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The Role of U.S. Military in the 'Drug War' 

The use of illicit drugs in the United States has risen to an 

alarmingly high proportion of our society. Drug usage is no 

longer limited to, or submerged in, the crime ridden inner cities 

or just a trendy experience of students on college ~ampuses. 

Abusive drug usage has expanded to every sector, class and race 

of our society. It can be found in rural America, in our high 

schools and elementary schools and in the work place. No one in 

America can escape the effects of this social ill. As one author 

from the Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) states: 

If you live today in the United States, or 
Canada or Western Europe, or almost anywhere 
else, "Drugs are your problem", If you work 
in an ~ndustry. like the railroads. that 
provides a service to the public, and that is 
entrusted with the safety of large numbers of 
people, then you have even more cause for· 
concern, and an even greater need to be 
involved and informed.l 

Qniortun~tely, the above concern was not heeded by some as 

the n~tion was shocked recently by a maSSlve train wreck in 

Northern Maryland. Several people were kill~d and more injured 

because of suspected irresponsible drug use by the train 

operators. This is - only the most recent example of the results 

of the drug abuse p'roblem. Almost daily one can read or v~ew 

cases of drug use, ~rug abuse arid drug related crimes in the 

papers and on tetevision. 
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Informed Americans are getting involved and are calling for 

action - action at all levels, with all of our resources. They 

feel it is time to take a fi~m stand on this issue and stop 

illegal drug traffic and rampant drug abusa which is eroding our 

nation's effectiveness. Even President Reagan, early in his 

presidenc~, made the "drug war a high priority issue: Even more 

recently, he declared that the drug issue has become a direct 

threat to our national securlty. What appears to have finally 

happened is total American awareness of a major problem. This is 

supported by a recent poll which indicated that the nation's most 

imp'ortant problem is i lleged drug use ... not unemployment, not the 

federal budget, not even the threat of nuclear war.2 

The U.S. Congress has reacted firmly to this public outcry 

for action. They have enacted laws with stiffer penalties for 

drug trafficking and authorized additional funding to support 

drug interdiction and eradication efforts. There has been a call 

for a coordinated effort of federal. state and local drug 

enforcement agencies. R.R. 5484 prepared by the 99th Congress 

included a mandate to the executive branch to USe military forces 

for interdiction and eradication missions. This congresSional 

mandate has caused controversy in the defense communi ty about th.e 
I 
I 

use of military forces as civilian police. This essay will foctis 

on aspects of that controversy; specifically. the dr:=g threat. 

our national strategy, congressional intent, and the lssues for 

or against the use of military forces to achieve national 

obj ecti vel in the drug war. 
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To adequately address this issue it is first essential to 

better understand the drug problem in the U.S. To put the 

problem in perspective one must start by looking at the 

characteristics of drug trafficking and drug abuse. Bo.th present 

two separate, but interrelated sets of problems. The first 

problem is the supply side of drug trafficking; where do drugs 

come from. who controls them and how do they get here? The second 

problem. is the demand side; who uses drugs, and why, an.d what 

are the patterns? Obviously, as is usually the case of demand 

and supply, one side drives the other. Where there is no demand, 

there is no basis fo~ supply; conversely, where drugs are easier 

to obtain, and less expensi~e, supply incre~ses. On which side 

to focus is the problem for drug enforcement agencies which 

determines the mission for those forces and the resources to be 

employed. If the supply is the focus. then clearly lnterdiction 

and eradication is required. The demand side however, involves a 

different set of solutions; more society responsibility, 

education and welfare programs and cooperation in the private and 

public sector to collectively stop abuse. Unfortunately, the 

decision is not simply which focus to choose. Enforcement 

efforts must be directed at both the suppliers and the users. 

The demand for drugs in our country is a monumental problem. 

Americans are considered by most of the world to be the number 

one uSers of illicit drugs. As a result, we have become a 

lucrative target f~r drug'traffickers by those ,countries dealing 

in illegal druge. 
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Even as recently as five years ago, our 
foreign counterparts castigated the United 
states for causing the drug problem because 
of our insatiable' appetite for more and more 
drugs of all kinds. From heroin, marijuana 
and cpcaine, to legal drugs, such as 
tranquilizers diverted into the illegal drug 
trade, to the so-called designer drugs, the 
United States has always seemeq to lead the 
way in the demand faT drugs.3 

It has been estimated that 1 in 10 Americans hav~ used 'an 

illegal drug; with 20 million using marijuana at least once a 

month and lout of' 18 high school students using it daily. 

