THIS FILE IS5 MADE AVAILABLE THROUGH THE DECLASSIFICATION EFFORTS AND RESEARCH OF:

THE BLACK WAULT IS THE LARGEST ONMLIME FREEDOM OF INFORMATION ACT { GOVERNMENT
RECORD CLEARING HOUSE IN THE WORLD. THE RESEARCH EFFORTS HERE ARE RESPOMNSIBLE
FOR THE DECLASSIFICATION OF THOUSANDS OF DOCUMENTS THROUGHOUT THE U.5. GOVERMMENT,
AMD ALL CAM BE DOWNLOADED BY VISITING:

HTTP:{WWW.BLACKVALULT.COM
YOU ARE ENCOURAGED TO FORWARD THIS DOCUMENT TO ¥YOUR FRIEMDS, BUT

PLEASE KEEP THIS IDEMTIFYING IMAGE AT THE TOP OF THE
-PDF 50 OTHERS CAMN DOWNLOAD MORE!


http://www.blackvault.com/




Form Approved

Report Documentation Page OMB No. 0704-0188

Public reporting burden for the collection of information is estimated to average 1 hour per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and
maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,
including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington
VA 22202-4302. Respondents should be aware that notwithstanding any other provision of law, no person shall be subject to a penalty for failing to comply with a collection of information if it
does not display a currently valid OMB control number.

1. REPORT DATE 3. DATES COVERED
SEP 2008 2. REPORT TYPE 16-09-2008 to 17-09-2008
4. TITLE AND SUBTITLE 5a. CONTRACT NUMBER

The Proceedings of the Combat Studies I nstitute 2008 Military History
Symposium. The US Army and the | nteragency Process. Historical
Per spectives 5¢c. PROGRAM ELEMENT NUMBER

5b. GRANT NUMBER

6. AUTHOR(S) 5d. PROJECT NUMBER

5e. TASK NUMBER

5f. WORK UNIT NUMBER

7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION
US Army Combined Arms Center,Combat Studies I nstitute,Fort REPORT NUMBER
L eavenworth,K S,66027

9. SPONSORING/MONITORING AGENCY NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES) 10. SPONSOR/MONITOR’'S ACRONYM(S)
11. SPONSOR/MONITOR' S REPORT
NUMBER(S)

12. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

Approved for public release; distribution unlimited

13. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES

14. ABSTRACT

15. SUBJECT TERMS

16. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF: 17. LIMITATION OF 18. NUMBER 19a. NAME OF

ABSTRACT OF PAGES RESPONSIBLE PERSON
a REPORT b. ABSTRACT c. THISPAGE Same as 438
unclassified unclassified unclassified Report (SAR)

Standard Form 298 (Rev. 8-98)
Prescribed by ANSI Std Z39-18



The US Army and the

Interagency Process:
Historical Perspectives

The Proceedings of the Combat Studies Institute
2008 Military History Symposium

Kendall D. Gott
Managing Editor

Michael G. Brooks
General Editor

Combat Studies Institute Press
‘) US Army Combined Arms Center
Fort Leavenworth, Kansas




Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Combat Studies Institute Military History Symposium (6th : 2008 : Fort Leavenworth, Kan.)
The US Army and the interagency process : historical perspectives : the proceedings of
the Combat Studies Institute 2008 Military History Symposium / Kendall D. Gott, managing
editor; Michael G. Brooks, general editor.
p. cm.
Includes bibliographical references.
ISBN 978-0-9801236-6-1
1. United States. Army--Organization--History--20th century. 2. United States. Army-
-Management--History--20th century. 3. Interagency coordination--United States--History--
20th century. 4. Military planning--United States--History--20th century. 5. United States--
History, Military--20th century. 6. United States--Military policy. 7. National security--United
States. I. Gott, Kendall D. Il. Brooks, Michael G. IlI. Title. IV. Title: U.S. Army and the inter-
agency process.

UA25.C64 2008
355.6"8--dc22

2008048742

First Printing: December 2008

CSI Press publications cover a variety of military history topics. The views expressed
: in this CSI Press publication are those of the author(s) and not necessarily those
s "\) of the Department of the Army, or the Department of Defense. A full list of CSI
FH) Press publications, many of them available for downloading, can be found at:
u http://usacac.army.mil/CAC/csi/RandP/CSlpubs.asp

The seal of the Combat Studies Institute authenticates this document as an official
publication of the CSI. It is prohibited to use CSI’s official seal on any republication of this
material without the expressed written permission of the Director of CSI.

Book Design by Michael G. Brooks



Contents

(0] =Yoo TP TTRTPRT Vii

Introductory Remarks

Lieutenant General William B. Caldwell IV

Commanding General, US Army Combined Arms Center ...........cccocvvevveieinenen 1
Keynote Address

USNORTHCOM Interagency Coordination

Brigadier General Robert J. Felderman ..........cccoccooeiiiiiiciicicc e, 3

QUESTION AN ANSWET ....vveieieceeeee ettt ettt e e e et esraesaeesreeeree e 27

Day 1, Panel 1: The Difficulties in Interagency Operations

The Interagency Process and the Decision to Intervene in Grenada

by Edgar RAINES, PR.D. .....coiiiieii e 33
The Interagency in Panama 1986-1990

by JOhn T. Fishel, PR.D. ...oooiiiccc e 65
Lebanon and the Interagency

by Lawrence Yates, Ph.D. ...ooovoiiiiiiiiecece e 77
QUESTION AN ANSWET ...ttt ettt sttt et e e s srtesreeeree e 87

Day 1, Panel 2: The Interagency Process: Southeast Asia

The Interagency Process and Malaya: The British Experience

by Benjamin Grob-Fitzgibbon, Ph.D. ..., 93
The Interagency Process and Vietnam: The American Experience

by Jeffrey WO0dS, PR.D. ...cooieiiciee e 105
QUESTION AN ANSWET ...iviiiiieitie ettt e st esbeesreesraesraesraesbeens 115

Day 1, Panel 3: Interagency Efforts at the National Level

21st Century Security Challenges and the Interagency Process:
Historical Lessons about Integrating Instruments of National Power
by Robert H. DOrff, PR.D. ..o 127

The Independence of the International Red Cross: The Value of Neutral and
Impartial Action Concurrent to the Interagency Process
DY Mr. GEOFFIEY LOANE . ..ot 147

QUESTION AN ANSWET ...viiiiieceie ettt sra e st et e e e s esraesbeesbeen 157



Day 2, Featured Speaker

Why Interagency Operations and Reform are Hard To Do
by Richard W. Stewart, PN.D. ......cc.cooiieieece e 161

QUESLION AN ANSWET ...ttt ettt ettt ettt stte e s te s be e e ebeeeeaeeans 171

Day 2, Panel 4: Interagency Case Studies

Approaching Iraq 2002 in the Light of Three Previous Army Interagency
Experiences: Germany 1944-48, Japan 1944-48, and Vietnam 1963-75
by Lieutenant General (Ret.) John H. Cushman ...........c.ccccoovevieiiiiin i, 187

A Mile Deep and an Inch Wide: Foreign Internal Defense Campaigning in
Dhofar, Oman, and El Salvador
by Mr. Michael P. NOONAN .......cccoiiiiiiiiccececcce et 199

QUESTION AN ANSWET ...ttt et ettt ete e ete e ste e sreeereeebeeebeesreeers 211

Day 2, Panel 5: Post-War Germany

Role and Goal Alignment: The Military-NGO Relationship in Post WWII Germany
by Major Tania M. Chacho, Ph.D. ......c.ccccooiiiiiiiec e 217

Between Catastrophe and Cooperation: The US Army and the Refugee Crisis
in West Germany, 1945-50
by Adam R. SeIpP, PR.D. ..o 245

QUESTION AN ANSWET ..v.vvieiecie ettt ettt ebe e ete e ere e sre e sre et e ebeeebe e sreeers 257

Day 2, Panel 6: The Interagency Process in Asia

Post-Cold War Interagency Process in East Timor

DY MajJor EFiC NAQGEE ...cvviviiiiieec ettt 265
Joint Military-Civilian Civil Affairs Operations in Vietnam

by Nicholas J. CUll, Ph.D. ..c.covoiicic e 285
QUESTION AN ANSWET ...ttt ettt ettt ettt ebe e sre e sre e ebe e ebeeebeesreeers 295

Day 3, Panel 7: Interagency Process in the United States

Cold War Interagency Relations and the Struggle to Coordinate
Psychological Strategy
by Robert T. Davis I, PR.D. ..o 301

“Our Most Reliable Friends”—Army Officers and Tribal Leaders in
Western Indian Territory, 1875-1889
by Mr. William A. DODEK .........cccooiiiiieic e 321

QUESTION AN ANSWET ..viviiiecie ettt ettt ebe e ebe e ere e ebe e sbe e sbe e sbeeebeeebeesreeeris 333



Day 3, Panel 8: Military Governments and Courts

Army Lawyers and The Interagency: An Examination of Army

Lawyers’ Experience With Military Commissions and Habeas Corpus
by Colonel Gary M. Bowman

Provincial Reconstruction Team (PRT): A Grass Roots Interagency
Counterinsurgency Methodology in Afghanistan
by Lieutenant Colonel Lynda M. Granfield

Question and Answer

Day 3, Featured Speaker

Interagency at the Washington DC Level
by Mr. Mark T. Kimmitt

Question and Answer

Closing Remarks

Dr. William Glenn Robertson
Director, Combat Studies Institute

Appendix A: Conference Program

Appendix B: About the Presenters






Foreword

These proceedings represent the sixth volume to be published in a series generated
by the Combat Studies Institute’s annual Military History Symposium. These
symposia provide a forum for the interchange of ideas on historical topics pertinent
to the current doctrinal concerns of the United States Army. Every year, in pursuit
of this goal, the Combat Studies Institute brings together a diverse group of military
personnel, government historians, and civilian academicians in a forum that promotes
the exchange of ideas and information on a pressing topic of national significance. This
year’s symposium, hosted by the Combat Studies Institute, was held 16-18 September
2008 at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas.

The 2008 symposium’s theme, “The US Army and the Interagency Process:
Historical Perspectives,” was designed to explore the partnership between the US
Army and government agencies in attaining national goals and objectives in peace
and war within a historical context. The symposium also examined current issues,
dilemmas, problems, trends, and practices associated with US Army operations
requiring interagency cooperation. In the midst of two wars and Army engagement in
numerous other parts of a troubled world, this topic is of tremendous importance to the
US Army and the nation.

This year the symposium welcomed as keynote speaker Brigadier General Robert
J. Felderman, who provided an overview of the organization and capabilities of the
US Northern Command and its ongoing efforts in interagency cooperation. Other
featured speakers included Brigadier General (Ret) Mark Kimmit, the Assistant
Secretary of State for Political-Military Affairs, and Dr. Richard Stewart from the
Center of Military History. This volume also contains the papers and presentations
of the seventeen participating panelists, including the question and answer periods
following each presentation. The symposium program can be found at Appendix
A. The proceedings can also be found on the CSI web site currently located at
http://usacac.army.mil/CAC2/CSI/RandPTeam.asp.

These symposia continue to be an important annual event for those students and
practitioners of military history who believe that the past has much to offer in the
analysis of contemporary military challenges. Every year, both attendees and other
recipients of the proceedings have uniformly found them to be of great benefit. It is
our earnest hope that readers of this volume will find the experience equally useful.
CSI — The Past is Prologue.

Dr. William Glenn Robertson
Director, Combat Studies Institute

vii






Day 1—Opening Remarks

Introduction
(Transcript of Presentation)

Lieutenant General William B. Caldwell IV
Commanding General, US Army Combined Arms Center

I want to welcome everybody aboard and tell you we are glad to have you here.
We are looking forward to a great three days. | think everybody can see the title—very
applicable in the 21st century as we all move forward. The Chief of Staff of our Army
keeps talking about the fact that we are in an “era of persistent conflict.” In the next
couple of years, I think we will all recognize and note that the budgets that the US
military has today will only decline, not increase. And when they do, even greater
emphasis will be put on everybody collaboratively working together in a coordinated
manner as we all move forward. There is no question that in the 21st century anything
that we do is going to be done in what we call a JIIM, a Joint Interagency, Intergovern-
mental, and Multinational kind of an event. We can even take it one step further and
say it is going to be comprehensive because it is going to involve all the other entities,
too, such as nongovernmental organizations, entities such as NATO (North Atlantic
Treaty Organization), and everybody else. We will all be participating in a collabora-
tive manner wherever we find the US military engaged around the world in the future.
So today as we move forward, one of the great things about this is that sometimes we
say those who do not read history are doomed to repeat it. What | would tell you is
that, in fact, there are some great things from history that we do want to repeat. And |
am hoping that through these next three days, through these eight different panels, the
interactive discussions that will take place, and the off-line discussions that we will
be reminded that there are things that we have done well in the past, and we know we
have, but that we have just forgotten about, that we will repeat and do well again in the
future. So I look forward to this. | think there are some great lessons learned out of the
past, historical perspectives that the US Army and the interagency can dialog and talk
about and benefit from. I will tell you also that here at Fort Leavenworth there are a
couple of other great resources for those that have not been here before or really have
not spent any time here. We have our Combined Arms Research Library which we call
CARL. Our Combined Arms Research Library is a great resource. You can access it
through the Internet. You can spend time over there. It is open to the public. It is not a
restricted library, although there are restricted areas, classified areas in there, but the
majority of it is wide open to the American public. It just won the 2007 Federal Library
of the Year Award. It is that kind of quality library that we have here on this installation.
We just received the award last Friday in Washington, DC. So | would encourage you
to check it out, if you have not seen it or did not know about it, even if you just want
to go by and ask some questions. We also have the Center for Army Lessons Learned



here, closely tied in with the Joint Lessons Learned Center at Norfolk in the JFCOM
(United States Joint Forces Command) command there. It resides here too. Great les-
sons learned. And they have an element that just looks at joint interagency lessons
learned. It is a huge directorate. So that resource exists here at Fort Leavenworth also.
We also have a host of other entities that reside here and are part of this organization.
So if you are not aware of those, they exist here and people are more than welcome,
and we encourage you to look at them, ask questions about them, or come back if
you want at some other point. | want to thank Dr. Glenn Robertson. Glenn is our di-
rector for the Combat Studies Institute. He and his team have done a great job over
many, many months of getting ready to be where we are today. So Glenn, thank you.
We appreciate the hard work and effort that everybody has put into getting us to this
point today, and we really look forward to these next three days. Anyway, | just want
to officially tell everybody thanks for coming; thanks for being a part of this. This is
being televised live throughout Fort Leavenworth. We have a closed-circuit television
system that we use here so it allows any of our CGSC (Command and General Staff
College) students, the twelve hundred of them that are here daily in school, to be able,
in their classrooms, to watch what is happening here if they are interested in a particu-
lar panel. It also allows anybody else who works on Fort Leavenworth, outside of the
college, to tune in and watch what is happening here. We are also blogging live from
this session today. We have three interactive bloggers that will be engaged in blogging
so there may be a time when different questions are asked by one or two persons in
the back that are in the “blogosphere” that are sharing this with a large audience also.
So if you hear other questions coming in, they will probably be coming in through the
blogosphere in the back or they will be coming in through some of the classrooms with
an instructor passing something down asking a question. So we will take questions that
way too. Okay, with that, those are my comments. | just want to say welcome. Take
the time to reach out and touch other people. You will see a lot of different uniforms
if you are from outside Fort Leavenworth. In that row right there you will see four of
our International Liaison Officers. There is another one back over there. They are rep-
resenting 14 different nations. These officers are assigned here for two to three years.
They are an incredible resource. They bring great richness to what we do at this institu-
tion and in the school itself where you will find 140 international officers, not as senior
as these and not quite as knowledgeable, but they also are here and you will see them
around. So there are almost 200 international officers, on a daily basis, that are here at
Fort Leavenworth that are part of this whole organization and everything we do here.
So if you see them around, please engage them. Ask them what they do. Quiz them.
Put them under a little pressure. Do not let them off lightly. But we appreciate you all
being here too. Thank you very much.



Day 1—Keynote Speaker

Interagency Coordination
(Transcript of Presentation)

Brigadier General Robert J. Felderman
Deputy Director of Plans, Policy & Strategy
NORAD and USNORTHCOM

Thank you very much. US Northern Command (NORTHCOM) was formed in
2002 based off of the actions of 9-11, 2001. To kick things off since we are talking
about interagency, | think it is important for you to have an understanding of who
your speaker is today. | like to consider myself one of the most joint military officers
at NORAD (North American Aerospace Defense Command) and US Northern Com-
mand. | am the son of a retired naval officer. | followed him around for twenty-plus
years. | enlisted in the Air Force and worked on F-106s that had a nuclear strike capa-
bility, which is one of the capabilities that NORAD used to monitor. | transferred over
and was enlisted in the Army, went through Officer Candidate School, was Infantry
qualified, attended Armor School and flight school, and then throughout the thirty-plus
years in the National Guard | have worked in Infantry, Armor, Aviation, Medical Ser-
vice, and Cavalry. | have a real estate business that | maintained as a National Guards-
man. | stayed in the National Guard because of being a single parent for over six years
I realized that was a little bit more important at the time than career. So | have a very
successful real estate business that allows me these last almost four years to step up and
work at NORAD and US Northern Command. But I also am on some local boards and
committees, working down at the city helping write ordinances for real estate, zoning,
waste water, and different things along that level. | have worked at the state level with
real estate appraisals and real estate boards in licensing and accreditation. | am on the
tri-state (lowa, Illinois, and Wisconsin) American Red Cross Board of Directors. At the
national level | have been working at the National Guard Association running resolu-
tions and became certified as a legislative liaison. So | have a broad perspective, but a
person is also impacted by whom you have in reach, and my brother-in-law is Director
of Mission with USAID (United States Agency for International Development) down
in Mozambique most recently, and in Guatemala. So | have a lot of reach out there.
All of that comes into play in what | am discussing here today on US Northern Com-
mand.

Our primary focus is Homeland Defense. Homeland Defense is the number one
mission, but we tend to spend most of our time and | will tell you I just disengaged
yesterday from our response from working with Hurricane Ike, and before that Hannah
and Gustav. But those are our two primary missions.



As you can see here (Slide 1) the focus of our mission is “anticipates.” On the 29th
of August as Hurricane Katrina had roared across the tip of Florida in Miami and was
working its way up through the Gulf, General Rich Rowe was the Director of Opera-
tions. | was running the command center. We were trying to anticipate what would be
needed, knowing that this storm was gathering up to huge levels, very similar path to
what Gustav did. We tried to anticipate. We tried to look forward and see what was out
there. We tried to pull forces in. We reached out to the services and what we got was,
“The military does not respond until we are asked for something.” FEMA (Federal
Emergency Management Agency) and DHS (Department of Homeland Defense) were
relatively new, coming together as an organization, and we could not get anything out
of them as to an assessment as to what we were going to do. I will tell you that has
changed today. It is significantly different and we have pre-scripted mission assign-
ments out there that we have worked. We have coordinated with all of the services.
We have the interagency partners that work with us every single day that say, “Here
are what our gaps are.” Here are the capabilities we do have that we know we will not
need, and we reached out, as | will cover a little bit later on, with over 120 entities to
do that coordination.

Our area of responsibility (Slide 2) will expect a little bit of a change here with
the 2008 Unified Command Plan (UCP), but here today we cover Canada, the Unit-
ed States, Mexico, Bermuda, and Saint Pierre and Miquelon Island, which is a little
French territory just off the east coast of Canada. We are going to pick back up the
Bahamas, British Virgin Islands, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands and that will give
us a bit more expansion into what we now call our third border and that is the Carib-
bean. We see a significant growth there in our relationship in reaching out to them as
we have done with Canada with over 50 years with NORAD. We have a very strong
relationship with them at the North American Aerospace Defense Command. They just
celebrated their 50th anniversary on May 12th. We also have, and | am very proud to
have worked on that team, a bi-national team that will help Canada Command stand
up their command, something very similar to our Northern Command and we have
developed that relationship where we have a civil assistance plan that was just signed
by both nations where if they have a disaster or we have a disaster, that we can offer
military support to that Federal response. In fact, for Gustav we had some aircraft and
some ships from Canada that were en-route and ready to be shared with us. With Mex-
ico we work with the army SEDENA (Secretaria de la Defensa Nacional) and with the
navy SEMAR (Armada de Mexico) on a regular basis. In fact, my boss, General Miller,
is down representing General Renuart there right now for a meeting with their senior
leaders and he will be headed back up tomorrow. These relationships are expanding on
a regular basis. We also have quite a bit of an interagency side where we work with our
Department of Homeland Security that reaches out to Canada’s Public Safety and then
to Mexico’s Proteccion Civil.

This gives you a little bit of an idea of the spectrum that we deal with (Slide 3).
Starting over here on your left, we work with national special security events such



as the space shuttle. We have a team that goes down and coordinates with them, our
Standing Joint Force Headquarters—North and then that mission is being handed off to
our Joint Force Air Component Commander, which I will cover in a little bit as we lay
out the distribution chart. We also work with the United Nations General Assembly,
which begins here this week. | cannot remember the number, but we will work and
provide support and assets to the Secret Service as they stand up and protect those
folks. We are operating in an area that the government calls a POHA (Period of Height-
ened Awareness), and we have a period from the last couple of months here through
hurricane season and our response, the Republican National Convention, Democratic
National Convention, United Nations General Assembly, we have a space shuttle that
is getting ready; it was moving out to the pad in the last week or two. We also will be
coming into the elections in November, and then the transition into the new govern-
ment in January, the Super Bowl that we cover every year, and several other different
major events where we have thousands of folks in the United States that could be
impacted. That will carry forward into July of next year and then from there we start
working and coordinating with the 2010 Olympics that we are working with Canada in
providing them support in that area. But we also work down here in the middle as you
slide across the spectrum, which is the wildfires that we worked last year and the year
before significantly in California and the southeast area. We monitor these throughout
the country, but we had a huge response to those on the military side. We had immedi-
ate response from agreements and memorandums of understanding that we have with
the local bases to be able to provide firefighters, either aircraft with buckets of water
or flying folks around. We had a much larger response this last year with doing assets
that are typically used for surveillance that we did for assessment and aerial views
that we were provided that were hyper-spectral for the chemical side to the ultraviolet
to be able to show where the fires were starting to pick up and we found that the fire
chiefs, being able to send information down through a Blackberry or through a Rover
P3 or full-motion video for this ultraviolet, infrared image that they could tell that they
had their forces in one area of the nation and they could move and relocate it and be
ahead of the fire. They never had the opportunity to do that before. So then everybody
knows with the devastation that we have had and the stand up as | talked earlier of
Hurricane Katrina, and then rolled into Hurricane Rita where we had First Army east
of the Mississippi and Fifth Army west of the Mississippi and realized that we needed
to have an Army element to be able to work that whole piece so we now have Fifth
Army that works the whole nation for any response. We have 1st Air Force at Tyndall
that works the air side and Fleet Forces Command that works the naval asset side, of
course, linking into the Coast Guard. We have found that as we build those responses
and worKk it that this becomes almost a day-to-day operation. So while Homeland De-
fense is our number one mission, the coordination with the interagency, coordination
with nations in our area, coordination with the services and providing those assets is
where we spend most of our time in this type of response. Now we can also get over
into the homeland defense side. One of the areas | work quite a bit is nuclear weapons
accidents, but also new NUDETS (Nuclear Detonations) as we work out there. We
have two major exercises every year. One that focuses in on Homeland Defense, which



is coming up here this November, VIGILANT SHIELD, and then ARDENT SENTRY,
which focuses on the consequence management for any kind of a Homeland Defense
response. We know that we are going to have a significant civil support response, no
matter what that is, whether it is a 10-K NUDET that occurs, which we practiced last
year in Indianapolis, or whether it is a pandemic influenza. As we reach out and try to
work with all the different agencies that are there, it is very critical to our response to
be able to work that whole piece. And this can extend all the way up to dealing with an
actual force that attacks the United States.

This is our command and control chart (Slide 4). It gives you an idea. We just made
a change. We conducted an organizational mission analysis in the Plans, Policy and
Strategy Directorate and we just made a move effective this year. But | would like to
start at the top and you can see where it is very important that we have our coordination
with the Department of Homeland Security and with the National Guard. For those of
us in the military, C? always meant command and control, but we have changed that
definition of C? because we are in support always of others in that while we may have
command and control within the service elements, command and control stands for co-
ordination and collaboration, and with collaboration that means that you are sitting at
the table as even partners. So as we work with the Department of Homeland Security,
we have their liaison officers and senior officers that exchange and work with us. As
we get into the chart on the Department of Homeland Security and the different agen-
cies I have a huge list of folks that we work with, but with the National Guard it is more
than just the National Guard Bureau because that is not a command and control entity.
It is reaching out to the states; it is reaching out to the Adjutant Generals that are with
each of those 54 states and territories. It is reaching out to 12 of them that are triple- or
dual-hatted as their Officer of Emergency Management or their Office of Homeland
Security. So we reach out and coordinate and collaborate with those folks giving us our
own definition of C%. We have Joint Task Force Alaska that works the homeland de-
fense and civil support missions up in Alaska. They also are a little bit dual-hatted with
the Alaska Command. They work with the Pacific Command out of that area of our
world. Then we have Joint Force Headquarters National Capitol Region. You might
know them as the Military District of Washington, the Army element. In day-to-day
operations they coordinate and work our equities in the National Capitol Region. They
are leaning forward and we turn them into a Joint Task Force for different events. For
example, the elections, or the inauguration, or when the President gives his State of the
Union Speech, they will stand up and operate as our lead element. Here we have the
services representatives. Air Force North becomes a Joint Force Air Component Com-
mand when we stand them up for a response. Army North, Fifth Army, becomes our
Joint Force Land Component, or JFLC. We have Marine Forces North, which works
the Marine forces that would respond to an event in support of the Navy or the Army.
And then we have the Fleet Forces Command, which today is a supporting command
but there have been discussions that they would become a Navy North. Then when we
stand them up as we have in the past, they would become a Joint Force Maritime Com-
ponent Command. Each of those component commanders would also be responsible



to be prepared to stand up a Joint Task Force should we need it. For right now, regard-
ing our response into Florida, the required response was not as strong as it could have
been. Florida has a significant response force so all we sent in there was 1 of our 10
Defense Coordinating Officers. But had we needed a larger response there or a larger
response in Louisiana or in Texas, we could have stood up the Joint Task Force that
all of those elements of the services would have coordinated through. We also work
through, if the state stands up their own Joint Task Force in a Title 32 capacity or a
Federal funded—»but under the State’s control—Task Force, the Defense Coordinat-
ing Officer could coordinate and collaborate with them. We also have some laws on
the book that allow us to have a National Guard officer, as in my case, become dual-
hatted and to become a Title 10 officer as well. Also we could have a Title 10 Active
Duty officer get a commission into the National Guard and then he would have the
responsibility of Title 32 National Guard forces or Title 10 Active Duty forces to work
that total response. Where that would come into play more than likely for the National
Guard is if you had four or five different states, particularly in one state where there is
significant response. Let’s use Texas as an example. If they did not have the capability
that they needed, we could add a lot of forces, a significant number. During Katrina we
had 50,000-plus National Guard folks from different states that came down to Louisi-
ana and Texas and over 22,000 Active Duty. About 10,000 of them were boots on the
ground. So when you get that large of a force, you need to be able to develop unity of
effort, a clear command and control piece of those operations, but all of that is in sup-
port of our nation. Then as | said, just recently we moved Joint Task Force North out of
El Paso, formerly known as JTF-6. Those folks work the counterterrorism efforts that
we have along both of our borders north and south. And then we have Joint Task Force
Civil Support. They work the CBRNE (Chemical, Biological, Radiological, Nuclear,
High-Yield Explosive) effort that we have if we need to stand up a Joint Task Force.
They are in fact today working with Army North at Fort Stewart, running a validation
exercise for the first assigned forces that will be given over to Northern Command.
On 1 October we have a CBRNE Consequence Management Response Force or CC-
MRF. You may have heard of it by different names. We are actually hosting a contest.
General Renuart has offered $100 to anyone who comes up with a better name than
CCMREF. They are out there being validated today. That is a force that has been built
up of about 6,000 folks and right now the plan is to stand up three of those CCMRFs.
JTFCS (Joint Task Force Civil Support) would be the element that would work with
them on a regular basis. The next two elements as they stand up over the next few years
will be a mix of Active, Guard, and Reserve as we work out there and then several of
them across the services so it will end up being a joint entity.

We typically run this slide when we are doing a one-on-one with folks (Slide 5).
We do it as the build slide. You can see the whole picture, but typically you start right
down here in the middle when an event actually happens. In this case you can see that
it is depicted as a hurricane. We also discuss it where we have a NUDET or some kind
of chemical response. As the hurricane begins you start off with your local respond-
ers, that fireman, that police chief, that first response down on the ground. So these



are the folks right here as they go out and work that effort. Then as they see the storm
or the response is within the national response framework, they see that response is
larger than they can handle, then the governor may declare a disaster, either statewide
or by different counties. In June in lowa, my home state, we had 89 out of 99 counties
that were declared state disasters, 85 that received Federal assistance. But we have the
local responders that are out there working. The governor activated the National Guard
to State Active Duty and sent the folks out to respond. Typically for a hurricane high-
water vehicles are needed, search and rescue capabilities are required, and planners are
needed to be able to help the State and locals put their efforts together. Sometimes it is
just having a body to go out and fill sandbags or to direct traffic. The National Guard
folks are also allowed to do security, law-enforcement type duties legally when they
are in State Active Duty or Title 32 under the governor’s control. So they are able to
provide that kind of benefit. As they went out during Katrina, they were able to go
through the houses, break in the door to make sure if someone was alive or not in
the areas that were flooded. We have another valuable resource, EMAC (Emergency
Management Assistance Compact). That has really grown over the past few years. It
used to be just a few states in one area would help another state within their area—the
northeast quadrant, the southeast quadrant, southwest quadrant—all these different
compacts out there. Now we have all of the states and territories that have signed on
to this. You can have the need for 100 ambulances down in Texas . . . you put out a
call and coordinate and they will provide those folks. You can have any assets in that
regard that can show up. Where it really has come into play is in the National Guard
response. During Katrina, General Blum, Chief of the National Guard, had a video
teleconference and had all the Adjutant Generals out there and said, “You know the
kind of forces we need. Send us what you can. | need 1,000 folks from each of you.
This is how big this is going to be. We need to get down there.” Then the paper work
caught up. Typically what happens is, for example with Louisiana, Texas was short of
aviation assets so they put out the call to and coordinated through the Emergency Man-
agement, NEMA (National Emergency Management Association) (we will get into all
the different acronyms). It is an entity that helps work that for us and coordinates it.
They coordinate through the National Guard Bureau, through the states and all these
assets started flowing down into Texas. But as you look at that, as you look at the 26
different hurricane states, which also includes Hawaii, and the capabilities that they
have based off of what level of storm that they are responding to they have identified
different gaps that are out there and that is where we need to work before a disaster to
be able to identify what assets might be needed—medical, aviation, incident awareness
and assessment, transportation, search and rescue. So as those folks start getting out
there and the Governor asks for a Presidential declaration, that is what is in his request
up here, he asks for a Presidential disaster declaration. If the President does declare
that, it invokes the Stafford Act. The Stafford Act then allows us to be paid for what we
will be responding to in those different states. He reaches out and typically puts into
the Department of Homeland Security as the primary Federal agency in that regard,
but not always. Everyone knows the 1-35 up in St. Paul/Minneapolis that fell in. The
Department of Transportation was the primary Federal agency for that response. So



we provided Navy divers. Those different requests for assistance become a mission as-
signment as they pass through the Secretary of Defense for his approval and then work
their way down. Then US Northern Command works that response for any of those
Title 10 assets. As | mentioned earlier, we have a group of pre-scripted mission assign-
ments that we identified from Katrina, different assets that they needed—communica-
tions teams, field housing and sheltering support, clearing debris, incident awareness
and assessment, transportation, critical care patient evacuation. So as we identify those
we put them on, for lack of a better word, a canned flight plan so that the primary
agency working down to the state, with their State Coordinating Officers collaborat-
ing with the Defense Coordinating Officer. In the past they were reaching out during
Katrina and saying, “I need, because | have been told that the U-2 is the best aircraft
to give me a flyover to be able to tell what the roads, the power lines, and the roofs
look like so that we know what we have to respond to, whether it is tarps or food, or
whether people are stranded.” We need to have that U-2 and that is what they asked
for. That was a 900 and some thousand dollar request yet we had aircraft with better
assets, better capabilities, or equal capabilities that could go out and do it for signifi-
cantly less. For example, the Civil Air Patrol or the P-3 Orion from the Navy could fly
out and take pictures and give us full-motion video. All of those assets we were using
so they now ask for a capability and as you work in that capability that allows us to
develop it. But within that they still need to have an idea of what we need to know, the
five Ws—what, where, when, why, and where are we going to put them. So they now
know what they have to give us. What location do you want them in, how long do you
want to have them, are you going to provide the support or are we going to provide the
support? So we send those entities out there as we work through Northern Command,
the Defense Coordinating Officer, the Federal Coordinating Officer in the Joint Field
Office and the State Operations Center. Later on | will have some slides that will cover
what we did for Gustav regarding interagency coordination, several different agencies,
and how that worked into this response. The big thing here on the take-away end is that
support has to be requested and that we are always in support of that primary Federal
agency as they respond. It does not mean we do not put forces out there to be prepared
to deploy. We have the ability to have a group of Tier-1 level, Category One Forces
that General Renuart can put out there as the Defense Coordinating Officer, some as-
sessment elements that can go out there and give us some idea of what the situational
awareness is. We are not going to send forces forward. We are not going to send boots
on the ground into the State of Florida when they know that they have it under control,
but we are going to be positioned and ready to go and with a lot of those assets that |
will discuss later on.

