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6  Collateral Damage

" The U.S. “War on Drugs” and Its Jmpact on
Democracy in the Andes

@=9 The dramatic increase in drug rrafficking poses real dangers o coun-
tries chroughout the Western Hemisphere. Deug trafficking in the Aades

breeds criminalicy, exacerbates political violence, and hence greatly increases
problems of citizen security. It has corrupted and further weakened local gov-

ernments, judicraries, and police forces and rends che social fabric, particu-
larly in poor urban areas where both drug abuse and drug-related violence ace
rampaat. [licit drug abuse—a minor problem (n Latin America a decade
ago—has reached epidemic proportions in cities such as Caracas, Medellin,
and Lima. The physical and moral damage to individuzls, communities, and
societies of the illicit drug crade is creating new challenges for Andean soci-
eries, already struggling co overcome endemic poverty and injustice.

As the world’s lacgest consumes of illicit drugs, the Unired States also con-
fronts a myriad of problems stemming from illicit drug abuse and drug-
related violence. The policy response developed in Washington, however, is
largely driven by domestic political consideracions and a desire to be “rough”
in combarting the illegal drug rrade—hence, the drug war rhetoric chat pre-
vails today. Through its diplomatic and economit leverage, the United Scares
has to a large extent dicrated che policies adopted by the Andean govera-
ments, often over the objections of both local governments and important
segmentcs of civil'soCiety; 4t tmes drarning scarce resources from other na-'
tional priocities. Apart from breeding resentment and rensions in bilatera
lacions, the U.S. approach to international drug concrol has also left a path of
“collaceral dJamage” in its wake.

This chapter explores such collaceral damage in three Andean councries—
Peny, Bolivia, and Colombia—and in cwo principal areas: fitse, the infuence
and role of sccurity forces and their relationship to civilian-elected govern-
ments in the postauchorirarian regime period; second, the way in which the
drug war exacerbaces existing problems of worn_n& violence and mo%na hu-
man righes violations. The U
mgméhm?:z_:é&mao:m on 2 new footing and as such conscicutes
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an obstacle to the streagrhening and deepening of democratic governance in

the Andes. U.S. drug policy is detrimenial to eforts 10 reducemmikary oles

_and missions, to eliminate the milicary’s role in maincaining internal public
order, to enhance civilian control over military forces, and to increase boch the
cranspaency and che accountability of milirary forces. Moreover, the coun-
ternarcotics mussion provides the militacy wich a task chac is likely to lead to
hurnan rights abuses, and the “confidencial” narure of counterdrug programs
further exacerbates pacterns of impunity.

With the transicion ro civilian-elected governments in Souch America have
come widespread efforcs to reduce the power of local securiry forces, limiting
cheir auchority co the control of national borders, and to enhance the coatrol
of civilian-elecred governments over local militaries and inzelligence services.
Washingeon, its claims to che contrary norwithstanding, erodes chese effores
by relying on the Larin American military and police forces ro play the lead
role in combacing the illicic drug trade, providing the resources, training, and
doctrinal juscification for milicaries to play a significant role in domestic
COUNEErnarcorics operations, a law-enforcement function reserved In most
democracies for civilian police. The dominanr role assigned to local security
forces in the dcug war is detrimencal o the region’s fragile transition roward
more democratic societies following decades of often brucal milicary rule. In
following this policy, the U.S. government legicimates Latin American secu-
sicy forces in 2 fundamental incernal secucicy role, now disected ac “new ene-
mies,” and confirms chem as actors in domestic politics. More often than nor,
U.S. support is provided prior to any meaningful institutional reforms that
would ensure greater civilian control or respect for human rights.

U.S. officials often justify the embrace of local milicaries as necessary to
confront the firepower of drug traffickers and the rampaat corruption among
police forces. Yec the long-term consequences of this approach may be even,
more detrimental than drug crafficking itself to prospects for democratic con-
solidation and regional stabiliry. Nor is it clear that bringing in the military
will allow local governments to cjrcumvent the very real problem of cocrup-
don. As former Bolivian president Gonzalo Sinchez de Lozedo once said:
“When you have a corrupt chief of police, you fire him. When you have a cor-
cupt chief of che army, he fires you.”' The lack of accouncabilizy and trans-
parency of the region’s armed forces makes rooting out the inevirtable corrup-
tion that accompanies ancidrug efforts even more difficult and controlling
porencial human righes abuses nexr o impossible.

i f ited Srates has forged unholy alliances with
miliraries that have deplorable humag righrs records.-In Bolivia, U.S. drug
policy pits coca farmers against the Bolivian police and army, generating con-
flict, violence, and human righes abuses. I Peru, the U.S. government pro-
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vided counterdrug aid co the Peruvian National Incelligence Service (SIN), re.

sponsible for death-squad acrivity and significane serbacks to democracy g
chat councry between che Apsil 1992 awfogolpe, or presidencial self-coup, angd
Fujimori’s dramaric fall from power nine years later. Perhaps most dig.

wurbingly, in the name of fighting drugs, the U.S. government has become dj.~ -~

rectly involved in Colombia’s brutal counterinsurgency campaign and is pro.
iding millions of dollars in economic assistance and training to Colombian
ilitary forces, some of whom are allied with rhe right-wing pacamilicary
roups responsible for the majority of human righes abuses being commiteed
n that country today. Washingeon has skid down the slippery slope of increas-
ng involvement in yet another couarterinsurgency quagmire in Lacin America,

The Illicit Drug Trade

The Andean region is the source of che bulk of illicit drugs thar ultimarely
wind up on U.S. cicy screets. Cocaine, derived from the leaf of the coca plane,
is produced primarily in the Andean councries of Colombia, Bolivia, and
Peru. The coca leaves are mixed with easily obrainable chemicals and ocher
products co make coca paste, which is then transported to laboratories and
processed inco powdered cocaine. Colombia has also become che principal

supplier of heroin to the eastern United States. A broad nerwork of dealers °

and transportation routes is in place to export these illicic drugs to the United
States and other areas of the world.

