-

I‘O'CJ-DC‘!!CCCCOC!&!O-CCC’C-Q-‘-'cc SIUDY 2 B e &6 s s s
;

The views expressed in this paper are those of the author

and do not necessarily reflect the views of the PROJECT
Department of Defense or any of its agencies. This : D
document may not be released for open publication until )

it has been cleared by the appropriate military service or
government agency.

Cj} CRITERIA FOR SUCCESS IN THE WAR ON DRUGS

N BY

LIEUTENANT COLONEL VIRGIL E. RAINES, AV

DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT A: Approved for public
releagn dfptridution 4s unlimited, -

ﬂ BEEEED R e
A
y o
_?.

31 MARCH 1989 T

U.S. ARMY WAR COLLEGE, CARLISLE BARRACKS, PA 17013-5050

%y



e

Unclassified

SUTV C_ASSICICATION OF THI§ DPASE ‘When Nars Sntered)

[ -

i ‘ READ INSTRUCTIONS
REPORT DOCUMENTATION PAGE : BEFORE COMPLETING FORM
M REPORT NUMBER 2. GOVY ACZESSION NO ! > RZCPIENT'S CATALDS NUMBER

TYPE JOF RESPZRT 3 PERIQD ZOVERED

Individual

4. TITLI and Subtrile)

Criteria for Success 1n the War on Drugs

16, PERFORMING ORG. REPORT N_MBER

7. AUTHOR(s) 8. CONTRACTY OR GRANT NUMBER(s)

LTC Virgil E. Raines

3. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME ANO ADCRESS 10. PROGHAM ELEMENT PROJECT, TASK
AREA a WORK UNIT NUMBERS

U.S. Army War College
Carlisle Bks, PA 17013-5050

1. CONTROLLING OFFICE NAME AND ADORESS 12. REPORT DATE
31 Mar 89
13. NUMBER OF PAGE:
58
14 MONITORING AGENCY NAME & ADDORESS(If ditierent from Controlling Office! —. 15 SECURITY CLASS. rof this report)
Unclassified
154, QECL_psSIFICATION DOWNGRADING
SCHEOULE

16. DISTRIBIUTION STATEMENT rof thia Report)

DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT A: Approved for public release;
distribution 1s unlimited.

17. CISTRIBUTION STATEMENT (of the abstract entered in Block 20, If different {rom Report)

18. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

9. KEY WORDS (Continue on reverae side if necessary and identify by block number)

20. ABSTRACT (Continus em reverse side if meceesary and identifv by block number)

See reverse

pb , 52:",3 1473 €Epimiom OF ' MOV 5515 OBSOLETE
Unclassified

SECURITY L ASSIFICATION GF TaIS DA 8 When Dars Fatered)




Unclassified .
SECURITY CLASSIFICATION C~ THIS @ AGE{When Data Entered)

Svery LEsr ZinZIs 1S5, ThE Jnited Titatssz Zongrss o has
ImIeEsas Tna Militar,E or2iE 1T otneE war on 3roIs. With The

2= 2+ Tne D=Eos Te<zrzs Auehorization SIt <or frzoal

LEES, thE mail um=2 The +edaral lsad i Zommand,

ol Zommanications and ntslligence2 in thrs =2fFfort. I£ the
; T 1= A0y lnClIation of fuitor2 Yre2ngse, the military role 1s
almost Ze2rtain Lo ingcrease as pol:sy marers become increasingly
frustrated with the nation’s sseming i1nability to curb the supply
ot 1lii1g:t drugs crossing our borders. This study seels to
zstablish that the military haes significant capabilities for
dealing with the supply side of the drug war, but this role goes
bhovaond %that of +rzaditional interdiczction ascsiztance. The study
shows the limbags w2an narco-terrorism, drug trafficking and
low 1rmtensity conm s proposing that the military’s
orimary CIZnitribut *he zupply of 1l1licit drugs will
2rbraZzs ths imoer Tra zviteria for the military’™s
TuZI=sz= 10 thse wa 2ztinmg, Ful=eszs of engeg=ment,
dozuwrinzs 2nd rzad t be anticipated. Urlzses we ars=
3 receat the mis t 25 vears, pelicy makers must
considar inveoking pport i+ the military

s to continue in the war on drugs. This study

przz=nts z=2veral important considerations and recommandations 10
The uvzz2 of the nows med.a to aczamplicsh this =nd.

Unclassified
SECURITY CLASSIFICATICN OF THIS ®AGE Whan Data Entered)




UNCLASSIFIED

USAWE MILITARY STUDIES FROGRAM FAFER

ihe views expressed in this paper are those of tne
suthor and do not necessarily reflect the vievs of
the Department of Defense or any of {ts agencies.

This docrvnent mgy not be released for epen publication
until it has Deen clesrzed by the apprepriate military
service or government agency.

CRITERIA FOR SUCCESS IN THE WAR ON DRUGS

AN INDIVIDUAL STUDY FROJECT

by

Lieutenant Colonel Yirgil E. Raines, AV

Colonel David B. Hansen, FA
Froiect Advisor

DISTRIBUTION STATEMENT A: Approv.. fof public
telsases distridution 4s walinited.

P ;..
U.5. Army War College :“'hk‘!;, O | ‘g\}
Carlisle BRarracks, Fennsylvania 17013 . ,m" F -
Z1 March 1989 & i FCTE
K]
w JUL 06 1989
UNCLASSIFIED




ARSTFACT
RUTHOR ; Virgil E. Raines, LTC, AV
TITLE: Criteria for Success 1n the War On Drugs
FORMAT : [ndividual Study Frojgect
DATE: 1 March 1989 FPAGES: 55 CLASSIFICATION: tnclass.

Every year since 1986, the United States Congressz has
increasad the Military ' s role 1n the war on drugs. With the
passage of the Department of Defenses Authorization Act for fizcal
year 1¥8%9, the military assumed the federal lead in command,
control, communications and intelligence 1n this effort. I+ the
pazst 15 any 1ndication of future trends, the military role is
almaost certain to increase as policy makers become increasingly
frustrated with the nation’s seeming inability to curb the supply
of 1llicit drugs crossing our borders. This study seeks to
establish that the military has significant capabilities for
dealing with the supply side of the drug war, but this role goes
bevond that of traditional interdiction assistance. The study
shows the linkages between narco-terrorism, drug trafficking and
low intensity conflict ((LICY, thus proposing that the militarv’s
primary contribution in limiting the supply of illicit drugs will
embracze the imperatives of LIC. The criteria for the military’s
sucoesz In the war on drugs is exacting. FRules of engagement,
doctrine and readiness issues must be anticipated. Unless we are
to repeat the mistakes of the past 2% vears, policy makers mnust
consider invoking the public’s support if the military
invalvement is to comtinue in the war on drugs. Thie =study
prezents several important considerations and recommendations in
the use of the news media to accomplish this =2nd.

™~
] R
g
£ 45
[
LSRN
14 -
- ——— . —— s — ittt )
N Accesstien For
S R 1
! M r{ é
Yo T m
[ N i ? 3
Ju ~tian . —_
]
]
j e -
i o
L Laoty il uttern/
I """1 “t" A/ ]
irv . )‘l "‘.Hf/(x‘.‘
ii {Drav 1 o eerad
4 ' I
' [
' 1
| |
'3




ABSTRACT.....
CHAFTER I.
CHAFTER II.
CHAFTER III.
CHAFTER IV.
CHAFTER V.
CHAFTER VI.

BIBLIOCGRAFHY ..t ere e

TABLE OF CONTENTS

INTRODUCTION. v i h e i e v e s ansaansannns
NATURE OF THE WAR. .. «c.cnuw. e
ROLE DF THE MILITARY..e.cuane.
FUTURE ROLE OF THE MILITARY.......
Campaign FOr SUCCESS.scaacenans
Civil Military Operations........
Security Assistance Frograms...
Assistance L0 AGENCI@S. .- caeans
CRITERIA FOR SWUCCESS. . s vcrversaanaan
fluantifying Interdiction: Fact or
Rules of Engagement.....ccvauan
Doctrine and Training......:-«a..
FReadiness ImplicationsS.........
The Media and the War On Drugs...
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS. ..

iii

Hype?.....




