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How Soon is Then? Thatcher, Reagan and the Legacies of the 1980s
What is your primary source making important about your chosen topic – the effects of extradition on the Medellin Cartel?

Introduction
The extradition treaty between the United States of America and the Republic of Colombia was signed in the US capital on the 14th of September 1979. This document covers a vast range of circumstances and offenses that would enact extradition however this essay will only focus on the extradition threat to drug cartels and traffickers in the Medellin cartel. Led by one of the most notorious drug lords in the world, Pablo Escobar, the drug war in Colombia carved out a new form of terrorism, narcoterrorism. The Treaty, while a powerful tool for the authorities, created huge challenge to some of the wealthiest and influential powers in the country. This essay will discuss the US/Colombian relationship, the cartel’s response to the implementation of extradition, and its impact.

Provenance
The source chosen to analyse the relationship between the Colombian drug war and extradition is ‘Manhunters: How We Took Down Pablo Escobar’ by ex Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA) agents, Javier Pena and Steve Murphy. Throughout this book they recount their experiences in law enforcement: how they started their careers, moved into the DEA, and worked to take down the Pablo Escobar.
Despite being written in 2014, the source is considered primary as the two authors were prevalent agents in the hunt and takedown of Pablo Escobar’s cocaine cartel. That being said, we have to be aware that details may not have been recalled wholly accurately due to the time that lapsed between the investigation and the publication of the source. It is also important to consider how the trauma of living through the manhunt may affect the source as some elements may be psychologically blocked or exaggerated as a response to the events.  However, with the significance and priority of the downfall of the Medellin cartel, there will still be plenty of records that Pena and Murphy wrote during that time to reflect upon. Having read through the source thoroughly, it seems very level headed with a focus on an accurate retelling with data to support throughout.

US/Colombian relationship
It is crucial to understand that the extradition treaty between the United States and the Republic of Colombia was self-serving on both sides. In the 1980s, the US found themselves in the middle of a massive drug epidemic with no way to tackle it, aside from at the source. At the same time, Colombia was overrun by drug cartels and did not have the infrastructure or moral integrity within the judicial system to arrest, charge, and imprison those causing harm to the country.
Image was a huge factor and both countries needed to be seen taking a hard stance against narcotics. This extract is direct from the policy of extradition between the US and Colombia, although on the parts relevant to narcotics and drug trafficking have been quoted:
‘(both Colombia and the United States are Parties to multilateral conventions which in effect have amended the existing bilateral treaty to include narcotics and hijacking offenses).
[…]
Article 8 also contains an innovation. It imposes an obligation on the requested State to extradite all persons, including its nationals, in cases where the offense involves punishable acts in both countries and the offense was intended to be consummated in the requesting State. This provision is especially important in prosecuting exporters of dangerous drugs and narcotics.’ (US Government, 1981, p. 5- 6).
Since the original treaty was devised in 1979, it has undergone revisions and amendments, some of these to specifically address the developing drug war, suggested by the use of the word ‘innovation’. The phrasing of Article 8 is careful and precise to ensure that neither party are getting more than they need from this agreement. America will not take people that have not broken a law that they also enforce. Both countries are allowed to request the extradition of an individual, ‘intended to be consummated in the requesting State’ (US Government, 1981, p. 6). And, that Colombian individuals cannot use their status as nationals to avoid extradition – commonly attempted as the cartel had greater sway within the country than they would in the US’s judicial system.
The boots on the ground, however, saw it a little differently. From the moment the ink had dried on the treaty, priorities became askew: 
‘The Reagan administration had long pressured Colombia to pass the legislation putting the treaty into force, and the United States immediately demanded the extradition of one hundred Colombians.’ (Murphy and Pena, 2014, p. 151).
DEA agents noticed that the focus of their extradition arrests was on low level drug dealers that would be easier to catch and pass over to the States. Murphy and Pena particularly, had no interest in this. They were brought in to take down the big fish and save Colombia from a reign of terror, not book the local dealers. However, in the eyes of the Americans, each person extradited made their efforts to aid the end of the drug war look even better. Sure, taking down a drug kingpin would be great, but it would be a lot easier to extradite 100 small offenders and present that data. Especially with their time, spending and resources being carefully monitored. With the authorities that execute these missions not being on the same wavelength as the governmental superiors, an amendment was introduced to find middle ground between achieving the numbers of extraditees and taking down the larger cartel.
‘In 1984, elected officials debated a treaty that would allow the federal government to extradite any Colombian even if they were merely suspected of a crime.’ (Murphy and Pena, 2014, p. 150).
