
Imagining a Global Sovereignty

U.S. Counternarcotic Operations in Istanbul
during the Early Cold War and the Origins
of the Foreign “War on Drugs”

✣ Matthew R. Pembleton

Ankara, Turkey; August 1950. Hunched over a typewriter filled with unfamiliar
keys, Federal Narcotics Agent Charles Siragusa probably stifled a curse or two
as he labored over an official report, his struggle to type coherently a perfect
metaphor for the state of U.S. investigations into the Turkish opium traffic.
“I apologize for the atrocious typing,” he grated in the postscript, “but the
only typeriter [sic] available is a Turkish one, with the keyboard scranşbled
[sic] all over.”1 Among the first U.S. officials ever to conduct counternarcotics
investigations on foreign soil, Siragusa’s presence in the Republic of Turkey was
something of a trial balloon for future operations, and his reports were closely
followed back in Washington by Harry J. Anslinger, the U.S. commissioner of
narcotics. As it turned out, alien typewriters were the least of the impediments
to the nascent U.S. foreign drug war.

Siragusa’s assignment was to serve as a liaison with Turkish police forces
and convince them to help stymie the local opium trade—a central part of
the effort to, as Anslinger put it, “dry up the traffic at the source.”2 From
1930 to 1968, this was among the primary goals of the Federal Bureau of Nar-
cotics (FBN), the institutional forerunner of the modern Drug Enforcement
Administration. As head of the FBN for more than thirty years, Anslinger
often declared that a kind of universal jurisdiction was necessary to protect
the American people from the scourge of addiction. This was a claim that

1. Charles Siragusa, Progress Report No. 20, 23 August 1950, in Folder “Progress Reports of Charles
Siragusa,” Box 164, Record Group (RG) 170: Records of the Drug Enforcement Administration,
National Archives and Records Administration (NARA).

2. Harry J. Anslinger and J. Dennis Gregory, The Protectors: The Heroic Story of the Narcotics Agents,
Citizens and Officials in Their Unending, Unsung Battles against Organized Crime in America and Abroad
(New York: Farrar, Straus and Company, 1964), p. 105.
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nicely complemented the country’s increasingly global conception of security.
Following World War II, Anslinger sought to capitalize on U.S. geopolitical
ascendance by turning the FBN into an elite international police force. The
United States had been an enthusiastic supporter of diplomatic control efforts
since the turn of the century, but this was the first time that U.S. police agents
took part in actual law enforcement operations on the ground. Turkey thus
became an important site in which new expectations about the reach and
efficacy of U.S. power were put to the test.

This article closely examines FBN counternarcotics operations in Turkey
from 1948 to 1951. It presents a case study of the mechanics of source control,
traces the roots of the U.S. foreign drug war, and reflects on the often blurry
lines that separate law enforcement, espionage, and national security. Although
some 65 years have gone by, the misadventures of Siragusa and his fellow
agents remain relevant today as the United States continues to struggle with
an interminable drug war and works to bolster international police partners
against non-state threats such as terrorism and organized crime. The postwar
effort to launch a global drug war also offers a useful window into U.S.
attitudes about the role of the United States in the world and the theoretical
relationships between international leadership, hegemony, sovereignty, and
security. Ultimately, the FBN’s attempt to cut off the foreign sources of the
domestic drug trade reveals how fears of U.S. vulnerability were used in
justifying interventionism and the extension of U.S. power abroad.

The genesis of the foreign drug war also deepens the context of U.S.
foreign policy during the Cold War, a conflict often interpreted as exerting a
determinative influence. As an issue that emerged independently of compe-
tition with the Soviet Union, U.S.-led international drug control operations
demonstrate the depth of U.S. impulses toward hegemony and the compli-
cated relations among Western allies and the rival superpowers. In this case,
the hegemonic aspirations relied entirely on the power of U.S. influence and
example, rather than explicit territorial control, and was a far cry from the
total dominion implied by the Gramscian sense of the word.3 In practical
terms, the foreign drug war became a mechanism through which the United
States cultivated influence over foreign police forces in key strategic regions.
In Turkey, this was a conflicted process, but one that reveals how the U.S.

3. The treatment of hegemony presented here owes much to James C. Scott. See his Weapons of the
Weak: Everyday Forms of Peasant Resistance (New Haven: Yale University Press, 1987), pp. 304–350;
and Seeing like a State: How Certain Schemes to Improve the Human Condition Have Failed (New Haven:
Yale University Press, 1998). See also Antonio Gramsci, Selections from the Prison Notebooks, trans. by
Quintin Hoare and Geoffrey Nowell Smith (New York: International Publishers, 1971).
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government embraced the role of a global police force for reasons that had
little to do with Soviet Communism.4

Over the last twenty years or so, the study of drugs and drug control
has evolved into a rich interdisciplinary field and budding historiography
that Paul Gootenberg terms a “new drug history.”5 Efforts to curb illicit
drug trafficking bear directly on major themes in the history of U.S. foreign
relations, such as globalization, state power, diplomatic institutions, cultural
conflicts, and the influence of nation-building strategies like modernization
and counterinsurgency. As a subject of historical inquiry, counternarcotics
operations occupy a unique space in which personal and political, cultural and
economic, local and international trends all converge.

Scholars in the new drug history have demonstrated that the history of
drug control offers important insights into the development of the mod-
ern state. In a recent example, Peter Andreas concludes that the history of
smuggling—whether of drugs, technology, or people—is “as much about
building up the American state as about subverting it” and has created “a
policing superpower.”6 The growth of the U.S. police, intelligence, and secu-
rity apparatus has, however, acquired a slightly sinister air—as conveyed by
the “deep state” appellation often bestowed on the most secretive wings of
the U.S. government. Drugs and drug control play important roles in this
enigmatic world, and Alfred McCoy has revealed instances in which the U.S.
Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) allowed certain assets to participate in the

4. In Modernizing Repression: Police Training and Nation-Building in the American Century (Amherst:
University of Massachusetts Press, 2012), pp. 1–2, Jeremy Kuzmarov argues that police training
remains an important component of imperial control and historically has been “critical to securing
the power base of local elites amendable to U.S. economic and political interests.” For decentering
of the Cold War, see Allen Hunter, ed., Rethinking the Cold War (Philadelphia: Temple University
Press, 1998); Michael H. Hunt, The American Ascendancy: How the United States Gained and Wielded
Global Dominance (Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina Press, 2007); and William O. Walker
III, National Security and Core Values in American History (New York: Cambridge University Press,
2009).

5. Paul Gootenberg, Andean Cocaine: The Making of a Global Drug (Chapel Hill: University of North
Carolina Press, 2008), p. 3. Key works are listed here and cited below where relevant: David F. Musto,
The American Disease: Origins of Narcotic Control, 3rd Ed. (New York: Oxford University Press, 1999);
H. Wayne Morgan, Drugs in America: A Social History, 1800–1980 (Syracuse, NY: Syracuse University
Press, 1981); William O. Walker III, ed., Drug Control Policy: Essays in Historical and Comparative
Perspective (University Park, PA: The Pennsylvania State University Press, 1992); and Paul Gootenberg,
ed., Cocaine: Global Histories (London: Routledge, 1999).

6. Peter Andreas, Smuggler Nation: How Illicit Trade Made America (New York: Oxford University Press,
2013), pp. x–xi. See also David T. Courtwright, Forces of Habit: Drugs and the Making of the Modern
World (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 2001); Paul Gootenberg, “Talking about the Flow:
Drugs, Borders, and the Discourse of Drug Control,” Cultural Critique, No. 71 (Winter 2009), pp. 13–
46; Kathleen Frydl, The Drug Wars in America, 1940–1973 (Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University
Press, 2013); and Suzanna Reiss, We Sell Drugs: The Alchemy of U.S. Empire (Berkeley: University of
California Press, 2014).
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drug trade at various points of the Cold War—a claim that bears particular
relevance for Reagan-era counternarcotics operations. Many scholars of the
deep state contend that drug enforcement often masks traditional intelligence
and counterinsurgency operations. Channeling Carl von Clausewitz, Jonathan
Marshall argues that “the ‘war on drugs’ has become an extension of foreign
policy by other means.”7

There is, of course, some truth to these claims. Drug control does serve
to extend U.S. influence, and there undoubtedly is some overlap between
the clandestine worlds of drug trafficking and international espionage. But a
problem arises when “the deep state” is invoked to account for the persistence
of the drug war. As explanatory device, the deep state stumbles over the same
assumptions held by generations of U.S. drug warriors. Whereas Anslinger
and his successors believed that U.S. leadership could tame and govern the
global drug traffic, proponents of the deep state school point to the covert
machinations of the national security state to explain the drug war’s many
failures. The common denominator in both is the primacy of U.S. power,
be it covert or explicit. The reality, however, is that U.S. officials—whether
spies, diplomats, or agents like Siragusa—were not the only actors on the
stage and were operating in hotly contested terrain. Gootenberg explains that
“such imperial political alliances and entanglements can, at best, only partially
explain the vitality of drug flows.”8

The primary obstacle in delineating these (perhaps hopelessly) compli-
cated relationships is the lack of good sources. Secret agents and drug traffickers
leave few official traces (when successful), and the dearth of reliable records
makes it difficult to sort myth from reality, gauge the size and scope of opera-
tions, and tease out the connection between drugs and espionage. The FBN’s
efforts in postwar Turkey fall directly into this morass. In a Diplomatic History
essay in 2013, Ryan Gingeras finds that the relationship between the FBN
and the Turkish Directorate of Public Safety (DPS) was hampered by mutual
misgivings, selective targeting, and “off-the-books intelligence operations.”

7. Alfred W. McCoy, The Politics of Heroin: CIA Complicity in the Global Drug Trade, rev. ed. (Chicago:
Lawrence Hill Books, 2003); and Jonathan Marshall, Drug Wars: Corruption, Counterinsurgency and
Covert Operations in the Third World (Forestville, CA: Cohan & Cohen, 1991), p. 11. For other examples
of the “deep state,” see Peter Dale Scott and Jonathan Marshall, Cocaine Politics: Drugs, Armies, and the
CIA in Central America (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1991); Bruce Bullington and Alan
Block, “A Trojan Horse: Anti-Communism and the War on Drugs,” Contemporary Crises, Vol. 14,
No. 1 (March 1990), pp. 39–55; John C. McWilliams and Alan Block, “All the Commissioner’s Men:
The Federal Bureau of Narcotics and the Dewey-Luciano Affair, 1947–1954,” Intelligence and National
Security, Vol. 5, No. 1 (January 1990), pp. 171–192; and Gary Webb, Dark Alliance: The CIA, the
Contras, and the Crack Cocaine Explosion (New York: Seven Stories Press, 1998).

8. Gootenberg, “Talking about the Flow,” p. 27.
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Yet cooperation between the two agencies did, he contends, spur the growth
of the modern Turkish security state. Gingeras concludes that FBN officials
knowingly “constrained their efforts for the sake of larger national security pre-
rogatives” and implies that U.S. narcotics agents avoided potentially disruptive
investigations while providing cover for other clandestine operations.9 Gin-
geras is correct that U.S. security concerns drove the FBN presence in Turkey,
but a close reading of events on the ground indicates that the situation was
both more complicated and less nefarious than this “spy vs. spy” framework
suggests.

A close reading, however, requires good records, and many of the best
date to 1948–1951, a period in which the FBN agents were unusually frank
in their assessments as they tried to build relationships and apply U.S. law en-
forcement strategy.10 Attention to the ideology of source control, meanwhile,
reveals that although heroin was always the FBN’s foremost concern, hege-
mony in the twentieth century was an indisputably multifaceted and proactive
pursuit.