CRITERIA FOR SUCCESS IN THE WAR ON DRUGS
CHAFTER I
INTRODUCTION

The first, the supreme, the most far-reaching act
of Judgment that the statesman and commander have
to make is to establish the kind of war on which
they are embarking; neither mistaking it for, nor
trying to turn it into something that is alien to
1ts nature. This is the first of all strateqgic

questions and the most comprehensive.l/

von Clausewitz

The Fresident of the United States declared war on 14
September 1986 Ir a televised address, he called for the nation
to "mobilize for a national crusade against drugs.” In this
speech, Fresident Reagan stated that '"drug use is a repudiation

of everything America is, and that the destructiveness and human

2
al

wrackage mock owr heritage'. The intent of this speech was to
call the attention of Congress and the public to a mational
problem which was reaching a magnitude and pervasiveness beyond
that of a mere social prablem. The Fresident, in an earlier
National Security Decisian Directi?e, had pointed out
international drug trafficking® s potential for destabilizing
democratic governments, thus posing a threat to our national
security. His speech and subsequent Administration policies set
the stage for the government’s "War On Drugs,”" which has
marshalled the resources of nearly every government agency to
fight an "enemy'" that is ill-defined, little understood, and

extremely elusive.




Congress reacted swiftly, sometimes ambiguously, to the
Fresident’s declaration by enacting legislation to simultaneously
reduce bhoth the demand and supply of i1llegal drugs. Each vear
zince 1984, Tongress has passed legislation more deeply involving
the military in the "War On Drugs", but not without controversy.
Even the experts disagree on the proper mix of anti-drug
programs, particularly on the use of the military towards this
end. This disagreement persists among key Congressional,
governmental arnd military leaders concerning strategies, policies
and the efficacy of military involvement. No matter how well
intentioned these arguments may be, they—-—even their slogan
"War 0On Drugs"--tend to obscure the full nature of the problem,

and therefore the requirements for combating it.

This chapter will examine the nature of the war on drugs,
setting forth the most promising roles for the military in
successfully contributing to the national objiective of a drug-
free America. It will also establish that controlling the supply
of drugs 1s closely interrelated with Low Intensity Conflict
(LIC)Y, thus the most effective meané of prosecuting the war will
address the imperatives of LIC. Military success in the war on
drugs will not come without risks and challenges, as the criteria
for success is exacting. So if the military is to be successful,
iPnovative campaign planning and strict attention to the basics
are essential. Adequate doctrine and legal authority exists to
begin this important undertaking, however both will evolve as the
war unfolds. The military will face failure, however, 1f the

mission 15 not properly resourced, and if the national will is

N




not 1nvoked for the most unusual war the military has ever

undertaken.

I+ this then 15 a war, our first undertaking must be to

achieve a full understanding of its nature, as we have so wisely

been couns=led by von Clausewit:z. Failure to recognize the

natwe of this war and to identify the forces waging it is
marnifest in a lack of coherent national policy and strategy for
dealing with what most current public opinion polls reflect as
the natiorn’s rnumber one prablem——rampant drug use. Moreover,
this failure has relegated one of the war’s most potentially
potent forces, the military, to a "support and follow" role. The
secornd undertaking must be to determine what policies and
strategies must exist in order for the military to make a majior
cantribution towards winning the "War On Drugs”. This chapter
will address these i1ssues. It will also examine the criteria
needed for successful employment of U.5. military forces,

including interdepartmental coordination, training, rules of

engagement and readiness implications.

ENDNOTES

1. Carl von Clausewitz, On_War, eds. and trans. Michael

Howard and Feter Faret, pp. 88-89.

2. Ronald Reagan, "Fresident's Address On Drug Abuse and
Frevention," Congressional Ouarterlyl Weekly Repgrt. vol 44 no I8
1986, p. 2227.
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CHAFTER I1

NATURE OF THE DRUG WAR

,__.
i)
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o
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really a war as depicted by the Fresident™ Or was

his ah

a

i

wrge merely rhetoric aimed at generating support for a

maior social program such as the "War On Foverty"? The drug war

1s certainly not a war 1in the classical sense: There has been no
formal declaration by Congress; the enemy, for the maost part. 1s
unknown to us; and even federal laws limit direct military

1nvclvement except 1n clearly defined instances. The term "war"

1is 2lusive, and published military doctrine does little to aid us

ot

10 grasping the true meaning of the term. Joint Chiefs of Staff
(JCsSYFublication 1," Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms',
Jan 84, does not contain a definition of this widely used term.
Clausewitz 1n opening On_War sheds some light on the subliect: He
asserts that "war 1s thus an act of force to compel our enemy to
do our will”.1 This definition does not sufficiently anticipate
a drug war, because war as he views it, requires the act of
force, and possibly maximum force, in order to be successful.
Clausewitz goes on to state that "to introduce the principle of
moderation 1nto the theory of war itself would always lead to

o]
<

logical absurdity".

It is therefore easy to understand that the term War 0On
Drugs can lead to some critical, but predictable, misunderstand-
ings when the role of the military is considered. I+ military
participation in the war on drugs 1s premised upon traditional

expectations from the military in a conventional war, then we




—

will most assuredly repeat the failures of the Viet Nam conflict.
We will not engage i1nm decisive battles which can bring victory.
We will not =ngage a foreign government who will corncede when

averwhelmed with ouwr military strength, Nor is there even an

rdeslegy againsht which we can marshal public opinion.

i

T2t the War 0On Drugs, though not a conventional war,
certainly 1nvolves the conflicting interests of nations,
governments and i1ndividuals, therefore gualifying itself as a low
intersity conflaict (LIC). In his 1988 military preparedness
report to Congress, the Fresident categoriced the military

involvement 1n drug i1nterdiction as low intensity conflict, thus

linking the military role in drug interdiction operations to low

-

intensity conflict. FM 100-20/AFM 2-XY (fimal draft, June

1988y, defines LIC as "a politic-l-military comfrontation between
contending states or groups below conventional war and above the
routine., peaceful competition among states".4 The draft manual
continues by maintaining that LIC i1s conducted by employing a mix
of political, economic, i1nfaormational and military instruments of
power. It may 1nvolve protracted struggles of competing interests.
Surely this definition of war mast closely anticipates the "War

On Drugs.” Future supporting military operations must be

conceived then in terms of LIC.

But current doctrine falls short of fully recognizing
counter—-drug operations, or support of civil authorities in this
role, as a valid LIC operational category. The definition of LIC

has expanded 1n recent years to include nearly all conflict short

Q)




of full scale war 1n an effort toc adapt military art to a proper
role 1n current world events, These definitions have also become
much more precise 1n separating LIC actions from conventional war
aind 1n detining the activities which comprise LIC. Numerous
contenporary writers have defined LIC, but little has evolved to
support this new addition to the spectrum of conflict. Draft FM
100=-20/8FM Z-XY describes military support to civil authorities
while 1n the conduct of "certain types of drug interdiction

aperations” as an element of peacetime contingency operations,

5

which 1s, of course, a LIC operational category . This
definition 15 1ncomplete, however, for it fails to include other
elements of national power which might also be included in a
coordinated effort to limit or =2liminate the available supply of
11lic1t drugs. Such an effort could include the full range of
socio-psychological, economic, political, and military actions,

to 1nclude use of force. short of conventional war.

Folitical and diplomatic leadership, or as described 1in
draft FM 100-20/AFM 2-XY as political dominance, is essential if
the war on drugs is to be effectively waged in close coordination
with legitimate governments of countries involved with drug
trafficking and narco-terrorism. In recent years, the U.S5.
policy towards the Americas, which includes many of the drug
producing nations, has evolved from that of emphasis on human
rights to the "four Ds"-democracy, development, defense, and
dialogue. This policy calls for support of morally legitimate

nations in this hemisphere who would look to the U.S. as an
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: amola of deamocratic successas. The war on druags programs muost
ol BETIET upport N5 regiornal political pbiectives and muct ke

coarditared acrosz the varliows agencies who are rharged with
2 =l tron od G, forergn policw, Alrhough 18 iz 1mportant for
rilinar . leaders to comprehend the political obiectives nf s

warr, b w1l hae 2
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ential that the 0.2, politic=)
ctbo=oriies in o tre Amerioss be fFully tabern inko accomunt while
plamr:~3 2rnd erecuting counter-drag nperations in that area, o

st mowledgment of the pelitical dominance 1mperative by both the

milotar. amd 1 aw snforcement agencias will boleter the U
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contlrct and e2nhance unity of effort in the war

Thiz need for unity of effort in the drug war is well known,

It was addresssed by Congress in the 1988 Omnibus Drug legislation
1)
whltch eztablished the "drug coar' cabinet post. Likewlse, the

s

3
in
0

28 Defence Authorization Act assigned the military the command,
7
zohtrol, communications and intelligence (CZIY) role. As earlv a

n

1927, the BAD pointed out the need for strong central overszight
in drug tnterdiction efforts, highlighting several poorly plannad
and cooardinated projects that did not make the most of military

8
resources due to poor inter-agerncy coordination. Much remains
to be done with respect to building unity of effort, specifically

inter-agency sharing of intelligence, and coordination of other

activities which support the war on drugs.




