recently, Royal Navy
ships have become involved. While these units are primarily
assigned to detection and monitoring duties, we take advantage of
the presence of those assets by placing Coast Guard law
enforcement detachments (LEDET) -- 7-person teams specifically
trained for boardings -- aboard to provide a significant
interdiction and apprehension capability at a minimal additional
cost.

The impact of such operations is felt up to, and sometimes
even into, the territorial seas of the source and transit
countries through our participation in bilateral operations.
'Agreements such as the one recently signed with Belize also allow
increased flexibility in interdiction operations close to the
source and transit countries.

Our transit zone strategy attempts to make the most of the
traffic constrictions at the geographic choke points such as the
Windward and Yucatan Passes. We try to keep a cutter in each of
the passes, and rely on detection and monitoring support from the
Department of Defense (DoD) to make choke point interdiction more
effective.

Arrival zone operations involve a diverse group of
participants. Coast Guard group commanders must coordinate the
forces of shore based local, state, and federal civil law
enforcement agencies with the operations of our coastal patrol
boats. Our arrival zone operations generally extend from our
shoreline out to about 50 nautical miles. Most of these
operations also incorporate Coast Guard fixed wing aircraft,

helicopters, vessels, and the assets provided by other agencies.
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The National Drug Control Strategy, under which the Coast
Guard has been operating for a number of years, also calls for
improved collection, coordination, analysis, and dissemination of
intelligence by the various agencies involved in the drug war.
The Coast Guard is a major contributor to, and user of, the
maritime intelligence program, and routinely supporté the
intelligence community through post-seizure analysis and
information reports following the boarding of vessels. The use
of intelligence is vital to conducting efficient interdiction
operations. Our reliance on intelligence is reflected by the
fact that over 75 per cent of Coast Guard seizures last year were
as a result of prior intelligence. Ten years ago, Coast Guard
vessels steamed looking for vessels that met a drug smuggler's
profile. Today we primarily intercept, search, and apprehend
suspects based on the intelligence provided by the intelligence
community.

A description of Coast Guard's air interdiction program will
demonstrate the degree of interagency coordination required to
achieve success in this very dynamic and time critical mission.

Airborne smuggling by general aviation aircraft constitutes a
major means by which cocaine is transported from foreign
countries toward the United States. Typically, a DoD asset
detects a northbound aircraft which has departed from a
clandestine airstrip in Colombia. The target information is
passed through DoD channels to Joint Task Force Four (JTF4),
located in Key West, where the target data is initially sorted

for national security purposes. JTF4 then notifies the joint



U.S. Coast Guard/Customs Command, Control, Communications, and
Intelligence Center.- East (C3IE) located in Miami. C3IE
performs the law enforcement sorting function by checking with
air traffic control and tactical intelligence databases
maintained by the Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), USCS,
and other agencies.

If the target is determined to be of interest, an interceptor
aircraft (either USCG, USCS, or DoD) conducts an intercept to
identify the aircraft. The interceptor aircraft obtains more
target information, and passes this to the C3IE for further
sorting. 1If the aircraft is sorted as suspect, based on known
intelligence and other sorting criteria, constant monitoring
continues using available assets, regardless of parent agency.
As the suspect approaches its destination, apprehension forces
are alerted.

A combined DEA, USCG, DoD, and Bahamian operation, Operation
Bahamas and Turks and Caicos (OPBAT) is the model air
- apprehension operation. Utilizing Coast Guard and U.S. Army
helicopters, OPBAT assets receive target information, and
interdict the suspect aircraft as it offloads contraband in the
Bahamas. Because aircraft currently tend to air drop contraband
to awaiting vessels, C31E also helps coordinate a maritime
response, while DEA and Royal Bahamian Defense Force personnel
aboard the OPBAT helicopters are ready to apprehend the suspects
if the aircraft lands or the pick-up boats beach themselves.

If the suspect aircraft conducts an airdrop and does not

land, apprehension forces focus on interdicting the contraband



and arresting suspects, while the aircraft is tracked throughout
the return flight. Apprehension forces in the destination
(original source) country are alerted and, if able, respond to
meet the aircraft upon arrival.

This is a complicated scenario but it works, thanks to the
extraordinary amount of coordination between the many agencies.
Of significant note is that while intense interagency
coordination is required to maintain a constant surveillance and
apprehension response to these events, international coordination
is also required to coordinate an apprehension response in
foreign countries. The fact that this scenario is effective,
despite the inherent complexity, bears witness to the level of
close coordination agencies and governments share.

While the Coast Guard is the lead agency for maritime
interdiction and co-lead with the USCS for air interdiction, we
simply cannot do these jobs alone. We rely on the support and
assistance of many other agencies involved in counterdrug
operations, including: USCS, DEA, Office of National Drug Control
Policy, and the Departments of Defense, Justice, State,
Transportation, and Treasury. Furthermore, other agencies are
involved at the Federal, state and local levels and assist in the
planning and execution of operations.

The National Counter-Drug Planning Process was implemented
because interagency cooperation is essential to coordinating and
conducting effective counterdrug operations. Under this process,
quarterly assessments of the air and maritime cocaine smuggling

threat are conducted. Based on these assessments, quarterly



planning conferences between involved agencies are first
conducted at the strategic level, followed by planning
conferences at the operational and tactical levels. Operational
requirements are provided by the lead agencies, and the known
capabilities of involved agency assets are coordinated to
optimize their use for counterdrug operations. Thus, this
process encourages synergy between agencies in assigning-assgts
to specific joint operations; the operational impact of resource
constraints are minimized.

We have also expanded our efforts at increasing the
effectiveness of interdiction through shared technological
de@elopments. We have made significant progress in the research
and development of drug detection equipment which will enable us
to detect the presence of illegal substances without intrusive or
destructive searches. Enhancements to data processing, such as
the Law Enforcement Information System (LEIS), and increased
interoperability and connectivity with other federal agencies
have resulted in a more rapid sharing of information required to
sort legitimate from suspect traffic. Additionally, the
capabilities of both cutters and aircraft to classify and
identify targets have been enhanced through electro-optical
systems, such as night vision devices.

With the assignment of DoD as the lead agency for the
detection and monitoring of trafficking events, Coast Guard
operational assets have become increasingly focused on
apprehension. Through interagency cooperation and technological

developments, overall interdiction effectiveness has been
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maintained, while the amount of time Coast Guard assets have
devoted to counterdrug operations has decreased. This has
allowed the Coast Guard to dedicate more asset time to meet the
increasing requirements of the marine environmental protection,
migrant interdiction, maritime safety, defense readiness and
fisheries law enforcement missions. The proportion of the Coast
Guard Operating Expenses Appropriation for drug interdiction has
declined from 24 percent in FY89 to 14 percent in FY93.

These interdiction programs are effective. I make this
statement based on comparing how the various air and maritime
trafficking routes and methods have changed in response to U.S.
interdiction operations. The national goal of interdiction is
route denial, so effectiveness of interdiction should be measured
against this goal.

Seizure data is tempting to use as a measure of
effectiveness, but without knowing the amount shipped or the
amount received, the amount of contraband seized does not yield a
meaningful measure of effectiveness. Successful interdiction
operations deny routes, so it is logical to expect a decrease in
the quantities of drugs seized on these routes. Route denial can
be determined from detection and monitoring data, intelligence,
and smuggling methods. Using this information, we have observed
that trafficking routes have changed in response to apprehension
operations.

For air interdiction, the direct narcotrafficking flight into
the United States, which was common a few years ago, is now a

rare event because of effective interagency and international
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efforts. Air traffickers have shifted from landing and
offloading in the United States to conducting airdrops at
transshipment areas. While the Bahamas is an ideal transshipment
area because of the many remote islands and proximity to the
United States, it is no longer the destination for most air
trafficking events.

The overall maritime interdiction program is also disrupting
the narcotrafficker and thus partially achieving the goal of
route denial. The increased use of aircraft to transport
contraband, the practice of concealing contraband in the
legitimate cargo of commercial vessels, the increased use of
concealed compartmenté and low profile vessels, and the increased
willingness of traffickers to jettison loads prior to Coast Guard
boardings, are all costly measures which traffickers have adopted
in response to effective maritime interdiction.

In summary, the Coast Guard is involved in many of the facets
of the National Drug Control Strategy, from interdiction to
intelligence, from waterways law enforcement training initiatives
in host nations to operations on the borders of the United
States, and in the air and at sea. We have, along with all other
agencies, worked hard to achieve the level of interagency and
international cooperation and effective interdiction and
deterrence enjoyed today. Our multi-mission character makes the
Coast Guard unique, always ready to respond to a variety of
mission taskings, including drug interdiction, in the maritime

environment.
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Mr. Chairman, I thank you and the members of this
Subcommittee for this opportunity to discuss Coast Guard
counterdrug initiatives. I am ready to answer any questions you

may have. Thank you.
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Mr. Chairman and members of the Committee I am grateful for the
opportunicty to testify today. T am a postedoctoral fellow in public
poliey otudies ai the RAND Graduate $ohocl and a consultant 3t RAND.

The views I am about to axpress azé my owny they do not ne¢essarily
reflect those of RAND or ¢f RAND’s research sponscrs.

Previcus RANC wark has demonstzated that efforts to limit the
amount of ¢ocaine productien are likely to be frustrated by the market'e
dynamics over the leng run, Recent RANT research, howevez, has
inaicated that drug production can ba significantly disrupted over the
medium term, albeit only under exacting circumstances, and only attended
by high budget and social costs, These results emerged by adepting
RAND’ 5 simple model of the cocaina trade, which genezated only leong zun
results, to reflect the lags and delaya that govern the cocsine
production chain. It i3 important to note that permanent disruption
atill is not possible bacause ultimataly policy intervention doces
nothing to change the basic structure and underlying economics of
cocaine production. Neverthelegs, a two to three year disruption might
be of aignificant use to policy makers, particularly if it is paived
with an expansior of damgetio treatment, prevention, and law enforcement
prograns that attack drug demand.

T0 sea hew & medium term disrzuption of ¢ocaine production can be
genarated, consider what happens when S0% of the coeca cxop in éolivia,
Colompia and Peru ie exadicated in ong six montn period. Simulation
rasults indicate that reteil drug prices in the United States cise more
than 185%, and intermediate product prizes (leaf, paste, base and expert
cocaine) zise by even larger percentagea. During that six month paried,
cocalne output falls by approximately 40% as traffickers are able to
sounteract some Of eradication’s impact through more efficient
procesaing. Nevartheless, the higher prices signal the traffickers,
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procesacrs and farmars that there are profits tu be earned from drug
production and, as the participants begin to undertiake new production,
output expanda back to the pre-policy level, That ia where the simple
story ends: policy results in market signals that encourage mors
participatien, 8o that over the long rin policy is ineffective at
custailing production.

lt turns out, however, that it may take cocaine industry
traffickers, processors and farmers a racher subgtantiel amount <¢f time
to undertake new production and thus for the cocaine industry to recover
from eradicatlon., 1In particular, production cannet increase untll <he
farmeras locate new land, clear it, plant new orope, and re-gstablish
market links with processors and tzaffickers. It is precisely the lag
betwaen eradication and recovery that generates the medium term
disruption ¢f production.

The most important lag in the reccvery process 1s the coca plant
itself., Dapending on whether the plants are started from seeds o:x
seedlings, ococa plants take 18 to 24 months to mature and provide full
narvests. Eradication induces sdditional lags by foxcing farmers tc
10cate and clear additicnal land. Other points in the produstlen c¢hain,
for axample, the building of processing laboratories and the training of
personnel, are vulnerable to disruption as well, Typically, howevez,
the lage asacciated with laboratories and perscnnel are on the order of
daye and weeks rather tham months and years assocclated with coca leaves.
Tn the 50% eradication acenario previously described, cocalne produection
is 80% of normal at six monthg; 59% of normal at one year: 76% of normal
et 18 montns; 97% of normal at two yesrs; and 101% of nommal at two and
one-half years. The majority of the delay in the return to full
production can be attributed to delays in bringing coca plants into
production.

I noted earlier that in order to be succeasaful, these policies must
be implamentad undez specific circumstances. At best, these turn out to
be very difficult circumsrances to create. The most important condition
is that the intexvention ngeds to come as a surprise. If the
traffickers anticipate the peliey, then they can take steps in advance
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to mitigate iss impact. Xeeping oparations on the scale of those
necessary to subatantially disrupt produstion a secret will prove
digficult, howavar. Second, better knowledge about the size and the
gtrusture of the of tha market is nesded. In particular, if thse
tcaffickars hold invertory -- be it of coca fields or of finished
cocalne =- the size of the pelicy intervention reeded to create the
desired disrupticn will vary accordingly.

It turns sut that forced eradication and in-czuntry interdiciion
2re relatively effective at generating market disruptions, voluntazy
eradication is ea intarmediate case, and crop substitution relatively
ineffective at market disruption. The cperation and impact of
aradica=ion wae covered earlier, and will not be repeated here.
In-courtry interdiction has its affects through essentislly the same
mechaniems es ersdication, though for in-country interdiction to
successfully diszupt production the seiszures must be repeatec in evary
time period. Sustained in-country interxdiction means farpers,
processors and traffickers must produce twice a5 much of averything te
deliver the pre-intardiction amount of cocaine. Voluntary aradisation
and crop substitution tend %o operate more 8lowly than gradication and
in-country interdiction, and thus it 15 difgficult to imagine the
policies creating market "disrzupticns® in very short periede of time,
The speed with which their impact ls felt notwithstanding, voluntary
eracication and orop substltution do atfect cccaine mazkets in the same
way that eradiocation and in-country interdictioen do.

