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Abstract

Alexandra Guaqueta
D. Phil. in International Relations
Somerville College, Oxford, Hilary 2002

CHANGE AND CONTINUITY IN UNITED STATED - COLOMBIAN RELATIONS,
DURING THE WAR AGAINST DRUGS, 1970-1998

This thesis addresses almost three decades of U.S.-Colombian relations and asks two
main questions. Why did relations remain friendly for so long given the many
problems associated with drugs, and the notion that drugs and drug trafficking
constituted a security problem? And what changed in 1995 so as to alter the course of
friendship?

It argues that U.S. and Colombian preferences over illegal drug control policy have
not always been at odds, and disagreements have not precluded cooperation and joint
action on drug control matters over a significant period of time. Nor can power
asymmetry, a constant feature in the relationship, account for change. A successful
account of both friendship and antagonism can be given only by spelling out the
ideational and normative components that have contributed to define the character of
the relationship and to determine the attitudes and behaviour towards each other.
These components refer to the understandings of the drug problem, ideas on what
constitutes mutually acceptable political and economic behaviour and their underlying
norms, and the images that relevant policy-makers have of each country. This thesis
also underscores the need to take stock of the cumulative process by which Colombia

and the United States embraced and expanded drug prohibition.
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What we have tried to do, though, is to establish standards under which
we are nrenared to coonerate and sunnort Colombia in manv other wavs.

What we have tried to do, though, is to establish standards under which
we are prepared to cooperate and support Colombia in many other ways.
It is up to the Colombian people, obviously, to decide how they want to
be ruled, but it is up to us and the rest of the international community to
decide how we are going to deal with those kinds of individuals
[referring to President Samper]."

Robert Gelbard, U.S. Assistant Secretary of State for International
Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs, to the U.S. Congress in 1997.

Traditionally, the Republic has never been divided over international
problems and I refuse to admit that there are now differences of opinion
on the kind of relation we should have with the United States. The only
possible division is the one posed by Honourable Representative Garcia:
whether we should ask them for more or ask them for less.”

Julio César Turbay Ayala, Minister of Foreign Affairs,
to the Colombian Congress in 1959.

INTRODUCTION
This thesis looks at continuity and change in U.S.-Colombian relations from 1970 to
1998, starting with President Richard Nixon's invitation to Colombia to join the war
against drugs. It takes the issue of illegal drugs, more exactly the interaction between
the governments of Colombia and the United States in their attempt to control the
illegal drug industry, as the main point of entry into the relationship. This choice is
inevitable. After all, the so called 'illegal drug problem' has been in the bilateral agenda
for thirty years and has dominated relations since 1989. Moreover, the unprecedented

diplomatic conflict of 1995-1998, in which the United States insistently sought to

: ' U.S. House of Representatives [hereinafter U.S. House], Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight, Subcommittee on National Security, International Affairs and Criminal Justice,
Oversight of United States Counternarcotics Assistance to Colombia, 14 February 1997, p. 28.
? Julio César Turbay Ayala as Minister of Foreign Affairs, April 1959 quoted in David
Bushnell, 'Colombia’, in Harold E. Davis and Larman Wilson, Latin American Foreign
Policies: An Analysis (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press,1975), pp.401-418.
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'isolate' and 'debilitate' President Eresto Samper, developed around the issue of drugs
and narco-corruption. Following the allegations on drug money financing Samper's
1994 presidential campaign, the United States called Colombia's friendship into
question for the first time since the traumatic quarrel over Panama in the early
twentieth century. The United States deemed Colombia uncooperative in the war
against drugs and ordered targeted sanctions against dozens of individuals and firms
suspected of connections with drug dealers. In 1996 and 1997 the United States
decertified Colombia completely and suspended aid funds for the International
Military Education and Training program (IMET), Foreign Military Financing (FMF)
facilities and Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC) guarantees. American
official documents branded Colombia as a 'threat to democracy' and, therefore, to the
security of the United States and the hemisphere.

From 1995 to 1998, the United States became heavily involved in Colombian
domestic politics as it pressed for an impeachment trial against the drug-tainted
Samper. Subsequently, U.S. officials became entangled with local political and
bureaucratic struggles affecting the internal political landscape and, above all, the
legitimacy of the Colombian state. After that, the issue of drugs has continued to play a
pivotal role in the bilateral relationship and the United States has increased its physical
and political presence in Colombia. In 1998, breaking with the historical precedent, the
United States surfaced as a major actor in President Andrés Pastrana's Plan Colombia
and his attempt to demobilise the guerrilla groups Fuerzas Armadas Revolucionarias
de Colombia (FARC), the Ejército de Liberacion Nacional (ELN) and the right-wing
paramilitary forces gathered under the umbrella of the Autodefensas Unidas de
Colombia (AUC). The U.S. rationale was that the three illegal armed groups financed

their activities through the drug trade and that United States continued in its quest to
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fight drugs. The United States dramatically increased aid in 1998 to fund
counternarcotic-counterinsurgency operations targeting rebel groups whenever there is
'credible evidence' of their involvement in the illegal drug industry. This stands in stark
contrast to the history of U.S.-Colombian relations, for the United States maintained a
prudent engagement and distance from Colombian domestic politics from 1903 until
the mid-1990s —something it had conspicuously failed to do elsewhere in the region,
especially in Central America and the Caribbean.

This thesis does not assess the efficacy of drug control public policy. The plethora
of drug policy studies has already established that prohibition has had, at best, only a
limited impact in reducing the size of the drug trade and in preventing its
consequences. At worst, prohibition only serves to make the business more lucrative.
Instead, this thesis investigates the politics of drugs within U.S.-Colombian relations.
It looks at the relationship in historical perspective, and lays particular weight on the
ideational and normative dimensions of the U.S.-Colombian relationship. As explained
in Chapter 1, such an approach gives new meanings to old information, pulls out
previously neglected data and questions myths about the links between drugs and inter-
state conflict. This also contrasts with the existing literature which stresses power
asymmetry and material variables. This thesis does not intend to be a single-case study
that seeks to prove or disprove a given theory in International Relations. Rather, it is a
theoretically guided account of U.S.-Colombian relations and addresses more than one
audience: Colombia-specialists, drug control experts, scholars analysing the forces that
shape U.S.-Latin American relations, International Relations academics discussing the
role of ideas and practitioners. In general, this work aims to contribute to a better

understanding and wiser management of U.S.-Colombian relations.
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Except for the first chapter, the thesis follows a chronological order. It is divided
into four parts and contains ten chapters. Part I lays out the analytical and historical
contexts. Chapter 1 introduces the research agenda and unpacks the argument. It shows
how an ideational approach fares better compared to traditional power-systemic and
materialist approaches at accounting for the timing and nature of the changes in U.S.-
Colombian relations, and especially for the move to conflict on 1995. Chapter 2 traces
the history of the relationship from 1900 up to 1970. Part II examines early drug
control cooperation, from 1970 when illegal drugs were formally put on the bilateral
agenda to 1989. Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 show the process by which Colombia and the
United States join in drug control actions and Colombia slowly embraces drug
prohibition. They demonstrate that the relationship encountered minimal friction on
the count of disagreements related to drug policy. This challenges traditional analyses
on drug-related inter-state conflict. The chapters proceed to set the drug issue into the
broader context of U.S.-Colombian relations in order to weigh the relative political
importance of drugs throughout the period.

Part III looks at the years of deep institutionalisation of drug control cooperation
that begin with the launching of the U.S. Andean Strategy and the emergence of a
renewed bilateral alliance in the war against in 1989 during the Bush (1989-1992) and
Barco presidencies (1986-1990). The main objective is to show how friendship
persisted despite the increase of Colombia's share in world coca production, despite the
post Cold War shift towards understanding drugs as a security threat to democracy,
and despite Colombia's faulty material performance in eradicating drug trafficking.
Chapter 5 tells the story and analyses the content of the new comprehensive anti-drug
agenda. It also examines how prohibition i1deas and foreign drug policy become tightly

embedded in the U.S. political and administrative institutions thereby increasing the
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potential leverage of specific official in the formulation of U.S. foreign policy. Chapter
6 explains why, despite the perceived costs for Colombia, the Gaviria administration
(1990-1994) decided to carry on with the drug prohibition agenda. It analyses
Colombia's anti-drug collaborative activities with the United States and the
enhancement of prohibition at the national level. Chapter 7 introduces the shift in U.S.
expectations on Colombia's behaviour. It argues that the failure to deliver efficient
results in the war against drugs should have triggered a major diplomatic conflict
especially after the reforms to U.S. drug policy during the Clinton administration
(1993-2000). Despite this, to officials of the Bush and Clinton administrations Gaviria
remained a trustworthy ally in matters of drugs, democracy and economic
liberalisation.

Part IV deals with the emergence and manifestations of the diplomatic conflict
between Colombia and the United States. Chapter 8 describes how, according to U.S.
policy makers, the drug-tainted Ernesto Samper administration (1994-1998) failed to
conform to the new standards of democratic behaviour and to the new benchmarks in
the war against drugs. Chapter 9 explains why Colombia and the United States
remained locked in conflict between 1995 and 1998, and shows how the basic implicit
norms guiding the relationship were ignored or transformed. Finally, the concluding
chapter draws together the factors that have determined change and continuity in the
character of U.S.-Colombian relations and reflects on the nature of U.S.-Colombian

relations.
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PART I: ANALYTICAL AND HISTORICAL CONTEXTS

Part I provides the analytical and historical backgrounds in order to examine change and continuity
in the U.S.-Colombian relationship. The analytical chapter reviews the literature on international
drug politics and unpacks the main arguments of this thesis. The historical one gives an overview
of U.S.-Colombian relations from the nineteenth century up to 1970, before Colombia officially

joins the so-called war against drugs.



Chapter 1, Questions of Drug Politics

Chapter 1

THE QUESTION OF ILLEGAL DRUG CONTROL AND U.S.-COLOMBIAN
RELATIONS
This thesis examines how nearly three decades of the war against drugs (1970-1998)
changed the U.S.-Colombian relationship and seeks to answer two main puzzles: Why
did relations remain friendly for so long given the many problems associated with
drugs, and the notion that drugs and drug trafficking constituted a security problem?
And what changed in 1995 so as to alter the course of friendship?

The first section of this chapter assesses the traditional general explanations of drug
politics in the Western Hemisphere. These explanations have influenced the main
works on U.S.-Colombian relations and we would expect them to account for the
dynamics of such a critical case as the Colombian one. It also examines the literature
specifically about U.S.-Colombian drug politics and identifies its main shortcomings.
The second section unpacks the main arguments of the thesis and the reasoning behind
them. It is claimed here that U.S. and Colombian preferences over illegal drug control
policy have not been always at odds, and that disagreements have not precluded
cooperation and joint action on drug control matters over a significant period of time.
Nor can power asymmetry, a constant feature in the relationship, account for change.
A successful account of both friendship and antagonism is done only by spelling out
the ideational and normative components that have contributed to define the character
of the relationship and to determine the attitudes and behaviour towards each other.
These components refer to the understandings of the drug problem, ideas on what

constitutes mutually acceptable political and economic behaviour and their underlying
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norms, and the mutual perceptions or the images that relevant policy-makers have of
each country. This thesis also underscores the need to take stock of the cumulative
process by which Colombia and the United States embraced and expanded drug
prohibition. The third section describes the main sources consulted for this

investigation.

1. Studies on Illegal Drugs and Explanations of Inter-State Drug-Related
Conflict

In the 1980s academic writing on the history and politics of drug trafficking and
international drug control measures proliferated. At present there is a generous
quantity of studies often rich in description and that touch upon a wide range of
relevant questions. There are, for instance, several studies of the political economy of
illegal drugs, describing the size of drug trafficking and the declarations of drug
policies in specific countries and regions. There are also histories of drug prohibition,
some of which look at the formal international regime that has emerged under the
auspices of the United Nations (UN), the Organization of American States (OAS) and
other regional organisations.' More recently, given that drug money finances warring
parties, drug trafficking has been engulfed by studies on transnational organised crime
and works on post Cold War intra-state conflicts.” Usually two types of audiences
engage with studies on illegal drug policies and politics, the issue-specialists and the

area-specialists (those who study a particular geographical region where drugs are just

' The demand from policy-making circles, mainly based in Washington, boosted the volume of
general and technical policy analyses on drug issues. Agencies within the UN system, like the
United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) and the United Nations Drug Control
Programme (UNDCP) also played an important role. In the latter part of the 1980s political
analyses appeared. Useful bibliographic compilations are Lamond Tullis, in collaboration with
the UN Research Institute for Social Development, Handbook of Research on the Illegal Drug
Traffic (New York: Greenwood Press, 1991) and Bruce M. Bagley (ed.), Drug Trafficking
Research in the Americas. An Annotated Bibliography (Miami: University of Miami, North-
South Center, 1996).
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but one aspect of a broader political or economic system). Despite the volume of
works, there are a number of recurrent problems: The collection of data is incomplete,
measurements are only approximations, criteria for successful policies vary, and
ideological biases have influenced the academic readings of events and data.

Latin America is the most studied geographical area, because cannabis, coca leaf
and poppy grow there and because it is closest to U.S. foreign drug policy. Although
mainstream International Relations (IR) has not embraced the topic, a small number of
specialists frequently analysing U.S.-Latin American relations have looked at the
demands for states' coordinated responses to the drug trade, and have engaged with the
classical international cooperation literature, as illustrated below. The Journal of Inter-
American and World Affairs, for example, served as a first arena to discuss United
States, Latin American countries and illegal drugs. Now nearly every study on U.S.-
Latin American relations includes sections on illegal drugs.

Nearly all studies on drug policies and politics in the Western Hemisphere share
two tendencies. The first one is the predominance of a materialist bias in descriptions
of the drug problem and in explanations of drug-related international conflict in the
Western Hemisphere. Alongside this, drug politics is often understood simply in terms
of the coercive imposition by the United States of a prohibition regime onto its smaller
and weaker neighbours in Latin America. The following sections develop these points
in greater detail. The second tendency is the existence of general pessimism and a
relentless focus on conflict. This, in turn, reflects the frequent drug-related diplomatic
tensions between the United States and the Latin American countries and the resilience
of the drug trade to the panoply of control measures. Even Liberals, who initially
produced an optimistic forecast for post Cold War U.S.-Latin American relations based

on the continent's ideological convergence around democracy and neo-liberal

2 See for example Tom Farer (ed.) Transnational Crime in the Americas (New York:
Routledge, 1999) and Mary Kaldor, New & Old Wars. Organized Violence in a Global Era

9
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economic reforms, held pessimistic views on drugs and conflict. Open borders seemed
to exacerbate problems such as the illegal drug trade, and most believed that drug
policy interests continued to be at odds anyway.’

In general, observers have been swift to conclude that the international and regional
counter-drug regimes are hollow and argue that cooperation has been simply non-
existent, or at best, imperfect or inefficient. According to most accounts states that do
not cooperate with each other necessarily clash, by default. And Latin American states
that allegedly do not cooperate with the United States defected from prohibition.
However, what is in fact striking throughout the 1980s and the 1990s is the coexistence
between the frequency of regional diplomatic tensions and the creation and
institutionalisation of drug control cooperation, especially between Colombia and the
United States. What is most remarkable about the history of U.S.-Colombian relations
is not the existence of disagreements or routine quarrels over the illegal drug industry,

but rather the absence of major diplomatic conflict, at least until 1995.

The Concept of Cooperation as Applied to Drug Control in the Western Hemisphere

Before looking at the cooperation between Colombia and the United States we need to
look at how cooperation has been understood. Here it becomes clear that the neglect of
cooperation is often based on conceptual biases and methodological shortcomings.

Scholars analysing the case of U.S.-Latin American efforts to deal with the drug issue

(Cambridge: Polity Press, 1998).

3 A representative study showing the dualism between optimistic forecasts for the region and
pessimism about drug politics is Abraham F. Lowenthal and Gregory F. Treverton, Latin
America in a New World (Boulder: Westview Press, 1994).

4 See for example, Bruce M. Bagley, 'The New Hundred Years War: US National Security and
the War on Drugs in Latin America', Journal of Inter-American Studies and World Affairs 30/1
(1988), pp. 171-2; 'U.S. Foreign Policy and the War on Drugs. Analysis of a Policy Failure',
Journal of Inter American Studies and World Affairs 30/ 2-3 (1988), pp. 189-212; Ethan
Nadelmann, 'Global Prohibition Regimes. The Evolution of Norms in International Society’,
International Organization, 44/4 (1990), pp. 479-526; Tokatlian and Johanna Salah Chorny,
'"Los efectos del prohibicionismo en las relaciones entre Colombia y Estados Unidos!,
Documentos Ocasionales, 37 (1995), pp. 5-42.

10
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have often borrowed mainstream IR definitions of cooperation only to conclude that
cooperative interaction has been absent. The actual expansion and institutionalisation
of the drug prohibition machinery, along with its norms and organisational rules, have
been downplayed within this 'lack of cooperation' literature. Celia Toro, for example,
an acute observer of the Mexican case, has remained true to conceptual purism
adopting Robert O. Keohane's definition of cooperation in order to discard from her
analysis actions that do not specifically illustrate a formal coordination process by
which demands were mutually adjusted.” Keohane says that cooperation occurs when
actors adjust their behaviour to the preference of others through a process of
coordination.® Again, using Keohane's definition, David R. Mares argues that because
cooperation implies a simultaneous compromise by both parties, the fact that an inter-
American drug policy exists does not mean that cooperation is present. For him,
cooperation requires the explicit linking of policies on supply and demand in order to
satisfy the alleged preferences of both sides.’ Juan G. Tokatlian and Bruce M. Bagley
have adopted Krasner's theory on regimes in order to argue that it is too ambitious to
call U.S.-Latin American initiatives a regime given its illegitimate character (due to
U.S. unilateralism), lack of credibility (due to the supply-side policy bias imposed by
the United States), and the unequal distribution of costs.® Actions of Latin American
countries on drug control have not been regarded as pure 'cooperation' but as the

outcome of hegemonic domination and therefore not eligible to be labelled as

3 Toro herself criticised what she labels a ‘traditional' notion of cooperation based on the
capacity to reduce drug flow. However, she seemed to be criticising more the political abuse of
the term cooperation, as opposed to analytically revising the concept, see Celia Toro, 'El
control del narcotrafico, podremos cooperar?' in Blanca Torres (coord.), Interdependencia. Un
enfoque util para el andlisis de las relaciones México-Estados Unidos? (México: El Colegio
de México, 1990), pp. 236-52.
¢ Robert. O Keohane, After Hegemony. Cooperation and Discord in the World Political
Economy (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1984), pp. 51-2.
7 David R. Mares, 'The Logic of Inter-American Cooperation on Drugs,' in Peter H. Smith
(ed.), Drug Policy in the Americas (Boulder: Westview Press, 1992), pp. 329-42.
8 Tokatlian and Salah, 'Los efectos del prohibicionismo', pp. 8-9.

11
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cooperation, but rather a case of sheer forced compliance.9 Finally, the ambiguity in the
goals of drug cooperation and in the evaluation of successes has turned policies into an
easy target for academic criticism and subsequent neglect.

There is an important problem when applying standard definitions of cooperation to
U.S.-Latin American relations. The theorisation on political cooperation advanced
within IR approaches has been tailored for the industrialised countries of the West.
Keohane's and Nye's 'complex interdependence’, often too enthusiastically embraced
by analysts of U.S.-Latin American relations, was meant to explain relations among
industrialised countries rather than Latin America, as they recently acknowledged.'®
Consequently, interaction within a historical structure of great power asymmetry in a
sphere of influence falls beyond the scope of dominant definitions."’

Hence the main problems in studying the case of drug control cooperation in U.S.-
Latin American relations stems from a conceptual difficulty, namely, identifying
which precise actions are considered 'cooperation'.'” Writings on drug politics, for
example, have little discussion and consensus as to the type of actions that need to be
observed in order to determine the existence or lack of cooperation. Some look at

declared policies by states, others at the distribution of costs (often with a poor

® Guadalupe Gonzélez, 'Régimen internacional y politicas nacionales del control de drogas: un
analisis comparado de México y Colombia' in Arturo Borja et al (coord.) Regionalismo y
poder en Ameérica: los limites del neorealismo (Mexico: CIDE, 1996), pp. 333-78. In contrast,
mainstream International Relations has comfortably coupled hegemony with cooperation for
U.S.-E.U. and U.S.-Japan relations without judging the validity of cooperation.

19 Robert O. Keohane and Joseph Nye, 'Globalization: What's new? What's not? (And so
what?)', Foreign Policy, 118 (2000), pp. 104-19. For comments on the ethnocentricity of
International Relations see Ole Weaver, 'The Sociology of a Not So International Discipline:
American and European Developments in International Relations', International Organization,
52/4 (1998), pp. 687-727.

"' For a critique of mainstream IR theories in the analysis of Latin America see Andrew
Hurrell, 'United States and Latin America', pp. 167-71. A similar discussion from Latin
American scholarship can be found in Carlos Escudé, Foreign Policy Theory in Menem'’s
Argentina (Gainesville: University Press of Florida, 1997). A rather mild Colombian critique
can be found in Rodrigo Pardo and Juan G. Tokatlian, Politica exterior colombiana: de la
subordinacion a la autonomia? (Bogota: Ediciones Uniandes, TME, 1988).

12 Even scholars not dealing with power asymmetry have identified shortcomings in the
dominant IR concepts of cooperation; Milner, for instance, concludes that the common
definition of cooperation that emerged in IR theory 'does not alleviate the empirical difficulties
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construction of indicators), and others look at policy implementation and the outcome
on the ground. This is particularly the case of those who argue that the resilience of
drug trafficking is the ultimate sign of absent or failed cooperation. In sum, little effort
has been given to explaining harmony, alliance, drug-related cooperative actions or the
process by which drug prohibition has been sustained and enhanced in the region,
flaws notwithstanding. Having discussed some of the difficulties surrounding the

concept of cooperation, this chapter turns now to existing explanations.

Power and System-Level Interpretations

System level explanations, either global-systemic or regional-systemic, have long been
well represented in the studies on drug-related conflict between United States and
Latin America and in those works that refer to U.S.-Colombian relations. From this
perspective, conflict is about U.S. will, need or habit in exercising coercive power over
Latin America --in other words simple power asymmetry. In addition, the post Cold
War systemic reordering is cited as the main cause for drug-related inter-state conflict
from the early 1990s. The former Soviet Union was no longer there to check or deter
the exercise of American power. Besides, with the absence of communism, the United
States no longer had a reason for strategic restraint in holding allies accountable on the
drug issue, whereas in the past the United States could not risk undermining its anti-
communist alliances in the Western Hemisphere because of drug-related problems.
Juan G. Tokatlian, for example, holds that U.S.-Colombian relations became
increasingly conflictual in 1990s due to a perverse combination of the decline in U.S.
global hegemony, given the re-emergence of Europe and Japan as powerful
international actors, and the rise in regional hegemony, given the implosion of the

former Soviet Union. The former pushed the United States to increase coercive

in using the concept'. Helen Milner, 'International Theories of Cooperation among Nations.

13



Chapter 1, Questions of Drug Politics

policies in the region, while the latter gave it enough freedom to exercise coercion at a
lower cost in Latin America. Thus, for Tokatlian, from 1990 onwards the United States
began to behave according to 'its own desires and based on individual needs with the
purpose of maximum self-realisation --more a sign of arrogance and clumsiness than
of firm and fertile leadership'."?

It 1s clearly the case that drug-related frictions between the United States and Latin
American countries increased significantly in the 1990s. From 1995 to 1998, Colombia
and the United States experienced an unprecedented diplomatic crisis marked by the
United States' decision to grant Colombia a national conditional waiver during the drug
certification process of March 1995 as opposed to certifying its full cooperation in the
war against drugs. The relationship changed from a pattern characterised by positive
and friendly association and the observance of core norms regarding the management
of the relationship to one of severe conflict and increased U.S. intervention in
Colombian domestic affairs. For sceptical academics, this was the long awaited
outcome; but for policy-makers at the Colombian end, who had been accustomed to
the friendly management of the relationship, the outbreak, depth and duration of

conflict came as a painful surprise.