The areas ander coca cultivation, drug-rrafficking carrels, and crafficking
routes have proliferated since the drug war was Javached, Coca production
can be compared to a balloon: squeezing it in one area merely causes it co pop
up somewhere else, In Peru, for example, cocs production used to be confined
to the Upper Huallaga Valley. Coca-eradication efforts and the mysterious
spread of a fungus in coca-growing regions led to new production areas in the
lower and middle Huallaga, the apurimac river valley, and elsewhere. Just as
the Peruvian Air Ferce and the U.S. Southern Command (SoucthCom) began
lntercepting airplanes flying with coca pasce from Pesu to Colombia for re-
finement into cocaine, coca production in Colombia exploded.

A similar trend has occurred with cocaine production and trafficking. Fol-
lowing the crackdown on Colombia's Medellin carrel, che Cali cartel quickly
replaced it. Once most of the Cali cartel leadecship was behind bars, a “de-
mocratizacion” of the drug trade in Colombia took place, as smaller, region-
ally oriented networks of drug traffickers—much more difficult o infiltrare
and dismancde—rook root around rhe country. Drug mafias have since pro-
liferated in Mexico, Bolivia, Peru, Venezuela, and Brazil. Treffickers have
adapred quickly co drug concrol straregies, developing new methods and
routes to circumvent detection.

Collateral Damage

Forsnne magazine once described the cocaine trade as “probably che fastest
mnoa:om and unquestionably the most profirable” industry in the world.? In
get, the illicic drug trade has become an escape valve for Andean economies,
which have fated poorly over the last two decades. Particularly in the boom
yeass of the mid- to lace 1980s, when the cocaine trade ook off, coca and co-
caine dollars helped alleviate Peru's and Bolivia's severe balance-of-payments
problems and ac least partially compensated for che lack of new loans and in-
sestments. In recent years, as coca-eradication efforts have succeeded in reduc-
ing overall coca cultivation in Bolivia, che local economy in che Cochabamba
area has botromed ouc 2nd malnutricion and relaced diseases have skyrockeced
in the Chapare coca-growing region—clear indicators of the dependence on
che revenues derived from the coca trade. Even in Colombia, with che largest
economy of the three, the drug crade has helped lubricate the economy and
provides substantial, though risky, employment opporcunities.

As the gap becween the rich and poor has widened following 2 decade of
free matkec reforms, for many of the region’s poor coca production has be-

come a means of survival. In Bolrvia, following neoliberal reforms thar devas-

ared the cin indusery and led to widespread factory shutdowns, people
flocked to che Chepare region. In Colombia, peasants forced off cheir land as a
resule of political violence 2nd poor urban dwellers with no prospece of legal
employment make their way to che southern coca-growing regions, either to
plant coca or work as raspachines, or harvesters of coca leaves. There are simply

_to0 many poor people, 2nd too much land suirable for coca production, to put

a lid on illicit coca production. Likewise, rarnpant unemployment and under-
employment in urban areas ensure a steady supply of recruits for other srages
of the drug industry, fror those who transport coca paste co others higher up
in the drug-trafficking ranks.

U.S. International Drug Control Policy

As a tesult of chese conditions, the Andean region is the froncline in the
US. war on drugs, Successive U.S. presidents have sought o rarger the
“source” of production: the coca leat, 2 traditional crop among Andean peas-
ant commuuoities. While the roots of the drug war go back to the Nixon ad-
miniscracion, the launching of the “Andean Initiative” by President Geosge
. W Busk T 1989 focused atceation on scurce-country efforts. The staced
objectives of the hive-year strategy were to strengthen the political will and
insticucional capabilities of the Andean governments o combat drugs, in-
crease The Sffectivéness of local law enforcement and military ancidrug activi-
m@ work with these countries o disrupt and dismantle drug-trafficking
orgamzations. The thrust of che source-councry approach is to make the illicie

drug trade more dangerous and costly, thereby driving down production and
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availabilicy, driving up prices, and ultimately discouraging U.S. citizens from
buying and using illicic drugs. .

A final objective of the Andean strategy was to strengthen and diversify
the legitimarte Imnosoamnw...mme..nmm Andean countries so that they could over-

come che destabilizing effect of eliminacing coca and cocaine as 2 major source
of income. However, economic assistance was onginally to be m%@
after success was obrained in significantly disrupting the coca and cocaine
trades. Secusity assistance, on the other band, was fronc-loaded in the five-
year plan. The Andean Initiative was cencered on a dramatic escalation of sup-
port for BEQQ and police farces in the region, promotion of a direct hands-
on role for both local and U.S. milicary forces in combating drug trafficking
20d production, and an enhanced role for some local .S.n.n_._rwgna services in
domestic intelligence- ing operarions.

At the oucset of his administtation, President Bill Clinron promised a dif-
ferent approach to the drug war by proposing treatment on demand for drug
users and education at home. Adminiseration officials largely dropped the use
of was mecaphors and paid greater lip service to promoring democratic insti-
tutions and economic development in drug-producing counsries, Buc che ad-
ministracion soon reversed course, following the pach Jaid out by Bush’s An-
dean Initiative. Approximately G5 percent of che federal drug control budget
continued ro be allocated annually for supply-side efforrs ar home and abroad,
and the Andes remained cthe centerpiece of U.S. internacional drug concrol
policy.

By the mid-1990s, the Clinton administration—backed by che Republi-
can-controlled Congress—had dramatically increased funding for interma-
tional counternarcotics assistance. As the 2000 presidential and congressional
elections approached, Congress approved anocher major infusion of aid for in-
cernational drug concrol effores. Tn addition to neacly $300 million approved
through the normal appropriacions procedure, an enférgency supplerental
aid package for "Plan Colombia” was legi i billion
over a two-year period, making Colombia the third-largest recipient of U.S.
roillrary assis mthe world. Nearly $1 billion was allocated for the

Colombian armed Torces—almost $2 million a day. (A small porcion of that

“forward operating locacions,” or FOLs, militarv bases used to refuel sophisti-
e involved in aerial surveillance of the Andean region to
gather councernarcotics intelligence.)