Certainly, this will not be business as usual for the
military. Great adaptability and flexibilitv on the part of the
military, will be needed 1n modifying and developing new
structures and tactics to deal with highly i1maginative and
adaptive drug-smugglers. It will litely be a protracted ws=r, as
15 oftten true with low intensity conflicts. Therefore we have
ample opportunity to examine the threat, and to assess, pragram
and resource military needs to deal with 1t. This is a slow
methodical task for the military; however, we must recaognize the
ability of drug-producers and traffickers to quickly change
supply routes, production and delivery methods, using their own
informal intelligence sources. Thus the U.S. must be capable of
ope2rating within the decision cycle of those who would choose to

preduce and traffic in illict drugs.

Legitimacy in the war on drugs resides not so much in the
acceptance of the right of a government to govern its
constituency, as would be the case in an insurgency situation.
Father, the propriety of the war will be determined by perception
of the maoral rightness of the U.S5. to combat illegal drug use and
all that is associated with it. It will be essential for the
UJ.5. and, in particular, the military to achieve "moral
ascendancy” over drug producers and governments who support them
in the drug war. So the American public and the maiority of
world governments must readily perceive that the "moral high
road" is taken by those nations who refuse to condone drug

trafficking and that “"good" is destined to prevail over "evil" in




this situation. A mation that continues to allow, or even
covertly supports drug traffickers, must be perceived as lacking
maral rightness and bhe so targeted 1n world opinion. It should
be the intent of the military leaders to portray the military
role 1n the arug war as an essential means by which the U.S. will
achieve moral ascendancy over those dealing 1n illicit drugs.
This must be achieved by careful, wise use aof the press and media
to present the military story and by denying our opponents this

opportunity when possible.

The war on drugs is likely to become the most protracted
conflict this nation has become involved in. While drug use has
been a growing social problem for more than 20 years, it is only
in the past eight or nine yeatrs that it has been addressed at the
federal level and only two years since declared as a threat to
national security by the Fresident. As is true with most low
intensity conflicts, it is difficult to determine exactly when
the conflict began., and it will be equally difficult to recognize
when it is ending, or more importantly, when it is being won or
lost. History has shown that it is difficult to maintain public
support for extended conflicts. Colonel Harry 6. Summers in On

"the failure to invoke the national will was one of the malior
failures of the Vietnam war“.9 Fatience will be essential to
military leaders as they pursue long-term programs with few
short—-term payoffs and to the public who will be asked to support

a little understood long-lasting war. Unless we invoke the

national will for the war aon drugs, we are destined for strategic




failore=. Later 1n *his chapter, "The Media and the War On Dr-ugs

Campaign" will outline why and how this is to be accomplished.

Current U.5. drug interdiction and eradication paolicies
are directed at the competing interests of the U.S. government
whose obliective 15 to be comprised of a drug—-free society, and
those of drug traffickers whose motives are economic or perhaps
aven ideclogical. There is even some evidence linking
international terrorism and international drug-trafficking, thus
involving governments and groups not previously associated in

10
drug-trafficking.

Drug traffickers have even resorted to terroristic
activities such as ransoming hostages for release of U.S. dailed
drug kingpins. News reports indicate that two UU.S. missionaries
in Columbia were recently taken hostage by drug traffickers who
offered to exchange them for release of Carlos Lehder Rivas, an
extradited and convicted Colombian drug kingpin who had been
sentenced to life without parole in the U.S.11 Unless these
threats are dealt with in a manner consistent with that used in
other terrorist activities, incuding state supported terrorism,
our ability to limit the supply of available illicit drugs and to

deal with traffickers will bhe rendered ineffective.
Fast drug interdiction and eradication operations have
involved the full spectrum of available instruments of power, to

include military capabilities, which are directed at the ends of

10




achieving a drug-free scciety. It should come as no surprise

then, that as the "War 0On Drugs" expands, because of either
1ncreased drug demand or failled policies and strategies, that the
military role would grow accordingly. Aftec all, this is low
intensity conflict. A significant danger of this conflict is
that this mation’s security will be at risk from interests
outside our borders, be they economic, ideological or political,
or a combination. The economic and social implications of
widespread drug use by our society are staggering. The evolving
strategies for combating a significant part of the drug war, that
of interdiction and eradication, is increasingly inveolving the
ways and means of low intensity conflict to achieve the desired
ends. This then portends of military involvement in a more than

minor support role.

ENDNOTES
1. von Clausewitz, p. 73.
2. Ibid., p. 76.

%. The White House, National Security Strateqy of the
United States, p. Z4.

4. U.S. Army, and U.S. Air Force. EM_100-20/AFM_Z-XY (Final
Draft) 24 June, 1988, p. 1-1.

5. 1bid.. p. S5-15.

6. U.S. Congress, House, Committee on Law and Judiciary,
Subcommitte on Administrative Law, Anti-Drug_Act _of_ 1988, p. 124.

7. U.5. Congress, House, Committee on Apropriations,
Subcommittee on Department of Defense, Department of Defense
Appropriations_for_ 1989, p. 29.

8. U.S5. General Accounting Office, Federal Drug_Interdiction
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CHAFTER III
ROLE OF THE MILITARY

The role of the military in the drug war has been primarily
to support civilian agencies, as has been Congressionally
mandated by the 198% Anti-Drug Act, which broadened the legal
basis for military support of the drug interdiction program.

This support has been provided on a case by case basis, rather
than through adherence to a comprehensive strategy based on a
clear, purposeful naticenal policy, executed under centralized
leadership. DoD has been fully committed to providing personnel
and equipment, usually on a reimbursable basis, and only if
requested. GAD reports to Congress concerning the adequacy of

1
that support have indicated a high level of compliance.

Such support has primarily involved loan of radar
surveillance aircraft (AWACS and E2-C) or more accurately, use of
these aircraft and their crews, and support of the Coast Guard
law enforcement detachment (LEDET). The LEDET program places
Coast Guard personnel aboard Navy ships to interdict suspected
drug traffickers and conduct searches, seizures, and arrests. In
1987, the Navy provided over 2,500 ship days to the LDEC program,
which resulted in 20 vessel seizures, 110 arrests and seizure of
over 225,000 pounds of mariiuana and almost 550 pounds of cocaine
seized. AWACS support during the same period involved 391 flving
hours, resulting in 6 seizures and 10 arrests. Total cost of

o
-~

this support was estimated to be $29.6 million.

-
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The DoD is providing considerably more support to the drug
war, however. Operation "EBlast Furnace" provides a single, well

publicized example of direct action. In this operation, UJ.S.

Forces participated in interdiction and eradication operations on

-r

foreign so1l, with mixed results. Other support is being

provided, such as equipment lroans and transfers of excess

2quipment to the DEA, Coast Guard, Customs, and civilian police
agencies. The CINC, United States Southern Command (UJSSOUTHCOM)
alsao providees training support to governments of Central and

South American countries with mobile training teams (MTTs),

provided through the Military Assistance Group Commander. The
National Guard has alsco played an important role in baorder
interdiction operations with operations such as "Operation Autumn ~
Harvest" during which National Guard personnel and equipment were
uwsed to detect and track drug smuggling aircraft attempting to

cross U.S5. borders.

But three persistent issues constrain both the level and
the nature of support provided by the military: the DoD imposed
requirement for equivalent training, restrictions on readiness
impact, and statutory restraints imposed by the Fosse Comatitus
Act. Each request involving participation of military personnel
must provide training in tasks that are applicable to those
skills required in combat. While not placing a tremendous
limitation on military support, this constraint prevents loan of
military personnel to civilian police agencies. DoD Directive

525.5 states that no support will be provided to any law

14
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enforcement aofficial, 1f that support would adversely affect
military preparedness. It 15 not difficult to imagine that
almast any level of support, either persconnel or eguipment, could
conceirvably impact military readiness to some degree, However

this stipulation in itself had not bheen a major constraint to

praviding support. The Fosse Comitatus Act, as amended in 1981,

permits military assistance in drug interdiction operations, but
prohibits direct involvement in searches, seizures and arrests.
It is clear from both the applicable laws and the sense of
Congress, that there ran be no active military involvement within
the U.S. borders and that military activities outside the borders
are limited. Without doubt, soldiers can’t make arrests.
Although Congress has relaxed the laws limiting military support
to civilian agencies, there is still considerable reluctance to
permit the military to conduct police type activities, even

outside the 1J.S. borders.