Cocaine users number four and one half million citizens with 

regular habits and 15 million which have tried it. Heroin usage 

remains constant with only half a million addicts. With these 

staggering figures how does a nation pegin to deal with the 

problem?4 

The results from this high usage rate are also alarming. We 

are experiencing needless loss of Ii fe, crippled and broken 

individuals, loss of productive time, and squandered economies. 

How the drug problem in our. society is perceived is key to a 

solu· .. icn. Many Americans are not aware of the problem. pay 

little attention to the iSsues or just plain ignore the facts. 

In a recent high school surv~y, only 3 percent of the pal'en ts 

bel~eved their ch~ldren used marijuana, while 28 percent of the 

students actually admitted to using marijuana in the past 30 

days. This is a difference between perception and reality.5 

The implications for cocaine abuse is equally staggering. In 

research conducted by Dr. Mark Gold, over a cocaine hotline, he 
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demonstrated the magnitude of the demand side of the problem. 

His research was based on an estimated 1200 calls a day, day in 

and day out for a three year period, 1983-1986. The results, 

using only the adult figures from the report, reveal: 

- Cocaine users were predominately male (66 
percent), but now are equally split between 
male and female. Average for the first survey 
was 30 years old. in follow-ups the ave~age 
age had declined by several years. 
- 76 percent were employed, but of those 
employed., most (about 2/3) earned. les's than 
$25,000. In earlier surveys. most earned 
over $25,000. 
- Estimates of w~ekly use by adult callers 
ranged from 1 to 32 grams. An average amount 
spent on cocaine was $637 a week. 
- Over 80 percent of the adults reported that 
they were unable to refuse cocaine when it 
was avallable. 75 percent said they lost 
control of their cocaine use. 66 percent 
defined themselves as addicted. 
- Over 90 per~ent of the adults reported 
adverse physical, psychological, and 
social/financial consequences. 
- Over 70 percent of the adults said cocaine 
was more important than family or friends: 
about 25 percent were divorced as a ~esult. 
- 56 percent of the callers had used up at 
least half of their savings, half were in 
d~bt, and 42 percent had lost all their 
monetary assets. 
- 38 percent of the callers thought about 
suicide; 9 percent actually tried. 

Adolescent responses and on-the-job incidents were equally as 

alarming. For example, 42 percent of the youth became dealers to 
I 

support their habit. Forty-three percent were in debt. Thirty-

eight percent had stolen money or property as a direct result of 

cocaine use. On-the-job figures provided by Dr. Gold indicated 

that 75 percent reported using drugs, and 92 percent performed 

their jobs under the influence of drugs.6 
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With this kind of demand in the U.S. it is not difficult to 

understa~d why we are such a lucrative tar~et for drug producers. 

This high rate of demand is attributable to a wealthy nation wlth 

a high rate of per capita income, and individ~al fr~edoms which 

are well yrotected. The combination of wealth and personal 

freedom of choice have led the way to irresponsibility and a 

highly permissive society. These two characteristics present 

major challenges to drug enforcement agencies in determi~ing how. 

to deal with the problem of damand for illicit drugs. 

Tho other part of the drug problem is the supply side and the 

ease with which this growing demand is fostered. Drugs are 

becomint DRsier to obtain and chs3per; therefore, more can afford 

them. In addition. purity levels have increased substantially. 

The result is a major challenge to enforcement agencies, 

Over the land. by sea or in the air, dangerous cargoes of 

heroin, cocaine and marijuana ar~ brought to America daily to 

feed our insatiable appetite for more and better druge. 

Li terally thousands of aircraf t ar.d seac1'a.f t penetrate our air 

apace and coastal areas annually, undetected. The 2000 miles of 

border between the U.S. and Mexico provides accessible land 

routes for ease of movement into the U.S. At the same time, 

production in this country of marijuana, synthetic drugs and 

designer druRs, continues to escalate at an alarming rate.7 

According to a USAWC Strategic Studies Institute Report, a 

large majority o~ ~he Illicit drugs come from co~ntries in 

Central and South America, to incltide the Carlbbean Basin, 
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Maxico, Columbia, Bolivia, Peru, Panama, Belize and Jamaica. 