Singe a spectzum 0f policles are capable of generating medium term
market disruptions, what distinguishes them are their attendant bpudget
and sociel costs. Returning t¢ the forced aradication exémple, 504
eradication might be accomplished for somewhere between 5200 millicn and
81 billion. In=country iaterdiotion of 50% coald probably bs
accomplished for 81 billlon to 62 billion, but those expenses would ke
incurzed annually. Crop subatitution proves to be very impractical;
879 pillion in assistance is required to achieve a 1% reduction in
output, and nearly 81 trilliom is requiraed teo achieve a 5% reduction,
Firally, a 50% redustion in output through voluntary erxadication would
coet on the czder of $4 billion.




Even disregarding the certainty of great po.itiocal opposition to an
expansion of source country control programs, the policles carzy great
external costa that have yet to be fully zecognized. Eradication,
vhether manual or herbicidal, would have unknown but palpable
ervironmental effects, including ohemiocal damage and further
deforestaticn in the region. Any medium term diaruption would foster
+ remendous movemant throughout the region as farming and processing
disperse to areas whaore there is less policy pressure. Sustained
policies force an over-acoumulation of productive infragtrudture that
leaves the cocaine industry poised to rapidiy expand production when
implemantation of the policy falters. But perhaps the most -mportant
consequence would be the effect of arga-scale policy implementation on
politigal violence.

History provides us with one compslling example of how policy
implementation can lead to incremental political violence. The 1989-90
orackdown on Colomblan refining capacity wse a milestone because it
mazked one of the largeat efforts to suppress the drug trade. Although
the effort was one of the largest on record, it was S5Till substantially
smaller than the 50% scale that I talked about hare today.
Navertheless, the polioy was succesaful from the perspective tha= U.S.
retall cocaina prices inoreased on the order of €0% in the aftaxmath of
the crackdown. However, concomitant with the increass in prices was a
substantial increase in drug industry violence in Colombia. The
Colombian drug lords imitiated a fulle-scale attack against the state in
an effort to intimidate policymakers that is still being felt in
Colombia today. If the types of policies that I discussed here today
are implemented, it would have to be aseumed that a viclent response
would result again, Since the policies I hava discussed would be
implemented throughout the Andean regiom, it 18 likely that the vioclence
would spraad to Bolivia and Peru. Additionally, 8ince many of the
policiss I discussed invelved tergetiang the farming cammunity, it is
possible that the violance would move in to population segments that had
neretofore been calm,
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In gummary, source country cocaine control programs carn in theory
be expanded to diarupt ¢ocaine production for parioeds af twe to thzee
years, resulting in a significent lmpact on the availability aad use of
cocaine in the United States. Expanslon of source country contzol
programs, howaver, is constrained by twoe relevant faotors. Figst, the
scale of programs required to achieve a significant reduction in cocaine
availability would bring unquantifisble, but likely very largs, sccial
costs throughout the Andean region. The modest progrems currently in
place, which have very little effect on drug production but which have
substantial political and ezonomic effaots in the reglion, are nowhere
near the slze of the programs needed to significantly disrupt drug
production. Second, experience indicates that source countzy policy
pressure cannot be sffectively maintained over tima. Simply put, the
cocaine indusatry adjuste very effectively to policy measures. Thus,
sougce country control programs are likely =o remain as marginal
contributors to V.8, efforta to contIdl ToCaine use.
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Mr. Chairman aod Members of the Committee I am pleased to testify before ycu
today. As you know, I am here today as a private citizem.

IETRODUCTICN

In order to understand the topic of this hearing progerly, it 1s important to
:stablish ite context -- the drug war: where ve are today and how:we got
ere. ;

On September 5, 1989, President Bush delivered gﬁg first major televised

address. The subject was illicit drugs, vhich the President called "the

gravest threat facing our Nation today." Every major public opinion poll
ghoved thar by a vide margin Americans regardsd the drug epidemic #n the

Nation's most serious problem.

Four yaars ago more than 14 million Americans were current, active users of
such drugs as cocaina, marijuana, and heroin. Nearly 2 million adolescents
vore uging drugs. ;

The drug epidemic vas fueled by unprocedented quantities of cocaine flooding
acrogs our borders, bringing ever-lower street prices that tostered the
seduction of nev users. Abroad, narco-terroriets in Colombia were on tha
verge of bringing one of Latin Amorica's oldest domocracies to its knees with
the brutal murders of a Presidential candidate and soae 200 judges, inmcluding
geven supreme court justices. |

Throughout most of the 1980's, the Nation's response to the drug threat had
been vigorous and vell-intentioned, but it vas not alvays vell coordinated.
Federal ageccies vith responsibilities for lav enforcement, interdiction, eond
demand reducticn had overlapping responsibilities and often worked at cross
purposes -- sometimes erupting im so called turf battles. Communities hit
hard by drugs often lacked the means and support lor mobilizing against the
threat. Many States had yet to marshall effectively theic own resources to
£ight Arugs or to £orm a produccive and effective alliance with the Federal
government. Imgufficient attention was paid to druy prevention in the
schools, and Federal support for drug treatment and research languished. Much
remaiped to be done by the United 5tates to work with source and tranmsit
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countries such as Peru, Colombia, and Mexico to control the cultivation,
manufactire, and export of druge.

President Bush's 1989 speech to the American people signalled aot just a call
for nev resources with which to fight drugs, but alsc a newv approach. To
develop and coordinate the implementation of this new approach, the Office of
National Drug control Pollicy (ONDCP) was created vithin the Executlve Office
of the Presideni. The Offlte wag authorized dy the Anti-Drug Abuse Act of
198% t3 davelop and advise the President on a national dArug control strategy,
a consolidated drug control budget, and other management and organizational
183les.

The September 1989 Strategy and each succeeding Strategy were grounded on four
key principles that made explicit the Bush Administration's understanding of
the nature our Nation's drug problem: :

1. The essence of the drug problem is drug use. Our ultimate goal, and
the measure of our success, must be to reduce the nmuaber of Amerjcans vho
use drugs. Heretofore, our progress in fighting drugs vas frequently

" peasured in terms of the cumber of arrests, conviction rates, and
quantities of drugs seized. These are useful indicators, but théy address
only the symptoms, not the probiem itself: drug use. Too little attemtion
had been given to such indicators of drug use as drug-related deaths,
injuriea, and levels of drug use among various populations.

2. Bacause they are the heart of the problem, drug users must be held
accountable. Although there are many reasons individuals offer for taking
drugs -- suok as unemployment, boredom, peer pressure, homelessness, and
dapreesion ~- by and large, drug use is the result of bad decisions by
individuals exercising tree will. An important means of persuading
individuals pot to use drugs is to make it clear to them that using drugs
vill lead inevitably to epecific adverse congsequences and sanctiéna. These
may and should include a range of civil and criminal penalties, *ron loge
of proressional license to court-ordered drug treatment, ao well as sooial
ganctions trom family, school, employer, and community. !

|

3. To be eftective, the Nation's anti-drug efforte smst integrate efforts
to reduce the supply of as vell as the demand for illegal drugn.i No single
tactic, pursued alone or to the detriment ot others, can be effective in
reducing drug use. Rather, to be fully effective, prevention an# treatument
programs need the support of programs to reduce the supply and a ailability
of illaegal drugs. I should also note, tBat a portion of Cthe eupply
reduction etfort contridbutes directly to reducing the demand roriilleqal

deugs in tvo vaye: |

o by discouraging use through the threat of apprehension and,
punishment, and : !

o by directing substance-dependent individuals vho enter the criminal
justice system to undertake and conplotp treathent programs.

" The remainder of the suppiy reduction effort comtributes to rodu#ing drug
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use only if it can reduce the avajlability of illegal drugs -- that ig,
make them more difficult to obtair, more costly, and less pure.

4. ve must have a pational, not just a Federal amti-drug effort. Any
naticnal drug control etfort that fails to energize and support State and
local cfficials, the private seclor, families, religioss institutionms, and
community initiatives, 18 unlikely to get the job done. Part of the fight
involves Fedwral resources expended by Federal authorities, but an even
bigger part of the figh*t invoives Pederal, State. local. and non-
governmental resocurces expended by communities., neighdorhoods. schoals,
workplaces, and iadividuale.

In resporse to the National Drug Control Strategy, more maney, attertion,
thinking. research, legislative and government action., cooperative affort, and
personnel were applied to the drug problem than at any time im our histery.
-More citizens mobilized in their comrunities to battle drugs. Mors gschools
implemented drug prevantion programs. More drug uaers were able to cbtain
treatment. And efforts to arrest traffickers, eradicate domestic druq crops,
and intaerdict incoming druge vere intensified.

Presidant Bush bolstered the National Drug Control 5trategy by seeking
unprecedented increases in Federal funding for virtually every facet of the
war oo drugs. His first budget alone prcposed a 40 percent increase in
funding for drug conmtrol programe. During the Bush Admzn;stratxon. funding
for drug programs increased by nearly 89 percent to $11.9 billion nn FY 1993,
Funding for domestic lav enforcement grew by 90 percent, for international
cooperation and interdiction by 38 percent, and for demand reduction by $9
percent since FY 1989, The Bush Administration proujected a budget of $113.4
blllion, an 11 percent increase over the FY 1993 appropriation, to support the
Natiomal Drug Control Strategy in FY 1994, ,

From the first to the fourth and last National Drug Control StratOQy A number
of initiatives vere launched, inciuding:

o Creation of a $100 million per year grant program to help conqunities
mobilize against drugs. :

¢ Increased funding for drug prevention in public housing conmunities from
58 million in FY 1989 to $17% aillion in FY 1993. |

o Funding requests that would have doudled Federal funding for achool
syestems ravaged by drugs and drug-related crime. |

o Doubled funding for drug treatment services and research. and proposed
and signed into lav legislation that improves state strategic planning

for drug treatment aystems. ’

o Initiated the dovolop-ont of model drug ttaataont protocols and atandards
of care for treatment providers. i

o FPioneered multi-nodality drug treatment campuses and experilaﬂtal

programe integrating drug treatment at Job Corps training cantrrl.

3 l



o Expanded funding and encouragement for community policing approaches by
local lav enforcement,

o Increaesed the use of asignificant elements of the U.6. Armed Forces in the
tight againat illegal druge.

¢ Expended cooperative programs with Colombia, Mexico. Bolivia, Peru, and
other source and tremsi‘ countries.

o Increased the use of boot camps and other alternative sanctiens for drug
offenders.

0 Greatly lncreased the eradication of domestically-grown marijuana crops.

There is always a temptatlion T0 assess progresa or failure in the tight
againet 4rugs by whatever happens to be the latest piece of good or bad news.
But a strateqy designed to fight a national drug problem requires a more
systematic evaluation of its progress. It requires that ve look beyond vivid
anecdotal reportsa or piecemeal statistical data such as the number of arrests,
the amount of seizures, or the number of people treated. This information is
important, but as noted above, the only real gauge of how we are doing is the
number of Americans using drugs. _

Against this bench mark there has been significant progress. The number of
current users of drugs (that is, persoms reporting use of an illicit drug
during the past month) declined steadily in the 1980's and comtinued to
decline in the 1990's. Indeed, the number of curreat drug users is nov balf
that in 1975. Since 1988, the number of Americans vho reported noipg cocaine
vithin the past month is down by 45 percent. Since 1985, it bas declined by
almost 80 percent. As impressive as these statistics are, declimes in
adolescent 4drug use are evan mora imprasgive. The aumber of adolescents who
€ge cocaine on a current basis bas declined by 76 percent since 1988, and by
86 porcont since 1988. Adolescent drug use is nov at tha lovest level since
national data colloction began in 1978. i

Behind these statistics ie a sea change in Americans' attitudes towvard drug
use. For years ve equivocated over vhether drugs vere bad or simply a
lifeatyle choice. A Time magagine cover from the early 1980's portrayed
cocaine as the contemporary equivalent to the martimi, and a number of States
decriminalized the use of marijuana. Our national leaders did not speak about
the drug problem, nor unite the Nation in an effective course of aétion
against it.
But through the leadership of President Bush, President and Mrs. Reagan, key
Democratic and Republican Members ot Congress, the Partnership for a Drug-Free
America, and many others -- and after many lives vere lost or ruimed -- the
Nation finally made up its mind, ¥e've come to understand that drug use not
orly is dangerous, 1t is vrong, and that drug use makes bad parents
unreliable co-workers, poor students, and erratic citizems. .

The 1992 data show, as expected, there are two distinct fronts 1o the war on
drugs. The National Drug Control Btrategy vas designed to curtail the spread
4 |



0! drug use by dramatically reducing casual use -- the vector by which this
pathology spreads. Recent data confirm that ve have been success’ Yl beyond
expectation on this front --- and reveals hov vrong the critics and legalizers
vere. Hard-core addicted users -- those on the second front -- now prebably
constitute over 5C percent of al: current drug users. Bince they are more
resistant to conventional antl-drug use measures than casual users, prcgress
in this area will be difficult. Despite a doubling of Federal treatment
funding since 1388. the available evidence irdicates the addict population has
not d2c¢lined.

SUPPLY REDUCTION, INTERDICTION, AND DRUG USE

Your area of interest today is the interdiction and internatiomal portion of
what is usually called our supply reduction effort. Interdiction attacks the
supply networks that link dcomestic and international trafficking operations.
Interdiction also complements investigative efforts. Post seizore analysis
can determine the source of the narcotics and heip initiate succesatul
investigationa of trafficking organizations. Also, controlled deliveries and
intormant developmant can lead to the trafficking kingpins and their money
laundarers. ;

ir general, our ipterdiccion efforts create numerous problems for éraffickorn:

|
o Geizing large amounte of drugs from mid- and lowver-level traffickers has
a direct impact on the profitability of their operations, and may even
cause them to go out of business. Iaterdicting druge consigned to lower-
level dealers creates migtrust vithin the trafficking chain of;
distribution and makes the supply of drugs to their customers errcatic ard
unreliable.