National Guard personnel and units who operate under state
control and state laws do however have ample authority to conduct
interdiction operations not only in their home state, but in any
state if approved by both governors. The Missouwri National Guard
carried out "Operation Autumn Harvest" in coordination with
Customs in Arizona in Sept 1987 as an example of this type of

4
operation.

The previously mentioned FY 89 Defense Authorization Act
considerably broadened the role of the military in interdiction

operations. This act assigned DoD responsibility to serve as the




single lead agency of the Federal government for detection and
monitoring of aerial and maritime transit of illegal drugs 1nto

the United States, and to integrate U.S. command, control,
communications and technical intelligence assets dedicated to
drug i1nterdiction into an effective communicatians network. The
DoD will also approve and fund state governors® plans for

expanded use of the National Guard in support of drug enforcement

activities while in State Status under Title 3IZ2.

DoD policy quidelines for implementation of the FY B9
Defense Authorization Act, recently prepared by the Secretary of
Defense, reflect the increased role of the military. But most

importantly, the guidelines define the extent of the leadership

S

role to be exercised by the DoD. While legislation has mandated
a leadership role as previously indicated, the policy guidelines
continue to reflect the role of support in those areas. While
these guidelines have not yet been published, it is interesting
to note the care and caution with which the DoD moves towards a

leadership role in interdiction and other counter—-drug programs.
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CHAFTER IV

FUTURE ROLE OF THE MILITARY

U.S. vital interests will, of course, dictate any future
changes to military roles in the war on drugs. Fecent
develapments 1n nuclear arms reduction regotiations and th~
potential for similar reductions in conventional arms will almost
certainly zhange the level of U.S. defense commitments overseas.
Whether or not this and the actions of narco-terrorists, results
1n renewed emphasis on physical security of the U.S. homeland,
given that no new threats to national security develop, remains
to be seen. Robert H. Kupperman and William J. Taylor, Jr, in
their book Strategic FRegquirements_for_the Army to_the Year_ 2000,
establish that U.S. vital interests in the Americas will include
the ability to maintain key strategic posts, regulate maritime
chokepoints in and out of the Caribbean and maintain control over
the Notrth Atlantic. They cite uncertain conditions in many
regions of the Third World as a fundamental challenge to U.S.

1
interests in the Americas. The capabilities of drug
traffickers and narco—-terrorists to influence and disrupt
governments such as has recently occurred in Fanama and Colombia

will almost certainly continue to add to these uncertain

conditions in the coming years.

The threat to the U.S. national security posed not only by
drug use and i1llicit drug trafficking but alsoc by the instability
to the governments who involve themselves in drug trafficking and

transhipping will become one of the top challenges for the
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military. The challenge will be to determine the proper military
role and the correct mix of other =]lements of national power in
responding to such challenges-~given the legsal, political, and

traditiconal constraints inherent to LIC.

Several assumptions are relevant to consideration of future
military roles for responding to the challenges of Narco-
terrarism and drug trafficking. These assumptions, if sound,
will define the role of the military in the war on drugs as we
enter the 2l1st century.

1. Congress will continue to mandate increases in the
military role in counter-drug operations as long as current drug
use and tervorism trends continue. These increases will likely
continue on a piecemeal basis. -
2. Civilian state, federal, and local enforcement agencies
will increasingly look to the military for assistance, not only
in the traditional areas of support, but in new areas as well.

. Total military force levels will not increase, anmd may
actually be reduced as a result of budget constraints and
conventional arms negotiations.

4. Worldwide military commitments, other than NATO, will

not be reduced substantially.

The FY 89 Defense Authoriration Act added significantly to
the DoD counter—-drug role by designating DoD as the lead federal
agency for detection and monitoring both aerial and maritime
transit of illegal drugs into the lUnited States, and for integration
of U.S5. command and control, communications and technical

intelligence assets dedicated to drug interdiction. These added
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responsibilities draw the military deeper 1nto the war on drugs

by assigning some leadership roles, although the Justice

Department remains the most influential federal agency 10 this

area. The creation of a cabinet level "“drug czar'" (1988 Omnibus
Drug ltaw) will provide much needed centralized policy making and
contral over counter-—-drug operations, both domestically, and

outside the LI,S. horders. It would be reasconable tao expect that

a result of these two acts, (drug czar, and DoD CZI), policy and

strategy coordination, as well as unity of command will 1mprove

significantly.

Given the emerging realization that the supply-side of the
driug war is in fact a low irntensity conflict, the ways and means
of dealing with the threats imposed by this problem will
increasingly be shaped by the imperatives of LIC. These
imperatives, which are set forth in FM 100-Z20/AFM 2-XY, call for
polit-cal dominance, unity of effort, adaptability, legitimacy
and patience. They are equally applicable, to combating narco-
terraorism, planning and executing peacetime contingency

operations, or carrying out the drug detection and interdiction
]

a0

role.
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CAMFAIGN_FOR_SUCCESS

The aim of the defense must embody the idea
of wairting. The idea 1mplies that the situation
may 1mprove, gaining time 1is the anly way [the
defender]l can achieve his aim./

von Calusewits

The current military roles of interdiction support and C3II
will continue to be important to the war on drugs. However
other, more decisive programs must evolve in the war on drugs if
we are to win. Interdiction, which has been the centerpiece of
drug supply war 1is by its pnature defensive. But wars are not won
on thes defensive. An important purpose of the defense, according
to Clausewitz, is to gain time until more favorable conditions
exist 1n which to launch decisive offensive actions. There is
ample eviderce to question the effectiveness of drug
interdiction, as it is currently being conducted. This will be
discussed in depth later in the chapter. The drug war 1s
complex. Consequently, it must be conducted with all available
resources, using a coordinated campaign plan that addresses all
the conditions necessary to achieve the desired strategic goal of
a drug—free America. This campaign plan should apply needed
resources at the drug-producer’®s and trafficker’s center of

gravity, which is quick economic profit at minimum risk.

For instance, if the Colombian drug farmer finds it Just as
profitable to produce alternative crops at less risk, he will do

so. If the drug producer finds a greatly reduced supply of coca
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leaves at higher prices and 1f he loses governmental "support'

inman—~interference with his activities), he may well move to =z more

praoductive line of work. If the drug smuggler suffers
unacceptable transit losses due to effective interdiction,
combinsed with a reduced veolume of traffic due to decreased
domestic demand, he will become extinct. Thus, the next step 1in
planning the campaign will be to establish the cequence of
actions necessary to produce these economic conditions, and then
apply the correct mix of military and other resources to produce

the desired conditions.

The supply-side drug war campaign, of course, cannot he
completely defined in military terms alone, as is true with any
low intensity conflict. It calls for a series of interagency,
joint and combined actions, designed to obtain the desired
strategic obliectives, Many agencies will play important and
perhaps decisive roles in this campaign besides the military.

But the military role will be crucial, and significantly
beyond providing support for civilian agencies, as is the current

policy. This role will include civil military operations (CMO),

security assistance praograms, continued support ta civil
authorities, and possibly unconventional warfare (UW) direct
action options. Even so, the military will not be the primary
player in the campaign, which will also include a full range of
complementary socio-psychological, sconomic, and political

efforts, all directed at the same strategic aim.

o
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Civil military operations (CMO), encompass civic action

programs which provide for the needs of the population of drug

producing nations by providing local security, separating drug

producers from the populace, and providing crop substitution

programs. Fevchological operations (FSYOFs), and public

information programs, aimed at providing informationm to maobilize
publiz support for other counter—drug programs, will also play an
impartant role in CMOs. While many drug producing governments
will not be receptive tao U.S. conducted CMOs, there are nations
in which programs are currently being conducted that will serve
as excellent models in the future, if rescourced for success now.
Ironizcally, past Congressional actions have been directed at
imposing economic sanctions against drug-producing nations that
fail to demonstrate sufficient progress towards limiting drug
evportation. Limiting the amount of assistance provided to a
drug-producing nation is potentially counter-productive, since
the sanction serves to limit the resources aimed directly at
reducing the supply of illicit drugs. Section 2003 of the 1986
Anti-Drug Act specifies that S0 percent of U.S. assistance
sllocated for any country determined to be a maicr drug producing
country will be withheld from obligation and authority.4 The
Administration has been slow to decertify governments as long as
some progress is shown, but this serves as an erxample of the
inconsistent mature and lack of continuity of some U.S. foreign
assistance programs, among which CMOs and security assistance

programs may be included. The Congressional desire to show
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strong resolve in dealing with drug producing nations must be
balanced with the need to support and provide continuity to long-

term payoft foreign assistance programs.