The inclusion of the offense ‘hijacking’, although referenced separately to drug trafficking, and the threat of being extradited just due to suspicion, did not stop the Medellin cartel and their bombing of Avianca Flight 203 in 1989. The bombing in which Escobar sent a new recruit onto the plane with a bomb, with the intention of killing a presidential candidate, that then detonated resulting in the fatalities of all 107 passengers and crew. The recruit was not aware that he was carrying a bomb. In addition to his intention with the candidate, he could have also been trying to prove the point that his cartel could perform acts that would warrant extradition and yet still avoid punishment. This was one of the last straws for the Colombian government and shortly after, the treaty was voided on a technicality.
''As the cartel continues putting bombs here and there and appeals to nationalism,'' said one State Department official in Washington, ''Colombians are going to start asking, 'Why are we getting blown up just to satisfy the gringos?' (Serril, Moody and Winbush, 1989).
The Avianca bombing, the relentless murder of police officers and government officials, and the increased frequency of car bombs being detonated left the Colombian public in a very undesirable position. Death and loss became so ingrained in their everyday life that housewives are quoted saying ‘you have to get over it fast’ (Smolowe, Diederich and Shannon, 1987). Murphy describes returning to his home in Bogota with his wife and finding the upscale shopping centre near his house destroyed due to a car bomb. Twenty people died, four of which were children. It is suspected that the real target was a drugstore on the opposite side of the road which was believed by Escobar to be a front for the Cali cartel. Murphy uses this as an example to display the monstrous behaviour of the Medellin cartel. He presented the facts but goes onto say ‘Connie [his wife] had just been to the mall two days before the explosion. […] watched footage on TV of firefighters carrying the lifeless bodies of small children. Apparently, many mothers were at the mall with their school-age children shopping for school supplies when the bomb went off.’ (Murphy and Pena, 2014, p. 257). The added comment about back to school shopping was intended to knock the reader. How can someone be so ruthless and uncaring, he had children of his own? Escobar could have set off the bomb at any time, the Cali cartel were always a threat, perhaps he purposefully chose that occasion because he knew it would bring about the most about of pain, uproar and awareness to his plight for the return of extradition.
Murphy and Pena’s book is a substantial source to investigate, it tells a lot. Most notably, with the incorporation of the personal lives of the author’s and surrounding ‘characters’ the reader gets a truer representation of what life in Colombia felt like. The moments of light, such as the DEA’s Thanksgiving dinner, shines through and carries the ‘characters’ through the darker times. But they also don’t shy away from giving an honest and brutal account of the narcoterrorism that the extradition treaty provoked from the Medellin cartel. As American agents on foreign soil, the authors have a unique perspective as both outsiders and insiders to the events. They also put into perspective the international relationship and motivations of each country and how they played out locally for those living in Medellin and Bogota.

Los Extraditables
‘Los Extraditables’ were a group formed by Pablo Escobar and other significant players in the Medellin cartel to counter the introduction of the extradition treaty. This organisation were active from 1984 to 1993 and demonstrates a period of unity among rival drug groups as they stood together to force the Colombian government to reverse their decision.
The Medellin cartel had always been strict and harsh on the methods and execution of their work. It was a ruthless environment to be within and by the time of the extradition treaty, that environment encompassed all of Medellin and most of Bogota. It was common knowledge that local authorities (and even some international, as time went on) were subject to bribery to save their own skin. The cartel had a phrase which they proved they would act on time and time again:
‘Plata o plomo – silver or lead – was the guiding principle of the Medellin Cartel. With Escobar, you either negotiated and accepted a bribe to look the other way, or you got a bullet through the head.’ (Murphy and Pena, 2014, p. 150)
Two noteworthy instances that occurred around the time that Colombia was entertaining a resurgence in extradition was the murders of Guillermo Cano Isaza and Carlos Mauro Hoyos Jimenez. Isaza was the editor and part owner of the second largest daily newspaper, El Espectador. His paper was the first to address Escobar’s criminal offenses in 1976. This article was reprinted once Escobar was elected into local government office and as a result, Isaza was ‘shot dead by two gunmen on a motorcycle as he left the newspaper’s printing plant’ (Murphy and Pena, 2014, p. 153). Hoyos, on the other hand, was Colombia’s attorney general. He was kidnapped and murdered because the cartel wanted to see him tried for treason after accusing him of taking bribes from the DEA in exchange for support for extradition. It came out later, from one of Escobar’s most trusted henchman, Popeye, that Hoyos was also taking bribes from the cartel (Murphy and Pena, 2014, p. 153). The death of the attorney general was big news and motivated the DEA to station six new hires in Bogota. Javier Pena was one of them.