The next slide (Slide 6) really focuses in on the main part of what you are here for
today, the interagency piece. You can see within the military services the folks that we
have, but we have over 60 different organizations that work with us from the American
Red Cross to the Department of Transportation all the way to the Central Intelligence
Agency and the Defense Intelligence Agency, NASA (National Aeronautics and Space
Administration). We have over 60 of those folks represented at US Northern Com-
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mand; 45 of them are full-time. The rest of them are either liaisons and available in the
area or we may have a liaison out to work with those folks. As we work with those,
that has grown. Secretary Rumsfeld was the one who first put out the Joint Interagency
Coordination Group and I will talk about it a little bit later, what its mission and role is,
but all these folks work through that Interagency Coordination Team.

The next slide (Slide 7) focuses in . . . you can see that we work in a joint and com-
bined environment, the joint being the different services that are there, the combined
when we do a response that includes the different nations. Below the surface is where
our success is. That is where we see the piece that we work every single day that we
would not be able to do the mission and tasking that we have been given for homeland
defense or civil support without those folks.

The next slide (Slide 8) will focus just a little bit on what is interagency. We work
within the military. We have our Operations, our J3, we have our Plans, the J5, we have
Training and Exercises, J7. Those are directorates; those are functions, so the commu-
nications, the logistics, the operations, the plans. Interagency is a process and as that
process works through it is important that we reach out and facilitate that. Well, that
Interagency Coordination Group does just that. As necessary, they reach out and they
focus in on those different areas. So you can see who we reach out to. Most folks do
not realize that we work with the tribal nations as necessary. But it starts with the local,
tribal, state, and then the Federal side. You can see a couple of them that are up there,
the different agencies that we work with on a regular basis—the Department of Home-
land Security for a typical Consequence Management type of response for a disaster,
the Department of Transportation for something with the highways, Health and Human
Services would be more along the lines of pandemic influenza where they might be the
primary agency, the Department of Energy for homeland defense with a civil support
tag on for a NUDET of some kind. On the nongovernmental agencies it is very im-
portant that we work with those—Red Cross, other international humanitarian groups
that are out there. We have an entity, and | will bring it up later on, that just handles
the donations. The Department of State reaches out and handles donations from other
nations, but from local faith-based, nonfaith-based folks that just want to do good. And
they start up often before we see something coming. So for a no-notice response, a
NUDET, an earthquake, that response starts after it kicks in. But for a hurricane . . . we
started working Hurricane Ike as a pressure system off the coast of Africa. | always like
to say it started when the butterfly fluttered its wings, but as we came across and had
Hannah and Gustav and Ike and were watching them and where they were going, and
doing the gap analysis and assessment as to what we do if it was a Category 2, which it
finally did even though it had a Category 4 type of impact. What if it hit Florida? What
if it hit the Gulf? What if it made a turn and went up and hit in North Carolina or the
National Capitol Region? So as we worked those things, these are the folks we have to
really reach out and work with. In the private sector we have a lot of different confer-
ences, a lot of different preplanning events, a lot of after-action reviews (AARs) that
we do, and we bring folks in just as you are doing now to be able to discuss these types



of things. So we work with those. We have one organization, BENS (Business Execu-
tives for National Security) that are significant contributors in holding these types of
entities out there, but we also focus in on the whole of government and the whole of
society. And on here, what is missing are the international partners. Each of these dif-
ferent entities through the Department of State really do reach out and get that piece.
During Hurricane Rita when it went into Texas, for the first time Mexico provided us
some forces that came across the border and one of my division branch chiefs worked
with them, was working out of Mexico, brought this team across with some food and
some doctors and folks to be able to provide a response. That was one of the first times.
During Katrina, with the levees and that piece, we had the Dutch that flew in with ex-
perts to advise us on working with the levees. It does cross the entire spectrum.

Folks say, “Why do you need to have that?” (Slide 9). Well, in the military as we
are learning, as your group is doing here today, reaching out and looking at the inter-
agency coordination that needs to take place are very critical. In the United States it
works down into a lot of the things that carry all the way back to our Constitution. The
states have their rights; the mayors have their rights, and you can see up here the mayor
does not necessarily work for the governor and the governor does not necessarily work
for the President. We need to be able to have that coordination across the entire spec-
trum to be able to do that response. The challenges here—there is no one department
that can handle all of this, there is not one that has all of the assets, all the capabilities,
and so it does require us to reach out and do this. And again, the key here is that we
work as an integrated team, that unity of effort and that there is collaboration taking
place across it. And the idea here is that everybody wants to do good, but not everyone,
or not any one entity, is going to be in command so it does take several different lines
of effort to be able to go out and work this piece.

Again, on the why (Slide 10), | actually have my sheets here in front of me because
even though I am one of the weak users of acronyms | have to carry it around and look
them up on a regular basis. We think in the military we have a lot of acronyms, but it
is just like having a translator for several of these different things. There are so many
duplicate acronyms out there that are two different meanings so as we work through
that, that is what we are looking at, the language piece. Everyone from their foxhole
has a different perspective. They think they know what they need, but they do not nec-
essarily know how to make it work and get it coordinated and focused in on a response.
So that piece is very important. And then the experiences, as | led off with the different
experiences that | have had, | am sure General Caldwell has different experiences, | am
sure everyone in the audience has different experiences of where you have come from,
and that makes a difference. What we have found is that the military are great planners.
When it is time to get in, get the mission completed and get back out, we are able to do
that. But we do not look at it from a different perspective. | like to use the definition
of what is a disaster and what is a catastrophe? A disaster is something that happens to
someone else. A catastrophe is something that happens to you. So as you are there and
you are looking at that, your experience shapes what you see. We all wonder why do
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folks live in “Hurricane Alley?” Why do folks live in earthquake zones in California or
the Madrid Fault? Why do folks live where they know they are going to have fires ev-
ery year? Those experiences, that knowledge is what we reach out to gather and to pick
up. The National Response Framework has done wonders in bringing together that
entity, the National Incident Management System and the Incident Command System
as we work out, that puts a set of rules, a set of guidelines out there for us to follow to
be able to coordinate and work those efforts through and then within the interagency
they obviously have their own hierarchy that they work through. One of the things that
has been very important to me, this has been my fourth hurricane season working at
NORTHCOM, and as we go through everybody wants to do great, everybody wants
to get out there and get the job done, help those that are suffering, help save lives, and
help sustain those lives, and work in that regard, but we in the military typically have
come in and we know that we are in charge and we can go in and run it. In this case,
we are in support, it is a different role for us so we need to be able to go out and work
through that. It also requires significant understanding of each other’s capabilities,
each other’s way that we operate.

This is what the Interagency Coordination Directorate looks like (Slide 11). Mr.
Bear McConnell, a very good friend of mine with quite a bit of experience in USAID,
State Department, SCS-5 (Senior Executive Service). | understand he is equivalent to
a three-star; he leads it. He has a civilian government service executive officer, Jim
Castle. He is authorized 6 different military folks and 13 civilians in his directorate, but
it is all those other 45 different full-time folks that reach out to a of 60 different agen-
cies. Broken down into four different divisions, the Operations and Training Division,
you can see just what that does. They do the training, but they also respond to ongo-
ing operations that are out there, and they work to integrate NORTHCOM personnel
into those different agencies. The Emergency Preparedness and Plans Division reaches
out to the FEMAs. They reach out to the EPA (Environment Protection Agency), to
the Health and Human Services, and then they focus on defense support of civil au-
thorities. They are the ones that will stand up the Crisis Action Team, the Interagency
Coordination Group, the Joint Interagency Coordination Group that we have stood up
here today, and | will have slides later on that cover a little bit more of where that coor-
dination comes from. Most of us only deal with those two divisions. The Law Enforce-
ment and Security Division is in the bullet with NORAD, for NORAD'’s aerospace
and maritime warning and aerospace control. They also work with our Customs and
Border Protection folks. Concepts and Technology Division reaches out with differ-
ent capabilities that are available. They co-chair the innovation and technology panel.
They work with Sandia Labs. They work across the spectrum of different capabilities
so that we become aware of what is out there and where we could possibly provide
them a linkage into the Defense Department to be able to work that. So Operations, the
Preparedness Division works planning, and then obviously focuses in on capabilities,
and then the idea is that we have those resident agents that we can reach out to and we
will get into some of those a little bit more.



The Interagency Coordination Directorate responds to the commander (Slide 12).
As | said, every different agency talks with a different group of acronyms so to be able
to provide that interpretation to the commander, be able to provide the staff with the
understanding of how that works is invaluable. That is primarily what they do. The
Battle Staff works the current fight in the Command Center while the Future Opera-
tions Center works what is next. We have the Future Planning Center, plans folks that
work for me, and we work or lead the fight and hand it off then when it becomes a
current operation. We have the logistics folks to do a support group. We have the com-
munications folks that work that piece. Interagency has a representative to each of
those groups so as we work through they can provide us that right person to contact,
that right person to reach out to and grab, but it gives us a link into that entire group of
60 folks that are out there. We deal with over 150 different operation centers on a day-
to-day basis. And as we do that most people think of Northern Command, most people
think of the Department of Homeland Security, most people think of FEMA only when
it is time to do that response for a Hannah or a Gustav. They think of us only when it
is the Department of Transportation or something and they need that support. But it is
a lot more than that. We have 30 to 50 different incidents that we monitor every single
day. They do not always turn into something, but it is something we are reaching out
and as we work that there is always, everything we do there is a linkage out there to in-
teragency. And more important than that is the fact that we need to reach out in support
of those. We are not the lead. So as we work through that, that is where we focus.

Again, the Joint Interagency Coordination Group is a little bit more (Slide 13).
Every other week we have speakers come in. They provide us with information. We
have anything from the Office of Secure Transportation that comes out and brings
equipment and shows us what they actually do provide when they are transporting
nuclear assets around the country. We had the Customs and Border Protection folks to
come out. They did not bring their horses along with them, but they came out and told
us about their mission, where they operated, how they are growing, how they coordi-
nate with the locals and states to be able to be able to go out and do their mission. We
bring these folks in on a regular basis and all focused in on a lot of different areas of
interest. Not too long ago we had an expert come in and talk about the Madrid Fault
so that gives us an idea on where to focus some of our plans in that regard. I discussed
the Interagency Coordination Group. That is our Battle Cell, Crisis Action Team that
you can kind of think of. They are stood up today. They have been stood up for 24 days
and we have been nonstop 24-hour operations in response to following through for
Gustav, Hannah, and now lke. Fortunately, Josephine fell off to the wayside and got
blown away. We are still watching one other little pressure system out there. So we are
continuing to work. Then as we continue the response we also need to do the transition
back to where we hand everything off. They are the ones that are doing that coordina-
tion and they provide us, and again | have a set of slides that will kind of cover all the
different areas that they give us information so that we know what the . . . the cell tow-
ers, how they are standing up so that the emergency responders are doing good. So they
reach out and find out what the loop down in Louisiana is that has the ships that come
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in and pick the oil rigs up. They reach out and provide us with that information so that
we can know that we can start transitioning, standing down, or disengaging out there.
And we have started doing that. That is a significant part of my directorate, preparing
to go in and then also preparing to bring us out.

We could not do it without . . . the next slide here (Slide 14) shows a lot of those
different interagency partners. So you can see where it has two asterisks up there that
we have a liaison officer that is resident with that and we are continuing to grow those
on a regular basis as we take our manpower and put them out there and work through
them. I will give you a second there to kind of look through them and see what is out
there.

The next slide (Slide 15) gives you an idea of the nontraditional interagency
partners that are out here working with us, as | mentioned earlier, Mexico with their
Proteccion Civil and then all the way down to the BENS that 1 mentioned, the Red
Cross, the different governors. There is a big effort right now with the 2010 Olympics,
but that is a Canadian response and while the states along the borders can reach out we
have to work with those governors and ensure what piece they are working and we help
them coordinate that, the National Guard or any other asset that we might be able to.

The next one (Slide 16) shows several different events that we have been doing
here this last year or more. You can see here from pandemic influenza tabletop exer-
cises, and we do a little bit more than that. | am part of a pandemic influenza team and
we are working with South Korea and Japan knowing that is more than likely where
something is going to initiate if it is a pandemic, the NH5N1 strain of virus that could
come over so we work with those folks. Well, we have this tabletop exercise here. We
have had tabletop exercises that discuss the constitutional law piece of pandemic in re-
sponding to germ warfare. We have improvised explosive device conferences. Defense
Coordinating Officer, Federal Coordinating Officer conferences, all the way up into
weapons of mass destruction conferences with the FBI (Federal Bureau of Investiga-
tion) and the border regions. They have started reaching out to interagency in Mexico
significantly more for us all the way to California wildfires and humanitarian.

This gives you a couple of more that we are continuing to work (Slide 17). Some
of them are ones that occur every year. Obviously, with the National Conventions, sup-
port is worked into there. You can see here we have a Transportation Security Confer-
ence coming up.

These are the few slides that | was talking about that really gets us into what our In-
teragency Coordination Directorate does (Slide 18). This is the one where you need the
translation to get through some of the acronyms up here. The top one up here is FEMA
(Federal Emergency Management Agency) and you can see the different things they
work through. The US Geological Service that helps us with imagery that we coordi-
nate that through with our assets that we have for the Incident Awareness Assessment



piece. The Customs and Border Protection has a Predator that they have had out there
flying and was able to give us some imagery and share it across to all those that are
responders. For the fire fighting down in California, we coordinated to have a Global
Hawk fly over and focus imagery down to the folks on the ground. Obviously with the
Coast Guard working the cutters that are out there, they also worked going through the
harbors. Right now Houston’s main harbor was just cleared. They had to go out with
the vessels to do the side scanning sonar to be able to make sure that the depth and
width was there for folks to get into it. Health and Human Services has the Medical
Assistance Teams out there. The Army Corps of Engineers, while we think of them
as a Department of Defense entity, and they are, but they work Emergency Support
Function Number 3 for the Department of Homeland Security and so they are out there
working the levees. They are out there doing debris removal where we, NORTHCOM,
are only allowed to do debris clearing. So they go out and look at that. They look at the
power side so they work with the Department of Energy in working through that piece.
But one of the big ones up there, you can see the Joint Task Force Unwatering. When
we get flooding the Corps of Engineers are the ones responsible for putting together
the plan and monitoring that piece. So with New Orleans, and actually going on right
now in Texas, they are looking at what the process will be and how long that will work
on the watering side. Fortunately, we have some winds that turned around last night
and will be coming out of the north so we are expecting to start drying out pretty well
down there. The American Red Cross does the coordination across the different states.
And again, this slide was put on the table the 1st of September so these are things that
we were working across. The American Red Cross coordinates what is out there and
again, the reason we do all of this is to look at any gaps that we would have to fill. The
American Red Cross or FEMA have commodities that they need to deliver; | remem-
ber in Hurricane Dennis that we were working to get the commaodities water, ice, and
Meals Ready to Eat (MRE) down to Homestead, putting together the transportation
plan working with TRANSCOM (United States Transportation Command) to be able
to work that and get those delivered down there. It took four of five different agencies
to be able to coordinate and work that.

The next slide (Slide 19), as | mentioned before, the Customs and Border Protec-
tion had their Predator that they used. Aidmatrix is a private sector, nongovernmental
organization that coordinates donations as they come in. Typically, as we start seeing
the Katrinas, the Ikes, the Hannahs, or the Gustavs start and get an idea of where they
are going to land, they start coordinating that type of support. They have 50 different
field organizations that offer a one-stop system. You probably are not surprised at the
number of on-line groups that started up accepting donations, but not a single dime
goes toward a response. So we focus in on this piece. | know Secretary Chertoff put
out a call to folks to do strategic communications plans to discuss how you go about
picking and choosing the right entity to be able to respond with your donations so they
work through there. And they help register volunteers. We had some live feed yester-
day during FEMA’s and DHS’s video teleconference. Friday the President walked into
the meeting, but typically the last few days Secretary Chertoff has been in there and
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we had a live feed down to one of the points of distribution. They had folks lined up
with their cars for miles each way, but they had just as many people showing up and
saying, “I am okay. What can | do to help?” So this type of organization helps work
that piece.

This is really what we are all about focusing here on (Slide 20), as | said, the mili-
tary is there to support. We are there to coordinate and collaborate. We are there to be
able to use that interagency group to be able to support unity of effort. We are focused
on being part of the team, not running the team and that is a significant challenge for
many of us in the military to be able to step up and do that, but then at the end of the
day, | can tell you that being there for four years from where we had to fight just to get
anyone to pick up the phone to even think about anticipating that support to the folks
that are out there, that today we are prepared, that we have done the planning, that we
are ready and able to get out there. And a lot of that really focuses in on the practice
side so with those exercises that we run from the national level to the tabletops that we
run, it is more important to have the interagency perspective, the interagency reach so
that they could pick up the phone and knew the right people to talk to to get the answer
so that we could determine what asset we needed to get out there, to anticipate and to
be able to respond to save lives and mitigate suffering and that is what it is all about. It
is a pleasure to be able to present this to you today. | am very fortunate to have worked
first in operations and now in the plans, to have been General Renuart’s representative
for events like this and to be able to carry that message out to you. It was very impor-
tant to him. I do know that General Webster expected to be your speaker; he was look-
ing forward to coming back here for a visit. Both send their regards and wanted me to
pass their thanks on to you for taking this subject on. Thank you very much.
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A UNCLASSIFIED
u Total Force/Interagency Team

Over 60 Organizations are part of our Team
Redefining Jointness.

..Success Through Effective Relationships
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Slide 7

What is Interagency Coordination?
ETETES SRR

“The Coordination that occurs between agencies of the US
Government, including the Department of Defense, for the
purpose of accomplishing an objective” — Joint Publication 3-08

* We at NORAD and USNORTHCOM include:

- US Government, State, Tribal, and Local Agencies

(e.g. Dept of Homeland Security, State, Transportation,
Health and Human Services, etc)

- Non-Governmental Agencies
(e.g. Red Cross, Humanitarian Int'l Service Group, etc)

- Private Sector Organizations
(Academic, business, professional)

= Whole of Government/Whole of Society

“Interagency” is an Adjective, not a Noun
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Why Interagency Coordination?

Many organizations have a common goal, but not a common boss

e Multiple authorities, jurisdictions, levels of government
(Constitutional underpinnings)

e Mayors don’t work for Governors, who don’t work for the
President

e Private sector has responsibilities, obligations and capabilities
e NGOs have their own objectives

21st Century security challenges are far too complex for any one
department/agency — at any level of government
* Meeting these challenges requires integration and
collaboration among all instruments of US national power
e Operations inevitably require close cooperation between
various organizations with military, political, economic, public
safety and other forms of expertise and resources

Slide 9

Why? (cont’d)

Common goal(s), but not common:
* Languages
* Approaches
» Experiences

The NRF, NIMS, ICS standardizes some things, but...

Interagency diversity — differing cultures, hierarchy,
biases, and misperceptions makes unity of effort
difficult

In decision-making, non-DOD Departments/Agencies
rely more on cooperation and consensus building

Understanding plans, capabilities and limitations of
other stakeholders is key to building your own plan

Slide 10
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N-NC Interagency Coordination Directorate

B EeEREERi
PRy Director
13 DoD Civilians (SES)
(#16 Contractors, 1 IPA) Deputy Director
Executive Officer
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1 | | |-
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_ sscurity activities development of:
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Representatives
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IC Directorate

Provide Interagency context to Commander’s decision
making processes

Provide Interagency perspective to N-NC staff and
Department of Defense (DoD) perspective to external
Agencies

Anticipate NORAD and USNORTHCOM requests for
assistance through National Response Framework (NRF)
Administer Commander’s Joint Interagency
Coordination Group (JIACG)

Operate the Interagency Coordination Group (ICG)
“Battle Cell”
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JIACG and ICG

JIACG — Supports operational planning & initiatives day to day

* Provides interagency situational awareness, Interagency
assessments, Interagency reach back (Resident and ‘Virtual’
membership), and synthesis of Interagency information

. Working Groups formed for issues of interest....

Law Enforcement, DCO/FCO, Pandemic Flu, Earthquake,
Pre-scripted Mission Assignments, Private Sector, etc

ICG — The Interagency Coordination Group (“Battle Cell”)

» Interagency coordination focus point for Agency reps during
contingency operations or exercises

e Provides the JIACG Assessment to the Commander and staff
e Anticipates gaps/seams that may lead to DOD missions

Slide 13

Civil Interagency Partners

DHS:™ Department of Homeland Security

cBFr; C‘:rswms and Border Protection DHHS:™ Department of Health and
FEMA:™ Federal Emergency Management Human Services

el Agency USPHS: US Public Health Service

A: Transportation Security Administration . EW ;
FAMS: Federal Air Marshal Service LDCE— Senienfor Disasss Ponlrol
USCG: US Coast Guard NASA: National Aeronautics
|CE: Immigration & Custams Enfarcement and Space Administration

DOE: Departrerit of Energy
OST: Office of Secure Transportation

DOS:*™ Department of State

USDA: US Department of Agriculture
USFS: US Forest Service

and Atmospheric Agerncy

DOT: Department of Transportation

nol: Department of interior
USGS - US Geological Survey

EPA: Environmertal Protection Agency

FAA:™ Federal Aviation Administration

-
00J: Dapartment of Justice ]

e A=

FBI: Federal Bureau of investigation

ATF: Bureau of Alcohol, Tobaccg,
Firearms and Explosives

e DEA: Orug Epforcament Agency

DNI; Director, National Intelligence
CIA; Ceniral Intelligence Agency

[ NOAA: National Oceanographic

Resident  Cantingency
**= DOD LNO at Civil Agency
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Lz Non Traditional Interagency Partners

I International

| Srate and Local |

[ Mexican Proteccién Civil

[ 47F State - National Guard (Titie 32) |

Royal Canadian Mounted Police
Transport Canada
Canadian Border Services Agency

Canada Command
Public Safety — Canada

[ NGA — National Governors Assndatlonl

NEMA - National Emergency
Management Association

[ Border Governors

[ USAIDIOice of Foreign Disaster Asst

| Private Sector/NGO

[ Academia / Research

[ ARC-A Red Cross

I DOE — National Laboratories

[ NDU - National Defense University

Service Group

[ Education Consor IHSDEC

[Hrsa- Humanitarian International ]

[ BENS - Business Exscilives lar

[ Naval Postgraduate School

Mational Security

)
|
)
)
)
]

| Some of the organizations with which IC collaborates ]
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" Pandemic
fluenzs TTX

Recent Interagency Events
== =1L

" TNamonal |
Earinnuake |

Joint Humanitatian.
| Qperations Catirse.

Some events recently
supported by the |C
Directorate — not including
numerous exercises
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Interagency Events
= E S EEEEl

Some upcoming interagency and
international events supported by the IC

Slide 17

Hurricanes

Coordination

* FEMA
« notification/alerts/pre-movement of assessment, communications, and LNOs
« gap analysis with States (LA, TX) (nursing homes and med evacs)
» medical and general population Air Evacuation
*« USGS
» remote sensing/imagery TELCON
* post-landfall imagery
« host unclassified, Global Hawk and U2 ortho rectified imagery and products, on a
restricted portal
*« USCG
 prepared to sortie cutters, close commercial port and pre-position SAR assets
*« USACE
* levee assessments, Prime Power assessments, TF Unwatering
« ARC
« coordination teams to AL, MS, LA, TX (3,000 disaster workers moved to region)
« shelter/kitchen trailers
 staged 750K pre-packaged meals in area; capacity to provide 650K meals per day;
prepared to shelter 150K in 4 states
* HHS
» 32 DMATs deployed for LA/TX; ambulance contract in place for TX (500) & LA (300)

Slide 18
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Hurricanes

Coordination

* CBP
* monitor border operations pre / post landfall
 Predator UAV available for IAA
* DOT
* MS/LA contraflow operations FEMA
* PS/INGO
 Aidmatrix announced the launch of AL, FL, LA, MS, and TX State portals to manage
unsolicited donations
« actively working with dozens of NGO partners to help faciliate awareness of needs and dirgc
sources to affected areas.
» Through an established network, N-NC/ICG PS/NGO was able to support two shelters in L
who were in need of critical supplies and resources.
o DOI/MMS
« tracking oil industry off-shore platform evacuations and shut-downs
e Evacuated: Platforms: 518 of 717; Rigs 86 of 121; Shut in: oil 96.26%; Gas 82.3%
* DOE
« activated Strategic Petroleum Reserve Emergency Operations Center
 suspended on and offshore ops as 1100 AM EDT 8/30
« tracked power restoration in LA
* USDA
* LArequest for infant formula & baby food funded & delivered

P
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? '_ Summary — The “Take-Away”
W IEIEn e

Unity of effort is easier to say than to accomplish
« Foster an atmosphere of cooperation
« Cannot “over-coordinate”

* Push information — develop distribution lists ahead of
time

» Be a good teammate, a colleague

+ Coordination, collaboration, cooperation vs. command
and control

» Atthe end of the day, always consider your agency
partners in your preparation, planning and response

Slide 20



Day 1—Keynote Speaker
Question and Answers
(Transcript of Presentation)

Brigadier General Robert J. Felderman
Deputy Director J5, Plans, Policy & Strategy
NORAD and USNORTHCOM

LTG Caldwell

Yes, | will start off. Bob, | have a question for you. | thought your comment about the
fact that they are going to dual-hat military officers so they can be Title 10 and Title 32
simultaneously was interesting. Is that accurate?

BG Felderman

Yes, it is.

LTG Caldwell

Is that something we could have always done or something that has been passed and
required a legislative type of action from Congress to do and they have approved it?
Can you just talk that for a second?

BG Felderman

Yes, | can. It has actually been on the books for quite a while. 525 is the law that goes
into that effect. It requires an agreement to be signed between the governor and the
President. Both signatures go on the block. We actually looked at it in Katrina, the
five different states having five different dual-hatted commanders. The requirement
is that you have to be a general of the line. You have to have been trained and been
through the certification process and to have been a Joint Task Force Commander. It is
authorized to go both ways. Right now | am Active Army, but if | were in a National
Guard role then | could be dual-hatted. Then you are the only person, that one person
has command and control of the National Guard forces because you are working for
the governor and the Adjutant General, and you have control of the Title 10 forces that
roll in. We have done it several times. The G-8 Summit. We just did it for the Demo-
cratic National Convention in Denver with Tom Mills out of Minnesota, we worked the
parallel effort and depending on the event it can go both ways. We actually offered up
General Honoré to be given a Title 32 commission in several different states, but par-
ticularly in Louisiana and he would have had the command and control of the National
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Guard forces and the Title 10 forces. But dual-hatted means he has to respond back to
two different leaders, the governor and the President. While we have not yet used that
for a crisis response for Consequence Management Response, we are getting closer to
that effort when we do more of these. But the law is out there. We do train. We do a
course of instruction and certify folks through US Northern Command. We now have
Active and Guard folks that have been through the training. About five or six hundred
folks have been through it, but it has been going on long enough that as people retire
and move on we have a stable of a couple of hundred folks that we can work with
right now. It is very tough to be able to go and work through that. You need to have
someone who has an understanding of the Active Duty forces. You need someone who
understands how to work within the state and someone that can sit on the fence and
work both sides.

Audience Member

When you send your liaisons out to these agencies that do not provide them to you, do
you send them with communications, computers, all their support equipment or do you
expect that they are provided those things when they get to their higher agency that
they are supporting?

BG Felderman

Two different ways—on the day-to-day we have those liaisons that are out there, the
Department of Homeland Security, we expect them to give them an office, computer,
space, access and then we provide that access back. No different than when we send
our officers down to Mexico or Canada. We do the same thing. But the Defense Co-
ordinating Officers have a team that we send out to each of the FEMA (Federal Emer-
gency Management Agency) regions, all 10 FEMA regions. And we send those folks
out with a team of six folks, themselves and six folks. Some of them have a few more.
Some have a few less when they are doing transitions. But we send them out with ve-
hicles, communications capabilities, and support capabilities to be able to go out. They
have trailers and satellite reach so we can do video teleconferences with them so as
they go out and colocate with that Federal coordinating officer at the Joint Field Office
and reach out to the principal Federal official or Federal coordinating official. They can
bring them in and do a video teleconference right back to Colorado Springs and then
from there feed it to wherever it needs to go—the Department of Homeland Security or
we have had it where the President has been online and asking direct questions to them.
So you can kind of work both packages. That is a good question. Thank you.

Audience Member

We understand or recognize that there is a different perspective on training that a sol-
dier or military person would have versus what an interagency member would have.
Their view of training is much different than ours. What successes can you point to in



your relationship with the interagencies in building up a training partnership with some
of these groups? Clearly it is mutually beneficial to prepare for this before actually
executing it; it is in all of our best interests.

BG Felderman

Absolutely. | just recently attended an earthquake exercise in Osaka, Japan—two and
a half hours where they had over 5,000 folks responded to this area about the size of
three or four football fields that they stepped in and had trained and prepared to be
able to go and work it. And | looked at that and | thought to myself and wondered if
we could do that here. And | think we have done it to a different level. That is a tacti-
cal-level type of response. Spoke last week to New York emergency managers. They
have one of the larger response forces and they do these exercises themselves at the
state level. Jack Colley who is in Texas every day in his video teleconference talks
about the training that they have done at the state and local level and so that is with
the National Guard, the Reserve, and then the Active forces, this Defense Coordinat-
ing Officer. They work with him on a regular, daily basis. But you get into some areas
where we need to expand that training. That is where the tabletop exercises come into
play. We do several of those. There is one quarter that is at the presidential level where
we have the senior leadership, and we do the national level. ARDENT SENTRY and
VIGILANT SHIELD—one is for homeland defense and one is for civil support. So
the training piece comes in when you trade those business cards before you get in
the foxhole. We also hold pandemic influenza training. FEMA holds exercises with
emergency managers. Mr. Gene Pino, a retired Marine, is our SES (Senior Executive
Service) that works our Plans Division at NORTHCOM. He reaches out and gets us
fit into where we need to be, where we provide folks instruction. It is very long term.
We just had the Worldwide Planning Conference that Mr. Pino attended and presented
several different opportunities for us to expand into the military side. So as Fifth Army
is reaching out and working that, we are doing that in depth. Good question.

Audience Member (Blogosphere)

With regard to cyberspace, Sir, the recent attacks that were preemptory fires for the
Russia-Georgia conflict and General Renuart had mentioned that he believes that cy-
ber-domain is one of the biggest threats in the 21st century. Could you comment on the
interagency coordination that you have done for that? Who has the rose pinned on them
specifically within the interagency?

BG Felderman

Thank you. That is a very good question. We have actually identified several different
challenges that are out there, cyber being one of them and the arctic being one of the
future. Cyber is relatively new for all of us and working with the Strategic Command
is where we expect to have the lead for the military side as they work through that. So
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they are just at the ground floor now of working that coordination. We have our J6,
communications, and then our J2 on the intelligence side has reached out and collabo-
rated with the right folks. Off the top of my head, | do not have the specific agency that
they are working with right now, but it is growing every single day. It is moving further
up the level, and we do know that after observing what happened with Georgia . . . we
know what happened with one other nation where they went in and did basically a
cyber attack, a cyber influence impact. We know what we go through every single day,
the day-to-day hackers that are out there. As we expand we know that is going to be a
continually growing requirement for us at Northern Command to be able to work that.
We like to say we have 42 number one priorities, | see that as moving up into one of
the top priorities. Great question.

Audience Member

My organization is the Army’s experimentation venue for the command and control
warfighting function. | noted on one of your slides that within the Interagency Co-
ordination Directorate, I think in the Concepts and Technology Branch, you have an
experimentation capability or interest of some type. Might this be an entity that the
Command and Control Laboratory here at Fort Leavenworth could interact with and
network with to achieve some common experimentation objectives?

BG Felderman

I think you probably hit the nail right on the head with that because we are seeing that
reach to be able to do that. Working with the cyber realm, working with nuclear weap-
ons, recapture and recovery, working with the [inaudible], all of that, anything that
contributes toward that command and control, that is what these folks do. They do that
linkage so absolutely. I will give you a business card afterwards and we will get you
hooked up with the right folks.

Dr. Robertson

Sir, with regard to change over time, Katrina was not all that long ago. Some might
even call it not history, but more recent events. | tend to take the view that what is in
the past, if it happened yesterday, it is a part of history. You had a response to Katrina.
You are now having responses to Ike and those that will come after. Could you possibly
characterize for us the change over time in that just short number of years, how things
have improved and what we are learning from the past?