“With the advent of the Geosge W. Bush administration, U.S. drug policy
has come full ciscle. In the spring of 2001, the new administration presented
ics “Andean Regional Iniciative,” another nearly $1 billion aid package for fis-
cal year (FY) 2002 that is remackably similar to che former Presidenc Bush's
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“Andeaa Initiative,” While still rargeting Colombia, che Jatese program is
designed to address rhe spillover effects of the 17.S. drug war in Colombiz by
providing increased assiscance to its neighbors, including Peru, Bolivie,
Ecoador, Brazil, Venezuela, and Panama. The U.S. Congress approved $625
million for the Andean Regional Initiative for FY2002 and shorely nrﬁapmab
began considering a request for FY2003 of over $600 million, .
In short, several billion dollars have been allocared to Andean councerdrug
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efforts 1n recent years. Yet there is hardly a denc in overall coca production, .

and cocaine and heroin are just as cheap and readily available on U.S. city
streets as they were when the Andean Iniriative was first launched. Washing-
ton is losing ics self-proclaimed war on drugs in the Andean region. Yet with
no “enemy” to declare formal victory, the war continues unabared at a high
cost to U.S. taxpayers and, most significantly, to the people of the Aadean re-
gion.

The Pentagow’s Role

Securiry assistance—aid to local milicary and police forces—is one of the
principal tools for U.S. agencies waging che drug wag ahcoad. While the
Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) is the primary agency engaged in
on-the-ground aatinarcorics activities overseas, in 1989 che U.S. Congress
designated the Department of Defense (DOD) as che “single lead agency” for
the detection and monitoring of illicic drug shipments inco the Uniced Scates
and expanded its funding for training and equipping local securiry forces. In
addition to the provision of milirary hardware, the U.S. milicary ruas an afray
of counternarcotics-related training programs. U.S. training programs take
on many diffecent forms, and training teams caa be as small as 2 single officer
or 35 large as an encire placoon. In FY'1998, for example, SouthCom carried
out at least 2,265 “Deployraents for Training” in Latin America 20d che
Caribbean involving over torty-eighe thousand U.S. pessonnel (Tsacson lp.:h
Olson 1999). In addition, U.S. Special Fosces also cacty ouc their own crain-
ing deployments, often numbering in che hundreds per year. In-councry
rraimag is supplemented by instruction at U.S. milicary facilities. Among the

U.S.-based facilicies used for couneernascocics instruceion is the former School L—"

of the Americas at Fort Beaning, Georgia. It offers officers an eleven-week
course that provides inscruction in planning, leading, and execucing drug-in-
terdiction operations, including infilrrarion and surveillance techniques, pa-
trolling, and demolition and close-quacters combac (Zirnice 1 997). In 1999,
the lasc year for which fSgures are available, the Uniced Staces trained a rocal
of abour thirteen thousand Lacin American milicary and police, either in the
region or on U.S. bases.’ e

A viral parct of their inscruction, U.S. officials stress, (s human righes train-
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ing. However, training is provided regardless of the human righes record and
political will for human rights—related reforms exbibiced by tecipient forces.
Human rights groups point to ocher inherenc problems with U.S. milivary
rounternarcotics training programs. The jungle warfare~type training thac
DOD provides to Latin American securicy forces is not well suired for drug
concrol éHores, which should be oriented toward sound investigations and
criminal prosecutions. Inadequate or EmmmHT obtained evidence continues co
be a major obstacle to successful prosecutions, s, while the killings thac occur

during violent drug raids often provoke conrroversy when Huona:am:% inno-
cent individuals are involved, such as in the shooting of a civilian aircraft in
Regiio Apil 2007 ip whichi 2 Japust missionary and her infant daugh-
ter were killed.

Despite the wide array of DOD counternarcotics programs in place coday,
che U.S. milirary's role in counternarcorics efforts was met wich some resisc-
ance in the Peatagon. Many DOD officials were concerned abour becoming
involved in a mission that was seen as deviating from the U.S. militacy’s tra-
ditional role and that could pocentially be decrimental to military readiness in
other areas of cthe world. U.S. military officials were, in short, relucrant re-
cruits co che war on drugs.

However, SouthCom embraced the drug mission eathusiastically. In che
wake of the Cold War, the drug war provided che racionale for maintaining
SouthCom's budgert and troop levels as other areas of the world rose in impor-
tance on the Pencagon's agenda. SouthCom officials also viewed the drug war
2s converging wich its previous roles and mission; the low-intensity conflict
strategies honed during the years of conflict in Ceneral America were quickly
adapred to carry out the new mandate. Perhaps most importantly, the drug
war provided SouchCom with a means of not only maincaining bur expanding
milirary-co-military relations chroughout the hemisphere.

Expanding Military Missions

Counternarcotics craining, whether conducted in-councry os ac U.S. facili-
ties, is viewed by many Pentagon officials as an important oppottunicy to fos-
ter closer ties with Souch America’s armed forces, one of the key goals of
DOD’s post—Cold War scrategy for the hemisphere. In a series of incerviews
conducted by the Washington Office on Larin America (WOLA) in 1990 aad
1991, US. milicary officials with responsibility for U.S. security policy to-
ward Lacin America underscored the need to not only maintain buc expand
relations wich mailicaries across che hemisphere—a strategy they have pursned
ever since. They also stressed the aeed to enhance military capabilities, even
as civilian-elected governmencs took hold: *Cursently, in SouchCom’s view,
the U.S. military’s parc in promoting democracy . . . is neither to work for a
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reduction in Latin American micary forces nor to accernpre to deliric the rol
of armed forces in Latin Amcrican societies. Raches, the U.S. milicary role is
1o conrinue to strengchen military capabilities on the assumprion thar demo
cratic values will be cransmiteed. Enhancing hosc nation capabiliries appears
repeatedly chroughout SouthCom documents as a goal for countesinsurgency,
anti-narcotics, aad pacion-building activities” (Call 1991, 41). In following
this policy, the Peatagon is seeking ro streagthen the very forces that many
yocﬁ:ﬂga are trying to keep back in the barracks after decades of mii-
irary Tule and that remain one of the principal obstacles to establishing effec-
tive civilian rule in the Andean region.
"Some local analysts point our that by circumventing civilian insticutions,
the U.S. government may be undermining people’s faich in those institurions
at a time when democraric developments remain delicate and when curbing
milirary autonomy remains cricical co future democratization. In some An-
dean countries, the civilian government’s control of milicary forces is tenuous
at best, and local militaries are increasingly flexing their rnuscle. For example,
in Colombia-—which does not have 2 history of milirary rule—che milicary’s
powers have steadily expanded as insurgency movemens bave grown. In Au-
gust 2001, for example, a law was passed and signed by President Andrés
Pastrana thar, according to one journalisc, “allows the milicary to supercede
civilian rule in areas declared by the president to be ‘cheaters of operation” and
reduces che chance thac army croops could be subjected to thorough human
righes investigarions by civilian governmenc agencies.”s