Our geals in Latin America and the Caribbean are
bipartisan. We all want to further democracy,
ecstablish the groundwork for renewed prosperity, and
defeat antidemocratic insurgents and narcotics
tratfickers. o/

Elliot Abrams

Security assistance programs can provide a cost effective
means of controlling the supply of illicit drugs destined to
entar the WS by providing this aid through existing channels of
support. various programs which provide security assistance:
Foreign Military Sales (FMS), International Military Education
and Training (IMET), peacekeeping operations and Economic Support
Funds (ESF). These programs are widely perceived as evidence of
US commitment to advance the cause of human rights and to
encouwrage the spread of and enhance the stability of democratic
governments. These programs have the flexibility, if carefully
designed by the hast government and the US Country Team, to meet
the threat of illicit drugs Jjust as readily as the threat of
communist insurgence or any other perceived threat. O0OFf the 18
countries that are the primary sources of illicit drugs entering
the US, 1S receive some form of economic, military or other aid
from the US.6 The three remaining countries, Iran, Afghanistan,

and Laos, are politically inaccessible.




These programs, if properly coordinated, funded and executed,
have tremendous potential for providing both the means and will
to governments to eradicate and provide substitute crops, 2s
w=ll as providing the capabilities to bring traffickers to
Justice. Second order affects of foreign assistance directed at
drug suppression are equally important. It is impossible to
place a value on the expected benefits from the enhanced
stabiiity to developing democracies, and increased US influence
and credibility in Latin America that will be reaped from
consistent, long term aid programs. Much has been accomplished
already by USSOUTHCOM in working with host qgovernments and
Security Assistance Organizations. General John R. Galvin, when
serving as CINCSOUTHCOM, stated that “if properly resourced, it
i logical to assume that the military will be asked to respond
to the threat presemnted by drug trafficking."7 USSOUTHCOM now
provides some form of counter—-drug assistance in several Central

and South American nations, much of which is funded through

security assistance programs.

It is noteworthy that security assistance programs to drug
producing and transiting nations in South America and the
Caribbean have been reduced as a result of budget reductions,
while funding for counter-drug interdiction programs has
increased dramatically. This has the net effect of chasing an
even larger supply of drugs through questionable means. However
as wWwill be shown later in this chapter, interdiction is also an
important weapon 1n the counter-drug program. The following

table reflects the administration requested funds for assistance
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programs for FY 1987 and 1989. As can be seen, the total request

suffered a 45%4 reduction in Just thres years. If the counter—

drug program i1s to be effective, foreign assistance and counter-—

drug specitfic programs must be coordinated and directed at

similar obisctives,

Latin America and the Caribbean
7Y 1987 ani 1789 Foreign Assistance Requests g/
(millions US%$)

(1987/1989)

Country ESF DA MAF FMS IMET Totals
Dom. Rep. S0./25. 28.7/20.3 7.0/2.0 .70, .850/.70 89.55/748.0
Jamaica 100./25. 2T7.0/17.48 8.0G/3.3 0./0. e SO0/ 30 171.3/46. 4
RBolivia 20./25. Q.I/R2.T 6.0/53.0 Q.70 . 400/ .40 z5.7/52.7
Colombia Q. 0. . /0. Q.70 070, PSSO/ .9 .950/1.45
Ecuador 15./9. 22.5/16.7 8.0/I2.0 0./0, LOT0/ .65 465.2/292.35
Feru 7 /2. Z20.0/19.7 20./0,0 S./0. .B30/.56 127.8717.86
Total: 47T1.75/7195.76

Security Assistance Frograms must be coordinated with the
efforts of the Justice Department where there is potential for
overlap or conflict in drug producing nations. The DEA routinely
conducts training and assists with interdiction programs in
several South American nations which are also receiving security
assistance for counter drug programs. While this in itself may
not present problems, the actions of the DEA are more and more
taking on the characteristics of military operations, with the
DEA using military equipment and assisting para-military and
police organizations to destroy drug labs and interdict drug

shipments. While it can be effectively argued that DEA
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nce 1% consistent with support to Third World police
agencies, the potential for destructive conflicts with Security

Assistance programs 1ncreases as  the levels of activities

Security Assistance Frograms, if part of a comprehensive,
well coordinated national policy aimed at eliminating the supply
of 1llicit drugs, will pay dividends in terms of stability and
development of drug producing nations as well as enhancement of
the image of the US in the Americas. These programs should not
however, become billpayers for interdiction programs; rather they
should complement the efforts taken by other federal agencies.
The Federal Drug Czar must wark in close coordinationm with the
State and Justice Departments to insure that Congressional
funding requests for counter-drug programs represent the most
effective mix of federal programs, given the likelihood of highly

constrained budgets in the years to come.

ASSISTANCE TO_AGENCIES

Aszsistance to federal agencies will continue to be the
central focus of military involvement in counter-drug operations
for the near future, as this is the most visible and also the
most likely program to produce immediate, measurable results.
This will involve National Guard support of civil agencies in the
border protection (see chapter IV) and sea and air detection and
interdiction operations. Chapter 11 has shown that the strategy

for the Congressionally mandated military role will necessarily
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1nvalve channelizing the flow of illicit drugs for Coast Guard
and Customs interdiction at carefully selected choke points.
Howsver, for the military to be successful 1m this mission,
several challenges must first be considered and understood by

both the military and policy makers.
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CHAFTER V

CRITERIA FOR SUCCESS

Once the true nature of the war 1s recognized and agreed
upon, the rale of the military understood, the campaign planning

completed, and resource

i

s allocated, then we must address a number
of remalning Concerns. While these issues are not new, they do
present urigue challenges to military involvement in the drug
war . They must be addreseed in policy and practice before the
military is further committed to this conflict. These concerns
address the legal environment in which the military must operate,
doctrine and training issues, and need for public support in a

protracted conflict. Finpally, how will we know when we have won?
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There are varying gpinions concerning the effectiveness of
military support to the interdiction mission. In fact, even the
effectiveness of drug interdiction itself has been questioned.
Several instances have been cited in which assistance provided to
civilian agencies by the DoD was not well coordinated or utilized
by those agencies. As a result, valuable military resources were
not used to their full advantage and interdiction was less
effective than it could have been. Several examples have been
cited 1in a General Accounting Office study, in which EZ2-C
surveillance aircraftt support was provided, but Customs intercept
aircraft and other assets were not available to conduct searches,

1
seizures and arrests once suspect aircraft were detected.




These and aother 1nstances of inefficient use of expensive

military zquipment cited both by the GAC and a Rand Corporation

e
e

studies have limited the impact of the support provided. The

purpose of presenting these instances of inefficient use of
resguwrces s not to condemn military support of interdiction
operations. But this merely suggests that coordination of
complex operations, involving multiple agencies, requires strong

unity of command and unity of effort, especially if scarce and

2HpENsSlve resouwrces are to be used to maximum advantage.

Quantitative methods of measuring interdiction sucrcess are
vulnerable to challenge on the basis that they are imaccurate and
fairl to -eflect the actual effectiveness of interdiction
operations. Reports prepared by the various agencies invaolved in
drug 1nterdiction generally present statistics reflecting the
number of arrests, confiscations of vessels, aircraft, etc, and
pounds of 1llicit drugs seilzed. Due to the natuwre of these
operations, which are often bGointly conducted, invelving agents
from two or more agencies, double counting of the confiscations
and arrests are caommonplace. Moreover, while interdiction
statistics show marked increases each year, there are few
comparisons of this trend with the amount of illicit drugs which
escape interdiction and ultimately reach the consumer. Therefore
interdiction statistics are of limited value because they are
often unintentionally inflated, and they fail to reflect their
true impact on the supply of drugs. The Rand Corporation
reported in a 1988 study that drugs smuggled into the U.S. have

increased at a much greater rate than the quantity of drugs

=0




tnterdicted, even 1f the most optimistic interdiction statistics

[

PV

re sccepted.