Many of these countries have economies that are highly dependent 

upon drug production as a major part of their individual incomes. 

Columbia presently has replaced Mexico as our largest supplier of 

illicit drugs due to eradication ~fforts in Mexico. But as is 

usually the case when p~oduc~ion is re~arded in one area, 

production Simply moves to another area within the country or, 

into another country. Consequently, productlon in Mexico 

continues to increas~ dispite eradication efforts.8 

Interestingly, the United States is the tbird largest producer of 

mar i.j uana . For the first time in U.S. history this lllicit crop 

is the most valuabl~ crop in the United States. In 1986 the 

marijuana harvest in the United States produced a record crop of 

18.6 billion, putting it slightly ahead of corn. F~deral, state, 

and local enforcement agencies have moved to eradicate this high 

rise in production" but efforts hav,= only l"es,-!lted in new 

techniques of production being developed. The latest trend is 

indoor production, i. e., the use of green-houses and grow-lights. 

Farmers who have been unsuccessful with traditional crops have 

turned to marijuana to offset their losses. Records from 1985 

indicate that this lllicit drug is being produced in 44 states 

and that some quantities are actually now being exported to other 

countl'ies. Marijuana has become a major crop in the U.S.9 

Heroin demand, with only an estimated 500,000 user_, has 

stabilized in the U.S. Mexico once the primary source for this 

drug, provided th~ U.S. with 90 percent of lts needs in 1977, but 
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eradication efforts have effectively reduc~d Mexico's production. 

Countries in Southwest ASia have attempted to fill the void 

(Afghanistan, Iran and Pakistan, included). Lack of governmental 

control in these third world countries makes produ~tion ~ighly 

successful. U.S. consumption of herion from these countries has 

grown from 2 percent in 1977, to 47 percent in 1985. Countrl.es 

in Southeast Asia, primarily, Burma, produce 14 percent of the 

United State's consumption. I'll 

Mexico, which sends us all of their heroin production, still 

claims a third of the market in the U.S. Improved cultivatl.on 

techniques, favorable weather and a weakened economy has pushed 

more out-of-work peasants into .. th i s illicit ~rug business. 

Because of thier geographical location to the U.S. southern 

.border, Mexl.co contl.nues to pose a major threat in the heroin 

business. 

The purity of Mexican produced heroin adds another dimension 

to the problem. A new type of heroin called "Black Tar· with a 

greater purity of 60 to 70 percent has caused an inordin~te 

amount, 104 percent increase, c f hospital emergency caseS of 

heroin addicts in the U.S. 

Cocaine, produced from cocoa le~ves grown in the Latin 

American countries, contin.uss to be a major concern of drug 

enforcement agencies. Cocaine is responsible for the second 

highest number of hospital emergency room cases. Death rates 

from cocal.ne have doubled fn the U.S. since 1983. Columbia haS 

the highest number of cocaine refineries in Latin America which 
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are controlled by a dozen private organizations. After the 

.assassination of the Columbian Minister of Justice in 1986 by 

suspected drug dealers for his anti-drug stan0e, Colombians began 

to realize t~e seriousness of their involvement in the drug 

business. Today, the government of Columbia is cooperating with 

the U.S. and has initiated a stronger. eradication campaign to 

eliminate cocoa plants and processing facilitils. Unfortunately, 

the growers and producers have moved to neighboring countries. 

Peru, another country which' produces cocaine, has also 

attempted to €radicate the drug, but has paid a high price for 

their effort. In the process of attempting to eliminate cocaine 

production, 26 of its government officials have been killed. 

Bolivia. also a cocaine producer, has been hesitant to 

lnltlate eradlcatlon efforts. It is estimated that 400,000 of 

its people depend on the drug business as a sole source of their 

livelihood. Bollvia being the poorest country in South America, 

finds it difficult to .take firm action to eliminate a major 

por~ion of their economy. 