Since the Andean laiciative was first launched, military power and influ-
ence have grown in diffecent ways chroughout the Andean region. In Ecuador,
a popular uprising and military coup in January 2000 led to che ouster of the
sitting president. In Bolivia and Venezuela, milirary officials have entered
power through elections. When former dictacor General Hugo Baozer was
elected president, he announced his iatention ro elevace the Bolivian mili-
tary's role in che country, paving the way for greater military involvement in
countermnarcotics operations. Hugo Chavez, one-time coup plotrer and now
president of Venezuela, has “militarized society to a level not seen since
democracy was restored in 1958,” according to one intetnacional observer.” A
faction of the milicary allied with disgruntled civilian seccors pearly ousced
Chévez in a failed coup actempr in April 2002. All of these examples provide
a potent reminder of the extent ro which milicary forces across che Andean re-
gion continue to sce themselves as che arbiters of polirical power.

In Peru, President Alberto Fujimori relied on the active support of the Pe-
mvian armed forces and the SIN to consolidare his authoritarian rule. The
power and political influence of che Peruvian'military expanded significancly
following the 1992 awsogolpe, as was evident in ics increasing role jp the judi-
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cial realm, the impunity with which it operated, and its role in helping Pres-
ident Fujimori secure reelection in 1995 and again, via widespread fraud, in
2000, Unti! ir was dismancled in 2001, the SIN funcuioned as the cegime’s
political poiice. It was tesponsible for the syscemaric harassment, intimida-
tion, aod blackmail of irs perceived political opponents; carried our wide-
spread illegal wiretapping and other surveillance; and was the priacipal
agency involved in manipulating the courts, Congress, and the electoral appa-
ratus to favor executive-branch policies (Youngers 2000). Yet both the Peru-
vian milirary and che SIN were courted by U.S. officials as importanc allies in
the drug war and received significanc C S. economic support toward ﬁrun end.

In short, the allies chosen by the
Andes represent some of the most dangerous elements of their societies. In
this context, the drug war's collateral damage is quite clear: an enhanced role
for local milicary and incelligence forces 10 domestic gperations that lack suf-
ficient_mechanisms for civilian conrrol and accountability. These forces are
beefed up ac the expense of civilian institurions upon which the future of
democracy in these countries depends.

Overcoming Local Opposition

The Andean lniciative's pocencial dangers to the consolidation of civilian
rule initially generated opposition among many Latin American govern-
ments. However, the U.S. Congress put its full weighe behind ensuring the
use of U.S. diplomacic and economic leverage o coerce cooperation from re-
luctanr drug war pareners. In mem it enacted a “cettification” requirement for
drug-producing and -transport countries. By Z»Rr 1 of each yeas, the ad-
ministration must cereify” to the U.S. Congress that chose deemed to be
drug=producing or -transport countties are cooperacing wich U.S. efforts to
conttol drug production, trathicking, and use. Councries that are not nm.dmnn_
face a full range of sanctions, inciuding che suspension of all TT.S m:hm_bc:]ﬁ
siszance :anaﬂq related to antidrug programs, U.S. opposition to loaas by
mulcilaceral development banks, and possible rrade sanctions. While numer-
ous countries have been granted ¢ "national security waiver,  only Colombia
has faced che full weighe of U.S. sanctions as a resulr of “decertification.”

Andean countries initially balked ac Washington’s demand thar local mili-
taries play a prominent role in countemarcotics operations and at U.S, insis-
tence chat che war on drugs be made a top priority, even in the face of the se-
vere economic crisis that engulfed che Andean region ar the time. Andean
leaders noc only had scarce resources bur also feared chat some of the political
and economic challenges chey faced could be deepened by 2 large-scale crack-
down on the coca and cocaine trade.®

Even some local militaries objected to this new role. Both Peruvian and
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Colombian milirary officials, for example, repeatedly claimed that counterin-
surgency objectives took precedence over counternarcotics objectives and saw
the two =s conflicting, rather chan complemenrary. In the Peruvian Huallaga,
the militacy bad adopred a strategy of trying to win “the heaces and miads”
of the local population in order to erode any suppore the Shining Path had
among the local population. Eliminating their economic livelihood only
sisked pushing chem inro the hands of che guerilles. As one former Peruvien
milirary commander said, “There are 150,000 peasancs growing coca in the
zone. Each of chem is a potencial subversive. Eradicate his field and the nexr
day he will become one.” 4

Despite local resistance, the U.S. government used the threar of decerrifi-
cation and che significanc disniptions in both aid and trade wich the Uniced
States thar such an action would cause to bring local governments on board.
The Andean miliracies in Colombia, Bolivia, and Peru were eventually en-
ticed wich the economic and political backing offered by Washington and,
like SouchCom, found in the drug war a convenienc raison d’&tre for main-
taining rroop levels, budgers, and political influence. For the Colombian mil-
itary, the benefics of adapring to the drug war chetoric are more chan obvious
from che U.S. aid now flowing inco cheir coffers. More than ten years after the
Andean Iniriative was first launched, all of cthe Andean militaties are now ac-
tively engaged in the U.S. war on drugs.

Human Rights and the “Narco-Guerrilla” Theory

Among these militaries are those responsible for some of the worse humao
rights violations in the hemisphere today. As a result, another unintended
consequence of the U.S. war on drugs is that Washingron is ac least indirectly
fueling human rights violations and, in Colombia, concributing to the re-
gion’s most brucal counterinsurgency campaign. U.S. support for abusive
forces is taking place even as overall levels of human righes violations have de-
clined markedly across the segion and most countries have significancly im-
proved human rights records.