“A Cop at the Crossroads of the World”

In early 1946, Anslinger looked out at the postwar world with a mixture of
optimism and unease. World War II was a transformative event in the history
of the global drug trade—both licit and illicit. The disruption of global com-
merce had reduced the illicit traffic and U.S. narcotic addiction to all-time
lows. The British, Dutch, French, and Portuguese governments all agreed, at
U.S. insistence, to end the use of state-run opium monopolies in their former
East Asian colonies. The international supervisory bodies that were created

9. Gingeras concludes that in Turkey and elsewhere, “policing the drug trade is often nothing more than
a façade that only partially shields more dubious operations conducted by elements of the state.” See
Ryan Gingeras, “Istanbul Confidential: Heroin, Espionage, and Politics in Cold War Turkey, 1945–
1960,” Diplomatic History, Vol. 37, No. 4 (September 2013), pp. 782, 800. See also Ryan Gingeras,
Heroin, Organized Crime, and the Making of Modern Turkey (New York: Oxford University Press,
2014); Ryan Gingeras, “In the Hunt for the ‘Sultans of Smack’: Dope, Gangsters and the Construction
of the Turkish Deep State,” The Middle East Journal, Vol. 65, No. 3 (Summer 2011), pp. 426–441; and
Matthew Pembleton, review of Gingeras, “Istanbul Confidential,” H-Diplo Article Reviews, No. 446,
6 February 2014, http://h-diplo.org/reviews/PDF/AR446.pdf.

10. The research presented here is based on FBN records held at the National Archives (RG 170),
with supplementary material drawn from State Department records (RG 59 and RG 84), and the
papers of Harry J. Anslinger (stored at Pennsylvania State University) and George White (at Stanford
University). The coverage in these records is generally better during the years 1948–1951. Following
the bureaucratization that accompanied the creation of a permanent FBN foreign office in Rome in
September of 1951, reports became far more routine and less revealing.
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in the early twentieth century to monitor the global pharmaceutical trade
found a new home at the United Nations (UN). Germany and Japan, both of
which were manufacturing powerhouses prior to the war, came under military
occupation and installed drug-control systems under U.S. supervision. The
FBN’s bureaucratic standing also improved immeasurably. Anslinger secured
an opium stockpile to ensure an abundant supply of morphine for the Allies,
and his field agents helped train a generation of spies and paramilitary opera-
tives for the Office of Strategic Services (OSS), the predecessor of the CIA.11

For a fleeting moment, the future looked hopeful.
Yet Anslinger was vexed. In the pages of a 1946 issue of True Detective

magazine, positioned below an image of his own grim countenance and byline,
he shared his forebodings: “With the coming of peace our country faces a foe
that can be just as deadly as the enemy on the field of battle.” True Detective was
no policy journal, but it was one of the many reliable media outlets through
which the FBN built popular support for a new kind of aggressive international
policing.12 A near-perfect summation of the FBN’s approach to drug control,
Anslinger’s article, “Narcotics in the Post-War World,” also provides a useful
handle on the interlocking belief system that had the FBN focused on postwar
Turkey, including the nature of addiction, the threat posed by drugs, the need
for U.S. leadership, and the importance of source control.

The FBN’s view of addiction was the foundation on which its coun-
ternarcotics strategy rested and was essentially unchanged from the medical
interpretation that evolved earlier in the century, with addiction attributed to
outright moral failure or to mental illness diagnosed under the broad category
of “psychopathy.” Perceptions of addiction were, however, highly conditioned
by differences in race, class, and gender. Well-heeled users were generally

11. Harry J. Anslinger and William F. Tompkins, The Traffic in Narcotics (New York: Funk & Wagnalls,
1953), pp. 53–56; William B. McAllister, Drug Diplomacy in the Twentieth Century: An International
History (London: Routledge, 2000); H. Richard Friman, NarcoDiplomacy: Exporting the U.S. War
on Drugs (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 1996); and Carl A. Trocki, Opium, Empire and the
Global Political Economy: A Study of the Asian Opium Trade, 1750–1950 (London: Routledge, 1999).
See also Alan Block and John C. McWilliams, “On the Origins of American Counterintelligence:
Building a Clandestine Network,” Journal of Policy History, Vol. 1, No. 4 (1989), pp. 353–372; John
C. McWilliams, “Covert Connections: The FBN, the OSS, and the CIA,” Historian, Vol. 53, No. 4
(1991), pp. 657–679; and John Whiteclay Chambers II, OSS Training in the National Parks and Service
Abroad in World War II (Washington, DC: National Park Service, 2008).

12. Harry J. Anslinger, “Narcotics in the Post-War World,” True Detective, February 1946, pp. 16,
112, in Folder 18, Box 12, Anslinger Papers Special Collections Library, Historical Collections and
Labor Archives, Pennsylvania State University, University Park, PA (hereinafter referred to as Anslinger
Papers); and Matthew R. Pembleton, “The Voice of the Bureau: How Frederic Sondern and the
Bureau of Narcotics Crafted a Drug War and Shaped Popular Understanding of Drugs, Addiction,
and Organized Crime in the 1950s,” The Journal of American Culture, Vol. 38, No. 2 (June 2015),
pp. 113–129.
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treated as victims, while less-privileged addicts were branded as deviants, an
implicit classification system built on older notions of worthy and unworthy
poor. The modern tendency is to treat addiction as a problem of physiological
and psychological dependence, but for many years the prevailing wisdom of
both the state and medical profession was to dismiss most addicts as psy-
chopaths and addiction as the immutable product of madness.13 Demand for
drugs was therefore assumed to be irreducible, which led to a control strategy
focused almost entirely on supply.

Addiction was, in the U.S. government’s view, a product of exposure and
a near-irresistible force. “It is axiomatic that opium, wherever produced, will
always seek a consumer,” Anslinger explained. “Hence effective control of the
drug traffic must begin at the source.” In just a few words, Anslinger managed
to imbue narcotics with its own historical agency and provide a compelling ra-
tionale for foreign intervention. Compounding the threat, addiction appeared
to be highly contagious, and Anslinger often claimed that one addict begets
four, four makes sixteen, and so on.14

With a keen eye for public attitudes, Anslinger tended to clothe his
presentations in monstrous imagery and portray addiction as a form of slavery
that could be transmitted from abroad to the urban underclass and then
to respectable American society—a bundle of threats and beliefs the FBN
abbreviated as the “dope menace” or “narcotics evil.” In the pages of True
Detective, Anslinger warned that U.S. “high-income standards make our shores
the ultimate goal of the major smuggling rings who trade in the stuff that
deadens a man’s soul.”15 This depiction essentially reversed black market forces.
The United States was not a consumer of drugs; it was a victim of the global
drug traffic.

At the time Anslinger’s article was published in 1946, the rate of U.S.
addiction was still at its wartime nadir, and the FBN estimated that the
United States was home to just under 20,000 drug addicts. Drug statistics
are notoriously unreliable, however, and the FBN’s figure was at best a rough
approximation. Yet it was a clear improvement over the post–World War I
period when the FBN believed nearly 200,000 addicts were living in the
United States. For Anslinger, the difference was “eloquent testimony to the

13. Anslinger and Tompkins, The Traffic in Narcotics, pp. 174–212, 223–262; Caroline Jean Acker,
Creating the American Junkie: Addiction Research in the Classic Era of Narcotic Control (Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 2002); and Sana Loue, “The Criminalization of the Addictions: Toward a
Unified Approach,” The Journal of Legal Medicine, Vol. 24, No. 3 (September 2003), pp. 281–330.

14. Anslinger, “Narcotics in the Post-War World”; and Anslinger and Tompkins, The Traffic in Narcotics,
p. 302.

15. Anslinger, “Narcotics in the Post-War World.”
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value of international controls,” but he feared it was only a matter of time
before the traffic revived and the rate began to climb. He was not wrong.
When Siragusa arrived in Turkey in the summer of 1950, the number of
U.S. addicts was back up to around 60,000.16 These were very small numbers
relative to the total U.S. population (around 150 million in 1950), but drugs
and addiction had disproportionate symbolic importance as threats to U.S.
cultural values.

Although U.S. officials’ views of addiction underwent little change during
and after World War II, the war did transform the way policymakers saw drugs,
which became both a strategic commodity and a frightening new weapon of
war. The “therapeutic revolution,” ignited by the development of penicillin
shortly before the war, spared the lives of countless soldiers; Anslinger’s opium
stockpile denied crucial war materiel to the Axis; and the newly dominant U.S.
pharmaceutical industry quickly became an important asset in the Cold War,
further strengthening the U.S. bid to set the global boundaries between licit
and illicit.17 For just as drugs could heal, they could also destroy. In the pages
of True Detective, Anslinger described Imperial Japan’s use of narcotics as “a
political weapon to break morale” in China and elsewhere. In the weeks that
followed Japan’s attack on the Hawaiian islands, Anslinger claimed: “We have
experienced Pearl Harbors many times in the past in the nature of dangerous
drugs from Japan which were meant to poison the blood of the American
people.”18 The idea that narcotics could be used as a tool of espionage, subver-
sion, and subjugation was a striking (if somewhat fanciful) one that Anslinger
continued to develop during the Cold War.

The good/evil binary elaborated during World War II was partly a reflec-
tion of the duality in which drugs had long been viewed, but it took on greater
urgency in a time of global conflict. As Anslinger explained in the opening
line of his True Detective article, “A war-weary world is a narcotics-vulnerable
world.” Not only would traffickers soon be operating with greater freedom,
but thousands of U.S. troops, he pointed out, had been stationed in drug-
producing areas, and there would inevitably be some “whose moral fiber cannot

16. Ibid.; and chart on “History of Narcotic Addiction in the United States,” in Folder “Flow of
Illicit Narcotics From Italy,” Box 11, RG 170, NARA; and Harry J. Anslinger and Will Oursler, The
Murderers: The Story of the Narcotics Gangs (New York: Farrar, Straus and Cudahy, 1961), p. 300.

17. Reiss, We Sell Drugs, pp. 15–96; and Dominique A. Tobbell, Pills, Power, and Policy: The Struggle
for Drug Reform in Cold War America and Its Consequences (Berkeley: University of California Press,
2012).

18. Anslinger, “Narcotics in the Post-War World.”; and U.S. Treasury Department Press Release, 26
January 1942, in Folder “(1690–12) Folder #1, Publicity, Press Release, 1938 thru 1942,” Box 74, RG
170, NARA.
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resist the temptation to experiment with drugs”—a fear that reemerged during
the Vietnam War with even greater consequence and profoundly shaped the
course of Richard Nixon’s war on drugs. This sense of looming peril prompted
Anslinger to conclude that “the opium poppy holds as much potential disaster
as an atom bomb.”19

The only solution, in Anslinger’s mind, was source control, but this
was not a new policy in 1946. Source control emerged as a consistent U.S.
foreign policy goal in the early 1900s, largely as a puritanical concern of
U.S. missionaries troubled by opium use in China and the Philippines. Soon
thereafter, limits on opium production were incorporated into broader Western
efforts to maintain regional order, and source control had become fixed as a
legal—though frequently contested—international norm by the end of World
War II.20 The final passages of “Narcotics in the Post-War World” are a plea for a
greater international effort, and Anslinger singled out the 1944 Judd resolution
as “one of the most important legislative acts of all times” in the realm of
international control. The resolution—named for Representative Walter Judd
of Minnesota, a former missionary to China and an ardent supporter of the
Nationalist Chinese—was passed unanimously by both houses of Congress
and called on foreign countries to restrict the production of opium to the
minimum required for science and medicine. The only country to sign on
was Afghanistan, now the world’s leading producer of opium.21 The Judd
resolution was quickly forgotten, but Anslinger retained his commitment to
imposing global limits on the agricultural production of opium.

The FBN’s pursuit of source control offers insights into the ideological
wellsprings and conduct of U.S. foreign policy. In articulating the need for an
outward-reaching strategy, Anslinger captured the wider geopolitical dilemma

19. Anslinger, “Narcotics in the Post-War World.” See also Jeremy Kuzmarov, The Myth of the Addicted
Army: Vietnam and the Modern War on Drugs (Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 2009).

20. Arnold H. Taylor, American Diplomacy and the Narcotics Traffic, 1900–1939 (Durham, NC: Duke
University Press, 1969); McAllister, Drug Diplomacy in the Twentieth Century; William O. Walker III,
Opium and Foreign Policy: The Anglo-American Search for Order in Asia, 1912–1954 (Chapel Hill: The
University of North Carolina Press, 1991); and Anne L. Foster, “Prohibiting Opium in the Philippines
and the United States: The Creation of an Interventionist State,” in Alfred W. McCoy and Francisco
A. Scarano, eds., Colonial Crucible: Empire in the Making of the Modern American State (Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press, 2009), pp. 95–105.