BG Felderman

It is such huge leaps and bounds from there that every single day it still surprises me.
I have a list that | brought with me that | talked about that anticipation piece. That
was not part of our mission. That is probably the biggest one. The prescripted mission



assignments that we worked. The process to get the Secretary of Defense to approve
the use of an asset. We used to present him his book on Thursdays. You would work
your way through and if you needed something you got it on Thursdays. There was no
such thing as a vocal approval. There were processes that had to be vetted at so many
different levels. Now we have it almost instantaneously. We have it . . . it is a defense,
a very long acronym, and it is a computer portal page that the Defense Coordinating
Officer talking with someone down on the ground that says, “We think we are going
to need this.” We start then putting together a list of asset potential and start looking at
analysis and assessment. First off, if the state has it, and second if the National Guard
has it. If they do not, we do have it and work with JFCOM (United States Joint Forces
Command) to be able to coordinate that. This is all on a portal page that you can
look through and see that the request has happened and it is being worked. We have
a signature. It is green. By the time it is signed and agreed, it means it went from the
Federal Coordinating Official to the primary agency whether it be . . . in this case the
Department of Homeland Security, FEMA and then goes to the SECDEF (Secretary of
Defense) and then back down to us. | saw it take 72 hours. It is a matter of, in several
cases, from minutes to hours. The anticipation piece where we were not allowed to
commit, General Renuart was not allowed to commit any forces. We have a relation-
ship, as | told you, with Fleet Forces Command, with the Navy. They are allowed to,
in a training mode, to have a ship start heading down behind a hurricane. Typically,
we have had to prepare to do that from Bermuda or the Bahamas. But they will come
in behind the storm. We are working the USS Nassau [LHA-4] right now that left two
days ago from Norfolk and started its way around, swung past Jacksonville, flew out
and gave some assets that they needed, capabilities that they needed, swung around,
and as of last night was down by Key West ready to go either to Panama City to pick up
another capability to deliver over to help with the national interests for the energy or to
get into Galveston and provide whatever support they need. That asset now, last night
in the video teleconference was determined to send it to Galveston and they could do
medical and food because they can generate so many gallons of food and water every
day, and then they have the food piece, and they are also a platform because Galveston
was devastated that they can then have aircraft come and stage off of there. The video
teleconferences that | mentioned, in the past we would first stand up the domestic
warning center, not a Command Center, not a Joint Operations Center, and would just
monitor things. We now have two to three senior leader video teleconferences and that
is typically General Renuart with the representative from OSD (Office of the Secretary
of Defense) Joint Staff. Several times it has been the Deputy Secretary of Defense,
Gordon England, on that video teleconference with similar partners from FEMA, the
Department of Homeland Security, Department of Energy, all those different inter-
agency folks that are there. And then we have three different video teleconferences that
has just dropped down to two a day, that we do coordination and we get the information
as to where everybody is and while we are at those, we can sit and make decisions and
talk and be able to have an asset diverted as we did with the Nassau, get another one
ready that was out on a training mission. You can get it diverted. You can take an asset
we thought maybe needed to do a full-motion video of one area, then we can change
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it. It is a little bit of a reach into some of the tactical area, but we did not have any of
those before, and to get an assessment of what we needed in Katrina took 72 hours.
Now we have an idea of what any response is going to need so we can have it ready to
go and then the assessment piece can be done because instead of waiting to talk in two
or three days, when you found it we are out along side of you, helping you, supporting
you to be able to get that, feeding that assessment back. My planners and operators are
already coordinating to be able to get that asset ready to go so that 72 hours to a week
process to get an asset is minutes to hours, so significantly shorter. That probably is the
biggest improvement that | have seen, and just to give you an idea and it is tough to see,
these are assets that we had, some on “be prepared to deploy” in that anticipation mode
and now, most of them were for search and rescue, and we took about 50 percent. We
do not need them now so we started standing them down. But we also, because of that
communications, coordination, collaboration where we were starting to stand some
of them down, we got a feeling from Texas that it is going to take another day so we
stopped and kept those assets going. We would not have had that situational awareness
to do that. We did not have that for Katrina for several days into it. Great question.



Panel 1—The Difficulties in Interagency Operations
(Submitted Paper)

The Interagency Process and the Decision
To Intervene in Grenada

by

Edgar F. Raines, Jr., Ph.D.
US Army Center of Military History

In October 1983 at a time when Cold War tensions between the United States and
the Soviet Union were at their highest in years, the United States invaded the Carib-
bean Island of Grenada. This paper examines the workings of the interagency process
in the days leading up to the decision by President Ronald W. Reagan to intervene.
Interagency process in this instance is considered to be the definition, analysis, coordi-
nation, and evaluation of an issue across organizational lines leading to a presidential
decision.!

The Army as an institution, of course, was not one of the agencies involved in
the decision to intervene in Grenada in 1983. Ever since President Eisenhower had
signed into law the Defense Reorganization Act of 1958, the Department of Defense
had completely superseded the military services in the development of policy relating
to issues of war and peace. Individual Army officers often were, on the other hand, key
participants in the formulation of policy, because they were members either of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff or of the Joint Staff. At the level below policy making, the preparations
of Army, Air Force, Navy, and Marine units selected to participate in the incursion
were vitally affected by the timing, sequence, and context of the decisions made or
avoided in the days leading to the final presidential decision to land troops.>

The individuals involved worked in no ivory towers. They made judgments on the
fly based on partial and sometimes incorrect information using their own store of per-
sonal experiences to weigh the relevance and significance of presumed “facts.” Real
world events intervened to distract them or spur them to greater efforts. They worked
in a technological environment very different from our own, in which personal com-
puters were still a rarity and most of the papers produced in the Pentagon were, in their
final versions, the products of word processing pools. As always, the personalities and
decision-making styles of key players had an enormous impact on the outcome.

This paper, after briefly discussing the origins of the Grenada crisis, lays out a nar-
rative account of the decision-making—with emphasis on the interagency process—
from the first realization on 13 October 1983 that there was a potentially dangerous sit-
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uation developing in the eastern Caribbean until 24 October when the president made
the virtually irrevocable decision to go ahead with the operation. Next there is a brief
account of what the US government knew, but didn’t know it knew, about the Ameri-
cans on the island, a matter of some importance because the need to rescue them trig-
gered the intervention. Fourth, the paper considers the impact of President Reagan’s
style of decision-making and his relationship with his key advisors on the operation.
Fifth, it hazards an evaluation of the interagency process during the Grenada operation
on the admittedly incomplete information available at present. Finally, it considers
what students of the Reagan era don’t know yet but need to know to better evaluate the
national security apparatus’ performance during the Grenada crisis.

The island-nation of Grenada, located in the eastern Caribbean, became a diplo-
matic and security problem for the US government in March 1979 when a left-wing
coup overthrew the authoritarian but western-leaning government of Sir Eric Gairy.
The leader of the revolutionary government, Prime Minister Maurice Bishop, kept the
island in the British Commonwealth but actively sought closer ties with Cuba and the
Soviet Union. At the same time, the United States became the source of all the calami-
ties, both large and small, that befell the island—at least in Bishop’s rhetoric. Grenada
thus became one small point in the “arc of crisis” that National Security Advisor Zbig-
niew Brzezinski discerned stretching from Afghanistan through the Horn of Africa and
the Caribbean to Central America.®

In response, the administration of President James Earl Carter began a modest
military build-up in the region. It established a standing joint task force in Miami un-
der US Atlantic Command. The new organization was to monitor Soviet and Cuban
activity in the northern Caribbean, draw up various contingency plans, and conduct
exercises when needed. At the same time, a second subordinate unified command, also
under Atlantic Command, US Antilles Command, performed the same functions for
the southern Caribbean. Atlantic Command also staged a series of military exercises as
a show of force. None of these initiatives, however, involved any great influx of forces
on a permanent basis. With world-wide commitments, the US military was stretched
too thin for that.*

Initially, the administration of President Ronald W. Reagan did little more than
continue the Carter approach of correct but cool relations with the Bishop govern-
ment. Military exercises continued to demonstrate US interest in the Caribbean. Atlan-
tic Command consolidated its subordinate organizations into one more robust head-
quarters, US Forces Caribbean, with headquarters in Puerto Rico. Behind the scenes,
however, Grenada received much more high-level attention than it ever had before.
The Grenadians, with Cuban assistance, had begun building a modern international air
terminal capable of servicing the largest trans-Atlantic jets. Its purpose, said the Grena-
dians, was to revive the local economy by luring tourists to their beaches. In Washing-
ton, however, analysts worried that the airport when complete would provide a base for
projecting Soviet and Cuban power through the region while serving as a staging area



for the Cuban expeditionary forces fighting in Africa. President Reagan made this very
clear in a televised address to the nation on 23 March 1983 that was otherwise devoted
to unveiling his Strategic Defense Initiative (“Star Wars” in the words of his critics).®

Shortly thereafter, the administration adopted a two track policy. On the one hand,
it would seek to engage the Grenadians constructively, but if that failed it would bring
economic, political, and military pressure to bear to induce better behavior. An off-
shore medical school owned, operated, and largely attended by Americans, the St.
George’s University School of Medicine, was the largest source of foreign exchange
for the Grenadians. If all else failed, the Reagan administration proposed to encourage
that institution to move elsewhere. The first track produced a Bishop visit to Washing-
ton and a meeting with National Security Advisor William P. Clark but resulted in no
discernable change in Grenadian behavior as far as the administration was concerned.
The president’s decision to launch track two was sitting on the desk of Clark’s suc-
cessor, Robert C. McFarlane, awaiting implementing instructions, when events on the
island rendered it superfluous.®

On 12 October 1983 an emergency meeting in Grenada of the Central Committee
of the revolutionary party—the New Joint Effort for Welfare, Education, and Libera-
tion Movement Party, most commonly referred to by its acronym as the New JEWEL
Party—deposed Bishop and substituted his sometime deputy and finance minister,
Bernard Coard, as prime minister. When the party announced the leadership change
the next day in the capital of St. George’s, a near riot ensued. Coard then withdrew, but
he remained very much a power behind the scene, although this was not clear to party
outsiders. Just who was in control became, suddenly, ambiguous not only for foreign
observers but also for ordinary Grenadians. The central committee, meanwhile, placed
Bishop under house arrest. He was held incommunicado.’

Events in Grenada, as did those of all countries in the Western Hemisphere south
of the United States, fell under the purview of the Restricted Interagency Group of the
National Security Council. Upon taking office, the Reagan administration had mandat-
ed an elaborate, formal hierarchy of coordinating groups between all the departments
and agencies involved in formulating and implementing US national security policy
with the State Department at least nominally serving as the lead. At the top of the hier-
archy was the National Security Council and the president. The Restricted Interagency
Group was at the bottom. Consisting of mid-level officials from agencies involved in
national security, it was chaired by the assistant secretary of state for inter-American
affairs. It was also a surprisingly influential group, considering the rank of its members
in their respective departments.®

The Reagan administration considered both the Sandinista government of Nicara-
gua and the insurgents in neighboring EI Salvador as proxies for the Soviets and the
Cubans and thus the number one national security threat to the United States in the
Western Hemisphere. Over the first almost three years of the administration, the Re-
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stricted Interagency Group had served as the primary forum for developing US policy
toward Central America. Recently, however, consensus had broken down. Some mem-
bers of the State Department advocated a diplomatic approach while a loose coalition
of National Security Council staffers, officials at the Department of Defense, and the
Central Intelligence Agency pursued a military solution. In these circumstances, repre-
sentatives of the State and Defense Departments were both territorial concerning their
prerogatives and suspicious of the intentions of their counterparts.®

It was in this inauspicious setting that, as the meeting broke up, Assistant Secretary
of Staff Langhorne A. Motley spoke to the representative of the Joint Chief of Staffs,
Colonel James W. Connally, US Air Force, Chief of the Western Hemisphere Division
of the Plans and Policy Directorate (J5) of the Joint Staff. Grenada had not even been
on the group’s agenda that day, and Connally’s relatively low rank indicated what
the Chiefs’ nominal representative, the assistant to the chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, Vice Admiral Arthur S. Moreau, Jr., thought of the importance of the topics
that were. Ambassador Motley told Connally that there was apparently some unrest on
Grenada and that it might become necessary to evacuate US citizens. He asked that the
Joint Chiefs review their plans to support such a contingency. Connally thanked him
and promised to pass his concern on to his superiors. This apparently was noted, but
no further action followed.*°

That same day, the senior Latin American specialist on the National Security
Council staff, Constantine C. Menges, reacted to the same reports of a Grenadian pow-
er struggle by proposing military intervention to rescue Americans on the island and
restore democracy. Menges had a reputation as an ideologue at odds with the pragma-
tists who dominated the staff. His proposal appeared so far-fetched that his superiors
ignored him for the remainder of the crisis.!

Menges’s intervention did alert the senior members to the Grenada crisis, but this
was more than off-set by the turmoil into which the staff was thrown at 1000 that same
day. Without warning, National Security Advisor Clark announced he was stepping
down to accept the post of Secretary of the Interior in the president’s cabinet. His dep-
uty, Robert C. McFarlane, would succeed him. This development probably slowed the
staff’s response to the Grenada issue. Not until 2000 did a low-level staffer on the Latin
American desk contact an officer in the Joint Operations Directorate (J3) of the Joint
Staff. The staffer wanted to know what resources were available if it became necessary
on short notice to safeguard the evacuation of Americans there.*?

This query brought a quick response because the National Security Council was
an agency of the Office of the President. At 0800 the next morning, the director of
operations on the Joint Staff, Army Lieutenant General Richard L. Prillaman, activated
a crisis response cell in the National Command Center to monitor the Grenada situa-
tion. The officers assigned to the cell were to assess the situation and prepare possible
courses of action. One of them placed a “what if” call to the headquarters of US At-



lantic Command at Norfolk, Virginia. Spurred by the inquiry, officers in the operations
directorate there began reviewing contingency plans for noncombatant evacuation and
a show of force. They also began drafting options specifically related to the situation
in Grenada. Initially these efforts were interspersed with the normal business of the
directorate and proceeded at a somewhat leisurely pace.™

That same day the Restricted Interagency Group held another meeting. This time
Grenada did appear on the agenda as a minor item. Ambassador Motley repeated for the
entire group much of what he had told Connally the day before. In his view, Bishop’s
arrest opened the possibility of further radicalization of the revolutionary movement.
This development might pose a threat to the safety of the large number of Americans,
estimated at 1,000, living on the island. Motley informed the group that the State De-
partment was reviewing its standard evacuation procedures and formally requested
that the Joint Chiefs review its plans for such a contingency.'*

Grenada at this point was still a potential crisis rather than a full-blown one. The
14th was a Friday, and if any of the members of the Restricted Interagency Group
missed part of their weekend, it was not because of Grenada. The military staffs, of
course, continued working although at reduced levels of activity. Both the planners at
the Pentagon and those in Norfolk knew that any honcombatant evacuation involved
one major inherent risk—that the intended evacuees could become hostages instead.
With this in mind, the planners at Atlantic Command made three assumptions. First,
the National Command Authority would make available all the forces listed in the ex-
isting Caribbean concept plan, 2360, last updated the preceding March. From this pool
of units, the commander of US Atlantic Command would draw whatever appeared ap-
propriate given the situation on the island. Second, neither the Soviet Union nor Cuba
would intervene. Third, the bulk of the resident Americans were medical students who
lived on the True Blue Campus of the St. George’s Medical School, just off the east
end of the runway at Point Salines. Based on scanty intelligence, the third assumption
would prove to be incorrect.'

On Monday, 17 October, Motley convened a special meeting of the Restricted In-
teragency Group devoted solely to Grenada. This agenda testified to the State Depart-
ment’s rising concern. Colonel Connally’s continuance as the Joint Chiefs of Staff rep-
resentative in attendance, however, indicated the rather less serious view with which
his superiors contemplated the situation. At the meeting Motley made a strong case
for armed intervention. He began by reviewing the State Department’s standard pro-
cedures for dealing with a country where American lives might be at risk. The more
moderate courses of action involved negotiating with the government in power. Motley
rejected them because in his view Bishop’s arrest and Coard’s resignation meant that
no legitimate government remained in Grenada. The only alternative was an evacua-
tion of noncombatants during which the US military would be prepared to use whatev-
er force was necessary to protect them. Motley wanted the Joint Staff to begin planning
immediately for such an operation.
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Connally dutifully carried Motley’s concerns back across the Potomac. The direc-
tor of the Joint Staff, Army Lieutenant General Jack N. Merritt, found them overblown.
In Merritt’s opinion, the crisis was “just vibrating”—the situation on the island was
neither deteriorating nor improving. Nevertheless, he directed the Joint Staff to join
the Atlantic Command staff in developing a full range of options extending from a
peaceful evacuation to the use of force. In response to the renewed flurry of planning
activity, Atlantic Command activated its own crisis response cell the next day.*’

On the morning of 19 October, the crisis stopped vibrating. In the Grenadian capi-
tal of St. George’s, a crowd, estimated at from 3,000 to 4,000, broke into the prime
minister’s residence and released Bishop, who had been strapped to his bed. Observers
reported he appeared dazed, reputedly because he had refused all food and water for
several days, fearing that his former comrades might poison him. Bishop and some of
his supporters moved to army headquarters at Fort Rupert, where they easily overpow-
ered the guards. Bishop, however, had failed to gauge the depth of Coard’s resolve to
retain power. Three Soviet-supplied armored personnel carriers rolled up to the fort
and without warning fired into the crowd. To prevent a massacre, Bishop surrendered.
A firing squad of soldiers loyal to Coard then executed the prime minister and his
leading supporters. Over Radio Free Grenada, the Minister of Defence, General Hud-
son Austin, announced the formation of a 16-man Revolutionary Military Council to
govern the island until a new government could be formed. Bishop, he said, had died
in the fighting at the fort. During the present emergency, he imposed a 24-hour curfew.
Anyone violating it would be shot—words that carried grave import given Bishop’s
fate.’8

The first news of disturbances in St. George’s prompted a strong response from
the US Embassy in Bridgetown, Barbados. Reports of Bishop’s rescue by the crowd
prompted Ambassador Milan D. Bish to report, long before he learned of Bishop’s
death, that conditions on Grenada “posed an imminent danger” to US citizens resident
there. In Washington, his assessment prompted yet another meeting of the Restricted
Interagency Group. This time Admiral Moreau attended in person. Although junior in
the bureaucratic pecking order to Ambassador Motley, he was in many ways the most
influential person in the room. A nuclear submariner noted for his keen intelligence,
Moreau was very close to the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Army General John
W. Vessey. Vessey, a low key unflappable soldier with a droll sense of humor and a
military career that stretched back to before World War 11, was a favorite with both the
secretary of defense and the president. Moreau’s ideas thus had a way of reaching the
very highest echelon of government. It made him a force with which to reckon.®

All the members of the interagency group agreed with Bish’s analysis and further
concurred that the military needed to begin immediately to plan for a noncombatant
evacuation. Moreau stated that the Joint Chiefs understood the situation and would
instruct the relevant commands to monitor events on the island. At the same time, he
emphasized that only the vice president in the Special Situation Group, which was the
National Security Council when presided over by the vice president, or the National



Planning Group, which was the National Security Council when presided over by the
president, could direct the Joint Chiefs to prepare invasion plans. Moreau did not add
to this statement the phrase “not the State Department,” but that implication was clear
from the context of his remarks.?°

Later that same day, following an intelligence briefing, the Joint Chiefs of Staff
held its first formal meeting on the situation in Grenada. The Chiefs decided to dis-
patch a warning order for a possible evacuation of Americans to US Atlantic Com-
mand. Issued at 2347 local time on 19 October that instruction directed the commander
of Atlantic Command, Admiral Wesley L. McDonald, to prepare by dawn of the next
day an estimate of the courses of action available to protect and evacuate US and des-
ignated foreign citizens. The Chiefs envisioned a three- to five-day operation. Possible
scenarios included a show of force, seizure of evacuation points, combat operations
to defend the evacuation, and postevacuation peacekeeping. This list encompassed a
range of political objectives that extended from minimal involvement in the internal
affairs of the island nation to creation of a posthostilities democracy. The amount of
combat power envisioned for each increased in line with the scale of the objectives.
US Readiness Command, as a supporting command that might have to provide forces
to Atlantic Command out of the strategic reserve, received an information copy of this
warning order. Shortly thereafter, the Joint Staff gave the operation the code name
URGENT FURY.%

In the early hours of 20 October, Admiral McDonald replied to the Joint Chiefs
of Staff warning order with his estimate of the situation. Later that morning, Gen-
eral Vessey flew to Norfolk where McDonald’s staff briefed him. Atlantic Command’s
plans envisioned both the possibility of an uncontested evacuation and a contested one.
There was about a battalion’s worth of Cuban construction workers on the island, all of
whom had military training. If the Grenadians and Cubans permitted a peaceful evacu-
ation, McDonald outlined two possible courses of action: the use of either chartered
commercial passenger planes or Military Airlift Command aircraft to fly the evacuees
out of the country. The use of military aircraft would include stationing a small security
detachment at the departure airfield. Either approach would require extensive negotia-
tions with the Grenadians.?

If the Grenadians refused to permit a peaceful evacuation, McDonald proposed
four options involving military forces. The first was a show of force with warships
from the Atlantic Fleet. Each of the other three involved landing about one battalion’s
worth of ground troops. The first used the 22d Marine Amphibious Unit supported
by the aircraft carrier USS Independence and its accompanying battle group. Some
of these forces were already at sea en route to the eastern Mediterranean; others were
preparing to embark for that destination. All could reach the eastern Caribbean in five
days. The second substituted another Marine amphibious unit, but that force would
require nine days to arrive on station. Finally, McDonald might use an Army airborne
battalion. Depending on the unit the US Readiness Command provided, it might be
ready for action even before the 22d Marine Amphibious Unit.2®
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McDonald stated very clearly that he preferred to use Marines for both the as-
sault force and any stay-behind occupation force. The second Marine option, however,
dropped out of the discussion very early because of the unit’s late availability. The first,
employing the 22d Marine Amphibious Unit, became what the Joint Chiefs referred
to as Atlantic Command’s “small option.” Vessey focused on the third option involv-
ing an Army airborne battalion. He proposed that McDonald use Army Rangers in the
initial assault force because they specialized in seizing airfields. The potential hostage
situation also suggested to him that this operation required the special skills possessed
by the Pentagon’s hostage rescue specialists—the special operations units controlled
by the Joint Special Operations Command at Fort Bragg. Vessey envisioned elements
of the 82d Airborne Division at Fort Bragg serving strictly as the occupation force. The
Joint Chiefs referred to this course of action, which General Vessey clearly preferred,
as Atlantic Command’s “large option.”?*

Vessey’s hands-on style of revising Atlantic Command’s plans suggested that he
was less than impressed with that headquarters’ product. Ever since the creation of the
command almost 40 years earlier, its primary mission had been to keep the sea lanes
open to Europe and to transport large numbers of ground forces there in the event of
war with the Soviet Union. Given this mission, the headquarters had been a single-ser-
vice “blue water” organization throughout its history. It had no permanently assigned
Army or Air Force units. The general’s concern that Admiral McDonald and his staff
lacked the knowledge and skills to conduct a ground operation was thus no reflection
on those individuals. It was the product of the Unified Command Plan and the assump-
tions upon which it rested.?

Upon his return to Washington, Vessey took the first of two key actions that day.
He directed the Joint Staff to analyze the impact of executing Atlantic Command’s
large option on the world balance of forces between the United States and the Soviet
Union. Throughout preparations for URGENT FURY, the Joint Chiefs would have as
their primary concern keeping any conflict localized—and that meant deterring any
Soviet or Cuban inclination to intervene. They proposed to accomplish that goal by
massing enough land- and sea-based air power to dissuade the Soviets and Cubans
from attempting to reinforce the Grenadian People’s Revolutionary Army and the Cu-
ban construction workers.?

While Vessey reviewed McDonald’s plans, news of General Austin’s 24-hour
shoot-on-sight curfew prompted the newly appointed National Security Advisor, Mr.
McFarlane, to decide that the crisis required White House oversight. The National Se-
curity Council replaced the State Department as the lead agency in the decision-mak-
ing process. With the shift came a change in the name of the coordinating group. At
McFarlane’s direction his deputy, Rear Admiral John M. Poindexter, convened a Crisis
Pre-Planning Group at 0800 on 20 October. Institutional representation remained the
same as in the Restricted Interagency Group but with an expanded number of often
more senior representatives.?’



As the attendees discussed the deteriorating situation, a member of the National
Security Council Staff, Lieutenant Colonel Oliver L. North, US Marine Corps, men-
tioned that the USS Independence battle group and the 22d Marine Amphibious Unit
had recently sailed for the Eastern Mediterranean. Ambassador Motley wanted the
Defense Department to divert them to the Eastern Caribbean until the crisis eased. Ad-
miral Moreau refused to entertain the idea short of a written presidential order. In the
end, Poindexter’s committee urged that the Special Situation Group, a committee of
the most senior policy makers chaired by Vice President George H. W. Bush, assume
responsibility for managing the crisis. The president accepted this recommendation.?®

At 1645 that same day, just as the vice president prepared to enter the first meeting
of the Special Situation Group, a staff member handed him a copy of a message from
Ambassador Bish reporting that Barbadian Prime Minister J. M. G. M. “Tom” Adams
had requested American assistance in overthrowing the Austin junta. The vice presi-
dent had just returned from a four-day visit to Jamaica, where he had received an in-
depth analysis of the crisis from the Reagan administration’s favorite Caribbean leader
and free-market advocate, Prime Minister Edward Seaga of Jamaica. Seaga believed
that the coup and Bishop’s murder posed a threat, by example, for all the democratic
governments in the Caribbean. If the Austin-Coard clique remained in place, every
adventurer in the area would have a working model for how to take power. Bush led
off the meeting by reading the Bish cable and then summarized his own conversations
with Seaga. “These people” he concluded, “are asking us to do something.”?

Detained because he was testifying on Capitol Hill, Secretary of State Shultz en-
tered midway in the meeting and outlined the State Department’s plans to evacuate
American citizens. He also noted that US forces would probably have to protect the
evacuation. If that became necessary, Shultz advocated disarming the Grenadian armed
forces as a safety measure. This was only one step short of outright regime change.®

General Vessey briefed the attendees on the risks of using force and the possibili-
ties of Soviet or Cuban intervention. The Joint Chiefs “. . . were determined,” he said,
“to make sure that [Fidel] Castro got the message that interference was not an option
for him and that the message was clear and early.” If the president decided to intervene,
they wanted to send a very clear message to Cuba: “Hands off!” A representative from
the Defense Intelligence Agency informed the group that the People’s Revolutionary
Army would oppose any evacuation but that force was militarily ineffective. On the
other hand, he added, the Cubans and Soviets simply lacked the means to intervene in
sufficient strength to affect the outcome.

The Special Situation Group anticipated that conditions on Grenada would con-
tinue to deteriorate and that at some point events would compel the president to rescue
the Americans on the island. As a result, Bush and his associates decided that the Joint
Chiefs should prepare a detailed operational plan for this contingency and directed
McFarlane to begin drafting a decision directive covering such a circumstance for
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Reagan’s signature. The committee also recommended the immediate diversion of the
Independence Battle Group and the Marines. Shortly thereafter, Secretary of Defense
Caspar W. Weinberger ordered the change of course for these ships without waiting for
the White House to issue the order.*

Late that evening, about 2100, General Vessey contacted the commander of the
Joint Special Operations Command, Major General Richard A. Scholtes, on a secure
line and informed him that military intervention in Grenada was possible. He directed
Scholtes to develop a plan and to come to Washington and brief him early the next
morning. Specifically, Vessey wanted to know what targets Scholtes considered es-
sential and how in general terms he would envision the operation taking place. At that
time, Scholtes assumed that his men would be working directly for the chairman as
they had done often in the past.®®

On Friday, 21 October, President Reagan formally directed the Department of De-
fense to continue contingency planning, enjoined the State Department to contact al-
lies and regional governments to determine both their assessment of the situation and
their willingness to participate in a multilateral intervention if one became necessary,
and confirmed the diversion of naval and marine elements to the Eastern Caribbean.
Early that same day the director of operations on the Joint Staff, General Prillaman,
telephoned General Scholtes and indicated that the Secretary of Defense and the Joint
Chiefs had decided to make Atlantic Command the supported command. Prillaman
directed Scholtes to brief Admiral McDonald on the concept of operations and the
outline plan Scholtes’ staff had developed the night before.®*

At this point three different military commands were preparing for an invasion of
Grenada. Because Admiral McDonald could not be certain that the Grenadians would
wait until the special operations forces or the Marines were ready, he had the 82d Air-
borne Division preparing to seize both the airport under construction at Point Salines
and the only operational field on the island at Pearls. The Joint Special Operations
Command had its planners working on the same objectives along with several others.
Even though both organizations were located on the same post, rigid compartmental-
ization prevented either from having more than a very general idea of what the other
was doing. Finally the officers of the 22d Marine Amphibious Unit were looking at
the same objectives. Neither the Joint Chiefs nor Admiral McDonald deemed coordi-
nation between these groups necessary or even useful because they were developing
competing plans for the operation. Still the distances involved and the need to feed
these organizations information from Washington led General Vessey to direct that
everyone involved take special security precautions. These directions came too late to
prevent first CBS News and then the Associated Press from breaking the story of the
diversion of the Independence Battle Group, a fact confirmed by a “Defense Depart-
ment official” during a briefing of Pentagon correspondents the evening of the 21st.
The intended destination of Amphibious Squadron Four made the front pages of both
the Washington Post and the New York Times the next day. Whatever the origins of the
report, whether an unintended “leak” or calculated indiscretion designed to influence



the president’s decision, it produced intense concern in the White House about opera-
tional security.®

Meanwhile, the Reagan administration attempted to maintain a public facade of
“business as usual.” On Friday afternoon, President Reagan and Secretary Shultz and
their wives departed for a scheduled weekend of golf at the Augusta National Golf
Course. Because the situation in Grenada appeared to be heading toward a crisis, the
new national security advisor, Mr. McFarlane, joined the party at the last moment.
That evening, also conforming to his previously announced itinerary, General Vessey
left to deliver a speech in Chicago. At the same time, “two senior presidential aides”
accompanying the president to Georgia assured the press pool that the Independence
Battle Group was in the area only to protect Americans and that no invasion was con-
templated.®

After Vessey departed for Chicago, the acting chairman, Admiral James Watkins,
the new Chief of Naval Operations, attended a second meeting of the Crisis Pre-Plan-
ning Group. New intelligence reports suggested that the Cubans as well as the Grena-
dians might resist. The Cubans, according to one inaccurate report, might have intro-
duced 240 combat troops onto the island when the freighter Vietham Heroica docked
at St. George’s on 6 October. At this point senior leaders were inclined to believe that
Cuban machinations lay behind the Coard coup. The intelligence reports hardened the
consensus that the United States would have to use military force to protect the evacu-
ation and might have to disarm all Grenadians and Cubans, even those well removed
from the evacuation point.’

For both decision makers and planners, the available information about Grenada
was seriously flawed. The figures on Grenadian and Cuban defenders given to the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, for example, represented an overestimate on the order of 190 percent.
In the same way, Bishop and his supporters were more closely associated with Cuba
than Coard and his faction. The intelligence was the best available, but it rested largely
upon inferences rather than hard data.®®

This lack of accurate and up-to-date information was the product of major struc-
tural problems in US intelligence agencies and misguided policies in the local Ameri-
can embassy. The United States had drastically cut back its intelligence assets in the
wake of the Vietham War. In an attempt to economize, for example, the Department of
Defense failed to assign a defense attaché to the American embassy in Barbados dur-
ing most of the period following the Grenadian Revolution. Finally, in 1982 Lieuten-
ant Colonel Lawrence N. Reiman, US Army, opened a one-man shop. As the Grenada
crisis began, intelligence assets in the region were skeletal at best. All the agencies
involved had to play catch-up.®

So did the State Department. From the US embassy in Bridgetown, Barbados,
Ambassador Bish, a Nebraska businessman with no previous experience in govern-
ment, had quite reasonably concluded that the Bishop regime was communist shortly
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after taking up his post. Rather than seeking to obtain more information about what
was transpiring on Grenada, however, he had arbitrarily directed his staff to drasti-
cally reduce even routine visits to the island. (This meant that Reiman, for example,
concentrated on establishing contacts with friendly forces in the region.) The reporting
from Bridgetown on events in Grenada during the crisis thus consisted of a composite
of interviews with American citizens recently there, summaries of local press reports,
transcripts of Radio Free Grenada broadcasts, and whatever information friendly gov-
ernments with better sources chose to pass along to the embassy. Policy makers in
Washington consequently received little if any special insight into the events or psy-
chology of the key figures in Grenada that high quality diplomatic reporting could
have provided. Even more important, because the policy makers in Washington were
unaware of Bish’s embargo on Grenada visits, they assumed that the embassy reports
were much more solidly based on first person observation than they were.“

Reaction in the eastern Caribbean to the diversion of the Independence Battle Group
was emphatic. The same day as the Department of Defense announcement, the heads
of government in the region met in Barbados. They unanimously agreed to intervene
in Grenada to restore order and, because the forces at their disposal were minuscule,
to request the assistance of both Barbados and Jamaica. The prime ministers delegated
the chairman of their organization, Prime Minister Eugenia Charles of Dominica, a 53
year-old woman of keen intellect and forceful personality, to approach Great Britain
and the United States for additional forces. They also prepared to make their case to the
larger Caribbean community for still more local assistance. Attempts the following day
to enlist other nations from the Caribbean proved largely unsuccessful.**

In Barbados the American embassy struggled without avail to find a peaceful solu-
tion to the problem of US citizens on the island. The whole thrust of the post coup dip-
lomatic offensive by the members of the Organization of Eastern Caribbean States was
to isolate the Austin regime. Ambassador Charles A. Gillespie, Motley’s new deputy,
interrupted an orientation tour of the Caribbean to provide Bish with on-the-scene ad-
vice. Neither he nor Bish wanted to undercut this promising diplomatic development,
but, at the same time, they had to start a dialogue with Austin, Coard, or whoever was
in charge to ensure a peaceful evacuation. In short, the Americans had to negotiate
without seeming to negotiate.*?

