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- STRATEGY FOR NARCOTICS CONTROL IN THE ANDEAN REGION QLW

BACKGRQUND: A goal of U.S. international drug control policy should be to
stop the flow of cocaine to this country from abroad. This goal can most
effectively be achieved by attacking all parts of international drug trafficking at
their points of greatest vulnerability: its organizations, transportation networks,

and financial systems.

Virtually all of the cocaine in the United States is derived from coca grown
in Peru (60%), Bolivia (30%), and Colombia (10%). In addition, 80% of the
cocaine in the United States is processed in Colombia. The United States
currently provides about $57 million in counter-narcotics assistance to these
three source countries--while spending $1.5 billion to stop the finished product
at or near our borders. Thus far these programs have not had a noticeable effect
on cocaine supplies in the United States,

For a variety of reasons, the three governments appear to be increasingly
prepared to attack the cocaine problem if given the means to do so. They do not
want (nor would we recommeng) direct involvement of U.S. combat forces.
Rather, they want U.S. material assistance and training to enable their
personnel to do the job. They are acutely aware of the heavy toll that drug
trafficking is taking on their domestic societies, but are also fearful of the

olitical, economic and social disruption that successful anti-cocaine efforts will
Ering. Moreover, we should not be deceived that new anti-cocaine initiatives
would solve the problem. Adaptability of the traffickers and the availability of
other drugs may make complete success impossible. Also because of suspected
oversupply of cocaine, even a successful program might not have noticeable
effect in the U.S. for several years.

Preserving and strengthenin democracy is our primary strategic interest
in Latin America. Cocaine traffic Ing, economic instability, and insurgencies all
contribute to threaten democracy in the Andes. Any effort to deal with any
single threat risks failure because all three are intertwined. We have, therefore,
looked at the problem in an integrated fashion.

Economic, military and intelligence assistance are all critical with each
: suprorting the other. Better counternarcotics operations require the military to
deal with insurgents; better law enforcement and counterinsurgency efforts
require better intelligence: successful counternarcotics and counterinsurgency
operations reqire economic assistance to offset lost narcotics dollars and to
redirect affected populations to-viable, legal economic.activities; effective, crop
substitution requires security and interdiction to suppress the price of
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coca. All new funding should be based upon specific measures of performance in
narcotics suppression. We will also press for sound economic policy frameworks
in countries receiving economic assistance.

In addition, the United States should not shoulder the financial burden
alone; our allies are facing a cocaine crisis and should be encouraged to
contribute o cocaine control efforts. Yet, multilateral organizations and other
countries will not become more involved unless the U.S. takes the lead.

We have attempted in this paper to grovide alternative approaches which -
vary in their objectives and their costs. The options range from continuing our
c%rrent programs (with some improvements) to much expanded regional
efforts. '

DECISIONS

Option I: Maintain Current Progaﬂﬂhlmmmﬂghmﬂ_m@_lm
$87 million over 1991-94 period).

and

Under this option, the United States would continue its existing limited
interdiction, eradication and law enforcement efforts ($57 million) in the three
major cocaine producing countries, but would provide an additional $21.8
million in FY 1990 to ﬁﬁ aircraft equipment gaps and other requirements in the
current Andean anti-narcotics operating plans.

PROS:

-~ Maintains current efforts to disrupt cocaine supply pending development of
an overall national strategy for drug control.

-- Would improve implementation of existing enforcement and interdiction
activities overseas.

- Could be covered within the 1990 Bipartisan Budget Agreement (BBA)
funding ceilings for affected agencies.

-~ Could be accomplished administratively; no legislation required.

CONS:

--  Would not have a noticeable impact on the production or movement of
: cocaine to the U.S. market.
-- Does not take advantage of heightened awareness in the Andean countries

of the threat posed by cocaine traffickers.

- %gnores linkage between narco-traffickers and insurgency in Peru and

olombia, ang the threat they pose to democratic stability.

-~ Would open the Administration to charges that it is not serious about

stopping the cocaine threat. . ; .

Expected Results. This approach would maintain a U.S. presence in fighting

" cocaine production in the source coy ntries and signal a continued U.S. .
commitment. It is not likely to have a noticeable effect on disrupting the flow of
cocaine to the United States.




CROREY

(ELASSIFED .

Option I]-a: E, n,a_cgd_E_ﬁ%“—iD&Lmej&wum_lhgn in 1990 and $190
Colombia possesses 75 percent of the cocaine processing labs. Colombias is
the base of operations for the two biggest cocaine trafficking organizations (the
Medellin ancr Cali cartels). It also has guerrilla insurgencies (FARC, ELN ),
involved in narcotics trafficking. Option II-a while preserving current
programs, would include a new military assistance Package to enable Colombian
military forces to mount a sustained program to destroy processing labs, control
land, river, and air transit routes, and secure insurgent occupied areas so that
the Colombian National Police could safely pursue law enforcement activities

and intelli%ence programs. It would also focus on the trafficking organizations.
(ANNEX II gives a detailed breakdown of the military assistance package).