21. Anslinger, “Narcotics in the Post-War World”; Ray Tucker, “National Whirligig,” Nashua Telegraph
(Nashua, TN), 26 September 1945, p. 8; U.S. Department of State, “Interest of the United States to
Secure Cooperation among Interested Governments on Measures to Limit and Control Production
and to Suppress Illicit Traffic in Opium,” in U.S. Department of State, Foreign Relations of the United
States, 1945, Vol. II, pp. 1532–1540; and Rod Nordland, “Afghan Opium Cultivation Rises to Record
Levels,” The New York Times, 12 November 2014, p. 18.
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facing the United States: “The United States will always have to lead—if for
no other reason than self-protection.”22 U.S. leadership took place primarily
on two levels—diplomacy and law enforcement—and the latter, to paraphrase
John Quincy Adams, meant going abroad in search of monsters to destroy.

As the years wore on, U.S. drug diplomacy reshuffled many of the tradi-
tional Cold War roles. The Soviet Union provided rare cooperation even as the
issue complicated relations among the Western allies. The stalwart British were
influential critics of many U.S. positions, whereas the French were staunch
supporters of source control (though, as a transit country, they resisted the
presence of FBN agents). By the 1950s, Anslinger claimed that only Commu-
nist China truly defied the international community on drugs. “That’s where
the Iron Curtain should be,” he told the UN, “not on the European side,
because we get complete cooperation from Russia, Hungary, Poland, all of
those Iron Curtain countries. Their controls are excellent.” Much of the Far
East’s opium crop was produced in the lawless region known as the Golden
Triangle (where the borders of Thailand, Burma, Laos, and China converge),
but allegations of Chinese drug-running served useful geopolitical ends, and
the USSR began to echo U.S. accusations about China after the Sino-Soviet
split erupted in the 1960s.23

Nevertheless, continued agricultural overproduction and excess manufac-
turing in the postwar era quickly revealed the limits of diplomatic controls.
Every country involved was fiercely protective of its own exports, whether crude
opium or advanced pharmaceuticals. The fundamental problem was twofold:
The diplomatic framework tended to ignore conditions on the ground, and
there was little agreement on the actual mechanisms of control. Conflict over
the question of strict agricultural limits came to a head during the battle be-
tween two rival UN frameworks represented by the 1953 Opium Protocol
(which sought to introduce tough oversight and sanctions) and the watered-
down 1961 Single Convention (which was bland enough to achieve broad
support). The Opium Protocol featured strict agricultural controls that di-
minished its popularity and were abandoned to pave the way for the Single

22. Anslinger, “Narcotics in the Post-War World.”

23. Anslinger remarks at “Non-governmental Organization Briefing on the Work of the United Nations
Commission on Narcotics,” 29 May 1957, in Folder 8, Box 1, Anslinger Papers. For examples of Soviet
accusations, see a translated copy of V. Ovchinnikov, “Traders in Narcotics,” Pravda (Moscow), 13
September 1964, p. 3; “Soviet Blasts Peking on Dope Traffic,” Journal-American (New York), 14
September 1964, p. 2; and Jeremy Wolfenden, “China Opium ‘Pays for Anti-Russian Drive,’” London
Daily Telegraph, 14 September 1964, p. 7. All are available in Folder “(0660) Communist China,
1964–1967,” Box 153, RG 170, NARA.
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Convention—a major setback for Anslinger.24 Although the UN dropped the
agricultural quotas, producer countries like Turkey were still expected to im-
pose basic restrictions. This meant the real seeds of conflict were planted in
the poppy fields and coca plantations of places like the Anatolian interior, the
jungles of South America, and the highlands of Southeast Asia—locations,
William Walker points out, where customs like poppy and coca farming were
supported by deep-rooted cultural traditions and sharply resistant to outside
interference.25

With drug diplomacy hamstrung by political wrangling, Anslinger re-
mained optimistic that the FBN could still exert genuine leadership in the
realm of law enforcement and finally put teeth into global counternarcotics.
To the Bureau, however, leadership demanded the physical presence of Amer-
ican agents. “It is necessary for one of us to direct operations, give orders,
see that things get done,” Agent Siragusa concluded in one early report.26 In
September 1951, the Bureau established its first foreign office under Siragusa’s
leadership and named it District 17, a designation that covered all of Europe
and the Middle East. From their headquarters in Rome, the agents became
directly involved in law enforcement operations in France, the Netherlands,
West Germany, Italy, Greece, Turkey, Lebanon, Syria, and even Communist
Yugoslavia. Some FBN officials preferred an outpost in source countries like
Turkey or Iran, but after the Italians were defeated and switched sides in World
War II, they were the only ones who would acquiesce in a permanent U.S.
police presence. Soon thereafter, the FBN began to trumpet the success of Dis-
trict 17 with a glowing body of true-crime stories boasting evocative titles like
“Our Global War on Narcotics” and “The World War against Narcotics.”27

The bureau also gained the support of President Dwight D. Eisenhower’s
administration, which endorsed the FBN view that U.S. addiction was created
by foreign drugs and was therefore a foreign policy problem. When Eisenhower
ordered his cabinet to “minimize and stamp out narcotic addiction” in 1954,
The New York Times and other leading newspapers cheered the move with
rhetoric popularized by the bureau, announcing that Eisenhower had declared
“War on Drugs.”28

24. McAllister, Drug Diplomacy in the Twentieth Century, pp. 156–239.

25. William O. Walker III, Drug Control in the Americas (Albuquerque: University of New Mexico
Press, 1989). See also Walker, Opium and Foreign Policy.

26. Siragusa, Progress Report No. 45, 16 October 1950, in Folder “Progress Reports of Charles
Siragusa,” Box 164, RG 170, NARA.

27. Pembleton, “The Voice of the Bureau.”

28. W. H. Lawrence, “President Launches Drive on Narcotics,” The New York Times, 28 November
1954, p. 1; and “The War on Narcotics,” The New York Times, 29 November 1954, p. 24. Secretary of

38



U.S. Counternarcotic Operations in Postwar Istanbul

The presence of U.S. narcotics agents on foreign soil was, however, fre-
quently contested. Law enforcement is a closely held sovereign right and
jealously guarded by most states. Although the United States had sent police
forces abroad to facilitate domestic law enforcement before, this was some-
thing new insofar as the FBN agents participated in investigations and arrests.
With few precedents, the details were left to the individual agents to negotiate
as best they could. Informal cop-to-cop diplomacy thus became a central part
of the agents’ professional lives and dictated the success of all foreign efforts
in the absence of official bilateral agreements. As Siragusa characterized his
time abroad, “we functioned somewhat as roving ambassadors of the Federal
Bureau of Narcotics.”29

The FBN’s foreign drug war unfolded alongside the expansion of the U.S.
defense establishment and national security state, but it was not as simple
as piggybacking on military or economic aid. When officials administering
Marshall Plan funds in Turkey refused to pressure the Turks into backing FBN
efforts, Anslinger groused, “It is unfortunate that in handing out American
dollars we cannot get something really tangible.”30 He was not the only one
to make this point. After listening to FBN testimony on large-scale heroin
diversion from the Italian pharmaceutical industry, Senator Alexander Wiley
of Wisconsin argued: “We must persuade Italy to pass laws providing severe
penalties against Italian exporters of heroin. We have spent billions of dollars
to revive that country economically. Now she ought to cooperate with us on
this point.”31 U.S. military and intelligence officers stationed overseas were
usually ready to help their colleagues in the FBN, but foreign drug control op-
erations expanded in parallel rather than in concert with the national security
state. Both developments, however, drew from the same ideological well. As

State John Foster Dulles reacted by issuing a Department of State Instruction, dated 14 February 1955,
that described U.S. addiction as fueled by drugs smuggled from abroad and stated, “It is the policy of
the United States to solicit the cooperation of all countries, which may be sources of illicit narcotics in
a joint effort to dry up such areas.” On 21 February 1955, Siragusa recirculated this memorandum to
U.S. diplomatic posts in Europe, Africa, and Middle East with a request to copy his office on related
correspondence. That copy is in Folder “(0660-A-1C) General File for Correspondence Relating to
District #17, 1951 thru 1955. Book #1,” Box 165, RG 170, NARA.

29. Ethan A. Nadelmann, Cops across Borders: The Internationalization of U.S. Criminal Law Enforcement
(University Park, PA: Pennsylvania State University Press, 1994); and Peter Andreas and Ethan A.
Nadelmann, Policing the Globe: Criminalization and Crime Control in International Relations (New
York: Oxford University Press, 2006). See also Charles Siragusa and Robert Wiedrich, The Trail of the
Poppy: Behind the Mask of the Mafia (Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall, 1966), p. 144.

30. Anslinger to Garland H. Williams, 30 December 1948, in Folder “(0660) Turkey Folder 3 (1940–
1948),” Box 25, RG 170, NARA.

31. Quoted in Henry Jordan, “How Italy’s Government Lets Heroin Flood the U.S.,” Bluebook,
Vol. 101, No. 2 (June 1955), in Folder “(1690–10 B) Bluebook Magazine,” Box 70, RG 170, NARA.
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policymakers came to perceive a shrinking and increasingly dangerous world,
many concluded that security and stability at home required hegemony
abroad—a belief that animated both national security strategy and drug
control.

The logic of containment and narcotics control thus share striking simi-
larities. Foundational national security documents such as the Truman Doc-
trine and NSC 68 guided much of early U.S. Cold War strategy and largely
coincided with the FBN’s understanding of the U.S. role in the world. Pres-
ident Harry Truman’s speech in March 1947 justified military aid to Greece
and Turkey on the grounds that the United States was obligated to protect
the “freedom-loving peoples of the world.” The top secret 1950 strategy paper
known as NSC 68 similarly argued that the United States had a crucial stake in
shouldering the burdens of global leadership and upholding “the integrity and
vitality of our free society” by opposing the “slavery” of Soviet Communism.32

Early U.S. drug warriors saw the world in the same terms and invoked
a dichotomy between freedom and slavery that was equally compelling—and
did it well before the Cold War had become a reality. “We must realize that
a terrifying responsibility confronts the human race in battling the awful
tyranny of drug addiction,” Anslinger claimed in a 1936 radio broadcast. To
another audience a few months later he explained, “The narcotic evil is never
wholly national in its incidence, and can never be solved by one nation alone.”
By 1940, Anslinger claimed that such cooperation allowed the FBN to “reach
around the world.”33 Thus, by dividing the globe between freedom and slavery
and then claiming the privilege of leading the free world, U.S. national security
policymakers followed an ideological and rhetorical path that was already well-
trod by the bureau. This is not to say that drug control directly influenced
the course of U.S. geopolitical strategy, but it does highlight how deeply the
impulse toward some form of hegemony had become rooted in U.S. officials’
worldview by the middle of the twentieth century.

The FBN’s hegemonic aspirations were driven by the belief that drugs
posed a genuine threat to U.S. values, but the bureau was quick to conflate
the dangers of Communism and drug trafficking during the Cold War. At
one point, Anslinger openly speculated that Communists might team with
criminals and fellow travelers to “make narcotics a new ‘sixth’ column to

32. The texts of both the Truman Doctrine and NSC 68 are widely available and can be found online
through the Truman Presidential Library at http://www.trumanlibrary.org/.