Strengths and Weaknesses', World Politics, 44/3 (1992), p. 469
13 See Juan G. Tokatlian, Drogas, dilemas y dogmas. Estados Unidos y la narcocriminalidad
organizada en Colombia (Bogota: TME-CEI, 1995), chapter 3, especially p. 22. Traditionally
inclined towards neo-realism, Tokatlian began to modify his own views after 1995 to include
domestic and ideational factors due to his exposure to critical security studies. He nevertheless
continues to view the United States as a utility-maximising and coercive hegemon. Most of the
few academic studies on Colombian international relations as well as U.S.-Colombian relations
and the drug issue that appeared before 1995 were written by Tokatlian. The diplomatic crisis
of 1995-1998, however, prompted new writing in Colombia and in the United States. These
works refer mostly to Samper and decertification and are discussed in chapters 8 and 9. Other
important works by Tokatlian are 'National Security and Drugs: Their Impact on U.S.-
Colombian Relations', Journal of Inter American Studies and World Affairs 30/1 (1988); and
Balgey (comps.) Economia y politica del narcotrdfico (Bogota: Ediciones Uniandes, CEI,
CEREC, 1990); and En el limite: la (torpe) norteamericanizacion de la guerra contra las
drogas (Bogota, Colombia: CEREC, Grupo Editorial Norma, 1997). A balanced critique of
Tokatlian's arguments on U.S.-Colombian relations in the 1990s can be found in German
Palacio, Globalizaciones, estado y narcotrdfico (Bogota: Universidad Nacional, UNIJUS,
Instituto para el Desarrollo de la Democracia Luis Carlos Galan, 1998), ch. 3.
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The absence of the Soviet Union or regional power asymmetry can hardly account
for this trend. In the first place, there are several instances of serious drug-related
diplomatic conflicts within the region before the end of the Cold War, which indicate
that neither the Cold War system nor Soviet power were an infallible impediment to
such conflicts. Cases include Mexico in 1969 and 1985, Bolivia in 1980 and 1986-88,
and outside the hemisphere, Turkey in 1971. While anti-communism certainly shaped
U.S.-Latin American relations, the history of the region shows that the former Soviet
Union had a much more limited effect in curtailing the exercise of U.S. power in the
region than commonly thought. For example, the Soviet Union did not deter U.S.
military interventions in Guatemala in 1954, Dominican Republic in 1965 and Grenada
in 1983, or covert intervention in Chile in 1973. Given the record, it is also unlikely
that the invasion of Panama in 1989, at least in part related to the drug issue, would
have been avoided had the Cold War system still been in place. Even U.S.-Cuban
relations, known to be the clearest example of Cold War dynamics, have been shown
to have a tempo of their own rather than simply following the systemic rhythm. Thus,
the extent to which the Soviet Union has directly affected U.S.-Colombian relations is
highly debatable. This is not to say that regional hegemony or that the international
context is unimportant. They matter but in ways different to purely neo-realist views
that stress power asymmetry.'*

Second, for all the reconfiguring of the distribution of power after the Cold War,
there has been always substantial asymmetry of material power between Colombia and
the United States. Thus, material power asymmetry, a constant feature, cannot in itself
account for the periods of harmony and the subsequent shift to conflict. Answering this

question is beyond the neo-realist reach, since it requires looking at domestic and

4 Works on spheres of influence, for instance, have referred to their special internal features,
which allude to factors other than material power, see Paul Keal, Unspoken Rules and
Superpower Dominance (London: MacMillan, 1983) and Jan Triska (ed), Dominant Powers
and Subordinate States. The United States in Latin America and the Soviet Union in Eastern
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ideational aspects in order to answer why, when and how Latin American countries
and the United States transformed a given situation into diplomatic or military

hostility.

State Interests and Drug Policy Preferences

Explanations of drug-related inter-state conflict have been also concerned with state-
level variables and occasionally incorporate domestic societal factors. Some authors
have spoken of clashing national security interests and others of divergent drug policy
preferences based on the type of participation of each country in the illegal drug
industry. Divergent interests and preferences lead to a lack of cooperation over drug
control and, eventually, to political conflict. The core interest-based faultline stands
between Latin America, which is primarily defined as a producing- and trafficking-
region, in other words, the supply side; and the United States, which has the lion's
share of regional drug consumption, the demand side. In this view, each side has a
different 'drug problem'. The United States seeks to manage its consumption-violence
problem at the lower cost possible and by making the trade illegal, while Latin
America does not have a serious consumption dilemma and therefore questions the
benefits of prohibition measures that require the implementation of unpopular policies
in their territories, instead tending towards legalisation and regulation. Adding to the
controversy and generating great strife is the fact that United States (unlike Great
Britain or Germany) expects to cut its demand by fighting supply beyond its borders, a
goal that reflects both U.S. self-attributed prerogatives and the very nature of U.S-
Latin American power dynamics. 'Going to the source' necessarily brings centre-stage

expectations as to the actions of Latin American states and pushes the United States

Europe (Durham, NC: Duke University Press, 1986). It is important to note that United States
and Latin America remain the tightest sphere of influence in post- Cold War world.
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towards greater involvement in their domestic affairs than they would ultimately prefer
to see.'”

These analyses get some of the broad issues right. But they miss many others and
fail to identify important differences among the various Latin American countries. For
instance Mares's game-theoretical model explaining U.S.-Latin American non-
cooperation on the drugs issue suggests that Latin Americans prefer demand-side
policies because they make the United States focus on its own territory. Yet, as we
shall see for the case of Colombia, Latin American countries have at times encouraged
U.S. supply side policies because they bring aid and other assistance.'

If this interest-based reasoning were correct, Colombia and the United States should
have suffered a major rift in their relationship at anytime since the 1970s. Colombia
should have advocated drug legalisation as the less costly way of handling the effects
of drug production and trafficking over its social, economic and political systems. Or,
as a second-best option, Colombia should have opted for policies that were less costly
than eradicating illegal crops or extraditing Colombian drug dealers, and that
maintained a minimal level of U.S. influence over its drug policies so as to preserve its
much desired autonomy. From the U.S. perspective, Americans should have applied
sanctions against Colombia for failing to eliminate, or at least contain, the size of
illegal drug supply and the ensuing effects over the political and economic systems of
the region.

Instead, as we shall see, Colombia and the United States have frequently worked

together to establish and develop prohibition in Colombia, and, despite important

' For an early and insightful discussion on state interests on drug policy and their analysis see
Ethan Nadelmann, 'International Drug Trafficking and U.S. Foreign Policy', Washington
Quarterly (1985); 'U. S. Drug Policy. A Bad Export', Foreign Policy 70 (1988), pp. 83-108. A
reference to Colombia by Colombians can be found in Carlos G. Arrieta, et al, Narcotrdfico en
Colombia. Dimensiones politicas, economicas, juridicas e internacionales (Bogota: Ediciones
Uniandes-TME, 1991), p. 19. Tokatlian talks about different problem diagnosis, 'differing
objectives', and therefore 'divergent interests', Juan G. Tokatlian, National Security and
Drugs'. See also a thorough discussion from IR in Gonzélez, 'Régimen internacional y politicas
nacionales de control de drogas".
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differences, they succeeded in institutionalising a significant level of bilateral drug
control programs. Furthermore, Colombia and the United States retained essentially
friendly relations for twenty-five years (from 1970 to 1995) at a time when illegal
drugs were a salient and often controversial issue in the bilateral agenda and over the
period when the illegal drug industry expanded to the extent of eroding the basic
foundations of Colombia's institutions.

Untangling the debate over national interests and drug control is not an easy task.
The so-called drug policy 'interests' arguments have been formulated in a conceptually
inconsistent manner. Within these interests there are not only specific preferences
regarding drug control strategies and tactics, but also general national interests (e.g.
sovereignty, autonomy), non-drug interests (e.g. economic well being, trade
preferences, electoral politics, bureaucratic interests), and historical prejudices. The
following lines in the prologue of a well-known Colombian study on illegal drugs,
Narcotrdfico en Colombia published in 1991 provide a clear example:

This approach [prohibitionism], oriented to weaken narcotics demand in
the United States, has focused on repressive action on the supply side, and
has placed the greater burden of the war against drugs in Colombia. In this
way, what is more convenient for the United States has prevailed, along
with the definition of its own priorities. On the other hand, United States'
repression policy does not channel significant cooperation resources for
producer countries [...].

The relationship between the two countries is not of allies that unite their
strength to confront a common problem. It is more the relationship
between a strong country that demands sacrifices from the smaller one,
without any compensation. Evidence of this is United States' attitude
towards Colombia on trade issues, which is of total disinterest or open
opposition.'’

That the drug policy interests debate has not been sufficiently unpacked, particularly in

the case of U.S.-Colombian drug politics, has led to fruitless debates about the 'true'

'® Mares, 'The Logic of Inter-American Cooperation on Drugs'.
' Arrieta, et al. Narcotrdfico en Colombia, p. 19. This prologue was written by Arturo Infante,
former Proctor of the Universidad de los Andes [author's translation].
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drug policy interests and has distorted both policy formulation and academic
endeavours.

The demand-supply debate turned in political and academic circles into a dispute as
to whom to blame and also created a false idea about actual drug policy preferences.
For instance, this formulation has spread the idea that Latin Americans are all anti-
prohibitionists. And yet, this conventional assumption is called into question by, for
example, Colombia's engagement in bilateral drug control efforts in the early 1970s,
when Colombia agreed to collaborate in Nixon's war against drugs. A neo-realist
would be inclined to argue that Colombia's behaviour was a case of coerced
compliance or of domination whereby the United States used strong-arm tactics on its
weaker neighbour. However, despite Nixon's hard talk and Public Laws 92-352 and
92-246 (early versions of certification), there was no threat of sanctions or invasion to
Colombia in order to force it into adopting prohibition. Nor was there any substantial
linked economic reward, either in terms of aid or of trade benefits. Colombia's
acquiescence in preserving and implementing drug prohibition cannot be explained by
narrow interest-based accounts or by the naked use of power. Instead, it is necessary to
look at the prohibition precedents in Colombia's formal legal system and societal
norms, and at the historical path of cooperation with the United States.

Another false idea induced by the simplistic demand-supply language is that Latin
American countries dislike supply-side policies and would rather have soft demand-
side polices. In fact, criticising United States' leadership and the arrogance with which
it implements prohibition abroad is different from rejecting punitive law enforcement
and different, too, from Latin Americans wanting the United States to withdraw drug
control aid altogether. Colombia has usually welcomed U.S. law enforcement aid in
the form of training and equipment for its anti-narcotics police and has constantly
asked for increases in the budget allocated to their programmes --which, by definition,

are supply-side policies. In 1989 and 1990, for instance, the Colombian President
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Virgilio Barco actively campaigned to have international donors, including the United
States, finance the 1990 Special Cooperation Programme. The programme attracted
multiple donations worth $320 million for eradication, justice reform, law enforcement
activities and other projects to mitigate the economic impact of illegal drugs and
prohibition.'®

In addition, it has become increasingly clear that drug policy preferences are not
static. They have been reshaped through time owing to several phenomena. One is the
size and manifestations of drug trafficking. In the case of Colombia, the rise of drug-
related violence in the 1980s led to a domestic consensus on viewing drugs as a matter
of national security. In addition, the preferences assigned to either consumer or
producer countries have become increasingly blurred by the vertical integration of the
illegal drug industry so that all steps of the chain occur within single countries.'”
Besides, international institutions, such as the United Nations Drug Control
Programme (UNDCP), have altered drug policy preferences by endorsing certain lines
of actions and introducing financial incentives. And the way in which the 'drug
problem’ is framed has played a major role in shifting the policy focus. Currently, for
example, it is clear that U.S. interest lies not only in reducing consumption, but
fighting organised crime, which - they believe - puts Latin American democracy in
jeopardy via corruption and terrorism.

In sum, most analyses have failed to open the black-box of the state, which allows
for a closer consideration of sub-state actors and their own matrix of interests and
preferences regarding drug policies and their implementation. In the end we can see
that not all drug policy preferences have been at odds and not all opposing interests

have caused major conflicts. In addition, existing studies have failed to explain why

'* Centro de Estudios Internacionales, Universidad de los Andes, 'Evaluacién del Programa
Especial de Cooperacion, PEC', Bogota, 1995.

19 paul B. Stares, Global Habit. The Drug Problem in a Borderless World (Washington, D.C.:
Brookings Institution, 1996).
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certain topics are problematised and politicised at any given time, since neither power

asymmetry nor interests at loggerheads lead inevitably to conflict.

The Ideational Basis of Drug Policy and the 'Securitisation’ Argument

The drug issue could be understood and treated as a public health or as a policing
issue.” Instead, it has been widely viewed as constituting mainly a security problem.
President Richard Nixon officially inaugurated this trend in 1970 when he claimed that
'keeping dangerous drugs out of the United States [was] just as important as keeping
armed enemy forces from landing in the United States'.?! Later on, in 1986, Ronald
Reagan did the same by labelling drugs a national security threat and declaring a war
against drugs. Many have criticised this 'securitisation' of the drug phenomenon, since
it automatically raises the political stature of the topic and arouses national sensibility.
In addition, Donald J. Mabry notes that the 'war metaphor preconditioned people to
think in terms of a military solution'.”* This is why Tokatlian has suggested that U.S.
'securitisation' has caused conflicts between the United States and Latin American
states. By this he means the 'militarisation’ of U.S. foreign drug policy, which to him
necessarily involves interventionist U.S. military deployment in the continent, such as
in Panama in December 1989 to abduct General Manuel Antonio Noriega on illicit
trafficking charges.”?

It has also been suggested that this is exclusively an American way of perceiving

drugs, that it has been capriciously imposed on Latin American countries, and that this

2 Critical studies on security address the debate on perceptions and conceptions of threat and
security, see Barry Buzan, Jaap de Wilde and Ole Waever, Security. A New Framework for
Analysis (Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publications, 1998).

2l U.S. Federal Register Division, Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States
(Washington D.C.: Federal Register Division, National Archive and Records Service,
Government Printing Office), Nixon, 1972, 1, pp. 874-5. [Hereinafter PPP]

2 Donald J. Mabry, 'The Role of the Military' in Raphael Perl (ed.), Drugs and Foreign Policy
(Boulder, Co.: Westview Press, 1994), p. 102
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imposition alone has triggered clashes between the United States and Latin America. A
case in point is Bolivia, whose native population has long coexisted with coca leaf
under the premises of its religious, cultural and medicinal values, and then turned to
militarise interdiction.”* However, unlike Bolivia, Colombia does not have a strong
native ancient attachment to coca leaf. Moreover, as Colombian drug-trafficking
mafias gained considerable power, turned violent, and waged a war against the state,
judges, police and journalists, many supported Colombia's own 'securitisation' of the
drug problem that has gathered pace since 1986. Conceiving drug trafficking a security
problem was a crucial factor behind Colombia's continuous adhesion to the war against
drugs.

Furthermore, the ‘militarisation' of drug operations did not represent a threat to
Colombian authorities. The participation of U.S. and Colombian military in drug
control operations remained limited in comparison to other countries and Colombia's
own police and military forces often welcomed military counternarcotics aid when it
occurred. Thus, 'securitisation' alone, the process associated in the literature with the
use of military assets and military language in drug policy, does not capture
substantive changes of U.S. drug policy in the mid 1990s. Nor does it explain the

timing of the U.S.-Colombian crisis.

The Material Basis of the Colombian Drug Problem

If neither power asymmetry, nor interests at loggerheads, nor the 'militarisation'
explain conflict on their own, then the material basis and changing character of the
drug trade may account for conflict. The type of illegal activities involved in drug

trafficking certainly represents very important challenges to law enforcement inside

BTokatlian, Drogas, dilemas y dogmas and 'Seguridad y drogas: una cruzada militar
prohibicionista' in Francisco Leal and Juan G. Tokatlian (comps.), Orden mundial y seguridad.
Nuevos desafios para Colombia 'y América Latina (Bogota: TME, IEPRI and SID, 1994).
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and across borders. And in more extreme cases, such as in Colombia, drug trafficking,
bribery and violence can threaten state institutions and destabilise governments.
Following this reasoning, conditions inside Colombia, even prior to 1990, had the
potential to upset relations with the United States. From being a small marihuana
producer in the 1960s, Colombia diversified to coca leaf in the 1980s and to poppy in
1992. While in 1979 Colombia exported between 24 and 31 tons of cocaine to the
United States, in 1989, the volume increased to 64 tons, while cultivation was at
52,900 hectares. In 1996 cultivation was again on the rise and 300 tons were
exported.” Especially in the period after 1988, as shown in chapter 4, conditions in
Colombia would have merited a U.S. reappraisal of Colombia's drug problem, as well
as a revision of Colombians' capacity and willingness to deal with drug trafficking. In
1988-1992, drug traffickers' political leverage was at its peak. Drug mafias
assassinated presidential candidate Luis Carlos Galan, terrorised public opinion with a
wave of bombings, and successfully infiltrated the National Constituent Assembly in
order to oppose extradition --the legal procedure most feared by drug traffickers. Drug
money had come to finance another type of violence, too. The size and military
capability of guerrilla groups, in particular the FARC, as well as of various
paramilitaries had dramatically increased thanks to their revenues from the illegal drug
industry. This renewed strength had translated into a higher number of attacks against
the state authorities and the civilian population.’* By the end of the Barco

administration (1986-1990) and the beginning of Gaviria's presidency (1990-1994)

# Rosa del Olmo, Prohibir o domesticar? Politicas de drogas en América Latina (Caracas:
Editorial Nueva Sociedad, 1992); William O. Walker II, Drugs in the Western Hemisphere.
An Odyssey of Cultures in Conflict (Wilmington, Del.: Scholarly Resources, 1996).

> Figures from the National Narcotics Intelligence Consumers Committee, National
Intelligence Estimate, (Washington D.C.: GPO, 1979) and UNDCP database, consulted in
Vienna, April 2000 .

26 Gonzalo Morales, 'El incremento de la subversion en Colombia', Revista de la Fuerzas
Armadas, 123 (1987);, Ricardo Vargas, Drogas, masacres y juegos (Bogota: TME,
Transnational Institute, Accion Andina, 1999), especially ch. 1.
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Colombia was 'al filo del caos' (on the brink of chaos), as in the title of the study by
Camacho, Leal and Zamosc on Colombian politics.”’

However, the deteriorated domestic situation in Colombia in 1988-1991, the
scandals of narco-corruption in 1990-1994, and the steady increase of illegal crops did
not jeopardise the U.S.-Colombian relationship. U.S. policy-makers had reasonably
good information on Colombia's increasing participation in the drug industry, since the
Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) and Bureau for International Narcotics and Law
Enforcement Affairs (INL) spent much of their time measuring the size of illegal drug
production around the world. Washington officials could have concluded that
Colombian efforts against drugs were too weak or had failed. Yet, evaluations during
this period never referred to Colombia's poor performance. Instead, reports lauded
Colombia's participation in the war against drugs. The numbers of seizures and
eradicated areas were deemed to provide sufficient proof for U.S. policy-makers of
Colombia's progress and commitment.

To conclude, two main puzzles in the U.S.-Colombian relationship remain, namely
why did relations remain friendly for so long given Colombia's participation in the
drug trade and the notion that drugs and drug trafficking constituted a security

problem? And what changed in 1995 so as to alter the course of friendship?

2. Unpacking the Argument

This section spells out the main arguments of the thesis and expands on the reasoning
behind these puzzles. It considers ideational elements that have been absent from
previous accounts of drug politics and U.S.-Colombian relations, and recognises

formerly neglected Colombian and U.S. endeavours, jointly and separately, to fight

%7 Alvaro Camacho, Francisco Leal, and Leén Zamosc, 4l filo del caos: crisis politica en
Colombia de los ochenta (Bogota: IEPRI, TME, 1990). See also an insider's account by former
security advisor to Barco Rafael Pardo Rueda, De primera mano. Colombia 1986-1994: entre
conflictos y esperanzas (Bogota: CEREC, Norma, 1996), pp. 45, 63-4, 87, 211. There is a
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drug trafficking in Colombia. The ideational elements referred to here include the
understandings of the drug problem, ideas on what constitutes mutually acceptable
political and economic behaviour and their underlying norms, and the mutual
perceptions or the images that relevant policy-makers have of each country. *®
According to their own standards and understandings, Colombia and the United
States engaged in cooperative activities to curb the illegal drug industry and created a
significant anti-drug machinery in the period from 1970 to 1995. As illustrated in
Chapters 3 to 8, drug control cooperation included Colombia's public endorsement of
prohibition through the participation in international summits; political and financial
backing to drug control initiatives; the development of laws; and joint planning and
operational implementation with the United States. The United States cooperated with
assistance in the form of training, equipment and money; and at times, like in the
initiatives lunched by Bush in 1989 and 1990, with preferential trade agreements, the
promotion of foreign investment and the facilitation of loans. Coordination, joint
actions and U.S. provision of assistance required treaties, memoranda of understanding
and informal agreements subscribed at the level of the state or sub-state institutions,

which 1s why cooperation included an important diplomatic dimension. All this was

consensus in Colombian academia that the end of the 1980s were one of the most critical
periods in its history.

*® The role of ideas as determinant in political behaviour has been revived as part of the
dialogue between neo-utilitarian approaches (neo-realism and neo-liberal institutionalism) and
the wide range of trends grouped under the constructivist banner. For both weak and strong
constructivists, ideas may complement mainstream rationalist and 1naterial-based accounts by
adding an indispensable segment of the explanatory causal chain or even by replacing the logic
of the utility-maximising state. Wendt, for example argues that ideas are a constitutive element
of interests, Alexander Wendt, Social Theory in International Politics, Cambridge Studies in
International Relations (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1999), chapter 3. Here I
refer to ideas in a general way; to norms as the collective expectations for the proper behaviour
of actors with a given identity, as used in Peter J. Katzenstein (ed.), The Culture of National
Security. Norms and Identity in Word Politics (Madison: University of Wisconsin Press,
1996); and to images as a perceptual patterns that serve to organise or simplify incoming
information as suggested in Martha L. Cottam, Images and Intervention. U.S. Policies in Latin
American (Pittsburgh: University of Pittsburgh Press, 1994). Other main works from which my
analysis draws include Judith Goldstein and Robert O. Keohane (eds.), Ideas and Foreign
Policy. Beliefs, Institutions and Political Change (Ithaca and London: Cornell University
Press, 1993); and Jutta E. Weldes, Constructing National Interests. The United States and the
Cuban Missile Crisis (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1999).
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backed by shared prohibition ideas increasingly embedded in each others' political and
administrative institutions.

Over time, the successful construction of institutions furthering bilateral efforts to
control illegal drugs contributed to change critical dimensions of the U.S.-Colombian
relationship and thus contained the 'germs' for conflict in four ways.

First, drugs became a permanent topic of the bilateral agenda. Relevant to this study
is how illegal drugs have been understood and positioned in the bilateral agenda, and
the extent to which they have influenced other topics of the relationship. In the early
1970s, for example, drugs earned a permanent place in the political bilateral agenda
after President Richard Nixon requested Colombia's help in the war against drugs.
However, fighting drugs was still low in the political priorities of both countries if
compared to issues such as trade, regional integration, the return of the Panama Canal
and anti-Communism. Over the 1980s, drugs gained salience. In part, this was a
response to the steady growth of drug consumption in the United States and drug
trafficking in Colombia. But the increasing emphasis in Colombia and the United
States on viewing drugs as a security problem was equally relevant. Thus, in the 1980s
the drug issue was as important as debt management, anti-Communism and bringing
peace to Central America. In the 1990s the drug issue became the most prominent
topic and the articulating rationale for all other issues. Colombians spoke of a
'narcotisation' of bilateral relations.

Second, the institutionalisation of prohibition in the United States and the
institutionalisation of bilateral drug control cooperation led to a different configuration
of sub-state actors engaged in the political management of the bilateral relationship. As
explained in chapters 7 and 8, this created a specific political and bureaucratic
opportunity structure that placed actors involved drug-policy agencies in positions
where they could exercise greater leverage over the relationship. This is true for both

countries. However, given the asymmetry of the relationship, the changes inside the
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U.S. administrative apparatus had a larger impact on the relationship than the changes
on the Colombian side. This included the creation and increasing power of INL in the
Department of State, of the Select Committee on Narcotics Drugs in the House of
Representatives and of the Office for Narcotics Control Policy in the White House, as
well as the mainstreaming of anti-drugs across governmental agencies. In the United
States, these actors were able to lead the policy-making process towards Colombia.

Third, driven by the prohibition agenda of both countries, the U.S. got more
enmeshed into Colombian domestic affairs. From 1920 to 1995 the norm of prudent
and limited engagement, further reinforced by the practice of never airing
disagreements in the media, was hardly ever broken. However, the nature of drug
control practices pushed U.S. actors into Colombian domestic politics via law
enforcement, judicial reform and eradication and interdiction activities. Not only was
this a fundamental departure from what the historical pattern in the relationship had
been, but it also increased the potential for friction.