© At higher levels, trafficking organlzations can absorb greater!losses
trom interdiction geizures as part ot their operating cost. Al theae
levels, a particular interdiction success is more of a nuisance to drug
tratficking organizations than a threat to their existence. However,
even here interdiction creates uncertainty, increases the cost! of. doing
tueiness, and raises the chance of getting caught and puniahed“ It
interdiction efforts are sugtained over iong periods of time, the
accumulated losses and increaged difficulty of doing busirness begin to
affect even high level traffickers. ‘

o From an investigative standpoint, individual interdiction efforts that
lead to the seizure of drugs at our ports of emtry provide lav
enforcement vith the necessary physical evidence to prosecute high- level
domestic and foreign traffickers. Such prosecutions eliminate
traffickers and their agente and support our goal of disrupting
tratficking operations and dismantling the organizations that control
then. |

Perhaps of greatest significance overall, interdiction efforts prevent
gsubstantial quantities of drugs from reaching our atreets. The chart below
ghovs, the hundreds of tons of illegal 4drugs stopped from reaching our
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compunities by Federal agencies working at or near cur bordars -- it does not
include even greater seizures made abroad in a cooperative effort with our
allies. Some of your ather vitnesses may be able to provide more detsiled and
cirrent data 1o this regard.

. FEDERAL-VIDE DEG SEIZRE SYSTEM*

(in Idlograms)
FY 1990 FY 1991 FY 1992
HEROIN 815 1,374 1,121
COUAINE 107,300 109,500 137,800
MARIJUANA 127,460 307,845 - 354,994

* FDBS contains information about drug seizures made within the jurisdiction of the United Gtates
by the DEA, FBI, Custams, a5 well as maritime seizures by the Coast Guard. Drug seizures made by
other Federnl agencies are included in the FIEE vhen custody of the drug evidence was transferved
to ane of the four agencies ahove. Hence, FDEG statistics veflect the ccmbined Federel drug
seizure effort.

TEE ANDEAN STRATEOY

our loternational drug war exis:ce (0 reduce the availability of drugs here at
howe. The Andean 5trategy, as 1t 18 xnown, has three crucial objectives:
attack the major cocaine trarticking organizations headquartered in Colombia,
disrupt the main transit routes (air, river, and road) of the cocaine trade,
and establish sufficient enforcement presence in Key coca growing areas in
Peru and Bolivia to sustain a pajor reduction in the sale and processing of
the coca leaf and thereby substantially reduce the incentives for illicit coca
farming. To this source country effort was joined a partnership with Central
American and Caribbean natioms, vith particular emphasis on Mexico, to attack
secondary drug production areas and attack cocaine shipments from the Andes to
the U.5, '

¥hat happened? Colombia mounted and sustained (against all predictions) a
canpaign to put the Medellin Cartel out of business. There vere some ups and
dovne -- the escape Of Pablo Escobar being the vorst setback -- but the
Medellin Cartel, generally described as the most poverful criminal
organization in the vorld in 1988, has been almost complately destroyed. The
courts and crimimal justice system is rebuilding after assasainations on a
wide ascale by the cartels, attacks on the Cali Cartel were launched for the
first time, and greater resources vere deployed against the air traffic that
is the tramsportation backbone of the cocaine industry. No nation can attack
the cogaine trade's senior and key management as Colombia can, and as it has.
Its peak pressure on the Medellin leadership in late 1989 and early 199C
rosulted in sharply reduced socaine availability in the U.S. -- and a
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corresponding decline ir cocaine use and in deaths and emergency room
admigeions related tc cocaine use.

Bolivian enforcement efforts over the laat four years have gone from
incensequential destruction of emall coca-farmer leaf processing pits to a
sustained digruption of trafficker operations throughout the Chapare. Major
Boliviar t=afficking organizations have been identified and apprehended, and
towns previous:y used by tratfickers as free operating areas have been raided
and brought under goverameat control. Aa much as a 50 percent disruption in
the flov of coca products out of Belivia may have occurred last year, vith
reports of Colombians arriving to recoma:truct damaged Bolivian cperations,
Corruption and weak political commitment have required constant attention, but
have heen managed in almost all cases. According to the World Bank, the
coca/cocaine trade in Bolivia has dropped from 26 percent of Gross Domestic
Product im 1387 to only 2 percent in recent years. !

In contrast, Peru's pertormance, by any s:tandard tas been disappointing.
Corruption, an attack om a VU.S. military aircraft on a drug surveillance
mission (killing one crev member and seversly injuring another) by the
Peruvian air force, and President Fujimori‘s inability to place subordinates
in charge of tashioning and carrying out anti-drug programs, have all hart
resultas.

Nonetheless, even in Peru, gsome progress vas made. The police acd tie army
have conducted numerous operations in coordination -- something that many did
not believe possible just a few years ago. At various times, trafiicker air
flights have been disrupted by Peruvian air force patrols, forcedowns, and
even shootdovns. And government authority has been extended to airfields
previously under the control of the traffickers. President Fujimori, can do
more. The U.5. has not and is not ¢iving him a choice: cut the cocaine flov
ar we will stop all our aid, trade, and support for Peru. It is time to Dbe
more forceful vith Peru. ‘

|
Thke U.S. has led the creation of anti-drug initiatives throughout the vorld,
but none have grown more than our drug control partnership with Mexico.
Mexico was the largest producer of opiun in this hemisphere and the largest
nroducer of marijuana in the world., in 1989. Since then Mexico has cut its
harvestable poppy production by 50 perceat, and its estimated marijuana
production by more thaz tvo-thirds. |
Of even greater importance Mexico seized almost 40 metric tons of cocaine last
yoar -- second only to the U.S. im worldvide seizures -- and rouqh}y
equivalent to 10-15 percent of estimated U.8. consumption. ;
In 1992, Mexico also arrested the heads of some of the largest tra ficking
groups knovm to operate within its borders, including a senior memder of the
Medellin cartel. Aud, the Salinas Administration has taken some of the most
extensive anti-corruption measures ever seen. Last year 270 police personnel
vere referred for prosecution on charges of corruption, abuse of authority,
and drug-related crimes. The year before, 3,000 Mexican Customs Police vere
fired. Yes, corruption is still a problem, but Mexican drug enforcement has
"{improved dramatically.



DRUG AVAILABILITY

As I noted at the beginning of this testimony, aside from the two aspects of
our supply reduction efforts that contribute directly to reducing demand;
supply reducticn activities must be judged in terms of their coat
effectiveness ir diminishing the avallability of illegal drugs. 8o what do we
knov about treads in the availability of illegal drugs?

Availability estimates have peen produced every year by the U.§. Government in
twvo formats:

0 Thue International Narcotics Comtrol Strategy Report {INCSR), required by
the Foreign Aassistance Act, has been produced annually by the Department
0! State in conaultation with U.§. Embagsles, DEA, DOD, CIA, ONDCP, as
well a8 other offices and agencies of the U.S. Government. The INCSR
addresses the major source and transit country gituations &s they relate
to cultivation, production, and transit of drugs.

o The National Narcotics Intelligence Consumers Committee (NNICC), an
eleven-agency group chaired by DEA, has praduced an annual report that
addresses the availadbility of drugs in the United States.

Thege tvo assessment reports have beexr fully revieved by the primary drug lav
enforcement, treatment, and interdiction agencies to develop a unified
judoment within the U.S. Government community using the best information and
analysis. In additiom. for cocaine, a private-sector research firm has
produced the best existing model of availability and use. relying on all
current ugse data and the cocaine supply data noted above.

A primary element in producing astimates of the amounts of drugs antaring the
United States iz the assessmont of the quantitles of drugs produced overgeas
and availabla for export. Both the coca and opium production estimates have
reflectad maximum production possible with limited information to account for
variatiocs in crop yields and loee¢ factors froa cultivation through final
proceesing. Studies are well under vay to define more precisely coca and
cocaine processing losses caused by factors including: weather, discase,
insects, leaf harvesting and drying inetticiencies, vaste, apoilage,
eradication, local comsumption, conversion losses, local consumption and
seizures. As these factors are defined, they should be included in the
production estimate methodology to provide a more accurate picture of
available cocaine., Studies are also undervay to size opium cultivation in nev
areas and more accurately estimate opius yields.

Figures on drug seizures canmot be taken as direct evidence of the amount of
drugs entering the United 5tates, because the percentage of drugs that evades
geizure is generally not known. There vas a time vhen the prevailing view vas
that seizures alvays represented 10 percent of the total amount of illegal
drugs shipped and the more that was seized the more the total estimated flow

" was said to increase. Ve still hear such Ddageless pseudo-analysis fron time
to time by would-be drug experts. Im fact, bigher seizures may reflect better
intelligence, improved interdiction techniques, increased interdiction
resources, and luck. They do not necessarily imply commensurately increasing



amounts ot 4rugs actually entering the United States.

Illicit drug price and purity are some of the beat current indicators of drug
availability in the United States. Vhen an lllegal drug's availability
decreases, its purity declines and its price riseg, Rowever, price and puri'y
reflect the interaction of supply and demand. As demand falls (as it has in
terms of the number of users of most illegal drugs in recent yeare), supply
reductions have tc exceed demand declines to reduce availability. Ve also
know that increased prices for illegal drugs (as with other products) tends to
diminisn consumption and traffickers may t:-v to reduce purity as means of
keeping prices low when supply fails to keep pace with demand.

S0 wvhat do ve know about the trends in availability for the most dénqerous
drugs we have aought to comtrol?

Heroin

Worldwide opium production remains near its historic high over the past decade
or more (although it bas been balow the aciual 1989 peak). Heroin in the U.S
has generally increased in purity and decreased ip price in recent: yvears. The
volume consumed in this country remains small -- in the tens of metric tons,
and totalling approximately seven percent of world opium production. There
may be some increase in U.S. heroin consumption. We do not have indications
of an epidemic, and most nev users of haeroin aeem to be c¢oming froa the pool
of older. heavy cocaine users, but there are signs of increased avallabxllty
and increagsed uase. i
1
in my vievw ve do not yet have an effective means of marshalling intelligence
and attacking the domestic heroin trafticking organizations in a manmer bdroad
enough to disrupt supply nationally. lacreased heroin seizures have not kept
pace with estimated increases in supply. Iaternatiomal cooperation may offer
some opportunities, but given the scope of the problem internationally and the
political situation in the major preducing countries, particularly Burma, 1
believe the most realistic means of attacking supply is to focus on domestic
heroin tratficking organizations. In that regard, the key to any heroin
supply, or demand reduction effort, is the New York City lotropolxten area
vhere consumption 18 most heavily concenmtratsd.

Rarijuana

Marijuana is a supply reduction success story. Through aggressive
interdiction, greatly expanded Mexican eradication eftorts, and our own
extensive domestic eradication program, marijuana prices have rigen sharply.
In the last couple of years, in many places, the cost of marijuana by veight
has exceeded gold. This decline in availability has been parallelled by a
decline in use.

Indoor cultivation efforts in this country and greater smuggling from abroad
are a growing trafficker response. DEA has sought to target “indoor grows"
and it remains to be geen if this and other aspects of this domclttc and
foreign success story vill be sustained. The price remains high, but has
dropped a bit recently.



cocaine

After rising rapidly in the 1980's coca cultivation seems 0 have peaked in
1990 and declined slightly, with estimated potential cocaine producticn
peaking inm 1991.

Cccaine seizures voriiwide have grown steadily from approximately 200 metric
tona {n 1989 to vell over 300 metri: tons for :992. Seizures at or near the
U.8. border were roughly 1CC metric tons for 1989, 1990, and 1991. They
increased to roughly 140 metric tons in 1992,

But the real grovwth in seizures has been the result of our partnership with
source and transit countries in La-in America. In particular. ve and our
alilea are exploiting the ai1r interdiction vulnerabilities of traffickers
throughout the hemisphere. Seizures of cacaine in Latin America have grown
froe 57 metric toma in 1988 to over 200 metric tons in 1991 and over 180
metric tons in 1992. This means that, depending upon the analy:iz model uged.
batvean 10 and 50 percant of estimated potential cccaine prodaction ig now
gtopped betweaen source countries and the U.§. Or put another vay, the beat
analyeis prosontly available indicates that lees than half the potential
cocaine production, now reaches the U.S.

Let me quickly add thres pointa:

o the estimates are imprecise and no lav enforcement or national security
official I have ever served with would claim otherwiae;

0 even vith a substantial decline in the supply of cocaine reachinq the
U.8., there is stiil enough reacbing our shores to pose i serious
problem; and

0 the most sobering lesson this data offers, may be how much mozB ~ocaine -
- cheaper and purer -- could be on our streets.

'Ags I noted earlier, current cocaine use has dropped by almost 80 percent gince
1ts peak tn 1985. Prices generally fell and purity increased through 1988.

In 1989 and 1990 purity dropped and prices rose. Cocaine prices ramained
-relatively stable at the wholesale and retail levels during 199i. Wholesale
and retail cocaine purity levels, hovever, imcreased significantly Fn 1991.

0 Wholesale (KG) cocaine prices nationwide increased 13 percent since 1988;
retail prices have increased 23.5 percent over the same period. (Table 1)

|
0 Average wholesale purity has remained relatively constant -- from 90

percent in 1988 to 87 percent in 1991. At the retail or gram lavel,
cocaine purity decreased from 70 percent to 59 percant in 1991’ (Table 2)
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TAHE [: AVERAKE QOCADE PRICES
(in dollars per pure gram)

oY Rilogres | omce Gram
1987 12,200-40,000 800~1,200 30-120
1968 11,000-34,000  500-1,200 50-120
1989 11,000-3%,000 450-2,500 18-125
1990 11, 000-40, 000 500-2,500 35178
1961 1,000-40, 000 400-2,%00 36-178

Source: DEA Illegal Drug Price/Purity Report, March 1991, January 1992, and April 1993.