33. Harry J. Anslinger, “The Need for Narcotic Education” (NBC), 24 February 1936, in Folder 10,
Box 1, Anslinger Papers; Anslinger, remarks at World Narcotic Defense Association luncheon, 13 April
1936, in Folder 7, Box 1, Anslinger Papers; and Anslinger, remarks at Convention of the International
Association of Chiefs of Police, 12 September 1940, in Folder 8, Box 1, Anslinger Papers.
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weaken and destroy selected targets in the drive for world domination.” Mao
Zedong’s China received particular opprobrium as the “dope-vending dragon
of the East,” and the FBN strained itself trying to uncover politically motivated
traffickers or prove that China was behind the Pacific heroin trade—all to no
avail.34

Although some of Anslinger’s rhetoric can be attributed to Cold War pol-
itics, the ideology that informed both containment and drug control rested
on much deeper assumptions about the ability of the United States to dictate
world events. As with Communism, the FBN identified “bad economic and
social conditions” as “seed-beds for addiction.”35 Drug control and security
officials alike focused on the subversive aspects of Communism and addic-
tion, describing them both as contagious epidemics that would spread if left
unchecked. Modernization was seen as a way to inoculate against both radi-
calism and drug abuse.36 As Anslinger and Secretary of State Dean Acheson
argued for the importance of preventative measures in the drug war and the
Cold War respectively, they both independently relied on the same “rotten
apple” analogy to make sense of the world and describe how the contagions
of radicalism, addiction, and crime spread between countries. This logic in-
formed the “domino theory” in Vietnam, and the FBN applied the same
calculus to drug addiction.37 “The fester of these narcotic-financed criminal
organizations has infected other nations,” one FBN official complained about
the notorious “French Connection.” Just as the defense establishment held the
line against Communism, the FBN sought to contain addiction. “Prevention

34. Anslinger and Oursler, The Murderers, pp. 226, 295. See also Jonathan Marshall, “Cooking
the Books: The Federal Bureau of Narcotics and Cold War Propaganda, 1950–1962,” The Asia-
Pacific Journal, Vol. 11, No. 1, Issue 37 (September 2013), http://apjjf.org/2013/11/37/Jonathan-
Marshall/3997/article.html.

35. Information Service of the UN, “International Control of Narcotic Drugs by the Information
Service of the European Office of the United Nations,” The Union Signal, 25 June 1960, in Folder
20, Box 12, Anslinger Papers. See also analysis of economic conditions in Beirut provided by Siragusa,
Progress Report No. 29, 9 September 1950, in Folder “Progress Reports of Charles Siragusa,” Box 164,
RG 170, NARA.

36. Michael E. Latham, The Right Kind of Revolution: Modernization, Development, and U.S. Foreign
Policy from the Cold War to the Present (Ithaca, NY: Cornell University Press, 2011); Daniel Weimer,
Seeing Drugs: Modernization, Counterinsurgency, and U.S. Narcotics Control in the Third World, 1969–
1976 (Kent, OH: Kent State University Press, 2011); and Audra J. Wolfe, Competing with the Soviets:
Science, Technology, and the State in Cold War America (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press,
2013).

37. For the apple analogy, see Anslinger and Tompkins, The Traffic in Narcotics, p. 192; Bruce
Kuniholm, The Origins of the Cold War in the Near East: Great Power Conflict and Diplomacy in
Iran, Turkey, and Greece (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1980), p. 411; Douglas T. Stuart,
Creating the National Security State: A History of the Law That Transformed America (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton University Press, 2008), p. 187; and Frank Ninkovich, Modernity and Power: A History of
the Domino Theory in the Twentieth Century (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1994), p. xvii.
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here is worth a million times the cure,” Anslinger claimed. “Our view is that
prevention is the cure.”38

NSC 68 codified the globalization of U.S. national security by describing
“a defeat of free institutions anywhere” as “a defeat everywhere.” By mid-
century the FBN had translated the geographic reach of the drug traffic and the
moral imperative of drug control into demands for international cooperation
and, ultimately, claims on a kind of universal sovereignty. “There are no
national boundaries in our work,” Anslinger boldly proclaimed in 1948. “You
can’t afford national sovereignty when you’re trying to break up the narcotics
racket.”39 In a telling passage from one of his books, he muses:

Evil is of one cloth whether in Shanghai or Istanbul, the Middle Eastern deserts or
the western plains. To me the change is only in coloration. The hole-in-the-wall
barrooms of East Harlem become the adobe dives of Laredo, Jimenez or Tijuana;
the night club circuits of Rome or Algiers become the chrome-plated gambling
joints and fancy houses of Vegas, Reno, or Phoenix. Or Mexico City.40

Note how easily he slides along the geography of the drug trade, deliberately
conflating locations in the United States and abroad. With the dope menace
posing a global threat, Anslinger argued, “We need a cop at the crossroads of
the world. We need the fellow with the nightstick to root out the rats, to blow
the whistle on evil.”41 That cop, of course, was the United States.

A Troubled Honeymoon

Fears of creeping addiction and a globalized sense of national security help to
explain why U.S. narcotics agents were dispatched to the Istanbul underworld
and Anatolian poppy fields in the years from 1948 to 1951, but what effect the
FBN presence had is not so clear. These investigations do, however, provide
a valuable look at the mechanics of international police cooperation and
the effect of ideology on policy. They also demonstrate that although U.S.
counternarcotics efforts were both flawed and constrained, this was not because
drug control was sacrificed to national security or international espionage.

38. Wayland Speer to Anslinger, 10 January 1961, in Folder “(0660) France #4, 1954–June 1961,”
Box 156, RG 170, NARA; and Anslinger and Gregory, The Protectors, p. 223.

39. Anslinger quoted in Jay Richard Kennedy, “One World—Against Dope,” The Sunday Star: This
Week Magazine, 7 March 1948, in Folder 13, Box 1, Anslinger Papers.

40. Anslinger and Oursler, The Murderers, p. 201.

41. Ibid., p. 296.
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Gingeras has noted the “painfully few studies” on the history of the Turk-
ish drug trade. The same could be said about the history of U.S.-Turkish
relations in general. Turkey first became of strategic interest to the United
States in the early days of the Cold War. The Truman Doctrine—declaring
that the United States would provide economic and military aid to any coun-
try threatened by authoritarianism—was proclaimed specifically to buttress
Greece and Turkey against Soviet Communism. Driven by Kemal Ataturk’s
modernizing legacy, Turkey eagerly embraced this Western partnership and
subsequently became a major recipient of Marshall Plan aid. In 1952, Turkey
joined the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and became a critical partner in
the so-called northern tier circumscribing the Soviet Union’s southern frontier.
Existing studies tend to ignore disputes over drug control until the 1970s and
portray the 1950s as a “mutual love affair” or “perfect honeymoon period” dur-
ing which the Turks became a valued Cold War ally if not quite a client state.42

Here again the challenge is documentation. Even the U.S. State Depart-
ment, despite its voluminous records, was inconsistent in tracking develop-
ments in the realm of drug control. The Foreign Relations of the United States
volumes, for example, hold few documents on the subject. Yet as one of the
largest poppy producers in the world and the primary source for both the U.S.
pharmaceutical industry and the Atlantic heroin trade until the 1970s, Turkey
was something of an exception. State Department personnel there paid close
attention to both opium and the FBN, making the investigations conducted
from 1948 to 1951 among the better-documented episodes in this murky
history.

Control over opium production was a challenging goal for the Turkish
state. In principle, opium was cultivated under license and sold through official
channels, but enforcement was almost nil. Istanbul first became an important
site of clandestine heroin production in the 1930s, and Anslinger liked to
brag that Ataturk had “personally padlocked all of the guilty factories” at
Anslinger’s personal intercession.43 Under pressure from the United States and

42. For “love affair,” see Paul B. Henze, Turkish Democracy and the American Alliance (Santa Monica,
CA: RAND Corporation, 1993), p. 13. For “honeymoon,” see Nasuh Uslu, The Turkish-American
Relationship between 1947 and 2003: The History of a Distinctive Alliance (New York: Nova Science
Publishers, Inc., 2003), p. 1. See also George S. Harris, Troubled Alliance: Turkish-American Problems
in Historical Perspective, 1945–1971 (Stanford, CA: Hoover Institution on War, Revolution and Peace,
1972); Joseph L. Zentner, “The 1972 Turkish Opium Ban: Needle in the Haystack Diplomacy?”
World Affairs, Vol. 136, No. 1 (Summer 1973), p. 36–47; Kuniholm, The Origins of the Cold War in
the Near East; and Mustafa Aydin and Çağri Erhan, eds., Turkish-American Relations: Past, Present and
Future (London: Routledge, 2004); and Gingeras, Heroin, Organized Crime, and the Making of Modern
Turkey.

43. Anslinger and Oursler, The Murderers, p. 60–61.
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the League of Nations, the Turks established a government-run monopoly in
1933 managed by the Toprak Mahsulleri Ofisi (Soil Products Office), which
bought up the annual opium crop for sale on the world market. The problem
was that the black market offered consistently higher prices than did the
government, so many farmers preferred to deal with regional traffickers or sell
to local merchants (as was customary prior to the Toprak). For the traffickers
operating out of Istanbul, it was a short step to regional trade routes and the
Atlantic heroin trade.44

A Bust on the Bosporus

This was the scenario facing the FBN when the first agent arrived in 1948:
Finding success abroad had important bureaucratic implications at home.
Postwar appropriations were tight and created competition for law enforce-
ment dollars inside the U.S. Treasury Department, where the FBN hoped
to expand into what had traditionally been the domain of Customs. Bureau
officials were convinced that the postwar revival of the heroin trade stemmed
partly from weak policing and privately complained that Customs officers were
“completely falling down on the job.” Meeting the challenge of the dope men-
ace, they argued, required aggressive undercover operations—but they needed
a few big cases to prove it.45 So Anslinger sent one of his best.

By 1948, George Hunter White was already a legend within the FBN.
An exemplar of the bureau’s undercover ethos, White cut his teeth in the
1930s with a year-long infiltration of the Hip Sing Tong, a Chinese-American
fraternal association with a sideline in heroin and other rackets. He trained OSS
operatives during World War II and later led counterintelligence operations
in Calcutta (where, rumor had it, he killed two Japanese spies—throttling one

44. Casual inquiries made by the FBN throughout the late 1940s revealed that annual opium pro-
duction was double the licensed amount and that farmers received up to five times the price offered
by the Toprak. See George White to Anslinger, U.S. State Department cable, 29 May 1948, in Folder
“(0660) George White’s Reports,” Box 164, RG 170, NARA.

45. In a letter to Anslinger dated 21 July 1950, FBN official Malachi Harney complained, “While
there is little effective activity from Customs, heroin is available practically every place in the country,
its price steadily declining, our arrests are soaring and narcotic agents are worked to the limit of
physical endurance.” In an informal letter to another FBN official dated 25 October 1955, he elab-
orated, “The tendency for the Treasury Representative was to consider himself primarily a Customs
technician . . . also there was an inclination to regard himself as some sort of sub-diplomat who could
not dirty his hands with the actuality of narcotic investigations.” See Anslinger to Harney, 21 July
1950, in Folder “(0395–1) Customs Co-operation #1, 1933–1955,” Box 59, RG 170, NARA; and
Anslinger to Harney, 25 October 1955, in Folder “(0395) Customs, Dist. #17,” Box 59, RG 170,
NARA.
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with his bare hands). In the 1970s, White gained additional renown for his
involvement in the CIA’s MK-ULTRA program, during which he personally
oversaw the testing of powerful hallucinogens on unwitting U.S. citizens.46 But
in the meantime, he was one of Anslinger’s most capable agents, and Anslinger
trusted him to blaze a new trail.

Agent White arrived in the region on 1 May 1948 with an itinerary that
included stops in Iran, Iraq, Lebanon, Turkey, France, and Italy. He spent most
of his time abroad looking up old OSS contacts and preparing an intelligence
network for use in future FBN investigations. White was primarily interested
in Turkey and Iran as the area’s two largest source countries. Much of Iran’s
opium crop was consumed internally, leaving Istanbul as, in White’s words,
“the most important diversion point for both opium and heroin” in the region
and perhaps the true “hot spot of the world.”47

Upon arriving in Istanbul, White spent several days wandering the wa-
terfront district posing as a gangster. He cut a memorable figure. One of his
regular true-crime collaborators described him as “built on the general lines
of a beer keg.” In Turkey, White hoped his image would be an asset. “It was
impossible for me to be a policeman,” he reasoned. “I was too fat, too rich, and
obviously a stupid American who couldn’t even speak the language.”48 When
this unilateral approach failed to produce any leads, however, White picked
up an interpreter from the consulate and turned to the Istanbul police, who
agreed to bring him into one of several cases already in progress.