These three elements constituted essential shifts. Notwithstanding, relations
remained harmonious. The United States had deemed Colombia cooperative in the past
and continued to perceive that Colombia was a committed partner in war against drugs.
Partly, U.S. policy-makers' perception was related to their notions of Colombia being,
in relative regional terms, a functioning democracy that followed the main premises of
Western political and economic ideas. That U.S. policy-makers held this image over
seven decades is important, since images help individuals to process incoming
information regarding their political environment and can, therefore, become an

important basis for evaluating, understanding and categorising behaviour.”

% The failure of realism and complex interdependence to capture the very distinctive flavour of
U.S.-Latin American relations has inspired several works that highlight the role of ideas,
beliefs, myths and images. See for example Cottam, Images and Intervention; Eldon
Kenworthy, America/Américas. Myth in the Making of United States Policy toward Latin
America (University Park, PA: Penn State Press, 1995); Robert Pastor, "U.S. Policy towards
the Caribbean: Fixed and Emerging Images' World Politics 3 (1986), pp. 483-515; Fredrick B.
Pike, The United States and Latin America. Myths and Stereotypes of Civilization and Nature
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The exact content of U.S. drug policy, its meaning in international politics and
perceptions on Colombia underwent a mutation in 1994. The direction of this shift was
influenced by the new ideas about democracy and security that were, in turn,
embedded in the broader emerging post Cold War normative context with its emphasis
on the Western values of liberalisation and democracy.

The legitimate governance standards expected from states changed and this affected
both U.S. foreign policy and foreign drug policy. The avalanche of democracy rhetoric
permeated discourse, identity, interests, institutions, and policy goals; indeed, U.S.
security came to be defined in terms of democracy.”® Informed by this democracy-
security framework, American officials thus identified new sources of threats fo
democracy, such as terrorism and transnational crime and, very critically, came to view
drugs in this light. New understandings served as a conceptual framework for policy-
makers to alter anti-narcotic policies, goals and strategies, to alter the way they
interpreted events, and to alter expectations on others' behaviour.

Given the degree to which Colombia and the United Stated were closely tied
together by their commitments and cooperation in the war against drugs, these changes
immediately affected the terms of the relationship. The United States acted as a filter
through which certain systemic processes reached Colombia, and the bilateral
relationship became a window through which Colombia connected to broader systemic
processes given United States' double role as world power and regional hegemon.
Therefore, the fourth way in which the institutionalisation of bilateral drug control

operated to allow change in the relationship, in this case the move from friendship to

(Austin: University of Texas Press, 1992); and Lars Schoultz, Beneath the United States. A
History of U.S. Policy toward Latin America (Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1998).

30 A similar argument is suggested in Augusto Varas, Post Cold War Security Interests and
Perceptions of Threat in the Western Hemisphere', in Lars Schoultz, William C. Smith and
Augusto Varas (eds.), Security, Democracy, and Development in U.S.-Latin American
Relations (Miami: University of Miami, North-South Center Press, 1994), p. 18.
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conflict, was by acting as a conduit for new norms, since as one author contends, 'ideas
do not float freely'.”!

Within the new democratic normative context and according to the U.S. law on
drug policy, corruption offences were conceived to be serious, not only because they
constituted a crime, but because they disrupted democracy. Hence, the drug money that
entered President Samper's presidential campaign in June 1994 constituted a grave
fault, a defection of the war against drugs and a threat to democracy. Consequently, the
United States decided to downgrade Colombia from its status of cooperative ally by
granting it a national conditional waiver in 1995. The succession of démarches given
to Colombia from 1995 onwards reflected these new expectations. For instance, they
insisted on judicial reform, anti-corruption legislation and holding public officials
accountable on drug-corruption charges. Drug policies had come to transcend narrow
narcotics-related matters to touch upon more profound aspects of democratic
institution-building.

It is the combination of these factors that explains the outbreak of the diplomatic
crisis. The diplomatic conflict between Colombia and the United States lasted three
years, from March 1995 to March 1998. However, the following factors, as illustrated
in chapter 9, also helped to hamper any rapid solution to the diplomatic conflict. First,
there were the particular ideas and interests of individual U.S. policy-makers. After the
Samper drug-related scandal of June 1994, and given the new standards for political
legitimacy, Colombia came to resemble the stereotypical Latin American client state:
the corrupt, unruly country, a pariah taken over by the Cali drug mafia and narco-

guerrillas. Thus, after 1995, U.S. policy-makers were able to discount Colombia's

achievements arguing that meaningful anti-drug cooperation could not occur in such

31" As in the title by Thomas Risse-Kappen, 'Ideas Do Not Float Freely: Transnational
Coalitions, Domestic Structures, and the End of the Cold War', in Richard Ned Lebow and
Tomas Risse-Kappen, International Relations Theory and the End of the Cold War (New
York: Columbia University Press, 1995), pp. 187-222.
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countries. Cooperation was interpreted through the filter of another image and another
normative context. Moreover, according to the new terms of the relationship, U.S.
interference was justified. To say that Colombia's image changed is not to deny its
acute domestic crisis, and the degree to which drug traffickers had penetrated political
circles. The issue is not Colombia per se, but United States' acknowledgement of
Colombia's situation and its treatment as a threat.

Second, there was the domestic political crisis in Colombia and the consequent
weakening of the Colombian state, as well as Samper's rallying of anti-Americanism as
a way of rebutting U.S. opposition and maintaining legitimacy. This ideational setting
and the intertwining of the diplomatic conflict and the Colombian political crisis
contributed significantly to determining the length and intensity of the clashes between

Colombia and the United States.

3. Sources

This thesis is based on an extensive review and analysis of Colombian and U.S.
primary and secondary resources. In Colombia, the in-house files of the Ministry of
Foreign Affairs were consulted for the 1990s as well as the yearly Ministerial memoirs
submitted to the Colombian Congress. The small library of the Direccion Nacional de
Estupefacientes contained several key documents and publications, among them
bulletins by the Colombian National Police. Gaps on interdiction activities were filled
with the database of the Colombian Anti-Narcotics Police.

There are numerous articles and book chapters on U.S.-Colombian relations and the
drugs issue for the period between 1978 and 1990. This study builds on this secondary
literature, especially on the works by Juan G. Tokatlian, but adds new information and
provides different interpretations to the interaction between Colombia and the United
States. The controversial Samper scandal was amply recorded in the media, in

Colombian journalistic books and in memoirs of Colombian officials, with the only
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setback that the international dimensions constituted only secondary subjects of
inquiry.

Selected U.S. archival material (Record Group 59) available at the U.S. National
Archives in Maryland as well as the volumes on the Foreign Relations of the United
States were consulted for the historical chapter.”? The main U.S. documents consulted
for the years 1970 onwards include hearings and committee reports of the U.S.
Congress, which not only contain information on the actual drug control programmes
but transcribe the views of mid-level U.S. policy-makers key to U.S. policy towards
Colombia; the International Narcotics Strategy Reports by the U.S. Bureau of
International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs; the yearly volumes on U.S.
Legislation on Foreign Relations; and the detailed reports of the General Accounting
Office, the body in charge of investigating and overseeing the U.S. Executive branch.
The Department of State Bulletin, and the Public Papers of the President contained
speeches, media briefings and records of visits of the U.S. presidents as well as mid-
level officials. Other sources were the reports produced by the Congressional Research
Service of the U.S. Library of Congress.

Open-ended interviews to Colombian and U.S. government officials were
conducted in Bogotd and Washington from 1998 to 2002. Interviews were important to
corroborate data and events, and above all, to learn about the ways in which policy-
makers interpreted U.S.-Colombian relations. Secondary and primary resources were
complemented by Colombian and U.S. press.

More broadly, this theoretically guided account of the history of U.S.-Colombian
relations brings together three types of specialised literature. First, this thesis draws on

the debate in IR on the role of ideas and norms in international politics. Second, it

32 The volumes U.S. Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United States (Washington
D.C.: Government Printing Office) [hereinafter FRUS] covering the 1960s excluded primary
documents on Colombia. Therefore, I went back to the U.S. National Archives and reviewed
Record Group 59, State Department, Central Files, Political Affairs and Relations with
Colombia, for the period 1963 to 1972.
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looks at the studies on U.S.-Latin American relations, and on U.S. relations with
Bolivia, Mexico and Peru, which also deal with the politics of the 'drug problem'.
Although this thesis does not engage in formal comparisons, this literature has
provided both theoretical and historical backgrounds in order to identify the particular
characteristics of Colombia's relation to the United States. Third, this thesis looks at

studies in the political economy of drugs, and international drug politics in general.
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Chapter 2

FOUNDATIONS OF THE U.S.-COLOMBIAN
RELATIONSHIP, 1800s-1970

Any attempt to trace change and continuity must take stock of history. No study on
U.S.-Colombian drug politics makes reference to the legacies of the past, as if drug
politics had emerged in a vacuum.' It should not be forgotten, however, that more than
one hundred-fifty years of contact, dialogue, disagreement and above all cooperation
had been underway before the first bilateral counternarcotic agreement was signed. In
part, the precedent of friendship influenced Colombia's choice to join the war against
drugs. Previous practices also explain the forms of drug control cooperation in its
beginnings. Eventually, with time, drug cooperation re-affirmed but also modified
some of the main norms and practices of the bilateral relationship.

This historical chapter focuses on three crucial themes of the U.S.-Colombian
relationship since the nineteenth century up to 1970: the progressive construction of a
stable and solid friendship; the establishment of practices that were mutually regarded
as cooperative actions; and the emergence of both tacit and explicit norms on mutually
expected behaviour. The first section deals with the period of independence and the
traumatising secession of Panama in 1903. The second section examines Colombia's

relations with the United States during the two world wars and the period of U.S.

' Only two books provide a full history of U.S.-Colombian relations from the eighteenth

century until the 1980s and 1990s; these are Stephen Randall, Colombia and the United States:
Hegemony and Interdependence (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1992) and Robert W.
Drexler, Colombia and the United States. Narcotics Traffic and a Failed Foreign Policy
(North Carolina: McFarland & Company Inc., 1998). Given their reliance on declassified
material, accounts of the 1960s onwards tend to be weak. Randall stops his narrative just when
drugs begin to dominate the agenda, and Drexler, who does tackle questions on drugs, fails to
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gunboat diplomacy in Latin America. Sections three and four cover the political and
economic aspects of the relation during the Cold War. The concluding paragraphs
reflect on the nature and main features of U.S.-Colombian relations that emerged

throughout the twentieth century before drugs became part of the agenda.

1. An Ambiguous Start and the Meaning of Panama's Secession

The battles of independence in the nineteenth century brought a common interest to
Nueva Granada (Colombia's predecessor) and the United States, namely, to keep
Europe's monarchs at arms length. Colombians, therefore, initially welcomed the U.S.
Monroe Doctrine, first proclaimed in 1823. Simon Bolivar expected a Pan-American
alliance, and more concretely, Colombians thought it would finally deliver the much
longed-for U.S. military support, to be used this time against the Spanish Reconquista.”
But Colombians were mistaken. Throughout most of the nineteenth century,
Americans just wanted to obtain assurances regarding trade, protect slavery and, above
all, avoid unnecessary international ties and entanglements. Thus, an alliance and
military assistance were not forthcoming.

The United States' views on the advantages of some sort of hemispheric association
changed as the century drew to a close, and in 1889-1890 it was U.S. Secretary of State
James G. Blaine who took the lead in calling the First Conference of American States
in Washington. The United States' economy had rapidly expanded, gaining an
advantage vis a vis Latin America's nascent nations, and it was now competing at the
same level as the European powers. By 1830 the United States had already become the
sixth industrial power of the developed world, and by 1860 its share of world

manufacturing output was larger than that of Germany and Russia, almost equal to that

draw any analytical connection between history and drug politics. In general, twentieth-century
history of U.S.-Colombian relations remains a fertile ground for research.

2 William R. Manning, Diplomatic Correspondence of the United States Concerning the
Independence of the Latin-American Nations, 2 (New York: Oxford University Press, 1925),
document 643, p. 1278.
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of France but less than that of Great Britain. By 1880 the United States had surpassed
that of France, and by 1890, that of Great Britain, producing 23.6% of the world's
manufacture while Great Britain produced only 18.5%.° In contrast, from 1850 to
1870, Colombia's economy had become the least developed of the major Latin
American countries.’

Despite its material capability, the United States set limits to its territorial
expansion. Racial and cultural prejudices against non-Anglo-Saxon neighbours,
isolationism, and the competition of European states contributed to quell expansionist
ambitions at the time when the incorporation of Caribbean islands was open for
discussion in the 1870s and 1880s.” But the United States' apparent restraint was
hardly a barrier to the growth of its political, economic and ideological influence.
Diplomatic chargés were assigned throughout the region with the mission to hunt for
new trade and investment opportunities. Also, the United States made it its affair to
monitor how smaller neighbours dealt with their colonial transitions, as weakened
states mired in civil war would surely be an easy pray for Europeans. Private debts,
terms of trade, independence revolutions, and the fates of Cuba, Haiti and Puerto Rico
constituted some of the main concerns in U.S.-Colombian relations of the time.®

By the mid 1800s, the United States was already competing with British economic
superiority in Colombia through communication and transportation enterprises such as
the Steam Navigation Company of New York, the Panama Railroad Company and the
Central and South American Telegraph Company, among others. In particular, the
possibility of developing a shorter and faster route to the Pacific across the province of

Panama intrigued Americans, as well as the French and the British. Colombians

3 Paul Kennedy, The Rise and Fall of the Great Powers (New York: Random House Inc.,
1987), pp. 93-4, 178, 202.

4 David Bushnell and Neil Macaulay, The Emergence of Latin America in the Nineteenth
Century (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1988), p. 219.

5 Schoultz, Beneath the United States, chapters 4 and 5, especially p. 78.

¢ Apolinar Diaz, Colombia- Estados Unidos. Entre la autonomia y la subordinacion. De la
independencia a Panama (Bogota: Planeta, 1997), p. 98-108, 162-8.
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understood Panama's value and were eager for foreign investment there, but they only
partially controlled the area, were suspicious of larger countries’ intentions, and were
uncertain about the appropriate criteria for granting investment concessions. The result
was a clumsy and dangerous game of playing Americans and Europeans off against
each other, which eventually led to the traumatic secession of Panama from Colombia
in 1903.

When Colombia failed to bind Britain and France in a multilateral agreement that
would ensure Colombia's sovereignty over the unruly province in return for a
concession to develop and utilise a canal in the zone, Colombia's leader, Tomas
Cipriano de Mosquera, turned to the United States. The 1846 Bidlack-Mallarino treaty,
interpreted by Colombians as a diplomatic victory, removed commercial duties and
granted the United States the right to open and free transit by any existing or future
mode of communication. Most importantly it committed the United States to
'guarantee. .. the rights of sovereignty and property which Nueva Granada' (Colombia)
possessed over the territory.® For Americans, this meant restricting European presence,
but not its own. Far from the Colombian political and administrative centre, host to a
dissatisfied population and herds of troublemaking travellers, the province of Panama
had become a locus of instability. U.S. troops entered Panama in 1852, 1856, 1865,
1869, 1873 and 1885 only for transit or to maintain order, sometimes called by the
Colombian authorities and sometimes on their own initiative. The United States' upper
hand enabled it to ignore the formal clauses of the Bidlack-Mallarino Treaty that
required consultation with the Colombian central government whenever U.S. troops
entered the territory. In this way, U.S. 'protection’ soon elicited discomfort in Bogota.

It was a true dilemma for Colombians. The Colombian central government had done

7 The secession of Panama is the single most widely studied episode in U.S.-Colombian
relations. For substantive primary and secondary sources see E. Taylor Parks, Colombia and
the United States, 1765-1934 (Durham, NC: The Seeman Printery, 1935).
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little on its own to ensure stability, relying instead on the United States. On the other
hand, it feared the growing power of the United States and was unable to force the
United States to either interpret or alter the treaty in such a way that Americans would
feel compelled to consult with Bogota. The situation worsened after the Herran-Hay
Treaty of January 1903. This treaty transferred the French concession to the United
States for 100 years. The United States was to pay $10 million in cash and a $250,000
monthly rent for the ten kilometre-wide strip, where it could land troops to ensure
security of both land and operations while at the same time guaranteeing Colombian
sovereignty.’ Subsequently, however, the United States attributed to itself the right to
restrain Colombian passage and use of the land. In November 1903 the U.S. Navy
prevented Colombian troops from entering Panama to suppress the insurrection that
followed the Colombian Thousand Days civil war of 1899-1902. The United States
helped rebels to form the new state of Panama and assured for itself the century-long
American control over the Canal zone. Theodore Roosevelt justified 'taking Panama'
on the grounds that the United States had a 'mandate from civilization' to build the
canal for 'the benefit of the entire world'."

The United States' presence in Panama in the nineteenth century, the dealings of the
Panama Canal, and especially the United States' part in aiding the separation of
Panama in 1903 had a tremendous impact in defining the terms of the bilateral relation.
Colombia would lose territory to Brazil in 1904-1905, to Peru in 1932, and to Ecuador
in 1942, yet Panama remained the most traumatic loss. Nearly fifty years after the
secession a U.S. official document reported that there was 'still some resentment over
the part the United States played in [Panama]'.11 Ninety yeas later, the drug

decertification was portrayed as an act of intervention equal to the U.S. military

® Ibid, pp. 201-9. Later on, historians would helplessly speculate on Tomas Cipriano de
Mosquera's motivations behind an agreement of the sort in the face of U.S. expansionist trend
and the Mexican experience.
° Ibid, p. 391.
10 Drexler, Colombia and the United States, p. 47.

37



Chapter 2, Foundations

presence in Panama in 1903. The U.S. 'taking' of Panama led to a number of
consequences.

First, it contributed to the development of the concept and practice of 'limited
sovereignty'. The United States came to perceive it had the right and duty to cross
Colombia's physical and political boundaries. For Colombians it set a precedent of
relying on a foreign actor to help them exercise authority inside their territory, but at
the same time developed an obsession about guarding their sovereignty and autonomy
when it came to the United States. Along with Colombia's traditional legalistic
attitudes, these events also drove the country to develop a strong attachment to
international legal norms, intended as tools to restrain greater powers, but they also
evolved into a feature reinforcing the country’s self-perception and image as Western
law-abiding state.'?

Second, the 'taking' of Panama was a clear expression of the magnitude of U.S.
power, and it sealed a sense of inevitable hierarchy. This sense was based on United
States' material capability, but also on the way in which the U.S. viewed Colombia and
its role vis a vis Colombia, as well as Colombia's perceptions and expectations of the
United States. Colombians held dual perceptions of the United States; on the one hand
an opportunistic and arrogant giant whose preaching contradicted its actions; on the
other, an example to be emulated and a provider of assistance. In 1848, for instance,
Manuel Ancizar, who had been expelled from the United States for plotting to free
Cuba from Spanish domain, insisted on forging a 'special friendship' with the United
States so as not lose the 'invaluable treasures of experience and perfectly democratic
civilisation' offered by it.> And in 1883 president Rafacl Nufiez referred to the

'astonishing example of prosperity’ whose economic protectionist rules were worth

' FRUS, 1950, 2, p. 818.

12 This feature can be traced to the first official guide to Colombian foreign policy, Ministerio
de Relaciones Exteriores, Actuar en el mundo: la politica exterior colombiana frente al siglo
XXT, (Bogota: Publicaciones Cultural, 1993).

13 Diaz, Colombia-Estados Unidos, p. 332.
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reproducing in Colombia.'* But views were not as positive after Panama. In 1914, the
liberal politician Eduardo Santos, who later became an unconditional ally of the United
States in the Second World War wrote:

The Yankee danger has been the nightmare of many Latin Americans in
the past years, the tragic spectrum that has disrupted their dreams of future
glory and which constitutes for their leaders the greatest problems ...the
danger existed and it still exists [despite the Urrutia-Thompson Treaty].
The imperialism that is so fierce for the weak nations of Latin America is
not the one we see explicit in official acts and arrogant parades of
armoured battleships, but the one produced by its gigantic commercial and
industrial development.'

Views on U.S. grandeur were also reinforced by American self-perceptions. Already in
1895, Secretary of State Richard Olney, claimed:

today the United States is practically sovereign on this continent, and this

fiat is Iaw upon the subjects to which it confines its interposition. Why?

...Its infinite resources combined with its isolated position render it master
of the situation and practically invulnerable as against any or all powers.'®

In the meantime, North Americans formed disparaging ideas about Colombians, and
Latin Americans in general, at this early stage.'’ Latin America was paternalistically
portrayed as the disobedient child and as the tropical inhumane territory inhabited by a
mixed inferior society, expressed in the worst racist terms. In 1904 Theodore

Roosevelt said about Colombians:

To the worst characteristics of the seventeenth Century Spain, and of Spain
at its worst under Phillip II, Colombia has added a squalid savagery of its
own, and has combined with exquisite nicety the worst forms of despotism
and of anarchy, of violence and fatuous weakness, of dismal ignorance,
cruelty, treachery, greed and utter vanity. I cannot feel much respect for
such a country.'®

'* Quoted in Ibid, p. 279.
% Eduardo Santos, 'Obras Selectas, 1913-1930", in Pensadores Politicos Colombianos, 13
(Bogota: Camara de Rrepresentantes, 1981), p. 85.
'® FRUS, 1895, 1, pp. 542-76.
'7 U.S. policy-inakers' ideas since the nineteenth century of Latin American inferiority is the
main theme in Schoultz, Beneath the United States.
'* Quoted in Schoultz, Beneath the United States, p. 164.
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Americans thought that their Latin neighbours were incapable of self-governance
and self-defence, that they had a special appetite for violent actions and revolutions,
and that they were corrupt, backward, and inferior. Negative perceptions were stored in
a pool of ideas always available in those cases when things went wrong. But grim
perceptions about Colombia, either on its own but mostly by regional default, were

soon displaced --not replaced-- by positive ones in the twentieth century.

2. A New Beginning and the World War Alliances
With the end of the Spanish-American War of 1895 the United States began to
strengthen its influence over the region. It approached Latin American countries in its
distinctive fashion, taking upon itself the guidance of smaller states towards the path of
democracy and good governance. In Woodrow Wilson's words, the United States was
to 'teach the South American Republics to elect good men!"® Noble goals, however,
did not extinguish military interventionism when politically feasible and morally
justifiable. In fact, such incursions became the rule in the Greater Caribbean. Gunboat
diplomacy ruled U.S.-Latin American relations up to 1934, and from 1903 to 1930 the
United States intervened in Nicaragua, Haiti, Dominican Republic and Mexico more
than thirty times. U.S.-Colombian relations, however, followed an entirely different
and less antagonistic pattern. As illustrated below, the United States exercised a
prudent engagement and limited interference in Colombian affairs. Most importantly,
U.S. policy makers did not use military threats to alter Colombia’s strategic choices.
The First World War helped to transform relations by pushing towards a settlement
over Panama that included a reparations treaty to compensate Colombia. In war time,

Wilson was able to convince Congress that ratifying the reparations treaty, and hence

' Quoted in Schoultz, Beneath the United States, p. 244. For a liberal reading of U.S. foreign
policy and attempt of democratisation abroad see Tony Smith, America's Mission. The United
States and the World-wide Struggle for Democracy in the Twentieth Century (Princeton:

Princeton University Press, 1994), especially p. 60.
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maintaining good relations with Colombia, was important. '[W]e need now and it is
possible shall need very much more in the immediate future all the friends we can
attach to us in Central America, where so many of our most critical interests centre'.”’
Wilson cautioned that not signing a treaty with Colombia would heighten pro-German
sentiments in the country. Other factors were mentioned, such as Colombia's closeness
to the treasured canal, its deep-water ports, the production of platinum for vessels, and
its potential to provide other essential raw materials.” The last Congress under Wilson
in 1921 finally ratified the 1914 Urrutia-Thompson treaty, and Colombia welcomed
the $800 million of foreign currency which was pumped into the economy during the
1920s --the 'Dance of the Millions'.

Whether Colombia merited such attention during the First World War is debatable.
In military terms, Colombia could do little to defend Panama in case of a German
attack. The United States would have had to defend the Canal on its own. However,
another U.S. strategic interest was to prevent Germany from using Latin American soil
to launch an attack on the United States. In this sense, Colombia represented little
danger when compared to other Latin American neighbours. Kaiser Wilhelm II
devoted most of his attention to Mexico, the potential 'Belgium of the Pacific', where
almost half of the $27 million spent in German espionage in the Western Hemisphere
was allocated. And unlike Mexico with its claims to its former northern territories,
now incorporated in the United States, Colombia was not in the game of seeking
Europe's favour to regain Panama. In general, pro-German sentiments in Colombia
paled in comparison to those in Argentina, Chile and even Venezuela. In fact,
Colombians did not question the need to repel Germany, since it identified with the

'noble' motives of the allies during the war, believing the conflict being fought in

20 Randall, Colombia and the United States, p. 100.
2! Colombia was the second world producer in platinum. Ibid, pp. 101, 104.
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Europe was one between 'autocracy and democracies, between liberty and the spirit of
conquest'.22

Colombia on its own was not determinant, but the United States believed that
loyalty and cooperation from the Latin American region as a whole, was pivotal. Thus
they insisted on a hemispheric alliance; Colombia and sixteen other Latin American
nations broke off relations with Germany. In Colombia, Americans insistently
preached against the German menace. The Telefunken wireless stations in Cartagena
and in San Andrés were closed down and local authorities followed U.S. and British
black lists that urged expelling, incarcerating or isolating German nationals.