TAHE 2: COO\DE ARITY

(by percent)

(4 Kilogram Ounoe Grem ’
1587 & 78 s

1988 % 8 7

1989 87 ™ &

19% % 5 54

1991 % 7 )

Source: DEA [Llegal Drug Prige/Purity Report, March 1991, Jamary 1992, and April 1?92.

DEA data for the first three quarters of 1992 shov roughly stable pfices from
1991 at the kilogram, ounce, and gram quantities, but declining pur;ty:

¢ at the kilogram level from 85 percent, to 83 percent, to 81 percent for
the three quarters, respectively; :

o at the ounce level from 77 perceant, to 72 percent, to €9 perce*t' and
o at the gram level from §9 percent. to 64 percent, to 53 porcent

You will note that the third-quarter 1992 purity ia iowver at each lével than
any previous yearly average in table 2.
L §. has

' Taken tcgether, this data suggest that cocaine availability in the

declined betveen 1989 and 1992. with a slight increase between 1990 and 1991,
batore declining to the lovest level of the period in 1992. Most importantly,
theae declinea in the supply of cocaine directly parallel the pattera of
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cocaine ise. The same relaticnship seems to exiat in regard to marijuana and
the inverse (i.e., increased availability and imcreaged uge) vith heroin.

Cartainly these data do not allow us to jamp to the canclusion that supply
reductions caused demand reductions. The data are frustratingly limited and
must ipclude significant areas cf approximation where we all would like
Frecigion. Some of this data is subject t5 vevision and some of vour ather
witnesses may have such revisjons, based upon further analysis. But I helieve
it 1s reasonable and prudent to note that -- as limited and as imperfect as
the data are —- the successes cf our supply reduction efforts not only nave
been real, they seem to be associated vith reductiors in current drug use.

CONCLUSION

Casual drug use has dropped dramatically, dut hard core 4Arug use has not.
¥ith this backdrop, the Administration and 1T8 nev Drug Czar have baeen called
upon to take money out of drug interdiction and internationai anti-drig
programsé and put 1t into treathent. Interdiction is a costly failure, many
nov say, and the money can be better spent treating addicts.

This arqument is hardly newv, of course. I heard the same advice vhile serving
in the White House Drug Czar's cffice during the Busk Administration. Indeed,
nore and better treatment is needed -- that's why Federal treatmeat spending
doubled during the last four years. But, those who argue that we should pay
for more drug treatment by taking dollars away from drug interdiction ignore
the essential fact that ve cannot substantially reduce drug use -- with or
vithout more treatment -- unless the supply of drugs is controlled.

It used to be common sense that drug use wouldn't decline so long as drugs
vere plentiful and cheap. Indeed. proponents of gun control make much the
same arcument with respect to urban violence. And. making cigarettes _
difficult and more expensive to obtain has long been a staple of the anti-
smoking crusade. Interdiction is one vay, and in some cages the only way. to
reduce the availability of illegal drugs.

There i even evidence interdiotion wvorks. For the past two years,
interdiction and international supply reduction removed about a third of the
total potential world production of cocaine -- an amount roughly equal to
total estimated U.8. consumption. During 1989-1990 it forced aetreet prices up
significantly; use vent dovn, as did cocaine-crelated hospital emergency room
admissions and deaths. 1In addition, tor the last several years, marijuana
interdiction and eradication efforts have driven the street price tp the level
of gold by weight -- and cut use over 60 percent since 1588.

50 why are critics calling for ao end to interdiction and international
programs? Becauge they assume supply reductiom is peripheral to reducing hard
core drug usa. With hard core use still a problea, it seems easy to call for
a shift of interdictioa dollars to dollars for more treatment olotar

But these proposals are superficial and dead vrong. Hard core users are more
-- not less -- price semsitive than casual users. Casual users buy’
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infrequently and can afford to pay much mcre than heavy userg. Heavy users
spend essentially all their momey on druge. V¥hem prices ¢go up, they must use
less cocaine. Often, they then encounter the difficulties of vithdrawal. The
result ia fever deaths and a poverful inceantive (oecond only. perhaps, to the
threat of incarceration) to enter treatment.

Wnile an effective interdiction program is critical to any credible national
drug control strategy, current interdiction programs do mot produce what they
could. That is because they are allowed to be only half measures at best.

For example, the Defense Department receives the single largest share of
Federal interdiction funds. Yet, DoD sees its role as strictly subordinate to
that of the numerous law enforcement agencies engaged im tracking and
arresting traffickers -- and lav enforcement agencies seek to kesp it that wa
. when behaving bureaucratically. We have come as rar as we can with '
interdiction by bureaucratic consensus -- and it's not far enocugh.

Throwing our borders open to drugs is an extremely dangsrous course. So, how
about a real debate vith options that would make a real difference? How
about some real national leadership to protect the young, inrer-city lives
that are most at risk today? Here are three examples:

1) The cheapest and fastest way to reduce cocaine availability on our streets
is to stop the emall aircraft that trangport it north from South America. It
iz nov possible to gort and track these aircraft vith a high degree of
accuracy. We should deploy additional resources to detect, turn back, force
dovn, and if necessary, shoot dovn such aircraft. Stopping these flights
vould dramatically -- and immediately -- cut the cocaine flov.

2) Assign DoD responeibility for directing all interdiction operations. And,
make it clear that its mission is not merely to assist lav enforcement
agencies, but the broader task of substantially disrupting the flow of cocaine
into this country. To do this, law enforcoment interdiction needs to be
subordinate to the DoD-led mission of cutting the flow, not the other way

around.

3) Beef up assistance to Latin America. Although it is difficult to work
wvith foreign partners at times, anti-drug efforta by these countries are cheap
and cost-effective. Latin America receives approximately four percemt of
Federal anti-drug spending, yet it accounts tor two-thirds of the cocaine
seizures, and virtually all the kingpin apprehensions.

Interdiction is a poverful weapon, thosi-serious about fighting the scourge of
drugs vill uge it -- aggressively.

Thank you for this opportunity tc contridute to the record and I will be happy
to anever questions.
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BRIAN EDWARD SHERIDAN
DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
FOR
DRUG ENFORCEMENT POLICY AND SUPPORT

Brian Edward Sheridan was appointed Deputy Assistant Secretary of
Defense on June 23, 1993. He serves as the primary staff advisor
to the Department of Defense Coordinator for Drug Enforcement
Policy and Support, on matters relating to interagency coordi-
nation of actions to implement the President’s National Drug
Control Strategy, the preparation of the counterdrug program and
budget for the Department of Defense, and on such other matters
as may be assigned by the Coordinator.

Mr. Sheridan was born in 1960 4= _
educated in public schools in;}-« . He received a
Bachelor of Arts degree in Political Sciénce from Boston College
in 1982, and then a Masters of Science in Foreign Service degree
from the Graduate School of Foreilgn Service, Georgetown Univer-
sity, in 1985. 1In 1991, Mr. Sheridan received a Masters in
Business Administration from the University of Chicago.

Mr. Sheridan served from 1991 to 1992 as an Advanced Staff
Consultant with Frank Lynn and Assoclates, an international
marketing consultant firm. From 1985 to 1989, Mr. Sheridan
served as an Intelligence Officer and Political-Military Analyst
with the Central Intelligence Agency.

Mr. Sheridan is married to the former Anne Welch of Rochester,
New York. He has a son, Connor.

June 1993
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The foundation of the Defense program, the National Drug
Control Strategy, is currently under review by the Administration
and new guidance and direction is expected later this year. Once
this guidance is received, we will review its impact on

Department of Defense missions, and implementation plans will be

readdressed as necessary.

Overall Progress in the Counterdrug Programs

To appreciate the progress that has been made by the
Department of Defense in the performance of the counterdrug
missions that have been assigned to it since the Fall of 1988, it
is only necessary to ccmpare the condition of its several
counterdrug programs today, with the condition of those programs
only a very few years ago.

As recently as FY 1989, the counterdrug budget of the

Department was $380.3 million. 1In the fiscal year that ended on

September 30, 1992, that budget was approximately $1.247

billion. Since 1989, the detection and monitoring effort has
increased almost five-£fold. Since 1990, the tempo of

counterdrug operations, measured by level of effort, has grown by
more than 250 percent. The number of missions performed by
Forces Command in support of domestic law enforcement has
increased 1,110 percent. The Atlantic Command’s flying hour
program has risen by 32 percent and its ship steaming days have

increased by 68 percent. The number of support missions



conducted by the Southern Command has increased from 71 in 1990,
to 89 in 1991, and SS9 in 1992.

Budget figures and level of effort data, however, do not
begin to tell the stery. A more accurate understanding of the
degree to which the Department has performed its counterdrug

missions can be obtained from an examination of each mission.

Attacking the Flow of Drugs at the Source

The Andean Ridge region continues to be the primary source
of cocaine consumed in the United States. At the request of U.S.
ambassadors, and in coordination with U.S. law enforcement
agencies which have counterdrug responsibilities, DoD has
assisted the Andean Ridge ccuntries by training host nation
forces to fight drug traffickers within their respective
countries. Since 1989, the Department has provided well over
$200 million in training, equipment, and operational planning
support to the Andean Ridge host nation forces.

The DoD involvement in the counterdrug efforts in the source
countries has, of course, been limited to a support role.
Military personnel provide operational support and human rights
training for host-nation forces, but no DoD personnel accompany
host nation forces during actual operations. The training and
equipment that have been provided to host-nation forces (both

police and military) have led to numerous successes in Colombia,

Bolivia and Peru.



Because narcotraffickers éo not respect the borders of

sovereign nations, DoD has recently assisted in the coordinatiocn

of plans for regional operations. Such operations have promoted
cooperation among Ancdean nations and have demonstrated the air
interdiction concept as an effective means of disrupting the flow
of cocaine. Future activities will continue to emphasize joint
ané combined operations, and will seek to incorporate counterdrug

activities of all cooperating nations in the region affected.

Attacking the Flow of Drugs in Transit

Since 1989, the Department has continued to improve its
detection and monitoring of suspect narcotics-trafficking
aircraft and maritime vessels in the transit zone, while
supporting the interdiction efforts of law enforcement agencies
within cooperating host nations and at our own borders. These
efforts involve the close integration of a wide range of fixed
and mobile DoD assets including U.S. Navy ships, airborne early
warning aircraft, land- and ocean-based aerostats, ground-based
radars, and other sensors and platforms.

Tn addition, the Department continues to enhance its near
real-time capability both to gather intelligence and to
disseminate it to drug law enforcement agencies (DLEAs). 1In
1989, the law enforcement agencies and the Department of Defense
had very little experience working together and did not

effectively and jointly plan counterdrug operations. Each agency



essentially produced its own intelligence estimates and threat
assessments. Today, the majority of operations are closely and
effectively coordinated, and semiannual interagency counterdrug

intelligence assessments are available to all participants. The
Department of Defense also hosts the quarterly National
Counterdrug Planning Conference, and the counterdrug Commanders-
in-Chief host similar regiocnal planning conferences to ensure

better cooperation, inter-operability, and communications, and to

reduce redundancy and duplication of effort.

Attacking the Distribution and Use of Illegal Drugs in the

United States
The support provided by the National Guard to the individual

states and territories has also increased significantly during
each of the last three years. All fifty-four states and
territories have aggressive counterdrug programs that support the
eradication of marijuana and provide either surface or aerial

reconnaissance, surveillance, and transportation support to law

enforcement agencies.

The number of National Guard mandays that have been
dedicated to counterdrug support for law enforcement has more
than doubled since 1990, breaking the one million mark in 1992.
The number of containers that have been inspected by National

Guard personnel at ports of entry in support of the U.S. Customs

Service has, for example, increased by more than 79% during the

same period.



Demand Reductiom

Independent of our extensive program of support to drug law
enforcement agencies, the Department of Defense has maintained a
highly effective program for combatting the Illegal use of drugs
among military members, their families, and Cefense contractors.
DoD has long been committed to enforcing restrictions on the
illegal use of drugs through periodic random testing of military
and certain civilian employees; prevention ecucaction for ail boD
communities; and the requirement that all DoD contractors working
in areas of national security, public health and safety institute
a program for achievirng a drug-£free workforce.

Throughout the decade of the 1980s, and as recently
reflected during the 1992 Worldwide Survey of Substance Abuse and
Health Behaviors Among Military Personnel, DoD has developed what
is essentially a drug-free uniformed military force. The 1992
confidential survey, the fifth conducted since 1580, assessed
through a self-report questionnaire the extent of drug abuse
among members of the Armed Forces. Chart 1 displays the trend in
reported drug use over the thirty day period prior to the survey.
Reported drug use is at an all time low of 3.4% among service men
and women world-wide. This represents an 88% reduction in

reported drug use since 1980. The Department’'s aggressive

encouragement and management of demand reduction efforts are

clearly producing positive results.



The FY93 Defense Authorization Act directs the Defense

Department to establish a pilot outreach program to reduce the

demand for illegal drugs. The program involves military members,

both Active duty and Reserve, and focusses on inner-city youth in

particular. Each of the Services and the National Guard Bureau

were asked to nominate proposed programs for inclusion in this
study. From among the many worthwhile nominations, twelve

were selected as pilot programs. The outreach program

programs
has been designed to take advantage of the enormous dispersal of
military facilities and personnel throughout the United States.
A report on the pilot program is due to the Congress in October,
1594.