The Turkish police told White to track down Vasil Arcan, a local identified
in FBN files as the proprietor of a bar in which merchant seamen often
purchased small allotments of narcotics. Arcan’s establishment, the Piccadilly,
was temporarily closed, but one night White managed to find Arcan and
convince him to help arrange the purchase of “a large quantity of heroin.” The
following day, Arcan introduced White to suppliers Iradodos Terapyanos and

46. James Phelan, “When the Rookie Took the Tong,” True: The Men’s Magazine, December 1959,
in Folder 17, Box 12, Anslinger Papers; Richard Hirsch, “How Treasury Agents Broke the ‘Poison
Sleep’ Gang,” True Detective, May 1939, in Folder 18, Box 12, Anslinger Papers; McWilliams, “Covert
Connections”; and John Marks, The Search for the “Manchurian Candidate”: The CIA and Mind
Control—The Secret History of the Behavioral Sciences (New York: W. W. Norton, 1979).

47. White, report, dated 10 June 1948, in Folder “(0660) George White’s Reports,” Box 164, RG 170,
NARA. Under U.S. pressure, the shah of Iran banned poppy farming in 1955, adopting U.S. drug
enforcement models and police advisers. See Ryan Gingeras, “Poppy Politics: American Agents, Iranian
Addicts and Afghan Opium, 1945–80,” Iranian Studies, Vol. 45, No. 3 (May 2012), pp. 315–331;
and the FBN Iran country files, in Boxes 19 and 158, RG 170, NARA.

48. James Phelan, “The Calculating Colonel and the Turkish Trap,” True Magazine, January 1960, in
Folder 7, Box 1, George White Papers, M1111, Department of Special Collections, Stanford University
Libraries, Stanford, CA (White Papers); and George White, “An Address Made before the Law Forum
of Stanford University Law School,” 28 October 1970, in Folder 18, Box 3, White Papers.
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Yasef Kariyo, who took the agent to a stash house using a circuitous route as
a precaution against police surveillance. White received a sample and haggled
over prices. The group agreed to reconvene later that afternoon, when White
would be escorted back to the house with money to complete the deal. On
the way out, he managed to read the serial number on a gas meter and then
returned with Istanbul detective Namik Karayel to prepare a large raiding party
“disguised as merchant marines, soldiers, postmen, laborers, etc.” Completing
the ruse, several policemen actually began digging up the street. “By the time
the deal was finally culminated the whole street was torn up,” White wryly
noted.49

White rendezvoused with the suspects at the appointed hour, returned to
the house, and went upstairs. Alone with the traffickers and armed only with
a blackjack and borrowed revolver, White was supposed to break a window to
signal the Turkish police when the deal was consummated. Once the heroin
and cash were all on the table, White drew his gun, flashed his FBN badge,
announced that the suspects were under arrest, broke the window—and then
waited as the noise was swallowed by the din of the street. In desperation,
White finally tossed a chair through the window. When chair and glass crashed
onto the street, the disguised policemen finally stormed the house and made
their arrests. “The entire matter was like a comic opera, or maybe a keystone
comedy,” he concluded.50

The bust was front-page news in Istanbul and picked up by major U.S.
papers. White had negotiated the purchase of three kilograms of heroin for
$6,000, but when reporters quoted him estimating the value of the entire
seizure (including an additional fifteen kilos) at one million dollars, the FBN
got the headlines it so desperately wanted. The story quickly became part of
FBN lore and was retold (with dramatic embellishment) in a variety of radio
programs, dime-store novels, and true-crime magazines. White’s globetrotting
escapades even inspired the movie To the Ends of the Earth (1948), starring
Dick Powell and featuring a cameo from Anslinger. One of the central themes
in the film was that drug control trumped national sovereignty, an idea nicely
illustrated by the image of White brandishing his U.S. badge at Turkish
citizens.51

49. George White, report, dated 10 June 1948, in Folder “(0660) George White’s Reports,” Box 164,
RG 170, NARA.

50. Ibid.

51. Ibid. See also Associated Press, “United States, Turkey Join to Seize Drug Worth Million,” The
Baltimore Sun, 5 June 1948, p. 9; “U.S. Traps 4 in Istanbul,” The New York Times, 5 June 1948,
p. 4; Frederic Sondern, Jr., “Our Global War on Narcotics,” Reader’s Digest, April 1950, pp. 76–80;
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Turkish accounts, however, portrayed the case in a rather different light.
Most noted that Arcan was already under investigation and that two heroin
laboratories were uncovered prior to the agent’s arrival. The Son Telegraph
gave full credit to the Turkish police and cast White in a supportive role.
The Yeni Sabah was indignant that Western accounts “made a hero of the
American detective,” something the Son Posta chalked up to chauvinism on
the part of the Associated Press.52 Arcan may also have been a police informant.
He was arrested prior to the bust after unexpectedly turning up at the U.S.
consulate where White and Turkish detectives were planning the raid. After
testifying against his codefendants, Arcan was released and went right back
into business.53 At best, White was a catalyst for the bust but contributed little
to the larger investigation. At worst, the case was a Turkish ploy to throw the
FBN a bone and speed the agent’s departure.54

The bust had zero impact on the regional drug traffic but reverberated
within the U.S. and Turkish governments for years to come. White’s “success”
and reports of continued Turkish trafficking activity (prepared by sympathetic
U.S. consuls) provided valuable internal leverage as the Treasury Department
sought to connect heroin use in the United States to the drug’s purported
origins in Istanbul and pressure the State Department into supporting FBN
efforts in Turkey and elsewhere. When U.S. embassy officials obligingly sought
permission to return an FBN agent to Turkey, however, they were informed
that negative media coverage of White’s bust had engendered “a considerable
amount of ill will” among Turkish officials, who preferred that the bureau’s
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agents simply forward the names and addresses of suspected traffickers.55

The FBN’s one notable bust had produced useful domestic publicity and
simultaneously threatened its own foreign policy objectives. Only after two
years of pressure did the Turks allow another U.S. agent to work in the city.

Waving the Flag of World Opinion

In February 1949 the Turks permitted Garland Williams to visit Ankara,
ostensibly as a UN envoy negotiating a regional licit opium production agree-
ment involving Turkey, Iran, Yugoslavia, and India.56 Like White, Williams
was an FBN official who spent his career at the intersection of law enforcement
and national security. During World War II, Williams designed the training
curriculum for OSS operatives. In 1950 he created and led a new military
intelligence group for service in Korea and later played an important role in
the State Department’s Office of Public Safety. Williams was a talented ad-
ministrator, but his brusque manner tended to alienate foreign officials. Even
Anslinger acknowledged that “Williams smacked of official Washington and
the police over there, like their governments, took a dim view of Washing-
ton venturing into places where it was not only unwelcome but not overtly
tolerated either.”57

Williams assumed a decidedly hostile tone with Turkish officials. “I have
talked very undiplomatically to these people,” he admitted in one report, “and
have not allowed them to get away with evasive statements . . . I have waved the
flag of world opinion and talked teamwork in the community of law-abiding
nations.” A few days later, he described an encounter at the Turkish Ministry
of Commerce, where he saw an elaborate display featuring opium alongside

55. In a letter to Secretary of State George Marshall, dated 20 March 1950, Acting Treasury Secretary
E. H. Foley wrote that the FBN reported “a disturbing increase in heroin addiction in several cities
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Embassy to State Department, telegram, 11 April 1950, in State Department Central Decimal File
(CDF) 1950–1954, 882.53 (Box 5433), RG 59 [General Records of the Department of State], NARA;
Warwick Perkins (Counselor), report, dated 14 April 1950, in CDF 1950–1954, 882.53 (Box 5433),
RG 59, NARA.

56. The global market was divided up as follows: Turkey, 50 percent; Iran, 25 percent; Yugoslavia, 14
percent; India, 6 percent; and the remaining balance undetermined. Anslinger claimed these figures
were decided upon by the UN Economic and Social Council, but Williams’s reports indicate a U.S.-led
endeavor. See Anslinger and Tompkins, The Traffic in Narcotics, p. 58.

57. Anslinger and Gregory, The Protectors, pp. 78–79, 107; McWilliams, “Covert Connections”; and
Block and McWilliams, “On the Origins of American Counterintelligence.”
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wheat and other agricultural products. The display indicated how important
legal opium was to the Turkish economy, but Williams responded by lecturing
his hosts that it was “a shameful thing” to promote “a drug that the world
considered a menace” and “terrible to profit from the destruction of others.”58

The incident provides a good example of the way the Bureau cast drug
control as a moral issue and measure of a country’s modernity. Public sham-
ing and moral suasion were successful components of the Bureau’s foreign
policy, and Anslinger had a ready forum at the UN Commission on Nar-
cotic Drugs, where he was able to dominate the proceedings and to some
degree internationalize FBN priorities. In Italy, for example, vocal accusations
about Mafia traffickers siphoning heroin from the pharmaceutical industry
helped the FBN secure an office in Rome in September 1951. In the wake of
Williams’s visit, Frederick Merrill, a U.S. consul in Istanbul, thought the Turks
might be susceptible to similar pressure. Turkey, he reported, wished “to be
considered a progressive country with Western ideals” and was “embarrassed
to have any disclosure of illicit manufacture or export.”59 Williams, however,
was less sanguine and saw the growth of the drug trade as a major cultural
and geopolitical conflict. “Now that the Middle East is kicking over the last
of Anglo-Saxon control, I expect the flood gates will be open wider than ever
before,” he lamented in 1951. “Those governments are so unreliable and their
motives are so contrary to ours, that they will never regulate themselves.”60

Williams’s visit as a diplomatic envoy in 1949 was brief, but he had ample
opportunity to witness the challenges the Turks faced in disciplining the poppy-
growing peasantry. On a train ride into the interior, Williams vainly tried to
provoke a reaction from fellow passengers and local authorities by repeatedly
brandishing a large ball of raw opium. Much to the Bureau’s dismay, no
stigma attached to opiates, and the agents recognized that deeply vested local
interests would resist any curtailment of agricultural production. In both Iran
and Turkey, Williams observed, “large land-owners are very powerful and the
government has great difficulty enforcing any law that reduces their income.”
As long as world opium prices remained high, he warned, profit motives would

58. Williams to Anslinger, 18 February 1949, in Folder “(0660) Turkey #4, 1949–June 1950,” Box
25, RG 170, NARA.

59. Merrill is quoted in a confidential note accompanying a Foreign Service report by Theodore J.
Hadraba, dated 2 February 1950, in State Department CDF, 1950–1954, 882.53 (Box 5433), RG
59, NARA. See also FBN, “Narcotic Situation in Turkey for 1951,” memorandum prepared for State
Department officials, n.d., in Classified General Records of the Ankara Embassy, 1950–1952, 370.31
(Box 58), RG 84, NARA. The memorandum suggests playing on the Turkish government’s growing
“fear of being regarded as an international source of illicit drugs.”

60. Williams to Anslinger, 12 October 1951, in Folder 14, Box 2, Anslinger Papers.

49



Pembleton

overcome government regulations wherever state institutions were weak. The
farmers Williams spoke with repeatedly indicated their preference for local
traffickers over corrupt Toprak officials, and informants throughout the region
claimed that even basic tax collection led to gunfights and pitched battles.61

The Turks would have had a very difficult time enforcing stringent control
measures even if they had shared the FBN’s enthusiasm.

Siragusa’s Arabian Nights

By 1950 the pressure on the Turkish government was starting to show. In
March, the Turkish National Assembly acceded to FBN and UN demands
to pass legislation tightening up the Toprak’s purported control over opium
production.62 In May, Anslinger announced that he would link U.S. heroin
addiction to sources in Istanbul at a forthcoming UN session and implored
Turkish officials to reconsider their stance on joint investigations, so that he
could attest to the excellent “on the spot” cooperation between the FBN
and Turkish police.63 In June, Anslinger presented evidence to a closed-door
session of the Senate Judiciary Committee chaired by Estes Kefauver, after
which Senator Charles Tobey announced that Mafia drug traffickers formed
“a powerful ring in this country with tremendous power and far-reaching
influence” and were supplied by sources in Istanbul.64

Back on the Bosporus, Tobey’s accusations were sharp enough to cut
through the noise of a historic election in May 1950 that overturned 27 years
of one-party rule by Ataturk’s Republican People’s Party, triggering a pe-
riod of political reshuffling and unrest as Turkey transitioned to a multiparty
democracy. The press responded to Tobey’s accusations by oscillating between

61. Williams to Anslinger, report, dated 12, 20, and 25 February 1949, in Folder “(0660) Turkey #4,
1949–June 1950,” Box 25, RG 170, NARA.