Drugs produced both in the United States and throughout many 

countries in the world, particularly underdeveloped countries, 

provide a major challenge to our nation. While many Americans 

will argue that stopping the demand for illicit drugs is a major 
;. 

goal of the U.S., clearly the amount of revenues produced from 

the drug business makes the supply side equally .attractive. The 

.amount of dangerous drugsfunnelling through our bordel'S must be 

stopped. To do this effectively. the U.S must support 
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eradication programs in other countries, enhance interdiction 

efforts on our borders and expand our campaign for eradication in 

the U.S, 

Much has been accomplished in the drug enforcement program to 

date, but with only limited succesS. The major problem has been 

disjointed efforts involving numerous federal and state agencies 

with no clear direction coupled with constant disputes over who 

is responsible for what. Congress, responding to pu~lic 

pressure, has demanded federal agencies coordinate their drug 

traffi~,prevention efforts. President ~eagan recogniz1ng, that 

previous efforts were insufficient, directed in NSDD 221 a 

reorganization of the drug enforcement agencies to better ,deal 

with the drug problem. The President called for a comprehensive 

strategy to include bUSiness, civic and social organizations at 

all levels of government to eliminate illicit drug abuse 1n the 

United States,ll 

The current national strategy for the drug war is to apply 

pressure Simultaneously on both the demand and supply s1de which 

will reduce and ultimately eliminate the drug problem. The 

policy includes a S1X point program of enforcement, international 

cooperation, research. treatment, prevention, and education. The 

federal agency responsible for orchestr~ting all this 1S the Drug 

Enforcement Administration (DEA) .12 

DEA operates with a staff of 5000 and a total budget of Just 

over 360 million dvllars. About half of the staff (2,400) are 

special agents with 200 of them located in 43 key drug source 
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countries. Given the monumental task of controlling drug traffic 

and drug abuse, this is a relatively small organization. 

Comparatively, it is smaller than the combined police forces of 

New York City.l3 

DEA is responsible for coordinating the efforts of all 

federal, state and local agencies. On the federal Side this 

includes: the Federal Bureau of Investigation, U.S. Customs, U.S. 

Coast Guard, -Internal Revenue Service, Narcotic and Dangerous 

Drug Section, Office of Drug Abuse Policy, National Institute on 

Alcohol, Drug Abuse and Mental Health Administration, National 

Narcotics Border ,Interdiction System, and now the Military. But 

this long list is a major part of the problem; there are too many 

agencies involved who have different aspects of the drug 

elimlnation issue. This large number of federal agencies is why 

U.S. efforts at drug control appear to be piecemeal and certainly 

not effective. The need for one central actlon agency is 

precisely why Congress to looked to the military for a bigger 

role in the drug war effort. 

On 11 Se,tember 1986, the House of Repre~entatives passed H. 

R. 5484_ This bill titled "Dei~nse Narcotics Act 01 1986" 

specifi-.ally chal'~ed the President'to:, 

(1) ~~ply the full measure of the executive 
power of thi President against the 
intrcduction of controlled sub~tances into 
the U~ited States; and 
(2) to ~hat end, should take such steps as 
may be necessary and appropl'iate (including 
the depl Qyme'nt of radar, ai rcraf t " and 
military personnel) to expand the-role of the 
Armed Forces in the war on illegal drugs.14 
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'I'ied to this bill was an authorization of additional 

equipment to include: ~40 million for Blackhawk helicC'lpters, $83 

million for radar aircraft, and $90 million for seven additional 

aerostats(balloon-borne search radars). All of this equipment 

was to be purchased by Department of Defanse (DOD) out of 

existing furids (no new funds were authorized) ! 

The mission for the Armed Forces was to seal off 'the bOl·ders 

and stop the drug flow: 

-Within 30 days after enactment, President to 
deploy Armed Forces sufficient to halt the 
unlawful penetration of borders by aircraft 
and vessels carrying narcotics. 'Such 
equipment and personnel shall be used to 
locate, pursue, and seize such vessels and 
aircraft and to arrest their crews. Military 
personnel may not make arrests of crew 
members of such aircraft or vessels after the 
crew members have departed the aircraft or 
vessels, unless the military personnel are in 
hot pm"sui t. 

-President ordered to 'substantially halt the 
unlawful pen~tration' of U.S. borders by drug 
smugglers within 45 day£ after enactment, 60 
days later he is to report to Congress the 
effect on military readiness of the drug 
interdiction program and the equipment, 
personnel, needed to restore readiness. 15 

The intent of the House of Representatives was clear; use the 

military to solve the problem. But, in reality, it was not 

possible to seal off the borders and stop all aircraft and 

vessels carrying drugs in 45 day~1 The mllitary was being given 

an unreal task. Certainly the military can, and has asslsted in 

the drug interdiction effort, but to assume full responsibility 

and divert major portions of our Armed Forces from national 
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security missions to a drug enforcement agency seemed outrageous. 