Incernational antipascotics accords include provisions relacing to the pro-
rection of human rights. The 1990 Declaration of Cartegena, for example, re-
quires that “the parties act within the framework for human rights™ and staces
that “nothing would do more to undermine the war on drugs than disregard
for human rights.” Bilateral agreements berween the U.S. and Latin Ameri-
can governmencs often include clauses on human righes, and administration
documents, such as the annual International Narcotics Control Scrategy Re-
port, stress the comparibilicy berween antinarcorics programs and respect for
human cights. Nonetheless, both che Bush arid Clinron adminjscrations bave,
ac different points in time, downplayed che gravicy of the human righes sicua-
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cioa in countries such as Peru and Colombia in order to obtain coagressional
SUppOrT for COUNTErnarcotics assiscance. .

The “nacco-guerrilla” theory, which first - gaiped prominence 10 .B.m early
1980s, has allowed the COLRIErN2rCOtiCs 2N COUNTELiNSUrZEncy MussIons to
blur, creating greacer risks that local forces thac receive U.s. nocsﬁ&mcm. as-
JJstance become involved 1n human nghts abuses. At 2 1984 Senate heating,
federal officials warned that intemational Terrorists were turning to drug traf-
ficking to finance their operarions,'? The alleged link berween dmg :v,mmnr.na
aad insurgents became an implicic component of the firsc Andean Initiative,
25 administration officials depicted drug uaffickers as irrevocably tied to left-
ist subversives. By the mid-1990s, U.S. officials poinced to Colombia 2s che
center of narco-guerrilla activity. In an April 2, 1998, statement, kw.mmn‘nwops-
cive Benjamin Gilmean boldly exclaimed, “The frighcening possibilicies OM a
‘parco-state’ just three hours by plane from Miami can no longer be dis-
missed.” In the wake of the September 13, 2001, atracks, the rerm naw-used
most mnmnﬁ\mDn‘? is “parco-terrorist.” .

While links becween drug cratfickers and guerrillas clearly exist, the real-
ity on the ground is more complex. No one disputes thart the Wocowcn.:.unwn.«
Armed Forces of Colombia (FARC) gains siguificant resources from the illicic
drug crade. It has virrual territorial control of vast areas where coca mrSB-
tions thrive, providing it with a very important and steady source of income
that allows it to advance militarily and maintain 2 seeady flow of recruics,
However, the guertrillas are one of many actors—including elements of n.r»
armed forces and right-wing paramilitary groups—involved _G nrn. _aan,En
drug trade. [n fact, drug mafias are most closely associated g:& right-wing
paramilirary groups, with whom they have historic ties. These in E—..D o.mnnp
have close ries co members of the Colombian security forces. The implications
for U.S. policy are formidable.

Supporting Peru’s Intelligence Service

Abusive army units are oot the only ones who have benefied mnoﬁ dm
largesse; local intelligence services have also. Dusing the years that BL:.E
dictatorships prevailed across the Latin American region, incelligence services
were often the source of the worst manifestations of state tersor, and since the
cerurn to civilian rule chose agencies have largely evaded reform by civilian-
elected governments. The character of intelligence and che uses © é?or it is
put depend on whether those in command answer to mmBonBﬂn n:.:rw: au-
thority. Yec Andean intelligence services continue to operate with %m:&@?
autonomy, ace not accountable to the public, and often operate with a Cold
War mentalicy that fails co distinguish legal policical accivicy from jasurgent
or criminal activity.

Collateral Damage

Perhaps che most blarane case is that of Pern, where the U.S. goverament
provided polirical and economic suppore to Peru’s incelligence service, the
SIN, despite icts involvement in death-squad accivity and the antidemacratic
activiries peeviously described. U.S. officials claimed throughout the course of
the 1990s thac the SIN played an importanr coordinating role in counternar-
cocics effores, leaving Washingron wich litcle choice bur co suppore 1c. U.S.
officials even claimed thar the SIN was effective in its effores, meeting pub-
licly wich SIN officials, praising cheir work in the press {and lending policical
support even as the SIN's involvement in sinister activities was growing), and
providing economic support via the State Deparrment and the Cenrral [ncelli-
gence Agency (CIA). The de facto head of the SIN and Presidenc Fujimori's
top security adviser, Vladimiro Montesinos, was long rumored to be on the
CIA payroll.

This relacionship appears to go back to the 1970s, when Montesinos was
thrown out of the Peravian army and spent one year in jail aftec an unautho-
rized visit to Washingron, where he was suspected of selling information o
1).S. agents. He then launched a lucrative law practice defending accused
drug traffickers. In 1978, he defended Colombian drug kingpin Bvaristo Por-
ras Ardila, 2 former member of the Medellin cartel. The following year he de-
fended Jaime Tamayo, another Colombian trafficker, During che crial it was
revealed cthat Montesinos had sexved as guarancor for rental contraces on two
houses utilized by Tamayo as cocaine laboracories. Lacer, Montesinos defended
one of Perus most notorious drug traffickers, Reynaido Rodriguez Lépez,
known as B} Padrino."

In 1990, Montesinos was introduced ro Fujimori by his campaign chief,
JFrancisco Loayza. After helping Fujimori avoid a judicial tria] for cax evasion,

of time he had taken over control of the SIN and was being portrayed as che
architect of the Peruvian government'’s war against terrorism and drug traf-
ficking. Although he held no formal ticle within the governmen:, by che
mid-1990s 1J.S. officials would refer co Montesinos s Peru’s “drug czar.” Al-
though in other countries Washingron was quick to dictate who should con-
trol narcotics policies, in the case of Peru, U.S. officials publicly lamenred
that they had no choice bur to wock with Montesinos. Privacely, they pointed
out that he indeed got things done—he was viewed as “Mrx. Fixic.”"?
Throughout chis period, credible allegations tepeatedly surfaced linking
Moncesinos to unconstitutional aces, human righes violations, and drug ceaf-
ficking—related corruption. Montesinos is considered to be che mastermind
behind cthe April 1992 aurogolpe, when Fujimori shut down the Peruvian Con-
gress and judiciary, suspended the country’s constitucion, and subsequencly
adopted draconian anriterrorsist legislation. He is also coosidered co be the key
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organizer of 2 dearh squad (known as Grupo Colina) responsible for some of
the worst human rights atrocities thac took place during che Fujimori govern-
ment. In addition, numerous individuals claimed under oath thar Montesinos
demanded bribes in order for drug-trafficking operarions ro go forward unim-
peded by aurhorities.