62. The primary purpose of the new law was to eliminate middlemen and facilitate direct collection of
opium by the Toprak. For the U.S. embassy’s comments, see a Foreign Service report by Theodore J.
Hadraba, 23 May 1950, in State Department CDF, 1950–1954, 882.53 (Box 5433), RG 59, NARA.

63. Anslinger stressed this should be conveyed to the Turks “not as threat but as indication US view
of seriousness of problem and desire cooperate with Turks on problem of mutual concern.” Embassy
officials responded that the message could not be interpreted “as anything but a threat.” See Anslinger
to U.S. embassy in Ankara, telegram, 9 May 1950, in State Department CDF, 1950–1954, 882.53
(Box 5433), RG 59; and an appended note dated 15 May 1950 in Classified General Records, Ankara
Embassy, 1950–1952, 370.31 (Box 58), RG 84, NARA.

64. Chalmers M. Roberts, “800 Linked in Gambling, Dope Rackets,” The Washington Post, 7 June
1950, p. 1; and William Moore, “Crime Probers Get List of 800 in Dope Racket,” The Chicago Tribune,
7 June 1950, p. 16. See also Lee Bernstein, The Greatest Menace: Organized Crime in Cold War America
(Amherst: University of Massachusetts Press, 2002).
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irritation at U.S. finger-pointing and the sober realization that drug trafficking
was a serious international issue. The Son Posta, one of the papers annoyed
by jingoistic depictions of George White’s bust, editorialized that although
Tobey’s remarks were exaggerated, Istanbul drug traffickers were “blemishing
the good name of our country abroad,” and the paper advocated a “merci-
less campaign” against them. A month later, the Son Posta echoed Anslinger
in identifying Communism and drug trafficking as the “two main calamities
threatening mankind,” adding, “Humanity is under the obligation of waging
a serious struggle against both of these disasters in full collaboration and with
an unfaltering spirit.”65

In late June, the Turkish DPS finally relented and agreed to allow FBN
agents to return to Istanbul, provided they adhered to a strict set of conditions.
Specifically, the agents were to work only in direct cooperation with Turkish
police, avoid the press, and, above all, keep their presence “completely secret.”66

If the Turks were going to acquiesce in this kind of intrusion, they wanted it
kept quiet.

The FBN wasted little time. In July 1950, FBN officials sent Agent
Siragusa for a six-week tour that proved so instructive on the challenges en-
countered abroad that his reports became mandatory briefing material that
his fellow agents wryly dubbed the “Siragusa Arabian Nights”—a title that
provides unwitting proof as to just how unprepared the agents were to fully
engage with local conditions. (Of the countries surveyed in Siragusa’s report-
ing, which included Italy, Greece, and Turkey, only Lebanon had a sizable
Arab population.)67 Siragusa left Turkey in late August, but he was followed
six months later by Agent Martin Pera, and both agents faced similar obstacles.

Siragusa was careful to keep his presence a secret, but he arrived to
find his cover already blown when a story leaked to local reporters that FBI
agents were coming to investigate the Istanbul heroin trade. The agent was

65. Excerpts from press reports are quoted in a report by Consul Charles Lewis, 13 June 1950, in State
Department CDF, 1950–1954, 882.53 (Box 5433), RG 59; and Siragusa, Progress Report No. 14, 17
August 1950, in Folder “(0660) Turkey Folder #5, July 1950 thru Dec 1950,” Box 25, RG 170, NARA.
Surveying media coverage in Istanbul, on 5 June 1950, Consul Lewis wrote, “The situation is serious
enough to justify the dispatch of a United States narcotics agent to Istanbul” with or without Turkish
approval. See Lewis’s report in Classified General Records, Ankara Embassy, 1950–1952, 370.31 (Box
58), RG 84, NARA.

66. Ankara Embassy, telegram, 27 June 1950, in State Department CDF, 1950–1954, 882.53 (Box
5433), RG 59; and Anslinger to State Department official George Morlock, 11 July 1950, in Folder
“(0660-A) 1949–1965,” Box 164, RG 170, NARA.

67. Unsigned memorandum, “Follow-Up Assignment of a U.S. Narcotic Agent to Turkey,” 10 Novem-
ber 1950, in Folder “(0660) Turkey Folder #5, July 1950 thru Dec 1950,” Box 25, RG 170, NARA.
See also Folder “Progress Reports of Charles Siragusa,” Box 164, RG 170, NARA.
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quickly swamped by reporters and would-be informants seeking cash rewards.68

Equally damaging, the peddlers appeared to be operating with impunity but
were now on the lookout for American cops. When Siragusa dropped in at the
reopened Piccadilly Club, he found that Vasil Arcan was back to running a
busy brothel and “the biggest retail heroin business in town.” Six months later,
Pera spent several days loitering at the bar but was categorically rebuffed when-
ever he raised the topic of drugs, the bar’s patrons having learned discretion
when faced with Americans asking for heroin.69

Though separated by a six-month interval, both Siragusa and Pera received
a lukewarm reception from local police forces, all of whom had been appointed
to their posts after the victory of Adnan Menderes’s Democratic Party in
the May 1950 election. The change in leadership, however, inspired little
confidence in the agents or their contacts in the city amid continued reports
of heavy police involvement in the local drug traffic.70 Soon after arriving,
Siragusa met with Kemal Aygun, the new chief of police. Aygun was outwardly
cooperative and readily acknowledged problems with corruption, but Siragusa
remained skeptical, writing to Anslinger,

Mr. Aygun may be a thoroughly sincere and honest police official, but he is
not, and I repeat, not competent in accordance with our concept of what an
enforcement officer, particularly the Chief of Police, should be. Maybe I am
off base and unaccustomed to dealing with continental police but I simply can’t
appreciate or sympathize with their evasive and ambiguous language, their double
talking, double dealing, etc.71

68. Thanks to claims that the CIA used the FBN for cover, Siragusa was able to persuade the press not
to advertise his presence because he was “not a Narcotic Agent but a ‘hush-hush’ intelligence man.”
For the FBI story, see Anslinger to Morlock, 13 July 1950, in State Department CDF, 1950–1954,
882.53 (Box 5433), RG 59, NARA; Morlock and Malachi Harney, memorandum of conversation, 13
July 1950 in State Department CDF, 1950–1954, 882.53 (Box 5433), RG 59, NARA; and Ankara
Embassy, telegram (indicating that the leak originated in Istanbul), 20 July 1950, in State Department
CDF, 1950–1954, 882.53 (Box 5433), RG 59, NARA. See also Siragusa, Progress Report No. 1, 24
July 1950, in Folder “Progress Reports of Charles Siragusa,” Box 164, RG 170, NARA; and Siragusa,
Progress Report No. 2, 25 July 1950, in Folder “Progress Reports of Charles Siragusa,” Box 164, RG
170, NARA.

69. See Siragusa, Progress Report No. 2, 25 July 1950; and Pera, Report No. 2, 19 February 1951, in
Folder “(0660-A), Agent Martin F. Pera’s Foreign Assignment,” Box 164, RG 170, NARA.

70. Even after the change in government, U.S. Consul Charles Lewis wrote in a telegram, “The
connivance of the local police and other lesser officials, such as in the Customs, in this narcotics traffic,
which is well known, makes its detection and suppression difficult if not impossible from the Istanbul
end.” See Lewis, telegram, 5 June 1950, in Classified General Records, Ankara Embassy, 1950–1952,
370.31 (Box 58), RG 84, NARA.

71. Siragusa, Progress Report No. 2, 25 July 1950; and Siragusa, Progress Report No. 3, 26 July 1950,
in Folder “Progress Reports of Charles Siragusa,” Box 164, RG 170, NARA.
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Siragusa had little sympathy for Aygun’s tenuous position: newly appointed to
lead the police in Turkey’s most important city after a quasi-political revolution.
The illegal opiate market had penetrated deeply into the politics and economy
of the city and could not easily be rooted out. But Aygun could no more
dismiss the demands of the FBN than he could realistically challenge the
Istanbul drug trade. So it appears he took the most expedient course by simply
obfuscating. Receiving the same treatment six months later led Agent Pera to
assume that the police were “corrupt from the top down.”72

As investigations by both agents were consistently thwarted, Aygun
emerged as a significant opponent of the FBN in Turkey. Yet the agents
realized that he had other concerns—namely, Communist agitation. “Istanbul
is fast becoming a center of Turkey’s political problems,” Pera acknowledged.
Aygun was responsible for both political security and law enforcement, and
the former received priority over the latter. The agents were frustrated that
drug trafficking was not fought with equal vigor. “I am sure that if the narcotic
section did as good a job as the political section,” Pera hypothesized, “heroin
traffic would be suppressed as well as Communism is here.”73 FBN reports
indicate that the Turks took the dangers of Communism more seriously than
drugs. In 1949, Garland Williams noted that although Turkey’s western and
southern frontiers were porous, the northeastern border with the USSR was
quite secure and Turkish officials assured him “a bird has trouble even flying
over that border. . . . It’s tight and there is no funny business there.”74

That does not, however, necessarily mean that Aygun (or the FBN) sac-
rificed drug control to the Cold War. Aygun was a well-connected political
operator. Most likely, he was simply trying to keep the peace in a profoundly
compromised system. Indeed, his apparent obstructionism did little to harm
his career or his relationship with the FBN. Only a few years later Siragusa
was referring to him as “our old and close friend,” a change of heart in-
spired by Aygun’s enthusiasm for punitive drug laws and willingness to put
up $25,000 in buy money during the 1954 Abou Sayia case (another of the
FBN’s celebrated true-crime adventures), perhaps because the arrests took

72. Pera, Report No. 3, 25 February 1951, in Folder “(0660-A), Agent Martin F. Pera’s Foreign
Assignment,” Box 164, RG 170, NARA; and Pera, Report No. 4, 5 March 1951, in Folder “(0660-A),
Agent Martin F. Pera’s Foreign Assignment,” Box 164, RG 170, NARA.

73. Pera, Report No. 4, dated 5 March 1951, in Folder “(0660-A), Agent Martin F. Pera’s Foreign
Assignment,” Box 164, RG 170; Pera, Report No. 5, 9 March 1951, in Folder “(0660-A), Agent
Martin F. Pera’s Foreign Assignment,” Box 164, RG 170; and Classified General Records of the Ankara
Embassy, 1950–1952, 370.31 (Box 58), RG 84, NARA.

74. Williams to Anslinger, 20 February 1949, in Folder “(0660) Turkey #4, 1949–June 1950,” Box
25, RG 170, NARA.
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place in Adana rather than Istanbul.75 Aygun was promoted from police chief
in Istanbul to be the head of the DPS and later served terms as the governor
of Ankara and the mayor of Istanbul. He was arrested, however, during a
1960 military coup on charges of corruption and suppressing civil liberties.
Believing that he faced death (Prime Minister Adnan Menderes and other top
officials went to the gallows), Aygun confessed to what a U.S. embassy infor-
mant described as a “long, detailed” list of crimes that included gun-running,
bribery, and corruption—but, conspicuously, not drug trafficking. Indeed,
the only charges involving Aygun with drugs came from political rivals.76 Nor
was the tendency to limit the FBN or shield the local drug traffic unique,
as the agents faced similar obstacles from Aygun’s successors in Istanbul.77

This could be construed as preserving national security, but only in the sense
that sheltering the lucrative illicit opium economy preserved Turkish political
stability or partisan influence in general—a development that speaks to the
difficulty of separating notions of national security from the broader status
quo.