The Medellin cartel had been active since 1972 so by the time the extradition treaty was written, debated, amended and signed in 1981-84, Escobar and his group were well and truly established. Originally, Escobar had partnered with a coca farmer who had discovered a better way to yield product from crops with only small transports at a time. Once he had discovered the secret and attained some new partners, the farmer was killed off and Tranquilandia was born (a jungle complex that included nineteen cocaine labs).
‘In the beginning, a good cocaine run was measured in kilos. Soon, the Medellin cartel began to measure their business by the ton.’ (New York Time Company, 1989).
They became so rich that they had to bury money in the ground to attempt to prevent suspicion. By that point even the 1984 destruction of the complex by the Colombian National Police could not hinder the cartel’s production and transport. For the rest of their time active, they would be transporting fifteen tons of product into the United States every day (Macias, 2017).
Los Extraditables got their way in 1988. Everyone then, and now, knew that this was the government giving in to the fear to stop the violence that was plaguing the country. The official story however, was that the Supreme Court found a legal technicality in that the presidential delegation signed the treaty and not the President themselves – something many believe would not be an issue if the cartel had not been so threatening and destructive.  
The peace did not last long as in 1989 news spread that Luis Carlos Galan Sarmiento had been assassinated while campaigning for this third attempt at the presidency. He was a liberal candidate that devoted his policies to an anti-corruption and anti-narco platform which made him Escobar’s number one enemy (Murphy and Pena, 2014, p. 159). This, as they like to say, was the beginning of the end for Escobar and the Medellin cartel. At the public funeral for Galan, the current President Vargas said: ‘Each Colombian or foreigner who consumes drugs should remember that he is helping those who assassinated Luis Carlos Galan.’ (Murphy and Pena, 2014, p. 162). Despite all of Escobar’s charity work, and in hindsight of all his terrorism, the vast majority of the public had turned against him.
This source comes direct from the mouths of DEA agents in the war against the Medellin cartel so cannot ‘get inside the mind of’ the cartel or Escobar and explain their motivations, justifications and reasoning. However, their access to intelligence information at the time and living in Colombian communities meant that they could place both the big picture and smaller personal experiences. ‘Manhunters’ is not removed from emotion, nor gets lost within it. In the section that covers the period in which the extradition treaty was active, only one member of the Medellin cartel was extradited. This demonstrates how untouchable and vast the network of the cartel is at this time but also the extreme measures that the cartel would go to in attempt to reverse the implementation of the treaty. It is undeniable that Escobar and the cartel felt threatened by extradition but was the treaty so powerful and effective that it required such drastic protest.

Impact
The reinstated treaty was cancelled again in 1991 by the Colombian Constitution in exchange for Escobar’s surrender and imprisonment in La Catedral (his personally designed luxury prison).
Assessing the impact that the extradition treaty had on Colombia and the Medellin cartel is difficult. Statistically, it was very unsuccessful as it only resulted in the extradition of one cartel member and countless victims of violence.
‘Since 1980, assassins have gunned down 178 judges; eleven of the 24 members of the Supreme Court died in a 1986 shoot-out between the army and leftist guerrillas thought to have been paid by the drug barons. Also hit were two successive Justice Ministers (one survived), an Attorney General, the police chief of the nation's second largest city, Medellin, and the editor of the newspaper El Espectador in the capital city of Bogota. The drug lords also kidnaped the 33- year-old son of a former President.
Then, two weeks ago, a drug hit team pumped five bullets into Luis Carlos Galan.’ (Church, 1989).
In the space of nine years, just shy of 200 prominent figures were murdered at the hands of Escobar and the Medellin cartel. It would be safe to say that many of these people were targeted as they were in positions that supported the extradition treaty. When death threats were no longer effective, they had to be acted upon until those in power learnt that in order to stay alive, they had to bend to the cartel’s will. Church only notes the important individuals that were targeted specifically, there are hundreds if not thousands more innocent victims of narcoterrorism in the 1980s. Unlucky witnesses, those trapped in the explosion of a car bomb, all the passengers on Flight 203, and countless more.
However, to say the treaty had no impact would also be incorrect. The large-scale reaction of the cartels proved that there was legitimate fear and threat to them.
‘Both Washington and Bogota officials declare that the drug lords fear extradition more than anything else because they cannot terrorize judges and juries in the U.S. as readily as they can those in Colombia. (Church, 1989).