PROS:

-~ Focuses on Colombia, the country that possesses the most political will and
institutional capability to effectively carry out a sizeable anti-cocaine
campaign.

--  Directs resources toward disrupting that part of the cocaine production line
most valuable to the drug kingpins -- their processing labs and transit
networks.

-~ Not directed at peasants growers--thus avoids pushing the peasant into the
arms of insurgency movements.

--  If successful, it is likely to have the quickest short-term impact on the
cocaine flow.

-~ Supports a democratic government harrassed by numerous insurgent
groups. some of whom are involved in trafficking.

- upport Colombia in its fight against traffickers,

-- [Covering uhe 52.5 million cost (while difficult is achievable within likely
1990 international affairs budget levels if it is clear that the proposal has
high Presidential priority. However, this option might require transfer
legisiation.] ‘

-- Does not require economic assistance.

CONS:

- Traffickers would simply relocate labs to other areas, such as Peru and
Bolivia, where their entrenchment would be unimpeded.

--  Risks expanded program on the commitment of one government (the Barco

administration) whose ability to carry out the program effectively is

probable, but not certain.

-~ Falls short of integrated, regional strategy to attack cocaine production.

- Could elicit charges that the Administration is still not serious about
attacking the supply side of the drug equation.

Expected Results. This option could be expected temporarily to disrupt the
operations of the trafficking network for a time and put considerable pressure
on major trafficking figures (whose investments would be affected). Results
could be circumvented in other countries.
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Option IL-: Ehanced Eifortin Peru Only. ($50.4 million in 1990 and $236

Peru is the world's largest producer of coca leaf (60%). The Sendero
Luminoso (SL) operates in most of the coca growing areas and complicates any
efforts to eradicate or interdict coca. Option II-b would include a greatly
expanded military assistance package ($34.4 million in F'Y 90) to allow the
Peruvian military to secure insurgent occupied areas so that the Peruvian
government can conduct coca eradication and raids on processing labs, as well
as to assist the Government of Peru in controlling air, river, and land dru
trafficking flows. Intelligence support would also expand ($3 million). Linked
to a successful counternarcotics efE}rt, Option II-b would also provide an
additional $25 million in FY 90 for economic assistance to help coca producers in
the Upper Huallaga Valley shift to legitimate crops and other economic
activities. If success continues, this assistance would rise dramatically in FY 91
following Garcia departure from the Presidency. We would press other donors
(OECD) to match or exceed the U.S. economic assistance.

CRET

Any assistance for Peru would require relief from legislation (e.g., the
Brooke-Alexander amendment) prohibiting assistance to countries for
non-payment of U.S. Government debt, (’IgAB I gives a more detailed breakdown
of assistance.). :

PROS:

-~ Attacks primary coca cultivation source. Coca cultivation in Peru is
relatively compact and isolated geographically.

- Emphasizes trafficker transportation vulnerabilities.

--  Disrupts emerging ties between Peruvian military and drug traffickers.

-- Gains enhanced Peruvian support for counternarcotics effort by co-opting
the Peruvian military with assistance and by supporting higher priority
government efforts against SL.

CONS:

--  SLis a violent group, Peruvian and U.S, personnel would be under heavy
threat if counternarcotics efforts are successful.
--  Traffickers will seek to corrupt or intimidate government officials and will
: move elsewhere if counternarcotics efforts are successful.
-~ Peruvian government is weak, decisive action may be postponed until after
1990 presidential elections.
-- Human rights violations already a problem would probably increase.
-~ Risks pushing coca farmers further into insurgency.

Expected Resuits. This option could temporarily disrupt trafficker activities,
and reduce the amount o hectarage grown in the largest coca producer.
.Threats to U.S. personnel and Peruvians will increase as narco-insurgents are
placed under increasing pressure. Any success could be circumvented by
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Option [I-c: Enhanced Effort in Bolivia Only. ($142.4 million in 1990 and $560
million over 1991-94 period).

Bolivia is the world's second largest coca producer and cocaine
manufacturer. Option II-¢c would expand military assistance ($33.4 million),
narcotics ($6.5 million), and intelligence ($2.5 million) in FY 90 to support
combined police and military efforts to eradicate cultivations, destroy processing
labs, and control air, water, and land trans ration routes. Linked fo a
successful counternarcotics effort, Option If-z would also offer the Bolivian
government $100 million in FY 90 for economic assistance to offset the loss of
narcotics dollars, accelerate alternative development programs, and to redirect
other affected areas of the economy to productive and licit activities. We would
press other donors (OECD) to match or exceed U.S. economic assistance,

PROS:

--  Relatively stable government, with no insurgency problem.