In an interview with Secretary of Defense, Casper W. Weinberger, 

when asked a question about this ne~ role, he remarked: 

I think basically on the face of it, it's 
pretty absurd, to be perfectly frank about 
it. They have ordered the President to halt 
all penetration of the borders of United 
States in 45 days. It's not a discretionary 
thing. He's ordered to do it in much the 
same way that Kir.~ Canute attempted to order 
the tides back. Th~s is a nice expression of 
something that we all hope could happen; but 
to put it in mandatory language ordering the 
President to do it is, I think not very 
useful. 16 

He went on to explain that the mission required him, in 

effect, to co.nduct a complete naval and air blockad'e to stop 

anything that might be carrying narcotics . 

.. . that is about 290,000 registered and 4,000 
unregistered general aviation aircraft, plus 
a great many commercial aircraft. We would 
have to intercept anything we didn't have 
adequate intelligence to go on. We would 
have a continuous 4,000 mile naval blockade 
of the coastline. We'd have to be able to 
intercept 160,000 documented, registered 
vessels and about 1/4 registry vessels w~ich 
arrive each day at U.S. ports. We'd have to 
maintain a continuous radar surveillance. 
We'd need 32 additional E-2Cs for the Navy or 
the aontinuous use of ' 25 AWACS. This would 
have a r~ther adverse effect on our ability 
to CBl':r';I out other missions allover the 
world. Also, without ad~quate intelligence, 
we wouldn't have any idea whether any of 
these 290,000 planes or whatever were 
actually carrying narcotics.17 

There was wide suppor t for this bill in the House of 

Representatives and in the public. Many in Congress could not 

understand why, with all the resources and manpower authorized to 

the Defense Department, the mllitary would be incapable of such a 
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mission. Popular support for a more active role waS even found 

in segments of the military. Fortunately, the bill was defeated 

in the Senate. Regardless, the Congress and the people are still 

looking to the military to provide some relief in the "War on 

Drugs· . 

It is important to note at this point that the military has 

been actively inv~lved in the ·Drug War" for sometime. Their 

primary role has been to support dru~ law enforcement agencies 

with loans of sophisticated equipment: to provide aerial, 

ma~itime and ground surveillance of drug trafficking personnel, 

vehicles, ships and aircraft; and to provide intelligence and 

communications to improve law enforcement effectiveness. 

Highlights of this support in 1985 included: 

Over 3000 sorties were flown for nearly 
10,400 flight hours during airborne 
surveillance missions. The Navy E-2's 
provided 1,679 hours of aerial surveillance 
for the U.S. Customs Service along the 
MeXican border, the Gulf of Mexico and the 
off-shore waters of California and Florida. 
Frequently, U.S. Marine Corps OV-10's 
collocated with E-2's have performed 
complimentary operational support missions. 

Navy P-3's flew 4100 hours of long-range 
surface surveillance tracks throughout the 
Caribbean and the Gulf of Mexico. S-3's 
flying from San Dieg~,. California flew 
surveillance tracks off the coast of 
California ano Mexico. 

The Navy additionally provided 347 ship 
(including PHM hydrofoil) days with USCG 
tactical law enforcement teams (TACLETS) 
embarked~ .and ~he towing of drug vessels 
permitted_USCG cutters to remain on station. 
Three more Navy P-3A's with"Air Force F-15 
radars were turned over to .p.S. Customs 
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Sepvice duping 1985. That is a total of foup 
P-3A's that have been t~ansfe~~ed to Customs. 

The Marine Corps, in addition to li279 
hou~s of OV-10 support, provided mobile 
ground radar surveillance as well as anti
personnel intrusion detection. 

Air Force AWACS flew 1,308 hours of radar 
surveillanc~ missions, many with customs 
personnel on board. 

The Air Force op~rates two aerostat 
padars located at Cudjoe Key and Pat~ick AFB. 
These radars provide effective look-down 
capability against low-flying aircraft. Both 
aerostats, d~gitall~ linked to the Customs 
Sepvice Miami C3 facility and the Tyndall 
Region Opepations Control Centep (ROCC), we~e 

ope~ational ove~ 10,000 houps in 1985. 