Periodically reporcs surfaced regarding the wealch that Montesinos has ac-
cumulated. For example, in December 1999, local journalists discovered that
Montesinos’s bank account in Lima contained 275 times the anmal income of
2 high-level governmenrt adviser. Yec every ¢ime these allegations arose, U.S.
officials publicly scated cheir confidence in che integricy of Pecuvian govern-
ment officials and refused 1o back calls for investigations. The unwillingness
of U.S. officials to suppors investigations inro allegations of wrongdoing by
Montesinos provided him with crucial political support when he was mast
vulnerable to criticism.

Shortly afcer Montesinos emerged as Fujimori’s right-hand man, Peruvian
journalist Gustavo Gorriti reported that the CIA was providing counternac-
cotics aid co an SIIN antinarcocics unit involved in death-squad activicy. In-
quiries by members of the U.S. Congress revealed chat the U.S. State Depart-
ment had provided small but steady amounts of assistance to the antidrug
unirt of the SIN uncil the late 1990s. The CIA was also believed to have chan-
neled aid to the SIN, although it refuses to deny or confum such reports.
Most distucbingly, credible reports say thar the CIA paid Montesinos at least
one million dollars a year in cash for a ten-year period, allegedly for coun-
ternarcotics programs-—and chat such money flowed right up until Seprem-
ber 2000, when Fujimori was forced to announce new elections in which he
would not run, along wich the dismancling of the SIN."* According to the
U.S. ambassador to Peru, John Hamilton, it was not until Fujimori's sucprise
announcement chat all communication with Monteginos allegedly ceased and

. the SIN was informed that all programs with the United States would be dis-

continued. He also acknowledged thac the CIA had an “official liaison rela-
cionship” with Montesinos."’

In short, Washingron maincained ties to Montesinos and to the SIN long
after serious and credible ailegations of his link to cthe drug crade and to hu-
man rights violations bad been puc forward and months after his role in steal-
ing che 2000 presidential elections had become evident. With the fll of the
Pujimori government, the prosecution of dozens of officials implicated in cor-
ruption and other scandals, and the subsequent caprure of Viadimiro Mon-
tesinos, more and more information is being revealed as to the corrupt prac-
tices of the Peruvian “drug <zar,” who amassed 2 known fortune of nearly
three million dollars.

Over the course of the Fujimori administracion, U.S. officials consistently
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spoke ourt in defense of human rights and democracy; yet jr is now cleac thar
chrough the drug war, the United Scates was supparring the wery fosces chart
were undermining democragic | S. drug policy exacerbated
crends toward increased concencration of power in the hands of the president;
suppression of legal policical dissent and independent teporting; and the
steady elimination of mechanisms of transparency and accountabilicy within
government, which allowed for massive official corruption ¢o go on for years
unnoticed. In short, as a result of drug war politics, the U.S. government be-
came an accomplice, albeic indirectly, of authoritarian rule.

Fueling Violence in Bolivia

Perhaps nowhere is the direct collateral damage of the U.S. war on drugs
more evident than in Bolivia. With no guerrilla groups operating in che
country, no murky line between counterinsurgency and counternarcotics ef-
fores blurs the picture as in Colombia. In other words, human righes viola-
tions thar result from antinarcotics operations are just chat. While cucrent

abuses pale in comparison co the killings and disappearances thar occurred

under some of Bolivia’s milicary dicracors, a distucbing paccera of detentions,
mistreatment, and abuse of the local population prevails 1n Bolivia’s primary
coca-growing region, the Chapare. Moreover, the primary victims are not
dtug wraffickess bur poor farmers who eke our a subsistence-level income
through coca_productien, The antinarcotcs efores that have led to such
‘abuses are coored inlaw 1308, adopred by the Bolivian Congress on July 19,
1989. Passed under U.S. pressure, Law 1008 gives the government sweeping
powers to control coca production and drug crafbcking. Social ungest, con-
flict, and violence in the Chapare fave clearly incressed as a result of U.S.
pressuse on che Bolivian government co comply with Law 1008 and to meer
annual coca-eradication targets.

The Bolivian anrtinarcotics police, the Mobile Rural Pacrol Units
(UMOPAR), ace trained and funded by the U.S. governmene, which provides
everything from uniforms ro the cost of feeding UMOPAR derainces in some
police prisons. The UMOPAR commit a litany of 2buses: arbicrary searches
and arcests, theft, and mistreacment of derainess during iatersogations. A
study conducted by the Andean Information Nerwork (AIN), a nongovern-
menrtal organizacion based in Cochabamba, Bolivia, revealed scartling staris-
tics: 60 percent of those derained srated that chey had been threarened by the
police during cheir arrest, and 44 percenc affirmed thac they had been tor-
tured and/or beaten.' Bolivian officials implicated in abuses are rarely, if ever,
sanctioned. : e

Massive sweeps, where huodreds may be detained at one time, often lead to
arbitrary decentions. Detainees are typically held for several days and chen re-
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leased wichour being charged or presenced before judicial auchorities. Often,
they are not allowed ro notify family. members of cheir detention. Orher de-
tentions are pot indiscriminate but rarger those actively opposing coca-eradi-
cadion activities. Following two investigative missions to Bolivia, Human
Righrs Watch concluded that antinarcotics police carry our arrests “intended
to suppress peaceful and lawful protest activity” and decain coca-grower fed-
eration leaders in order “ro secure advancage in negotiacions with them over
government policy.”"” In late 2001 and early 2002, the Bolivian government
derained almost all of the coca growers federacion’s top leadership, charging
them with crimes that would have kept them bebind bars for life. In che face
of escalaring violence and decreasing public support, the government finally
released them.

61998, then-president Hugo Banzer launched a plan to eliminace all il-
licit coca wichin his five*year term in office and brought the army into on-the-
ground operations to carry out his mandate alongside local police forces. The
“zero coca” policy served co incensify the cyclical pacterns of violence chat
plague the Chapare. In May 1998, Banzer announced the transfer of the
Armed Porces High Command to Cochabamba, thé city closest to che Cha-
pare. Approximately five thousand army troops moved into che area, mostly
young conscripts who had no experience in diffusing face-ro-face conflicts ot
social protests and who were unprepared for the severe living conditions of
che tropics. The soldiers’ presence Jed to greatly increased tension and a sharp
increase (n violent confrontacions. With U.S. financial supporr, the Bolivian
military is reinforcing its existing infrastruccuce in che Chapare region to
house and train its troops, ensuring military control of the region for che fore-
seeable fucure.