Colombia's alignment with Washington, despite lingering distrust and rancour due
to Panama, was closely related to changes in its self-perception. Throughout the 1910s
and the 1920s, Colombia experienced changes in social thought, as well as economic
and political development. As Celis describes it, 'Colombia wanted to be like the
developed countries, wanted to get inserted in civilisation once and for all'. It was
eager to become part of a 'higher civilisation'. This mindset, cosmopolitalismo, drew
Colombia closer to the United States, and resentments over Panama were set aside to
allow the emergence of new thinking: Marco Fidel's respice polum, which referred to
the positive emulation of the U.S. prosperity and the perception of the hegemon as a
legitimate world authority. These were the roots of what in the future Colombian
policy-makers would refer to as 'pragmatism’, as opposed to ideologically-charged
approaches. Pragmatism gave them a credible justification to become closer to the
United States without shame or guilt of betraying Latin American solidarity, and

without being seen as subservient to U.S. interests.”

2 Ibid, p. 102.
2 This turn in attitude towards the United States is comparable to Argentine's shift in the

1990s under Carlos Saul Menem, the Argentine case was analysed by Carlos Escudé,

Argentina and the Politics of Identity, paper presented at the University of Oxford, 1998.
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Good relations between the U.S. and Colombia continued into the inter-war years,
when U.S. Dollar Diplomacy and the rise of isolationism crystallised into Herbert
Hoover's and Franklin D. Roosevelt's Good Neighbour Diplomacy. At the time, Latin
America was influenced by socialist and fascist ideas, as the countries of the continent
sought their own national identities. The result was the continuation of clashes in U.S.-
Latin American relations. The expansion of U.S. capital collided with Latin
Americans' quest to consolidate a national economic basis which entailed the
nationalisation of oil, minerals, transportation and raw material enterprises, as well as
independent management of their economic affairs at large.

In 1924, 44% of U.S. foreign investment was in Latin America. In 1928, there were
199 oil companies in Latin America alone, with the largest investments in Colombia,
Mexico and Venezuela. In Colombia, investments in oil reached $30 million in the
early 1920s and by the end of the decade the figure rose to $124 million, including
major investments by Tropical Oil and Gulf 0il.** Americans also invested in other
sectors: the United Fruit Company, through the Magdalena Fruit Company, had
become the largest single agricultural employer in Colombia. By 1931 economic
relations had grown enough to merit the first Colombian-American Chamber of
commerce. There was no consensus in Colombia's policy circles on the desired
economic and financial role of the United States. Indecision and opposition, however,
did not translate into a defined policy nor did it stop U.S. investment and trade, since it
was perceived that it injected dynamism to Colombian economy. Colombia's coffee
and banana exports to the United States, for instance, represented more than 80% of all
exports.

Enhanced economic exchange potentially posed a political risk, namely greater

American involvement in Colombian domestic affairs. In the Caribbean, U.S.

24 Schoultz, Beneath the United States, p. 274-5; Randall, Colombia and the United States, pp.
111 and 139.
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protection of American citizen's investments had led to the frequent landing of the
Marines. Yet, differences between Colombian and the United States never reached
such an extreme. As was the case with most Latin American countries, Colombia
nationalised its subsoil resources and passed legislation to control foreign investments.
However such controls did not appear to represent a great danger for American
companies operating in Colombia. Such acts were relatively moderate compared to the
regional trend led by Mexico, which the U.S. believed had fallen prey of 'socialist'
tendencies after the revolution.?’ Inevitably, some disputes emerged, for example when
Colombia revoked the Barco oil concession in 1926. Instead of Marines, however,
Americans sent their legal experts to find a solution. In 1929, H. Foster Bain, former
director of the U.S. Department of Mines and J.W. Steel of the U.S. Geological Survey
participated in the drafting of Colombia's new oil legislation. The Barco concession
question was finally settled in 1930, when a private law firm helped President Enrique
Olaya's team draft another oil law that satisfied all parties.”® The way in which
differences regarding oil investments were managed became a common modus
operandi, often replicated in other issue-areas. Technical advice on legislation became
a subtle way of shaping outcomes, justified on the grounds of mutual benefits brought
by 'objective’ expertise. This did not compare to intrusive actions elsewhere, such as
the Platt Amendment in Cuba.

Problems with the United Fruit Company had a greater impact. The company,
which operated in several locations of the Caribbean, became a symbol of U.S.
hegemony because of its monopoly over banana exports, its economic weight
compared to the host's gross domestic product, and its controversial relations with

labour. In early December 1928, more than 10,000 Colombian workers went on strike.

%% Schoultz, Beneath the United States, pp. 115-6.
%6 Bushnell claims that Olaya's Liberal administration brought the relationship to a state of
cooperation and trust never experienced before his administration, David Bushnell, Eduardo
Santos y la politica del Buen Vencino (Bogota: El Ancora Editores, 1984), p. 13. For Matters
on oil legislation during Olaya and Lopez Pumarejo see pp. 14-5.

44



Chapter 2, Foundations

Colombian leaders and U.S. officials agreed to blame the strikes on a Communist plot
seeking to infiltrate unions and encourage social turmoil. Following the standard
procedure in the region, the U.S. vice-consul in Barranquilla requested naval assistance
to put down the strike, but the Department of State in Washington refused considering
it an over-reaction. Instead, the Colombian central government sent national forces to
crush demonstrations in what became the shameful masacre de las bananeras.

The potential for clashes on trade and investment issues seemed to increase in the
1930s with the administration of Alfonso Lopez Pumarejo in Colombia. Lopez was
among those who argued that Colombia had made a mistake in granting large
concessions to foreign interests; predictably, the United States looked at him with great
caution.”’ But even Lopez did not alter economic policy in any decisive way and never
matched the extreme measures of Lazaro Cardenas in Mexico. During the Tropical Oil
strikes of 1935-1938, for example, Lopez agreed with the United States on the need to
minimise communist influence on labour unions. It was the strikers who articulated
strong anti-American and anti-imperialist sentiments.”®

Colombia was ambivalent about the role of U.S. capital, and the idea that the United
States took economic advantage of Colombian resources was gaining popularity by the
1930s, echoing the complaints in the rest of Latin America. This added to the
mounting discontent over U.S. military and political interventionism throughout the
1910s and 1920s. But under the new post-war international system, Latin America
could appeal to international legal and moral norms to condemn, and eventually
prevent, U.S. interventionism. The inter-American conferences became the arena to
promote the principle of non-intervention in the region after heated debates between

the United States and the rest of the region. Here, Colombia under the leadership of

27 U.S. economic penetration in Latin America also helped to carve a limited idea and practice
of sovereignty. Economic policies were influenced either by U.S. private enterprises or

government.

28 Randall, Colombia and the United States, p. 153.
45



Chapter 2, Foundations

Alberto Lleras Camargo played an important role. Yet, Colombia's balancing
diplomacy in inter-American conferences hardly resembled, say, Argentine acid
criticism, which mattered not only in itself, but due to Argentina's size and influence in
Southern cone geopolitics.”’

In regional perspective, Colombia received much less attention from the United
States than its neighbours to the north and south. Unlike the larger countries,
Argentina, Brazil and Mexico, Colombia did not aspire to the position of a regional
power. Friction was therefore reduced. Also, Americans had not developed a
protectorate-like relationship with Colombia as in Nicaragua, Haiti, the Dominican
Republic or Cuba. Subtle penetration took place through economic contact and U.S.
technical advice, which could often have great impact. In the 1930s, for example, when
Colombia went through severe financial difficulties, Princeton economist Edwin
Kemmerer and his team travelled to Colombia to provide financial recommendations;
the end result of which was the creation of the country's financial institutions, among
them the Banco de la Republica. This enabled a special friendship to flourish, which
gained Colombia certain preferences but certainly did not fulfil all its expectations,
especially in financial terms.

As the 1930s drew to a close, U.S.-Latin American quarrels seemed to wane while
the situation in Europe worsened. Once again, Washington became wary of Germany's
desire to extend its domain into the Americas, and a similar procedure to that of the
First World War followed except this time the United States and Latin American
countries were drawn even closer together. As Assistant Secretary for Inter-American

Affairs Miller put it, 'the war time period was characterised by intense wooing of Latin

» Up to the Seventh International Conference of American States at Montevideo Argentina
had ratified only 4 out of the 56 Pan-American conventions since 1890, Samuel Flagg Bemis,
The Latin American Policy of the United States.An Historical Interpretation (New York:

Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1943), p. 261.
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Americans'.®® A formal military alliance was sealed, the outcome of which was U.S.

hegemonic consolidation in the continent.

Roosevelt feared Hitler's intentions and ability to overthrow Latin American
governments. The appeal of Fascism in places like Argentina, and rumours that
German submarines would operate from a Brazilian island or off the Caribbean coast,
increased concerns. ' There were also some reports claiming that Nazism was winning
followers in Colombia and that a secret German submarine was at striking distance
from the Panama Canal. But once more, Colombia was willing to cooperate. Eduardo
Santos, the Liberal president elected in 1938, was a declared anti-fascist and accepted
the duty of guarding the canal. When the war broke out, he claimed that 'the security of
the Panama Canal is indispensable to the welfare of Colombia and all South
America... no one will be permitted to menace the security of the Canal from the
Colombian soil'.** Colombia broke off relations with J apan and the Axis but only in
December 1941 after the Pearl Harbour attack. The delay stemmed from partisan
disputes. Santos's Conservative opponent, Laureano Gomez, sympathised with fascist
ideas but feared getting Colombia entangled in a foreign war. He then voiced his
claims framed in a strong anti-American discourse, which resonated with public
opinion.>® It was one of the few occasions in which Colombia's policy towards the
United States became the subject of a bitter and public partisan quarrel.

However, once Colombia's schooner Ruby was sunk in November 1943, the
Colombian Senate was ready to declare war against Germany and Japan 'in defence of

** The war declaration prevailed

the country's dignity and of the democratic system.
with 33 votes against 13. Colombia's declaration was received by Secretary of State

Cordell Hull with 'admiration and gratification'; he described it as a declaration 'which

30 FRUS, 1950, 2, p. 624.
31 Robert Dallek, Franklin Roosevelt and American Foreign Policy 1932-1945 (New York:
OUP, 1979), p. 205.
32 German Arciniegas, The State of Latin America (London: Cassell, 1952), p. 156.
33 Bushnell, Eduardo Santos, especially pp. 50, 128-31.
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exemplifies the historic determination of the Colombian people to maintain the
principals of freedom and justice.””> The wartime spirit justified closer cooperation,
envisaging the expansion of Colombia's and United States' special rights and
responsibilities.

The United States encouraged Colombia to repel both German ideological influence
and its participation in strategic enterprises, like transportation and communications.
Black lists, drafted by American and British intelligence, were again in vogue. Also,
on the grounds of war emergency, the United States expected either its share or total
control of certain enterprises with often uncertain trade-offs for the smaller partners. It
is difficult to establish whether real concemns for Germany's expansion were behind
such militancy and paranoia or whether other regional foreign policy motives, such as
the maintenance of dominion in the Caribbean, or even commercial interests,
determined U.S. policy. Nevertheless, Colombia, unlike the Southern Cone countries,
went along with U.S. requests believing in the cause of democracy. A difficult test was
the remarkable case of the Colombian national airline SCADTA, which had been
originally formed with German capital and pilots and which Americans ended up
controlling by buying 60% of its shares.>®

Military cooperation emerged from the Second World War alliance. After the 1938
Lima conference failed to produce binding provisions for a regional military alliance,
Roosevelt took on smaller projects such as providing technical advice in the purchase
of arms from the United States.’” U.S. vessels and aircraft, on occasion, stopped for
symbolic visits in Colombia during their journeys as part of the new military
diplomacy. In 1938, a U.S. Air Force bomber flew into Bogot4 for Eduardo Santos's

inauguration as president, and in 1939, Navy Cruisers visited Cartagena. Finally, after

34 FRUS, 1943, p. 11. (Bushnell speaks of a vessel named Resolute sunk in June 1942).
35 1h:

Ibid. p. 7.
3% Bushnell, Eduardo Santos, pp. 29-36.

37 Dallek, Roosevelt and American Foreign Policy, p. 176.
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Pearl Harbour, at the summits of Havana and Rio de Janeiro, the region agreed to forge
a hemispheric alliance and the United States formally committed itself to defend the
territorial integrity of Colombia and the other countries of Latin America from
European attack. In return, Colombia granted overflight rights to U.S. aircraft in
1941.%® In 1942, the United States replaced the old British Naval mission in Bogota
with an American one and signed a Lend-Lease Agreement with the Santos
administration. There was no automatic or quantitatively significant transfer of
weapons, yet the U.S. and Colombian militaries began developing a certain
camaraderie.’® After the schooner was sunk, Santos secretly granted permission to the
U.S. military to use Colombian territory for its forces, and in 1945 the Alberto Lleras
administration offered Americans bases in Cartagena and Bahia Malaga. However,
U.S. Ambassador Wiley turned down the offer, stating that Colombian bases would be
of no strategic value.*’

As the Second World War ended, the United States set out to construct world and
regional institutions that bound states, in multilateral arrangements, to specific rules
and legal norms of international politics. Colombia collaborated closely with the
United States for several reasons. Colombia had long adhered to certain underpinning
principles, namely self-determination and state sovereignty. It had decided to
participate in international institutions as a regular foreign policy practice because such
participation signalled its belonging to the international community. Also, the same
motives that drove the United States to seek and value Colombia's cooperation in
forming the United Nations and the Organization of American States, prompted

Colombia to set forth formal norms to shape their interaction. Colombia expected the

38 Bushnell, Eduardo Santos, p- 70.
% Later on, camaraderie would be seen as counterproductive in the 1999 evaluations of U.S.
defence policy towards Colombia because it sent signals of leniency and tolerance with human
rights violations, interview with Phillip McLean, September 1999.
“© FRUS, 1945, p. 859-60.
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United States to apply in the Western Hemisphere the self-determination and respect
for state sovereignty that it argued for in European fora.

The United States praised Colombia's role in the negotiations at San Francisco,
Dumbarton Oaks and Rio; it valued Colombia’s 'constructive proposals' during its
membership in the UN Security Council and through its diplomatic facilitation on the
Berlin and Palestine questions. The United States observed, with an attitude of respect,
Colombia's 'excellent record of participation' in the new multilateral diplomacy.*’
Colombians too, were proud of their participation in the formation of the international
system through Presidents Alfonso Lopez Pumarejo and Alberto Lleras Camargo.
Moreover, the UN system opened the doors for Colombia to acquire new political
value in international politics through General Assembly votes and the non-permanent
seats of Security Council, to which it would eventually have access.** The United
States took attentive notice and developed a system to trace the vote coincidence of
other countries, ranking as cooperative those who voted with the United States. Here,
Colombia set another precedent of friendship and alliance.

Moreover, perceived alliance also stemmed from developing ideas about
Colombia's political and social structure. Already by the 1930s and 1940s, there was
the notion that Colombia was uniquely stable and democratic for regional standards.
David Bushnell argues that in the pre-Violencia years Colombia 'was widely and
inaccurately admired as one of Latin America's model democracies, there were
Colombians who liked to think of their nation as a moral power'.”

Almost half a century after Panama, Colombia had become a predictable and

reliable partner through its reiterated actions of cooperation, its abidance to

' FRUS, 1950, 2, p. 828.
2 From 1945 until the mid-1960s, when the number of members of the United Nations was
still small, Latin America was the most important voting bloc with 21 countries out of 78 total
members in 1959 and 112 total members in 1965.
* Bushnell, 'Colombia', p. 414. See also Robert N. Blurr, Our Troubled Hemisphere.
Perspectives on United States-Latin American Relations (Washington D.C.: Brookings
Institution, 1967), p.142-3.
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international law and adherence to Western principles. On the other hand, the United
States had established itself as a political model, a military provider, the largest
economic partner and a source of technical expertise. From the United States,
Colombia came to expect political recognition and financial support to pay for the
operational costs of its performance as an ally in world affairs; from Colombia the
United States expected political commitment through open statements and token
actions. Neither country completely satisfied each others' expectations. Most striking,
however, was the fact that friendship and alliance were hardly, if ever, questioned on

grounds of incomplete delivering.**

3. The Neglect Syndrome, Democracy and the Cold War Alliance

After the Second World War, Latin American economic development and
democratisation gained special importance in the context of U.S.-Latin American
relations and world politics. To some extent, this had to do with the lessons that
Americans and Europeans drew from the war: that the 1930s' economic recession led
to uncooperative behaviour among states and that totalitarian regimes were proné to
war. At the same time, the post-war economic structure began to highlight the gap
between the poor, underdeveloped nations and the rich, industrialised ones. In this
North-South divide, Latin America fell in a grey category. Politically, it became a
significant international player at the UN and the newly created OAS, but most of the

continent had fallen behind economically.

“ From the Second World War alliance, other Latin American countries benefited more than
Colombia in material terms Brazil, for example, received 70% of all Lend Lease to Latin
America. Leslie Bethell, 'From the Second World War to the Cold War: 1944-1954' in
Abraham F. Lowenthal (ed.) Exporting Democracy. The United States and Latin America
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1991), pp. 48-9. Colombia's value in strictly
military strategic terms was limited. The NSC56/2 says: Tn World War II the United States
was required to divert ...130,000 men with their equipment...the Latin American countries,
with only one major exception [Brazil], were unable to make any contribution to Western

Hemisphere Defence.' National Security Council Series in FRUS, 1950, 2, p. 628.
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Latin Americans expected their own Marshall Plan. Instead, at the 1948 Ninth
Conference of American States in Bogota, Americans told them that political problems
in Greece, Turkey, and other Marshall Plan recipients in Europe differed radically
from those in Latin America. They were instead offered private investment and the
Point Four Programme. U.S. officials, however, were not blind to Latin American
feelings. '"There is a tendency to measure the extent of our interest in their welfare
according to the extent to which we advance public funds for economic development',
stated a restricted memorandum.*’ Yet policy-makers in Washington interpreted their
allies' claims as mere nostalgia for war-time camaraderie, and so responded with
diplomatic actions in the 'psychological field, defined in Department of State
memorandum as hyperbolic speeches, diplomatic receptions, and visits.*® George
Kennan explained that these symbolic gestures were in fact important and thus
suggested the 'coordinated exploitation' of the 'multiplicity of relationships' with Latin
Americans to 'guarantee that influence can continue to be brought to bear on the Latin
American countries' even if no Latin American Marshall Plan was devised.*’ The
Colombian government would have preferred material assistance, but valued the
diplomatic overtures. It appreciated the Lauchlin Currie Mission and was delighted
with the choice of Bogota as a site for the Ninth Conference of American States.
Nevertheless, the idea that the United States never provided a Marshall Plan endured
the passage of time.

Democracy increased its value as a desirable principle and a key to future peace.
For a brief period, before the dominance of radical cold warriors and their containment
policy, the United States seemed to focus on regional democracy. The United States
thus monitored political events in Latin America closely, often trying to tilt the balance

in favour of those who U.S. officials believed were safe, moderate democratic

* FRUS, 1950, 2, p. 594.
% Ibid, p. 589.

52



Chapter 2, Foundations

candidates. The use of Marines had become obsolete by then, and the U.S. relied
instead on diplomatic persuasion, ideological propaganda and covert operations to do
this. U.S. 'neutrality’, however, remained an important policy; at least in the case of
U.S.-Colombian relations. Such 'neutrality’ was not difficult to maintain since
Colombia had remained democratic. More important, according to U.S. officials, was
the durability of an acceptable and viable 'centre' at a time when Latin American
neighbours shifted into either left- or right-wing dictatorships.

By 1947, however, partisan rivalry in Colombia had turned into a violent collision
leading to the Bogotazo revolt (April 1948), the years of La Violencia (1947-1958) and
the only twentieth century Colombian military dictatorship, under General Rojas
Pinilla (1953-1957). Despite critical interpretations among U.S. officials of Colombia's
situation in the 1940s, U.S. officials continued to refer to Colombia as 'one of the most
democratic and orderly nations of the hemisphere', an 'excellent and effective' war-
time ally, and a 'most helpful' player at the United Nations. U.S. officials reckoned,
that 'despite the uprisings of April 9, 1948, brief riots and misfired plots in 1944 and
1945, and civil disturbances in 1949...the traditional respect for law and order should
enable the country to overcome' anything.48 Moreover, they believed that Colombia's
democracy 'facilitated cordial relations and has brought us together on ideological

grounds'.49

'Neutrality', on the other hand, did not mean complete dissociation and at times the
United States got entangled in difficult situations because of its carelessness. Based on
the war-time military agreements of 1942, the United States began supplying
Colombia with a range of weapons and military assets ostensibly to repel the potential

attack of a foreign enemy. The politicised Colombian security forces employed this

47 See George Kennan's report in ibid, p. 618.
® FRUS, 1950, 2, p. 628-9.
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materiel, as well as the B-25 bombers and the P-47 fighters provided in 1947 after the
ratification of the Rio Treaty and also intended for use against external enemies, in
their war against members of the Liberal party.”® Jorge Eliécer Gaitan, the radical
Liberal campaigning on an anti-oligarchy platform, accused Mariano Ospina's
Conservative government and the United States of plotting a conspiracy to illegally
arm the Colombian National Police with U.S. weapons. Realising the problem it had
caused, the United States belatedly questioned the end-use of its military equipment
and denied Ospina's requests for arms at least three times (in 1948, in February 1949
and in May 1949).%!

U.S. concerns over the situation in Colombia grew in November 1949 with the
election of the extreme Conservative, Laureano Gomez, to the presidency. U.S.
officials saw Gomez as 'a leader whose friendship for the United States and whose
devotion for democratic ideas are suspect' and considered the possibility of 'serious
civil strife’. Nevertheless, they continued to opt for 'neutrality’. A confidential
document stated:

Our policy in the present situation is to steer a careful neutral course,
striving on the one hand to avoid giving substance to Liberal accusations
that the United States is arming the present administration to set up a
dictatorship of a minority party in Colombia, and on the other hand
pursuing our traditional policy of cooperating with the constituted
government of the country and abstaining from intervention in domestic
political affairs.”

In 1950, Gémez closed down the Congress. Washington's reaction was 'to persuade
the Colombian government to relax its present restrictions on democratic institutions
and urge it to avoid drifting into a dictatorship of the right'.53 In part, U.S. policy-

makers discarded a harsher scolding because, based on their interpretations of

Colombia's political record, they believed that Conservatives would collaborate with

® FRUS, 1950, 2, p. 817.

50 Drexler, Colombia and the United States, pp. 56-8.
5! 1bid, pp. 63-4

52 FRUS, 1950, 2, pp. 818 and 820.

53 Ibid, p. 823.
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the United States.’* In addition, Cold War calculations had already began creeping into
U.S. officials' minds and the Department of State appeared willing to sacrifice some
quality on democracy as long as the new government was willing to fend off external
communist attacks. Moreover, the 1949 Mutual Defence Act, the May 1950 NSC
Document 56/2 titled United States Policy Towards Inter-American Military
Collaboration, and Truman's military standardisation programme called for the
continued transfer of materiel and training to Colombia, despite the potential 'wrong
use' of weapons for domestic political purposes.

Two years later, as political infighting escalated, a military junta overthrew
Gomez's regime, and in 1953 General Rojas installed himself as leader of an
authoritarian regime to put and end to the violent strife among politicians. John Moors
Cabot, the Assistant Secretary of State for Latin American Affairs said the United
States could 'extend a positive welcome' given that Rojas appeared 'to have the support
of the majority of the Conservative party and to be viewed benevolently by the Liberal
party’, and that Rojas would 'return Colombia to the democratic paths'.>

Overall, U.S. policy towards the Rojas dictatorship was ambivalent. At times it
appeared willing to keep some distance because Rojas lacked democracy credentials,
but other times, the United States collaborated with Rojas. After the 1947 Rio Treaty,
for example, a bilateral Military Assistance Agreement was signed in 1952. On that
basis Rojas requested weapons, among them napalm bombs, only to receive hesitant
responses from Secretary of State Dean Acheson. Thomas Mann, Deputy Assistant
Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs, disliked the idea, fearing they would be
used against domestic opponents. Thus Washington refused to authorise the licence. *°

In 1953, however, the United States assisted in the creation of the first military

intelligence units in Colombia on the grounds they were important to fight

54 Ibid, p. 817.
> Drexler, Colombia and the United States, p. 72.
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Communism. In 1955, counterinsurgency instruction at the Valle de los Lanceros base
began, and in 1956 Secretary of State John Foster Dulles met with Rojas in Colombia.
U.S. collaboration with Rojas only reflected that Colombia had slowly gone from
being an anti-fascist ally to an anti-communist ally, and that Colombia and the United
States continued to share political views.