Initially, Gillespie and Bish used the vice chancellor of the St. George’s University
School of Medicine, Dr. Geoffrey Bourne, as a go-between. They conducted conversa-
tions via teletype with the school, and then Bourne conveyed their views to representa-
tives of the Military Council. Sometimes Austin personally came down to the campus.
After much discussion they convinced the Grenadians to allow a consular party headed
by Kenneth Kurze, an officer in the Bridgetown embassy, to visit the island to check on
the resident Americans. Kurze and one other embassy official landed at Pearls Airport
on 22 October.®



Kurze confirmed that the Americans on the island were unharmed, but his efforts
to negotiate a resolution to the crisis floundered upon Grenadian intransigence. While
General Austin proclaimed the Revolutionary Military Council’s readiness to allow all
foreign nationals to depart peacefully, the Council’s negotiator in this matter, Major
Leon Cornwall, found “technical objections” to each course of action proposed. When
the Cunard Lines, for example, offered one of their ships to evacuate free of charge
all foreign nationals who wished to depart, Cornwall denied the vessel docking privi-
leges and said that the Grenadian Army would fire on it if it entered Grenadian waters.
(Grenadian antiaircraft guns did fire on the ship when it appeared on the horizon.)
Cornwall’s behavior convinced the senior officers at the Bridgetown embassy that the
Grenadians were already attempting to use the Americans on the island as bargaining
chips.

One officer of the Central Intelligence Agency entered Grenada during this period
of limited access. Ms. Linda Flohr spent over two days dodging Grenadian Army pa-
trols while reporting on the situation via clandestine radio. The Grenadians, she noted,
had confined the students to their dormitories and had posted sentries to keep them in
and everyone else out. In her view the students were already hostages. She urged an
immediate invasion.*®

So, too, on the 22d did the Governor General of Grenada, Sir Paul Scoon, regarded
by the regional governments as the only legitimate source of authority remaining on
the island. Scoon confided to a British official resident on the island that he desired an
intervention to overthrow the Austin clique. The State Department learned of the ap-
peal early the next morning.*

During the night of 21-22 October, Prime Minister Eugenia Charles of Dominica,
acting in her capacity as chair of the Organization of Eastern Caribbean States, for-
mally petitioned the United States to intervene in Grenada. US Ambassador Bish in
Bridgetown immediately forwarded her oral request to the State Department. On 22
October, this message precipitated a very early morning meeting of the Special Securi-
ty Group of the National Security Council and a call to McFarlane. Shortly afterwards,
the president, dressed in slippers and robe, met with McFarlane and Secretary Shultz
in the living room of the Eisenhower Cottage at Augusta National where he and Mrs.
Reagan were staying. They briefed him on the latest developments. The president’s
reaction, recalled Shultz, was emphatic: The US had to respond positively to such a
plea from small “democratic neighbors.” And then there was the danger posed to resi-
dent Americans. Reagan telephoned Washington at 0558 and spoke with Vice Presi-
dent Bush, who had been chairing the Special Security Group to develop options and
recommend a course of action for the president. Next Reagan spoke with Secretary of
Defense Weinberger, who had also participated in the meeting.*’

The president made no irrevocable decisions either then or at an 0900 teleconfer-
ence with all the senior members of his National Security team. It was, as one scholar
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has observed, at best a 75 percent decision, but it certainly gave a military intervention
decided impetus. Everyone now agreed that there was no longer any possibility of a
peaceful evacuation of the American residents in Grenada, and Reagan ordered the
Joint Chiefs of Staff to draw up plans to seize the country.*

Back from Chicago and anticipating such a request, General Vessey, had plans
already in hand. Since his meeting with McDonald, the Joint Staff, working with the
US Atlantic Command, had prepared two force packages for the operation that were re-
markably similar in size. One, originally Atlantic Command’s small option, consisted
of a Marine Battalion Landing Team with Navy SEALS attached; the other, the so-
called large option, included two battalions of US Army Rangers and a contingent of
special operations forces from the Joint Special Operations Command. Each package
numbered about 1,800 men and could be reinforced by two or more airborne infantry
battalions from the 82d Airborne Division. The Chiefs anticipated, however, that the
airborne units would function primarily as occupation troops in either scenario.*

Two of the president’s counselors, both veterans of fighting in the Pacific dur-
ing World War 11, Secretary Shultz and Secretary Weinberger, expressed concern that
these elements were too light for the mission. Weinberger insisted that the United
States should apply overwhelming force to minimize casualties. He was determined to
avoid the sort of mistakes that had led to the costly failure in 1980 to rescue American
hostages held in Iran, the DESERT ONE disaster, and so he told the Joint Chiefs to
double whatever strength the theater commander considered adequate. On his own,
using a similar rationale, Shultz advised Reagan to double the number of troops the
Joint Chiefs recommended. At this time, the president did not appear to make any final
determination on the matter.*

The president did decide to send a special envoy, Ambassador Francis J. McNeil,
a career foreign service officer, to the meeting of the Organization of Eastern Carib-
bean States to gauge just how committed the heads of government were to intervention
and to obtain their request in writing. Reagan wanted an independent evaluation of the
situation “before making a ‘go/no go’ decision.” As the Assistant Secretary of State for
Inter-American Affairs, Ambassador Motley, remarked to McNeil, “It isn’t everyday
that we get a request like this.”s!

As these more detailed preparations began, Reagan, Shultz, and McFarlane debat-
ed whether Reagan should remain in Georgia and adhere to his schedule. They decided
ultimately that an early return to Washington would lead to intense press speculation
that might precipitate hostage taking on the island. While the president continued his
golf, Shultz and McFarlane monitored the Grenada situation using a satellite telephone
to call Washington. Even the efforts of an emotionally disturbed gunman who crashed
the security fence at Augusta National in a Dodge pickup truck and barricaded him-
self in the pro shop with five hostages—including two members of the White House
Staff—failed to shake the president’s resolve to maintain a facade of normalcy. The



Secret Service did insist that the president leave the course while the pro shop crisis
gradually moved toward a peaceful resolution.®

Reagan did not allow the excitement of the day to divert him from his Caribbean
concerns. On the evening of the 22d, shortly before 1700, the National Security Plan-
ning Group, the highest level of the National Security Council presided over by the
president (in this instance using a secure telephone), formally directed the Joint Chiefs
to dispatch an execute order to the responsible theater commander. The order autho-
rized, but did not require, Admiral McDonald to combine the troops in both options.
Earlier in the day using a secure phone, General Vessey had suggested this possibility
to McDonald. The chairman had told McDonald that the chiefs thought he needed to
beef up the landing force to “intimidate” the Cubans. In the order, the Joint Chiefs es-
timated that the earliest possible time they could stage the operation was Tuesday, 25
October. They told the admiral to use that date as a target.>®

On Sunday, 23 October, Admiral McDonald accompanied by General Scholtes
flew to Washington to brief the Joint Chiefs of Staff on his concept of operations.
At this meeting the Joint Chiefs decided to consolidate the two options. The chiefs
planned a nighttime assault by Rangers and special operations forces using night vision
devices against the Point Salines airport and various military and political objectives in
and around the capital of St. George’s. The Marines would land at dawn near the town
of Pearls, which had the one fully operational airfield on the island. After he returned
to Norfolk, McDonald chose the commander of the US Second Fleet, Vice Admiral
Joseph Metcalf 111, to command the overall Grenada operation. In the process, he set
aside US Forces Caribbean, the headquarters responsible for the region. He did not
think it was robust enough to conduct an actual operation.>

Another early morning telephone call, this time at 0239 on Sunday, 23 October, in-
formed the president of the bombing of the Marine Corps barracks in Beirut, Lebanon.
The news convinced all concerned that Reagan needed to return to Washington im-
mediately. Throughout the day, as information accumulated, the scope of the disaster
became clearer: 241 American servicemen were dead and another 70 wounded. Much
of official Washington was in shock. Ambassador McNeil, who had arrived in Wash-
ington early on Sunday, thought that the Beirut crisis would abort the whole Grenada
enterprise. Nevertheless, after a briefing on the situation in the eastern Caribbean at the
State Department, he and a representative of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Major General
George B. Crist, US Marine Corps, left for Barbados that afternoon. Crist, whose nor-
mal post was vice director of the Joint Staff, was to make arrangements for military
participation by the Caribbean governments.>

Upon arrival in Washington, the president and his advisors embarked on a round
of almost non-stop National Security Council meetings that alternated between Leba-
non and Grenada. As Grenada appeared to be progressing without problems, Gen-
eral Vessey concentrated on Lebanon and delegated most of the Grenada briefings to
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Admiral Moreau. The ghastly news from Beirut dampened everyone’s spirits. At one
point the president hung his head in his hands and wondered aloud if his administra-
tion would suffer the same fate as that of President Carter, undone by the hostage crisis
in Iran. His advisors believed that a Grenada operation would only detract from his
popularity. General Vessey, who like his colleagues on the Joint Chiefs did not think an
intervention was necessary at this point, ventured that with the 1984 presidential elec-
tion only a year away, perhaps Reagan should call off the invasion. The president shot
back that he intended to consider this operation strictly on its merits.%

The president might have temporarily lost his ebullience but not his resolve. The
key issue for him was that American citizens were at risk. As soon as he heard that
hostages were involved, he made up his mind that he would use military force if nec-
essary. He carefully refrained from telling anyone of that decision, however, because
he intended to keep his options open until the very last minute. Periodically he asked
Vessey if he had made any decision that had irreversibly committed him to a military
operation. Vessey always assured him that he had not reached that point.*

That evening, 23 October, in the White House residence, after his advisors had
departed, the president signed a National Security Decision Directive for the inva-
sion of Grenada. “The Secretary of Defense and the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff . . . will land US and allied Caribbean military forces in order to take control of
Grenada, no later than dawn Tuesday, October 25, 1983.” Reagan carefully stipulated
that the State Department would not notify the Organization of Eastern Caribbean
States of his decision until after 1800 on 24 October. The president did not inform his
principal advisors of his action until sometime the next day. The explanation for this
reluctance appears to have been more personal than political. He was very much aware
that a decision to intervene would cost lives, and he refused to make that determination
until he absolutely had to.%

The news from the Caribbean continued to pressure the president toward military
action. Ambassador McNeil arrived in Barbados on 23 October and immediately went
into a meeting with the Caribbean heads of state that lasted almost three hours. Prob-
ing their rationale for intervention, he found their advocacy thoroughly grounded in
the realities of the situation and concluded that they were deeply committed to action
as the only way to preserve democracy in the area. Following instructions, he gave the
prime ministers no hint as to what his recommendation would be.>®

McNeil also spent some time reviewing all locally available intelligence on Gre-
nada with particular emphasis on the medical students. He concluded that they were
not hostages yet but that this well might be the Grenadians’ next step. He believed the
situation was deteriorating daily and was dangerous. With the fate of his colleagues in
Tehran, Iran, during the 1979 takeover of the American embassy very much in mind,
he recommended that the president should order immediate military intervention. His
one qualification was that it had to be quick, before surprise was lost.®°



The Organization of Eastern Caribbean States heads of government joined by
Prime Ministers Adams of Barbados and Seaga of Jamaica knew nothing of these de-
velopments and frankly doubted American resolve. Ambassador McNeil had brought a
list of State Department concerns about the repercussions of American military action.
Based on the discussion of these points, the group drafted a formal request for Ameri-
can intervention. The chairperson of the Organization of Eastern Caribbean States,
Prime Minister Charles of Dominica, signed it on the evening of 23 October. She de-
clined to forward it to Washington, however, until she received a “final positive US
decision . .. .”%

Although the president signed the National Security Decision Directive for the
intervention in Grenada on the evening of 23 October, he remained less than totally
committed to the operation. Shortly after 1200 on 24 October, he met with the Joint
Chiefs of Staff to ask each member individually to give his personal assessment of the
plan. Did he agree with it? Was something more needed? The chairman and the chiefs
of service were unanimous on two points. First, they preferred a negotiated, peaceful
evacuation of the students to armed intervention. Second, if the situation required in-
tervention, they were satisfied with the plan and the forces committed to its execution.
The meeting broke up with the president reassured about the plan but with his option
of whether to execute still open.52

Listening to this exchange, Secretary of Defense Caspar W. Weinberger became
convinced that Reagan had concluded to invade the island barring a last-minute diplo-
matic breakthrough. That afternoon, the president confirmed that this was his decision
and gave the secretary the signed National Security Directive. Weinberger immediately
returned to the Pentagon. With a military operation looking ever more likely, he dele-
gated to General Vessey, as chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, full power to conduct
the operation in the secretary’s name. This decision reflected both the president’s and
the secretary’s confidence in Vessey’s professional abilities and their affinity for his
low—key operating style. With this decision, Vessey gained more control over a major
American military operation than had any uniformed officer since the Korean War.®

That evening Weinberger, Vessey, and the chiefs went to the White House for a
meeting with the president, the other members of the National Security Council, and
the House and Senate leadership. At that time President Reagan asked Secretary of
State George P. Shultz to describe the situation in Grenada for the group. General
Vessey followed with a briefing on the rescue plan. In the discussion that followed,
the Speaker of the House, Representative Thomas P. (“Tip™”) O’Neill, and the Senate
Minority Leader, Senator Robert C. Byrd, expressed their unhappiness with the idea
of military intervention but could offer no alternative. The president observed that it
looked as if it had to be done and that he would do it.®

As the meeting broke up, Reagan took Vessey aside and asked him what his deci-
sion times were. When did he need to decide to launch the operation? What was the
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latest time at which he could abort? Vessey told him that if he wanted to stage the
operation the next day, 25 October, he had to make the decision immediately. Planes,
ships, and troops were already deploying to launch positions. Vessey said that the lat-
est time for an abort would be shortly before 0500 when US aircraft would first enter
Grenadian airspace. With that information in hand, the president said: “Go.”®

Just at that moment the new national security advisor, McFarlane, walked over
and told Reagan that he was activating the White House situation room. The president
could come there at any time during the night and receive a briefing on the latest infor-
mation from Grenada. Reagan turned to Vessey and asked what he intended to do that
evening. The general responded that first he was going to make a call to the Pentagon
to set the operation in motion. Once he had made that call, there was nothing further he
or the president could do that evening, unless the president decided to call off the op-
eration. That being the case, Vessey said he intended to go home and go to bed. In the
morning, once the troops were on the island, he might be able to do something to assist
them. He wanted to be well rested and alert when that time came. President Reagan
replied that he intended to do the same.®®

At the time he issued his “go” order, President Reagan and the other decision mak-
ers and planners in Washington, Norfolk, and Fort Bragg believed that almost all the
Americans on Grenada could be found on the True Blue Campus of the St. George’s
University School of Medicine. This assumption was incorrect because it overlooked
the even larger Grand Anse Campus located just south of St. George’s on the west
coast of the island and the sizable collection of students and tourists living near Prickly
Point, a peninsula east of True Blue. The misapprehension was due to the failure by
Atlantic Command to double-check the information about the Americans’ location.

Their whereabouts was hardly a state secret. Because US Forces Caribbean had
the mission of conducting operations in the Caribbean, intelligence officers at Key
West had already developed detailed information on the location of Americans living
on Grenada as a precautionary measure in case their evacuation became necessary at
some future date. When Admiral McDonald decided not to use this headquarters to
direct Operation URGENT FURY, however, he cut these intelligence assets out. Even
before that, when the Joint Chiefs first raised the possibility of evacuating Americans
and other foreign nationals from the island, McDonald’s senior intelligence officer
should have requested all the information that US Forces Caribbean had compiled and
distributed it to the participating headquarters, but there is no evidence that he ever
attempted to do so.%’

Despite Ambassador Bish’s prohibition on routine visits to Grenada, his staff at
Bridgetown also knew the general location of the students. On 20 October 1983 Bish
outlined to the State Department where the students lived, but he never sent an infor-
mation copy to the national command center, so the message never reached military
intelligence. A copy did eventually come to rest in the records of the State Depart-



ment’s Grenada Working Group. The military liaison officer from the Pentagon with
this group should have passed on the information, but there is no indication of when the
working group received the message. It may have arrived after the fact or with a mass
of other cables. Although Bish devoted considerable space to describing the students’
domiciles, his subject line only referred to their attitudes about evacuation. Given the
short time available, members of the working group could easily have overlooked this
buried information.®

Intelligence agencies also overlooked two other obvious sources of information
about the students. Most of the Americans at the medical school received federally
guaranteed student loans. The Department of Education, which mailed the checks, had
the street addresses of these students, including those who lived off-campus. Because
the department was reviewing the school’s accreditation, it had prepared a chart that
listed all the students by name with their addresses alongside. The administrative office
of the school had even more information, but no one went to Bay Shore, Long Island,
to collect this material .

At the very last moment, the Defense Intelligence Agency learned of the Grand
Anse campus quite by accident. In a casual conversation, one of the secretaries work-
ing with the agency mentioned that she had a brother attending the medical school in
Grenada, who lived at the Grand Anse Campus. She had recently visited him there and
even had photographs. She had nothing to do with tracking events on Grenada, but the
person with whom she was talking did and immediately recognized the significance
of her remarks. A flurry of research confirmed the existence of a second campus. At
1800 on 22 October an intelligence analyst from the Joint Special Operations Com-
mand picked up a package containing the new material and flew with it to Fort Bragg,
arriving there late that evening. At the same time, the Defense Intelligence Agency
dispatched similar packages to three other intelligence offices, including that of the
Atlantic Command’s director of intelligence. In the end, for reasons that remain ob-
scure, no plans were changed, and the information never reached the units preparing
to invade the island.”

Accounts of the Reagan administration often comment on the president’s unusu-
ally passive style of decision-making coupled with a general lack of curiosity about a
wide range of policy areas. At times his advisors were reduced to reading his body lan-
guage to determine whether he approved or disapproved of a particular option. Histori-
ans have suggested that his age and his philosophy of focusing his time and energy on
a few big issues on which he had well developed opinions contributed to this style of
decision-making. Granting the truth of both these observations and mixing in a person-
al predisposition to allow an issue to ripen before taking action—Calvin Coolidge was,
after all, one of the president’s personal favorites among his predecessors—there still
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remains room for a political explanation for his behavior. Like all administrations, the
Reagan team represented a coalition of constituencies in power. It was an assemblage
of movement conservatives, who saw the federal government as the cause of most
problems in America; business conservatives, who espoused less government regula-
tion; social conservatives, who had abortion and homosexuality at the center of their
concerns; and national security conservatives, who saw the United States failing to
keep up militarily in its world-wide competition with the Soviet Union. None of these
groups agreed entirely with the others, and they competed with one another to set the
administration’s agenda. The coalition was new—previous Republican administrations
had not reflected this particular mix of groups—and some of its members had never
even been in power before. All these factors contributed to making the political con-
sensus buttressing the administration fragile with Reagan the one figure around whom
all could rally. In this setting, the president’s adoption of a passive posture allowed his
supporters in their own minds to endow him with their own hopes and desires. If he
ultimately adopted a position at variance with their own, they could always blame it on
bad advisors and recite the mantra “Let Reagan be Reagan.””*

The Grenada crisis, of course, fell within the general area of national security—a
topic on which Reagan had decided and long-standing opinions. At all the big deci-
sion points, he expressed his views in a clear and straight-forward way, except, that
is, until he had to sign the presidential directive actually launching the forces. Then he
temporized. He may have concluded that it would be easier for some of his supporters
to accept a negotiated end to the crisis—should one become possible—if they did not
know he had already signed an execute order than would be the case if they knew he
had drawn it back at the last minute to accommodate a deal. This analysis is based not
on the president’s words but on his actions.

While Reagan gave every indication that he meant exactly what he said about his
own motives—that his highest priority in addressing the crisis was securing the safe
return of the Americans and any other foreign nationals who wanted to leave—this was
almost certainly not the stance of everyone involved in the decision-making. Advisors
who approached the crisis from a geo-political perspective saw the Americans on the
island as a convenient pretext for a demonstration of American power and purpose
that would cheaply send a message to the Soviets and the Cubans about the danger of
meddling in a US sphere of influence. For these counselors, the ultimate fate of the
potential hostages counted for little against this larger purpose. In the end, Reagan’s
coyness did not in any way retard military preparations, which were developing on a
track parallel to the policy making, but it did allow him to be certain in his own mind
that he was making the right decision for the right reason.”

By law and the president’s inclination, Reagan’s two senior advisors during the
Grenada crisis were the Secretary of State and the Secretary of Defense. Secretaries
Shultz and Weinberger shared several traits—both were Californians, had served in
World War 11, had first come to national prominence in the administration of President
Richard M. Nixon, and were strong-minded men with considerable bureaucratic skill.



Unlike Shultz, however, Weinberger had originally opposed Reagan in California poli-
tics, and some of the original Reaganites still considered him tarnished by a liberal
patina. As a consequence, Weinberger tended to restrict his advice to the president to
issues that he considered to have major import and in which he had developed personal
expertise. He was also careful not to allow any of his subordinates to get publically to
his right. He believed that his main responsibility was to manage the defense buildup,
ensuring that the administration retained the political support necessary to sustain the
effort. Generally, he regarded Third World military adventures as unnecessary expen-
ditures of the political capital he needed for that larger project. Shultz, lacking Wein-
berger’s history, was more uninhibited in his advice. He believed in diplomacy backed
by military power. At the time when Grenada became an issue, he and Weinberger were
engaged in a dispute over whether military power could usefully support US diplomacy
in the Middle East. Neither man had any previous personal involvement with the east-
ern Caribbean. Both came to the Grenada issue late in the process and, when presented
with the available evidence, recommended intervention. Their primary contribution to
the operation had to do not with whether to go but with the size of the force.”

Two other senior advisors, Vice President Bush and General Vessey took diametri-
cally opposed views as to the wisdom of the Grenada operation. Bush, based on his
recent Caribbean trip, was decidedly in favor of the invasion. Scholarly research on
the first president Bush is just beginning and most of it has focused on his four years
in the White House. The impression conveyed by the existing literature is that before
his meeting with Prime Minister Seaga he had very little first-hand knowledge of the
eastern Caribbean. This assumption needs testing by in-depth research. At the same
time, his world view, particularly in regard to the portion of the Western Hemisphere
south of the United States, might help explain his readiness to act upon Prime Minis-
ter Charles’ appeal. In contrast to the vice president, Vessey was consistent in saying
that the Chiefs preferred a negotiated settlement. By implication that meant that in
the Chiefs’” view all the military rationales used to justify seizing the airfield at Point
Salines, premised upon the outbreak of war with the Soviets in Europe, did not suffice
because the possibility of such a conflict was remote. Vessey, who normally handled
himself with aplomb in the higher counsels of government, made one misstep when
he advanced a political rather than a military reason for not intervening—but this may
simply represent how well he fit into the relaxed and convivial air that Reagan gener-
ated among his senior officials. There is something to be said for military advisors not
becoming too comfortable in such surroundings.

The interagency process was designed to provide a thorough airing of issues at
low levels so that those that survived to rise to senior levels would receive a thorough
vetting from many points of view. In that light, several questions arise concerning
the process’s performance during the Grenada crisis. How well did the system work?
How thoroughly did lower level participants consider a range of options before senior
policy makers became engaged? To what extent did the time compression affect the
decision-making?
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The Restricted Interagency Group became aware of a potential problem on
13 October. Eleven days later, the president ordered US forces to intervene. In such a
time frame there was a tendency for events to overtake careful deliberation of alterna-
tives. This compression of time between the first flickering awareness of the problem
and the use of force suggests that Grenada was not a fair test of the interagency process.
Any system of decision making—good, bad, or indifferent—might be overwhelmed
under similar circumstances. Moreover, for participants the sense of that a succession
of events cascading into a torrent was heightened by the unfamiliar speed with which
they learned of occurrences. Grenada was one of the first crises in which the State
Department used tactical satellite radios developed by the Army Signal Corps to com-
municate between its Washington headquarters and its embassies overseas. The new
technology meant that policy makers in Washington could dispense with the elaborate
memoranda with which they (or at least their subordinates) had analyzed past crises.
This shift in procedures had at least four consequences. First, it made the record of
decision-making much sparser and complicated the job of anyone seeking to render
any definitive judgment upon what happened. Second, it meant that policy makers
lost that “second look™ which the discipline of writing imposes by requiring a writer
to consider the inner logic of his or her subject. Participants relied on the “first look”
alone—reading the messages as they arrived and reacting ad hoc to their contents.
Third, the speed with which information arrived accelerated decision cycles increas-
ing the psychological pressures that accumulate on the individuals involved when an
organization is called upon to process and act upon information received in greater
quantity and with greater frequency than anticipated. Finally, the increasing speed of
the decision cycle meant that whatever information or misinformation that was imme-
diately at hand became relevant with little time for checking—or at least that was how
the individuals in the process acted.™

All of the above was certainly true, but to halt the analysis at this point would
give the national security bureaucracy too much of a free pass. Grenada was a subject
in only four Restricted Interagency Group meetings spread over five working days if
the Motley-Connally exchange at the end of the 13 October meeting is included in the
total. Ambassador Motley thus used the first two sessions to simply broadcast to key
agencies the fact that a potential problem existed on the island. Over the weekend,
15-16 October, at a time when the situation on the ground did not appreciably change,
he concluded that a full-blown crisis existed and that the only solution was US military
intervention and the restoration of democratic government on the island. It would be
interesting to know how, why, and when the ambassador reached these conclusions.
Bishop’s assassination implicitly validated his approach, but this event occurred two
days later. On the surface, at least, it appears that Motley thought he knew the answer
before the question was asked.

There is no evidence that the Restricted Interagency Group ever debated a range
of options with discussion of the advantages and disadvantages of each approach. The
record, such as it exists, of the meetings consists of the recollections of participants.



No notes, minutes, or memoranda of record have surfaced to date. Once Motley called
for intervention, the debate appears to have polarized into a binary exchange for and
against intervention. Even that description may suggest too much coherence in an ex-
change between two feuding bureaucracies. Motley argued for intervention. No one, it
appears, argued against it on its merits. Connally was too low ranking to do anything
more than carry the mail, while Moreau slow pitched the process by appearing to drag
his feet. (Actually, more military planning was going on than he cared to share with
Motley.) The admiral balked at the appearance of State Department direction, although
that was the official purpose of instituting the formal interagency process.

Of course, Moreau and Connally faced a dilemma. As uniformed members of the
military, they were responsible for carrying out policy, not making it. Deciding to inter-
vene in Grenada was definitely a policy decision, a responsibility of the State Depart-
ment, the senior civilian leaders in the Department of Defense, and the president. The
military’s role in the government thus precluded Connally, Moreau, and at a higher
level, Vessey from open debate on the merits of an intervention. They were supposed to
deal with the question of how, not whether. Vessey’s suggestion that the president defer
landing because of domestic political considerations—totally inappropriate given the
traditions of US civil-military relations even if induced by the warm fellow feeling that
Reagan induced among his senior advisors—does suggest the depth of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff’s opposition to Operation URGENT FURY.

The student of the Grenada decision-making process is left with the disquieting
conclusion that the issue appears to have received its most thoughtful consideration
when the president took his own counsel. This observation speaks volumes for the
president but is also an indictment of the advisory process supporting his decision-
making. The feckless actions of the post-Bishop Grenadian leaders and their minions
justified the decision that Reagan ultimately reached, but much of that behavior oc-
curred after rather than before Motley made his recommendation.

Serious, in-depth research into the Reagan years has just begun, so it may well be
that future discoveries of personal notes or other records contemporaneous to events
or prepared immediately afterwards will clarify some of the puzzles sketched above.
While this account is only a first cut at the available evidence, it does suggest several
fruitful lines of inquiry. One approach would be a series of in-depth studies of the
roles of particular individuals. Political scientist Robert J. Beck has already provided
a model for this kind of research with his excellent article focusing on the activi-
ties of Ambassador McNeil. Similar accounts on Ambassador Motley, Vice President
Bush, General Vessey, Admiral Moreau, Secretary Weinberger, Secretary Shultz, and
President Reagan that considered not only each man’s participation in the crisis but
his previous experience with, interest in, and knowledge of the Caribbean region in
general and Grenada in particular might substantially alter the conclusions presented
in this paper.”
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The proposals above are micro studies, but there is also room for broader ranging
works. The collection, analysis, distribution, and use by decision-makers of intelli-
gence about Grenada, utilizing the records of all the intelligence agencies involved,
would greatly clarify a great many issues. Possibly in the days of our great-grandchil-
dren, the records will become available for such an inquiry. Equally distant but equally
useful would be accounts based on archival research in Cuba and Russia that would
analyze Soviet and Cuban intentions and actions with regard to Grenada from at least
the point at which the island gained its independence but with emphasis on Bishop’s
years in power and the final crisis of the regime. A monograph grounded in primary
materials that focused on the US Department of State’s role in the crisis would make
clear many things currently out of focus. Finally, someone needs to write a history of
Grenada based upon archival and manuscript sources that firmly sets the Grenadian
revolution and its denouement in the context of local traditions.
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The Interagency Non-Process in Panama:
Crisis, Intervention, and Post-Conflict Reconstructiont

by

John T. Fishel, Ph.D.
National Defense University

Introduction

Nineteen years have passed since Operation JUST CAUSE was executed in Pan-
ama. Twenty-one years ago, the Panama crisis began when General Manuel Noriega
forcibly retired his only remaining rival for the leadership of the Panama Defense
Forces (PDF) and, therefore, the nation. Because that rival would not go quietly, events
were set in motion that resulted in US intervention. With respect to the interagency
process—or non-process—one has to consider both time and place.

The time was June 1987. The landmark Goldwater-Nichols Department of Defense
Reorganization Act had passed the Congress only the previous year. Its effects were
still to be felt. The Washington interagency process was still changing its structure with
every new administration. Not until George H. W. Bush took office on 20 January 1989
would today’s familiar structure of a Principals’ Committee, a Deputies’ Committee,
and a series of subordinate committees or working groups be put in place. Instead, the
interagency committee structure was very much in flux with roles of key players in the
National Security Council staff very much works in progress.

The place was the Republic of Panama, born in a rebellion against Colombia in
1903 and midwifed by President Theodore Roosevelt. Teddy built the Panama Canal
and, according to the Hay-Bunau Varilla Treaty, occupied a ten mile swath of Panama-
nian territory on either side of the Canal where the US could “act as if it were sovereign
... in perpetuity” or, at least until a new treaty was negotiated. That happened in 1977
and it went into effect in 1979. In 1987 the US found itself with three separate, largely
independent US government institutions located in Panama; two of which were in the
former Canal Zone where the US had acted as if it were sovereign for 76 years. Those
institutions were: the American Embassy, located in Downtown Panama City, the US
Southern Command, located at Quarry Heights and other “Defense Sites” in the former
Zone, and the Panama Canal Commission, located in the Canal Administration Build-
ing on the slope of Ancon Hill in the former Zone.
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US Institutions in Panama

The American Embassy in Panama, like all American Embassies, contains all
the elements of the US government that operate in Panama and all work under the
direction of the Ambassador. In Panama, in the 1980s, these included the standard
Embassy sections (Political, Economic, Consular, Security, USAID, USIS, and oth-
ers), a CIA Station, a Defense Attache Office, and with regional responsibilities, the
Drug Enforcement Administration, and the USMC Latin America US Embassy Guards
command and control office. Leading the Embassy in 1987 was Ambassador Arthur
Davis, a political appointee who had, however, acquitted himself well as Ambassador
to Paraguay. His Deputy Chief of Mission (DCM), John Maisto, was a career Foreign
Service Officer who would later go on to several Ambassadorships and the post of Se-
nior Director for Latin America on the National Security Council Staff. Neither Davis
nor Maisto had particularly good reputations within the Embassy or with the other US
institutions in Panama.?

The United States Southern Command (USSOUTHCOM) was the second US gov-
ernment institution located in Panama until the late 1990s. It consisted of the SOUTH-
COM commander and staff, located at the Quarry Heights Defense Site, halfway up
Ancon Hill, the several service components: Army South operating out of Fort Clayton
and other Pacific side sites and several sites on the Atlantic side, Southern Air Force
(SOUTHAF) operating out of Howard AFB and Albrook Air Force Station on the Pa-
cific side, Navy South (NAVSO) and the Marines (MARSOUTH) at Rodman Naval
Station on the Pacific side, and the sub-unified command, Special Operations Com-
mand South (SOCSOUTH), at first located on Quarry Heights and later on Albrook.
As part of the senior staff, under the Commander-in-Chief (CINC), General Fred F.
Woerner, Jr., was a senior Foreign Service Officer (FSO) called the POLAD, a senior
CIA officer called the Regional Affairs Officer, the SOUTHCOM Treaty Affairs Di-
rectorate, and the several Staff Directorates. As CINC, General Woerner was respon-
sible for all US military activities in his Area of Operational Responsibility (AOR)
which ran from the Mexico-Guatemala border south to cover all of Central and South
America plus the seas out to 200 miles from land. Panama, of course, falls within the
SOUTHCOM AOR.