As the Bolivian government pursued its “zero coca” policy, the situation in
the Chapare continued to deteriorate, culminatiog in a massive protesc in
Seprember and Occober of 2000. Coca growers blocked che main roads in and
oue of the region for nearly one month. Food supplies rotted on crucks, and all
other commerce ceased. The military responded wich ics strongest use of force
yet, firing indiscriminately into che crowds of protesters. Two civilians were
killed, seventy-eight wounded, forty-eighe illegally derained, and sixreen tor-
tured. Five members of the security forces and one soldier’s wife were also
found dead in the rain forest. No serious official investigations of abuses by
state forces have gone forward, though coca fatmers are on trial for the other
killings.'®

The cycle continued the following year, with sceadily escalacing protests
and violent repression beginning in Septernber 2001 and conrinuing chrough
Februacy 2002. Over that period, ten coca growess were killed as a resulr of
excessive use of force by securiry forces. Four members of chose forces were
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killed, apparently by angry coca growers. Over 350 protesters were injured or
derained.'?

Alchough the Bolivian government has declared victory in its “zero coca”
strategy, forced eradication efforts continue. To avoid eradication, in recent
years coca growers have planted more coca in wich other plants and under
trees, where it cannot be derecced via aerial surveillance. While accurare sta-
ristics are not available on coca production in the Chapare, it is clear thac coca
is being replanted ac g rapid rate. The lack of effective alcernacive develop-
ment efforts and pervasive poverty noc just in the Chapare but throughour the
country ensure chat coca will continue to be grown despite the military pres-
ence. .

Alchough Bolivia has witnessed 182 coups since it gained independence in
1825, the U.S. government has expressed no reservations about bringing the
military inro domestic operations thac previously pertained to the police. The
most significant collateral damage of the drug war in Bolivia, however, is vio-
lent social conflict and a range of human rights abuses. Despite millions of
dollars and years of coca-eradication programs, the drug trade continues to
flourish and coca production concinues, while drug war-—related abuses
abound. The cyclical patterns of violence that have developed in che Chapare
as a resule of the U.S. war on drugs will no doubr continue well inro the fu-
ture.

U.S. Involvement in Colombia

Alrhough che Bolivian governmenr in recenc years has consistenty met
U.S. coca-eradication rtargets and other counternarcotics objectives, it has
faced cuts in U.S. assistance as funds are diverced to Colombia. In Colombia,
the U.S. dru Is i interrwined with che milirary’s counterin-
surgency campaign. The number of victims of political violence killed on any
given dav_in Colombia has almosr donbled in recegr years. o TWenLy per
day.”® Over 70 percent of these killings are artribuced to right-wing paramili-
tary groups. often allied with the connrry'’s secnricy forces: che resc are arceib-
ueed directly co che Colombian seqiri e tac
tcs of the FARC in paricular have become increasingly brucal, and this
organization is responsible for widespread killings and kidnappings. In addi-
H.W:|. political violepge has forced mofe than one mulion Colombams fbm
their homes—qver chcee hundred thousand in 2000—mostly flecing @EWM\:.L-
itary_rampages.”’ Paramilicary groups are responsible for hundreds of mas-
sacses of civilians a year.

" The ties berween paremilitary and scacé security focces are well docu-
mented. Human Righes Watch reporcs “compelling evidence thar cercain
Colombian army brigades and police detachmenes concinue to promote, work
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with, support, profit from, and tolerate paramilitary groups, treacing them as
a force allied co and compatible with their own.” Despire periodic pledges
on the parc of che Colombian government to combac paramilitary acrivicy, the
Colombian armed forces have failed to take adequace steps toward reining in
the paramiljcaties. Apare from 2 handful of high-profile cases where signifi-
canc internarional pressure was brought co bear, the Colombian milicary has
failed to prosecure and punish members of its ranks implicated in paramili-
tary activicy and ocher huran rights atrocities, Moreaver, the military high
command has punished those who have spoken out againsc collaboration wich
paramilitary groups and has promoted those who have fostered paramilirary
acavity,

U.S. policy toward Colombia underwent important changes beginning in
mid-1997. The Clinton administration began to move beyond a narrow focus
on drug trafficking in Colombia to take inco greater account the devastacing
impact of political violence. Growing U.S. recognition of the insurgent chreac
turned Colombia into a top national security priority, and, over the course of
1998 and 1999, political support among U.S. policy makers for a more direct
U.S. role in che Colombian counterinsurgency effort grew considerably.

The U.S. military sceadily increased its support to ics Colombian counter-
parts, carrying out a range of training acd assistance programs that appear to
go well beyond counternarcotics support, including training, manning radar
sites, and intelligence gathering. According to a 1998 New York Times investi-
gacion: "The separation Washingcon has tried to make betrween those two
campaigns—one againsc drug trafficking, the other against che guercillas—is
breaking down. Officials say more United States training and equiproent are
going to shore up basic deficiencies in the tactics, mobility and ficepower of
the Colombian military, rather than for operations direcced at the drug
crade.”??

EYCM. Secretary of Defense William Cohen and Colombian
Miniscer of Defense Rodrigo Lloreda announced stepped-up milirary collabo-
ration 2nd che formation of a bilateral working group, incended to facilirare
increased U.S. training, sharing of zerial and sacellite incelligence_date. and

Us. support for the restructuring and maoderaizatian of rhe Colambian
armed forces. According to press reporrs at the time, then—ScachCom com-
mander General Charles Wilhelm scaced thar che agreement highlights che
close relacions becween the two militaries, thac U.S. assistance is not re-
stricred in any way, 2nd that it could be used to combac both drug crafficking
and guerrillas,” General Wilbelm himself claimed that he had become a
“crucial adviser” to the Colombian high command and was assisting wich an
ambitious teorganization of the Colombian armed forces ?