One significant token of Colombia's anti-communist commitment was participating
in the Korean war.’’ Once more, as in the two world wars Colombia was strategically
insignificant. Nevertheless, Washington assessed Colombia's contribution to the war
using other criteria. When Colombia refused to pay the bill sent by the Department of
Defence in July 1951 for the use of U.S. assets and ammunition»s in Korea, and
threatened to withdraw its battalions, the United States caved in to Bogota's wish not to
pay. The Department of State believed that Colombia's withdrawal would have a
'damaging effect upon the concept of collective security through the United Nations'.”®
As George Kennan suggested, Latin America's importance in the Cold War was not a
matter of bases, nor was it 'a problem of defence of the Panama Canal’, nor 'a question
of the possible mobilisation of Latin American military strength against the United
States'. Rather, it was 'the extent to which the attitudes of the Latin American peoples
may influence the general political trend in the international community'.”®

The Violencia years and the short-lived Rojas dictatorship had not shaken U.S.
confidence in Colombia's inclination towards democracy nor altered the friendly
course of relations. Throughout, Washington policy-maker and ambassadors in Bogota

interfered little in Colombian affairs, and occasionally reminded Colombian officials

about the their preference for democratic procedures.®’ This behaviour contrasted with

% Ibid, p. 74.

57 See Russell Ramsey, 'The Colombian Battalion in Korea and Suez', Journal of Inter-
American Studies and World Affairs, 9/4 (October 1967), pp. 541-560.

58 Drexler, Colombia and the United States, p. 70

% FRUS, 1950, 2, p. 598.

®Blurr coincides with the idea of limited U.S. intervention in Colombia in regional

comparative perspective, Blurr, Our Troubled Hemisphere, p. 146.
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U.S. overt and frequent involvement in the domestic affairs of other Latin American
countries, even the larger Southern Cone nations, such as Argentina, Brazil, and Chile.
Colombia's reputation as the oldest and most stable democracy of the region would

hold for several decades.

4. Allies Again: Development and Counterinsurgency
In the immediate aftermath of the Bogotazo, both countries claimed that Communism
had inspired the revolt. Later on, the ultimately admitted the uprising had more to do
with deep-rooted socio-economic problems.®’ In 1958 President Alberto Lleras wrote
to Eisenhower:
The uncertain economic situation and a prolonged and almost hopeless
state of underdevelopment are creating disillusionment, confusion, and
discouragement among the people of Latin America, with the inevitable
consequence of political instability and grave social unrest which are
constantly militating against the effectiveness of the democratic system.62
This, however, did not erase their fear of Communism becoming popular, and as the
1950s drew to a close Washington and Latin American leaders agreed that economic
improvement was necessary both in itself and to keep Communists from penetrating
the continent. The idea that economic development was possible and worth financing
was strengthened in U.S. policy-making circles with Walt Rostow's modemisation
theory, which envisaged underdeveloped countries reaching a 'take-off stage' after
which they were to continue growing, eventually 'graduating' out of poverty and into
the upper echelons of the world economy.® Fidel Castro's turn to the Soviet Union in

1961 finally mobilised policy-makers in Washington to design a comprehensive

assistance package for Latin America, and Kennedy formally launched the Alliance for

Progress.

6! David F. Varela, Documentos de la Embajada. 10 afios de historia colombiana segin
diplomdticos norteamericanos, 1943-1 953 (Bogota: Planeta, 1998), pp. 85-6, 94, 101.
52 Quoted in Randall, Colombia and the United States, p. 216. Lleras also requested further

military assistance.

83 Peter H. Smith, Talons of the Eagle, pp. 142-54.
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From the beginning, U.S. policy-makers thought Colombia would make a 'key

64

testing ground' for the Alliance. Working with dictators was possible but

democracies were still preferable if they preserved stability. The Rojas dictatorship had
ended and the Colombian political elite had crafted the Frente Nacional to peacefully
alternate power between Conservatives and Liberals for sixteen consecutive years.
Although the arrangement fell short of modern, free political contest, it nevertheless
conformed to the practice of regular elections, it was packaged with the right
democratic discourse, and it promised stability. Colombia was a democracy as far as
the United States was concerned.®’ Moreover, as revealed in a confidential document,
U.S. policy-makers calculated that assistance to Colombia would 'result in the
development that is desired’ and that its economic thinking was 'in line' with U.S.
aims.®® Finally, Colombia would provide an 'important impetus for the Alliance for
Progress --a much needed demonstration effect important to the United States in its
policy and efforts in the entire hemisphere'.®’

The U.S. Agency for International Development began providing soft loans and
different kinds of technical cooperation. Missions of Ivy League economists visited
Colombia again, collaborating on the creation of the National Planning Department in
1958. Colombia accepted massive international lending to finance social and economic
development and to overcome budgetary problems, including balance of payment

deficits. From 1962 to 1976, Colombia received a grand total of $1327 million (an

average of $88.47 million per year, excluding military assistance), which represented

% Country Analysis Strategy Paper [hereinafter CASP] FY 1970, April 1968, Central Policy
Files POL COL-US 1613 Box, 1992. RG 59. National Archives. In 1968 the Department of
State designed CASPs, which drew strategic information on foreign countries provided mainly
by U.S. embassies, with the purpose to rationalise U.S. foreign political and defence policies.
5 At the time of its creation, U.S. policy makers saw the Frente Nacional as a positive
arrangement that would eventually develop into deeper democratisation. Later on, academics
produced more critical appraisals pointing at its exclusionary character. In the late 1990s, some
U.S. experts on Colombia have come to revisit Frente, pointing at its lessons in creating a
vernacular and collective solution to violence, interviews with former Ambassador Paul Viron
Vaky and Philip McLean.

% CASP FY 1970.
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13% of all economic aid going to Latin America in that period.®® Of that total, $5.6
million went to drug control as of 1970.

In retrospect, it has been argued that the Alliance for Progress 'lost its way'.
Assessing the impact of the $22.3 billion dollars spent on projects and the subsequent
implementation of policies was, and continues to be, an onerous task.®” In 1969, U.S.
Comptroller General reported that U.S. officials had been negligent in evaluating Latin
America's projects, hence their limited success.” Other disappointed U.S. advocates of
development blamed the failure of reforms in Latin American countries and their elites'
vested interests. But in the 1960s, U.S. policy makers in the Executive branch were
pleased with Colombia's economic performance. U.S. Congress members, however,
were less generous and spoke of a 'dreadful collapse'.”’ Barring these disagreements in
Washington, the developments of the 1960s were important in forming positive
notions in U.S. policy circles on Colombia's economic prospects; although the idea that
Colombia enjoyed an outstanding 'economic stability' crystallised after its survival to
the recession of the 1980s.

Another key concern of the Alliance for Progress was counterinsurgency.
Washington's concept of security was beginning to shift away from the idea that vital
threats were posed only by external enemies in the form of conventional wars. In 1959,

the Draper Committee Report, which reviewed military assistance, changed the

requirements and specifications for the use of military equipment, and said fighting

* Ibid.

%8 USAID, U.S. Overseas Loans and Grants. Washington, D.C.: Agency for International
Development PPC/PB/RPA, 1 July 1945-30 September 1980.

% Jerome Levinson and Juan de Onis, The Alliance that Lost its Way. A Critical Report on the
Alliance for Progress (Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1970) and L. Ronald Scheman (ed.) The
Alliance for Progress. A Retrospective (New York: Praeger, 1988).

" U.S. Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, Subcommittee on American Republics
Affairs, Survey of the Alliance for Progress. Colombia: A Case History of U.S. Aid, 1 February
1969, pp. 171-7.

' Randall, Colombia and the United States, p. 240
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Communism from within constituted a legitimate use.”” This shift eliminated the
Morse Amendment to the Mutual Security Act which forbade military aid for internal
use.” Moreover military education abroad began to promote U.S. values. Colombia
received such training, although Americans often preferred that Colombia purchase its
own equipment.

Counterinsurgency was compatible with Colombia's own military needs, since 70%
of the Colombian Armed Forces were now having to fight Communist guerrilla
groups, such as FARC, ELN, and the Ejército Popular de Liberacion (EPL). The
United States mainly sold or donated helicopters and provided training, although as in
the Second World War and the early Cold War, it failed to provide all the equipment
Colombia requested.”* On other hand, it is possible that there was greater U.S.
involvement. The Colombian media reported at the time that U.S. troops had actually
fought in the 1964 Marquetalia operation.”” Secretary of Defence Dean Rusk and
Colombian Generals Ruiz and Reveiz said, however, that the existing Military
Assistance Program (MAP) concentrated on in-country training only.”® As regards
Cuba and insurgency, Colombia too feared Cuban influence on its guerrillas, and in
December 1961, it broke off relations with the island. Cuba became a recurrent topic in
the U.S.-Colombian agenda.

Washington's actual concern about the level of threat posed by the Colombian
guerrillas as well as its participation in counterinsurgency appear to be low if one takes
into account several aspects such as U.S. views about Communism being a menace;

the close way in which U.S. observed unions, political movements, politicians and

72 president's Committee to Study the United States Military Assistance Program, Composite
Report (Washington D.C.: GPO, August 17, 1959).

7 Randall, Colombia and the United States, p. 218

™ Telegrams from Henry Dearborn, Counselor of the U.S. Embassy in Bogota to Secretary of
State, 14, 23 and 27 May 1964, POL 23 COL XR DEF 19-2 US-COL. Central Policy Files
1964-1966 Box 2049.

5 U.S. Embassy Telegram to Department of Defence, POL 23-3 COL XR DEF 19-2 US.
Central Policy Files 1964-1966 Box 2049.
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foreign media in Latin America; and other extreme reactions to perceived Communist

threats as in Guatemala in 1954 and Chile in 1973. In balance, U.S. officials thought

guerrillas posed a moderate threat. For instance, the 1968 country assessment stated:
Historically the guerrilla threat in Colombia has been primarily a rural one,
affecting the most backward rural areas. [U]nder the present conditions, the

insurgents cannot overthrow the existing constitutional government and
confront the United States with a hostile power to the South.

The trend was 'expected to continue'.”” Even Lleras's renewal of relations with the

Soviet Union --part of his universalismo-- did not constitute a source of strategic
concern for U.S. officials. The U.S. Embassy in Bogota correctly believed that Soviets
would 'concentrate in building a peaceful and cooperative image in Colombia and
therefore are not likely to furnish direct support to guerrilla activities'.”® As for Cuba,
initial panic about its possible activism had waned and by 1968; its influence was
considered to be 'minimal'.”

It is true that by 1967-1968 the Colombian military had trimmed away guerrilla
forces and influence, but the victories were only partial and temporary. Nevertheless,
Colombian officials claimed guerrillas were just a disturbing, though not disrupting,
force always distant from Bogota. In fact, Colombian civilian and military officials had
shaped U.S. views. With hindsight, it is possible to argue that Colombian leaders failed

to accurately measure guerrillas' potential to inflict damage through the progressive

spread and escalation of violence resulting in the erosion of order and stability.** The

76 Ibid. And Telegram to the U.S. Embassy in Bogota, 21 May 964, POL 23 COL XR DEF 19-

2 US. Central Policy Files 1964-1966 Box 2049.

77 CASPFY 1970.

7 Ibid.

7 Ibid.

% According to one Colombian military journal FARC had 410 troops and ELN 80 in 1965,

whereas in 1968, FARC had 700, ELN 150, and EPL 80. However, there is a consensus in the

Colombian history literature, that guerrilla forces diminished in the end of the 1960s and

increased again since the mid 1970s, see Gonzalo Morales, 'El incremento de la subversion en

Colombia', Revista de la Fuerzas Armadas, 123 (1987), p. 180. There is no systematic analysis

on Soviet influence in Colombia, but it is very unlikely that Colombian guerrillas received any

substantial material aid from the former USSR given their perceptions on Colombia's lack of

potential for revolution. In this respect, Colombia differs from Central America and Cuba. For
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Colombian military continued to fight the guerrillas without ever defeating them, and
U.S. officials rated Colombia's performance as satisfactory (until 1997). Surprisingly,
in the decades after Marquetalia, no one in Washington thought total defeat was
required as a proof of Cold War cooperation. It seemed enough that Colombia had
survived the 1950s and the 1960s without a reproduction of the Cuban experience. The
presence of guerrillas throughout the Cold War environment, despite their apparent
lack of threatening capability, justified the continuity of military relations and the
presence of a permanent U.S. mission, the Mil-Group, with an office inside the
Colombian Ministry of Defence.

The atmosphere of cooperation in U.S.-Latin American relations brought by the
Alliance for Progress faded as the 1960s drew to a close. According to Latin
Americans, the Alliance for Progress had not delivered the expected economic
developments, nor had it brought about a benevolent U.S. policy. The good neighbour
commitments were broken when the United States intervened in the Dominican
Republic in 1965. In the mean time, Latin American and Third World solidarity
increased, raising criticism against what they saw as an exploitative North led by the
United States. The Carlos Lleras government, during its last years, demonstrated an
apprehension with U.S. behaviour in the region.®!

Lleras acquired a reputation for regional leadership and rallied Latin American
solidarity. This raised some concerns in the Department of State:

These [problems] mainly involve Colombia as leading member of Latin
American nations and concern the relationship between underdeveloped
countries and the United States. This poses problems for Colombia, which

enjoys good relations with the United States, yet cannot afford to abandon
positions of Latin American solidarity.®

a comparative view of the Colombian guerrilla in the Latin American context see Timothy P.
Wickham-Crowley, Guerrillas and Revolution in Latin America. A Comparative Study of
Insurgents and Regimes since 1956 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1992).
81 At first, Colombia condemmend the invasion of the Dominican Republic. However, officials
were less critical in private. Bogota later approved the OAS multilateral operations, while
public opinion and academia ramained opposed, Bushnell, 'Colombia’, p. 414.
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Indeed, Lleras enjoyed wide prestige in Latin America and had the power to mobilise
diplomatic cooperation to counter Washington. However, Lleras's political stature
actually improved Colombia's relations with the United States.®’> The idea that
Colombia 'traditionally’ supported the United States in foreign policy matters held in
the Department of State, despite rising nationalism in Colombia the late 1960s and
early 1970s, which usually involved criticism against U.S. policies towards the
region.** But for the United States, Colombia's nationalism ranked as simply 'normal’
compared to other Latin American countries. Colombia, in fact, continued to adhere to
the basic tenets of capitalism: in 1968 the Colombian government finally decided to
request to join in on GATT, and criticised protectionism and populism. Most
importantly, Colombia remained a democracy amidst the second wave of dictatorships
in Latin America. Therefore, in 1968, U.S. relations with Colombia were described as
such: 'In the purely political sphere our leverage is much more limited and derives
more from fradition and a general mutuality of interests and points of view' [emphasis
added).®

To conclude, over the course of the past century, coming off of the trauma of
Panama's secession in 1903, Bogot4d and Washington developed shared understandings
on the nature of their relationship based on mutually accepted and expected identities.
The reality of the power asymmetry was inescapable, and the U.S. still cast Colombia
as part of its 'inferior' backyard. Yet friendly relations had been constructed, to a great
extent, on the basis of a tradition of affinity. Colombia's democratic tradition; the
political elite's explicit intellectual and political identification with Western values;
political and macroeconomic stability in relative regional terms; and its foreign policy

behaviour, which obeyed international legal norms and was in line with the United

82 Document 2924, POL 2 COL Box 1613 1988.

8 CASPFY 1970.
8 Carlos Lleras supported Eisenhower in the U2-spy plane crisis and in its relations with the

Soviet Union, especially the events with Khrushev at the Paris Summit and regarding Cuba,

CASP FY 1970.
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States, were aspects of Colombia's identity that generated such affinity among
Colombian and U.S. policy makers in charge of managing the relationship. Thus,
despite being a small country in material terms, Colombia became a meaningful ally,
and after five decades of positive engagement the U.S.-Colombian friendship was
solid, stable and resistant to disagreements. The frequency and intensity of friction
between the United States and the other Latin American countries also helped to make
this friendship special.

Certain tacit norms emerged within the framework of friendship. The United States
refrained from using military force against Colombia as it had done in the Caribbean
and Central America and avoided excessive meddling in Colombian domestic affairs.
Coercion in the form of economic sanctions was also ruled out. The bilateral relations
were based on 'soft' instruments and a growing myriad of links through which
technical advice was provided. U.S. officials characterised the relations in this manner:

'[In Colombia] we are able to influence policy and measures to some degree
through suasion, and Military Materiel and Advisory Assistance, and our
Policy Safety Program. On the international seen, traditional diplomacy is
likely to be sufficient in most cases and in most issues'.*
The two countries also resorted to discrete diplomacy to solve any differences. This
was facilitated by the small number of officials in Colombia and the United States
involved in managing relations. The United States valued Colombia's cooperation not
for its material results, but for its symbolic meaning in furthering U.S. credibility and
legitimacy in international politics. This lack of interest in material results was
reflected in the leniency and paternalism with which the U.S. rewarded the alliance.
This had key repercussions, however. Colombia was held to low efficacy standards, as

token actions, policies with imperfect impact, and diplomacy usually sufficed to prove

Colombia's commitment. U.S. material assistance was usually less than expected, but

8 Ibid.
% Ibid.
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Colombia came to accept this without challenging the friendship. For Colombia,
United States' recognition became crucial to its foreign and internal legitimacy.
Colombia also came to expect consultation on regional affairs, while the United States
monitored UN and OAS voting patterns and expected coinciding votes. In general,
cooperation was a rather flexible concept loosely attached to a general convergence on
vague ideas of democracy and liberal economy. As illustrated in the next chapter, the
friendship and feeling of affinity led Colombia to join the U.S. in the war against drugs

when Nixon asked for its cooperation in 1971.
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PART II: EARLY DRUG CONTROL COOPERATION, 1970-1989

The history of U.S.-Colombian relations and the war against drugs can be divided into four
phases. Part Il deals with the first two. Chapter 3 focuses on the first phase of bilateral
cooperation. It begins with the general agreement signed in 1971 in which Colombia
responded affirmatively to United States' call to other countries to condemn the use and traffic
of narcotics. This phase is mainly about the rise of diplomatic awareness on the drug issue and
the undertaking of occasional anti-drug actions.

Chapter 4 deals with the second phase. A new generation of agreements which establish
more concrete tools to fight drugs arrived in 1980 with the Extradition Treaty, the Mutual
Legal Assistance Treaty, and the technical cooperation treaty that creates the U.S.-funded anti-
narcotics unit in the Colombian National Police. National prohibition legislation in the United
States and Colombia developed at a steady pace throughout the 1980s, and the demands of
implementing prohibition increased. At the same time, illicit traffic in Colombia became
violent and degenerated into incidents of narco-corruption and narco-terrorism, as traffickers
sought to escape law enforcement, especially extradition to the United States. Both countries

renewed their efforts to combat what they increasingly perceived to be a security problem.
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Chapter 3

INTRODUCING DRUG CONTROL COOPERATION, 1970-1981

Richard Nixon included illegal drugs in his 1970 speech to the United Nations General
Assembly alongside with high profile Cold War matters such as East-West relations
and nuclear weapons.' A drug abuse epidemic was sweeping across the United States.
At the same time, Colombia was turning into the home of quality export marihuana
and a distribution hub for cocaine entering the United States. Contrary to common
views claiming that the different nature of U.S. and Colombian 'drug problems' would
necessarily ensue in irreconcilable positions, Colombia and the United States found
enough common ground to work together against drug consumption and drug
trafficking. The underlying assumption was that drug abuse and trafficking constituted
deviant behaviours that challenged core values of their societies.

In this first phase of cooperation, Colombia discarded the option of legalising
cannabis, developed basic legislation that criminalised consumption and traffic, and
exercised relatively incipient law enforcement. In return, the United States pledged to
provide funding and training. Colombia also agreed to work with the United States by
collaborating with DEA agents and agreeing to occasional joint diplomatic
declarations. At large, drugs fared low in the bilateral agenda and the domestic politics
of each country, yet cooperation signalled each others' commitment to a long-standing
friendship.

The first section of this chapter examines the origins of drug control cooperation

starting with United States' initiatives to recruit international allies in a war against
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drugs. It then analyses Colombia's incentives to join prohibition and describes what
early drug control cooperation was about. The second section uncovers the actual
topics of agreements and differences on drug policy matters, and reflects on the factors
that led to a favourable assessment of cooperation on both sides of the drug control
partnership. The third section weighs the relative importance of drugs in the
relationship by looking at other political and economic themes that were relevant in

maintaining friendship.

1. Recruiting Colombia to Fight the War Against Drugs
By 1970 there were 500,000 heroin users in the United States, ten times the figure in
1960, and in 1971, 24 million Americans over the age of 11 had used marihuana at
least once.” This prompted Nixon to take personal interest in the rise of U.S. drug
consumption, which he believed was one of the major forces behind urban crime and
social upheaval in his country. Hence, amidst a sense of national emergency, the U.S.
president called out for a war against drugs. Traffickers had to 'be hunted to the end of
the earth’, and 'keeping dangerous drugs out of the United States [was] just as
important as keeping armed enemy forces from landing in the United States', he said.
In the past, much of the United States' international drug battle had been fought in
the UN diplomatic arena. But now, the United States was seeking to assign a greater
anti-drug role to its bureaucracy, invigorate international prohibition, launch its own
anti-drug programmes abroad, and directly persuade foreign states to do the same in
their own territories. The additional fiscal, bureaucratic and diplomatic burdens were
acceptable as long as Americans could influence the path towards a drug free world
and as long as other countries did their part. Nixon believed recruiting international

allies was the obvious and easiest way to solve the problem. He told Congress in 1971

! PPP, Nixon, 1970, pp. 926-32.
2 David F. Musto, The American Disease (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1999), p. 248
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that '[a]lthough the severity of the problem varies widely from country to country --and
is currently worse in the United States than in many countries', international anti-drug
cooperation was needed, 'for the production and manufacture of narcotics and
dangerous drugs is immeasurably easier to control than their illegal passage across
national frontiers'.* For Americans, 'going to the source' had been, since the beginning,
strategically indispensable and politically feasible.’ Despite the fact that most of the
heroine in the United States was coming from Asia, Latin America immediately
encountered this new form of U.S. involvement as well as higher demands on their
state apparatus. This was the result of both their share of the cannabis and coca market,
and the nature of their relationship to the United States.

A steady expansion of the U.S. drug prohibition bureaucracy began. Nixon
appointed a Special Consultant to the President for Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs,
created a Special Action Office in the Executive Office and a Cabinet Committee on
International Narcotics Control under the Chairmanship of the Secretary of State. The
Nixon administration likewise increased the Federal budget for law enforcement and
abuse prevention from $82 million in 1969 to $785 million in 1974.° In 1968, an
agency merger had created the Bureau of Narcotics and Dangerous Drugs (BNDD),
and its immediate successor, the Drug Enforcement Agency, emerged in 1973 after the
new anti-drug impetus.’

As regards the foreign dimensions of the new U.S. drug policy, Nixon summoned in
1971 U.S. Ambassadors from Turkey, France, Mexico, Luxembourg, Thailand,

Vietnam and the UN to discuss feasible anti-drug actions abroad.® In the following

3 PPP, Nixon, 1972, pp. 874-5.

* PPP, Nixon, 1971, pp. 334-5.

5 'Going to the source' was later reinforced with the penetration of military thinking into anti-
drug strategies.

$ PPP, Nixon, 1973, p. 347.
7 PPP, Nixon, 1973, pp. 228-32. For a complete account of the internationalisation of the DEA

see Ethan Nadelmann, Cops Across Borders. The Internationalization of U.S. Criminal Law
Enforcement (University Park: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1993), chapters 4 and 5.

8 PPP, Nixon, 1971, pp. 739-48.
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years, he formally instructed the Chiefs of Mission to convince leaders of countries
where drug production and trafficking occurred to 'commit their governments to
attacking the narcotics problem with urgency and determination’, and promised
cooperating governments the 'wholehearted support and assistance’' of the United
States.” New bilateral narcotics control programs were set in motion and aid was
provided. By 1976, 228 of 2,117 DEA agents were permanently stationed overseas,
and throughout the decade the agency trained up to 2,000 foreign officers.'” DEA
officers were divided into two regional sections; one covered Latin America and the
other the rest of the world. Nixon also requested the CIA to engage in drug
operations.'!