The Aip Fopce also 
Communications Encpyption 
Customs Sepvice and DEA. 

loaned ovep 
Devices to 

120 
the 

While on State Active Duty and/o~ 

Incidental to scheduled training, the 
National Guard conducted 207 missions 
(primarily aepial observation) in support of 
civilian drug enforcement authoriti~s in 2~ 
states. This compares to 14 states in 1984. 
During the year, National Guapd air crew 
reports contributed to the destruction of 
almost 200,000 marijuana plants with a street 
value of over $260 million. As the number of 
participating states 
growing awareness of 
ability to support 
eiiop'i;.s.18 

increases, the~e is 
the National Guapd 

dpug interdiction 

This is an imppessive demonstration of support which speaks 

fop itself. It is not the all-out military commitment to close 

the borders suggested by Congress, but it is mope realistic and 

suppcrts drug enforcement agencies. 

Support of fedepsl, dpug enforcement agencies has been very 

effective. The 'National Guapd in papticular, contjnues to 
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provide expanded drug enforcement support in several states. 

Memorandums of Understanding between state and National Guard 

officials have been developed in Texas, New MeKico, California 

and Arizona. The National Guard is uniquo in this respect 

because they are both a state force available to the Governor and 

a federal force available to the President. Due to· this 

uniqueness they provide support in two statuses. One, on State 

Active Duty at the d~rection of their Governors, to assist state 

and local law enforcement; and two, during federally funded 

training missions. It is the policy of the National Guard 

Bure~~ to support drug enforcement operations wherever and 

whenever pos~ible, as long as the support provided does not 

detract from training for wartime missions.19 The National Guard 

Bureau has made an extra effort to optimize the use of scheduled 

training to provide support, thereby obtaining double value for 

our tax dollar. 

Military support to federal drug enforcement agencies has 

effectively served to curb some illicit drug traffic, but the 

question still perSists, how ex~ensive should the military role 

be? Is support enough, or should the military be expected to 
I 

become more involved in search, seizure, and arrests (POI1Cel 

actlons)? In testimony to the Congress, DOD reported that: 

... we will continue to support the 
interdiction of drugs coming into this 
country. We, however, believe the proper 
role for our military forces is to provide 
support so that civilian law enforcement 
agencies can make necessary arrests, searct~s 

and seizures. This will enhance the 
enforcement capabilities of these agencies 
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and provide a 
forces without 
separation of 
activities.20 

proper focus for the a~med 
compromising the traditional 
the military from civilian 

This makes it clear that DOD is opposed to an expanded role, 

and does not desire to be pressed into civil police duties. 

To learn about military attitudes, a survey was conducted of 

the US Army War College Class of 1987. Questionz were asked to 

learn of their views about the role of the milit&l'Y in th'e Drug .J/ 

War. These questions were: 

a. Should the military be used in the Drug War? 

b. If ye~1 will participation impact on readiness? 

c .. ShO ... lld equipment be provided to law enforcement 
agenc~es? 

Forty-nine (49) percent of the respondents supported military 

efforts to contain the drug war; 39 percent disagreed. Only 36 

percent felt that this mission would adversely effect combat 

readiness; while 62.9 percent wel'e neutral or did not feel there 

would be a negative impact. With regards to equipment SUppOl't. 

72.9 percent wel'e neutl'al Ol' disagreed with lending equipment. 

Finally, of special interest, 50.8 percent indicated that special 

training would be required befol''::! the mil.itary could_be employed. 

Twenty-six percent of the .respondents provided written 

comments for or against the mission. A sampling of their 

comments provide further interpretation of the survey. 

favor of the misSion said: 

Could b~ evaluable t~ainin~ for military 
fOl'ce':: . 

17 

Those in 



The d~ug wa~ is just that; a 
milita~y should be involved to 
nation against this enemy. 

wa~. The 
defend the 

Use of the Milita~y would p~ovide task 
~elated t~aining. 

Milita~y fo~ces have the ove~all mission fo~ 

the def~nse of this Nation - if that should 
mean stopping illegal ent~y of d~ugs, so be 

. it. 

D~ugs may well be ihe #1 p~oblem facing. the 
United States. We must be p~epa~ed and in 
fact use all ~esou~ces at. ou~ disposal. to 
include the A~med Fo~ces. 