In the early 1950s, that meant fending off potentially disruptive inves-
tigations by pesky U.S. narcotics agents. Siragusa quickly came to suspect
that Aygun was behind his blown cover and ruefully concluded that it was
“part of a well-organized plan to frustrate my activities here.” Siragusa’s in-
tended target was Ihsan Sekban, identified in FBN files as one of the wealthiest
men in the city and “probably the most important trafficker” in the country,
with allies in the government and police. In other words, Sekban was a pow-
erful man whose incarceration might upset the delicate political balance in
Istanbul. So Aygun took steps to see that Sekban remained undisturbed and
instead arrested Ahmed Sekban (a “poor relation” to Ihsan) a few days before
Siragusa’s arrival. Much to Siragusa’s dismay, subsequent newspaper accounts,
citing police sources, confused the two men, portraying Ahmed as the criminal

75. Siragusa and Wiedrich, The Trial of the Poppy, pp. 3–32. See also Siragusa to Anslinger, 19
September 1955, in Folder “(0660) Turkey, 1955–1956,” Box 163, RG 170, NARA.

76. Details on Aygun’s career are scattered throughout the FBN’s Turkey files. For Aygun’s confession,
see Istanbul Consulate, Airgram, 22 June 1960, in General Records of the Istanbul Consulate, 1959–
1961, 370.31 (Box 121), RG 84, NARA. A report by Agent Jack Cusack, 22 September 1960, in
Folder “(0660) Turkey #10, Jan. 1960–1961,” Box 164, RG 170, NARA, quotes Lt. Col. Maumer
Sahin as saying that Aygun was “completely corrupt and in collusion with the more important Turkish
violators.”

77. In a report dated 9 May 1955, in Folder “(0660) Turkey, 1955–1956,” Box 163, RG 170,
NARA, Siragusa describes an incident in which Alaeddin Eriş (the chief of police in Istanbul) and a
Democratic Party figure named Nakiya Huncal (alias Abdullah Candan) tried to shake down a regular
FBN informant. Aygun later claimed that Eris had ties to Ihsan Sekban, the trafficker targeted by
Siragusa in 1950.
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mastermind and ignoring Ihsan, who reportedly made a habit of tossing sub-
ordinates to the police in order to keep up appearances.78

Six months later, Agent Pera’s one shot at making a case was similarly
thwarted by Aygun. Posing as an intermediary for a U.S. mobster, Pera set
up a heroin buy with two suppliers. Adhering to the conditions set forth
by Turkish officials, he reported to Aygun before completing the deal—an
unavoidable but costly error. Aygun went through the motions of preparing
the arrest and warned Pera not to stray from a prearranged location where his
men would provide cover. But when Pera reunited with the suspects, they were
accompanied by several thugs and immediately whisked him out from Aygun’s
supervision. Sensing a setup, Pera took the first opportunity to escape. Upon
returning to Aygun’s office, the rattled agent was informed that the police had
arrested the suspects and found only three kilograms of fake heroin. When
the rest of his sources refused further contact, Pera concluded that Aygun had
betrayed him: “His deceit is obvious.”79

Both agents became convinced that Aygun had ties to the underworld.
Such ties were not unusual, as the agents also kept a stable of criminal in-
formants, but they could not escape the conclusion that Aygun protected the
local drug trade. Pera suspected that the police even vetted potential buyers on
behalf of the bigger traffickers. Both agents faced a similar pattern: individuals
who had initially been eager to do business suddenly refused contact. Siragusa
eventually abandoned hope of making a case and lamented to Washington,
“in view of our promise to the police not to take any action without them, I
was powerless.”80

Aygun, however, claimed the only people he was protecting were the
agents. Shortly after Siragusa’s departure, Aygun pulled a U.S. official aside
at a cocktail party and explained that Siragusa’s identity was an “open secret”
and that he had nearly gotten himself killed by acting like a “lone wolf.” U.S.
diplomats backed Aygun’s account. One reported that Aygun was “afraid for
his own safety” and feared revenge from “high-powered traffickers.” Consul
Frederick Merrill, a reliable FBN ally, confirmed that Siragusa was known to

78. Siragusa, Progress Report No. 2, 25 July 1950; Siragusa, Progress Report No. 3, 26 July 1950;
and Frank Sojat, Progress Report No. 3, 1 October 1951, in Folder “(0660) Turkey, Special File
(1950–1952),” Box 25, RG 170, NARA.

79. See Pera, Reports Nos. 2–5, 19 February–9 March 1951, in Folder “(0660-A), Agent Martin F.
Pera’s Foreign Assignment,” Box 164, RG 170, NARA.

80. Pera, Report No. 5, 9 March 1951, in Folder “(0660-A), Agent Martin F. Pera’s Foreign Assign-
ment,” Box 164, RG 170, NARA; and Siragusa, Progress Report No. 17, 20 August 1950, in Folder
“Progress Reports of Charles Siragusa,” Box 164, RG 170, NARA.
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“every barfly in town” and reported that his translator had suffered a nervous
breakdown after being spotted all over town with the oblivious agent.81 In
Aygun’s calculus, a few blown cases were nothing compared to the fallout of a
dead U.S. agent.

Over time, some FBN agents become sensitive to the dilemma in which
they placed their foreign collaborators. Agent Paul Knight served in France
and Lebanon and speculated that if the roles were reversed, the FBN would
behave in precisely the same way. “I should give the boss and his service a few
examples demonstrating that I am willing to cooperate. I should be friendly
and cordial to the man stationed here,” he hypothesized, “BUT I would see to
it that the man here got no real help, and accomplished as little as possible.”82

The agents might have recognized that Aygun’s obstructionism stemmed as
much from nationalist sentiment as from foreign perfidy.

Knight’s admission was an easy one to make given that U.S. officials
would never actually permit such a role reversal. Yet another of the ironies
of drug control was that the extension of U.S. law enforcement and claims
of universal jurisdiction were made at the exact moment that other U.S.
politicians were vociferously opposing the introduction of international law
into U.S. jurisprudence.83 In the view of U.S. officials, the authority vested
in drug control flowed in one direction only. Playing his part in this drama,
Aygun paid lip service to the idea that the Turks were culpable for U.S. drug use
and told Consul Merrill that he “felt responsible when he read of the addiction
of New York school children.”84 But it is doubtful that anyone in the U.S.
government would have taken responsibility for something like Turkish teens
smoking U.S. cigarettes.

81. Aygun’s story is reported in a memorandum dated 31 August 1950 from a U.S. official named
“Dumont” to Istanbul Consul Charles Lewis. See also an appended note by Merrill, dated 6 September
1950, and a memorandum by B. E. Kuniholm, 3 October 1950, in Classified General Records, Ankara
Embassy, 1950–1952, 370.31 (Box 58), RG 84, NARA. See also Lewis, Foreign Service Report, 27
July 1950, in Folder “(1963–3) State Department ‘Secret,’” Entry 10 [Classified Subject Files], RG
170, NARA.

82. Knight to Siragusa, 29 November 1955, in Folder “(0660) Lebanon, Book #3 (1955–1960),” Box
160, RG 170, NARA.

83. For examples of how notions of national sovereignty are often fluid and subject to constant
negotiation, see Douglas Howland and Luise White, eds., The State of Sovereignty: Territories, Laws,
Populations (Bloomington, IN: Indiana University Press, 2009), especially Mark Philip Bradley’s essay,
“The Ambiguities of Sovereignty: The United States and the Global Human Rights Cases of the 1940s
and 1950s,” which is particularly germane on this point.

84. Merrill, Foreign Service Despatch, 15 September 1952, in State Department CDF, 1950–1954,
882.53 (Box 5433), RG 59, NARA.
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Afyon Means Opium

Effectively shut out of Istanbul, the FBN agents turned their attention to the
poppy-producing regions of the Anatolian interior. They found little to allay
their pessimism. In late August, Siragusa visited the town of Afyon (which
literally translates to opium in Turkish). Arriving before dawn, Siragusa was
unable to find a hotel room but did find plenty of the opium that gave the
town its name. “It only took me several hours to determine that I could
purchase 1,000 kilos of opium—ONE TON!” he reported incredulously.
Making discrete inquiries with several merchants who had seemingly nothing
to do with the drug trade, Siragusa found that opium could be easily acquired
and that few locals thought new laws would have any effect on its production.
Even during the ostensible dry period six months later, Pera found merchants
in Eskişehir, Kütahya, and Afyon ready to do business, often with modest
quantities of opium on hand and promises of abundance in months to come.
After a string of open inquiries, Pera was dumbfounded and wrote to Siragusa:
“By this time the police should have been on my trail . . . If I, a foreigner
who speaks little Turkish, can come to Eskesehir and in 24 hours buy a kilo
of opium and order another 50 kilos, think of how accessible such illegally
obtained opium is to the traffickers in Istanbul.”85

The FBN was not quite sure what to make of the actual poppy farmers.
After visiting the region, Williams deemed the farmers “lazy” and “just as
avaricious as any law violator I know.”86 Siragusa, however, argued that the
poppy farmer was not inherently criminal and was “only interested in getting
as much money for his hard work as he possibly can.” He recognized that the
highest priority for both the farmers and merchants was to maintain their own
ways of life.87

For the next twenty years, officials talked extensively about alternative
development or finding a replacement crop, but very little occurred in the
way of action. Minimizing the role of poppy in the Turkish diet and culture,
officials like Williams argued that the poppy should just be replaced with
sesame, sunflowers, or grains.88 In an effort to exert better control, the Turkish

85. Pera to Siragusa, 21 March 1951, in Folder “(0660-A), Agent Martin F. Pera’s Foreign Assignment,”
Box 164, RG 170, NARA.

86. Williams to Anslinger, 25 February 1949, in Folder “(0660) Turkey #4, 1949–June 1950,” Box
25, RG 170, NARA.

87. Siragusa, Progress Report No. 21, 25 August 1950.

88. Poppy oil was used, Williams observed, “in the same manner as the Italians use olive oil, and is
just as important to his morale.” However, he also thought this was “the alibi relied on by the Turkish
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government throughout the 1950s and 1960s gradually restricted the areas in
which opium could be legally cultivated, and in 1972 the Turks enacted a total
ban on opium production in exchange for $35 million in U.S. aid. However,
they abandoned the project only two years later in the face of a public outcry.89

The episode is another example of U.S. drug control efforts unbalancing
notions of national sovereignty: Turkey was expected to surrender control over
its own economy (and diet) solely to mitigate drug use in the United States.

Virgin Territory

Despite the rough start, police cooperation fared comparatively better than
efforts to end poppy farming. Because of limited resources, the FBN was never
able to launch the kind of broad nation-building and development programs
that might actually curtail opium production. The bureau focused instead on
police training and modernizing select foreign law enforcement agencies.

FBN operations in Turkey remained sharply limited until 1960. From
May 1951 to October 1952, Agent Frank Sojat served as a police adviser in
Ankara but was not allowed to conduct investigations.90 Turkey remained a
central focus of FBN counternarcotics strategy for the remainder of the decade
(and beyond), but the agents operating out of the FBN’s Rome and Beirut
offices were allowed to investigate only occasionally and under the supervision
of Aygun’s henchmen, detectives Ali Eren and Galip Labernas, who made
sure to keep the FBN personnel out of trouble and the DPS chief abreast
of their work.91 In this way, the Turks managed to keep the FBN firmly at
arm’s length. Just as traffickers such as Ihsan Sekban occasionally turned sub-
ordinates over to the Istanbul police, the Turkish DPS did just enough to
keep up appearances while preserving its own sovereignty and holding off a
permanent FBN presence. Yet U.S. officials were fully prepared to accept such
constraints in service to their broader mission. After uncovering repeated signs
of police complicity in the Lebanese and Turkish traffic, Siragusa concluded

officials.” Williams to Anslinger, 25 February 1949. References to development programs—none of
which got off the ground—can be found throughout the Turkey country files in Boxes 25, 163, and
164, RG 170, NARA.

89. Zentner, “The 1972 Turkish Opium Ban”; and Uslu, The Turkish-American Relationship Between
1947 and 200, pp. 219–251.

90. Sojat’s work was limited to advocating for new legislation and reforms in police administration.
See Sojat, report in Folder “(0660) Turkey, Special File (1950–1952),” Box 25, RG 170, NARA.