Progress in the Unified and Specific Commands

The Commanders in Chief of the Atlantic (LANTCCM), Pacific
(PACOM), North American Aerospace Defense (NORAD), Southern
(SOUTECOM), and Forces (FORSCOM) Commands have executed their

respective counterdrug missions under detailed plans approved by

the Secretary of Defense. To facilitate effective command and

control, three fully operational joint task forces (JTFs) have

been dedicated to DoD’s counterdrug mission: JTF-4 in Key West,

Florida; JTF-5 in Alameda, California; and JTF-6 in El Paso,

Texas. LANTCOM has deployed a Caribbean counterdrug task group,

with appropriate planes and ships, to further enhance the DoD

detection and monitoring mission in the Caribbean Basin. NORAD



has incorporated internal awareness and execution of its

counterdrug detection and monitoring mission within the scope of
its air sovereignty responsibilities. To tkhat end, the NORAD
"steady state" sensor and tactical response networks have been
augmented with surge cperations by mobile forces coordinated
through FORSCOM and DLEAs to combat drug trafficking into the
North American continent.

Now more than ever, law enforcement agencies and DoD assets
rhe Caribpean are engaged in the planning and execution oI
counterdrug operations as a single, integrated team. LANTCOM has
improved its coordination with host-nation law enforcement
agencies. This improved coordination among allied naval units
has enhanced LANTCOM’'s ability to detect and monitor suspect
traffic throughout the Caribbean. LANTCOM continues its efforts
to detect and monitor suspect activities with the most efficient
mix of collection assets. Projects have included the expansion
0f the Caribbean Basin Radar Network, continued progress toward a
wicde area surveillance system and the improvement of available
sensing assets.

PACOM’s strategy for combatting the production and
trafficking of illegal drugs employs a two-tier warfighting
command and control strategy through the employment of a joint
task force. This task force, JTF-5, is PACOM's supported command
for all counterdrug operations. Through JTF-5, PACOM conducts

operations based on intelligence to detect and monitor both air

and maritime narcotraffickers; provides air and maritime support



to LANTCOM; and provides support to DLEAs, including
transportation, maritime support, and aerial surveillance. PACOM
also provides support, with personnel and equipment, to FORSCOM

and NORAD for their counterdrug operations along the southwest

border. Additionally, PACOM has conducted several counterdrug

training missions in host nations in the Pacific.
FORSCOM has consistently increased its level of support to

DLEAs throughout the continental United States and Mexico. In

the first year of its existence, FORSCCM's erdrug

headquarters for the southwest border, JTF-§6, conducted only 38

missions in support of law enforcement. Having continually

refined its outstanding relationship with Operation ALLIANCE,
JTF-6 conducted over 408 operational missions in support of

ALLIANCE during FY 1992. This represents a 76% increase over FY

1991, and almost eleven times the level of 1989. Support
missions include ground and aerial reconnaissance, deterrence
operations, air and ground transport operations, and engineering
projects. Operational support has also increased in the
Continental U.S. Army (CONUSA) regions. The CONUSAs now provide
the same type support as JTF-6 and conducted a total of 100
operations, a 35 per cent increase over FY 1991.

NORAD has continued to refine its methods for carrying out

detection and monitoring activities. NORAD has concentrated its

resources in high intensity drug trafficking areas and in
providing support to drug enforcement surge operations. These

operations include both airborne and ground radar assets targeted



against suspected transit routes. Additionally, direct

communications and data sharing are occurring between NORAD, the

Federal Aviation Administration, and the U.S. Customs Service to

obtain timely identification of routine legitimate traffic and to

facilicate rapid response to suspicious flights. The land-based

tethered aerostats along the southwest border are now fully
integrated into NORAD operations. NORAD continues to explore and
develop wide area surveillance capabilities with the Over-the-
Yorizon-Rackscatter (OTE-R) radar and Airborne Warning and
Control System (AWACS) aircraft.

SOUTHCOM has provided a wide variety of support to the Latin
American nations engaged in counterdrug efforts. SOUTHCOM
provides Tactical Analysis Teams (TATs) which operate from
embassies to provicde timely intelligence fusion and

numerous
analysis in support of ambassadoers and their country teams, as
well as support £or host-nation counterdrug operations.
Additionally, in Central America, the Regional Counterdrug
Analysis Team provides support to DLEAs throughout the region.
The training of host-nation counterdrug forces has grown at
a rapid pace throughout the theater with special emphasis on the
Andean Ridge countries, especially Colombia. Mobile Training
Teams (MTTs) are providing important training in light infantry
tactics, riverine operations, maintenance and logistics, and
aviation skills. This training has focused on increasing the
skills required to use and maintain the equipment being provided

to Latin American counterdrug forces through the Foreign Military
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Sales, Excess Defense Articles, and 506(a) (2) drawdown programs.

Communications Integration

When the Department of Defense became significantly involved
in counterdrug support in 1989, communications interoperability

among law enforcement agencies and between DoD and those agencies

was almost non-existent. As a result of a four year effort and

the expenditure of more than $160 million in DoD funds, there now
exists a highly effective, secure, long-haul communications
system that links 123 nodes at 56 locations of federal law
enforcement and the Department of Defense. The Department has

also provided significant additional assistance in the form of

data base establishment and management, and data systems design

and installation.

Research and Development

DoD’s research, development, test, and evaluation (RDT&E)
initiatives have supported not only the Department’s counterdrug
mission but also the key RDT&E objectives of the National Drug
Control Strategy. The efforts have been designed to enhance
existing technical and operational capabilities and explore
critically needed future new technologies and in particular,
those with multi-mission applications. The key elements include

emergent and existing technologies to: (1) detect and monitor the
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flow of illegal drugs into the United States; (2) identify
contrapand and automate cargo container inspection; and, (3)
improve the intercperability of communications and information
systems used in counterdrug enforcement, providing for dual
military and law enforcement applications.

Continuing progress has been made by the Advanced Research
Projects Agency in developing technologies to detect contraband

in cargoes entering the couﬁtry that otherwise appear legitimate.

The program will result In the establishment 2f test beds at

several ports of entry.

Additional DoD Support to the Counterdrug Effort

Over the pést four years, the Department of Defense has
established of a number of adéitional programs and activities in
support of the National Drug Control Strategy.

Tn 1989, the Department authorized the assignment of 275
military personnel to federal law enforcement agencies and the
Office of National Drug Control Policy in order to provide
liaison, planning and training support. The agencies have,
without exception, praised the dedication, professionalism, and

significant support provided by these fine men and women of the

Armed Forces.

Regional logistical support offices (RLSOs) located in Long

Beach, California; Miami, Florida; Buffalo, New York; and El

12



Paso, Texas have been operational since August 1830, providing a

wide spectrum of nen-operational support, including formal
training, use of DoD facilities, and loan, lease or transfer of

military equipment. Zxamples of the thousands of pieces of

equipment which have been furnished include ground sensors,

trucks, night vision devices, uniforms, body armor, and radios.

In addition, DoD has approved the transfer of numerous types of

aircraft, weapons, vessels, and armored vehicles for use by

- e om o~ a

federal, state, local ané fcreign agencies.
Military working dog teams have assisted drug law

enforcement agencies with cargo inspections at land, sea, and

aerial ports of entry. In 1992, for example, using a record

4,944 team days in 17 separate operations, 2,705 pounds of
contraband drugs were discovered.

The training that the Department of Defense has provided to
federal, state, local, and foreign érug law enforcement agencies

has varied widely. For example, the Department of the Army has

trained law enforcement officials in foreign language skills,
pilot (fixed-winged and rotor) training, helicopter maintenance,
tactical survival, and bomb detection. The Air Force has
provided training in canine drug detection. The Marine Corps has
provided tfaining in tactics, small arms and riverine operations
in selected South American countries. The Navy has trained law
enforcement officials in riverine operations. The Department has

also trained several hundred personnel from state and local

agencies in the tasks that are required to establish and operate

13



rehabilitation-oriented training camps for first-time drug

offenders.

CONCLUSION

During a period of massive change in both the security and
fiscal environment, which has included the end of the Cold War,

an armed conflict in Panama, a major war in the Persian Gulf, a

1} ]
- e wm

L...L,.syqté

peacetime demands, andé major

[e])

wide range of unan

reductions in the defense budget, the Department of Defense has

aggressively performed its new counterdrug missions. Although
mistakes may have been made as part of the learning process,

they were not the result of a lack of commitment or effort on the

part of DoD personnel.
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2
MR. CHAIRMAN AND MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE, MY NAME IS

JOHN HENSLEY, 1 AM THE ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER, OFFICE OF
ENFORCEMENT, FOR THE U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE. I WOULD LIKE TO THANK
YOU FOR GIVING ME THIS OPPORTUNITY TO DISCUSS FOREIGN INTERDICTION
INITIATIVES AND THEIR KEY ROLE IN OUR INTEGRATED APPROACH TO
COMBATTING THE ILLEGAL DRUG PROBLEM.

LET ME BEGIN BY MAKING A FEW GENERAL COMMENTS ABOUT THE
SIGNIFICANCE OF INTERDICTION IN THE OVERALL SUPPLY REDUCTION
STRATEGY AND WHY THE UNITED STATES CUSTOMS SERVICE FEELS THE
CONTINUATION OF INTERDICTION PROGRAMS IS A NECESSARY FEDERAL
RESPONSIBILITY.

INTERDICTION IS A PRODUCTIVE AND PROVEN CONCEPT. CONSIDER,
N FOR EXAMPLE, THE CUSTOMS PROGRAM TO PREVENT THE ENTRY OF
SMUGGLING AIRCRAFT INTO THE UNITED STATES WHICH HAS REDUCED BY
NEARLY THREE QUARTERS THE NUMBER OF SMUGGLING AIRCRAFT
CROSSING OUR BORDER AND THE COAST GUARD PROGRAM FOR PREVENTING
THE ENTRY OF DRUGS BY VESSEL WHICH HAS HAD TREMENDOUS SUCCESS IN
ADDRESSING THE THREAT OF MOTHERSHIPS OFF OUR COASTS.

THE PROCESSES THAT FORM THE FOUNDATION OF DRUG INTERDICTION
PROGRAMS INCLUDE TECHNOLOGY BASED SYSTEMS, INSPECTION,
INVESTIGATION, AND INTELLIGENCE.

AT THE BORDER, NETWORKED SYSTEMS (AIR, MARITIME, AND LAND)
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INCLUDING TECHNOLOGY, HARDWARE, PERSONNEL, AND COMMAND,

CONTROL, COMMUNICATIONS AND INTELLIGENCE SYSTEMS HAVE BEEN
IMPLEMENTED TO INTERDICT THE DRUG SUPPLY. CLOSELY INTERRELATED
WITH THESE EFFORTS IS THE INVESTIGATIVE PROCESS THAT ATTACKS THE
DRUG SUPPLY AND CONTROLLING CRIMINAL ORGANIZATIONS USING
CONFIDENTIAL INFORMANTS, UNDERCOVER OPERATIONS, WIRETAPS, AND A
VARIETY OF OTHER INVESTIGATIVE TECHNIQUES. THESE INTERRELATED
EFFORTS ALL FORM THE FOUNDATION OF A SUCCESSFUL DRUG
INTERDICTION PROGRAM.

INTERDICTION SERVES MANY PURPOSES. THE INTERDICTION PROCESS
NOT ONLY GUARDS AGAINST NARCOTICS SMUGGLING, BUT ALSO GUARDS
AGAINST ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION, PROTECTS THE ENVIRONMENT, PROTECTS
THE DOMESTIC AGRICULTURAL INDUSTRY, ANb PREVENTS THE. ENTRY. OR
EXIT OF DANGEROUS MATERIALS SUCH AS WEAPONS OR MUNITIONS. THESE
FUNCTIONS ARE PERFORMED SIMULTANEOUSLY WITH THE INTERDICTION OF
ILLICIT DRUGS.

AS PART OF CUSTOMS RESPONSIBILITY TO MONITOR THE FLOW OF
CARRIERS, PEOPLE AND MERCHANDISE INTO OUR COUNTRY AND COLLECT
ANY DUTIES AND TAXES, WE RECEIVE VAST AMOUNTS OF COMMERCIAL
DATA CONCERNING IMPORTED MERCHANDISE AND THE IMPORTING
CARRIERS, IN AN ELECTRONIC FORMAT. WE ARE ABLE TO EXTRACT

VALUABLE TARGETING DATA ON SUSPECT SHIPMENTS FROM THIS DATA,



4
USING OUR AUTOMATED TARGETING SYSTEMS.

OUR INTERDICTION SYSTEMS IN THE PORTS OF ENTRY ARE
TECHNOLOGY BASED TO SUPPORT TARGETING AND EXAMINATION
FUNCTIONS. IN RESPONSE TO THE VOLUME OF TRAFFIC AT OUR PORTS OF
ENTRY, CUSTOMS BEGAN AN AGGRESSIVE PROGRAM OF USING ELECTRONIC
INFORMATION SYSTEMS TO ASSIST ITS WORK.FORCE IN TARGETING HIGH
RISK CARGO, CONVEYANCES AND PERSONS AT THE PORTS OF ENTRY.

THE UNITED STATES INTERDICTION SYSTEMS ARE NEARING
COMPLETION. THE MAJOR EXPENDITURES FOR SYSTEMS DEVELOPMENT AND
ACQUISITION ARE BEHIND US.