Mzthods of measuring interdiction success 1s of vital

tmportance to military leaders bzcause of potential ethical

s these st

w

b1

implications, tistics are being ucsed in a similar

manner Lo the Yiet-Mam "body count". It is commonplace toc see
interdiction statistics used in newspapers and even government
reports, attesting to either the success or lack of success of a
particular agency or program. For example, various agencies’
data on arrests, seizures and confiscations reported in the 1988
National Drug Falicy Board Report to the Fresident for July 1987
to July 1738, if taken in aggregate, represent an overstatement

4
of accomplishments due to double counting. Continued military
involvement in drug interdiction operations must be predicated on

the insistence that more realistic measures be adopted for

measurement of success or failure.

FRULES_OF _ENGAGEMENT

On 14 July, 1783, Coast Guard officials aboard the U.5.95.
Fidd, & Navy destroyer, sighted a suspicious fishing vessel.
After a boarding request was refused, the Coast Guard checked the
registry of the vessel. After the registration had been denied
by the claimed cauntry of license, the FKidd ordered the vessel to
stop. The vessel refused, and the Kidd gave chase after raising
the Coast Guard ensign (to signify the ship was on a Coast Guard

mission). After firing warning shots and following the vessel




for some time, the Kidd resorted to firing "disabling shots",

which finally stopped the vessel. Members of the Coast Guard
tactical law enforcement team (TACLET) boarded the vessel, where
they ftaund almost P00 bales of marijuana. The boat amnd contents

ware seired and the crew members were later praosecuted in

=
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clvilian court for violation of federal drug laws.

Rules of engagement (ROE) are frequently regarded acs
providing gulidance to the military, who in the performance of
their duties must use torce to protect their lives. While this
1s & tru2 perception, ROE for counter—-drug operations must be
premised on & much broader scope to include instances such as
presented above. Yet they must be specific enough to remain
within the bounds of internaticonal and maritime law requirements,
as well as the law of war. ROE govern the actions and provide
guidance to the military members in the absence of higher command
auvthority. In a sense, ROE provide for an orderly transition
from peacetime conditions to combat or crisis, providing
graduated, clearly defined levels of escalation as a response to

any anticipated action taken by an opponent.

Feacetime RQOE developed by CINCs and subordinate commanders
must conform to JCS guidance. There are a number of JCS
publications providing peacetime ROE guidance, and Aall additions
or modifications must be submitted to the JCS in standardized
format for approval. The emphasis for peacetime ROE is

standardization. Fursuant to this, the JCS publishes basic

i
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peacetime ROE by classified memorandum for use by CINCs, sub-

unified conmanders and Joint Task Force (JTF) commanders, Aas a
basi1z for preparation aof each command’s ROE. Feacetime ROE may

apply to am entire CINC area of responsibility or to a specific

H

L

opsration, Thay may be as complex or as simple asz required for

f

the given situation, It should be no surprise that ROE for a
Navy fi1ghter aircraft crew stationed in the Mediterranean Sea
wold differ significantly from those used by an 50F country team
operating 1n Central America. However, there are a number of

common characteristics to all peacetime ROE:

-Inhersnt right to individual or unit self-defense.

—~Application only to peacetime and conditions short of war
anly.

~-Frovision of flexibility for commanders or individuals to
respond L0 a crisis.

~Limitation of scope of conflict to discourage or control
escalation (minimum force and proportionality concept)

~Compliance with all applicable law.

~Recognition of political obiectives and constraints.

~Usually classified.

There is no single document which provides all the needed
guidance for preparation of peacetime ROE. Even the above common
characteristics have been derived from & variety of both military
and non-military documents. So obviously ROE preparation is a
complex process, the result of which is, or should be, the

subject of review by competent legal authority, both during and
6

after preparation.
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Feacetime ROE for counter-drug operatlons ars potentially

even more complex 1n the sense that the list of applicable laws

and 1nterezted or 1nvolved agencies and gavernments will e2xpand

dramatically. Consider the above eswample of the 1U.5.S5. Fidd,
whizh ocouwred 1n 1787 in international waters. What 1f the
suspect boat entered the U,S. territorial 12 mile limit after

warning shots were fired, but prior to the firing of disabling

i

shots™ Did the Mavy ship have legal authority to conduct hot
pursult operations 1n 1.5, waters® Wouwld Fosse Comitatus 1aw
have preventad further pursuit? These are but a few of the
considerations for development of counter—-drug ROE that must be
taken 1nto account by military commanders who become involved in
these operations. Saome JCS and DoD guidance has been provided
but little has been written to date that will provide detailed
guigance under the multitude of potential situations in which
counter—drug aircrews, speclial operations and Reserve Component

torces are increasingly becoming inval ved.

The following i1ssues serve to influence counter—-drug ROE

beyond the commor ROE characteristics listed above:

-Consideration of numerous host country laws.

—Counter-drug operations routinely transcend CINC areas
of responsibility.

—The requirement for interoperability with numerous federal,
state and local law enforcement agencies.

-DoD drug interdiction policy.

~Daomestic U.S. drug laws.




There are at least eight Central or South American and
Caribbean drug producing or tranmsiting Nnations, several of which
U.S. forces operate within while invelved in counter—drug
aperatians while serving with mobile training teams (MTT). These
rorces, whose primary duties are oftenm not related to counter-—
drug operations, have operated with country-specitic ROE for
y2ars, however, adiustments must be made to take account for the
need tor 1nteroperability with ogther federal agencies, as was the
case with operation "Blast Furnace'” in 19864. The JCS should
publish general ROE guidelines for counter-drug operations in

forei1gn countries, considering not only the interoperability

requirement=s but other 1ssues suggested above,

The importance of ROE for counter—-drug operations cannot be
overemphasized, for ROE keep the military within the bounds of
the law and national policy, enabling us to achieve maral
ascendancy over those who chose to profit from the production and

sale of illicit drugs.

DOCTRINE_FOR_COUNTER-DRUG_OFERATIONS

Whether or not one subscribes to the concept that military
involvement in the drug war conforms with any readily available
definition of LIC may be irrelevant. The strategy (ways) and
2nds {(obiective) are being set by policy makers. So like it or
not, we are increasingly finding ourselves used as the means. We
need to assess our ability to conduct this mission and get on

with it. John M. Gates, in & recent article in "Military Review",

i
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"The Humpty Dumpty Approach to Doctrine Development", states that
the terms of LIC and military gperations short of war sometimes
provide a distorted view of contemporary conflict. Eoth terms
s2sem to be based on the premise that military operations are not
really war 1+ called something els=. The terms specify what
policy makers want them to be, but they do not define the real

2
environment in which the U.S. military must operate. The

warning should be clear here: the fact that the DEA is besing used
in direct actions against drug producers in foreign nations,
using military equipment and tactics, does not lessen the truth
that this is LIC. Flacing these aoperations under the realm of

police business makes no more sense than calling the Korean War a

palice action.

Earlier in this chapter I noted that much of what we are
now doing to combat drug producers and traffickers, and much of
what we are likely to do in the future, resembles LIC in a number
of very important ways. Current doctrinal publications provide
little specific guidance for organizing, training and conducting
counter—drug cperations. But does this mean we should add a
chapter to FM 100-20 or throw away FM 100-57 Frobably not. The
military is being enlisted in this war for only one or both of
two widely touted reasons: first, we have the means now to make a
difference; second, our involvement may be as much an act of

political frustration as of strategic acumen.




Little vision has surfaced about the direction the military
mayv be headed in this war. This is due 1n part to the piecemeal
development of national strategy to deal with the problem as
well as to reluctance on the part of many in the military to again
become 1nvolved in a conflict lacking clear objectives that can
be readily translated into military terms. But, by looking at the
problem through the "looking glasses" of LIC imperatives,

the aobaectives (ends) compare favorably with the available

We do not need totally new doctrine to fight this war.
What we do need 1s to utilize existing doctrine, and ensure that
it is adapted for future combat development implications. For
rnow, however,the terms initiative, agility, depth and
synchronization have Just as much meaning in this conflict as in
a heavy forces battle in the "Fulda gap". Much has already been
said in this chapter concerning the need for improved
interoperability and coordination, so perhaps synchronization is
an interchangeable term in this instance. To carry the analogy
even further, perhaps agility and adaptability have similar
implications especially in view of the requirement for mental
flexibility, a term which FM 100-5 indicates is & key ingredient
of agility. I¥f the military involvement in the drug war is not
LIC, but merely support of civilian police agencies as a peacetime
contingency, as has often been stated, then there is certainly
little need for doctrinal reviews. This would merely call for
development of sufficiently detailed operations plans, as was

dene in response to the civil disturbance threats of the 1960s.
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Future Dol studies of the problem of the drug war should
draw on the TRADOC Froblem 5S5olving Model, or some similar maodel,
as depircted in the figure below, 1n an effort to determine needed

8
Jactrine, training, eguipment and force structure.

TRADOC Problen Sslving Medel

Dectrine
Traiming
Equipnent
Ferce Structure

The problem of how to best apply the military slement of
national power to reduction of the supply of drugs should begin
with a thorough analysis of the threat. Who are drug traffickers?
What motivates them? What if any, is their center of gravity”?
This analysis will necessarily examine the legal framework and

political constraints under which the military must work,

8
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The technical assessment will examine both available and
needed technologies for the conduct of the mission. It 1= this
ar=a that shows the gr=atest promise for the recently acquired CZI
mission. Improvements in CZI technology promise to increase the

2ffectiveness of interdiction in this economy of force operation.