The last major US government institution in Panama was the Panama Canal Com-
mission’s Administration. The Administrator was former SOUTHCOM CINC, LTG
(ret.) Dennis P. McAuliffe while the Deputy Administrator was a Panamanian, Fer-
nando Manfredo. The PCC administration was responsible for running the Canal and
conducting business with the Panamanian government regarding the Canal.

Neither SOUTHCOM nor the PCC Administration felt any obligation to coordi-
nate with the Embassy when conducting its core business. For SOUTHCOM, core
business included all activity in the AOR except that which dealt directly with Panama,
except those activities expressly stated in the Panama Canal treaties as being between



the US military and the PDF (which was nearly everything related to the treaties). This
meant, as well, that there would be more coordination between SOUTHCOM and the
PCC than with the Embassy.

Stovepipes to Washington

As Ambassador David Passage tells it, every agency working in an American Em-
bassy communicates by stovepipe with its Washington DC headquarters.® Even though
the CIA Station, for example, is supposed to be subordinate to the Ambassador, the
Station Chief receives orders directly from CIA Headquarters—some of which are
not shared with the Ambassador. Nor is CIA alone in this. Each agency has both com-
munication and command channels to Washington that are simply not shared with the
Ambassador. In Panama, this problem was compounded by the existence of indepen-
dent entities such as SOUTHCOM and the PCC Administration. The CINC worked
for the Secretary of Defense and normally communicated through the Chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff. Staff sections communicated with their counterparts in the Joint
Staff. Service Components communicated with their Service Chiefs. For example, the
Army South commander, Major General Bernard Loeffke, was in regular communica-
tion with Army Chief of Staff, General Carl Vuono. Similarly, the PCC Administration
communicated with the Commission in Washington. So, each institution, and nearly
every component within those institutions, had its own lines to somewhere in Wash-
ington both for normal communication and to receive direction. Lateral communica-
tion—that is, between components and institutions—was haphazard, at best. Indeed,
interagency coordination in Panama was only a sometime thing.

Issues & Efforts Requiring Interagency Coordination During the Crisis

In these circumstances, there were any number of events that produced issues that
clearly begged for interagency coordination, both in Washington and on the ground in
Panama. These issues will be addressed in this section.

Indicting Noriega

The Panama crisis began with Noriega’s firing of his second in command, Colonel
Roberto Diaz Herrera, in June 1987. Diaz Herrera struck back with allegations of drug
trafficking by Noriega as well as far-fetched accusations that he had been responsible
for the death of Omar Torrijos in 1981. These allegations provoked the opposition Na-
tional Civic Crusade (NCC) to mount street demonstrations that Noriega suppressed
ruthlessly. In response, the Reagan Administration approved some minor economic
sanctions including withholding US military assistance to the PDF and cancelled the
annual combined defense of the Canal exercise, KINDLE LIBERTY. For the most part,
however, the conflict was internal to Panama with the US supporting the NCC’s goals.
At the same time, both the CIA and DEA continued their cooperative relationships
with Noriega and the PDF. The DEA chief in Panama, Alfredo Duncan, was reported to
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have acknowledged that Noriega had some “questionable” drug trafficker associations
but he also said that Noriega’s cooperation was of much greater value.* Neverthe-
less, in the fall of 1987 two US Attorneys in Florida—one in Miami and the other in
Tampa—~began Grand Jury investigations of Noriega’s involvement in drug traffick-
ing.> There is no evidence that these Grand Jury investigations were coordinated with,
or even known to, the US Attorney General, Edwin Meese. There is solid evidence that
the investigations were totally unknown to the State Department.

On 5 February 1988, while General Woerner was visiting Assistant Secretary of
State Elliott Abrams, the latter received a phone call. As Woerner recalls it, “Abrams
turned white as a sheet.” When he hung up the phone, he turned to Woerner and said,
“They just indicted Noriega!” The General was completely convinced that Abrams
was as clueless as he was.® As a result, Woerner immediately directed his staff to begin
planning for operations in Panama where the PDF was the enemy.

Economic Sanctions: The ““Battles’ of the Electric Bills

As the Panama crisis deepened throughout the spring of 1988, the US government
chose to keep tightening the economic screws on Noriega through more sanctions.
Interagency battles in Washington resulted in policy decisions for ever greater sanc-
tions.” The sanctions did raise the pressure on the PDF and, on 16 March 1988, a group
of officers attempted a coup. It failed. On 8 April the Reagan Administration invoked
the International Emergency Economic Powers Act of 1977 to put Noriega under new
and greater sanctions. The Presidential Executive Order prohibited “American citizens
and companies operating in Panama from paying any taxes or fees owed the Panama-
nian government.”® This sanctions policy was opposed by American businessmen in
Panama as well as by the US Treasury Department which put up bureaucratic obstacles
to its implementation.®

Nevertheless, the American Embassy was fully supportive and immediately de-
cided not to pay the electric bills on the apartments it rented for all US government
personnel assigned to the Embassy. In addition to those official Americans, there were
any number of US citizens who worked for SOUTHCOM and its components as well
as the PCC who lived in apartments and houses, rented or owned, in Panama City.
These Americans also owed the Panamanian government for their electricity. Unlike
the Embassy, these Americans simply ignored the order.*

The Embassy, on the other hand, chose to ignore the electric bill when it came.!
The Ambassador, DCM, and Administrative officer apparently believed that there was
no way the government electric company would cut off so many individual apartments
rented to the Embassy for assigned personnel. When the due date came and no payment
was forthcoming, the electric company issued a warning—pay by 21 April or electric-
ity would be cut off. 21 April 1988 was a Friday. It came and went. Electricity was not
cut off so there were celebrations by the Embassy leaders; nothing would happen until



Monday. Early Saturday morning, however, electric company trucks were observed
outside the luxury apartments in Punta Paitilla where Embassy personnel were housed;
the crews were removing electric boxes cutting power to the appropriate individual
apartments!

The Administrative officer moved quickly to get all the Embassy personnel rooms
in the best hotel in Panama, the Marriott. Then, he began work on a longer term solu-
tion. He found an apartment hotel (Aparthotel) that would rent small suites and he paid
a month’s rent up front. Personnel were notified and went to check the place out—they
were appalled. Personnel from agencies other than State Department complained to
their parent agencies and were told that they could remain in the Marriott. Then, the
State Department personnel objected to the double standard and the Embassy backed
down and paid for rooms at the Marriott for a month! At that point, the Embassy and
the US government capitulated and agreed to pay the electric company, figuring that it
would take some time to restore the electricity to the apartments. Of course, Noriega’s
electric company restored the electricity within 24 hours and the US government was
stuck with bills for two hotels—already paid—and the sanctioned electric bill, now
paid! Clearly, this was evidence of a failed interagency process, at best, and no process,
at worst.

Planning for Intervention

When General Woerner returned to SOUTHCOM from his meeting with Elliott
Abrams where they were stunned with the news that Noriega had been indicted, he
directed his Operations Directorate (J3) to begin planning for action against the PDF.
At the same time, he requested from the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff (CJCS)
direction to begin the same planning. On 28 February he received the order to plan and
to do so using the Crisis Action Planning process of the Joint Operational Planning
System (JOPS), then in effect. This gave the planning process a sense of urgency that
the Deliberate Planning process did not have. The J3 planners produced a four phase
plan which they briefed to General Woerner on the first Saturday in March. When the
briefing ended, Woerner asked where Phase V—the postconflict phase was. Phase V
planning was initiated the following day by the Civil Affairs section of the Policy,
Strategy, and Programs Directorate (J5).*> The resulting five phase plan was code-
named, ELABORATE MAZE. The only coordination done was internal to DOD—es-
pecially between SOUTHCOM and its subordinate components and SOUTHCOM and
the Joint Staff.

By summer, the Joint Staff decided that the five phase plan should be divided into a
series of separate individual plans that Woerner directed be capable of execution sequen-
tially, simultaneously, or independently, or any combination of these—as he had done
for the phases of ELABORATE MAZE. Collectively, the plans were referred to as THE
PRAYERBOOK; it was made up of POST TIME—the buildup of forces; KLONDIKE
KEY—a noncombatant evacuation operation or NEO; BLUE SPOON—defensive and
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offensive operations (Phases Il and 1V of ELABORATE MAZE); and KRYSTAL
BALL (later changed to BLIND LOGIC)—postconflict operations. Of these, only
KLONDIKE KEY was coordinated and shared with the Embassy.** This was because
Embassy personnel were among those Americans who were to be evacuated in the
event of a NEO.

On 18 May 1989, General Woerner was briefed on the status of BLIND LOGIC.
This briefing had become necessary due to a reorganization of the SOUTHCOM staff
which had transferred the Plans Division from the J3 to the J5 and the Civil Affairs sec-
tion from the J5 to the J3. Discussions among staff officers had resulted in the proposal
to leave BLIND LOGIC in the J5 under the Chief of the Policy and Strategy Division
where it would be revised and updated.** Upon reviewing the plan, it immediately
became clear that BLIND LOGIC was, in the words used at the time, “treading all over
State Department turf.” As a result, he requested from his superior, one of three Deputy
J5s, permission to brief BLIND LOGIC to the Embassy Political Counselor and dis-
cuss its implications with him. In his opinion, this was a “no brainer”—not only did
the Political Counselor have a need to know but he was also a personal acquaintance.
The answer was a surprise; he was told, “Not only no, but hell no!”” and informed that
the plan was held exclusively within JCS channels. The planner persisted and extracted
permission from his boss to visit the Political Counselor, sound him out on some of the
issues, but always talking “around the plan.”*® One positive result of the conversation
was that the planners incorporated the Embassy assumption that the PDF would be dis-
banded. What they did not know, and, therefore, could not include was the intention to
inaugurate as President and Vice Presidents the winners of the elections of early May
1989, an intention that vitiated a principal planning assumption for postconflict, short
term military government.

Fissures, the Kozak Mission, and Fissures |1

Assistant Secretary of State Michael Kozak began a series of shuttle trips to Pana-
ma in mid-March 1988, shortly after the coup attempt on 16 March. Kozak had a long
history of involvement with Panama dating back to the successful Panama Canal treaty
negotiations in 1977 during the Presidency of Jimmy Carter. Indeed, Mike Kozak had
developed a good relationship with then Panamanian dictator, General Omar Torrijos,
and had come to know then Colonel Manuel Noriega. As a result, Kozak became the
point man for the Reagan Administration’s diplomatic efforts to get Noriega to resign
and go away, thereby ending the crisis. On his first visit, there was no effort to coordi-
nate in any way with SOUTHCOM. Indeed, the command was kept completely in the
dark. On his second trip, however, in mid April, SOUTHCOM had been sent a classi-
fied message with US policy goals for Panama that had originated with White House
Chief of Staff Howard Baker.*®* Those policy goals were: protect US citizens, defend
the Canal and US installations, make certain the US was in the best possible position to
deal with a post Noriega government, and the removal of Noriega from power.Y



With this guidance, such as it was, General Woerner convened a series of inter-
agency workshops at his headquarters in Quarry Heights. Attending were people from
the Embassy, CIA, State, and SOUTHCOM staff. The purpose was to develop an in-
teragency strategy that would assist US efforts to achieve those goals in the event that
the Kozak-Noriega negotiations failed, as seemed likely.** The discussions at Quarry
Heights produced a degree of consensus among the participants on actions to take that
would most likely wean the PDF officer corps away from Noriega in the interest of
saving their institution. General Woerner and his staff worked the agreed upon actions
into a plan that the General called Fissures. When Kozak’s negotiations with Noriega
failed, as expected, Woerner sent the Fissures plan through JCS channels with the
admonition that it needed to be executed as a fully coordinated effort. If it were to be
executed in pieces, it would fail. When orders to execute were finally received, they
came in exactly the piecemeal manner that General Woerner feared.’® Indeed, because
those orders came from JCS, they were military only—there is no indication that the
JCS had made any effort to coordinate the Fissures plan outside the Joint Staff, let
alone the civilian side of DOD or its interagency partners.

A little over a year later, General Woerner decided to try again with his Fissures
concept. Revising the Fissures plan to take account of the changes of the past year,
he forwarded Fissures Il to Washington. Fissures Il suffered the same fate as its pre-
decessor, no interagency involvement and direction to implement individual pieces.?
Apparently, neither Washington, under both Reagan and George H. W. Bush, nor the
interagency players in Panama were able or willing to work together at the decision
maker level to produce a coordinated strategy to address the disparate issues of the
Panama crisis.

An Issue of Perception—Drugs

The indictment of General Manuel Noriega in February 1988 for drug trafficking
changed the Panama crisis from being primarily internal to one between the US and
Panama. But it also revealed deep rifts within the US government over Noriega’s and
the PDF’s roles in the illicit drug trade. Interestingly, these rifts were not entirely closed
until approximately the end of Operation JUST CAUSE on 31 January 1990—41 days
after it had begun. The positions of the most relevant US agencies with respect to
Noriega’s drug dealing are detailed below.

The State Department position from the perspective of the American Embassy in
Panama was that Noriega was intimately involved with the Colombian drug cartels.
However, this was merely one more count in the Embassy indictment of the General.
In addition, the Embassy was convinced that the entire senior leadership of the PDF
was dirty, and it was not far off the mark. Still, drugs were seen as a tool to move the
Reagan Administration and its successor toward active opposition to Noriega’s contin-
ued dominance of Panama’s government and politics. The drug issue was instrumental
as far as the Embassy was concerned.
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For the CIA Station, the drug issue was something that got in the way of their real
business. CIA was concerned with Cuban and Nicaraguan involvement with the insur-
gencies in Central America. Noriega was obviously a less than sterling individual but
he had been a paid source for many years. From the time he became G2 of the Panama-
nian Guardia Nacional through to his current tenure as Commander of the PDF, he was
head of a Liaison Service. CIA funding went to the PDF G2, not personally to Noriega.
Clearly, nobody in the Station believed for a moment that Noriega did not take his cut
(and give out cuts to other PDF leaders) but he was not directly on the payroll any lon-
ger and had not been since soon after the coup in 1968 that brought General Torrijos to
power. That said, the CIA valued Noriega’s cooperation in providing both information
and assistance in conducting other intelligence related operations from Panama. What,
then, was a little drug trafficking when there were bigger fish to fry?

Within the regional DEA office in Panama there was considerable debate and
disagreement regarding Noriega. The DEA chief, Alfredo “Freddie” Duncan, had ex-
pressed the opinion that despite his culpability in drug trafficking, Noriega was worth
far more to the US as a source of information on the Colombian cartels’ activities than
in jail as a convicted trafficker. Moreover, Duncan remained of this opinion long after
Noriega had been indicted. Others in the office were not so sure as their boss. While
they all agreed that Noriega was dirty and that he cooperated with DEA, these agents
believed that the General was basically feeding them information about those cartels
that were not cooperating with him. Thus, he was playing DEA (and, not coinciden-
tally, Duncan) for fools.

SOUTHCOM, despite having been tasked during the Reagan Administration with
the conduct of an interagency counterdrug mission in Bolivia—Operation BLAST
FURNACE (1986)—and by the Bush Administration with the monitoring and in-
terdiction of drug smuggling from Colombia to the US, generally took the position
that addressing Noriega’s and the PDF’s roles in the drug trade was not its job. The
SOUTHCOM staff was well aware that Noriega was up to his ears in the drug trade but
SOUTHCOM’s mission did not involve what Noriega was doing on that front. Rather,
SOUTHCOM had to address the PDF as, first, an ally in the defense of the Canal and
the support it gave to the command’s activities in other parts of Central America, and,
then, as a potential threat to the Canal, US defense facilities and personnel, and the
US civilian community in Panama. With all this, as long as Noriega was not directly
engaged in drug smuggling, his other drug trade activities simply were not part of the
command’s portfolio.

Finally, the PCC Administration was focused exclusively on the effective and neu-
tral operation of the Canal. What Noriega did, or did not do, with regard to the drug
trade just was not the business of the PCC. Its attitude was, “Hey, leave us out of this!”
In short, finding common ground, or even common perceptions, regarding the drug
trade among and within the US government agencies in Panama was a losing proposi-
tion.



Operations JUST CAUSE and PROMOTE LIBERTY

Operation JUST CAUSE began at 2345 hours on 19 December 1989. Operation
PROMOTE LIBERTY began at 1000 hours on 20 December 1989. Even before JUST
CAUSE was launched, an event of critical importance took place at Quarters 25 on
Fort Clayton, a US Defense Site. That was the swearing in as President of Panama,
Guillermo Endara, his First Vice President, Ricardo Arias Calderon, and the Second
Vice President, Guillermo “Billy” Ford, by a Panamanian Justice of the Peace. This
event trampled on a primary assumption of the postconflict plan, BLIND LOGIC,
which had assumed that the CINC would be the military governor of Panama for a pe-
riod of about 30 days following a US intervention. Clearly, the decision to inaugurate
the new government had been made sometime prior to the decision to execute; clearly,
the State Department was aware. Who in the military knew prior to the evening of 19
December is an open question. Even more intriguing is the question of who in SOUTH-
COM knew prior to 17 December when the decision to execute BLUE SPOON/JUST
CAUSE was made by President Bush. As of 15 December, nobody with responsibility
for BLIND LOGIC had any idea that there would be a new Panamanian government
sworn in before the operation began.?* As was true throughout the crisis, there was a
dearth of interagency coordination even on the eve of launching an invasion.

The immediate question for President Endara and his Vice Presidents was how
they were supposed to begin governing the country. While they had won the 7 May
1989 elections, Noriega had stopped the official count and annulled the vote. The last
gasp for the winners was the street demonstration on 10 May where all three had been
attacked by Noriega’s thugs in the Dignity Battalions and the PDF. Endara and Ford
had been injured while Ford’s bodyguard was killed. From that moment on, these three
had no expectation of governing Panama. Then, nearly 10 months later, they were
informed that they would be sworn in and were expected to begin governing Panama
the next day. Early on the morning of 20 December, the government of Panama opened
for business in the Legislative Assembly building. It was constituted by three men, one
the President and two Vice Presidents. Advising the government was the new DCM/
Charge d’Affaires at the American Embassy, John Bushnell. At 1000 hours, General
Thurman told his J5, Air Force Brigadier General Benard Gann, to “Get down to the
Legislative Assembly and keep Mr. Bushnell out of trouble.”?? That, in effect, was the
order to execute OPORD BLIND LOGIC as Operation PROMOTE LIBERTY.

One of the most important parts of Operation PROMOTE LIBERTY was provid-
ing security to the Panamanian public. This was achieved by reconstituting the Panama
National Police (PNP) and its sister institutions of the Panama Public Force. To advise
and assist the new police force in becoming organized, trained, and operational, Army
Major General Marc Cisneros, Commander of US Army South, established the US
Forces Liaison Group (USFLG). The FLG was treated by the Charge d’Affaires, Mr.
Bushnell, as a member of the Country Team at the Embassy. Early on, Bushnell re-
quested the members of the FLG to stop wearing their uniforms and to work in civilian
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clothes in order to influence the PNP’s self perception that it was to be a civilian, not
a military, police force. Overnight, the uniforms disappeared at the offices of the FLG.
At another meeting of the Country Team, Mr. Bushnell asked the FLG to determine
whether there were Reserve Component soldiers who were police officers in their ci-
vilian jobs who could be assigned to Panama. The answer was positive, and what were
called the “RC Cops” began arriving in short order where they were teamed with Army
Special Forces as advisor/monitors in the PNP precincts. Clearly, Bushnell’s decision
to treat the FLG as a member of the Country Team had the effect of significantly im-
proving interagency coordination in Panama during the first six months of Operation
PROMOTE LIBERTY.

In February 1990, the US Congress passed the Emergency Assistance to Democ-
racy in Panama Act. This legislation gave the interagency State/Justice Department
International Criminal Investigative Training Assistance Program (ICITAP) full re-
sponsibility for training the PNP and other police entities. ICITAP arrived in Panama
with three USG employees, its Director (a senior FBI Agent), his deputy (also an FBI
Agent), and the State Department representative on its Directorate. All its “worker
bees” were former FBI Agents (to include retired Assistant Directors of the FBI) now
employed by ICITAP’s contractor, Miranda Associates. The ICITAP Director had been
an Army Special Forces officer as a young man and had worked with a junior officer
in the Panamanian Guardia Nacional, who now was the Director of the PNP. In antici-
pation of a smooth hand off to ICITAP, the FLG established an office for the ICITAP
Director to share with the Chief of the FLG. Since the nominal chief of the FLG was
General Cisneros, for practical purposes, the office would belong to ICITAP.

From the moment they arrived, ICITAP tried to have as little to do with the FLG
as possible. They never occupied the office prepared for them, preferring to comman-
deer other space to do their business when it was necessary to be at PNP headquarters.
Otherwise, ICITAP operated out of the Marriott Hotel.?®* At the hotel, they held classes
for some of the PNP in classical lecture format with interpretation—only one of the
Miranda contractors was a Spanish speaker. They also launched plans to establish a
model police precinct; the model precinct never got off the ground. Meanwhile, it
was essential to have the new police take to the streets. The FLG found them interim
uniforms, ordered new khaki police uniforms through the Army/Air Force Exhange
System, arranged for a purchase of trucks from US military stores, and developed and
implemented a 20-hour course that was given to every member of the PNP by April of
1990. Not until July would ICITAP have a training course in place. From February un-
til July, ICITAP was represented in Panama by its Director for two weeks and then by
his deputy for two weeks. Only in July did ICITAP bring permanent government staff
down and begin their training program. After six months, the FLG was finally able
to hand over police training responsibilities to ICITAP. The conclusion to be drawn
from these episodes is that where there was the will, on both sides, to make something
work —as there was with the FLG working with the Embassy—then interagency co-
ordination and cooperation could be effective. Where the will to make it work was



one sided —despite good will at the worker level—there was little or no interagency
coordination or effective systemic cooperation.

Is There Any Evidence That We Learned Anything In Panama?

The status of interagency coordination during the Panama crisis and Operations
JUST CAUSE and PROMOTE LIBERTY was practically nonexistent. The process in
Washington was very much in the same state of flux that it had been in since the pas-
sage of the National Security Act in 1947. Only in 1989 did the new Bush Administra-
tion begin to institutionalize what has become the current NSC system of interagency
coordination. During the last parts of the Panama crisis, that system was just beginning
to take hold. In Panama, by contrast, there was even less of a system of interagency
cooperation and coordination—as this paper makes clear. In short, the glass (as they
say) was very nearly empty.

Two decades later, depending on one’s perspective, the glass is only half empty or
half full. The Washington process has been relatively well institutionalized. However,
the process in the field still has a long way to go. Although mechanisms, often “work
arounds,” have been developed to address issues of interagency concern, they still de-
pend, far too much, on the personal chemistry of the principals. If it is good, as it was
in the case of General David Petraeus and Ambassador Ryan Crocker in Iraq, it can
be very, very good. If, on the other hand, it is bad, as it was in the case of Lieutenant
General Ricardo Sanchez and Coalition Provisional Authority (CPA) Administrator,
Ambassador L. Paul “Jerry” Bremer, also in Iraq, then it is horrid! While we have
clearly learned from the Panama experience, we still have much more to learn.

Notes

1. The author wishes to acknowledge here an intellectual debt to two friends and colleagues,
Gabriel Marcella and Larry Yates. Gabriel, as International Affairs Advisor to USCINCSO,
General Fred F. Woerner, played a major, if largely unsung, role in these events. His writing,
both alone and with General Woerner, has given me the benefit of insight from levels above my
position. Gabriel has been generous with both his advice and friendship. Larry Yates’ recently
published official history of the Panama crisis is likely to be the definitive work on the subject.
Suffice that | have benefited greatly from Larry’s knowledge and insights over the last 19 years
where we have shared data and experiences—at least once over pizza which he brought to an
interview.

2. Author’s conversations with several individuals assigned to the Embassy at the time and
with senior staff at USSOUTHCOM.

3. Ambassador David Passage has described this process in a number of lectures given on
regular occasions to the Command & General Staff College at Fort Leavenworth, KS, through-
out the 1990s.

4. Author’s conversations with several DEA agents assigned to Panama in 1987 and 1988.

75



76

5. One of those US Attorneys was Dexter Lehtinen, husband of then Florida Legislator and
now US Congresswoman, lleana Ros-Lehtinen.

6. Author’s interview with General Fred F. Woerner, Jr., Boston MA,

7. See Lawrence A. Yates, The US Military Intervention in Panama: Origins, Planning, and
Crisis Management June 1987-December 1989 (Washington, DC, 2008: Center for Military
History), pp. 40-43.

8. Yates, p. 63.

9. Ibid.

10. The author writes from personal experience; he was not going to be without electricity for
cooking, hot water, or air conditioning with daytime temperatures in the 90s.

11. The source for the paragraphs that follow is the author’s observations at the time and
contemporaneous conversations with friends in DEA and the USMC who were stationed at the
Embassy and lived in Embassy rented housing.

12. See the author’s, The Fog of Peace: Planning and Executing the Restoration of Panama,
(Carlisle, PA, 1992: Strategic Studies Institute).

13. Several years later, the author confirmed this with Ambassador John Maisto who had been
DCM in Panama at the time.

14. The author was the Chief of Policy and Strategy at the time; his civilian education and
experience made him particularly well qualified to take charge of the plan.

15. Later, in an interview with the former Political Counselor, Mike Polt, the author asked
him if he recalled their strange conversation prior to JUST CAUSE. When Polt said he did, the
author told him that this (postconflict planning) was what it had been all about!

16. Yates, p. 98.

17. Ibid.

18. Ibid.

19. Yates, 99-100, Woerner interview.

20. Yates, 192-195, Woerner interview.

21. The author can make that statement with absolute certainty because up until 15 December
1989, he was responsible for OPORD BLIND LOGIC. There is no evidence that any changes
were made before the afternoon of 17 December because the review of the plan began on the
morning of that day.

22. The official version of this statement, which the author published in his monograph, The
Fog of Peace (Carlisle, PA: 1992, SSI) read “support Mr. Bushnell.” The reason was to avoid
embarrassment to all concerned, but nearly 20 years later, it is hard to imagine any linger-
ing embarrassment for the individuals involved. General Thurman long since has passed away
and General Gann retired. So, the time has come to tell the story exactly as it was without the
gloss.

23. This is not to say that good relations were not established with members of ICITAP’s
contractor team. Indeed, they were, but relations between the two organizations per se were
anything but harmonious. Author’s participant observation.



Panel 1—The Difficulties in Interagency Operations
(Submitted Paper)

Interagency Actions and the US Intervention in Lebanon, 1958

by

Lawrence A. Yates, Ph.D.
US Army Center of Military History

In mid-July, 1958, President Dwight D. Eisenhower ordered nearly 15,000 US
combat troops into Lebanon in an effort to prevent that country from falling to what
Washington perceived as radical Arab elements operating in the Middle East. What
I would like to do this morning is examine certain policies and decisions affecting
the intervention in Lebanon from the perspective of interagency processes within the
executive branch of the US government, starting with the National Security Council
(NSC).

In the American experience prior to World War 11, what later came to be catego-
rized as national security issues had been addressed mainly by the President working
with the State, War, and Navy departments; or with various advisers, specialists, and
friends. This interaction occurred in cabinet sessions, personal meetings, and inter-
departmental correspondence and communications. The scope of the Second World
War, the complex issues it left in its wake, and the great power responsibilities it thrust
upon the United States caused several high-ranking officials to advocate supplement-
ing these methods with a formal, statutory organization that would advise the President
on national security matters and promote interagency coordination and cooperation on
a systematic and ongoing basis, in a way the State-War-Navy Coordinating Committee
had sought to do during the last year of the war.!

The result was the National Security Act of 1947, which established the National
Security Council, together with the Central Intelligence Agency, the National Mili-
tary Establishment (later renamed the Department of Defense), and the short-lived
National Security Resources Board. After amendments made to the act in 1949, NSC
membership included the President and Vice President, the Secretaries of Defense and
State, and the NSRB (later the Office of Defense Mobilization) director. Also attend-
ing meetings as advisers were the director of Central Intelligence and the chairman of
the Joints Chiefs of Staff (JCS), with Eisenhower adding the Secretary of the Treasury,
the Mutual Security Administration director, and others, when needed, to the list. The
legislation establishing the NSC called on it to “advise the President with respect to the
integration of domestic, foreign, and military policies relating to the national security
S0 as to enable the military services and the other departments and agencies of the
Government to cooperate more effectively in matters involving the national security.”
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In this capacity, the NSC was to “assess and appraise the objectives, commitments and
risks of the United States in relation to our actual and potential military power.”?

Under Harry Truman, the NSC produced coordinated policy papers (for example,
the landmark NSC-68 of 1950 that charted a new course for America’s containment of
“international communism”), but the President himself rarely attended its meetings un-
til the Korean War compelled him to seek the council’s advice. In contrast, his succes-
sor, President Eisenhower, in the words of one historian, “came closer to implementing
the NSC as it was originally conceived than any of the Presidents who followed him.”
The staff process embedded in the council’s operations readily appealed to the for-
mer general’s military mindset, even though he believed the organization had become
“moribund” under Truman’s stewardship.®

To revitalize the NSC, Eisenhower made lawyer and businessman Robert Cutler
his special assistant for national security (the forerunner of the national security advis-
er position created by President John F. Kennedy). Cutler addressed his assignment by
developing “Policy Hill,” a process that would permit the NSC to perform its advisory
mission in a systematic and efficient way. At the bottom of the “hill” were officials in
each of the participating departments and agencies, writing policy recommendations
that were then forwarded to a Planning Board that generally included departmental as-
sistant secretaries and officials of equivalent rank from other agencies, with the group
chaired by the NSC’s executive secretary. The board tried (though not always suc-
cessfully) to resolve interagency differences before moving the revised papers up the
hill to the NSC, which, during Eisenhower’s second term, generally met once a week
around 0900. NSC members and others present would discuss and debate the papers,
with the President—who chaired well over 300 of the 346 NSC meetings during his
two terms—then approving a policy or authorizing follow-on actions he wanted taken.
His decisions then moved back down Policy Hill to departmental deputies and assistant
secretaries on the Operations Coordinating Board, a bureaucratic umbrella for over
forty interagency working groups based on countries, regions, and subjects. The job
of the OCB was to ensure that NSC decisions were properly coordinated and imple-
mented at all levels of government. While the board never lived up to Ike’s expecta-
tions in this respect, it did serve as another venue for interagency communication and
the sharing of information.*

This, in general, was the NSC setup in effect during the Middle East crises of the
mid- to late-1950s, and during the Lebanon crisis of 1958, in particular. Time con-
straints and the focus of this paper do not permit an in-depth assessment of these cri-
ses,® save to say that, from the administration’s perspective, the ramifications of each
could be felt at three levels: international, regional, and local. The Cold War, which by
the 1950s was defined in general terms as the struggle between the “free world” and
“international communism,” provided the international context for the crises. From
1945 to 1954, this ideological and geopolitical struggle had been largely confined to
Europe and Asia. In the mid-fifties, the Middle East entered the picture, as the Soviet
Union sought to extend its influence into the area, first, by taking the Arabs’ side in



their conflict with Israel and, second, by offering military and economic aid on a se-
lective basis. At the regional level, the principal Middle Eastern recipient of Soviet
largess was the Egyptian government of President Gamal Abdel Nasser. In the few
years since 1952, when he had been one among the group of “Free Officers” that had
overthrown the pro-Western government of Egypt’s King Farouk, Nasser had become
the country’s strongman and a popular and vocal proponent of Pan-Arab Nationalism,
a position saturated with anti-Western, anti-colonialist sentiment. Some early efforts
by the Eisenhower administration to work with Nasser had proved productive, but
were soon overshadowed by the Suez war of 1956 and Nasser’s efforts to undermine
the region’s remaining pro-Western governments in Saudi Arabia, Irag, Jordan, and
Lebanon. Neither Eisenhower nor his Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles, believed
Nasser to be a communist, but both saw him as a destabilizing influence in an area of
strategic importance to the United States, and as a conduit for Soviet penetration of
that area.

Of the governments Nasser had targeted, some were already unstable, as was the
case with Lebanon in 1957 and 1958. There, a tenuous political structure had fractured
along confessional, geographical, and family lines. In accordance with the National
Pact of 1943, the Lebanese president was a Maronite Christian, the prime minister a
Sunni, and the president of the parliament a Shiite. Demographic changes over fifteen
years, president Camille Chamoun’s use of electoral fraud in 1957 to deny his rival
zuama (strongmen) the seats in parliament essential to maintaining their patronage
systems, his openly pro-West positions, and his attempt to amend Lebanon’s constitu-
tion to allow him a second term in office combined to produce a volatile situation that
exploded into open violence in May 1958. Sides in the fighting generally—but not en-
tirely—reflected the country’s Muslim-Christian divide. While Eisenhower and Dulles
had qualms about Chamoun, the fact that many of his opponents embraced Nasser’s
Pan-Arabism concerned them more. To prevent a radical, anti-Western Arab regime
from taking power in Beirut, the administration was prepared to use military force, but
only as a last resort.