MOST IMPORTANTLY, THE INTERDICTION SYSTEM IS PROACTIVE.
INTERDICTION OCCURS AT OR BEYOND OUR BORDERS, BEFORE DRUGS CAN
ENTER THE MARKET, BECOME WIDELY DISPERSED, AND BEGIN DOING THEIR
DAMAGE. INTERDICTION ALLOWS DRUGS TO BE SEIZED AT THEIR HIGHEST
LEVEL OF PURITY AND IN THEIR GREATEST CONCENTRATED VOLUMES.
INTERDICTION CONSISTENTLY PRODUCES MORE ARRESTS AND SEIZURES OF
WHOLESALE QUANTITIES OF DRUGS THAN ANY OTHER ENFORCEMENT
APPROACH.

THE CONSIDERATION OF THE DETERRENT EFFECTS MUST ALSO BE
WEIGHED WHEN CALCULATING THE TRUE VALUE OF A PROGRAM. CUSTOMS
BELIEVES THAT THE INTERDICTION SYSTEMS ARE INDEED DETERRENTS AND

THAT THIS IS EVIDENCED BY THE DRAMATIC REDUCTION IN THE AVIATION



5
THREAT AND THE SHIFTING OF BOTH SMUGGLING ROUTES AND METHODS TO

AVOID THESE SYSTEMS (RECENT DETECTION OF ELABORATE TUNNELS
BENEATH THE SOUTHWEST BORDER ATTEST TO THIS).

ADDITIONALLY, THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT HAS THE SUPPORT OF
NATIONAL INTELLIGENCE SYSTEMS THAT ALLOW THEM TO MORE PRECISELY
TARGET SPECIFIC AREAS FOR ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES.

SUCCESSFUL INTERDICTION REQUIRES INTERNATIONAL COOPERATION.
THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT IS RESPONSIBLE FOR NEGOTIATIONS WITH
FOREIGN COUNTRIES.

MR. CHAIRMAN, I CAN ASSURE THIS COMMITTEE THAT THE APPROACH
TO INTERDICTION TAKEN BY THE CUSTOMS SERVICE AND THE OTHER
AGENCIES HERE TODAY HAS BEEN BOTH THOROUGHLY CONSIDERED AND
INDEPENDENTLY VALIDATED.

IN SUMMARY, INTERDICTION IS ONE STRATEGY THAT IS ENTIRELY THE
RESPONSIBILITY OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT. INTERDICTION, PERHAPS
MORE THAN ANY OTHER ANTI-DRUG PROGRAM, RELIES ON SOPHISTICATED
TECHNOLOGY. INTERDICTION OPERATIONS ARE PROACTIVE AND CAN BE
IMPROVED AS NEW TECHNOLOGY AND SYSTEMS ARE APPLIED. FINALLY,
INTERDICTION NOT ONLY PROTECTS OUR BORDERS FROM NARCOTICS, BUT
FROM MANY OTHER SAFETY, HEALTH, ENVIRONMENTAL, AND LAW
ENFORCEMENT THREATS.

CUSTOMS VIEWS INTERDICTION NOT AS SIMPLY A MEANS OF SEIZING
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DRUGS, BUT ALSO AS A SIGNIFICANT DETERRENT AND A METHOD FOR

GATHERING INFORMATION VITAL TO THE INVESTIGATION AND DISMANTLING
OF TRAFFICKING ORGANIZATIONS. WE HAVE TAKEN SIGNIFICANT STEPS TO
ENSURE THAT THESE ELEMENTS ARE INCORPORATED INTO OUR APPROACH.
ONE OF THESE STEPS WAS TO ACCEPT THE FACT THAT INTERNATIONAL
INTERDICTION EFFORTS COULD SIGNIFICANTLY CONTRIBUTE THE
INTERDICTION PROGRAM'’S SUCCESS. .

IN THE EARLY 1990’S, NEARING FULFILLMENT OF OUR INITIAL
OBJECTIVE TO REDUCE THE FLOW OF NARCOTICS INTO THE U.S. VIA
GENERAL AVIATION AIRCRAFT, CUSTOMS EXPANDED UPON ITS MISSION BY
PROJECTING OUR LINE OF DEFENSE SOUTHWARD TO COMBAT THE AIR
'~ SMUGGLING THREAT AT ITS HIGHEST CONCENTRATION - AT ITS SbURCE.
.'.I'HIS, THE DEFENSE-IN-DEPTH STRATEGY, AFFORDS THE US AND HOST |
NATIONS A GREATER OPPORTUNITY FOR SUCCESSFUL INTERDICTION BY
TRACKING THE SUSPECT AT THE EARLIEST POINT ALONG HIS SMUGGLING
ROUTE.

CUSTOMS DETERMINED THAT, BY CREATIVELY MANAGING AND
SCHEDULING EXISTING RESOURCES, WE COULD CONTINUE TO MAINTAIN A
"7X24" (71 DAYS PER WEEK/24 HOURS PER DAY) INTERDICTION CAPABILITY
WITHIN THE U.S., WHILE ALSO DEPLOYING A SMALL DETACHMENT OF
AIRCRAFT AND PERSONNEL TO AREAS WHERE THE MEASURABLE RETURN ON

OUR INVESTMENT WOULD BE GREATER.
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IN GENERAL, CUSTOMS DEFINES "FOREIGN OPERATIONS" AS THOSE AIR

INTERDICTION OPERATIONS OR MISSIONS CONDUCTED OUTSIDE U.S.
BORDERS, USING CUSTOMS AIRCRAFT BASED OUT OF FOREIGN LOCATIONS.
AT PRESENT, CUSTOMS AIR INTERDICTION AIRCRAFT AND PERSONNEL ARE
FORWARD DEPLOYED TO LOCATIONS IN MEXICO, HONDURAS, AND PANAMA,
TO SUPPORT THE MEXICAN NBRF (NORTHERN BORDER RESPONSE FORCE) AND
US SOUTHERN COMMAND (SOUTHCOM) TRANSIT ZONE AND ANDEAN RIDGE
INITIATIVES.

IN 1990, THE U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE AND THE GOVERNMENT OF
MEXICO JOINED FORCES TO ADDRESS THE INCREASING USE OF MEXICO AS
AN AIR TRANSSHIPMENT POINT FOR COCAINE DESTINED FOR THE U.S.
PRESENTLY, CUSTOMS HAS ROUTINELY DEPLOYED TO MEXICO TWO
| ~ CITATION II (C-550) AIRCRAFT DEDICATED TO TRAINING AND SUPPORTIﬁG
THE MEXICANS IN INTERCEPTING AND TRACKING SUSPECT AIRCRAFT
PENETRATING MEXICAN AIRSPACE.

THE RESULTS OF THIS JOINT USCS/NBRF VENTURE HAVE BEEN MORE
THAN ENCOURAGING. IN 1991, IN FACT, THE THEN ATTORNEY GENERAL OF
MEXICO ATTRIBUTED 80 PERCENT OF THE SEIZURES MADE IN HIS COUNTRY
TO DIRECT U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE SUPPORT. THESE ARE DRUGS THAT DID
NOT MAKE IT ACROSS THE BORDER INTO THE UNITED STATES. ACCORDING
TO DATA FROM THE "INTERAGENCY D&M PERFORMANCE ASSESSMENT,"

MEXICAN END-GAME PERFORMANCE HAS IMPROVED DRAMATICALLY, EVEN
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SINCE LAST YEAR. I WILL BE HAPPY TO PROVIDE THE SUBCOMMITTEE WITH

THIS DATA AND RELATED SEIZURE STATISTICS FOR MEXICO.

IN SUPPORT OF SOUTHCOM COUNTERDRUG INITIATIVES, CUSTOMS
DEPLOYS BOTH INTERCEPTOR CITATION INTERCEPTORS, P-3 SLICK, AND
P-3AEW DETECTION AIRCRAFT TO THE THEATER. WHILE ALL AIRCRAFT CAN
BE USED TO DETECT, INTERCEPT AND TRACK SUSPECT AIRCRAFT DEPARTING
COLOMBIA, THE P-3 AIRCRAFT ARE TYPICALLY USED TO SUPPORT
USSOUTHCOM "D&M" (DETECTION & MONITORING) OPERATIONS WITHIN
SOUTH AMERICA AND ALONG THE TRANSIT ROUTES. AGAIN, I WILL BE
HAPPY TO PROVIDE STATISTICAL INFORMATION ON OUR SOUTHCOM
SUPPORT.

DUE LARGELY TO THE FLEXIBILITY AND UNOBTRUSIVENESS OF
CUSTOMS AIRCRAFT, SUPPORT TO FOREIGN HGST NATIONS IN MEXICO,.
CENTRAL AMERICA, AND SOUTH AMERICA HAS YIELDED TREMENDOUS
RESULTS. THESE RESULTS ARE PARTICULARLY IMPRESSIVE WHEN ONE
CONSIDERS THE FACT THAT, AT ANY GIVEN TIME, CUSTOMS HAS DEPLOYED
ABROAD ONLY EIGHT AIRCRAFT.

THE U.S. CUSTOMS SERVICE HAS BEEN FIGHTING THE BATTLE AGAINST
DRUG SMUGGLING, ON ALL FRONTS, FOR DECADES. WHILE WE HAVE
REALIZED SUCCESS IN DENYING THE SMUGGLER ACCESS TO U.S. AIRWAYS,
MUCH REMAINS TO BE DONE AS THE DRUG SMUGGLER CONTINUES TO ADAPT

AND FIND ALTERNATIVE ROUTES AND METHODS. CUSTOMS FIRMLY
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BELIEVES, HOWEVER, THAT THE SOLUTION TO OUR NATION’S DRUG

PROBLEM DOES NOT LIE IN ENHANCING ONE PROGRAM AT THE EXPENSE OF
ANOTHER, BUT RATHER IN CONTINUING TO BUILD UPON WHAT HAS

ALREADY BEEN ACHIEVED.
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William C. O'Malley is in his fourteenth year ap
District Attorney for Flymouth County. He was born and
raised in Brockton whare he currently rssides with his
wife, Amy and two soms, Bill snd Ryen.

BPill is President of the MNational District
Attorney's Associstion snd formerly s Vice President and
Director of that Associstion. He is a mamber of the
Netional Advisory Board of the American Bar Assccistion's
Centesr on Children and the Lew, snd the Board Oof Regent's
for the National College of District Attornays. He is a
member of the Bosrd of Directors of the American
Prosecutor's Resesrch Institute. He is a member and past
president of the Messachusetts Distriat Attorneys
Aspociation. Bill is also a member of the Medical-Legal
Investigation Commission.

As District Attorney, Bill is known as an aggressive
end innovative prosecutor. He crested the firat juvenils
diversion program in Naseschusetts which provides an
alternstive to traditional prosecution for first time
non-violant juvenile offenders, but seeks sdult status for
violent juveniles. He hss been 3 longtime advocate for
viotim's rights and instituted one of the early Victim
Aseistence Programs in Msssachusetts Hip office was the
first District Attorneys Office in Mazsechusetts to be
eutomated.
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At the Governor's request he hes served on the
Mospachusetts Victin's Assistance Board, the Governor's
Commission on Cﬁild Support Enforcament and most recently,
the Governor's Commission on Computer Crime.

As District Attorney, Bill O'Malley continues in his
role as the chief law enforcement officer for the county
he haes repeatedly been elected to serve. He continues to
advance and exzpand prosecution efforts in such areas as
domestic violence, child .support enforcament, ohild sbuse
and victim's rights.
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STATEMENT OF

THE HONORABLE LEE P. BROWN

DIRECTOR OF THE OFFICE OF
NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL POLICY

HOUSE FOREIGN AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

NOVEMBER 3, 1993



Mr. Chairman, the Interim National Drug Control Strategy, which
the President released on October 20, 1993, provides a new
direction and focus for implementing the Administration's
international anti-drug policies. The international section of
the Interim Strategy is the product of a very comprehensive
review of our international strategy, involving all of the
relevant agencies of the Executive Branch, including the
Department of State, the Department of Defense, the Drug
Enforcement Administration, the National Security Council, the
Customs Service, the Coast Guard, and the Intelligence Community.
Under the auspices of a Presidential Review Directive, this
review required hundreds of man-hours and produced over a

thousand pages of documentation.

The result is a well-balanced approach that includes support to
our allies, attacking criminal syndicates and effective
interdiction activities. The Administration's international
narcotics control programs are consistent with the overall
approach of the interim strategy to aggressively respond to hard-
core drug use and the rising tide of violence throughout the

nation.

Mr. Cahirman, last month I attended the funeral of four year old

Launice Smith who was killed in a cross-fire while watching a



ball game at a public park here in the District of Columbia.
This precious child could have been my grandchild or the child or
grandchild of any one in this room. This type of occurrence is

morally reprehensible.

Serious drug abuse, especially hard-core drug use is fueling this
crisis of violence. Data released recently by the Substance Abuse
and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA) showed a 10
percent nationwide increase in drug-related hospital emergency
room episodes between 1991 and 1992. Cocaine-related emergencies
increased by 18 percent, and heroin-related episodes rose by 34

percent.

Drug use fosters a culture that accepts violence and serious risk
to oneself and others as a natural way of life. It creates
communities where employment is scarce, schéol drop-out rates
high, decent health care inaccessible, HIV/AIDS rampant, violence
and property crime rates are high, and social services

ineffective.

l.Presidential Decision Directive for Counternarcotics

The Presidential Decision Directive for International
Counternarcotics is the classified companion document that
delineates the President's policies for the international arena,
as well as the interagency structure for developing, coordinating

and implementing international counter-drug strategies and



policies. The directive concludes that our government will treat
as a national security threat the operations of international
criminal narcotics syndicates. This will require a extraordinary
coordination by civilian and military agencies engaged in

national security affairs.

When I assumed my position as Director of the Office of National
Drug Control Policy, the President made clear to me that he
wanted to support those countries that demonstrated the political
will to tackle the drug trafficking problem. He also wants his
Administration's strategy to concentrate on those programs that
work and eliminate those that do not. Our international strategy

will accomplish these objectives.