Concerns that clas

"

itied military technologies may be lieopardiczed
1n the Jjudicial process should not be a major constraint, but
legicslative protection may become necessary if these technoleogies

are so thrzatened.

Concept alternatives must be developed Jointly and in
coordinmnation with other federal agencies involved in the war on
drugs. This will provide the basis for force structure
requirements and determine resource constraints and risks
associated with =ach concept. Operations and Organization Flans
will evolve from these concepts, with testing, evaluation and
analysis also being conducted bdointly. The implementation
process will produce any needed doctrinal changes, and set
requirements for equipment, training and force structure changes.
As is the case with Joint Doctrine, proponency for this process

will likely be assigned to & single service.

While this model may provide an overly complex and time
consuming approach to a relatively small addition to the military
role, it emphasizes the need for thorough analysis and study of

the problem before additional resources are committed. The final
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product must ensure the correct force structure and doctrine to

support national strategy in the war on drugs.

The successful execution of any strategy
depands upon the availability of adeguate
resources, This means that we must not adopt
stategies that ouwr country cannnt afford; and our
diplomats and military leaders must not base their
plans on resources that are heyond the nation®s
capability to provide.

9
Fresident Reagan

Does military support of the drug war adversely affect
military readiness? If so what are the rists? Can they be
reasonably overcome? The above quaote from the 1988 U.S. National
Security Strategy Statement implies that ways must always be
consistent with the means at hand. The quote serves not only as

a warning to policy makers, but the FPresident’s statement

[

3

ntinues by reminding Congressional leaders that the must
provide the resources necessary to implement a realistic, prudent
and effective National Security Strategy. To date, this
resourcing has been barely adequate for the limited mission given
to the military. But any growth in the military’ s role towards
that envisioned in this paper, or as periodically debated in
Congress, must be adequately resourced. Otherwise, military

readiness will certainly suffer.

While the military has devoted considerable resources to the

drug war, the costs have actually been extremely small in
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relationship to the aoverall defense budget. Congressional
appropriations for interdiction support in the FY 2& Defense

Authorization Act was approvimately $213 million for
10
purchases, and increased fto 33700 million in the FY 289 Defense
11
Act, with prospects for some future growth. The above amounts

2quipment

however, are far from the total DoD expenditure in the war on
drugs. Support to civilian police agencies is reimbursable,
unless it directly relates to military training tasks otherwice
referred to as substantially equivalent training. Support
provided under the provisions of the 19846 Anti-Drug Act involve
loan of expensive aircraft, boats radars and crews, which also
play a key role in other defense missions. They must be diverted

or shared to provide the mandated support.

DoD response to increased Congressional pressure to do more
to combat drugs has gernerally taken the form of carefully worded
statements of concern about potential military readiness costs if
the military role is increased. A DoD press release in response
to 1988 Congressional debate to direct the military to "seal the
borders" estimated that, "a massive.shift of the military to drug
interdiction would require 90 infantry battalions, 50 helicopter
companies, 54,000 Army troops and 110 AWACS aircraft.” e A
military commitment of this magnitude would indeed have
significant negative impact upon the capability of the military
to perform its other worldwide missions. However, sealing the
borders isn’t the mission. The missiaon is of course smaller, &s

discussed in the first three chapters of this paper. But it is

being incrementally increased by Congress each year as the war on
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drugs continues and as the Administration’s drug policies evolve.

In some wavs, we are echoing our experiences In Southeast Asia 25

-

veares ago, and we should not be destined ta repeat those mistake

—
Da

Both the 1986 Omnibus Drug Act and Dol regulation S525.5

prohibit DoD’s support of civilian police agencies 1if the
assistance adversely affects readiness. Yet it can be argued

that any level of assistance affects military readiness to some

extent. However current levels of involvement do not seem to
trrigger those concerns. FRecently published DeD guidelines state
that detection and monitoring of illegal drugs into the U.S. is

now a part of the DoD's national defense mission; Thus it may be
provided without adherence to the "substantially equivalent
training” requirement. The policy statement continues by stating
that other support may be provided as long as readiness is not
adversely affected.ld This statement implies that as long as
Congressionally mandated support requirements are not exceeded,
readiness is not an issue requiring further DoD guidance.
Military leaders® concerns may be well founded haowever,
particularly if the role were to be expanded to the levels
envisioned by Congress in 1986 and again in 1989. It would be
difficult for the Soviet Union to devise a competitive strategy
more capable of influencing the U.S. to divert larger amounts of
defense resources away from key NATO defense commitments, than

that of massive military support of the drug war.




Any significant military involvement in this conflict must
be consistent with U.S. vital interests:; then it should be
plann=d, praogrammed and resourced as indicated in the Fresident’s
report to Congress on National Security Strategy. Frotection of
the LS. physizal homeland is a keystone to national security.
Thise i1mplies the necessity to defend, by military means if
necaszary, this and other interests vital to the continued well-
being of the U.S. The menace of drugs to the continued well-
being of the U.5. and other democratic nations is both real and
increasing, but 1t can be defeated if the strategy and commitment
of resources are adequate. On the other hand, there 13 a danger
of the U.S. overextending itself through a poorly resourced

commitment of the military,.

THE_MEDIA_AND_THE_WAR_ON_DRUGS_CAMFAIGN

War requires for it’s successful pursuit the
mobilization of a moral consensus of the legitimacy
of both the obiectives of violence and the means
by which these obliectives are pursusad. The
maintenance of that consensus is one of the key
obijectives of national strategy, in both a
political and a military sense, for when it fails,
the war is lost.14/

For the military commander, information is a weapon of war.
To use a current term, it is a combat multiplier. The more
information a commander has about his opponent, his capabilities,
disposition and weaknesses, the more effectively he can plan and
conduct operations. The same, of course, holds true for denial
of similar information from our opponent. One of the commander®s

most important tasks in campaign planmning is to convince his

H
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opponent to accept inaccurate information, thus deception plavs a

—riti1cal role in military strategy

. For this reason, a military

i
8]
3
3
a

nder has an interest 1n accurate information being withheld
and, on occazion, 1naccurate information being disseminated.
This 1s no surprise however, as socurity and surprise are

principles of war that cannot often be ignored or violated during

military conflict without disastrous results.

The mews media play an increasingly important and legitimate
role in relaving military information from one side of a conflict
to the other. 0One has only to tume his television set to CNN to
a real-time account of any significant military operation
that the U.S. might be invalved in on any given day, anywhere in
the world. These news accounts nearly always include comments
from senior military amd political leaders as well as from the
"saldier in the foxhole." They are consistently high on
emctional content. Coverage of counter-—drug aperations whether
in the forests of Bolivia or the at the U.S./Mevico border, have

been no exception to this "instant coverage".

Colonel Michael H. Abbot in a recent Farameters article
reporting on the U.S. Army "Operation ERlast Furnace" drug raids
in Rolivia, stated that "When the C5 with the Blackhawks first
landed at Santa Cruz, a small crowd, including representatives of
both the L.S. 2nd the Bolivian press, awaited their low key

arrival. Who leaked the deployment to the press is not known, but

it had a significant effect. The hope of gaining a few days of
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surprise operations before the drug infrastructure could figure
out how to react to the U.S. military’s presence was shattered.”
Moreowver, the article continues to explain that the political
zasts 2f the operation were high, since the Fresident of Bolivia
received he2avy criticism within his own Zountry for having
allowed fareign military forces to conduct operations against

15
Bolivian citizens. | A senior DoD official has cstated that
future operations such as "Operation Blast Furmnace” would never
again be possible, because of the inevitable publicity and
political impact. The role played by the news media’s coverage

af thisz and other counter—drug operations will play a crucial

role in future strateqgy for counter-—-drug operations.