With corruption and bribery rife in Colombia and surrounding countries it is easy to form a security network in case Escobar was ever to fall into hot water. He relied on this several times. For example, up until his death, Escobar was negotiating another term of imprisonment with Attorney-General Gustavo de Greiff. The negotiations prolonged the war on drugs and thousands are dead due to it. After he left office, Grieff went on to advocate ending the war of drugs worldwide as if he was not the reason it went on as long as it did (Murphy and Pena, 2014, p. 318). This would not have been the case if he was extradited to the US. While corruption and bribery was not absent from the American judicial system, it certainly would not be a viable option for the extradited narcoterrorists.
Due to this, Los Extraditables came up with a slogan of sorts:
''Better a Tomb in Colombia Than a Jail Cell in the U.S.'' (Church, 1989).
Escobar and the Medellin cartel firmly believed that if they were to be taken down it would be by death and in their own country rather than extradited to the United States and serving countless lengthy sentences in prison. In some sense it’s a bittersweet sentiment but it is clear to anyone that if they thought they would have any sway in the US, they would have chosen to live. As it happened, they got what they wanted in that sense. Even the almighty Pablo Escobar was shot and died on a terracotta roof of a dingy safehouse while attempting to flee the Colombian National Police.
It is obvious to speak on the relationship between the cartel and the extradition treaty but another perspective that is important to consider is the impact that the extradition treaty had on the US. The States chose to fight their war on drugs from afar, from the source and failed. One extradition and still seventy to eighty tons of cocaine into the country a month. Church phrased it well:
‘After years of nagging Colombia to crack down on its cocaine gangsters, the U.S. is seeing the government literally risk its life to do so. Now the question is how hard America is prepared to fight the drug war in its own streets.’ (Church, 1989).
The US has watched on as the Colombian National Police, Search Bloc, the DEA and CIA agents have all laid their lives down for a better future without narcoterrorism. Money and resources have been thrown at the Republic as they were told it was their fault and their problem because the extradition treaty allowed America to put overbearing pressure on the Colombian government. As the Los Extraditables got more extreme in their protest, questions started to be asked of the US – how are you helping the drug war, by teaching drug education, supporting treatment programmes to help people get and stay clean? If the demand for cocaine is not there, then the cocaine cartels would have no reason to be producing the way they were. By the end of the Medellin cartel’s active years, George Bush had started transitioning the US’s drug interventions to cutting down demand on home ground.
From the installation of the first draft of the extradition treaty, the Medellin cartel would continue its narcoterrorism for well over a decade and would only fall when its leader, the infamous Pablo Escobar, was finally killed in 1993. It was not long until other cartels swooped in to take his place as King of the Cocaine Kingpins. The war on drugs was not over, and the next task was to dismantle the Cali cartel led by the Orejuela brothers. They learnt from Escobar’s mistakes and would be a formidable new enemy.

Conclusion
To conclude Murphy and Pena’s book is an excellent source for understanding the relationship between the Medellin cartel and the extradition treaty. Both agents were stationed in Bogota throughout the 1980s so their work was in direct relation to the treaty and cartel. As part of the Colombian community themselves, they lived through the terror and atrocities whilst also having a look in with the government officials. This gives them a very grounded account of events as they were frontline soldiers in the war, husbands and friends to many who died or lived in fear, and rubbed shoulders with those making the decisions despite them being out of touch and fiercely protected.
From a thorough dive into their book, further study, and their Netflix retelling, four things can be concluded. Firstly, the treaty could only be as strong as the arresting officials. That means that if they are corrupt, can be bribed to look the other way, or morally compromised to save themselves and their families, then the treaty does not get actioned upon. This is evident in the only extradition of the Medellin cartel being Carlos Ledher. It seems like the action plan for extraditing the drug lords were there but without opportunity or means to get to them, that plan becomes ineffective. These are both reflections on the way the authorities, both US and Colombian, impacted the effectiveness of extradition.
On the other hand, the threat of extradition forced the cartel’s hand and pushed them towards more extreme measures. Some might argue that the development of narcoterrorism and the hunt for Pablo Escobar was partly due to the enaction of the treaty. From the cartel’s perspective however, money and connections have always been enough to keep them safe, protected, and thriving. And if all else fails, violence and fearmongering will do its job to keep people in line and not acting against you. It is no wonder that the Cali cartel was so quick to pick up the mantle, if the Medellin cartel could force the government to halt their use of the extradition treaty then the war on drugs is never over.
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