Holding on to programs because they make us look "tough" but
actually accomplish little fails to be honeét with the American
people who want a drug strategy that effectively responds to the

realities of the drug problem America faces.

Since becoming Director, I have traveled to Latin America and the
Caribbean to discuss the drug problem with foreign leaders and
looked at many of our cooperative counternarcotics drug programs.
During these trips, I discussed our new strategy with the
Presidents of Colombia, Peru and Bolivia and the Prime Minister
of the Bahamas. I have been to the poppy fields of Colombia, the

coca growing areas of the Upper Huallaga Valley in Peru and the



Chapare in Bolivia. I have visited Operation Bahamas, Turks, and
Caicos Islands (OPBAT) in the Bahamas and met with the Navy and
Coast Guard leaders responsible for interdiction in the

Caribbean.

Our review of previous drug strategies and programs has led us to
a number of conclusions that are reflected in our interim
strategy. I am comfortable that our new strategy properly

reflects my own assessment of how we should proceed.

2. Comprehensive and Balanced Approach: A Realistic Look at

Interdiction

Traditionally, we have separated U.S. international drug control
programs into distinct areas of source country control programs
and interdiction activities in the transit zones.

In the mid to late 1980's the Federal government decided to take
significant action to address a major increase in the flow of
cocaine to the United States. The Customs Service and the Coast
Guard received infusions of resources to address the problem.
When the Department of Defense was instructed by the Congress to
get directly involved in the counter-drug area, it did so with
the energy and resources that it believed were necessary to meet
its mission requirements. Over time we have developed a better
understanding of where we can effectively apply our interdiction

resources. Nearly a decade of experience, however, has taught us



that interdiction is not a silver bullet.

It is clear from our review that all our international programs -
- interdiction, crop control, intelligence, alternative
development, judicial reform, and law enforcement -- are
interdependent and mutually supportive endeavors that need to be
advanced as an entity, rather than a collection of seemingly
disparate individual programs. We can and will adjust the

program mix to meet new challenges.

The shift in our emphasis to source countries is predicated on
the conclusion that, despite valiant efforts by our military and
civilian law enforcement agencies, the availability of drugs at
home has not been significantly reduced enough to disrupt local
drug markets. In addition, changes in drug_smuggling patterns
and the increased U.S. and host nation capaﬁilities to attack
drug trafficking in the source countries further jgstify this

shift.

Last year we and our allies seized around 338 metric tons of
cocaine, which cost the traffickers billions of dollars in
potential profits. In the end, however, drug availability on the
streets did not decline. These potential losses have led the
traffickers to expand their use of maritime and commercial
transportation, which has resulted in a noticeable drop in

trafficker air flights across the Caribbean and through Central



America. Entrances to the smuggling pipeline are reaching deeper
into the source countries, and the pipeline itself is becoming
less visible. 1In our new strategy, we are responding to this
evolutionary development. Changes in cocaine production has made
traffickers and their operations more vulnerable in the source

countries, so we are concentrating our resources there.

3. Controlled Shift of Emphasis

Thus, our strategy calls for a controlled shift of emphasis from
the transit to the source countries. We use the term controlled
shift because we anticipate that this move could precipitate a
responsive adjustment by the cartels, which requires that we be
prepared to respond in kind. Because interdiction is an
expensive endeavor, we anticipate that our reduced efforts in the
transit zone will help finance expanded efforts in the source

countries.

To this end, the Department of Defense announced last Thursday
that it has issued new policy guidance redirecting its
counterdrug program to emphasize support to nations battling
cocaine cultivation and processing while shifting away from
transit zone interdiction. DoD support will be aimed at
enhancing the host nations' professional capabilities and
fostering regional support. Intelligence collection and analysis

will target the cocaine cartels.



The cartels and other international drug trafficking
organizations are highly vulnerable. Not only do trafficers fear
the loss of profit, as we have learned in Colombia, they fear
arrest, conviction, and seizure of their assets. Our ability to
collect intelligence and build cases against major traffickers,
as in DEA's Kingpin strategy, has improved considerably over

recent years, and we will exploit this growing capability.

4. Counternarcotics and Foreign Policy

Drug trafficking is a criminal activity that threatens democratic
institutions, fuels terrorism and human rights abuses, and
undermines economic development. In the major source and transit
countries, therefore, counternarcotics must be an integral part
of our foreign policy and must be pursued with same long-term,
worldwide commitment that the U.S. devotes to the promotion of
democracy and economic advancement. Again,-ﬁe should not expect
to progress very far on the counternarcotics front_unless we also

progress on the others.

In Peru, for example, the insistence on the part of our foreign
policy that the Fujimori Government continue on the path toward
democracy and the protection of human rights has enhanced
narcotics control efforts in this most important coca source
country. Over the course of the recent year, we have seen Peru
conduct three free and open elections, undertake a significant

effort against corruption, and improve their record on human



rights. At the same time, our narcotics control efforts have led
to the closing by Peru of municipal and clandestine airstrips
used by the traffickers, the deployment of the Pervian Air Force
against suspect drug trafficking aircraft, and the expansion of
chemical control efforts. While this is not to say we have the
type of program we need in Peru, I respectfully submit that we

are on the right path to establish such an undertaking.

Similarly, in Burma progress on the human rights front and
democratization is inextricably linked to progress on the
narcotics control front. Progress on reducing the cultivation of
opium and heroin conversion in Burma will come about as the
United States and the international community prods the current

ruling regime to restore basic freedoms in their country.

5. Mobilizing International Cooperation

Since assuming my position, I have met with a number of leaders
from around the world. In every case, I am advised of the need
to mobilize greater international cooperation, because the scope
and complexity of drug problem, along with the resources required
to deal with it are too great for any one country. In this
endeavor, the U.S. must continue its strong leadership role, or
little progress will be made. As a nation, we cannot ignore this

responsibility, and our strategy reflects this.

Last week 1 addressed the United Nations General Assembly and had



fruitful meetings with the U.N. Drug Control Program (UNDCP)
officials. I regret that Mr. Gilman's schedule prevented him from
joining me at the General Assembly because I know that this
Committee shares my view that the Legislative and Executive
Branch be united on the drug issues in world bodies. The UN's
role in and contribution to counternarcotics is growing, and we
will place priority on supporting this effort. UNDCP, for
example, is playing a greater and more effective role than it did
in the past. In Burma and Afghanistan, where we have had very
little influence, they are actively engaged. Accordingly, in FY
93 we increased our contribution to the UNDCP to $6.2 million and

plan to increase it this year.

We will continue to work closely with the Organization of
American States (OAS) and its Inter-American Drug Abuse Control
Commission (CICAD), the Dublin Group, and other international
bodies to address the problems of drug trafficking and use. In
this regard, the strategy will give increased emphasis to
prodding international financial institutions to revise their
policies to reflect the threat posed by drugs and expand the pool
of resources available to international narcotics control

activities.

6. Measures of Effectiveness
In the past, we have tended to look at program management and

efficiency as appropriate measures. While such assessments often



told us whether the dollars were spent correctly, the inventories
properly managed, or desired training accomplished, they did not
tell us how well individual programs contributed to the
accomplishment of our strategy. Since many of our programs
entail the development of host nation capabilities, their
effectiveness is often difficult to measure and often a long time

in coming.

These challenges, however, do not make measures of effectiveness
any less important or necessary. The President has made it a
priority that this area be addressed. In addition to the
traditional measures of drug availability, we need to look at the
long-term objectives of our programs, and evaluate our success in
terms of improving the ability of source and transit nations to
better control their territory and combat the drug trade. As
part of this effort, we will look at goals such as dismantling
major trafficking organizations, strengthening judicial
capability, promoting sustained economic growth, and

participating in multi-lateral law enforcement efforts.

7. Interagency Responsibilities

The President's Directive identifies the interagency processes
to consist of developing, coordinating and implementing
international counternarcotics policies, strategies, and
programs. My role in overseeing counternarcotics policy

development and coordination will be greater than that given my
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predecessors. State will chair an interagency working group on
counternarcotics. I will oversee the activities of this working
group and will have the authority I need to mediate interagency
disputes, manage the implementation of the strategy, appoint an
interdiction coordinator who will report to me, and make
appropriate budget recommendations to the President for the

implementation of the international strategy.

8. Heroin Strateqy

The Presidential Directive calls for a full review of the heroin
strategy within 120 days. We are extremely concerned about the
increase in opium production and heroin trafficking worldwide,
particularly in Pakistan and Burma, and the increase in heroin-
related activity in Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union.
As a result, the Drug Enforcement Agency has dedicated 25% of its
kingpin activities be directed against heroin trafficking

organizations.

In addition, we recognize that the heroin problem must be
addressed on a multilateral basis. For example, while 50% of the
heroin seized in the United States is of Southeast Asian variety,
close to 70% of the heroin seized in Europe is of Southwest Asian
variety. Further, it is obvious that because of the limited
influence the United States has in some major heroin source

nations, it is imperative that we work through the United Nations

11



and other multi-lateral forums to curtail the worldwide
trafficking and abuse of heroin. This will be a major focus of
our heroin review. We will aim to improve the ability of law
enforcement and judicial institutions in Eastern Europe and the
former Soviet Union to be better equipped to respond to the

heroin threat.

9. Adequate Budget Support

As the entire Committee is aware, the Foreign Operations
Appropriations Bill for FY 1994 made significant reductions to
State's counternarcotics budget, as well as to Foreign Military
Financing (FMF), Economic Support Funds (ESF), and International
Military Education and Training (IMET). The obvious concern is
whether there is sufficient funding to carry out the interim
strategy. The President shares my concern and, at his direction,
we are reviewing our funding requirements aﬁd potential sources
of funding. Once this review is complete, we will come back to
the Congress, if necessary, and seek its support in any required
reprogramming of FY 93 and 94 funds. I believe that under this
approach we will be able to sustain our current major
international activities and begin to implement the President's

strategy.

However, I must caution the Committee that any further reductions
in the Department of Defense Drug Interdiction account beyond the

levels proposed by the Senate in the DoD Appropriations Bill

12



could seriously impair our ability to carry out our strategy. I

ask the help of this committee in this effort.

Similarly, looking toward the FY 95 budget, it will be important
to get our international budget back to the levels proposed in
the President's FY 1994 budget. This will provide the funding
levels necessary to acheive the goals in our international

counternarcotics effort.

One final note: demand reduction efforts will be an integral
element in our overall international drug strategy. U.S. drug
control agencies will encourage the expansion of drug abuse
treatment and prevention programs in source and transit nations.
Successful drug enforcement efforts are more likely when drug use

is strongly condemmed by these countries.

In conclusion, the interim strategy and the Presidential
Directive provides the foundation for developing and implementing
changes in U.S. counter drug efforts. Our international drug
control efforts aim at getting at the source of illicit drug
flows in the most cost-efficient and effective manner, and reduce

the level of hard-core and serious drug use in the United States.

I would be pleased to answer any questions that you may have.

13



SENT BY:Execc.Office of Presid.:11- 2-93 : 7:03PM @ Nat'l Drug'Eollcyiﬂ 202 156 7028:# 2/ 3

DRAFT

FOR IMMEDIATE REI.FASE

President William J. Clinton today signed a Decision

ctive that not only provides a policy framework for U.S.

rnational drug control efforts but also gives broad new

oritics to the Director, Office of Drug Control Policy
CP).
iIn particular, the Directive egtablishes that the Director
be regponsible to the President for providing oversight and
ction to all counter-drug policy development and
ementation; for mediating interagancy disputes and for the
conduct of periodic reviews of international cfforts. The
Dirgctor will appoint a coordinator to report to him on
activities and differences in international interdiction efforts:
ire that heads of departments and agencies report to him on
8 taken to implement the Directive by December 15, 1993, and
annually approve and submit an international drug control

strategy to the President. In addition, an interagency working

ging the implementation of the international strategy. Those
activities and any differences will be reported ta the Director,
ONDCP.

"This Directive provides a etrong foundation for developing
and implementing changes that will strengthen U.S. counter-drug

‘efforts.” The President said.
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"Through this process we will nolL only strengthen our

bors and their democratic institutions, but get to the very
of the international drug problem."

The Presidentisl Policy Directive:

* Treats the operations of international criminal
narcotics syndicates as & national security threat
requiring an extraordinary and coordinated responsae by
civilian and military agencies engaged in national
geourity. :

ol Helps strengilhen demucratic institutions in neighboring
countries to protect thcm from criminal syndicates that
are eroding internal stahility of already weakened
nations.

* concentrates financial support and material technical

essistance to nations that have Llhe poulitical will to
confront this serious threat.

* States the U.S. will act unilaterally and in concert
with other nations to implement the international
strategy.

ol Changas emphagis from the past concentration largely
on sloupping narcotics shipments to a more evenly
dietributed cffort ocross three progrems:

A. Assisting inglitutiovns in other nations,
B. destroying narco-trafficking organizations, and

C. practicing morc sclective and flexible interdiction
programs near the U.S. border, in the transit zone,
and 1In source cuuntries.

* Mobilizing international acoaperation and action againgt
the illicit drug trade using the U.N., OAS, other
ragional bodies. Further, Multinational Development
Banks and other international financial institutions
will be encoureged to increase their supporlL four
counter-drug programs.
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INTERNATIONAL DRUG POLICY

That you very much for the opportunity to be here..... (opening)

-- I am here to testify on the Administration’s International
Counter-drug Strategy.

-- Despite comprising only a tenth of the overall counter-drug
budget ($1.2 billion in FY-93), our foreign efforts have
been a "lightning rod"” for much of the criticism levied at
U.S. drug policies, especially interdiction.