Against this backdrop of ominous change and upheaval in the Middle East, Eisen-
hower turned to the National Security Council in February 1957 and, again, in July
to review US policy in the region. In January 1958, he approved the coordinated rec-
ommendations presented by the NSC’s interagency Planning Board. Designated NSC
5801/1, the policy paper, which reflected Washington’s perception of the new realities
in the Middle East, set forth four US objectives: (1) maintaining the availability of re-
sources, strategic positions, and passage rights of the Near East, and denying these to
Soviets; (2) maintaining stable and friendly governments in the region; (3) achieving
an early resolution of Arab-Israeli dispute; and (4) limiting Soviet influence. With re-
spect to Nasserism, the United States would seek to avoid confrontation while hoping
to guide “revolutionary and nationalist pressures” into channels not hostile to the West.
In the process, pro-Western governments might fall, but a “neutralist orientation” by
Arab states would be acceptable, provided that it was “reasonably balanced” by rela-
tions with the West.®

79



80

At the outset of this policy review, the NSC had called on the Pentagon to assess
the military implications of the US position in the Middle East. Specifically, the Joint
Chiefs were directed to report on the status of planning for three scenarios: global war,
another Arab-Israeli war, and other contingencies. In June 1957, the Joint Chiefs re-
sponded that it was impossible to plan for the latter scenario—there were just too many
possibilities. In general, however, they declared that small, mobile, nuclear capable
forces from Europe could handle contingencies in the Middle East, short of a major
war, requiring the introduction of US troops.’

At one point in the Middle East review process, the President demonstrated how
he could use an NSC meeting to modify the Policy Hill process to suit his needs. The
meeting in question took place on 18 July 1957, with Ike expressing concern that the
NSC Planning Board was inappropriately getting involved in contingency planning.
To elevate that effort to a higher interagency level, he instructed the Secretaries of
Defense and State, the chairman of the JCS, the CIA director (Foster Dulles’ brother,
Allen), and Cutler to meet to discuss the range of possible US military operations in
the Middle East. Soon thereafter, this group of principal advisers met and considered
six courses of action, from deterrence to all out intervention. On 8 August, the NSC re-
viewed the group’s findings, then passed them to the Planning Board for incorporation
in subsequent drafts of what would become NSC 5801/1. It is possible that the meet-
ing of the small group from State, the Pentagon, and the CIA also opened the door to
further interagency cooperation on contingency planning, such as when Dulles queried
the relatively new JCS chairman, Air Force General Nathan Twining on 17 October
1957, as to what forces the United States could put into Lebanon or Jordan in 24, 48,
and 72 hours, respectively, for the purpose of establishing “the authority of the friendly
local government and to help maintain order.” Twining’s response provided Dulles
with all the information the Secretary had requested.?

The following May and June, as the political crisis in Lebanon escalated into armed
conflict and president Chamoun made his initial request for US military intervention,
CIA Director Allen Dulles included updates about the worsening situation in his regular
briefings to NSC attendees. But the NSC was not designed to deal with crisis manage-
ment, as opposed to policy issues and military planning. Thus, as the conflict became
more acute, almost all of the interagency activities and operational decisions related
to it took place outside the NSC in more traditional modes that included a myriad of
personal meetings, interdepartmental memoranda, cables, and telephone calls. This
limited utility of the NSC in a crisis was no better illustrated than by the decision itself
to intervene in Lebanon.

On 14 July, a group of “radical” army officers in Iraq overthrew the pro-Western
government there, in the process killing the royal family and the prime minister. As
word of the bloody coup reached Washington early that morning, Eisenhower con-
ferred repeatedly with the Dulles brothers, General Twining, and others over the tele-
phone. The weekly NSC meeting was already on the President’s schedule for 9:45
that day, with the main item on the agenda being a discussion of some NSC-directed



Civil Defense studies. Over the phone, Foster Dulles made the obvious observation to
Eisenhower: the Iragi coup and the possibility that it would trigger the downfall of pro-
Western governments in Lebanon and Jordan were “more important” issues than the
topics before the NSC. Ike agreed, but rather than alter the council’s agenda or cancel
the meeting, he simply sat through the Civil Defense reports until Dulles arrived at the
White House from the State Department, where he had been meeting with State, Pen-
tagon, and CIA officials. At that point, the President adjourned the NSC and convened
a meeting with his principal national security advisers in the Oval Office. That was the
forum in which he would make one of the more critical foreign policy decisions of his
second term.®

During the Oval Office session, the Dulles brothers, General Twining, and others
briefed the President. From the outset, all agreed on the need to accede to Chamoun’s
renewed request to send US troops into Lebanon. As more than one person noted, US
interests in the region would suffer more from inaction than from intervention, even
though the President’s key advisers acknowledged that they did not know precisely,
or even generally, what US forces would need to do to stabilize Lebanon, or when
and under what circumstances the troops would be withdrawn. That notwithstanding,
Eisenhower made his decision, and the next afternoon, Lebanon time, the first US
Marines began landing south of Beirut. A few days later, Army units from Germany
would join them.°

In the weeks that followed, Allen Dulles continued to include Lebanon updates in
his briefings that opened each NSC meeting. On 24 July, in the first council meeting
after the intervention, both Dulles brothers gave detailed reports, which resulted in
extensive discussion and a directive for the Planning Board to prepare “a list of rel-
evant policy issues arising out of the present situation in the Near East, together with
arguments for and against taking various possible courses of action.”** Still, despite
this use of the NSC as a forum for discussing the crisis, the critical interagency actions
taken to effect an acceptable resolution to the intervention continued to take place
outside the council.

In retrospect, one of the most important decisions during the intervention was
Eisenhower’s approval of Foster Dulles’ recommendation, made during an Oval Of-
fice meeting, to send diplomatic trouble-shooter Robert Murphy to Lebanon. Ironi-
cally, both the President and the Secretary of State believed it would be a short visit,
about one week, designed to patch up some serious problems caused by the perceived
failure of US personnel on the ground to implement a State Department-Department of
Defense agreement reached in Washington the previous month. The problem surfaced
when the lieutenant colonel commanding the first Marines to land south of Beirut con-
fronted not Lebanese rebels but two uniformed US defense attachés from the Ameri-
can embassy who conveyed to him Ambassador Robert McClintock’s instructions for
the troops to get back aboard their ships and disembark at the port of Beirut instead.
The Marine officer refused the order, citing that the ambassador was not in his chain
of command. Unfortunately, the US military commander for the operation, Admiral
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James A. Holloway, Jr., was still en route to Lebanon and without the communications
needed to resolve the problem before his arrival. When he did arrive the next day, he
and the ambassador crossed paths near a road to Beirut, where the Marines were about
to engage in what would have been a politically disastrous firefight with the Lebanese
army. In a meeting to break the impasse and defuse the situation, Holloway talked
tough to the Lebanese commander, but ended up accepting the more conciliatory sug-
gestions made by the ambassador. For McClintock, this incident reconfirmed his belief
that the military was not going to honor the aforementioned agreement that, according
to the ambassador, gave him the final word on any military movements that could have
political consequences—meaning virtually all military movements. McClintock had
already complained to Washington, and Dulles responded by dispatching Murphy to
“establish better relations between our own military and diplomatic people, Lebanese
military, and the Lebanese government.”2

By the time Murphy arrived in Beirut, he found that McClintock and Holloway
were working well together. The “interagency” crisis in the field had been resolved.
Then, as Murphy’s “visit” turned into a full-scale diplomatic effort to end the crisis—
an effort backed by US and Lebanese military force and the support of the administra-
tion in Washington—the harmonious relationship that these three US representatives
on the scene developed over several weeks proved essential in facilitating the process.
It was a highly coordinated undertaking: McClintock and Murphy kept Chamoun in
line, while Holloway made sure that the actions of American troops ringing Beirut
did not undermine negotiations but rather serve to further them. Murphy also traveled
throughout the country, reassuring key rebel leaders that the United States was not try-
ing to prop up Chamoun, a pledge that he redeemed by helping to engineer the election
of the Lebanese army commander as Chamoun’s successor, thus effectively reconcil-
ing most of the warring parties in the country’s internal conflict. Toward the end of his
mission Murphy visited the new leaders in Baghdad, and Nasser in Egypt, finding that
the former posed no imminent threat to US interests and that the latter sought to play a
constructive role after having failed to convince the Soviet Union to intervene militar-
ily on his behalf. In October, the last of the US forces withdrew from Lebanon, leaving
behind a relatively stable situation that would prevail for almost twenty years.*®

According to one historian, President Eisenhower and his staff insisted throughout
his administration that “the President made his most critical national security policy
decisions through the NSC.” The truth, she goes on to note, is that “We now know
that Eisenhower’s NSC was just one part of a multifaceted foreign policy process.”*
As that multifaceted process relates to the topic of this paper, it seems to have worked
very well. While the NSC chaired by the President was instrumental in developing
a sophisticated if ethnocentric policy toward the volatile Middle East that sought to
employ resources from the various governmental agencies and departments associated
with national security, outside the Policy Hill framework a plethora of interagency ac-
tivity also produced positive results, at least so far as keeping Arab nationalism at bay
and maintaining a fairly stable, pro-Western government in Lebanon. The question,



which must be answered briefly here, is “Was this success the result of interagency
procedures that Eisenhower enacted? Or was it the result of other, less tangible factors
specific to the time and the place?” The answer, as one might expect from a historian,
is both.

The Policy Hill process, in which the President regularly approved policy and au-
thorized actions in the presence of his key national security advisers, not only made the
NSC responsive to Ike’s needs in foreign policy, it also facilitated interagency activ-
ity in more traditional arenas. In the case of the Middle East crises, especially during
1957-1958, the NSC setup worked well, even though it fell far short of eliminating
all interagency disputes—a goal no one in authority considered remotely attainable
anyway. In Washington, for example, the JCS believed the United States should be
doing more to help end the Arab-Israeli dispute than John Foster Dulles’ State Depart-
ment was prepared to execute. On the separate issue of contingency planning for an
intervention in Lebanon, military planners tried to impress upon the State Department
the need to arrange overflight rights with those countries within whose air space US
troop transports would have to fly. State refused, arguing that any such approaches to
these governments before the President actually made a decision to intervene could
compromise any operation and create political problems within several of the affected
governments.® Yet, these and other points of contention that remained unresolved on
14 July seem minor given the interagency consensus that surrounded the key issues,
especially the far-reaching decision to intervene.

That consensus, in its most general expression, was not formed by processes and
procedures that allowed for interagency discussion and debate. Nor was it fortuitous.
Rather it represented the thinking of most American citizens at the time on the sub-
ject of the Cold War. The confrontation with international communism appeared as a
zero-sum game, in which, to avoid any significant setback, the United States needed
to respond to virtually every Sino-Soviet threat with whatever means required, even
nuclear war, if need be. Thus Eisenhower could order US troops into Lebanon with no
idea of what they would do once there, and no idea of when and under what circum-
stances they would be withdrawn; and he could do so with little criticism, save for
some partisan political fallout and the reservations of some officials like CNO Admiral
Arleigh Burke, who questioned the wisdom of plans calling for placing US troops in
the Arab Middle East, and UN ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., who, following
an informal interagency meeting at Foster Dulles’ home on 22 June, questioned the
Secretary, his boss, several times as to what the troops’ mission would be and when
they would be withdrawn, all the while offering Dulles reminders on the limited util-
ity of military intervention. (Once Eisenhower decided to intervene, Lodge was on
board, presenting the administration’s case at the United Nations.)!* The Vietnam War
would shatter the rock-solid Cold War consensus of nearly twenty years, but, at the
time Eisenhower acted in Lebanon, that development was still a decade in the future.
In 1958, to repeat, the Cold War consensus itself facilitated interagency cooperation,
coordination, and agreement.
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Related to the Cold War consensus was how the personalities of the men concerned
tended to minimize interagency infighting or inaction. To begin with, John Foster Dull-
es was a strong Secretary of State—the last until Henry Kissinger during President
Richard Nixon’s second term—and he had no intention of letting any other administra-
tion official usurp his role as the President’s principal foreign policy adviser. Dulles
had his detractors in the administration—MSA Director Harold Stassen, for one—but
they were in no position to challenge the Secretary, who had Eisenhower’s full back-
ing. The fact that Foster’s younger brother ran the CIA facilitated interaction between
the two organizations they headed, while, in the case of Lebanon, the JCS chairman,
General Twining, was as much an advocate of intervention as the President and his
principal civilian advisers. As for the special assistant for national security, Robert
Cutler, his job was to manage the NSC agenda and direct the council’s discussions, not
to formulate policy or offer operational advice. (The role of a strong national security
adviser in the White House capable of eclipsing the Secretary of State and other of-
ficials would be crafted by Eisenhower’s successor.) Given this setup, only General
Andrew Goodpaster, Eisenhower’s staff secretary and defense liaison officer, as well
as close friend, was in a position to ignite an interagency turf battle, especially with the
State Department, given his easy access to the President, but Goodpaster performed
his duties in such a way that allowed him to assert his influence without running afoul
of Foster Dulles.

In conclusion, then, interagency activities in effect during the Middle East crisies
of 1957-1958, of which I have only sketched the bare bones here, worked well for
President Eisenhower, providing him with sound policy guidance and permitting him
to introduce US armed forces into Lebanon in a timely way. After a rocky start, the
success of that intervention owed much to diplomats and military officers working
together, both on the scene and in Washington, to realize a peaceful outcome based on
diplomacy backed by military force, but also diplomacy in which virtually all parties
to the conflict felt they had achieved their objectives. Yet, if interagency cooperation
was essential to resolving the Lebanese conflict, there were also reminders—the near
shoot-out between the Lebanese army and the newly arrived US Marines being but
one example—of the role also played in the outcome by what former Secretary of
State Dean Acheson termed, in referring to the resolution of the Cuban Missile Crisis,
as “pure dumb luck.” A discussion of that observation, however, must be deferred to
another time. Thank you.
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Panel 1—The Difficulties in Interagency Operations
Question and Answers
(Transcript of Presentation)

Edgar F. Raines, Jr., Ph.D.
John F. Fishel, Ph.D.
Lawrence A. Yates, Ph.D.

Moderated by Richard Stewart, Ph.D.

Audience Member

I was struck by your closing comments about the glass being totally empty at the be-
ginning of JUST CAUSE because later on this afternoon we are going to have a panel
that features a paper, actually two papers, one of which talks about the CORDS (Civil
Operations and Rural Development Support) Program in Vietnam. So there were some
things that were learned in the 1960s. And | suppose Larry would also add that there
were some things learned in the 1950s, so what occurred do you think between 1973
with our exit from Vietnam and then what happens in the 1980s? Do those people move
on, is the knowledge forgotten? | am curious as to what your perspectives are.

Dr. Fishel

Can | take that for starters? | have wanted to write an article that steals from a Bob
Dylan line that says, “When will we ever learn? Oh, when will we ever learn?” The
thing is, I think we have learned something. We do remember CORDS. We do remem-
ber the lessons. Some of the guys at the Joint Center for International Security Force
Assistance here on post keep making a point that it took us far less time in Iraq to learn
what to do right than it took us in Vietnam and some of the other places. | think the
point | was trying to make was that in Panama itself, on the ground in a non-war situa-
tion but pre-war, we were not really doing much coordination. The only piece of plan-
ning that we really coordinated with the Embassy on was the Non-Combat Evacuation
Plan (NEO) which directly involved them. I talked with John Maisto a couple of years
later. We were on a panel together and I took him to the airport and we were chatting. |
asked him specifically, “What did you know?” “Well, | knew about the NEO.” That is
all he had been told because we would not talk and we could not talk, but that is why 1
said there were some drops at the bottom of the glass and that was just our experience
there. | hope that answers at least some of it.
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Dr. Stewart

We do tend to learn occasionally but then empty the glass out every few years just to
make sure we can start all over again.

Dr. Yates

Given the dates you mentioned, one, the consensus | talk about is gone that you had
during the 1950s and 1960s. The Cold War consensus ends with Vietham. Someone in
foreign affairs said it was something like Humpty Dumpty. You are not going to put it
back together again. After 9-11 it looked like we might have a consensus on foreign
affairs, but that went away with Irag. You have a proliferation of agencies that are
brought into the interagency arena that you did not have back in the 1950s or even the
early 1960s. Then the role of personalities, again, without that consensus, you see that
emerging to some degree. It has always been there . . . NCS-68, one of the most signifi-
cant documents of the Cold War, 1950, was an interagency blood-letting between the
Secretary of Defense, Louis Johnson and the Secretary of State, Dean Acheson. They
could not even talk to one another in putting this together. But you got it and you had a
policy that most people could sign off on. You do not see that that often after Vietham
even though the Cold War goes on. Ed, in talking about Grenada, you made that point.
Constantine Menges, in his memoirs, always talks about . . . he is an ideologue. He is
a right-wing conservative, | do not mean a conservative, but a right-wing conservative
on the Reagan National Security Staff. He has Ollie North along with him who is also a
right-winger. Well, North is a reactionary. You have the pragmatists like Admiral Poin-
dexter and Bud McFarland, a lieutenant colonel in the Marines, they are the pragma-
tists and these people are at each other’s throats. Eagleburger was another pragmatist.
You see this coming in once the consensus is gone, these issues can arise. And then
finally, | agree with what everyone else has said, we study the case studies and then
we forget. Who knows where this is going to end up? My guess is on a lot of library
shelves collecting dust. It should not. It deals with crisis management, interagency, it
deals with SOF, conventional, all sorts of things. Stability operations which is another
thing that | felt, and John has as well, every time we go into it it is re-learning and tak-
ing the time to do it. We learned things quickly in Irag. That is nice, but we should have
known them going in. The idea of dropping Chalabi, and | am grossly simplifying,
Colonel Benson would take me to task if | said there was no plan. Of course there is a
plan, but we really have not learned the lessons of Panama for Irag. Even though we
talked about using the Panama model, very few knew what it was, and you can go back
from Panama. Most people do not even realize there was a stability operation in Gre-
nada, for example, and there was. And back to the Dominican Republic, my favorite,
as Richard just said, we keep re-emptying the glass. We need to make a commitment to
study it more. We pay lip service to it.



Audience Member

President Truman was the last president that publicly called his Secretary of State his
senior secretary, promoting him above, if you will, the other secretaries in the cabinet
and making him the de facto Chief of Staff, if you will, for his advice that he got from
his cabinet members. That seemed to work well then and that was the last time, argu-
ably, that interagency worked like it should I suppose, so why do you suppose ten
presidents after President Truman chose not to do that and to level the playing field, if
you will, amongst the cabinet members and sort of watered down in a sense the advice
that he gets?

Dr. Yates

I would agree with the first part about Truman. First of all Truman had very little ex-
perience in foreign affairs. He has been in World War | as an Artillery captain and he
cited that as his experience. He had a tremendous commitment to the United Nations.
He had seen the failure of the League of Nations and was determined to have a United
Nations that worked which is one of the reasons that we went into Korea because he
felt the UN could not be allowed to fail. But he realized his shortcomings there and
so did his staff, Clark Clifford, among others. Some would argue that he should have
used the Embassy more than he did. He did not, but to the extent that it was used, he
put the Secretary of State pretty much in charge of it. But he had two strong Secre-
taries of State, one of whom he idealized, George Marshall. This is the man of the
century; that is a Truman-esque marginal note in his handwriting, the man of the cen-
tury. Dean Acheson was equally up to the task. So he had two very strong individuals
who Truman had no problem in delegating certain foreign policy issues to. Marshall
threatened to resign over, he told Truman he would not vote for him over the issue of
Israel, recognizing Israel. So Truman turned over the NSC (National Security Coun-
cil) essentially to the State Department, its interagency, but there is the first among
equals. Eisenhower changed the system, but he still had a strong Secretary of State in
whom he had complete confidence that always had the first and the last word before
Eisenhower made a decision. And because the two were in such synch, Eisenhower
talked about that in his memoirs about how they sat around at the end of the day, he
and Foster Dulles just in the Oval Office talking. Kennedy comes in, Eisenhower says
keep the NSC pretty much the way it is. By that time you had the Jackson Commit-
tee which said all that the NSC is doing is turning out a lot of paper. We need a more
dynamic National Security Council, one that is run from the White House, not by the
State Department, and Eisenhower put the Vice President in charge of the meetings,
not the Secretary of State, but one that is more run from the White House and you get
the rise of the National Security advisors so that is where | disagree. It does not level
the playing field. You elevate someone in the White House over the Secretary of State.
Dean Rusk is considered a weak Secretary of State compared to McGeorge Bundy
who was the first National Security Advisor, followed by Walt Whitman Rostow under
Johnson. And then under Reagan, Brzezinski was very strong. Reagan tried to dimin-
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ish the role, but it keeps popping up. Initially Truman and Eisenhower relied on very
strong Secretaries of State.

Dr. Fishel

And part of that is that the Secretary of State is the senior cabinet official, regardless.
Another part of what is going on is the constant Congressional whittling down of State’s
budget and the building up, over time, of the defense budget and other agencies so that
the resource space available so far outweighs it on the defense side, the military side of
things, that you get this very high-powered juggernaut on one side that has been doing
its best in this administration, including time with Secretary Rumsfeld, to build back
up some of the other agencies, and it does not work because again, it is underfunded. In
the Truman era the policy planning staff of the State department did the things the NSC
staff does now, and was created by Secretary Marshall largely to do what a Joint Plans
and Policy element of a Joint Staff does. It worked kind of that way under Secretary
Marshall, and then it started slipping because you did not have people with that kind
of experience. [Inaudible] was the originator of it. So you have this larger scale thing
that is creating diversifying power and concentrating power in the defense.

Dr. Yates

In 2005, my last year on the job, | was part of a task force that started at the Chief of
Staff, went through TRADOC (United States Army Training and Doctrine Command),
down to the CAC (Combined Arms Center) commander, and then to the college and it
was on elevating stability operations to an equivalency with combat operations. | think
that was what it was about. We had a big conference to start it off with and we all gave
presentations. Someone was talking about how the State department needed to kick
in more and do more and that the military was taking over and the State department
representative says, “We cannot send you anybody. We do not have the money. We do
not have the personnel. If you are going to get the job done, you are going to do it, the
military. You have the people; you have the money.”

Audience Member

Just a comment if | could because | am going to present this afternoon, but in fact,
it is my understanding since | have dug into the history of this, the State department
willingly gave the policy planning functions over to the NSC and it is in that 1949 to
1951 time frame which I think is incredibly important and then also to agree with the
presenters on this, but to go back further, that shift in resources really began after the
1947 National Security Act and then in the 1949 reforms. And what happened was a lot
of the key committees wound up having seconded military officers even then coming
over and filling the functions and the third piece, and | think it will be interesting when
Mr. Kimmitt is here on Thursday to raise this question because we have discussed this
before too, is how much the State Department as an organization, whether for orga-



nizational culture, bureaucratic momentum, and so on has also continued that process
of not stepping up to the plate when the opportunities were there. Again, it is my un-
derstanding in the reading of the history of this that the State department was offered
coordination of intelligence role back when it was still seen as the entity that would
be the primary coordinator in that 1947 debate and they said, “Thanks, but no thanks
because it will make our State department functions more difficult.” So there are some
interesting pieces there in terms of the State department also doing things along the
way that helped put it on that path.

Dr. Yates

The politics of the National Security Act of 1947 are incredibly intricate and fascinat-
ing and you wonder how Forrestal got to be the first Secretary of defense. It was be-
cause he was one of them that complicated things and Truman said, “Okay, you made
this mess, you can deal with it.” But you are absolutely right.

Audience Member

Gentlemen, just a comment. Not speaking for the Department of State or their ability
to take on that increased role for stability and reconstruction, but it was kind of for-
malized within the last year or so with National Security Presidential Directive #44 in
which he designated the Department of State as the lead for stability and reconstruction
operations taking that whole of government approach to the interagency, kind of like
what Goldwater-Nichols did for the whole of DOD approach. There are some grow-
ing pains with that. It is not fully fleshed out, but there is an Office of Stability and
Reconstruction Coordinator at the Department of State and working closely with a lot
of DOD agencies.

Dr. Stewart

And of course the first year after they created that, Congress zeroed out the budget to
get back at them. It has gotten better, yes, but Congress is not thrilled with the whole
idea.

Audience Member

Would you care to comment on one, Panama being a very strange case because you
have the CINC (Commander in Chief) fighting for its own headquarters company. You
do not normally have the CINC in the middle of the war zone. And the other problem
is that there is no State department operational-level. It is either strategic-level or the
Embassy which, in that country, is the tactical-level for us. So the missing operational-
level, which in Panama you really have because it is right there, but in the other cases
you do not. Do you care to comment on those thoughts?
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Dr. Yates

One thing in Panama, given the CINC’s regional responsibilities, with some reluctance
they set up the Joint Task Force Panama (JTF Panama) to run the crisis on a day-to-
day basis and to some degree, | would see that as an operational-level headquarters
because under it you have various task forces that you would look for at the tactical-
level, but it was doing . . . the problem with that was you had SOUTHCOM ten minutes
away micromanaging it and there was a lot of friction there, especially between the J3
at SOUTHCOM and the J3 in JTF Panama. But that was the solution there. In terms
of Washington, John has already mentioned that General Woerner dealing with Elliot
Abrams who was the Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs, not the
Secretary of State.

Dr. Fishel

And the other thing, Jeff, is as Larry certainly knows, the operational-level headquar-
ters JTF Panama became largely overwhelmed by the crisis and even before Fred Wo-
erner was relieved they had gone to the 18th Airborne Corps and asked for the creation
of a JTF based around the Corps. Little known, but JTF Charley was in fact activated
prior to General Woerner’s relief and then General Thurman re-activated his JTF side
so that the operational-level headquarters actually was sitting at Fort Bragg for most of
the time. 1 am not sure | would agree that an Embassy is really a tactical headquarters.
I think it probably is, in and of itself, typically operational to regional strategic head-
quarters. That said, there is certainly something missing. The assistant secretaries for
the regions in Washington simply cannot perform the function and part of that has to
do with the fact that the Ambassadors do not work for the State department. They are
personal representatives of the President and if they happen to be Foreign Service Offi-
cers, they technically resign from the State department for their period as an Ambassa-
dor. So essentially it is like dealing with the Chairman. You say you are in the chain of
communication when you are talking to State, but not quite in the chain of command.



Panel 2—The Interagency Process: Southeast Asia
(Submitted Paper)

Counterinsurgency, the Interagency Process, and Malaya:
The British Experience

by

Benjamin Grob-Fitzgibbon, Ph.D.
University of Arkansas

In his seminal work Defeating Communist Insurgency: Experiences from Malaya
and Vietnam, Sir Robert Thompson laid down what he called the five basic principles
of counterinsurgency. Rather than offering operational advice, each of Thompson’s
five principles concerned governance: first, the government must have a “clear political
aim” in defeating insurgencies; second, the government must “function in accordance
with the law;” third, the government must have an overall plan; fourth, the government
must “give priority to defeating the political subversion, not the guerillas;” and finally,
during the guerilla phase of an insurgency a government must “secure its base areas
first.”? In the attainment of each of these principles, it was essential that there should
be a “proper balance between the military and the civil effort, with complete coordi-
nation in all fields.”> At the heart of any counterinsurgency strategy, the interagency
process must function flawlessly. This was Thompson’s central message.

If there was an individual in the western world qualified to determine such, it was
Sir Robert Thompson. When he published Defeating Communist Insurgency in 1966,
Thompson had only returned from South Vietnam a year earlier, in March 1965, where
he had operated since September 1961 as head of the British Advisory Mission to
Vietnam (BRIAM).® Prior to that, he had worked in various guises in British counter-
insurgency in Malaya from 1948 to 1960, eventually reaching Permanent Secretary of
Defence with the acting rank of Lieutenant Colonel. He had begun his time in the re-
gion as one of the legendary Chindits of Britain’s 3d Indian Infantry Division in Burma
throughout the Second World War. * It was through his experiences in the Malayan
Emergency that Thompson first developed his principles of counterinsurgency. It was a
conflict which, unlike Vietnam, Thompson believed he had achieved considerable suc-
cess in. Indeed, of all Britain’s small wars at the end of empire, from Palestine, Malaya,
and Kenya to Cyprus, Aden, Dhofar, and Oman, it was in Malaya that the interagency
process was most advanced, and in Malaya that the British were most successful at
countering an insurgency.

Malaya had been of interest to the British government since the earliest days of
empire, when in the first years of the seventeenth century the newly formed English
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East India Company opened a trading post at the mouth of the Kedah River. Such
trade was increased a century later, when between 1765 and 1800 the British govern-
ment signed a number of treaties with the Sultan of Kedah that provided the British
Penang Island and a strip of land opposite in exchange for an annual income payable
to the Sultan. Following an invasion from Siam in 1821, the British were temporarily
expelled from the island, but in 1894 a British consul returned with permission of the
Siamese government and in 1909 Kedah was once again brought under direct Brit-
ish control with the signing of the Anglo-Kedah Treaty. Meanwhile, the British had
captured Malacca from the Dutch on Malaya’s western coast in 1795. Expansion on
the peninsula continued and in 1819 the British government signed a treaty with the
ruler of Johore that gave the British the right to settle on Singapore Island. In 1867,
Singapore was united with the west coast of Malaya to form the Crown Colony of the
Straits Settlement.®

From the Straits Settlement Colony, the British government was able to exercise
considerable informal control over the ostensibly independent Malay States, signing
treaties with Perak, Selangor, and Sungei Ujong in 1874 and Pahang in 1888, treaties
through which a British Resident was appointed in each state whose mission was to
replace the traditional feudal structure of Malay society with western law and political
and economic norms. In 1895, these four states merged to form the First Federation
of Malaya, with a central government in Kuala Lumpur. Further treaties establishing
British Residents were signed with Kedah, Kelantan, Trengganu, and Perlis in 1910,
followed by Johore in 1914. In each of these states, British engineers, doctors, and civil
servants were seconded alongside the British Residents, each responsible to the British
High Commissioner in Singapore.®

Although unlike the Straits Settlement, the Malay States were not technically Brit-
ish colonial possessions, they were nonetheless an integral part of the British Empire,
with the British Residents opening a Malayan railway system in 1884, clearing the
swamps to prevent the spread of malaria in the late nineteenth century, introducing
domestic and international flights with Empire Airways in the early twentieth century,
and replacing coffee with rubber as the staple crop of the Malay economy. By the eve
of the Second World War, Malaya (including the Straits Settlement and the Malay
States) was exporting a quarter of a million tons of rubber, two and a half million gal-
lons of latex, and 80,000 tons of tin and tin ore each year.” The British and Malays
were not the only peoples to inhabit the peninsula, however. To find workers for the
rubber plantations and tin mines, the British had embarked upon a large-scale immi-
gration scheme from China and India, the result being that by 1945, Malaya’s popu-
lation of 5.3 million people included 49 percent Malay persons, 38 percent Chinese,
and 11 percent Indians, together with 12,000 Europeans, most of whom were British.
While the Chinese were willing to work for the British, they were indignant about be-
ing employed by Malays. Ethnic conflict thus became an ingrained aspect of Malayan
society in the twentieth century.®



This Chinese separation from Malay culture and economics was further increased
by the formation of the Malayan Communist Party (MCP) in 1930. Led from 1939
by Lai Tek, the MCP played a decisive role against the Japanese army following the
latter’s invasion and occupation of Malaya in December 1941. By 1945, the Malayan
People’s Anti-Japanese Army (MPAJA), as the communist guerilla force had become
known, had grown to a strength of 7,000 men and was being directly supplied by the
British from December 1943 onwards. Throughout these final two years of the Second
World War, the British held numerous meetings with Lai Tek and provided the MCP
with £3,000 a month to aid their anti-Japanese insurgency. Following the Japanese sur-
render, however, Lai Tek and the British war leaders had very different conceptions of
what Malaya’s future would look like.

Lai Tek had pledged to establish a communist republic, free of both Japanese and
British control. The British, in contrast, were determined to regain control of their col-
ony. Before they could do so, the MPAJA launched a final push against the Japanese.
On September 8, 1945, they reoccupied Singapore and on September 28 they took
from the Japanese the rest of the Malayan Peninsula. When the British government cut
off funding for the MPAJA, staged a disbandment ceremony, and installed a British
High Commissioner in December 1945, the MCP refused to acknowledge its authority
to do so. The grounds for a communist insurgency were therefore laid. It was just three
short years after this ceremony that the British government was once again embroiled
in conflict in Malaya.®

The Malayan Emergency, officially declared in June 1948, was at first waged by
the British as a conventional war, with soldiers seeking to hunt down and contain the
Chinese Malayan guerillas, now reconstituted as the Malayan People’s Anti-British
Army (MPABA). The Malayan police force was not considered to have an operational
role and the civil administration was left ignorant of military affairs. This was a cam-
paign led by and carried out by the British Army, with limited support from the Royal
Air Force and no input whatsoever from the various layers of civilian governance.
By 1950, however, these methods seemed to be failing, with the MPABA holding its
strength, its base of operations steadily increasing, and its having killed 850 Malay and
European civilians, 325 Malay policemen, and 150 British soldiers. The British were
not winning the war, they were losing it.}° It was time for a radical shake up of the way
Britain’s counterinsurgency campaign had been run so far.