In 1972, there were anti-drug agreements with 50 countries, including Colombia.
The focus of U.S. concern, however were drug smuggling via Cuba, the 'French
connection', the Italian-American mafia, opiates from the Golden Triangle,
Afghanistan and Pakistan. Both in regulatory circles of the UN and among U.S.
diplomats, Colombia was not associated with coca and marihuana to the same extent as
its Latin American neighbours, and had comparatively speaking negligible problems of
production and consumption.'> Thus, in the early days of bilateral cooperation,
Colombia was free from the stigma of other drug-countries, and was able to benefit
from its relatively positive reputation for a long time."> The Colombian cannabis
cultivation and export boom began in 1977, several years after signing the 1971

counter-drug agreement with the United States.

® PPP, Nixon, 1973, p. 442 and Nixon, 1972, pp. 874-5.

' Nadelmann, Cops Across Borders, p. 140

'l ppp, Nixon, 1972, pp. 874-5.

2 Augusto Pérez Gomez, Sustancias psicoactivas: historia del consumo en Colombia (Bogota:
Editorial Presencia, 1994) p. 81-2

13 For a Latin American regional comparison before see Walker IIl, Drugs in the Western
Hemisphere. For an appraisal of the priority topics in Vienna and the United States at the time
see William B. McAllister, Drug Diplomacy in the Twentieth Century. An International

History (London: Routledge, 2000), chapters 6 to 8.
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In part, Colombia agreed to join the U.S. 'war' because it was familiar with
prohibition. Colombia contradicts the widespread idea that all Latin American
countries had benign notions of natural-based drugs and disapproved of prohibition
and punitive enforcement, and that they were forced into the anti-drug regime under
U.S. pressure exclusively.'* Moreover, studies critical of U.S. drug policy tend to
depict Americans' approach to drug consumption as a unique sociological feature,
almost an aberration, based on Puritanism and the market culture.'’> However, most of
Colombian society, and certainly the central ruling elite, had strong sentiments against
the use of drugs. Social censure in Colombia was so deep that when cases of drug use
arose in the 1960s and 1970s, experts on drug abuse underwent great pains to produce
full statistics because families were ashamed to report use or seek professional
rehabilitation.'® Unlike in Bolivia and Peru, the majority of Colombians had no
perception of having ancient cultural ties to coca. National regulation had begun in
1920, and slowly evolved towards tighter controls, similar to the experience of many
other countries.'” By 1947, Colombia had completely outlawed the cultivation of coca
leaf, though actual enforcement was rather weak.

Furthermore, Colombia had participated in the 1936 Convention for the
Suppression of Illicit Traffic in Dangerous Drugs, the UN Commission on Narcotic
Drugs set up first by the ECOSOC in 1946, the 1961 Single Convention on Narcotics
Drugs, and the 1971 Convention on Psychotropic Substances. It was a party to the
1972 Protocol Amendment to the Single Convention and reported yearly to the UN on

its control activities. Given the minimal level of drug abuse and production in

14 The dominance of U.S. views is argued in del Olmo, Prohibir o domesticar.

> Mathea Falco, The Making of Drug Free America. Programs that Work (New York: Times
Books, 1994); Robert J. MacCoun and Peter Reuter, Drug War Heresies. Learning from Other
Vices, Times and Places (New York: Cambridge University Press, 2001), p. 66; Musto, The

American Disease.
16 Pérez, Sustancias psicoactivas.
17 Law 11 of 1920, Regulated import, provision and purchase of drugs, targeting opium and cocaine mainly. Law
118 of 1928 defines type of substances and regulates trade; speaks about improper use of drugs. The Codigo Penal
of 1936, Articles 270 and 271 introduced detention against production and traffic.
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Colombia before 1975, Colombia's regular and deferential presence at the UN
Commission on Narcotic Drugs and the International Narcotic Control Board meetings
can only be explained by its condemnation of drugs and, most importantly, by the
underlying tenets informing its foreign policy. As has been argued in Chapter 2,
participation in international fora reinforced Colombia's identity as a Western country
and abiding member of the international community. Finally, the concept of law
enforcement cooperation was not new, although anti-drug training was an innovation.
International programmes of the DEA, for instance, absorbed some of USAID's Office
of Public Safety (OPS) functions.'® This was a programme of the Alliance for Progress
which had been banned in the United States after allegations that trained native forces
were violating human rights.

Early U.S. anti-drug assistance to Colombia consisted of training agents, donating
vehicles, funding occasional operations, setting up a retribution system of informants
and, at times, operating jointly in drug cases. To be sure, and following the established
practice of government-to-government aid, Washington subtly tied assistance to the
creation of new drug policy instruments. Colombia's interaction and commitments with
the United States and the latest UN normative breakthroughs, were galvanising its drug
control laws. For instance, complying with one of the requirements of the first 1971
umbrella agreement, the Misael Pastrana administration created in 1973 a policy
planning committee, the Consejo Nacional de Estupefacientes (CNE). CNE was to
advise the government on policies against cultivation, trafficking and consumption,
and became an important decision-making arena in specific instances. In 1974,
Colombia also developed the Estatuto Nacional de Estupefacientes, the first
comprehensive anti-drug legislation.

The 1971 treaty brought small donations from USAID. Yet, this first disbursement

led Colombian agencies to request additional aid, resulting in a general reinforcement

'8 Nadelmann, Cops Across Borders, p. 120. -
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of prohibition. For example, in 1973, the Colombian intelligence agency,
Departamento Administrativo de Seguridad (DAS), asked for communications
systems, vessels and training. The United States responded with $6 million in what
became the first counternarcotics aid package as such, mostly spent during Lopez's
administration (1974-1978)."” Later on, in 1975, the Loépez and Ford governments
signed another mutual assistance pact which provided the Procuraduria General de la
Nacion two planes and three helicopters to be shared with the National Police.

Among the responsibilities of DEA agents travelling to Colombia were gathering
evidence to apprehend traffickers, training agents in drug recognition skills, and
disseminating prohibition propaganda to increase the awareness among Colombians of
problems created by drug abuse. U.S. Intelligence and Customs agents also
participated. They organised, for instance, the very first 'international narcotics
seminar' at the Colombian police academy Escuela de Cadetes de la Policia General
Santander. These sessions had the spillover effect Americans desired. After the
Escuela seminar, and with U.S. advise, the Colombian customs created its own
narcotics bureau and the delegate Procuraduria for judicial police adopted anti-
narcotics functions. The first Colombian-managed course trained six lieutenants,
among them José Leonardo Gallego Castrilién, who became a prominent figure in
Colombia's counter-drug efforts in the 1990s.2° In all, from 1973 to 1977, 600
Colombian law enforcement officials were trained, and by 1975 there were DEA
permanent offices in Bogota and Cali.”!

The DEA also cooperated with Colombian military forces in operations. The 1978-
1979 Operacion Fulminante (OF), which has been wrongly depicted in Colombian

academia as an instance of cleavage in the relation and the beginning of U.S.-imposed

1 U.S. Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, Foreign Assistance Authorization. Arms Sales
Issue, 17-18 June, 19-21 November, 4-5 December, 1975, pp. 616-9.

20 pristoria de la Policia Antinarcoticos, manuscript provided by the Anti-Narcotics Police in
1999.

21 Nadelmann, Cops Across Borders, Appendix B.
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militarisation of drug control, is an example of such collaboration.”” OF was a well-
structured, temporary (180 days) operation jointly planned by Colombian authorities
and the charismatic U.S. Ambassador Diego Asencio, and did not involve U.S. troops,
as the term 'militarisation' often suggests.”> The operation assigned the Colombian
Armed Forces temporary functions of surveillance, eradication and law enforcement in
La Guajira, a large department on the Atlantic coast. The assignment was intended to
complement the duties of the Judicial Police and DAS in a geographical division of
labour: while the Judicial Police concentrated in the inner territory, cities, airports, and
roads, the maritime ports and jungle areas were left to the military.?* The United States
provided $1.302 million pesos for vehicles, replacement parts, other equipment, and
fuel, and Colombia's contributed with $120,000 pesos in troops and equipment. OF
started in November 1978 and ended, according to plans, in March 1979. The initial
two-month phase had 10,000 Colombian troops dismantling trafficking routes to
forcing marihuana to remain in its hiding place. Subsequently, troops traced down the
marihuana. This phase also included eradicating 7,000 hectares of marihuana in the
Sierra Nevada mountains.”> Next, there was a three-month period to verify that drug
trafficking and cultivation did not spring up again. All along, DEA contributed with
intelligence to trace international routes to Miami. The DEA concentrated on maritime
interdiction and distribution networks in Florida.

Some argue that the main motive behind President Turbay's enthusiastic approval of
the operation was to placate the United States, as the so-called 'Peter Bourne
Memorandum' that was discussed in American prime-time television claimed Turbay

had links with the drug mafia. While proving a point to Americans was surely

22 Tokatlian, Drogas, dilemas y dogmas, pp. 37-9.

2 Proyecto de Acuerdo entre la Embajda de los EEUU de América y una Agencia del
Gobierno de Colombia sobre la Campafia de Interdiccion de Narcoticos, Republica de
Colombia, Ministerio de Relaciones Exteriores, Memorias del Ministerio de Relaciones
Exteriores [hereinafter MRE], Bogota, 1978-1979, 2, p. 553-6.

24 Repiiblica de Colombia, Procuraduria General de la Nacion, Memorias de la Procuraduria
[hereinafter MP], Bogota, 1978-1980, p. 4.
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beneficial, Turbay was keen to use the armed forces for social control, especially in the
Sierra Nevada, where guerrillas had influence.

Like other operations, OF results on the ground were partial. Many small traffickers
were expunged from business and a good number of hectares eradicated, but
smuggling in the region continued and marihuana plantations started moving to Los
Llanos Orientales —this relocation us known as the 'balloon effect'. However, both
Colombian and U.S. officials rated the experience as a success because they had
worked well together. On the other hand, government officials in Colombia quickly
learned that involving military personnel in drug control exposed them to corruption.
Thus, when the U.S. military asked the Colombian military to include not just the
Second Brigade (used in La Guajira) but the Seventh Brigade for drug control
operations in the Llanos Orientales, both the Colombian military and civilian
authorities turned down the request.”® The Department of State assented, and they
decided, instead, to create a police unit from scratch, one it could train and monitor
closely.”’

The Prohibition of Narcotics Campaign agreement signed in 1980 between the
Colombian Ministry of Defence and the U.S. Embassy in Bogota created such unit. It
was attached to the police, and virtually replaced the former anti-drugs force within the
Procuraduria.’® The United States provided Colombia the unprecedented sum of
$13,225,000 for helicopters, boats, radar equipment, transport vehicles and fuel
exclusively to be used for interdiction and for training. That same year, for three
months the DEA trained the new Colombian Anti-Narcotics Police (ANP) officers.?

By December 1980, satellite anti-narcotics companies were installed in Santa Martha,

% Ibid, p. 21.
2 Ibid, p, 4; Arrieta, et al, Narcotrdfico, p. 297.
27 Interview with Luis Moreno, U.S. Embassy Narcotics Affairs Section, Bogota, September

1997.
2 U.S. Senate, Committee on Governmental Affairs, Permanent Commission on

Investigations, International Narcotics Trafficking [hereinafter INT], November 1981, p. 140.
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Riohacha and Maicao, endowed with 300 men in total. In 1981, the ANP had its new
base in Bogota constructed with U.S. funds. Also, men were sent to Turbo, Cartagena,
Ipiales, Popayan, Villavicencio, San José del Guaviare and Leticia. In 1982, ANP itself
had given 24 anti-narcotics courses with DEA collaboration. That same year, the
United States gave ANP its first aircraft, a Twin-Otter. Unlike the Mexican experience,
where its anti-narcotics force developed nationalistic and antagonist feelings towards
U.S. agents, ANP was grateful for the assistance and many of its members believed its
association with the U.S. bolstered its image and prestige in Colombian bureaucratic
circles. Soon, the ANP and the DEA developed a strong link built upon loyalty,
camaraderie and, of course, financial dependence. Fifteen years later, this unit was the
strongest and most active anti-narcotics agency in Colombia upholding ties with the
United States despite the tensions on the higher diplomatic spheres.

In 1979 and 1980, the United States and Colombia signed further agreements, the
Extradition Treaty and the Mutual Legal Assistance Treaty (MLATs).>® The
Extradition treaty in particular would elicit sporadic academic, political and diplomatic
controversy over the years, not to mention the violent rejection by drug traffickers,
because it was often seen as an U.S.-imposed surrender of sovereignty.”’ However, at
the time, and in the small domestic and international circles of legal experts and drug
policy officials, the treaties were seen as routine initiatives, since it was not Colombia's
first extradition treaty that included extraditing its own nationals.* In 1979,

Procurador Guillermo Gonzilez Charry, for example, said in UN meetings that the

® This unit has changed its names several times, but I have kept the standard form, Anti-
Narcotics Police, throughout the thesis.
3% Nadelmann, Cops Across Borders, chapters 6 and 7.
3! Arrieta et al, Narcotrdfico, p. 310.
32 There were previous extradition treaties with Brazil, Chile, Great Britain and Spain. In the
U.S.-Colombian case extradition was not compulsory, although Article 8, allowed the
extradition of each countries' nationals. This treaty provided a list of 35 offences mostly related
to narcotics trade, U.S. Senate, Extradition Treaty with the Republic of Colombia, Executive
Report, 20 November 1981.
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Extradition and MLAT agreements between the United States and Colombia were an

example for international community to follow.>?

2. Agreements and Disagreements Over Drug Control Policy

From 1976 to 1980 there was a serious debate between Bogotd and Washington on the
question of legalisation.”* The issue was being actively debated in the United States,
yet the catalyst event igniting the discussion between experts and policy-makers of
both countries was a seminar held in Bogotd and sponsored by the Asociacion
Nacional de Industria y Finanzas (ANIF), an influential think-tank dealing with
economic policies in Colombia. ANIF and Colombian economists in the technocracy
had taken special interest in studying Colombia's informal economy and, eventually,
their research agenda included contraband and the illegal drug trade. ANIF produced
the first systematic study of the economic dimensions of cannabis in Colombia, and the
report argued that the economic and social costs of marihuana prohibition, as well as
the costs of the ensuing corruption of public officials, were too high. Legalisation
would abolish such costs and bring tax revenues. In addition, ANIF argued that drugs
were a foreign problem which Colombia did not have to resolve.’ A parade of Bogota-
and Washington-based U.S. officials and experts attended the ANIF seminar, including
Ambassador Asencio; Edwin Corr, the Deputy Secretary for the Department of State
Bureau of International Narcotics Matters, which had been inaugurated by Carter in
1979 and was to become the single most important agency in U.S. foreign drug policy;
Lee 1. Dogoloff, the Executive director of the Strategy Council on Drug Abuse; and

Democrat Representative Benjamin S. Rosenthal. The United States had opted to

engage the pro-legalisation discussants.

3 MP, 1978-180, p. 11.
3% With a pro-legalisation and regulation bias, the debate is well-illustrated in Arrieta et al,

Narcotrdfico, p. 302-7.
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U.S. officials, however, did not have to struggle against the Colombian government,
since they were reassured by the Turbay government that ANIF's position opposed the
official line.”® Indeed, in 1979, Turbay had stopped a bill introducing legalisation. Yet
evident behind the tenure of discussions was simply a lack of consensus in Colombia
on the question of prohibition and the soundness of legalisation, although the balance
remained always in favour of prohibition. The debate on legalisation in Colombia, and
between Colombia and the United States faded and drug prohibition expanded.
Legalisation even became anathema to most policy-makers in both countries.

Although the United States and Colombia agreed on the need to condemn drug
abuse and production, officials periodically engaged in squabbles over the sources,
causes, consequences and remedies to the drug problem. Who was responsible for
what, was at the core of discussions, and there was much finger-pointing. For example,
in words of Gonzalez at the 1979 Geneva 1979 conference,

...it was the pressure of great external consumption --managed, directed
and exploited by international mafias-- which took advantage of our
precarious economic conditions and turned its eyes to Colombia... starting
by financing the impressive costs, the start up and expansion of crops, and
simultaneously the international traffic of the weed, along with its natural
sequel: administrative and popular corruption, violence and other
connected crimes.”’
Gonzélez insistently complained at Geneva conferences of the 'bad information'
spreading around that made Colombia appear responsible for 'creating or maintaining
an attractive situation for the vast and dangerous world of narcotics consumption and
traffic'.>® Minister of Foreign Affairs Indalecio Liévano Aguirre, for instance, asserted

at a UN General Assembly in 1976 that international mafias used the U.S. territory in

order to traffic and export their corruption into Colombia.”

% MP, 1978-1980, p. 26.
3 bid, p. 16.
7 1bid, p. 6-7
* Informe del Procurador General de la Naci6n al Congreso de Estupefacientes Reunido en
Ginebra en Febrero de 1979.
% MRE, 1974-1976, p. 96.
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Discussions were attached to deep-rooted identity issues, established routines, but
also short-term interests. On one hand, drug trafficking had created bad propaganda for
Colombia, and officials were adamant to redeem the tarnished image of their country.
On the other hand, they sought to extract additional aid funds. Asking for aid was an
established routine legitimised by a shared meaning of cooperation constructed
throughout their history; in their view, the United States had usually funded alliances --
during the Second World War, the Korean War, and the Cold War-- and was expected
to continue doing so. At the ANIF conference Procurador Gonzalez, for instance,
complained about the delays of U.S. assistance and added:

In several occasions I have seen myself compelled to emphasise the need
to increase technical and economic cooperation by the United States, not
only because it is compulsory given the nature of its circumstances, but
because they [the Americans] are obliged to contribute to the fight.*’

Adding to this idea was the well-entrenched perception that richer nations owed
poorer ones. Such claims were at the heart of the blaming game. Yet more cooperation,
not less, was the general preferred option on both sides. In March 1979 the U.S.
Congress Subcommittee on Hemispheric Relations finally approved an amendment to
the Foreign Assistance Act authorising $16 million in anti-drug aid for fiscal year
1980.*

The actual configuration of drug policy and its implementation led to further
discussions and disagreements on what constituted the optimal strategies and tactics to
pursue one same goal. Previous studies on U.S.-Colombian relations have argued that
Colombian officials traditionally preferred economic aid for counternarcotics, which

included a wide range of measures like subsidies for crop substitution, packages to

alleviate trade balance deficits, and trade preferences. In addition, these studies have

Y MP, 1978-1980, p. 38.
*! International Security and Development Cooperation Act of 1980, PL 96-533, Money for
fiscal year 1980. Though proactive and hawkish, Ambassador Asencio did not strain relations

with the Turbay administration. Instead, Asencio fought vigorously in the United States for
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stressed U.S. refusal of Colombia's requests. They argue that domestic interests in the
United States prevented substantial economic aid and that government officials tended
to choose military quick-fixes anyway. Indeed, in the 1970s, Colombian officials
explored crop substitution but calculated it was only possible with massive U.S. aid,
and since the United States was not willing to channel large amounts to rural
development, they simply discarded the option.*” This however, did not mean that
collaboration was absent or that the main tenets of drug control differed. Colombia's
request for economic aid was not intended to replace other aspects of drug policy, such
as interdiction and law enforcement, and the lack of U.S. funding for rural
development did not halt cooperation in other areas or hinder good relations.

A source of mutual recriminations was related to the idea of targeting the proceeds
of drug trafficking. On this point, both countries agreed: money had to be stopped.
Except, they accused each other of not doing enough. In his inaugural address Turbay
criticised the United States for not passing legislation to block the financial flows from
American traffickers and consumers to Colombian traffickers.*’ In the meantime,
Americans attacked the ventanilla siniestra, a dollar-collection service set up by the
Colombian Central Bank in 1974 to facilitate the exchange of foreign currency for
trade purposes but which was eventually misused, allowing the penetration of black
market money into the financial system. In both countries, banks and other financial
institutions fought against possible restrictions to their operations and applying
stringent anti-money laundering measures turned into a politically meaningful action
only in the 1990s. Colombia developed adequate legislation in 1995.

The use of herbicides for eradication emerged as another contentious topic. U.S.

drug policy officials in the Department of State and the DEA expected Colombia to

this aid package. Ambassadors often became brokers or lobbyers for their own causes and for
host countries.

“ MP, 1978-1980, p. 12, 87.

“ MRE, 1978-1979, 1, p. xxviii; Daniel Premo, 'Colombia: Cool Friendship', in Robert Wesson

(ed.) U.S. Influence in Latin America in the 1980s (New York: Praeger, 1982), pp. 102-19.
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follow Mexico in the use of the herbicide paraquat. Thus, in 1979, Colombia set up a
scientific commission to test paraquat but concluded that the chemical was both
hazardous and fallible. Above all, the commission believed that spraying would only
force growers to move their crops elsewhere, and that peasants and rural workers
would be driven into the arms of guerrilla groups if their crops were destroyed
(president Alberto Fujimori's argument for Peru in the 1990s). Turbay declined the use
of paraquat, and U.S. officials could do little to insist, for the U.S. Percy Amendment
prevented the United States from selling the herbicide abroad anyway. The amendment
was later abolished in 1981 and, as illustrated in chapter 4, Belisario Betancur's
administration reconsidered the use of herbicides.**

In general, Colombian and U.S. differences have been documented in the drug
politics literature, but this literature has failed to examine their actual potential to spark
diplomatic conflict. Consultations and debates over the use of Colombian military
personnel, developing money laundering legislation, spraying paraquat, tending to
addicts, and the level of U.S. assistance were part of the daily management of drug
policy, and possible disagreements over these issues never evolved into major
diplomatic quarrels. More often than not, Colombian officials looked up to the U.S.
bureaucrats and experts to inform their own policy developments, since they lacked
well-articulated strategies and technical knowledge. Furthermore, as illustrated below
cooperation continued on the basis that Colombia's performance was satisfactory.

Drug control measures increased since the signing of the 1971 anti-drug treaty with
the United States, however, there were no signs of improvement in Colombia. On the

contrary, the drug trade grew in the 1970s. The DEA National Narcotics Intelligence

* MP, 1978-1980, pp. 30-3; The Department of State Bulletin [hereinafter DOS Bulletin]
81/2050; and U.S. House, Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Drug Control, Fact
Finding Mission to Colombia and Puerto Rico, 1979. Peter Bourne, Carter's chief advisor on
drug policy had produced a report arguing paraquat caused lung fibrosis when smoked along
with the sprayed marihuana --the antecedent to the Percy Amendment. Later on Ambassador
Thomas Boyatt (1980-1983) zestfully supported paraquat and tried gaining enough adepts both
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Consumers Committee reports showed that Colombia supplied 52% of the marihuana
entering the United States in 1977, and that this figure peaked at 79% in 1981. By
price, Colombian marihuana exports had come to exceed the total of legal exports.*’
Adding to that, small smuggling of cocaine had turned into bulk transportation with
cargoes over 100 kilos.*® In 1981, more than 60% of all cocaine entering the United
States was refined in Colombia, and 2,500 hectares of coca crops were discovered in
the South East of the country. Coca had become highly profitable and rural labour was
migrating towards the departments of Vaupés and Guaviare. For example, the
population in Mitu, the tiny capital of Vaupés, rose from 1,500 in 1979 to 3,000 in
1981.*” DEA agents began reporting that official corruption, judicial intimidation, and
lack of resources often hindered the capture of drug traffickers.”® To complicate
matters further, there were signs that guerrillas profiteered from the drugs business.*
At the same time, the drug problem was increasing on the U.S. front; from 1979 to
1984 consumption in the United States and Europe increased at 18.5% per year.”® Yet,
there was no talk of a lost battle against drugs and Colombia gained considerable
prestige as an efficient and committed fighter.

Colombia boasted about its own success. Procurador Gonzalez said that results were
'intrinsically encouraging', and interdiction outcomes placed 'Colombia, according to
international acknowledgements and comparative studies, as the leader of intense

' 51

efforts in the fight against drugs'.”" U.S. opinions were split. For instance, on

December 1978, Carter sent a letter to Turbay congratulating him for Operacion

in Colombia and the U.S. Senate to implement a programme combining spraying and crop
substitution, U.S. Senate, INT, p. 82-91.
* Colombian Ministry of Justice Document of 1981 translated into English by the

Congressional Research Service and included as Exhibit 3 in U.S. Senat, INT, p. 121.