-- The interdiction effort has not been a failure as some have
reported, but it has been expensive and a perception has
evolved that interdiction is the "flag ship" in our foreign
counter-drug effort and that the U.S. military is carrying
the bulk of the support effort.

-- Consequently, at the direction of the President, we have
just completed an exhaustive nine month review of our
international policies and strategies and this week the
President signed a Decision Directive establishing the
policy framework from which we will develop an international
drug strategy by January 15, 1994.

Let me outline for you some of the key points of the Directive:

-- We will treat as a national security threat the operations
of international criminal narcotics syndicates requiring an
extraordinary and coordinated response by civilian and
military agencies engaged in national security.

-- It is in our national interest to have strong neighbors and
friends. These criminal syndicates are eroding the internal
stability of already economically weakened countries. 1In
this regard, counter-drug programs are fundamentally
essential to strengthening democratic institutions and
defending them against one of the most insidious threats to
representative government, free market economies, human
rights and environmental protection.

-- We will concentrate our financial support and material
technical assistance to states that have the political will
to confront this serious threat.

-- We will act unilaterally and in concert with other nations
to implement the international strategy.

-- There will be a change of emphasis from the past
concentration largely on stopping narcotics shipments to a
more evenly distributed effort across three programs:

1) Assisting institutions in other nations,

2) destroying narco-trafficking organizations, and

3) more selective and flexible interdiction programs near
the U.S. border, in the transit zone, and in source



countries. g:p'ﬁ

The U.S. will lead an effort to mobilize international
cooperation and action against all aspects of the illicit
drug trade using the United Nations, the Organization of
American States and other regional bodies. Also,
Multinational Development Banks and other international
financing institutions should increase their support for
counter-drug programs.

We will work with the Congress and the Office of Management
and Budget to limit reductions in funding for international
counter-drug programs.

(Optional) By December 1, I will submit a report to the
President on the status and implications of the budget cuts
and recommendations for budget projections for the
implementation of the international strategy.

One criticism levied at the current counter-drug strategy
has been the lack of leadership and accountability. Let me
comment on some organizational changes directed by the
President at the administration of international counter-
drug policies.

o I will be responsible to the President for providing
oversight and direction for all counter-drug policy
development and implementation.

o I will also mediate interagency disputes and conduct
periodic reviews of the international efforts.

o An interagency working group chaired by State will be
charged to manage the implementation of the
international strategy and report their activities and
any differences to me.

o I will appoint a coordinator who will report to me
activities and differences in the international
interdiction efforts.

o Heads of departments and agencies will submit reports
to me on steps they have taken to implement this
directive by December 15.

o I will annually approve and submit an international
drug control strategy to the President.

Mr. Chairman, as I mentioned before, this Directive is the
result of an arduous and lengthy process and describes
policy changes that deviate significantly from the
international counter-drug focus of the past. Also,
effective international counter-drug polices require that
they be merged with our overall foreign policies. Such
change cannot be developed precipitously.

Some critics no doubt will argue that by reducing our
interdiction focus and shifting to greater support for
source countries, we will cause an avalanche of drugs to hit
our shores. But the policies of the past have been costly,



and as the review concluded, despite the valiant
interdiction efforts by our military and civilian forces,
the availability of drugs has not been significantly reduced
at home. Neither are we terminating all interdiction
efforts. We will continue a limited and focused
interdiction effort both along our borders and abroad, but
as part of a more integrated and balanced effort.

This directive provides the foundation for developing and
implementing changes in U.S. counter-drug efforts. Although this
directive effects predominantly the production and trafficking of
cocaine in this hemisphere, it tasks a comprehensive review of
our global and heroin counter-drug programs. It also recognizes
the need for additional and more specific studies on our command,
control, communications and intelligence centers.

Mr. Chairman, the U.S. "war on drugs”" cannot be won in an
international theater. It must be fought at home, in the streets
of inner cities, in our schools, in our life styles and with all
the law enforcement, prevention, education, treatment, and demand
reduction programs we can muster. But, that is the subject of
another briefing.

-- (other remarks, closing...... )

DRAFT



MEMORANDUM
TO: DR. BROWN

FROM: CAROL BERGMAN
RICH PORTER
HANK MARSDEN
JOHN CARNEVALE

RE: USIC RECOMMENDATIONS

DATE: DECEMBER 13, 1994

As was discussed last week, the USIC recommendations attempt to
make a strong case for dramatically increasing the budget for
interdiction efforts but do not provide a coherent analysis of
the benefits that would accrue from such an increase. There is
no analysis of the cost effectiveness of interdiction efforts in
relation to dollars spent.

An evaluation of interdiction efforts encompasses an analysis of
the impact of: (1l)price, purity, and availability of narcotics:;
(2)deterrence on use and trafficking; (3)disruption of

trafficking patterns; and (4)the ability to gather intelligence.

Studies do not indicate ANY impact of interdiction on price,
purity, and availability. Interdiction does significantly affect
and disrupt trafficking patterns, and may raise the cost of doing
business to drug traffickers. (However, there is also evidence
to suggest that drug traffickers and producers become more
efficient in response to interdiction.) Interdiction efforts do
generate intelligence which can be used in a myriad of ways with
enormous benefit. The impact of interdiction on deterrence is
probably the most difficult to quantify in terms of dollars.
Obviously, there is an important political and symbolic role that
affects and deters trafficking if not use.

The question then is one of goals. How much is gained by
increased expenditure of resources on interdiction efforts?

BUDGET ANALYSIS

Implicit in the USIC recommendations is the assumption that the
Federal interdiction budget should be returned to the 1992 level.

From FY 90 to FY 92, the nation's drug strategy focused heavily
on supply reduction. This period saw an increase in funds from _
1990 to 1991 for the six agencies that had primary responsibility
for interdiction: DOD, Bureau of Land Management, Office of
Territorial and International Affairs, INS, US Coast Guard, FAA,
and US Customs. Total funds allocated for this period increased
from $1,752 million to $2,028 million.



Some funds were spent on hardware systems that assisted these
agencies in detecting, monitoring and confiscating the flow of
drugs into the U.S. Hardware included items such as helicopters,
cutters, patrol boats and other aircraft; aerostat systems and
other radar detecting equipment; the construction of facilities
to house Border Patrol personnel. The hardware was purchased in
FY 91 and FY 92. This is the reason for budget increases during
that period.

For example:

U.S. Coast Guard

FY 91: $122 million for HH-60 replacement helicopters;
completion of the fleet modernization program; upgrades
to command and control communications systems.

FY 92: 8$78.6 million to complete the fleet renovation
and modernization program.

DoD

FY 91: $13 million for SOUTHCOM ADP upgrades; $6
million for unmanned aerial vehicles; $24 million for
small aerostat surveillance systems; $7.0 to establish
a data network connect law enforcement and Defense;

$10 million to establish the NDIC facility; $14 million
for unspecified equipment purchases; $18 for Navy
patrol hydrofoils. ‘

FY 92: 630 million for an HH-60J helicopter; $3.3
million for SOUTHCOM equipment upgrades; $7.8 million
for deployed mobile radar systems; $46.9 million to
develop CBRN; $13.5 million for AWAC systems
improvements; $71.2 million for other new items
including OTH radar; $20 million for enhanced SOUTHCOM
communications equipment; $40 million for continued
NDIC facility development.

The apparent reduction in funding level that followed reflected
maintenance and operation costs for the hardware purchased in
previous years, and the change in the drug strategy from supply
reduction to demand reduction with an emphasis on prevention
education and treatment.

A more reasonable funding level for interdiction is one that
excludes the procurement of capital items from its base. Our
budget information suggests that the FY 94 budget best reflects
such a budget. 1Its spending level includes resources to provide
the operations and maintenance for the equipment then applied to
the drug interdiction program. We might consider budgeting for
additional resources for Coast Guard Operations and Maintenance
for assets being returned to the drug interdiction program now
that the Haiti operation has ended. (The Coast Guard is in a



better position than we are to estimate the O&M costs associated
with the increase in its interdiction effort.)

As you know, the NSC conducted a 7-month evaluation of
interdiction and concluded that a shift in resources from transit
to source countries was warranted. However, the 1994 budget did
not permit full funding for the source country component of the
budget, thereby not allowing the changed interdiction policy to
be implemented. It can be argued that additional available
monies should go towards the implementation of that source
country strategy, and not to put funds back into the original
interdiction plans.

If, in fact, an additional $25 million is available for DOD as
Pres. Clinton has indicated, then it could be suggested that some
of those funds should be used to implement the goals and
priorities of the National Drug Control Strategy as developed,
not to restore funding omitted based on earlier analyses.

cc: ' Bob Wasserman
Ricia McMahon
Ed Jurith
Charlotte Hayes



Director's Responses to USIC Recommendations

A. Brief the President and National S8ecurity Advisor on the
outcome of the conference.

The President has demonstrated his commitment to the
counter-drug program on numerous occasions, so the central issue
is not a re-prioritization of his commitment, but the resources
needed to adequately implement the transit zone interdiction
portion of his strategy, especially in light of strong public
pressures to reduce the federal expenditures. Field commanders
attending the conference signaled the need to increase
interdiction capability in the transit zone, but they provided
few specifics on what was needed and why.

Briefing the President may be warranted at some point, but
the Conference's recommendation to increase resources first needs
to be distilled into a decision package that is consistent with
previous Administration statements on interdiction. The package
should provide the President and other senior policy makers with
a concise statement of the problem and some specific policy and
funding recommendations to resolve it. To prepare such a package
will require some more assistance from conference attendees,
since they possess the professional expertise and data needed to
define the problem and develop the proposed solutions. Once the
decision package is drafted, it should be coordinated and vetted
among appropriate principals to ensure completeness and
concurrence. Only if the Director and USIC are not able to
achieve interagency consensus, should the Director take the
decision package to the President.

B. Provide appropriate resource management guidance to OMB,
Secretaries of Defense, State, Transportation, Treasury and the
Attorney General.

As noted above, we should not expect the President to commit
to $540 million enhancement of the interdiction budget without a
clear definition of the problem and specific resource
recommendations to remedy it. The FY-94 funding levels for
transit zone interdiction were established based on an extensive
NSC study of what interdiction capability was required for this
zone. The study responded to improving US capabilities against
the air smuggling threat and the indicators showing greater
trafficker use of maritime and commercial platforms. This
revised approach has been routinely briefed to the Congress to
show that the Administration was not turning its back on transit
zone interdiction and that the FY-94 resources requested by the
President provided the necessary capability to optimize our
efforts there. Source country interdiction has traditionally
been funded by Southern Command and agency source country budgets
and this should continue.



Given its public commitment to the adequacy of the transit
zone resources requested in the President's FY-94 budget, this
funding level and capability should be the base line for
assessing any subsequent overages or shortfalls in capability,
based on variations such as changes in the threat or reductions
in funding. The Administration already has been criticized by
the Congress for not ensuring that deployment of resources in the
field are consistent with the overall strateqgy, and we should be
sensitive to this criticism. Accordingly, the FY-94 capability
and funding should be the baseline for developing any decision
package requesting the reallocation or addition of resources.
Once this is done, the support of OMB and the Secretaries of
Defense, State, Transportation, Treasury, and Attorney General
can be enlisted.

Items C through I (General)

We have existing mechanisms (IWG, USIC, TIC) to develop and
carry out these recommendations. Except as noted below, all are
good ideas and do not involve substantial policy questions. The
USIC and IWG should move forward to carry out the tasks.

C. Develop a Congressional and public awareness plan.

The general recommendation to develop a congressional and
public awareness plan is clearly a good idea, though not new. The
IWG was asked to do something similar to this but, to date, has
not apparently completed the task. Though not specifically stated
in the recommendation, it is apparent that part of this "plan"
would be to show that interdiction is an important, and maybe
equal, component of the overall Strategy and that it
(interdiction) should be given more emphasis.

We should agree that there needs to be a Congressional and
public awareness plan but ensure that the plan emphasizes all
parts of our Strategqgy.

D. Review the certification process and secure "Congressional
release'" from prohibitions against some source country programs.

The certification process was reviewed and revamped as part
of PDD 14 and probably doesn't need to be reviewed again.
Getting the Congress to remove impediments to source country
programs is a different matter. Part of the value to doing the
Congressional and public awareness plan mentioned in the previous
bullet is that the Hill would be better informed on our
objectives and programs. Based on this better understanding, it
might be more likely that the Hill would remove some of the
impediments.

We should build on the Congressional awareness plan
mentioned above and develop a specific action plan to seek
removal of the impediments.



E. Develop consolidated implementation plans for the source and
transshipment countries.

This is the same issue we have been looking at vis-a-vis the
Source Country. Having integrated plans for source and
transhipment countries/areas, and for "dismantling" cartels is a
good idea and the plans should be done.

Alternative methods for developing source and transhipment
country plans are being considered by ONDCP.

F. Develop a plan and mount a concerted effort to engage
bilateral or multilateral counterdrug agreements with Western
Hemisphere nations, particularly Cuba and Haiti.

This is clearly a good idea and should be implemented.

G. Remove the self-imposed '"stand-off ranges" from the Colombian
coast and territories.

Also a good idea and is now being worked on in the TIC.

H. Empovwer agencies to release intelligence to JIATFS and
allies.

This whole area is being looked at as part of the
"Interdiction Intelligence Support Plan" process that we (ONDCP)
currently oversee. There may be some follow on issues related to
agreements with foreign governments that would have to be worked
through the IWG.

At this time, the USIC need not take action on this.
I. Validate all-séurce radar requirements.

There have been several reviews of radar requirements, and
capabilities, over the past few years (Sensor mix study in
1992/93, the DoD Bottom Up Review, etc). Based of the level of
effort required to meet the thresholds established in the work
done to address Item B above, a specific assessment (or
revalidation) of radar needs should be completed.
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