91. In a memorandum dated 5 July 1962, in Folder “(0660) Turkey #11, 1962–1963,” Box 164, RG
170, NARA, Agent Jack Cusack informed Siragusa that during the 1960 coup Eren and Labernas were
revealed as “counter-espionage or security agents operating as a special squad for Kemal Aygun.”
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that such setbacks were “relatively unimportant when compared to our ac-
complishments in those countries and our desire to continue working in those
areas.”92

In fact, Siragusa overstated the extent of FBN access to Turkey in the
1950s. A briefing paper prepared for U.S. Treasury Department officials in
1959 acknowledged that agents had “not spent extended periods of time in
Turkey” and only occasionally “attempted, with varying degrees of success, to
prepare investigations.”93 But the country remained of paramount strategic
importance. Maintaining access to places like Istanbul, if only tenuously,
meant achieving détente with officials like Aygun, who were frustrating as
international partners but were unavoidable gatekeepers. In Lebanon, the FBN
endured an even more tortured relationship with Farid Chehab, director of the
Comité de Sûreté Générale.94 The realities of international and bureaucratic
politics compelled the FBN to accept the shortcomings of foreign police
and cultivate key officials with training, equipment, favorable publicity, and
prestige. The forbearance of the very officials the FBN often considered suspect
is what allowed the agents to do their work. The key to the bureau’s success
abroad was to find a way to wring cases out of a hopelessly complicated and
compromised situation. In that regard, the FBN considered its work in Turkey
and the rest of District 17 a success and, with each passing year, reported
(somewhat dubiously) ever-greater reductions in the drug traffic.95

In the summer of 1959, the FBN’s relatively patient approach was re-
warded. The Turks refused to appoint Garland Williams as a State Department

92. Siragusa to B. T. Mitchell, 7 June 1955, in Folder “(0660) Turkey, 1955–1956,” Box 163, RG
170, NARA. “Our office will continue its policy not to interfere in the internal problems of countries
of interest to us,” Siragusa continued in a letter to Anslinger dated 27 June 1955. “Our objective will
continue to be that of making cases and do nothing to embarrass us or the Bureau or precipitate an
invitation by a country for us to leave.” Siragusa to Anslinger, 27 June 1955, in Folder “(0660) Turkey,
1955–1956,” Box 163, RG 170, NARA.

93. Unsigned paper, 24 March 1959, in Folder “(0660) Turkey #9, 1957–1959,” Box 164, RG 170,
NARA.

94. For the FBN’s relationship with Chehab, see the Lebanese country files in Box 160, RG 170,
NARA, particularly the period from 1954 to 1956. Although Chehab had final approval for the FBN’s
presence, the agents eventually decided to work around his office in favor of the Lebanese customs
service. “We will have to work more closely with the Customs and try to keep Chehab from knowing
about it,” Siragusa concluded in a letter to Anslinger dated 28 January 1955. “We will do our best not
to give Chehab or anyone else in Lebanon an opportunity to ‘invite’ us to leave that country. It took the
Bureau many years to effect this collaboration and we will try to sustain it—the area is too important
to us.” Siragusa to Anslinger, 28 January 1955, in Folder “(0660) Lebanon, Book #3 (1955–1960),”
Box 160, RG 170, NARA.

95. “Narcotics Arrests Reported Off 30%,” The New York Times, 26 September 1951, p. 17; and
“Doubt U.S. Can Halt Flow of Narcotics; Reveal 40% of Dope Blocked at Source,” The Chicago Daily
Tribune, 4 June 1955, p. 11.
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adviser but did allow FBN agents to begin longer tours as a tentative step toward
establishing a permanent office.96 Those plans were thrown into momentary
disarray when a military coup overthrew the Menderes government in May
1960, but FBN Agent Sal Vizzini smoothed relations with the new regime by
capturing a wanted bank robber, and the Istanbul office opened on schedule
in July 1960. Vizzini then personally oversaw the training of a new narcotic
squad and, with their help, was soon breaking FBN seizure records, putting
FBN-Turkish relations on a better footing than at any time over the previous
ten years.97 These were positive developments but failed to curb the Atlantic
heroin trade.

Close study of the FBN’s initial efforts and subsequent decade of work
in Turkey leads to a few conclusions that are relevant to the issue of inter-
ventionism in U.S. foreign policy. The bureau’s foreign enforcement program
adhered to a policy of, as Siragusa put it, “concentrating our efforts in ar-
eas where we can hope to do the most good with the limited personnel and
resources available.”98 In the 1950s, that meant concentrating on Turkey,
which remained the largest source for the U.S. heroin market. Although
drug control was on the periphery of overall U.S.-Turkish relations, the chal-
lenges faced by the agents and the compromises they were repeatedly forced
to accept illustrate how the FBN’s reach consistently exceeded its grasp, a
fact that may offer critical lessons about the limits of U.S. power and—more
definitively—the error of applying a foreign policy solution to a domestic social
problem.

At the same time, the attitudes displayed by the agents show how the
ideological assumptions embedded in the U.S. foreign policymaking commu-
nity encouraged precisely this kind of overreach. The agents typically judged
their foreign counterparts inefficient or overtly corrupt. In places like Turkey,
Williams argued, the FBN “will have to keep someone hammering at them
all the time . . . because if we don’t do it no one will, and the situation will go

96. See Williams to Anslinger, 30 January 1959, and other items in Folder “(0660) Turkey File
No. 10, Jan. 1960–1961,” Box 164, RG 170, NARA. Agent Cusack reported that after a trial period
of roughly six months, “the Turkish government would not object to our permanently stationing an
agent in Istanbul or Ankara.” See Cusack, report, 30 June 1959, in Folder “(0660) Turkey File No. 9,
1957–1959,” Box 164, RG 170, NARA.

97. Sal Vizzini, Oscar Fraley, and Marshall Smith, Vizzini: The Secret Lives of America’s Most Successful
Undercover Agent (New York: Pinnacle Books, 1972), pp. 188–197. See also correspondence in Folder
“(0660) Turkey File No. 10, Jan. 1960–1961,” Box 164, RG 170, NARA; and correspondence in
Folder “(0620–13) Istanbul Branch Office, 1960–1967,” Box 150, RG 170, NARA.

98. Siragusa, Progress Report for November 1954, 8 December 1954, in Folder “(1825–7) Reports
Progress Dist #17, 1951–1957 (2 of 2),” Box 83, RG 170, NARA.
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from bad to worse.”99 Successfully casting drug control as a moral imperative
helped coerce support at the international level, but it also confirmed a sense
of cultural superiority that did little to improve cooperation on a delicate issue.
As Siragusa wrote after a witnessing the squalor of Istanbul’s only addict ward,
“I was left with the thought that civilization in this part of the world is a very
slow process.”100

Even agents who served in later years, such as Vizzini and Joe Arpaio (now
an outspoken sheriff in Arizona), tended to inject a strong dose of frontier
romanticism into the way they approached their job. Vizzini described Turkey
as “virgin territory,” where “life was cheap” and “you walked with your gun
in your hand.” Arpaio similarly depicted Turkey as “a land of mystery and
intrigue” and his own role as “a sort of ‘proto-posseman,’” armed with his
“trusty Smith & Wesson and a pathetically small roll of flash money.”101 It
comes as no surprise to find the memoirs of U.S. agents who operated in
developing countries at mid-century colored with a touch of Orientalism, but
this had a far-reaching practical effect. Depicting Turkey as an extension of
the U.S. frontier or as “virgin territory” reinforced a worldview that made
intervention seem both easy and natural.

Just as Anslinger conflated foreign and domestic operations by describing
evil as “of one cloth” wherever found, other FBN officials contributed to this
bleed-over effect by insisting there was no meaningful distinction between
working at home and abroad. When it came to law enforcement operations,
the FBN’s claim on influence and authority was based on the strength and
novelty of its undercover approach. As Williams consoled Siragusa in the midst
of his frustrating Istanbul sojourn, “The principle is the same whether it is in
Turkey or New York.” This was a persistent belief at FBN headquarters, where
ten years later officials supervising the foreign office continued to insist that
“making cases in Europe is no different from making cases in the States.”102

In reality, the two were very different. “I dont [sic] want to glamorize the
work here,” a wide-eyed Siragusa wrote from Istanbul, “but it is definitely

99. Williams to Anslinger, 17 February 1949, in Folder “(0660) Turkey Folder # 4, 1949–June 1950,”
Box 25, RG 170, NARA.

100. Siragusa, Progress Report No. 14, 17 August 1950.

101. Vizzini, Fraley, and Smith, Vizzini, pp. 87–107; and Joe Arpaio and Len Sherman, Joe’s Law:
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(New York: AMACOM, 2008), pp. 113, 152–153.

102. Williams to Siragusa, 11 August 1950, in Folder “(0660) Turkey Folder #5, July 1950 thru
Dec 1950,” Box 25, RG 170, NARA; and Wayland Speer to Anslinger, 4 February 1960, in Folder
“(0660-A-1C) General File for Correspondence Relating to District #17, 1959 thru June 1961, Book
#3,” Box 165, RG 170, NARA.
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dissimilar to narcotic law enforcement in the U.S.”103 In each country, the
agents had to negotiate critical differences in local laws, customs, languages,
and power structures. Perhaps the biggest difference was that agents serving
abroad were denied the authority so casually wielded by their counterparts
in the United States, where even a vague suspicion of drug use afforded
police amazing latitude. Operating on foreign soil, the agents were explicitly
prohibited from making “exploratory cases” or the kind of routine street arrests
that generated leads, which meant focusing on long-term conspiracy-type cases
and leaning on unreliable informants motivated by cash rewards or tips offered
by local police forces.

The FBN failed to curb the Atlantic heroin trade not because drug in-
vestigations were derailed by off-book covert operations, but because of the
constraints built into the political economy of the drug trade and the ju-
risdictional challenges of working on foreign soil. Kathryn Meyer and Terry
Parssinen offer a simple explanation: “Drug traffickers are entrepreneurs.”
When their livelihood is threatened, they will seek protection. “As long as
there is a demand for drugs and the drugs in demand are illegal,” Meyer
and Parssinen contend, “traffickers will seek out and establish alliances with
politicians. These alliances are not conspiracies but are the political economy
of the narcotics traffic.”104 H. Richard Friman and William Walker argue that
international cooperation in drug control usually boils down to questions of
culture, compliance, and capacity.105 The FBN’s experience in Turkey demon-
strates conflict on all fronts. Under pressure from the FBN, Turkish officials
offered faulty data, no response at all, or active resistance. Each agent realized
the Turks lacked the capacity to enforce any kind of agricultural restriction.
The example of Aygun indicates that Turkish officialdom did not truly support
aggressive policing if it threatened political stability.

This account of FBN operations in postwar Turkey and the early days
of the foreign drug war suggests an important critique of the ongoing policy
of source control and, by extension, of U.S. foreign policy more broadly.
Policymakers like Anslinger knew that the globalized nature of the drug trade
made control difficult and rendered defensive-oriented strategies such as border
inspections obsolete. As he pressed senators on the need for an aggressive and
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Box 164, RG 170, NARA.
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outward-reaching counternarcotics policy in June 1955, he warned, “If you
had the Army, the Navy, the Coast Guard, the F.B.I., the Customs Service
and our service, you would not stop heroin coming through the Port of New
York.”106

But as the FBN internationalized its enforcement program, it required
too much of other countries and then mistook resistance to foreign intrusion
as complicity in the drug trade. U.S. narcotics officials assumed that their
priorities represented universal values, but even at a moment of geopolitical
ascendance they were unable to command the cooperation of foreign govern-
ments or police in locations of decisive importance. Believing that increasingly
punitive laws would deter drug use at home, the FBN otherwise ignored de-
mand and focused most actively on reducing the global supply of narcotics.
In the process, the FBN essentially externalized a U.S. social problem. Just
as NSC 68 committed the United States to a globalized but untenable con-
cept of national security, counternarcotics policy in the 1950s foundered on
overly ambitious assumptions about the reach and example of U.S. power,
leaving behind a telling prologue to the looming war on drugs as well as a
stark warning about the risk of seeing the world through the lens of American
exceptionalism.

106. “U.S. Held Unable to Bar Narcotics,” The New York Times, 4 June 1955, p. 18.
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