% Peter Lupsha, 'El trafico de drogas: México y Colombia, una perspectiva comparada’, in
Tokatlian and Bagley (comp.), Economia y politica, pp. 235-64.

Y7 Pérez, Sustancias psicoactivas, p. 80

“®U.S. Senate, INT, p. 116,158.

49 Ib
id, p. 185.
® Hernando Gémez, 'La economia ilegal en Colombia: tamafio, evolucion, caracteristicas, e

impacto econémico', Coyuntura Econémica, 18 (1988), pp. 93-113.
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Fulminante and offering additional aid. The House Select Committee on Narcotics
Abuse and Control was less content with OF arguing it had targeted mainly small
producers.’ But U.S. Attorney General William French Smith thought it was the 'most
fortunate' effort in marihuana interdiction ever. From 1976 to 1982, representatives
Clarence D. Long and C. W. Bill Young from the House Appropriations Committee
continuously gave INM in the Department of State a hard time about its Colombia (and
Latin America) programmes, but never launched a real campaign to cut resources.’® To
counter them, Representative Rosenthal was usually supportive. He had been in
Colombia and was 'impressed by the degree of sincerity and effort of the Government
of Colombia to deal with the problem'.>* The DEA had a positive appraisal of its
cooperation with Colombian agents; William G. Fink from the Office of Intelligence
of the DEA said that sharing intelligence with Colombians had led to several
successful operations, and DEA chief Peter Bensinger, considered to be a hawk on
drug policy, was convinced of Colombia's commitment, especially under the
leadership of Turbay and Procurador Gonzalez.>

Some episodes, like the rumours of high-level corruption in Colombia, recorded in
the Bourne Memorandum somewhat clouded the environment, however. Peter Bourne
and the first Assistant Secretary of State for Narcotic Matters, Mathea Falco, Carter's
point advisors on drug issues, and the First Lady, approached President Lopez on the
issue, but the Colombian leader quickly dismissed their claims.’® Turbay, Lopez's

successor, was also implicated in the memorandum and later on, during the

' MP, 1978-1980, p. 3-5.

52 U.S. House, Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Drug Control, Report. Oversight on
Federal Drug Strategy, 1979, 1980, p. 5.

3 U.S. House and Senate, Foreign Assistance Related Programs Authorizations [hereinafter
FARPA], 1976-1982. This congressional document is published annually in the format of
hearings and reports and follows U.S. fiscal years.

4 U.S. House and Senate, FARPA, 1979, p. 132.

% U.S. Senate, Committee on Foreign Relations, International Narcotics Control Programs
[hereinafter INCP], 9 May 1978, p. 33-4; U.S. Senate, INT, p.117-8; U.S. Senate FARPA,
1979, p. 215.

58 Premo, 'Colombia: Cool Friendship’, p. 105
83



Chapter 3, Introducing Cooperation

congressional elections of 1980, a U.S. Embassy official said he believed 10% of the
Congressmen had been elected with drug money.’’ Yet most remarkable of the Bourne
episode and rumours of drug corruption was U.S. official's modus operandi in handling
the situation. The enthusiastic Bourne had been allowed to voice his reservations; it set
useful pressure that could guarantee further commitment. But U.S. Embassy and
Department of State diplomats soon stopped Bourne before his complaints unravelled
into a crisis. The Embassy hastily communicated to Colombia that the memorandum
was not part of the official policy, and INM continued to report to Congress on
Colombia's 'serious' commitment and 'successful' operations.’®

However, possible doubts on Colombia's commitment to prohibition did not trigger
the application of these early versions of certification.’® In 1971, Nixon announced the
United States was prepared to use coercive diplomacy in cases where cooperation was
lacking, and the instruments for pressure had been introduced in the legislation, Public
Laws 92-352 and 92-246.%° The United States indeed exercised pressure in the form
public shaming and aid cuts against non-cooperative countries, like Bolivia, Mexico
and Turkey. In Bolivia, for instance diplomatic relations were left at the chargé level
for 16 months starting in 1980 and all INM activities were suspended in the wake of
the 17 July 1980 take-over by a military junta involved in drug trafficking, led by Luis
Garcia Meza.®!

U.S. officials' perceptions of Colombia's performance in the war against drugs were
related to several factors. The statistics of actions in terms of seized drugs, aircrafts,
chemicals, and arrests, gave the impression that Colombian law enforcement officials

were active. For instance, Colombia's 1982 report to the UN Commission on Narcotic

57 Arrieta et al, Narcotrdfico, p. 313.

8 U.S. House, FARPA, FY 1980, p. 266. Twenty years later the Bogota Embassy was unable
to outmanoeuvre INM and its allegations against Samper's corruption, which led to the 1995-
1997 crisis, as analysed in chapters 8 and 9.

% Musto, The American Disease, p, 250.

% ppp, Nixon, 1972, pp. 874-5.

84



Chapter 3, Introducing Cooperation

Drugs, which it also circulated to U.S. officials, gave an excellent impression. Drugs
seized included: 18,531,017 bushes of coca leaf, 651,458 kilograms of cocaine,
8,509,261 plants of cannabis and 5,196,362 doses of sedatives and tranquillisers, and
the number of seizures made by the National Police rose from 448 in 1981 to 1,051 in
1982. Legal developments, new anti-drug units and the implementation of programs
also signalled commitment.

In the United States, most insufficiencies in Colombia's drug control were explained
by the still nascent stage of the programmes, or in the worst case, by the 'unique' nature
of the Colombian challenge (being source of three drugs), which 'naturally’ made law
enforcement difficult.®* Also, soul-searching led American policy-makers to justify
both the lack of overall success among drug war allies as a consequence of their own
'period of great ambivalence', as Senator Cohen called it, referring to the years of
marihuana decriminalisation in the United States. That the 'drug problem', as serious as
it was, still ranked relatively low in the overall security agenda of both the United
States and Colombia also helped. The drug trade was not seen as a major structural
impediment to the overriding U.S. foreign policy goal, namely containing
Communism, which shaped the way in which other topics were conceived.

However, the most crucial factors preventing conflict lie at the base of friendly
relations. This base encompassed encrusted perceptions of mutual convergence on
broad and ideas of democracy and capitalism. In terms of drugs, Colombia could be
'the most visible drug country in South America' by 1981, as Staff Counsel from the
Permanent Subcommittee on Investigations Howard L. Shapiro remarked. Yet, after
all, it was a 'functioning democracy with two parties, with an independent legislative',
and 'like any other democracy [it] goes into periodic electoral periods', as U.S.

Ambassador Thomas D. Boyatt reminded senators scrutinising drug programmes in a

8! Eduardo Gamarra, Entre la droga y la democracia: la cooperacion entre Estados Unidos y
Bolivia y la lucha contra el narcotrdfico (La Paz: ILDIS, 1994); U.S. Senate, INT, p. 192.
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1981 hearing.63 The testing ground for affinity was on issues that still remained
unconnected to drugs. Later on, drugs would be linked, in a substantive way, to major
political and economic topics, which eventually changed the concepts of bilateral
cooperation.

Aiming at setting drugs into perspective, the following section looks further into the
bilateral relationship uncovering the dynamic by which established perceptions of

political cooperation were able to remain unchallenged.

3. Maintaining the Foundations of Good Relations

In the early 1970s, drug prohibition received a strong political boost with long-lasting
effects. However, in relative political terms, the first ripples were still faint. Illegal
drugs had become a permanent point of the bilateral agenda and there were occasional
memorable flashes of the drug issue into high politics, but in essence, drugs were
merely a social evil and not determinant in political diplomatic terms --at least for
U.S.-Colombian relations. Judgements over Colombia's value as an ally in world
politics were not based on drug control performance and mutual perceived identities
remained stable, actually nurtured by ongoing collaboration across the board.

The main issues that dominated much of U.S.-Latin American relations throughout
the 1970s were underdevelopment, U.S. limited investment, and trade restrictions.
Latin American leaders' hopes to attain substantive economic development through the
Alliance for Progress had unquestionably vanished. And with the U.S.-Soviet détente
in the background, awareness of a world divided into North-South, as opposed to East-
West, increased. The potential for permanent relegation to an inferior 'international
class' raised the level of anxiety among the Latin American have-nots. But there was

another side to the coin. Latin America's political confidence was boosted by United

62 U.S. Senate, INCP, p. 34; U.S. Senate, INT, p.117.

% U.S. Senate, INT, pp. 119, 185.
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States' tarnished prestige affected after the mistakes in Vietnam and the 1973 oil shock.
There was light at the end of tunnel, a good opportunity to increase Latin America's
bargaining power. But the outcome was, again, tension in the hemisphere.

Most Latin American countries opted for a four-tier response to both
underdevelopment and U.S. power. First, they tried to alter the world market structure
through multilateral negotiations at the international level with the 1974 pact for a New
International Economic Order (NIEO). Second, they diversified their international
political and economic relations. Third, they engaged in regional and sub-regional
integration agreements that excluded the United States. In particular, the Nixon and
Ford governments, advised by Henry Kissinger, feared the political and psychological
effects of an anti-American block. Finally, Latin Americans opted for economic
nationalism with strong anti-American overtones. Expropriations, which had already
began in the late 1960s, continued in the 1970s touching a highly sensitive chord of
public and private U.S. interests.

The U.S.-Colombian bilateral relationship unravelled within this atmosphere.
Colombians went from cheering the plans for Alliance for Progress projects in the late
1950s, and becoming its showcase in the 1960s, to bitterly resenting its failure in the
1970s. On 11 October 1972, Carlos Sanz de Santamaria, the Colombian presiding over
the Inter-American Committee for the Alliance for Progress, resigned, and with it the
Alliance was officially buried for Colombians.** The hemisphere's economic problems
were mostly attributed to U.S. unwillingness to cooperate, and Colombians longed for
the Roosevelt and Kennedy days of 'hope' and 'dialogue’ --the 'Belle Epoque'-- and
kept on wishing for their very own Marshall Plan.®’

Complaints stemmed from the economic and psychological dependency on the

United States, but also from Colombia's new Third World identity. The Liberal

% MRE, 1972-1973, p. 5.

% MRE, 1970-1971, p. 6-8.
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Minister of Foreign Affairs Liévano claimed that the wealth of industrialised countries
was possible due to a 'skewed international economic order put in place by power and
force whereby the goods of the tropical zones had less value than the goods of the
North'.*® In every single speech to the UN General Assembly and the OAS General
Assembly from 1970 to 1982 diplomats depicted the grievances of less developed
peoples; bitterly denounced the economic order upheld by industrialised countries; and
demanded from them, especially the United States, concrete actions, such as lowering
tariffs for commodities (raw materials) and manufactures, making soft loans available,
augmenting the level of aid, allowing for higher raw material prices, transferring
technology, and increasing foreign investment under favourable bargains for the host
economies.

Not only Colombian rhetoric, but concrete policies dubbed the antagonist mood of
its neighbours and other less developed countries. Colombia participated actively in
the NIEO proposals emanating from UN Committee on Trade and Development
(UNCTAD). In the early 1970s it applied to join the Non-Aligned Movement, entering
as full member later on in 1983, and also formed part of the G-77. Sub-regional
integration was highly promoted, especially under Lopez. Colombia led the formation
of the Andean Pact, which became operational in 1970; made part of the new Sistema
Econdémico Latinoamericano since 1975; and continued supporting the 1961 Latin
America Free Trade Agreement and its re-vamped version the Latin American
Integration Association, in place since 1980.%7 International relations were further
'universalised' under the banners of Minister Vazquez's 'ideological pluralism' in 1970-
197 and President Lépez's 'Respice Similia' in 1974-1978, both of which advocated

Third World cooperation.

% MRE, 1974-1976, p. 83.
7 For a review of Colombia and regional integration see Leonardo Carvajal, Integracion,
pragmatismo y utopia en América Latina (Bogota: TM, CEI and Universidad Externado de

Colombia, 1993).
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Amidst this atmosphere, Lopez and his Minister of Finance Rodrigo Botero decided
to phase out USAID soft loans alleviating balance of payment deficits. Peace Corps
also left. At first Lopez argued that coffee revenues enabled Colombia to dispense with
USAID loans, which were originally intended to be transitory. Later, in 1985, Lopez
revealed deeper concerns about USAID:

The fragile memory of Colombians forget how in other times, officials
from AID had a seat in the Ministry of Finance and inspired policies of our

government to the extreme that, being foreigners, they represented

Colombia in international fora and assisted ministers in parliamentary
debates.®®

The retirement of USAID from Colomb‘ia was portrayed as an heroic act of dignity and
independence.®’

But once more --to the dismay of some and joy of others-- Washington and the U.S.
Embassy did not perceive Colombia's policies during the uninspiring Pastrana
administration (1970-1074), the charismatic Lopez years (1974-1978) and Turbay's
pragmatic regime (1978-1982) as a serious challenge. Washington saw the phasing out
of USAID as a routine procedure since Alliance for Progress loans were being halted

™ Besides, the last USAID projects were actually

elsewhere in Latin America.
negotiated in 1976; pipeline money --US$ 39 million-- remained until 1979; and
USAID continued to be involved in anti-narcotics programmes as a contractor agency
at least until 1978.”" For his part, Lopez, the leader most likely to stage confrontations
with the United States in this period due to his social-democrat bent and closeness to

Europe, announced that Colombia would 'avoid radical behaviour' towards the United

States.”?

*® Fernando Cepeda and Rodrigo Pardo, 'La politica exterior colombiana', in Nueva Historia de
Colombia, 3, pp. 60-1.

* Ibid.

" Interview with Ambassador Vyron Peter Vacky, Washington D.C., September 1999.

™ Presidencia de la Repubica, Administracion Lépez Michelsen. Documentos-discursos
(Bogota: Banco de la Republica, 1974-1978), 14, p. 61; and U.S. Senate, Foreign Assistance
Auhtorization. Arms Sales Issue, p. 616-9.

7 Presidencia, Documentos-discursos, 8, p. 35-7.
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Colombia welcomed the 1974 Tariff Act with open arms, and at the fourth
UNCTAD meeting (1975-1976), Lopez joined Brazil, Chile and Argentina in
collective support for Henry Kissinger's plan of stabilising raw material prices through
the International Monetary Fund (IMF). Colombia continued to request joining in on
GATT and left aside the NIEO proposals, which had gone too far left for its interests.
Rather, Colombia wanted to improve its terms for trade and attract further capital, not
to embrace socialism out of principle. Thus, for instance, in 1971, Vasquez was
assuring Assistant Secretary of State for Latin American affairs William Rogers that
the Andean Pact would not exclude U.S. investment.

Colombia posed little threat in terms of converting itself into a xenophobic regional
leader. Plus, regional integration, whether in liberal terms (a tool for trade) or in its
realist version (balancing power), turned out to be wishful thinking. The Andean Pact
had crumbled almost upon inception with Chile's withdrawal and excessive
concessions made to Bolivia and Ecuador. Most importantly, though supportive of
sub-regional integration, Colombian officials envisaged regional management only
with the United States. In the OAS, for example, Colombia was less than enthusiastic
about Peru's proposal to make of the organisation a purely Latin American one.”

As for economic nationalism, Colombia was far from radical and never
expropriated American assets. While Pastrana lectured Rogers on the right of
periphery countries to develop he also assured him Colombia was not going to turn
into Salvador Allende's Chile.” Political and legal guarantees to American investment
were key taking into account the region's record. Peru's left wing military junta
expropriated the International Petroleum Company (subsidiary of the Standard Oil of
New Jersey) in 1969. In October 1969 Bolivia nationalised the holdings of Guif Oil

Company. In 1971 Ecuador seized 100 California tuna boats. Peru and Mexico applied

 MRE, 1972-1973, pp. 9-10, 43-50, 155-6.

" Ibid, p. 182.
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the 200-mile sea limit to the United States creating problems for U.S. vessels. From
1970 to 1973, Chile expropriated the copper mines and Venezuela nationalised the oil
industry in 1976. In Colombia, however, only communists, represented by 1% of the
electorate in 1975, and guerrillas, actually demanded full economic re-orientation with
both socialist and nationalist tones.”

If avoiding radical behaviour was true for economic issues it also applied to other
regional politics. The Panama Canal treaties constituted the single most awesome
foreign policy challenge and Lépez dealt aptly with the affair.” The treaties began as a
major source of discomfort to Bogota, for the Department of State failed to
communicate and consult Colombia early enough on its intentions to negotiate. New
treaties impinged directly on Colombia's interests; if the United States turned control to
Panama, Colombia was in danger of losing its usage rights of the Canal as stipulated in
the 1914 Urrutia-Thompson treaty. By 1974, little progress had been made, and once
in power, Lopez altered Colombia's strategy.’’ He understood that negotiating with the
Department of State disregarded Panamanian pride and nationalism, and thus
approached Panama using the good offices of Venezuela and Costa Rica, and on 29
July 1975, Omar Torrijos announced that Colombia could retain its rights on the Canal
after it came back to Panamanian administration. Once the Colombian issue was
solved, Lopez then turned to mediate between the United States and Panama. Lopez
became an advocate of the Panamanian cause, couched as a Latin American one, but
also a U.S. friend on the issue.”® After his meeting with Lopez on 6 September 1977,
Carter remarked:

So far, as I know, the relations between the United States and Colombia

are excellent. It means a lot to us in this country to have the people of
Colombia supporting the Panama Canal Treaty that has been evolved

7 Bushnell, 'Colombia’, p. 410.

76 See also MRE, 1974-1976, p- 17-20; and MRE, 1977-1978, p. 15-20.

7 Presidencia de la Replblica, Testimonio final. Alfonso Lopez Michelsen. Mensaje al
Congreso Nacional, 1, (Bogota: Banco de la Republica, 1978) p. 280.

’8 Presidencia, Documentos-discursos, 19, p. 23-8; MRE, 1972-1973, pp. 35-41; Interview with

Vacky.
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between the United States and Panama. And I think it is very accurate to

say that President Lopez has been very helpful during the negotiations
themselves.”

The United States assured Colombia the maintenance of its special rights in the Canal,
as long as its presence in Panama continued.

The approach to Cuba is also an interesting test case to examine the degree of
bilateral convergence on regional foreign policy issues and U.S. perceptions of
Colombia's alliance. During his administration, Pastrana timidly called for a revision
of the 1964 sanctions to Cuba on the grounds of ideological pluralism. Lopez, evoking
Latin American solidarity, pushed the issue further; he became an advocate of Cuba's
re-integration into the hemispheric community, and reinstated diplomatic relations
with the island in March 1975. In reality, Colombia's policy towards the island was
based on a combination of political principles, the pursuit for regional leadership, but
also strategic concerns, and it was the security aspect that Americans sympathised
with. Kissinger welcomed Lopez's prudent strategy to prevent Cuba from exporting its
Marxist revolution to Colombia, which contrasted with Mexico's active cooperation
with Castro.*

Later on Turbay formulated a Caribbean policy explicitly aligned with American
interests. Since 1979, many in Washington saw the urgency to isolate Cuba believing it
would turn away from Africa and focus on Latin America.®’ Amidst the increase of
guerrilla activity in Colombia, Turbay was also keen to avoid a direct flow of funds,
troops and weapons from Cuba. Colombia was willing to sign a special military
agreement with the United States to cooperate in both counterinsurgency and anti-drug
operations through the construction of an American military base in the island of San
Andrés. The deal failed after exploratory contacts were leaked to the press, but

Colombia joined the United States in the Group of Nassau, which soon became

PPPP, Carter, 1977, 2, p. 1537-8.
® MRE, 1971-1972, p. 16,124; MRE, 1972-1973, p. 51-2.
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Reagan's Caribbean Base Initiative.® 1t also officially suspended relations with Cuba
in 1979 when Castro's regime was linked to the Movimiento 19 de Abril (M-19)
massive assault plan from Southern Colombia. Colombia's initiatives were praised in
the usual generous diplomatic fashion during Vice President George Bush's visit to
Bogota in 1981, in which he said: 'Many talk about the need for peace: Not as many
contribute to achieving it. Colombia does. Colombia's participating in an areas that is
critical to all mankind'.*> On the whole, Colombia was able to balance harmoniously
its desire for regional leadership, its Latin American identity, and its quest for
recognition as a Western cosmopolitan state resulting in on going friendship with the
United States.* In the 1970s, Colombia had slowly earned the right to mature dissent
on foreign policy issues as long as basic tenets of the U.S.-Colombian friendship were
maintained.

Finally, Colombia's democratic status gained special salience given the regional
political context. By 1978 there were dictatorships in Argentina, Bolivia, Brazil, Chile,
Ecuador, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Panama, Paraguay, Peru and Uruguay.
Military authority had heavily permeated civilian rule in Cuba, the Dominican
Republic, Haiti, Mexico and Nicaragua, and only Colombia, Costa Rica and Venezuela
held on to electoral systems.® It is true that U.S. administrations at times chose to turn
a blind eye to non-democratic regimes in Latin America or even welcome dictators if
they proved functional to other interests (such as stability or the protection of private
property); it is also true that U.S. officials leaned towards narrow conceptions of

democracy, that is holding elections. However, the status of democracy on Latin

*! DOS Bulletin 80/ 2040.

% Bruce M. Bagley and Juan G. Tokatlian, 'La politica exterior de Colombia durante la década
de los 80: Los limites de un poder regional’, in Heraldo Muiioz and Carlos Portales (eds.), Las
politicas exteriores de América Latina y el Caribe: continuidad en la crisis (Buenos Aires:
GEL, 1987), pp. 77-209.

* DOS Bulletin 82/2058.

 An exception was the Latin American resentment against Turbay's failure to condemn
Reagan and Britain during the Argentine-British Malvinas conflict.
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American countries mattered for U.S. officials. They generally regretted the failure of
democracy and overtly reminded Latin American neighbours of U.S. preference for
democracy.

In 1977, in what seemed to be an improvement of U.S. foreign policy and its
commitment to further democracy, both the Executive and Congress began to monitor
the state of human rights in the hemisphere, and those who failed to show acceptable
behaviour were punished through the withdrawal of economic and military aid.
Prepared by the Political Section at the Embassy in Bogotd, yearly reports began
describing Colombia's general political and economic situation, and in particular the
human rights violations.®® These included, for instance, Turbay's state of siege; decrees
1923 of 6 September 1978 and 1244 of 4 October 1978 restricting sea and air traffic on
security grounds; incidents of tortures during the crackdown on guerrillas; restrictions
on demonstrations; military trials against the M-19, the rise of right-wing
paramilitarism; and even the beginnings of the 'dirty war' between military, ex -
guerrillas, guerrillas and paramilitaries. Reports were fairly accurate in terms of data,
but failed to provide any meaning to events and did not make the state responsible for
killings. Hence, reports failed to convey the idea that the political environment in
Colombia could be deteriorating.®” For U.S. officials, Colombia continued to be an
'open society' amiable to unrestricted debate on human rights, and a 'strong,
functioning multiparty democracy'.®® Besides, democracies were not expected to
violate human rights, and Colombia's record seemed relatively reasonable in contrast
to its neighbours. Turbay's law enforcement excesses did not compare to General

Humberto Castello Branco's Operagao Limpueza, which rounded up 50,000 persons in

8 Howard J. Wiarda (ed.), The Continuing Struggle for Democracy in Latin America.
(Boulder: Westview Press, 1980), p. 3.
8 U.S. Department of State, Country Reports on Human Rights Practices. Report Submitted to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, U.S. House of Representatives and the Committee on
Foreign Affairs, U.S. Senate [hereinafter CRHRP], 1979-1983.
87 Besides, reports appeared to justify the toughened hand of the state given the rise of guerrilla
incursions.
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few months, or to Pinochet's repression which included the execution of nearly 3,000

persons.®’

To the factors that may explain why the violation of human rights were not a
Washington concern may be added Colombia's international discourse in favour of
human rights protection; its adherence to regional and world conventions (in 1978
Colombia and Costa Rica were the first ones to sign the Inter-American Convention on
Human Rights); the lack of advocacy NGOs pressing the topic specifically in
Washington; and the focus on systematic human rights violations by authoritarian
regimes.” Colombian officials' own emphasis of what they believed was Colombian
'exceptionalism' regarding democracy and human rights was evident international fora.
For example, at the UN Vazquez advertised the Frente Nacional as a clear example of
democracy amidst a 'convoluted and confused world shaken by protests and
revolution'. He also underscored the positive implications for international order:
Colombia's 'traditional' and 'outstanding denial' to use force against the territorial

integrity or political independence of other states.”’

U.S. officials legitimised
Colombia's image by indulging in equally generous rhetoric. In 1977, for instance,
Carter said Colombia was 'committed to the purest form of democracy', and was a
'very fine example for the rest of the world to follow'. > Colombia was, therefore,
entitled to discuss side-by-side with the United States, about regional politics.