D~ug t~afficke~s. supro~ted in some instances 
by fo~eign gove~nments a~e inflicting heavy 
casualties within ou~ society. This 
immediate th~eat to the inte~nal integ~ity of 
ou~ count~y just1fi~s the use of milita~y 
fo~ces.21 

Comments also cove~ed the negative aspect of using the 

militapy in the dpug wa~. A sampling of those who disag~ee With 

militapy involvement follow: 

that the milita~y. ideally. I do not feel 
should do this. 
do not have 

Unfo~tunatelYI the civilians 
enough ~esou~ces to do the 

mission. 

Coast Gua~d should continue to be used. 
AWACS, pe~haps fo~ ai~ t~affic monito~ing. 

but no othe~ milita~y combat powe~ unless the 
p~oblem meets two conditions: (1) civilian 
autho~i ty simply cannot handle. and (2) 
militapy fopces can be applied 'su~gically' 

to dpug offendepswithout collateral civilian 
casu&lties/destpuction. 

There are numero~s law enforcement agencies 
who should fight the \4''3.1' on drugs. It is not 
a military mission. 

Civilian d~ug enforcement agents should be 
used to combat the drug traffic. In certain 
instances the military could be used to 
provid-e augmentation-. 
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If the drug war mission is assigned to the 
military, additional appropriations and force 
structure authorizations must be provided.22 

Thus in the USAWC "Class of 87" there is a wide variety of 

perceptions about the military role in the -drug war. It is clear 

that most of the respondents supported augmentatiory of civilian 

authorities to do the job, but reject total military commitment. 

If the military is to expand its role, then additional resources, 

and primarily traIning in law enforcement techniques, would be 

requil"ed. It is felt tpese views al"e not diffel"ent fl"om the 

o~el"all milital"Y leadel"ship of our nation. Evel"yone undel"stands 

the sevel"ity of the dl"ug pl"oblem and its impact on the nation. If 

using the milital"Y is l"equil"ed then it will be done to the best 

of theil" ability. The difference of opinions comes clear when 

examining the overall mission of the military - that of national 

defense. 

The mission of the Armed Forc".!,;; is to p"rovide a force which 

is staffed, trained and equipped to serve as a deterrent, and to 

secure our vital interests. If deterrence fails, the military 

must be prepared to fight and win. Providing support to law 

enforcement agencies in the drug war will not 

military capability to perform their other missions. 

degrade tpe 

! 
In fact, ias 

j 

was pointed out by some of the survey respondents, such support 

may serve to enhance training opportunities. Expanding the 

milital'Y'S role, however, as waS almost legislated by the House 

of Representatives, lacks reason. As the Secretary of Defense 

pointed out, the role the House of Representatives wanted for the 
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military was next to impossible. It would be impossible to 

completely s&al off the borders and interdict all the illicit 

drug traffic inbound to the U.S. To do so would use a major 

portion of the United State's military forces. Such an effort 

would seriou~ly degrade our military capabilities to respond to 

crisis situations around the world. It could even serve as a 

~ignal to our adversaries that we were weak or vulnerable which 

would invite further intimidation and possible confrontation. 

More significant than the above is the fact that the missioc 

the House of Representatives evisioned is un-achievable, either 

by military force or other specially designed forces. Total 

eradication and interdiction will never work as long as we have 

large segments of ou~ society' demanding illegal drugs. Their 

influence on our political system will not allow us to close our 

borders, and suppliers will 'continue to exploit the lucrative 

market. The solution to the drug problem should probably be a 

combination of pressures on both users and suppliers with more 
'. 

effort on the demand side. When drugs become less desirable, 

then and only then will ~he suppliers loose a foothold in this 

country. The nation is movlnS in this direction with drug 

testing and other measures but ~he country has to become more 

aggressive. Every individual must·pay a price if they want to 

use illicit drugs and law enforcement efforts will have to 

increase in order to be successful in reducing demand. 

The military has le~ the way in r~~ucing demand by requiring 

its members to submit to drug testing.- They have also provided 
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educational and rehabilitation programs for first time offenders. 

The federal government is now expanding crug testing to all 

federal employees, and many public and private sector 

organizations have initiated similar programs. '!'hl;!s~ programs 

wiil go a long way 1n setting a standard or model for other 

organizations to follow, and will help to reduce il~egal drug use 

in America. 
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