- Traditionally open to U.S. guidance and assistance in counternarcotics
efforts.

-~ Boost in economic assistance should provide major incentive to Bolivian
government to address economic problems,

CONS:

--  Traffickers will seek to corrupt or intimidate government officials and can
move elsewhere if counternarcotics efforts are successful. ‘

-~ Government will need to make tough enforcement decisions against highly
organized coca cultivators (forced eradication/herbicidal eradication) if
serious. :

--  Coca cultivation in Bolivia is widely dispersed.

--  Risks creating an insurgency if not implemented Judiciously.

Expected Results. This option could be expected to temporarﬂcfr disrupt
narcotics trafficking in Bolivia. Results could be circumvented in other
countries,

This option entails a comprehensive and sustained regional approach aimed
at striking a significant blow to the cocaine growing, processing, and transit
operations in all three source countries--Bolivia, Peru, and Colombia, It
combines Options IIA-C. While programs would be tailored to fit each country’s
specific situation (see Annex II}, generally the plan involves:

--  Significant increased military assistance.

-~ Increased law enforcement resources.

"--  Sizeable (but phased) economic assistance programs conditioned to .
narcotics performance, with continued assitance in sound economic -policy.

ﬁli];ence collection and analysis efforts.
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PROS:;

--  Provides for a comprehensive effort (interdiction, eradication, law
enforcement, and intelligence) to cutback coca production and flow in the
three major source countries.

--  Would disperse the concentrated narcotics organizations, cultivations, and
infrastructure, so that operations could not reorganize quickly outside of
Colombia, Peru and Bolivia.

-- In Peru and Colombia, has the corollary benefit of helping democratic
governments fight growing insurgent movements (that are involved in
narcotics), :

-~ fSrhov'ars the Administration making an aggressive assault on cocaine on all

onts.

--  Provides opportunity to break cooperation between low level government
officials andpgraﬁickers. '

-~ Success depends heavily on the ability of host governments to implement
such programs.

-- Enhanced involvement by Andean military and police could have human
rights abuse implications.

-~ Would likely not have an immediate effect on the availability or price of
cocaine, due to a suspected surplus in the U.S. i

- $2?& million cost would be difficult to absorb within current 1990 BBA
ceilings.

-~ Would probably require congressional -action to transfer funds,

-- [Would require Presidential direction to cabinet secretaries to work
cooperatively with OMB to find the money within existing budgets.]

--  Focus on source countries only, fails to anticipate relocation elsewhere.

-~ We would be blamed if Peruvian or Bolivian military overthrow civilian

%overnments at any future time.

-3. could be criticized as overly interventionist.

Expected Results. With a sizeable, long-term infusion of resources, significant
disruption of the cocaine flow to the U.8. after several years attacking trafficker
operations in the three major producers will have the added benefit of
weakening any subsequent operations set up in adjoining countries. However,
this effort will not have an immediate effect on the availability or use of drugs in
. the U.S. due to the surplus of cocaine.

This option carries out the aggressive program described in Option III, but
adds military and law enforcement assistance packages for neighboring/transit
. countries (Brazil, Ecuador, Venezuela, Mexico, ete.) where drugs and chemicals
make transit and where the trafficking operations would likely relocate.
Programs would focus on current transiting and seek to preempt cultivation and
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PROS:

--  Deals with all phases of the drug trade: cultivation, processing and
trafficking, plus spillover effect into neighboring countries.

-- Anticipates moves by traffickers to get ahead o(g the curve, while demand
reduction occurs in U.S.

--  Shows serious long term commitment and strong U.S. leadership.

-~ Other pros--see Option III.

- Some governments may not be receptive to preemptive anti-cocaine efforts.

- 1$35(f million cost would be much more difficult to cover within 1990 budget
evels.

--  Other cons, see Option III.

Expected Results, Same as Option III. Not only deals with source countries
and networks as presently configured, but anticipates trafficker _
countermeasures before they become entrenched,

FUNDING CONSIDERATIONS--ALL OPTIONS

While all options require additional funding in 1990 and the outyears,
Options III and IV pose the greatest budget problems. Options II-IV are too
costly to absorb within the very constrained Function 150 ceiling and would
require some cost-sharing arrangement among State, Defense,—-and possibly the
domestic drug agencies. %n short, some currently budgeted activities will have
to he discretionary to make room for these new anti-cocaine initiatives. In
addition,identified funds will need to be drawn upon in a manner that does not
breech the separate ceilings imposed upon defense, international and domestic
programs in 1990 by the Bipartisan Budget Agreement (BBA).

Therefore, if any option but Option I is selected, you need to provide clear
direction to the agencies to work with OMB to find the necessary funding and
develop arrangements, including legislation and creation of a separate fund (if
necessary), for its use that are consistent with the BBA.