In mid-2000, the U.S. Congress approved the $1.3 billion emergency aid
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package for Plan Colombiz moma.l.vmm previously, the bulk of which was
geaced roward shoring up che Colombian armed forces in cheir war againse
the FARC in che southern coca-grawing region of the counciy It included
equipping 2nd craining three army canngernarenrics harralings and the provi-
sion of sixty sophisticaced helicoprers to allow ground suppors for gegal her-
bicide campaigns.

The emergency aid package, however, coincided wich a serious effort on
the part of the Colombian government to rescart peace talks with insurgent
groups. Washingron adopted a two-pronged stracegy, publicly expressing
support for che Pascrana government's efforts, while privacely urging for more
milicary action. Few in Washingeon believe that the war can be won militar-
ily. Many argue, however, that an Bl Salvador—cype strategy must be pursued,
whereby the U.S. military provides the assistance, training, and incelligence
necessary for Colombian rroops to bolster significancly rheir ability to con-
frone che guerrillas. That, in curn, is incended o change che correlarion of
forces, increasing the policical clout of the military and eventually forcing the
guerrillas ro negotiace from a posicion of weakness.

The September 171, 2001, attacks, followed by the collapse of the faltering
peace I
mulicary approach and a direcr 11 S_connrerinsurgency role in Colombia. The
FY2003 aid package annguneed-by the adminiscracion includes nearly one
bundred million dollass to equip additional army bartalions o protect oil
pipelines in che northeascern part of the country. The administration has also
requested congressional approval for eliminating testrictions on providing
U.S. assistance and incelligence for counterinsurgency purposes, erasing the
previously murky line berween U.S. councernarcorics and counterinsurgency
support.

Some of Colombia’s neighbors have become alarmed at the escalating U.S.
involvement in Colombia and the porential “spillover effects” of U.S. milicary,
aid. Ecuador in particular has raised two issues: the pocencial eavironmental
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impact of dumping large quancicies of herbicides into the fragile Amazonia ﬁ

ecosystem and the potential Jood of refugees fieeing political violence and hu
man tights violations as the conflict incensifies.? The aerial eradicacion pro
gram funded by the U.S. government has also generated significant contro-
versy within Colombia becanse of the potencially devastating healch and
environmental consequences of spraying toxic herbicides on a massive scale
and because of the government’s failure to provide adequace economic alterna-
tives for those growing coca. The governors in the areas mose affected by the
aerial spraying have actively campaigned—ini’Colombia 2nd Washingron—
against the program.

‘The eradicacion program tends to rarger small coca farmers, while r4s-
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pachines, or coca-leaf harvesters, are some of the primary victims of drug
sweeps on the ground. Coca-growing regions have become a melcing por of
peaple from all over Colombia: those fleeing righc-wing paramilirary or leftisc
guerrilla violence, ..m.&mmmnm forced off their land, aod young men with no
prospects for employment in ucban shencyewns. Wicth no other economic al-
ternative, they are willing to face che jungle region’s barsh living condicions in
order to eke out a subsistence-level wage chrough the region’s main economic
activity: coca. Coca, in other words, is an economic necessity for many. As
bluntly stated by one local bishop, Belarmino Corea, "“The people fear thec if
chey scop growing coca, they will die of hunger.”?

When theis coca crops are eradicated, as in che case of the small farmers, or
chey are forced off coca fields, as in the case of the raspachines, there are chree
options: go deeper iato the jungle to grow more coca, become farmhands of

drug traffickers who manage large coca plantations in more remote areas, or
join che ranks of the FARC. In short, U.S. coca-eradication efforts in Colom-
bia are counterproductive. Colombia is the only country in the Andean region
“that has accepted che use of chemical herbicides t eradicate coca; yee since
cthe program got uonderway in 1995, coca producrion in Colombia has in-
creased by more than 150 mﬁ.nmmn.l&

In contrasc to the ocher Andean countries, the collateral damage of U.S.
policy in Colombia sterns from a very real war wich high costs for the civilian
population. U.S. officials claim chat the sicuacion would likely be even worse
withour U.S. assistance. Yet each day chat the war is prolonged, anccher
twenty people lose their lives—more thaa seven chousand people a year. An-
ocher several bundred thousand are forced co flee their homes. The main con-
tact that many Colombians have wich the state in che worst areas of violence
is wich rhe forces of repression that have refused co sever cheir ties to brural
paramilitary groups. U.S. support provided co the Colombian military comes
at the expense of aid to civilian insticutions and development programs,
which remain woefully underfunded but which ultimarely are che only viable
means of creating a truly democratic, and peaceful, country.

In che post—September 11, 2001, foreign policy—making environment, the
U.S. war on drugs is increasingly being folded into the broader war against

terrorism. Casting it as 3 war agaipnst “narco-tecrorism,” however, exacerbates
the worst elemeacs of the U.S, war on drugs and hence poses even greater
risks o democraric consolidation in the Andean region.

In making local militasy forces strategic partners in the so-called war on
drugs, Washingron is expanding their role and mission precisely when it
should be seeking to reduce their power and influence, particularly in main-
tzining internal public order, 2 task char should correspond to the police.
Through che provision of training, iatelligence-gathering capabilities, and
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milirary bardware, the U.S. government emboldens local miliraries and some-
cimes reduces the ability of civilian governments to exert conuol and effective
oversight over those forces. Assigning them a task that is inhereatly “confi-
dencial” in nature also hinders civilian oversighe, transparency, and accounta-
bility. The Colombian military provides a case in point. Since it began receiv-
ing significanc U.S, assistance, its powers have expanded and che abilicy of
civilian courts co oversee its conduce has declined markedly.

In Colombia, billions of dollars in U.S. councerdrug assistance are fueling
the_region’s only significanc councerinsurgency war, hence exacerbating the
most sefious human righrs crisis in the hemisphere. Io Bolivia, the human
rights crisis io the Chapace coca-growing region is a direct resule of U.S. drug
policy. And in Peru, through its counternarcortics program, Washingron sup-
ported che mos siniscer element of the authoricarian Fujimori regime: che
SIN, or the national intelligence service. The “collaceral damage” of the U.S)
war on drugs is not evident on U.S. city streets—where illicic drugs remain as
cheap and readily available as ever—bur is far too evident to the people of
Colombia, Bolivia, and Peru.
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