To conclude, the first phase of drug control cooperation (1970-1981) had elements

of change and continuity. Colombia held on to its reputation and to friendly relations

with the United States. Colombia became internationally known for drug trafficking,

8 CRHRP, 1979, p. 279 and CRHRP, 1983, p. 508

% Schoultz argues that Argentina, Brazil, Chile and Uruguay, modern authoritarianism, came
to symbolise violation of human rights in Latin America in Washington policy-making circles.,
Schoultz, Human Rights.

% In general, Keck and Sikkink make a similar argument to explain why Mexico's poor human
rights record became an issue only as late as the 1990s, Margaret E. Keck and Kathryn Sikink,
Activists Beyond Borders. Advocacy Networks in International Policy (Ithaca and London:
Cornell University Press, 1998), p. 110-16.

' MRE, pp. 31-4.
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as media in the United States reported mostly on mafia stories. Colombian leaders and
the ruling elite were extremely conscious about the bad press, and jealously guarded
their traditional image of good behaviour. Assuring the external world that Colombia
was a reliable member of the international community was pursued by public overtures
in favour prohibition, as well as institutional changes inside Colombia, even if largely
ineffective.
There were, however, important precedents that set the tone for the next phase, and
consequently, for future changes in crucial dimensions of the relationship. First, drugs
became a permanent item in the agenda, and the door was open for drugs to gain
relevance. In a 1981 hearing of the U.S. Senate, Congressman Sam Nunn asked
Ambassador Boyatt: 'is it also going to be a key factor that Colombia is going to have
to know that we consider [drugs] to be a centerpiece or the centerpiece in our bilateral
relations?' The answer was the centerpiece.” Second, cooperation initiated and was
expected to continue its course. Third and last, particular ideas underlying U.S. drug
policy became entrenched in political insititutions. In that same hearing Ambassador
Boyatt said:
I think that every person that comes up here is going to agree with the
proposition that the closer you get to the source, the cheaper and the more
effective your operation. And the source is overseas. That is where the
plants are. That is where the chemicals are. Therefore that is where our
resources should be concentrated.”

Nunn suggested transferring the DEA to Colombia, as if it were a routine

bureaucratic reform.”® The next chapter will focus on the progressive expansion of

prohibition and cooperation.

2 PPP, Carter, 1977, 2, p. 1537-8.
PuUs. Senate, INT, p. 190.
*Ibid, p. 183.

% Ibid, p. 184.
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Chapter 4

BUSINESS AS USUAL, 1981-1989

This chapter deals with the second phase of bilateral drug control cooperation, in
which drug control cooperation slowly expanded. Colombia was lauded for its efforts
despite the imminent growth of illegal cultivation and drug trafficking, the spread of
drug-related violence and the emergence of narco-guerrillas amidst the Second Cold
War. Drug cooperation was assessed in the usual flexible manner and guided by
perceptions of political affinity. Changes in the overall pattern of U.S.-Colombian
relations were still minor, and the only meaningful political development was that
illegal drugs were permanently stamped onto the bilateral agenda.

The first section attests to the dynamic nature of the understandings of the drug
problem and examines how policy makers in Colombia progressively began to think of
the drug problem, specifically drug trafficking, as a security threat. It argues that the
security ideational framework underpinned the continuation of U.S.-Colombian
cooperation in the war against drugs, despite some of the potential short and long-term
costs for Colombia of implementing certain drug control measures, such as extradition.
The second section turns to the United States to look at the evolution of the U.S. drug
certification procedures in the 1980s. This was a process fuelled by the progressive
securitisation of the drug problem, bureaucratic procedures ingrained in the U.S. public
administration system and Congressional-Executive inter-branch politics. This thesis

points to the constitutive function of certification in that it defines the essence of

cooperation and who cooperating and defecting actors are. For more than twenty years
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the drug certification procedure contributed to legitimising Colombia as a suitable
partner in the war against drugs irrespective of its failure to curb the growth of the
illegal drug industry. Finally, the third section describes how, in practice, the U.S.
perceived and evaluated Colombia's cooperation in the war against drugs. It examines
how drug politics and the rise of narco-guerrillas were played out amidst the Second
Cold War and in the context of other political and economic issues in the U.S.-
Colombian agenda, such as the Central American wars, the Latin American debt crisis,

and Western hemisphere democratisation and economic liberalisation.

1. Articulating Colombian Drug Policies and Cooperative Initiatives with the
United States

During the 1980s, political and academic debates in Colombia and the United States on
the drug problem tackled three main questions. Whether the demand or supply of drugs
stimulated the growth of the industry; how drug trafficking constituted a threat and to
whom; and which type of policy and combination of strategies best addressed the
problem. Discussions interwove policy makers' world views, ideas of national self,
interests in domestic politics and bureaucratic concerns, the ingrained practices of anti-
drug and foreign policy agencies, as well as the understandings of the threats posed by
the drug trade. In the end, despite doubts and questions, prohibition in Colombia and
cooperation with the United States were furthered. The main factors behind this were
Colombia's struggle to maintain its Western identity, the desire to interact in global
markets, the understanding that drugs posed a security threat and specific domestic
political needs of the time. This section looks at the way in which interests and

perceptions enabled certain practices of drug cooperation in the 1980s.

98



Chapter 4, Business as Usual

Police, Eradication, Herbicides and Early Military Collaboration

The administration of Belisario Betancur (1982-1986) and Virgilio Barco (1986-1990)
inherited the Colombian Anti-Narcotics Police (ANP) unit from the Turbay-Carter
agreements and continued to foster its work. ANP became 'the focus of U.S. assistance’
and the linchpin of bilateral drug cooperation.! The United States had 'a great deal of
confidence' in ANP and many agents believed it was the cleanest in Latin America.’
By 1984, ANP had 11 companies of 100 men each and 11 intelligence units for which
the U.S. provided everything, from fuel to gear, except for salaries and personnel costs.
U.S. and Colombian authorities hand-picked another 54 agents to form an anti-
narcotics unit within the F-2, the investigative branch of the former Procuraduria.® In
addition, the U.S. was helping to improve six police bases with aircraft capacity.

Once counternarcotic forces engaged in aerial spraying in operation zones marked
by guerrilla hostility, U.S. and Colombian policy makers realised they needed
additional protection in the form of armoured vehicles and improved intelligence
capabilities based on time-sensitive aerial photo reconnaissance. Counternarcotics
raids in the jungle also required cargo planes that could transport an entire police or
military company.* Further materiel was also justified by Colombia's role as a hub for
regional collaborative initiatives. In 1985, for example, police forces from Colombia
and Ecuador patrolled together along the Putumayo river in interdiction exercises.’

And in 1987 the ANP cooperated with authorities in Caracas, Lima and Quito using a

U.S-funded regional communications network.®

'us. House, Committee on Foreign Affairs, U.S. Narcotics Control Programs Overseas: An
Assessment, 22 February 1985, p. 24.

? Ibid.

* U.S. Department of State, Bureau for International Narcotics and Law Enforcement Affairs
(formerly B. for International Narcotics Matters), International Narcotics Control Strategy
Report [hereinafter INCSR], 1985, pp. 61-76.

*Ibid, p. 77; INCSR, 1987, p. 94.

‘US. House, Select Committee on Narcotics Abuse and Drug Control, Latin American Study
Missions Concerning International Narcotics Problems, 3-19 August 1985, p. 22.

S INCSR, 1987, p. 93; INCSR, 1988, pp. 19 and 89.
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DEA personnel and activity in Colombia increased. The ceiling for in-country DEA
agents was raised to 16 in 1985, and other Embassy personnel devoted time to illegal
drugs topics.” There were joint operations with the U.S. Coast Guard, such as the 1982
Operacion Tiburén in the Caribbean, where Colombia authorised U.S. Coast Guard
cutters to seize and, when necessary, use disabling fire against Colombian trafficking
boats headed towards the United States.® There was also an operation against a
complex of six coca-processing laboratories in Guaviare nicknamed Tranquilandia.
The hit against Tranquilandia was a typical law enforcement cooperative operation.
The operation involved 42 ANP officers backed by the Colombian Special Operations
Group, satellite capabilities of the U.S. National Security Agency, and DEA agents
travelling directly to the location or providing intelligence support from Bogota.’

Eradicating illegal crops became one of ANP's main tasks. In spite of the high
security risks and costs of operating in FARC-controlled areas, U.S. drug policy
officials insisted eradication was the least costly and most efficient of all strategies
because it was implemented 'closest to the source'.'® U.S. Ambassador Thomas D.
Boyatt found other advantages to eradication: "You cannot bribe a plant. Plants cannot
move. They are not mobile'.'' The Colombian government worried about spraying in
guerrilla territory, especially amidst peace negotiations and periods of truce, and
sporadically ANP's operations were temporarily interrupted. But ANP never lost its
focus and embraced the development of improved eradication operations along U.S.

recommendations. Minister of Justice Enrique Parejo and especially ANP were key in

advocating in Colombian policy-making circles the need to switch from manual to

7U.S. House, U.S. Narcotics, p. 25-6.

suUs. House, Committee on Foreign Affairs, International Narcotics Control, 20-22 April
1982, p. 1448-9.

® William O. Walker M., 'The Bush Administrations' Andean Drug Strategy in Historical
Perspective' in Bagley and Walker III. (eds,.), Drug Trafficking in the Americas, p. 3.

'O INCSR, 1985, p. 8

' U.S. Senate, Committee on Governmental Affairs, Permanent Committee on Investigations,

International Narcotics Trafficking, 10, 12-13, 17-18 November 1981, p. 184.
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herbicidal methods against marijuana.'> With ANP, U.S. policy-makers had not only
founded an institution with compatible interests, but had opened an alternate access to
the Colombian drug policy decision-making processes. The CNE approved testing on
marijuana in December 1983, manual spraying began in May 1984 and by the end of
that year 3,400 hectares had been eradicated using that method."’

In 1987, ANP was reformed and upgraded within the Colombian National Police
structure. It now had a tactical branch, an investigative and intelligence branch, and
was provided with an official air-wing. The introduction of aerial spraying prompted
the creation of the ANP air-wing --the fastest growing element of Colombia's anti-
narcotics program. In 1988 it had 255 men, 14 fixed-winged and 21 rotary-wing
aircraft, a central base in Bogota and three advanced bases in key narcotics areas.'*
According to some U.S. officials, the war against drugs had entered a new phase after
glyphosate, the herbicide for aerial spraying, had been put in use."> The logistic and
tactical demands inherent to eradication and interdiction activities led the Colombian
government to welcoming U.S. military assistance and considering the selective
participation of Colombian military in counternarcotic operations. The military had
adequate materiel and skills to perform many of the jobs, such as blowing up
clandestine airstrips or patrolling the high seas.

Of equal importance to this trend in U.S.-Colombian collaboration was the
progressive shift in Colombian and U.S. understandings of the drug problem in terms
of a security problem, which underpinned their policy options. In part, the shift began
occurring once political attention focused on drug mafias and the ways they affected

everyday functions of foreign governments and by extension the United States, mainly

2 Parejo was a staunch advocate of prohibition and punitive measures but believed the United
States conveniently focused on source eradication while ignoring demand suppression. For
Parejo's role see Gugliotta and Leen, Kings of Cocaine, p. 177 and U.S. House, Latin
American Study, pp. 20-2.

" INCSR, 1989, p. 71.

'“ INCSR, 1987, p. 95.

' INCSR, 1985, pp. 5-6 and 8; U.S. House, U.S. Narcotics, p. 24.
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through the exported drugs. '[T]his isn't a question any longer of drug addicts and
cocaine users. This is a question of our national security,’ cautioned Democratic
Representative Charles Rangel, one of the U.S. leaders in the formulation of drug
policy.16 Following the same spirit, Barco characterised drug trafficking in his
inaugural address of 1986 as 'one of the gravest crimes against humanity' and pledged
to save 'civilisation of its perverse effects’.!”

Colombia's perception of drug trafficking as a security threat stemmed largely from
domestic circumstances which increased the receptivity of U.S. ideas and policies
heading in the same direction.'® Increasingly during the 1980s, Colombian traffickers
resorted to violent methods to protect the drug industry and persuade government
officials to block extradition to the United States and agree to negotiate an amnesty for
drug traffickers. Members of the Medellin cartel assassinated government officials,
judges and journalists. Colombians were shocked by the deaths of Minister of Justice
Rodrigo Lara Bonilla on 30 April 1984; the magistrate of the Supreme Court of Justice
Hernando Baquero Borda on 31 July 1986; the director of the daily El Espectador Luis
Guillermo Cano on 17 December 1986; and other public figures. Drug mafia-funded
paramilitary groups unleashed a wave of massacres in rural villages of the Magdalena
Medio. These were intended to target guerrilla members because of their involvement
in the kidnappings of wealthy drug traffickers. Drug traffickers had also fostered
'training schools' that taught an entire generation of hit-men (sicarios) readily available

for hire. They ordered bomb attacks that terrorised Bogota, Cali and Medellin for most

of the 1980s and until 1992.

6 U.S. House, Select Committee on Narcotic Drugs and Drug Control, Colombian Drug
Trafficking and Control, 6 May 1987, p. 4.

'7 Presidencia de la Republica, Virgilio Barco, Discursos 1986-1990. Reforma politica y
cambio democrdtico (Bogota: Imprenta Nacional, 1990), p. 19.

'8 Mauricio Garcia's legal study of drug control legislation between 1984-1989 suggests that
many anti-drug decrees and laws responded to perceived challenges to public order in general,
Mauricio Garcia Villegas, La eficacia simbdlica del derecho. Examen de situaciones

colombianas (Bogota: Ediciones Uniandes, 1993), p. 157-95.
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In addition to narco-violence, Colombia faced other domestic security challenges,
such as insurgency and high levels of urban criminality. Betancur unsuccessfully
pursued peace negotiations with the various guerrilla groups, which continued to fund
their activities with taxes charged to coca growing peasants and drug laboratories
operating in guerrilla-controlled zones. Subsequently, in 1986, the Barco
administration inherited the unresolved insurgency problem as well as the growing
drug-related violence.

Thus, the Betancur and Barco governments began allowing selective and temporary
U.S. and Colombian military participation in drug control activities. For instance,
based on special powers granted by martial law provisions Betancur authorised
military courts to try drug offenders.'” Betancur also allowed U.S. interdiction
operations Hat Trick I and II to blockade the Colombian coast using U.S. naval
vessels.”’ Often, the Colombian Armed Forces accepted the counternarcotics function
as a way to receive military assistance; for example the Colombian Minister of
Defence General Miguel Vega Uribe did not hesitate to request the lease or transfer of
military aircraft and helicopters during the U.S. Select Committee's visit to Bogota in
1985.2! Barco granted special powers to the military by which their reports constituted
judicial proofs and authorised the Judicial Police to intercept communications in anti-
drug operations.*

The Colombian experience with military assistance differed from trends in other
countries in two ways. First, Colombia did not see such visible and controversial

deployments of U.S. troops as the 6-month Operation Blast Furnace in Bolivia in 1986

19 Gugliotta and Leen, Kings of Cocaine, p. 170-1; U.S. House, Latin American Study, p. 21.

2 yU.s. House, Committee on Armed Services, Defense Policy Panel, Subcommittee on
Investigations, Narcotics Interdiction and the Use of the Military: Issues for Congress.
Proceedings of a seminar held by the Congressional Research Service June 7, 1988, 24
August 1988, p. 55

?'U.S. House, Latin American Study, p. 14.

2 U.S. House, Narcotics Interdiction, p- 69; Presidencia de la Republica, Informe al Congreso.

Tomo V (Bogota: Imprenta Nacional, 1990), p. 64
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or the intrusive Operation Snow Cap launched in 1987.% Second, there were no major
diplomatic fallouts related to the participation of U.S. or Colombian military forces, as
in Bolivia and Peru. Clashes between Colombian and U.S. diplomats were related to
assigning command responsibilities to U.S. officers in joint operations that involved
American military assets, and granting U.S. authorities a blanket authorisation to enter
territorial waters without a case-by-case notification.”*

In the end, narco-violence was progressively altering the mindset of the Colombian
public and policy makers, and triggered a consensus over the security nature of threats
posed by drug trafficking as well as the need to address them.”> However, Colombians
disagreed on the best way to fight illicit traffic and narco-violence, wondering whether
to fight drug cartels with draconian measures, including special mandates to security

forces and extradition, or to negotiate a retirement.

Extradition and Its Alternatives

In an attempt to surmount initial legal difficulties for the ratification of the 1979 Treaty
of Extradition, U.S. Embassy officials used informal contacts inside the Colombian
Ministry of Justice to influence the system from within. Acquiescent, the Ministry
liased with the Supreme Court of Justice. Legal obstacles were cleared, and the

Colombian Congress ratified extradition in 1981.%° But against U.S. expectations,

2 Eduardo Gamarra, 'U.S.-Bolivia Counternarcotics Efforts During the Paz Zamora
Administration: 1989-1992' in Bagley and Walker IIl, Drugtrafficking in the Americas, pp.
217-58.

2% Interview with Clemencia Forero, Viceminister for the Americas, Bogota May 1999. U.S.
and Colombian rationales and preferences on the use of military personnel for drug control
activities under the Andean Strategy are discussed in detail in chapter 3.

% Despite condemnation of drug mafias by the state and many sectors of the public, the Cali
cartel in particular was able to penetrate government and political parties through bribery and
coercion. Also, money bought them access to clubs and legal businesses where they
networked.

* Fernando Cepeda Ulloa, 'La lucha por la autonomia: la gran encrucijada de la politica
exterior de Betancur,' in Heraldo Mufioz (comp.), América Latina y el Caribe: politicas
exteriores para sobrevivir (Buenos Aires: Grupo Editor Latinoamericano, 1986), pp. 209-36,

especially 212.
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Colombian authorities hesitantly and irregularly enforced the treaty during the
following decade.

Extradition has often been singled out in the literature of U.S.-Colombian relations
as the single most controversial issue. Indeed, what should have been a routine legal
tool to facilitate the prosecution of criminals would become in time a political fixation
of U.S. policy makers, a security dilemma for Colombia, and an indicator of
Colombia's political (un)willingness in the war against drugs, as illustrated in the
following chapters. Yet, early difficulties were managed with tolerance.

Betancur's ideas about the United States' role in the world, Colombia's identity, and
its position vis a vis the United States informed his drug policy choices. He advocated
social change, the cause of underdeveloped nations, and non-alignment in international
politics.”” Thus in 1983, the Colombian leader vetoed (Resolutions 217 and 226 of
November 1983) a Supreme Court ruling in favour of the United States' first two
extradition requests on the grounds they ran counter to a fair expression of autonomy
and dignified national identity.”® But the government's official position on extradition
was not set. Several high-ranking officials in the Colombian Executive and Judicial
branches had reservations on extradition, and no solid consensus existed. Evidence of
ambivalence came about when Minister of Justice Lara pushed in favour of the
measure and announced in September 1983 that the government was reconsidering
extradition. Unfortunately, Lara's support for the measure proved costly for him and he
was assassinated on 30 April 1984 by the Medellin group. Subsequent public dismay
pushed Betancur towards reinstating extradition, which he could afford to do without

appearing to betray his nationalist ideals, and in May 1984 Betancur sanctioned the

27 For a critical account of Betancur's thought and policies see Alfredo Vasquez Carrizosa,
Betancur y la crisis nacional (Bogota: Ediciones Aurora, 1986), pp. 81-112. Betancur also had
political domestic interests in rejecting extradition, for the wording of the treaty could have
resulted in the extradition of guerrillas with whom he attempted peace negotiations, see U.S.

House, Latin American Study, p 19.
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extradition of Carlos Lehder. Nine other traffickers were sent to the United Sates in
1984 and 1985.

Once the treaty was being implemented, the Colombian Minister of Foreign Affairs
Augusto Ramirez and the Ambassador in Washington Rodrigo Lloreda dealt with
derived difficulties, such as the legal, political and public treatment of Colombian
prisoners.”’ These were politically significant issues for Colombians and had an impact
on the opportunities for further cooperation with the United States, because televised
images of Colombian prisoners in the United States exacerbated Colombian
nationalism and, by default, anti-Americanism, thereby reducing public support for the
war against drugs.

Voices against extradition increased, supported by those whose lives were
threatened by the mafia, others who genuinely questioned its virtues in curbing
trafficking, but also by corrupt public officials serving as emissaries for drug
traffickers. The Supreme Court, whose members had persistently received threats,
proceeded in December 1986 to declare the treaty void based on technicalities. In 25
June 1987 they overruled Barco's Executive law that sought to bypass their December
vote. > By then, the U.S. Congress was progressively clinging onto extradition and
sought to pressure other countries to enforce it by introducing explicit legislation in to
their foreign assistance law (see drug certification below). One of their incentives was
political: imprisoned kingpins displayed in the U.S. media accrued political assets. On
the other hand, kingpin Ochoa's frequent and successful evasion of prosecution and
prison in Colombia, as well as the scandal related to the death of DEA agent Enrique

Camarena in Mexico, exaggerated the place of extradition in Western Hemisphere

2 Tatiana Matthiesen, El arte politico de conciliar. El tema de las drogas en las relaciones
entre Colombia y Estados Unidos, 1986-1994 (Bogota: Fedesarrollo, Fescol, Cerec, 2000), p.
161.

2 Cepeda, 'La lucha por la autonomia’, p. 214.

0 Matthiesen speaks of 'nmationalist’ and 'internationalist’ forces regarding extradition,

Matthiesen, E! arte politico de conciliar, p. 164.
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drug diplomacy.’! Effectively, Congress's move was turning extradition into an
indicator of political willingness to fight the war against drugs.

Meanwhile, ambivalence in Colombia continued, although Barco was stubbornly
inclined to cooperate with extradition. Fernando Cepeda, Minister of Communications
and close advisor to Barco, was instrumental in the bilateral attempt to surmount the
legal obstacles to extradition. Cepeda, believed extradition was valuable both to drug
control and to the maintenance of good U.S.-Colombian relations. He also believed it
increased the possibility of future gains in terms of drug-related aid or good favour on
other non-drug issues. Thus, Cepeda arranged in 1987 for attorneys from the legal
division of the Department of State and advisors from the Department of Justice to
work for six months with selected Colombian experts to find a way to implement
extradition.’” Finally, on 16 August 1989, Barco's cabinet re-enacted extradition. The
next day the Medellin mafia assassinated presidential candidate Luis Carlos Galan.

This type of cooperation helped maintain Barco's credibility as a drug warrior in the
eyes of Americans, especially at a time when negotiating a retirement of the main drug
lords appeared to be an option. The secret 1983 'Panama talks' authorised by Betancur
had first explored the possibility of taking up the trafficker's offer to quit their
enterprise, turn over processing labs and repatriate their assets if extradition was
abolished and they were given 'reasonable' sentences. But the government had not been
forthcoming due to a lack of consensus among politicians. Drug traffickers kept
insisting on further negotiations, and from early 1988 until September 1989, the
Secretary of the Presidency German Montoya met at least 10 times with former

Minister of Finance Joaquin Vallejo, who was acting as an emissary transmitting the

1 INCSR, 1988, p. 88.

32 U.S. House, Colombian Drug Trafficking, p. 9. Fernando Cepeda mentioned he suspected of
infiltrated mafia elements in the Colombian Ministry of Foreign Affairs which is why he
aimed to maintain the cooperation exercise within a restricted circle, interview, Bogota, May

1999.
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proposals of drug traffickers.> Circumstances had turned precarious. This time,
traffickers had began a terrorist campaign kidnapping Colombian officials and their
relatives, killing prominent politicians and launching bomb attacks in order to press the
Barco government into accepting an amnesty. Instead, the Barco administration
stepped up the fight against the cartels, in particular Pablo Escobar and his associates.
While reiterating that negotiations were unacceptable, U.S. policy makers were
understanding of the complexity of the situation and trusted Barco's resolve.>* Also,
Colombia had advances to show in the development of punitive prohibition. The
Estatuto Nacional de Estupefacientes (Law 31 of January 1986), a comprehensive
framework for modern anti-narcotic legislation, provided sentences for up to 12 years
for narcotics smuggling, one to three years for consumption, and from two to five
years for chemical precursors trafficking. The Estatuto also contained legislation on
the forfeiture of assets.”> Reforms to the Penal Code (Decrees 50-55) in 1987
established the Technical Police Bureau and the Forensic Institute, key bureaus in drug
law enforcement. Also, decrees 1631 of 1987 and 181 of 1988 created special courts to
process drug-related criminals. In 1988, threats and murders committed by drug
traffickers were legally classified as terrorism.*® And, for the first time ever, Colombia
introduced a plea bargain method advised by a group of U.S. officials, among them
Deputy Counsel Minister Philip McLea<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>