This coverage is increasingly of prime importance not only
in setting the public agenda but alse in determining public
attitudes and opinions and influencing, directly and indirectly,
the decision making process. Fublic attitudes, or national will,
have a profound impact on strategy formulation. Ultimately they
may determine whether we win or lose the war. As we have noted,
Colonel Summers attributes our failure in Vietnam to a collapse
in the national will.17 For without national will, it is
impossible to conduct a long war, particularly if it is an
undeclaredxhar, as was true with the Vietnam war, and is likely
to be the case with the war on drugs. Chapter One, of this paper
declares that there must be a reasonable degree of assurance the
military will have the support of the American people to

eliminate or reduce drug abuse by active military intervention.

This principle was true on 20 Jan 1973, at the conclusion of the




Yietnam War, and it 1s equally true now as the US military

becomesz 1nvalved in the "War On Drugs'.

Earlier in this chapter, the reguirsment for “moral
ascendancy" 1m the war on drugs was discuscsed. Without the
perception on the part of the US public, foreign natiomns, and
even drug producers of the moral rightness of the I1S actions, we
zannot long be successful in this conflict., Every strategy and
policy must be weighed against a moral vardstick. If morality is
lacking, the strategy must be discarded in favor of a more
morally acceptable course of action. The news media is a
wvaluable tool and cannot be overlooked in this effort. It is
certain that Cnolonel Mu’®ammaral Gadhafi. Fresident Daniel Ortega
and Gen Manuel Noriega have not overlooked the finer points of
use of the news media to advance their cause into the forum of
world opinion. Although these individuals present a poor example
of moral rightness, there is perhaps something to be learned from

them in the use of the press to achieve political objectives.

What challenges does this present to a political leader or a
military CINC who is charged with leading the war on drugs? The
greatest challenge perhaps is to control information. Whether
this is information regarding operational security or information
regarding public diplomacy, or both, the challenge will be to
control this flow of information to the best interests of the US.
This challenge can be more easily met by learning from past

experiences and applying these lessons to present day situations.
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Much has beern written abowut US policy in Central America and
how this policy has been influenced by Journalistic reporting.
Eduardo R0 Mlaibarri has written in the Strategiz Feview that
sltkhaugh S press coverage in Central America has not reflected
rezlity Because 1t tended to focus on US policy rather than on
it has had played a crucisal role in
zatting ths public agenda.. The British Falklands Island
Campzi1gn presents contrasting lessons concerning dournalist’™s
responzibilities to exercilse dudgment and restraint in operations
securlty matters as well as the need for responsible planning on
the part of the military to insuwe that the public’s need for
information 15 met. Both instances are classical, in the sense
that they represent the need for balance between operational
concerns and the public’s right to information. Lessons learned

fraom the

(1]

= and other events point out the two following public
diplomacy 1mperatives.

-Flan for news media coverage at the national and
operational level:

At the national level, set obiectives to be accomplished by
insightful use of the media. 5Some federal agencies are more
effective than others in this area. The Drug Czar, as a cabinet
officer, will be in a unique position to influence public apinion
in an area in which the press, except for some excellent efforts
by Mrs Reagan, has singlehandedly set the agenda in recent years.

The Drug Czar can and must set the moral agenda for the Drug War.

At the operational level, the drug war campaign plan must

include the informational media in much the same manner as that
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Tf deceptiaor planning. This s=hould mot, of =Zoursa, he a

deczption plan, or even a part of it. But the point is that the

iy

zetbing 2f informational chilectives 1= 2 coammander s

&

i
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porz=ibhi 11 by, These objectives must b

il
m

t concurrently with

w

toe CToanceph F1

my arnd developed as the Campaign Flan evalves.
They will specify what information will be reloased at which

1

iD

w2l, and whern 1t 1s to be released. Additionally, campaign

planners must anticipate and understand the inevitable presenc

]

3F news media reporters from the outset of the campaign. They

live off 1nformation an

a

scavenge for it wherever it might be

found. Their reputation depends, in part, on the accuracy of the
informaticn they can obtain. As counter-drug operations often
aCcour 1n remote areas, access and compre2hensive coverage by naws -
m=dis will be difficult for them to accomplish at becst, The
commander will often be faced with decisions concerning limiting

accessz of the media early in the campaign. If he does this, must

i

tbalance the public’s need to know with agperations security

concerns. It is clearly in the best interests of

[ s

he US

i+

o

insure that news media members are afforded access to the
information they need, on a timely basis, which is consistent
with operations security requirements. But these guestions must
be considered prior to beginning the campaign.

-Train military leaders to deal effectively with memivers
of the press:

Counter-drug operations are somewhat unique, in that
servicemen may routinely be required to operate independently and

geographically separated from the chain of command. Leaders can
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expact to encounter news media personnel as a normal cource of
acttion, If both operations security 1s to be maintained anmd the

commander "s 1nformation oboectives are to be achieved, he must be

properly prepared and trained. The Fuhlic Affzirs Officer alone

cannot he expected to control the Flow of information from the

area ot operations, Most military courses of instruction do not

properly prepare leaders 1in the ckills de

-
[u 8

=]

D

to deal with media.
Yntil these training requirements are recognized, commanders must

resource, plan and conduct this training for their leaders.

Thus far, 1t has been shown that legitimacy, and uvltimately
success, in the war on drugs is greatly dependent upon the

mobi1lization of public support. This can be achieved by insuring

1

that the public receives accurate and timely information that

doss not Jeop

W+
u

rdize operational security and vyet allows the press
to perform 1ts role in obtaining, organizing, and presenting

this information in salable form. It is the commander’s rale

to plan the the information campaign that will make

information & true combat multiplier in the war on drugs.
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CHAFTER YI

COMNCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDAST IONS

The war on drugs 13 anlike amy other war this mation has
2war besr 1neolesd an, It is not a war of ideclogies or of
pelitizal domination. But it is a war of wills, with huge
2conamis Tatlvations and underpinnings. This war will not be waoan
by Lthe military alone. But the military is expected to, and

ust, play a pivotal role in limiting the supply of illicit drugs

while allowing zocial praograms to deal with the increasing demand

for this clear and undeniable threat to our nation’s security.

RBefore embarkirng on this conmflict with an elusive, ill-
defired enemy, it 1= crucial that our policy makers and military
leaders fully ounderstand the true nature of this war, This
chapter has shown the similarities of the drug war with Low
Intensity Conflict. Many of the elements of national
power used in this spectrum of conflict are not only useful, but
necessary, in attacking the supply of drugs and those who are
connected with it. The military’s most effective
role in this war will be determined by the needs of LIC, not

simply by supporting civil authorities.

There are many concerns and risks at the operational level
however, as the military role grows in a piecemeal fashion.
Interdiction programs, although absolutely necessary to show the

nation’s resolve, have limited, measurable effectiveness. We




must not become entangled in the trap that this strateqy poses

for the military, Ou

3

forces la

]

boa comprahensive set of Rules
of Engagement whizh recognizce the many complerities aof the
confl:ict ard permit implementation of national strategiese down to
the lowszt leve2ls. This problem must be addressed now, a3t a level
appropriate with 1ts 1nter—-agency nature. Doctrine and training

Ar

e adequate for the present, but the system must be sensitized

U

to the umigue requirements of the conflict. So doctrine must
evalve in anticipation of the threat, not in response to it, All
Services should begin analyzing the requirements for rescurces,
1 terms of force structuwre, equipment, and training, posed by
the swvolution of the military role in the war on drugs.
Otherwise, military readiness for other critical world-wide

regquirements will be Jjeopardized.

Most i1mportantly perhaps, 1s the requirement, indeed the
imperative, that the mational will be mobilized against this
Sremy . Otherwise we are destined to repeat the mistakes of the
past 25 vyears of US history. Achievement of moral ascendancy
over those who choose to produce aﬁd deal in illicit drugs will
be an essential task for our policy makers if we are ultimately
to succeed. We must look to the nmews media to aid in building
ow position of moral ascendancy asz well as that for building
public support for the required drug war programs. We in the
military sometimes demonstrate insufficient understanding of the
perspective used by the news media when viewing military

conflict. We should plan accordingly for this and train to use

this powerful force to ouw advantage in the war on drugs.
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