The idea of a coordinated interagency command in Malaya was first proposed on
February 23, 1950, when Sir Henry Gurney, the British high commissioner in Malaya,
sent a telegram to Arthur Creech Jones, the colonial secretary. He suggested that he
had “for some time” been considering appointing a single officer to “plan, co-ordinate
and generally direct the anti-bandit operations of the police and fighting services.”"*
The reason, Gurney argued, was now that the conflict in Malaya had reached the stage
of “protracted guerilla warfare” the civilian police commissioner was ill-equipped to
direct operations, yet there was no other civil officer other than Gurney himself who
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had the authority to give directions to the army’s General Officer Commanding (GOC)
and the air force’s Air Officer Commanding (AOC). Gurney therefore recommended
that the government second to Malaya a high ranking military officer who could be
appointed in a civil post with the following duties:

He would be responsible for the preparation of [a] general plan for offensive action and
the allocation of tasks to the various components of the security forces. In consultation
with heads of the police and fighting services he would decide priorities between these
tasks and general timing and sequence of their execution. He would exercise control
through heads of police and fighting services and aim at achieving co-ordination and
decentralisation by this means. . .. He would work directly under myself [British High
Commissioner] and within the framework of the policy laid down by this Government.
He would be in close touch with civil authorities responsible for essential features of
the campaign, such as settlement and control of squatters, propaganda, immigration
control and settlement of labour disputes, and would have [the] right to make represen-
tation to me in such matters affecting the conduct of [the] anti-communists campaign
as a whole.*?

It was a position that was without precedent in British imperial experience, yet
one that had been carefully thought through and had been designed by a man with the
appropriate authority and experience; prior to taking the post of British high commis-
sioner in Malaya in September 1948, Gurney had served as chief secretary in Palestine
from 1946 to 1948, as colonial secretary in the Gold Coast from 1944 to 1946, and as
chief secretary to the Conference of East African Governors from 1938 to 1944. There
were few men in the British Empire with his experience of colonial governance, par-
ticularly during periods of insurgency such as had dogged his years in both Palestine
and Malaya.

Nonetheless, it was an inopportune time for Gurney to send his telegram. That day,
a General Election had been held in the United Kingdom and Creech Jones had lost
his parliamentary seat, at the same time automatically ceasing to hold his cabinet posi-
tion. While the telegram had been copied to the prime minister, the war secretary, and
the first lord of the admiralty, in the scramble of a tightly fought election in which the
governing Labour Party performed poorly, the message of Gurney’s telegram was lost.
Despite this, Gurney persevered, and on March 9, less than three weeks after the elec-
tion, he telegrammed to the new colonial secretary, James Griffiths, outlining his plan,
suggesting that a lieutenant-general (serving or retired) be appointed for a minimum of
one year, and recommending that this position be titled the Director of Operations with
the same civilian rank as the chief secretary. Gurney was even so bold as to suggest to
Griffiths the wordings of the press release that could be issued to announce the post.
Significantly, the final line of the proposed announcement read: “His primary function
will be to secure full and effective co-ordination.”?

Field Marshal Sir William Slim, the chief of the Imperial General Staff, suggested
to the cabinet that they approach his good friend Lieutenant-General Sir Harold Briggs,
who had been in retirement in Cyprus since 1948. Briggs seemed the perfect candidate



for the position. Only fifty-five years of age, he had followed a distinguished military
career spanning thirty-four years and culminating in command of the Indian Army’s
5th Infantry Division in Burma from early 1944 to June 1945, where he had gained
familiarity with jungle warfare.!* After initial hesitation, Slim managed to persuade
Briggs to take up the post and on March 21, the government announced that the first
Director of Operations for Malaya had been selected. Following a whirlwind series of
meetings in London to explain and discuss the position, Briggs arrived in Kuala Lum-
pur on April 3, 1950.5

The retired general wasted no time in coming to grips with the situation in Malaya.
After a two-week tour of the colony, meeting with military, police, and civilian authori-
ties, on April 16 Briggs issued Directive No.1, which laid out the future direction of
his proposed policy, eventually becoming the cornerstone of British strategy in Malaya
for the next decade. Effective June 1, a Federal War Council would be formed, chaired
by the director of operations and including in its membership the chief secretary, the
GOC, the AOC, the commissioner of police, and the secretary of defence. The role of
the Federal War Council was to produce policy. Each state was then required to form a
State War Executive Committee (SWEC), chaired by the resident commissioner of that
state and with a membership of the British advisor in state, the state’s chief police of-
ficer, and the state’s senior army commander. The role of the SWEC was to implement
the policy laid out by the Federal War Council. In each district within the state, a Dis-
trict War Executive Committee (DWEC) would be formed, mirroring the composition
of the SWEC only with lower-level officials. In addition to the SWECs and DWECs, a
Federal Joint Intelligence Advisory Committee was set up. Its purpose was to examine
“ways and means of strengthening the intelligence and Police Special Branch orga-
nization to ensure that the mass of information which exists in the country becomes
available and is sifted and disseminated quickly and at the right levels.”®

The idea of the administrative hierarchy, as articulated by Briggs in Directive No.1,
was that this “joint conception” would be “followed at all levels, with the Civil Admin-
istration, Police and Army working in the closest collaboration and using combined
joint operations and intelligence rooms wherever practicable.”*” A smooth functioning
of the interagency process lay at the heart of Briggs’ scheme for Malaya and was, in
his mind, crucial for the successful operation of a counterinsurgency campaign. As
such, within the SWECs and DWECs there could be no ranking of army and police
personnel, with one claiming superiority over the other. Briggs made this very clear
in his second directive, issued on May 12, where he explicitly stated: “It is immaterial
whether the local military commander is a lieutenant-colonel and the local police offi-
cer is a sergeant or whether they are respectively a major and a superintendent; in each
case they will establish a joint headquarters and will work in the closest cooperation
also with the local administrative officer.”®

Having established the administrative framework of the counterinsurgency cam-
paign, Briggs—in coordination with the Federal War Council—turned to strategy and
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tactics, issuing on May 24 the “Federation Plan for the Elimination of the Communist
Organisation and Armed Forces in Malaya,” referred to at the time and by historians
since as the Briggs Plan. At the core of this plan was the idea that the British gov-
ernment needed to demonstrate “effective administration and control of all populated
areas” and wrestle the initiative away from the communist guerillas. Essentially, the
British had to demonstrate that the western way of life was more appealing and could
offer a higher quality existence than the communist way of life. This would be done
through a six-step process. First, security would be maintained on the ground and the
British government would demonstrate through the use of the police and armed forces
that it was firmly committed to protecting Malaya against both external and inter-
nal attack and disorder. Secondly, Malayan squatters would be resettled into compact
groups, where they could more easily be protected by the British security forces and
given social welfare. Thirdly, local administration would be strengthened, so that it
would become more effective and efficient than anything the communists could offer.
Fourthly, road communication would be provided in isolated areas to link all Malayan
subjects to the British administrative structure. Fifthly, police posts would be set up in
these isolated areas, both to protect the population and to show the flag. And finally, a
concerted propaganda campaign would be launched to highlight the negatives of the
communist insurgency and the positives of British governance.®

Within this general framework, Briggs laid down four further objectives for his
strategy: first, within the populated areas a “feeling of complete security” had to be
built up, which would in turn lead to a “steady and increasing flow of information from
all sources;” secondly, the MCP had to be broken up within the populated areas and de-
nied access to greater Malayan society; thirdly, having been ejected from the populated
areas, the insurgents would be isolated from their food and information supply; and
finally, the insurgents would therefore have to attack the British security forces on their
own ground, where they could be defeated without inflicting pain or inconvenience on
the general population. With regards to the tactics used to implement this strategy, the
police and army were tasked with working in coordination under the leadership of the
SWECs and DWECs to create the feeling of security within populated areas, the army
was tasked with establishing strike forces that could dominate the jungle within five
hours journey either side of the populated areas, and the civil administration, supported
by the police and army, would regroup or resettle a large number of Malayan squatters,
with the resettlement program anticipated to be completed by the beginning of 1952.
Briggs closed his plan with a warning that even when each of these successes was out-
wardly achieved, and when the population was securely resettled and under effective
British administration and control, there could be a “rapid recrudescence of terrorist
activity,” and therefore “the danger of relaxing security precautions and of prematurely
withdrawing troops must be realized.”?

Briggs stressed throughout that any operations undertaken by the army or police
had to be under civil control, had to be within the law, and the purpose for which they
were being conducted had to be clearly articulated to the local population. For that



reason, on July 4, 1950—just six weeks after the Briggs Plan had been formulated—he
instructed the acting chief secretary in Malaya, M.V. Del Tufo, to articulate whom the
enemy was in the Federation of Malaya Government Gazette with an explicit defini-
tion of terrorism. Following its publication, there could be no doubt of the British
government’s target. A terrorist was any person who:

(a) by the use of firearms, explosives or ammunition acts in a manner prejudicial to the
public safety or to the maintenance of public order;

(b) incites to violence or counsels disobedience to the law or to any lawful order by the
use of firearms, explosives or ammunition;

(c) carries or has in his possession or under his control any firearm, not being a fire-
arm which he is duly licensed to possess under any written law for the time being in
force;

(d) carries or has in his possession or under his control any ammunition or explosives
without lawful authority thereof;

(e) demands, collects or receives any supplies for the use of any person who intends to
or is about to act, or has recently acted, in a manner prejudicial to public safety for the
maintenance of public order; and “terrorism’ shall have a corresponding meaning.#

Briggs made it absolutely clear that the enemy was not only he who pulled the trigger,
but also he or she who supplied the bullet for the gun, the food within the belly, or the
bed at night. In so doing, he put the Malayan civilian population on notice that there
could be no cooperation with the communist insurgents.

The Briggs Plan was set into action immediately, with the senior police, army, and
civil representatives of the SWECs and DWECs meeting daily and the whole member-
ship of the committees meeting weekly.?> Their first task was to resettle the Malayan
squatters, of whom there were upwards of 300,000. This was begun without delay and
at the British cabinet’s Malaya committee meeting of July 14, the colonial secretary
Arthur Griffiths was able to report that already 20,000 squatters had been resettled,
and the SWECs, working in “complete coordination” with the police, military and civil
authorities, had laid the groundwork for many more resettlements.?® By September
22, half of all squatters in the populated South Johore province had been resettled,?
and by February 15, 1951, the job of resettlement in the priority areas was more than
half done, with 67,000 squatters resettled and 52,500 remaining.* Once resettled, the
squatters were incorporated into so-called “new villages,” where they were brought
under British administration and given social welfare, such as housing, health care, and
education. These new villages, run in the short-term by resettlement supervisors and in
the long-term by assistant district officers, were protected by the Malayan police force
so that their residents could be shielded “against Communist physical and intellectual
attack and helped to become contented communities.” Once protected in this way, the
superiority of British mores and administration would be self-evident and the commu-
nist menace in the colony would be defeated.?
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These new villages were the epitome of the Briggs Plan and demonstrated clearly
the importance of the interagency process in countering insurgencies. The Federal War
Council determined which areas of squatter populations were high priority for reset-
tlement, based on their perceived vulnerability to communist ideology. Within these
areas, the SWECs and DWECs selected the exact site for the new village. The army,
supported by the police, cleared the site and ensured that there was no communist
guerilla influence within five hours of the area. Once cleared, the army took a lesser
role and the police became the lead agency in keeping the perimeter secure. The squat-
ters themselves were moved by the police, with army protection and directed by civil
administration, into the villages, to which new and modern roads were built. Within
the villages, the civil administration worked with the villagers to establish schools,
hospitals, cooperatives, and businesses. As the villagers began to trust British admin-
istration, and were in turn trusted by the British administrators, they were incorporated
into an unarmed Home Guard that served alongside the Malay police force. Following
an unarmed period of time in the Home Guard, the villagers were allocated shot guns
for defense of their settlement and were considered loyal subjects of the British crown.
At this point, the insurgency—in every sense of the word—had been broken.

On June 4, 1951, at the one year anniversary of the implementation of the Briggs
Plan, Briggs, together with the high commissioner Sir Henry Gurney, composed for the
cabinet’s Malaya committee a combined appreciation of the progress of the counterin-
surgency campaign. They wrote that after a long, hard year, British success in Malaya
had finally reached a “turning point,” with 240,000 squatters now resettled into new
villages and generally doing well. In particular, the British policy of “committing them
to our side by getting them to join our Home Guard organization, which they are doing
in very great number([s], is bearing good fruit.” Furthermore, in the first six months of
1951, there had been an 180 percent increase of communist guerilla surrenders and a
42 percent increase of guerilla casualties, compared to only an 11 percent increase in
security force casualties. Civilian deaths had been reduced by 3.5 percent and civilian
injuries by 33 percent. The strategy of drawing the insurgents away from the civilian
population was working and, as a consequence, those resettled were becoming more
cooperative with British rule each day. The Briggs Plan was succeeding and the British
were winning the war. Although the Emergency would continue for another nine years,
interagency cooperation had been shown to be the only path forward for a successful
counterinsurgency campaign.?

The true test of this new approach came later that year, when on October 6, 1951,
the communist guerillas killed Gurney in an ambush.?® Less than three weeks later, a
new Conservative government came to power in Great Britain under Winston Churchill,
following the defeat of Clement Attlee’s Labour government in a General Election held
on October 25. With Gurney dead and a government run not by Attlee but by the more
belligerent Churchill, the question was whether the interagency process would still be
front and center of British strategy, or whether the army would once again be given
primacy, with tougher measures called for against the communist insurgency and a cor-
responding drop in the input from the civil administration and police.



Shortly after Gurney’s murder, representatives from the Federal War Council, the
SWECs, and the DWECs met on October 17 to discuss future British policy in Malaya.
Briggs suggested that full executive authority in Malaya be delegated from the high
commissioner to the director of operations, negating the position of chief secretary and
placing the director of operations in complete charge of civil administration, the mili-
tary, and the police force.*® To all intents and purposes, if Briggs” advice was followed,
Gurney’s successor as British high commissioner would be a mere figure head with no
governmental responsibility, and the position of chief secretary would cease to exist.
The new conservative colonial secretary, Oliver Lyttelton, approved Briggs’ sugges-
tion on November 1, just four days after taking over at the colonial office.®

The director of operations now had full and undivided control of all emergency
policy, strategy, and tactics in Malaya. It would not be the architect of this develop-
ment, however, that was its main beneficiary. Briggs grew ill in November and retired
on the twenty-seventh of that month, overcome by exhaustion. Within a few weeks, he
was dead.®? His deputy, Sir Robert Lockhart, temporarily took on the new powers. The
colonial secretary, arriving in Malaya on November 29 for his first visit, was dissatis-
fied with what he found. He believed that the figure-head high commissioner, by his
very presence, undermined the authority that was vested in the director of operations.
The only solution to this problem, he concluded, was to merge the two positions into a
single all-powerful high commissioner, who would take on all the responsibilities and
the position of the director of operations.®

Lyttelton returned to the United Kingdom on December 21 after a month in Mala-
ya and immediately met with Winston Churchill to persuade him of this viewpoint. The
two men then discussed the new position with Field Marshal Bernard Montgomery,
currently acting as the inspector-general of NATO’s European forces, who suggested
General Sir Gerard Templer would be ideal. Templer, like Briggs, had a notable mili-
tary career before him, being first commissioned in the Royal Irish Fusiliers in 19186,
becoming the army’s youngest lieutenant-general in 1942 in command of 11 Corps and
eventually rising to become the director of military government in the British zone of
occupied Germany. Churchill, leaving for his first official visit to the United States as
the new prime minister, requested that Templer fly out to meet him, which he did on
January 11, 1952. After a short and informal interview, Churchill invited Templer to
take on the task in Malaya, which he immediately agreed to. Following a few weeks of
preparation, Templer arrived in Kuala Lumpur on February 7 as the new British High
Commissioner of Malaya and Director of Operations.*

Templer had dictatorial powers in Malaya but he used them with caution. Fol-
lowing Briggs’ lead, he kept in place the administrative hierarchy of the Federal War
Council, the SWECs, and the DWECs, and continued to hold the resettlement of squat-
ters into new villages as the government’s highest priority in the fight against the insur-
gency. He went further than Briggs and Gurney, however, quickly determining that the
key to an effective counterinsurgency strategy was sound intelligence and this could
only be obtained through a coordinated approach. On February 13, therefore, after less
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than a week in Malaya, Templer wrote to Lyttelton, informing him that a new position,
the director of intelligence, would be appointed, who would have “the right of direct
access at any moment to [the] High Commissioner.” He would be given no executive
control of any one intelligence agency, but would instead be responsible for coordinat-
ing the activities of police intelligence, naval intelligence, army intelligence, air force
intelligence, and political intelligence. His role would include giving advice to each of
these organizations, as well as being “completely responsible for collation and evalu-
ation of all the intelligence available and for its presentation to those concerned in the
proper form.”%

By March 1952, at all levels of command in Malaya, in civil, police, military, and
intelligence matters, the British High Commissioner had achieved absolute interagency
coordination. Gurney, Briggs, and Templer had each realized that the key to defeating
the communist insurgency was not an aggressive military offensive but rather a careful
campaign to win over the civilian population. As Templer famously observed in 1952,
“The answer lies not in pouring more troops into the jungle, but in the hearts and minds
of the people.”*® In Malaya, the British government took these words to heart and
made them a creed. The consequence was that it was able to erase all communist influ-
ence and declare the Emergency over on July 31, 1960. Three years earlier, on August
31, 1957, the British had granted independence to the Federation of Malaya in an or-
derly transition of power which kept Malaya in the British Commonwealth. Six years
after independence, and three years after the close of the Emergency, the Federation of
Malaya joined with the British colonies of North Borneo, Sarawak, and Singapore to
form Malaysia, which like Malaya before it was an independent state within the British
Commonwealth. Although Singapore was to secede in 1965, Malaysia has remained a
stable state to the present day. For the remainder of the Cold War, it never again turned
hot and British troops never again returned after their final departure in 1960.%” In
Malaya, the British government had combated an insurgency and had won. It had done
so, in large part, through an effective use of the interagency process.
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The American military and civilian officers involved in the counterinsurgency ef-
fort in South Vietnam, represented a myriad of bureaucratic cultures and interests. Some
were conventional soldiers, trained to fight the North Vietnamese regular army. Others
were special forces, proficient in counterguerilla tactics. Some were diplomats who
had language skills and a deep understanding of the Vietnamese history and culture.
Others were spies, skilled in intelligence trade craft. Some were agricultural, medical,
or propaganda experts. Many were a mix of all of the above. Some served huge bureau-
cracies, others small. Some had their funding subject to strict public oversight; others
spent money with little supervision. Some worked in contested areas, others in regions
almost completely pacified.

Communication, cooperation, and coordination of these men and their agencies
proved difficult from the beginning of the American advisory effort in Vietnam. Though
they shared the common goal of defeating the Communist insurgents and building a
viable non-Communist South Vietnamese government, their means often ran at such
cross purposes that they were conveyed to their Vietnamese counterparts as fundamen-
tal, even irreconcilable political differences. A formal structure to better coordinate the
activities of the various agencies implemented in 1967, helped to unify the message,
but by that point the rifts were already entrenched and the opportunity for a war chang-
ing, unified effort had past.

Mao Zedong famously tutored his guerillas that they were fish that depended on the
water of the population for their survival. The Viet Cong (VC) adopted Mao’s wisdom.
Their primary goal throughout the war was to win the people, especially the majority
rural peasantry, to the Communist cause. From the beginning, American counterinsur-
gency experts recognized this “people’s war” as the conflict’s center of gravity, and
stressed the need to establish the authority of the South Viethamese government in the
countryside. They would deprive the VC of the water in which they swam. Establish-
ing government authority, however, proved no easy task. Though recruited, trained,
and supplied by the North, the VC were Southerners with kinship and friendship ties
within the communities in which they operated. The South Vietnamese government,
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on the other hand, routinely deployed forces from the outside. Government officials,
in addition, were often corrupt and unpopular. The exposing, capturing, and killing of
VC by the government or its allied forces was, therefore, a complicated and poten-
tially counterproductive activity. Security measures had to be offset with economic
and social programs and carefully balanced for each of the various local, regional, and
national South Vietnamese political environments.?

From the first days of the American involvement in the Vietham conflict, coun-
terinsurgency and pacification went hand in hand. Civic and political action had to be
coordinated with military operations. The group originally deployed to oversee that co-
ordination was the Saigon Military Mission (SMM). SMM was led by pacification and
counterinsurgency guru Ed Lansdale who was fresh from helping Ramon Magsaysay
build an army, suppress the Huk insurgency, and establish a government in the Phil-
ippines. Lansdale’s SMM was CIA funded and administered, but it was independent
of the Saigon Station. The members of the small twelve man SMM team, including
Lansdale, were seconded to the CIA from the military or were given positions in the
military as cover.

From 1954 to 1956, the overall American advisory mission was small enough that
interagency coordination of counterinsurgency and pacification operations could be
handled by the SMM; nevertheless, even then it was clear that serving the missions of
the CIA and United States Army in support of a new leadership under Ngo Dinh Diem
was politically complicated. Diem was Catholic in a country that was 90 percent Bud-
dhist. He was virtually unknown as a public figure, especially when compared to Ho
Chi Minh. He led a government that favored the urban affluent classes over the rural
peasantry. He was an anti-French nationalist, but his army’s officers were recruited
from the ranks of soldiers who had served under the hated French. And he faced a
possible North Vietnamese invasion as well as the stay-behind Viet Minh insurgency.
SMM drew on Lansdale’s experience in the Philippines, established PSYOP and intel-
ligence commands, set up a civic action campaign, and began training programs to
make the Vietnamese army and civil administrators more responsive to the peasants’
needs. Lansdale also confronted or co-opted Diem’s rivals in the Hoa Hao, Cao Dai,
and Binh Xuyen sects. In the process, however, Lansdale alienated the French, who,
though defeated by the Viet Minh and in the process of withdrawing from the country,
hoped to retain some of its influence in Vietnam. France used its leverage as a key
American ally to convince American embassy officials that Diem was too weak a reed
to rely on. Lansdale ultimately had to exploit his friendship and direct communication
channel with CIA head Allen Dulles and his brother, Secretary of State John Foster
Dulles, to convince the Eisenhower administration not to abandon Diem as he consoli-
dated power through 1955.

With Diem firmly established as the American backed leader of South Vietnam,
the SMM was disbanded in 1956. The CIA continued to run counterinsurgency and
pacification operations but mainly in small scale experiments like the Civilian Irregu-



lar Defense Group (CIDG) in the central highlands. This experiment and others like
it were ad hoc and relied on local forces rather than the South Viethamese Army. The
army had been trained by American military advisors as regular conventional forces
capable of withstanding an invasion from the North. With CIA help, Diem launched
his version of counterinsurgency in the strategic hamlet program, where communities
were moved to barbed wire enclosed compounds that could be cut off from the VC,
defended, and controlled. Strategic hamlets, needless to say, made as many enemies
as friends for the government. CIDG and the other local projects initiated by the CIA,
on the other hand, were generally better received. They relied on what Saigon Station
Chief Bill Colby called the “three selfs:” self-defense, self-development, and self-gov-
ernment. In the case of CIDG, specifically, the montagnard tribesmen of the central
highlands, who resented the South Vietnamese government intrusions almost as much
as the VC, were allowed to keep arms to defend themselves and maintain their relative
political autonomy in exchange for their loyalty to Diem in fighting the VC. CIDG
fought well against the VC, but as their military prowess grew, the regular army be-
came suspicious of their motives. Diem eventually downsized the program. Like the
SMM, the CIA backed CIDG program revealed underlying competing loyalties among
the American advisory agencies that translated into political rivalries for the South
Vietnamese. Where the CIA invested in irregular force programs like CIDG that bol-
stered local autonomy and decentralized power, the Army invested in regular military
programs that bolstered a national sovereignty and centralized government.

The American presence in Vietnam increased from a couple of thousand advisors
in the late Eisenhower era to over 20,000 in the Kennedy era. In those years, counter-
insurgency and pacification efforts were divided among a number of different agen-
cies. They were an alphabet soup of abbreviations and acronyms. The MAAG (the US
Military Assistance and Advisory Group) and then MACV (the US Military Assistance
Command, Vietnam) continued to provide the regular force training of the Vietnamese
army and also from time to time supplemented their firepower needs. Political and eco-
nomic components, irregular force training and the intelligence programs that provided
the crucial links between combat and civil action planning, were continued by the CIA
but were also taken up by several other agencies. USAID (the United States Agency for
International Development), and its various iterations from 1VS (International Volun-
teer Services) to USOM (United States Operation Mission), provided money, training,
and logistical support for building economic infrastructure, roads, bridges, schools,
hospitals, agricultural training centers, and the like. USAID also provided civil ad-
ministration training for police forces and other civil administrators. USIS (United
States Information Service) which became USIA (United States Information Agency)
and eventually, in Vietnam, JUSPAO (the Joint US Public Affairs Office) provided
communications as well as information, propaganda, and education programs. Coun-
terinsurgency and pacification workers increasingly came from USAID and USIA after
1963 when the CIA was forced to withdraw from many of its covert operations and
refocus on intelligence collection under Operation SWITCHBACK. The State Depart-
ment contributed its share of key embassy personnel as well.
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Each of the agencies provided much needed expertise, but cooperation could be
sporadic and again the different organizational cultures, the different ways the agencies
defined means and ends, often resulted in complications for the Vietnamese, sometimes
even disaster. Mike Benge, a former Marine and agricultural expert who worked for
IVS and then USAID in the central highlands, remembered in 1964 working with some
nuns building a church near Loc Tien. He received word that some nearby villages had
been bombed, so with the nuns’ help, he picked up some food and medical supplies
and went to the villages to distribute it. Visiting the province chief, Benge found out
that the local USAID representative had had some success providing the district with
money for rice, salt, fish and other supplies as part of the pacification effort, but that
the villages had been bombed not by the VVC but by allied aircraft acting on three month
old reports of a VC PSYWAR team operating in the area. The lack of coordination
between the intelligence, military, and civilian pacification components was tragic, but
worse yet was USAID’s reaction when Benge reported the incident. Instead of reward-
ing Benge for his identification of a clear communication breakdown, USAID banned
him from the region. His complaints had made too many political enemies in the GVN
province hierarchy.

The struggle for a coordinated counterinsurgency and pacification was at its most
difficult as the American military presence grew exponentially in the mid-1960s. The
American military’s advisory roll had been from the beginning larger than the civil-
ian, but with the rapid military escalation from just over 20,000 in 1963 to some half
a million in 1968, the American armed forces further dwarfed all the other agencies.
MACYV gained substantial control over the transportation systems, the buildings, the
money, the guns, and the influence within the government in Saigon. Furthermore
General William Westmoreland’s attrition strategy relegated the counterinsurgency
and pacification effort to a secondary role. The number and kinds of irregular forces
grew overall from 1964 to 1966 but did not gain in proportion to the regular military.
Neglect and mismanagement threatened to take the “other war” completely out of the
strategic equation.

It was at this low point, however, that the push for coordinated national political,
economic, intelligence, and political campaign was renewed. While agency coopera-
tion under a unified pacification and counterinsurgency strategy had been hard to come
at the national level, there were some important examples of success at the province,
district, and village level. Led primarily by the civilian agencies and the local Viet-
namese they supported, experiments in Long An, Kien Hoa, Hau Ngia, and Quang
Ngai became models for new national programs. In Long An a USIS official named
Frank Scotton organized survey teams that went from village to village learning about
the community’s particular needs and mapping its unique political environment. Team
members lived and slept in the villages and questioned every family so as not to make
any one a target for VC or GVN reprisals. Teams then coordinated CIA, USAID or
MACYV resources to provide the village with resources and security in the most politi-
cally sensitive way. Scotton had learned on a previous tour in Binh Dinh, while work-
ing with a Vietnamese army officer Nguyen Thuy, that it was most effective if his men



helped the peasants plant crops, treat the sick, and build new schools, leaving it to the
VC to condemn those projects and initiate hostilities. Communities that came under
attack invariably rallied to denounce the VC and in many instances even helped repel
the enemy. On some occasions VC even defected. In 1966 Scotton’s methods became
one of the cornerstones of the training curriculum for the Rural Development Cadre, a
new national South Vietnamese force used for civic action and political indoctrination
in the countryside.*

Boasting its own successful programs, certain members of the American military
joined the civilian irregulars in calling for new national pacification and counterin-
surgency efforts. Perhaps the most famous of the military efforts were the Marine
Combined Action Platoons (CAPs) that helped pacify several areas of | Corps near the
border between North and South Vietnam. CAPs lived and worked in the communities
they were helping to pacify and, as a result, like Scotton’s teams, came to know the
unique problems of the village and were better able to coordinate efforts to provide for
specific needs. The success of CAPs and other pacification programs eventually led
Army Chief of Staff Harold K. Johnson and then General Creighton Abrams, West-
moreland’s deputy, to advocate a major reassessment of America’s Vietnam strategy.
Johnson and Abram’s study, “A Program for the Pacification and Long-Term Devel-
opment of Vietnam,” known as PROVN, was published in March 1966. PROVN de-
clared that there was “no unified effective pattern” to American actions and called for
a greater emphasis on pacification in the allied war effort. Under the advice of returned
counterinsurgency and pacification guru, Edward Lansdale, Ambassador Henry Cabot
Lodge quickly added his support and helped persuade President Lyndon Johnson to
make the PROVN arguments to the South Vietnamese leadership at the 1966 Honolulu
Conference. The most important force behind the new initiative, however, was Robert
J. Komer a smart, intense, ambitious man who had been running the Middle East shop
in the NSC. Komer and CIA Far East Division chief, William Colby, made sure that
field reports from counterinsurgency and pacification officers like Scotton made it to
Washington around the MACV command who typically weeded such reports out.®

Shortly after the conference in Hawaii, President Johnson named William J. Porter
to be deputy ambassador to Vietnam and head of the revitalized pacification program,
but in the latter half of 1966, Komer persuaded the White House to turn the operation
over to him. Komer gave the program a new title, CORDS, short for Civil Opera-
tions and Revolutionary Development Support, and began building the first combined
civilian-military command in US history. CORDS encompassed all of the typical paci-
fication activities: economic improvement, security, and political development, and its
officers held both military and civilian ranks. Province and district level advisors were
recruited from MACV, USAID, USIA, CIA, and the State Department, and CORDS
acted as a liason between those agencies. Special forces were also heavily represented,
especially in the Provincial Reconaissance Units and Phoenix programs that were de-
signed specifically to root out the VVC infrastructure. By early 1967, the coordination of
the American counterinsurgency and pacification effort had reached its apex.
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CORDS offered many solutions, but it was never the panacea its supporters had
hoped it would be. First, the organizational cultures of the military and civilian agen-
cies continued to cut divergent paths in the Vietnamese political landscape. Coordinat-
ing pacification forces and regular military forces remained particularly difficult. Sec-
ond, the 1968 Tet offensive changed everything. Tet left the VC decimated, but it also
sapped the political will of the United States to continue the war. With tragically bad
timing, Washington made its first steps toward Vietnamization at the same time Hanoi
chose to deemphasize the guerilla insurgency in favor of a purely political campaign in
the South that would be backed by conventional North Viethamese regular army opera-
tions. CORDS officials recognized the opportunity to fill the political vacuum while
the Viet Cong were weak, but Saigon refused to act quickly enough. Thus CORDS was
never really tested in the context in which it promised the most success.

As much as some would have liked it to, CORDS could not replace the exist-
ing advisory agencies in Vietnam. The best it could offer was a bureaucratic overlay
that facilitated better communication. Personnel from USAID, USIA, CIA, State, and
MACYV seconded to CORDS experienced generally improved coordination, but the dif-
ferent agency cultures, their varied means of fighting the Communists, still remained
a barrier to unified action. The rift between regular military forces and the civilians
and irregulars focusing on counterinsurgency and pacification, in particular, remained
a problem. Ken Quinn, a foreign service officer with no military training who served
four tours with CORDS in the Mekong Delta, posed the dilemma this way: “There was
always a little cultural difference between civilian and military [agencies], but one of
the great lessons of CORDS was that it was not just the different colors of your clothes
but where you sat that made a difference in your attitudes. The army guys who were in
the MACV team and | generally saw eye to eye, but it was a different view than army
guys in same town who were advisors to the ARVN 9th division. The two groups saw
different wars from different perspectives with different counterparts.”

Bruce Kinsey, a foreign service officer working for CORDS in Long An, recalled
similar problems. Despite generally good relations between personnel working for
CORDS, he remembered miscommunications with the regular military that had very
real and tragic consequences:

There was a village that | worked with like crazy. | had a cadre team in there. We
strung up barbed wire and threw down tin cans on the perimeter so if the guerrillas
came in you could hear them more easily. And we set up a school and the VC blew it
up. It was fighting tooth and nail. The third brigade of the ninth division came in and
set up at the end of the road that went through this hamlet. They ran these huge deuce-
and-a-half trucks through there full of garbage, and ammunition, and god knows what
else. They were scared to death, so they ran them at fifty miles an hour. They killed like
eleven Vietnamese kids. | talked to those people until | was blue in the face. And | put
up signs saying, “US Drivers—Friendly Hamlet—Slow Down” and they wouldn’t.”