!

- DECISION 2 z

Multilateral and:=Complementary Initiatives: 2A) Whether to mount an
coordinated effort to obtain the commitment of QECD countries to sharply
increase their own bilateral and multilateral economic assistance programs to
the cocaine source countries.

" PROS:

.-~ Exerts U.S. leadership on a problem which originates in the Western
Hemisphere, but is increasingly affectin Europe.

- Asks other wealthy nations to share the burden without getting involved in
military and police assistance. ’
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- Offers { :e Europeans the opportunity to stay ahead of the curve on cocaine.
- Offers © uropeans the opportunity to deal with the cocaine problem before it
reache' the proportions of the U.S. cocaine problem.

CONS:

-- Lesse: 3 U.S. control over how funds are spent.

-~ Other :ountries unlikely to be as strict on conditionality. :

-~ Hasr -tential for creating a bilateral irritant for U.S. when Europeans pay
lesst en we would like..

2B} Whet 1er or not to agree to U.S, participation in an Andean-U. S, Summit.

Justifica  ion: President Barco of Colombia has called for drug Summit. We
recomm 1d that you respond positively and propose that you meet with the five
Presider ‘s of the Andean Pact (Colombia, Peru, Bolivia, Ecuador, and

Venezw a). You would use the summit (in September after William Bennett
has sub iitted the Administration’s strategy to Congress) to explain our suppl
and der and side strategies and to receive commitment to the sort of enhance!
prograr outlined above. .

PROS:

- P: rticipation is restricted enough for concrete measures,

-- U .tes the cocaine source countries.

--  E :cludes masjor debtor nations.

- F.rum to engage source countries in U.S. multilateral strategy and explain
1.8, demancf reduction steps. :

CON 3

--  zxcludes major drug transit countries (Brazil and Mexico).
- #ay give Andean leaders forum to press for debt and trade concessions.
-~ Will also focus on U.S. demand for illicit drugs.

2C' Authorize the employment of DOD personnel in an expanded training and
act" ‘e operational su §>ort role for host country counternarcotics {CN), and
col terinsurgency (CI) efforts.

Ju tification: To improve the capability of host country military and law

er srcement forces to conduct CN and CI operations the U.8. military should

p! y an active support role. Presently, U.Sl.);ﬂitary personnel provide only

tr ining only in secure areas. Use of U.S. military personnel could be expanded
tc :nclude: assistance in planning operations, training host nation forces in

- tl reat areas, and providing advisors to military and para-military law

e forcement units. This should be undertaken only if the missions for the U.S.
r ilitary personnel are clearly defined, prospects for success have been

¢ -aluated, and appropriate provisions X)r rsonnel safety have been made

¢ acluding approval of appropriate rules o engagement). :
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- Would result in marked improvements in the effectiveness of host country
CN and CI organizations.

--  Makes the best U.S. expertise available to obvious, serious host country

- training deficiencies. .

- Emphasizes USG support for developing a host country CN/CI capability,
1.e., helps link our interests (CN) with theirs (CI). )

- U.S. presence will serve as desk/monitor on corruption, human rights
abuse, and coop plotting. “

-~ Would enhance the US(g} real time understanding of host country CN and
CI effectiveness, '

CONS:

-~ Would place DOD personnel at greater risk.

-- Could provide propaganda opportunity against host country governments
and/or U.S.

- Could provoke increased trafficker and/or insurgent violent actions against
U.S. personnel and interests.

2D) Seek legislative action to exempt Bolivia and Peru from restrictions to
assistance for crop-substitution activities undertaken in furtherance of narcotics
control objectives, and explore other feasible USG actions to boost export
opportunities for these countries,

Justification: The trade prospects of Bolivia and Peru are currently constrained
by various provisions of law which would limit the use of U.S. development
assistance for the production of export commodities which would compete with
similar products produced in the U.S. This action is intended to reinforce the
value ofl:;ncrease economic assistance and expanded crop substitution efforts.
It would have limited impact, unless associated with an enhanced package of
area development and financing, coca eradication/interdiction, and improved
security in coca-producing areas.

PROS:

- Would permit cooperative bilateral action on a range of agricultural crops
which can feasibly be grown in lieu of coca,

--  Supports a non-traditional export development strategy which offers the
best potential for the lorig term economic growth of these Andean countries,

~ -~ Demonstrates the USG's readiness to make policy concessions to support

the higher priority of stemming drug flows.

CONS:

- Could antagonize farmer advocate groups within the Congress, and lead to
stiffening of legislative restrictions. - '

ATTACHMENTS:

1. ANNEX - Details of Funding Packages

2. ANNEX II - Economic and Military Assistance Packages

3. ANNEXIII - 89/1001/1IM:Impact of U.S.-Backed
Counternarcotics Programs on Andean
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