Despite these ongoing issues, CORDS successfully unified the various agencies’
efforts in many key regions, especially in the months following Tet. In Tay Ninh Prov-



ince, Terry Lambacher, an ex-Green Beret who served a combat tour in Vietnam before
joining USAID, was among the many CORDS district representatives who took ad-
vantage of the post-Tet political vacuum. When the local VVC leadership exposed itself
in the Tet attacks, Lambacher’s teams, including CIA, Special Forces, and Phoenix
personnel, were able to pinpoint the top ten VVC leaders in the district and target them
individually. In each case they used the technique that effectively neutralized the ene-
my while still maintaining community support. In some cases they embarrassed family
members into turning in VC relatives. In other cases they deployed national police to
make arrests. In others still, they lured the Communists into firefights. In all cases they
made sure the South Vietnamese government took the credit for the operations and
government officials justified their actions to the community. Lambacher made sure
the district chief, in particular, received most of the accolades. That favor could then
be used as leverage in convincing the chief to limit corruption. As Lambacher remem-
bered it, CORDS went beyond “coordination,” and even beyond “joint” action. It was
a unified counterinsurgency effort that was winning the war in his district.®

Larger political forces, however, intervened. Nguyen Van Thieu, who had joined
with his political rival Nguyen Cao Ky to wrest control of the government in 1965, had
been chosen chief of state in September 1967 having gained only 35 percent of the vote
in an election that was only marginally free and fair. Just months into his presidency,
Tet constituted an early referendum on Thieu both in South Vietnam and in the United
States. Thieu was slow to act, showing more concern for his urban constituency and
his personal power than for the “people’s war.” It took American leaders one hundred
days to convince Thieu just to move his forces back into the countryside after Tet, and
when he finally did, the soldiers arrived as occupiers rather than pacifiers. A full six
months after Tet, Thieu finally accepted a CORDS proposal to initiate an Accelerated
Pacification Campaign (APC), a plan designed to pacify 1000 new hamlets and meet
new Phoenix quotas for eliminating VC infrastructure. Once implemented, though, the
Accelerated Pacification Campaign bypassed real rural political development for short
term security and control measures. The government’s return to the countryside be-
came just a land grab to be used as leverage in negotiating a settlement with Hanoi and
creating a decent interval under which American withdrawal and Vietnamization could
take place. Thieu effectively abandoned the people’s war just as the Communists, so
weakened militarily by Tet, could only mount political operations in the South. The
South Vietnamese government had belatedly gained a greater physical presence in the
countryside, but the VC were filling the political vacuum.®

CORDS continued through 1972, but Thieu’s continuing reluctance to launch po-
litical operations devastated morale. A small group of American pacification and coun-
terinsurgency experts that included Ed Lansdale, John Paul Vann, and Daniel Ellsberg
advocated finding a leadership alternative to Thieu, one that could negotiate a compro-
mise that might save South Vietnam. They found a champion in Vietnamese national
assemblyman Tran Ngoc Chau. Chau had long experience studying guerilla tactics.
He had been a guerilla himself with the Viet Minh, studied American tactics based on
Ed Lansdale’s experience in the Philippines at Ft. Benning, and saw firsthand British
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counterinsurgency on two trips to Malaya during the Communist crisis of the 1950s.
As a province chief in Kien Hoa, he had collaborated with Rufus Phillips, a Lans-
dale disciple and USOM advisor, in systematizing a pacification formula that became
among the most effective in Vietnam. Chau’s Census-Grievance program was at the
heart of the formula. It was a formal census consisting of interviews with the heads of
households about local social, economic, and security conditions. Census-Grievance
teams, recruited from the local population, elicited complaints about both the VC and
the GVN, which allowed Chau to custom design civic action, encourage citizen loyalty
through responsive government, and leverage intelligence for surgical strikes against
the VC. Chau brought his Census Grievance program to the national Rural Develop-
ment Cadre training center at Vung Tau where he briefly served as head of instruction.
Returning to Kien Hoa to begin a career in politics, Chau was elected a national as-
semblyman and mounted a significant opposition to Nguyen Van Thieu. In the words
of Historian John Prados, Chau would be “among the first to understand the impact
of Tet would be to move the United States to search for a way out of the war.” Chau
would push for “reasonable negotiations and a settlement while Saigon still retained
bargaining power.” Thieu, of course, worked to prevent any such settlement. The presi-
dent eventually had Chau arrested for treason on trumped up charges that Chau was
conspiring with his brother, a Communist agent, to overthrow the government. Ironi-
cally it was CORDS head Bill Colby, CIA Saigon Station Chief Ted Shackley, and
Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker who signed off on Chau’s arrest. For Chau’s support-
ers in CORDS, it was the last and most disastrous of the American political choices.
As Doug Ramsey, a USOM worker who would be captured in 1966 and spend seven
years in a VC prison camp, put it, the United States ultimately supported “traditional
bribe-soliciting and patronage dispensing military politicians like Nguyen van Thieu. .
. instead of socialist-leaning counterinsurgency and village administration experts like
Tran Ngoc Chau.” They had lost the key ingredient in winning over the rural peasantry,
a “solid, honest, civilian democratic modernizer” in the presidency.°

One of the crucial things we can learn from the Americans who were on the front
lines coordinating the counterinsurgency war in Vietnam is that success and failure
is sensitively dependent on political conditions. That is no revelation in and of itself.
The inherently political nature of warfare has been recognized in military doctrine
from Sun Tsu to Clausewitz to Mao. But the front line American counterinsurgency
warriors in Vietnam offer us a glimpse at the mind boggling complexity of the politi-
cal contexts in which they had to operate. Though they all shared the common goal
of defeating the Communist insurgents and building a viable non-Communist South
Vietnamese government, the bureaucratic cultures of the agencies they served and the
varied tactics they employed translated into fundamental, even irreconcilable political
differences when applied in country. Where some encouraged bottom up, rice roots,
local self defense, and decentralized control, others supported top down, national army;,
and centralized authority from Saigon. Both approaches were necessary in fighting the
insurgency in the South and preventing an invasion from the North. But the separate
paths fostered factionalism that in part prevented South Vietnam from achieving a



decisive political victory in the countryside. When the American advisors achieved a
new level of pacification and counterinsurgency coordination with CORDS, it was too
little, too late. For all its potential, CORDS could not completely erase pre-existing
agency rivalries, could not overcome the new strategic reality caused by Tet, and could
not find the crucial balance of local and national government.
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Panel 2—The Interagency Process: Southeast Asia
Question and Answers
(Transcript of Presentation)

Benjamin Grob-Fitzgibbon, Ph.D.
Jeffrey Woods, Ph.D.

Moderated by Donald P. Wright, Ph.D.

Dr. Wright

I will start off with the first question. What came to mind, as | was listening to both
of your papers, has something to do with the work that we do at CSI and all the atten-
tion paid to both Afghanistan and Irag. | am curious to know, when you looked at the
interagency processes, both Malaya and Vietnam, to what degree did these processes
feed into a better intelligence effort? There is a lot of discussion right now about the
creation of fusion cells in Iraq and the ability to pull in the CIA, coalition intelligence
agencies, you name it, all kinds of acronyms together, and unless you do this you are
not going to really be able to create a coordinated effort against insurgents as well as a
larger, something they call a “pacification effort,” if you will. So any comments on that
as you looked at your particular cases?

Dr. Grob-Fitzgibbon

One of my favorites, which | had to cut. The time restraints led to that. Briggs actually
became ill in November 1950 and had to leave his position as Director of Operations.
He died shortly thereafter and Gerald Templer came in. Templer looked at the situation
in Malaya and said what Briggs has started is fantastic as far as the new villages are
concerned and Briggs is spot on as far as drawing the commies and insurgents away
from the villages to take on the British Army and isolate the position so that the civilian
inhabitants would be spared the warfare, but he said there was no consideration given
in Briggs’ plan to intelligence coordination. So shortly after Templer took over in 1952
he established intelligence centers throughout Malaya with the intention being that they
had army representatives, RAF (Royal Air Force) representatives, navy representatives
in coastal states, police representatives, civil administration representatives, and those
intelligence networks would have liaisons throughout the Malaysian community where
information would be brought into the same building with police officers sitting next
to an army officer sitting next to a civil servant sitting next to an RAF officer where
they would all be reading the same intelligence and sharing the same information, and
it could then be taken out to the plans on the ground.
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Dr. Woods

I hate to be flippant and too general about this, but Vietham was about families. Fami-
lies are so important so this local-level approach, interagency approach, you do some-
thing good for the community, build them a road, build them a school. You make the
Viet Cong into the enemy by having to attack that. It makes you friends. It makes you
people that you would talk to and chances are they are going to be related to some-
body who is a communist, like Chau himself. This guy who was championed by some
of these CORDS officials; his two brothers were communist intelligence agents. He
spoke with them a couple of times, in 1965 and 1966, and Thieu used that as evidence
that he was conspiring to overthrow the government when really it was just the oppo-
site. He was gaining information from those guys. He was using it against them so it
was getting into that family structure and | think you cannot do that just with what he
can do with guns. You can provide security for people which they can appreciate, but
it is almost like you have to become part of the family. You have to be there with them.
You have to know enough about them to have a relationship that allows that kind of
intelligence to happen. So you need CIA, you need USAID, and you need those other
agencies that have expertise in doing that, and plus who have the language skills and
know the historical culture well enough to be able to do that.

Audience Member

I have a question for Dr. Woods. | understand your approach to Thieu. He is not exactly
a lovable character, but at the same time, after Tet he did, with some prodding, move
out into the countryside, and | am not sure, you may be overstressing the fact that he
abandoned the people’s war. This was after all the man who, on our advice, set up the
People’s Self-Defense Force Militia going beyond the regional forces, popular forces
sending, literally, hundreds of thousands of small arms out to the countryside. Again,
not entirely trusting them, but willing to take the chance with them and by the end of
about two years the People’s Self-Defense Forces were fairly strong, fairly trained, and
fairly well armed. This is not the act of somebody that fears that all those people are
going to come up and rally against him. So | think he was willing to take a few more
risks than you have given him credit for, a combination of that program and the Revo-
lutionary Development Program which continued to expand dramatically in 1969 and
1970, 1 think, indicates that he was continuing to see the possibilities in mobilizing the
people. Any thoughts?

Dr. Woods

I think that is fair. I am generalizing a bit from having to do the paper in this context,
but it did take him a hundred days just to get out of the cities after Tet. And it took
him a full six months to approve something like the APC (Accelerated Pacification
Campaign) which could have been done immediately afterwards. Well, maybe not im-



mediately, but faster than six months for sure. What I think is that that time was crucial,
particularly if you are going to have an influence both on Viethamese public opinion
and American public opinion about those things. If you can fill that gap quickly you
might have an effect on the political ramifications of Tet. Now, maybe not; we do not
know. We did not test that. It did not happen.

Audience Member

Well, attacks continued into May. So he was still on the reaction side of the house, but
| understand your point.

Dr. Woods

Not quite as severe attacks.

Audience Member

Thank you.

Audience Member

If I got it right, this guy Briggs shows up, a retired military guy. Things are not going
well. He runs around for two weeks, comes up with a structure which seems to work
until the end. Then they do some studies and then within a month or two he comes up
with a plan which pretty much works until the end.

Dr. Grob-Fitzgibbon

Yes, that is correct.

Audience Member

I think that is pretty amazing that that happened.

Dr. Grob-Fitzgibbon

We have to be careful because, of course, the war did not end immediately after Briggs
came in.
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Audience Member

That is where | was going actually. You said by 1952 the coordination was absolute and
very good, and | do not doubt that, but even given all that, the right structure and the
right approach, it still took another seven or eight years to make it happen.

Dr. Grob-Fitzgibbon

Yes, absolutely, and when Briggs actually became sick and then died, he was extremely
pessimistic upon his death bed because out of the 300,000 Malayan squatters that were
present when Briggs’ plan was implemented only 25,000 had been resettled and he
had originally laid down that the Briggs Plan would be completely implemented by
the end of 1952. As it was, the settlement did not take place until the end of 1954 so it
was almost double the time frame that Briggs had expected because of the usual sort
of delays every general imagines with implementing that sort of plan. But what we did
have, and | can give you the exact information if you need it. Again, | skipped over this
part for the sake of time. Although the emergency did not end until 1960, we do have
a gradual betterment of the situation in certain provinces. So by 1957, the Federation
of Malaya was granted independence so we still have a counterinsurgency coming and
going for another three years after that. From a British perspective there was an emer-
gency going on, but from which the command of the forces and interagency processes
were transferred over to the Malayan government. That was six years after the Briggs
Plan was implemented. But again, you are absolutely right. The British forces and the
British administration found a hierarchical structure that worked and found a way to
coordinate them. Even within that coordination, as Briggs himself said, this is going
to take time, even when it appears that the Malayan populations are settled, are peace-
able, or are in favor of some sort of British administrative structures, we cannot at that
moment let up our guard because we have to ensure that the ideology on the line of
insurgency has been defeated before we can give way on some security measures.

Audience Member

Dr. Woods, | will use a Thompson sort of quote, a version of it, but basically, looking at
Vietnam a little later, he said that in Vietnam the counterinsurgency had three compo-
nents—nation building, pacification, and military affairs, and that nation building was
the most important because it built the capability of the nation to do what it needed to
do. Pacification provided the linkage between the central government and folks in the
countryside, and of course, the military component for security was always essential.
And then he added that the Americans, when they did those, if they did them all, tended
to do them in the reverse order. And while you are talking about CORDS and pacifi-
cation there, | understand that, but do you have any insights about the interagency on
the nation building side of that? Not just the pacification program that came in 1967
through the CORDS program.



Dr. Woods

I wish I did. That is actually the side that | am working on right now. Vietnamese
politics is very complicated and the literature on it is not real sophisticated right now.
So that is the area that | am going into. We do run into problems. | focused a little bit
in my research on Bill Colby and trying to get some insight and what is he doing in
Saigon and the current influence he is building, particularly in the CORDS years and
his relationship with the Interior Ministry and that sort of thing. Unfortunately, | do
not have access to documentary evidence and things like that so | have to do it through
an interview kind of process. All | can tell you is that | am picking away at it. | do not
know at this point, but you are right. That is the fundamental question.

Audience Member

You can get some hints of that, at least from the American perspective, by going to the
foreign relations documents, but again, that is just from the US side.

Audience Member

I have a question for both of you gentlemen. In the interagency process, given that both
nations had a consensus as we heard earlier from Dr. Yates, maybe one that has not
returned, but a consensus nationally that these were emergencies and needed to be ad-
dressed. Both nations have their focus on NATO and the central front and both of these
operations were supporting efforts. Did either nation have an advantage over the other
in the process? What is the difference?

Dr. Grob-Fitzgibbon

That is an excellent question. Let me think on that for just a minute.

Dr. Wright

At least your paper, Benjamin, argued that one of the advantages that the British com-
missioners brought was their times in other colonies. | think Palestine and some of the
African nations.

Dr. Grob-Fitzgibbon

Yes, | think there are a couple of advantages. | think that is one, that the British had been
running an empire whereas the Americans had not. So, when somebody like Gurney
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comes in he is not approaching how to deal with colonial subjects fresh; how to deal
with some type of occupation policy. He is somebody who has been in Palestine for
two or three years and dealt with the Palestine insurgency or Jewish insurgency against
the British. He has been in Africa. He has been in Burma. So you have this tradition,
if you will, of colonial administration which I think is a sizable advantage for the Brit-
ish. I also think in the situation in Malaya, what you have is that the British have been
in Malaya in some aspect since 1608 and certainly controlling certain Malayan states
and colonies since the 1800s. So what that does is the majority of the Malayan popula-
tion, when the emergency begins in 1948, are familiar with British rule, are familiar
with certain British officials. They already have British administrative structures estab-
lished there. So rather than seeming as occupiers in that land, it is a certain minority of
Chinese who seem to be rebelling against the system that was already in place rather
than a system being imposed on the population which was never there previously; so a
combination of what you brought up and that experience of the British in Malaya for a
long period of time. I also think the British in the 1950s were not any way shy or em-
barrassed about being an empire, actually having long-term control over Malaya so |
think for the British in 1951, 1952 to say that they were bringing civilization to Malaya
and that the western way of life was self-evidently better than the colony’s way of life.
It was perfectly fine in the moral aspect of foreign policy to compel Malayan entities
into these villages to give them British administrative structures, to give them British
social health, education, and that sort of thing. It was fine. That is what the Brits had
been doing for 250 years. | think to the Americans the whole idea of, I know we like
to spread our values, but the idea of actually obtaining a colonial situation was almost
squeamish in this country.

Dr. Woods

Is that answering your question?

Audience Member

It does. | understand that the British do have a colonial tradition. Obviously, we are
both speaking the same language, sort of. The point is we had been, the United States,
had been in Vietnam really since 1944 and so by 1964 this was not a new process. We
had administered the Philippines and parts of China and Cuba. This is not a new pro-
cess, but yet it seems continually just in the short period say from 1962 until 1968 to
be an incredible thrash, although we had as you said, political consensus earlier and |
do not understand why that process was not there.

Dr. Woods

Part of the problem is that the specifics of all the situations are so different. You can
help control what happens in say Japan and Germany in the late war because you have



a big occupying force and they have admitted to defeat and that sort of thing. Viet-
nam is a limited kind of conflict by nature. I think that is part of it. The Philippines,
it depends on what you think of the interpretations of this kind of stuff, but Lansdale
thought it was all about [inaudible]. You had to find the right person who could be both
in touch with the people and provide a coordinated national leadership and that was the
success for [inaudible]. In terms of the larger issues that Ben is talking about, yes, we
have this kind of . . . our anti-imperial culture is as prominent as anything in all of this.
You do not want to go in and tell people exactly what you want them to do. Lansdale’s
approach to it is that you are bringing people to realize what is good for them already.
There is sort of this anticommunist assumption there, but that is kind of what he is
arguing now and he is an advertiser. What you do in advertising is not sell people
stuff; you give them access to the things they already want. So it is a different kind of
process, and there is a real reluctance to be that heavy-handed. And I think that in some
ways constricts the interagency process. We want it both ways. We want to be able to
go in and help and control the thing, and provide control, but at the same time we do
not want to be imperialistic about it. That may be the fundamental conflict there.

Audience Member

I have a comment and then a question. Again, one of the things that | came across that
is interesting in the National Security Act of 1947 and during the war looking to the
British model for some of the interagency coordination, military and civilian-military,
but what emerged, and came out afterwards, was also the distinction between the par-
liamentary or the cabinet system and the presidential US system where you have one
executive and a cabinet that has a built-in political coordination capacity on the Ameri-
can side and I just throw that out. That is probably a challenge and I will hit on it a little
bit for us now too, not contradicting anything either one of you have said, but puts it
kind of in that bigger shell that we have this problem in terms of the political organiza-
tion and the apparatus.

Dr. Woods

I keep going back to the Federalist Papers for some reason. | do not know why.

Audience Member

So the comment and question, if | may, | think I understand from both of you, but I just
wanted to put this question out, how much of it, if this is a fair question, how much of
it then on the back of the envelope sketch could you say is the result of individuals that
were at the right place at the right time or the wrong place at the wrong time as opposed
to structures and processes that were, in fact, survivable even in both cases, as ongoing
institutions and institutional processes? Thank you.
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Dr. Grob-Fitzgibbon

I am a big believer in personalities in history so | would certainly subscribe to that
interpretation. In the case of Malaya the choice of Briggs was very fortuitous in that
he came along and he had the idea and the forceful personality to push that through.
And of course, when Templer comes in he is even more of a forceful character and |
think throughout the British imperialist experience you see the impact of personalities
and recognition of that impact. My larger work expands beyond Malaya to other coun-
terinsurgency operations in the empire, and you see time and time again whether it is
Malaya, Cypress, Kenya, Aden, Dhofar, memorandum cautioning against the lessons
learned in an organization or an apparatus fashion because what they say is that in each
of these campaigns, whether it be Cypress, Kenya, Malaya, what have you, the situa-
tion on the ground was so completely different, the context so completely different that
they need to be managed in a different manner and the type of government, whether
you use strict interagency processes in Malaya where we used more dictatorial power,
in Cypress where we used the local sector population, and in Kenya that was deter-
mined by the situation on the ground so you could not take the DWEC/SWEC model
and put that on Kenya or put that on to Cypress. You also could not take somebody like
Templer and put them using the same methods of management in Cypress or in Kenya
because that would not work. But again, throughout all these memorandum, back to
what Jeff was saying, you see a patronizing attitude, if I may call it that, that | think
brought American history to be somewhat uncomfortable with what the British have
always, right through to the 1970s have been quite convinced that their way of govern-
ment and life were superior to all others, including the American system, and that it
was their right and duty to compel others to take them.

Dr. Woods

I think the heart of your question is the really important thing and that is, what of these
things can you control? When you start to bring up personality, does that become more
a sense of chance and luck, like you said, right person, right time? You cannot make
that happen most of the time. The people I interviewed were mostly civilians from the
various civilian agencies. They have the hardest time, | think, talking about this kind
of thing. They want to make a champion of somebody like Lansdale because he was
in there early and seemed to have a good idea. It seemed to have worked in the Philip-
pines. Why could it not work in Vietham? But then he is pulled out of there. Then you
wait for someone like Komer and | hear people talk about how crucial Komer was
to the CORDS project. Yes, that is true, but there are a lot of other people who are
pushing for it as well. He just happened to be, how should we put it, very vocal about
his . . . “Blowtorch Bob.” So yes, it was sort of a good circumstance that he was in
there, but could Bill Colby have done the same thing? He has as much influence, but he
is not the spokesman that Komer was. So there is a degree of chance, but the problem
with that is that you lose control. In a way, | am more interested in things that you can



control, I guess. I think there is a lot you cannot, and a realization of what you cannot is
vitally important, but that said, I think control is what we are all searching for, right?

Audience Member

I want to press this issue of causation because I think there is a danger here in conclud-
ing that interagency cooperation worked in Malaya because it worked, and in Vietnam
was, as you argue, it was too little too late because it obviously did not work. In one
mission it succeeds; in one mission it fails. And | wonder if | could press both panelists
to talk about how we can look at these events historically and determine not whether
or not these succeeded or failed, but whether they were decisive or how they were de-
cisive or whether there are alternative explanations, things that have to do for instance
with the internal coherence of the insurgency or take your pick of any number of other
factors. So it is obvious, | think, that cooperation is, in and of itself, a good thing. My
question is, how can we test historically to see if it was a decisive thing? Thanks.

Dr. Grob-Fitzgibbon

I think in the case of Malaya we have a nice breakdown in emergency and ask his-
torians to study it before the Briggs Plan was implemented and after the Briggs Plan
was implemented. We have the years from 1948 until 1950 where a particular military
approach was taken where the British essentially considered this to be a continuation
of the campaign that we fought during the Second World War, just delayed by about
three years and with a slightly different enemy, but essentially the tactics to use against
Malayan communists were safe to use against the Japanese, and that was actually a
misunderstanding of the situation because the Japanese had been viewed by the Ma-
layan people as occupiers and thus the British fighting the Japanese occupiers were not
really the enemy, but ethically the Chinese guerillas were somewhat less occupiers.
Then Briggs comes in and implements his plan and again, | think he as a person is as
important as his ideas and plans, but he is actually only on the ground managing that
for seven or eight months before he moves, yet it is his idea which continues. Prior to
interagency coordination the British were losing ground in Malaya, the communist or-
ganization was growing which attracted more members, numerous states were falling
into a status—security-wise—which would be considered close to anarchy, the British
not really having control, and then once the Federal War Council was established ac-
cording to policy, and once the SWECs are established, once the DWECs are estab-
lished, although it is going to take another nine years, we do see a gradual regaining
of ground by the British and gradual ostracization of the Malayan Communist Party
within Malayan society. So whether that is answering the first question which you
cautioned against as to whether it was success or failure, | think it does answer the
question as to how decisive was the British plan. Certainly the situation on the ground
changed greatly after 1950, yet the Malayan Communist institution itself did not have
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a dramatic restructure and they did not get any leadership in 1950, none of the other
variables were changed.

Dr. Woods

Cause and effect in history is incredibly complicated and | tell my students the one
thing you can learn from history is that things cannot be simplified. You cannot break
it down, and unfortunately, when we come in here to conferences and things that is
kind of what we do. We break down elements and things like that, but there are always
other causations. There are always other things going on. In this particular case, my
instinct is to look at implementation on the ground, at the local level and how it af-
fects the people that you are dealing with. So when | juxtapose somebody like Bruce
Kinsey’s experience and his problem in trying to conduct pacification efforts at the
same time the military seems to be Killing civilians in his region versus somebody like
Terry Lambacher who is taking advantage of Tet and getting great cooperation. Both
of those are under CORDS. Both of those are supposed to be under a kind of coopera-
tive environment. They are different places with different cultures and influences, but
that is the juxtaposition that | am setting out. Like | said, CORDS is not a panacea. |
cannot make the statement that it is going to save everything. | cannot. But it was one
of those untested areas, one of those areas that was tried, but I think under different cir-
cumstances might have had a better opportunity. Again, that is a wishy-washy answer,
but that is history.

Audience Member (From the Blogosphere)

Given the mixture of views on how effective interagency has been throughout the
historical vignettes discussed during this symposium and our trend to backslide on
war-time lessons learned in times of peace and tighter budgets, i.e., in World War |1 we
had a Military School of Government in Charlottesville, Virginia collocated with the
University of Virginia to train civil administrators. Is it finally time for legislation, a
Goldwater-Nichols for the interagency?

Dr. Grob-Fitzgibbon

I know from the British perspective, they have always been hesitant to make any sort
of formal lessons learned procedure, sometimes to their detriment. | know in Cypress
in 1956, you still have the Malayan emergency going on, you have had the Kenyan
emergency going on for five years, the NLF (National Liberation Front) in Aden, four
or five insurgency campaigns being waged simultaneously and the governor of Cy-
press, who had himself been in Malaya just the year previously in an official capacity,
wrote back to the Chief of Defense and said, we are doing this in Malaya and it worked



quite well, should we try to attempt an interagency system in Cypress? And he was
shot down very quickly. He was told in no uncertain terms that Malaya is Malaya, and
Cypress is Cypress. We get into situations and different wars and whenever we get in-
volved in insurgency situations we have to look at the situation on the ground. We have
to look at local contact and we have to develop a new form of plan. Now in saying that,
does that mean that we should say that interagency works in some situations and not in
others? I do not think so. I think we can look at situations of Malaya and central Kenya
and other areas and say for each of them that interagency coordination of a certain type
was attempted and a certain type worked. And in any situation where an interagency
cannot promote the objective of the military only approach the British tended to do
worse, but | think as far as any systematic we should always have a SWEC, we should
always have a DWEC, we should always have a Federal War Council. I do not think we
can bring that sort of certainty to the process. So any sort of legislation in recommend-
ing abstractly how insurgency campaigns should be run or how interagency processes
should work, I would shy against them.

Dr. Woods

I certainly do not want to be a political advocate here. | do not want to advocate for any
kind of legislation or anything, but I do understand the question though. We were talk-
ing about this actually before we came in here. This curious notion of lessons learned. |
had a professor in graduate school who was very against that whole idea that you could
get lessons learned from history. He was sort of willing to leave that to a political sci-
entist and others, but he said what you could learn from history is instinct. And instinct
was built on very particular knowledge and a very particular place to a very particular
time. So you could use the methodology to gain that kind of instinct on the ground and
it allows for adaptation, right? But if you do a strictly lessons learned kind of thing, you
will run the mistake of repeating past failures in the wrong context.

Dr. Wright

Does anyone want to be a political advocate for an interagency Goldwater-Nichols
Act? We have one.

Audience Member

I want to touch on some of that. It is not particularly an advocate for Goldwater-Nich-
ols to the interagency. There may be other things much broader than that, but it comes
back, | think, to the point that we need to look at structures and processes that we cre-
ated most of what we have in 1947 and the years after. It is at least worth looking at
whether or not what we created and that which we can legislate and change is worth
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looking at again. So whether it is Goldwater-Nichols, | will argue that taking all of that
off the table is very dangerous because eventually it says that we have to deal with
what we created ourselves from now into perpetuity whether or not the problems we
are facing are at all relevant to the same structures and processes.
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Panel 3—Interagency Efforts at the National Level
(Transcript of Presentation)

21st Century Security Challenges and the Interagency Process:
Historical Lessons About Integrating Instruments of National Power

by

Robert H. Dorff, Ph.D.
Strategic Studies Institute

Thank you very much. It is a pleasure to be here. Indeed, | am going to take up
somewhat indirectly at first, but | think then more directly toward the end of my pre-
sentation, the very question that came up with the person coming in from the streamed
video world out there. | want to take a look, as the title suggests, to the 21st century
challenges in the interagency process, and to do so in something of a historical ap-
proach which I will jJump right in and say as a matter of disclaimer that first of all my
views are not the official policy or position of the Department of the Army, Department
of Defense (DOD), US government, or probably any other thinking human being. I am
also a political scientist; therefore, | can violate all those good principles our fellow
historians were telling us about—Iessons that we should not try to learn from history.

I can just jump right in there and make all kinds of mistakes and draw all kinds
of wrong lessons and so on and that is just part and parcel to what we as political
scientists do anyway. | will say also that | had hoped with this paper, and | will still
have because hope is not a method as we all know, at least three historical cases—the
National Security Act of 1947, the Goldwater-Nichols Reforms of the 1980s, and then
the contemporary case. My idea was to begin with setting a framework for looking at
the historical attempts to redesign, or to design and redesign and reorganize and see if
there is anything we can learn there that would help inform this very relevant and cur-
rent debate that we are having right now about integrating civilian military capabilities
in a whole range of operations, but they change the names so fast. It was only recently
SSTR (Stability, Security, Transition, and Reconstruction). Stability and Reconstruc-
tion came first, and then SSTR. | think we are back to Complex Operations now. You
know we are really in trouble when we come up with these large umbrella terms that
can mean almost anything, but at least what we have now with the attempt of DOD and
the State Department and USAID (United States Agency for International Develop-
ment) to work together and create this consortium called Complex Operations suggests
maybe that is the new term. But the idea was to how, if at all, looking at some of these
cases might inform that. 1 will stick to at least part of that. | will introduce a very brief
framework that will not be filled with social science jargon. I am sure most of you will
be pleased to know that, but | want to use it to look especially at the National Security
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Act of 1947, and | will gloss over Goldwater-Nichols very briefly in hopes that | can
spend a little bit more time on the contemporary, and end with that as something to
draw our discussions. | will take a broad view of the interagency process, which is not
only what | call at the strategic level, which would be in Washington, DC, but also on
the ground and argue perhaps that in the end what is happening on the ground is often
more important than what is happening in Washington, DC. I will make the argument
that if what you are doing on the ground is not also supported and sustained at the
strategic level, the likelihood that it is going to be sustainable over time and therefore
successful in these complex operations is not very good.

The paper is largely complete. The historical cases took up much more space than
I had planned, probably stemming from practicing without a license as a political sci-
entist in the history realm, but | am still trying to struggle to find the right balance
between those. And let me say this up front, my interest here is not in describing the in-
teragency process. So this is not a historical study of what it is and how it was created.
I am really interested in looking at the role of the interagency process in integrating.
This will become an important point later because | am going to make an argument
that the difference between coordinating and voluntary coordination and the goal of
integrated use of national instruments of power is one of the fundamental challenges
that we face. And | will change a little bit from my planned presentation if time allows.
I have some slides, especially on the contemporary challenges, which I will try to get
to. So you are going to be staring at that one for a little while and perhaps | am going to
conclude before you stare at any other slide. And you can ask yourself, “l wonder what,
if anything, came behind that title slide?” All right, all of that aside.

The impetus for this paper, some work | have been doing for a while now is, as
I said, really in the recent calls for reform, reorganization, what have you of the in-
teragency process. Certainly, a lot of us know that the attacks of September 11, 2001,
caused a lot of rethinking in terms of who the enemy was, how we were going to fight,
what we needed to do across the board in a number of different ways other than just
simply military operations. And that certainly accelerated a debate about whether or
not we are organized properly to conduct national security strategy and policy in the
21st century.

But my first point, as | have argued before that really fits with the historical frame-
work, is that there were many arguments that long pre-dated 9-11 about the changes
we needed to be thinking about in terms of how we are organized to conduct national
security and defense policy. They go back at least to the end of the Cold War. Some
go back even further than that, but they have their origins in some things that were
personal interests of mine, notably arguing, | guess 15 years ago now, that one of the
new strategic imperatives that we were really going to face is what | will come back
to later and call the good governance deficit. That is the whole panoply of things such
as failed, failing, fragile, and weak states, ungovernability, and a host of problems that
grow out of them. We will come back to that, as | said, if time allows. | am going to do
my best to make sure it does.



The point made earlier and | just want to mention this again. I am one of those
that adheres to the view that there is no such thing as the interagency as a noun. It is
not a person, place, or thing, but that is an important thing to say. It is not amorphous,
often shifting and changing set of representatives from US government agencies, and
increasingly, from nongovernmental agencies and nonagency organizations. | am sure
my fellow panelists here will help us understand very importantly how international
nongovernmental organizations play in this realm as well. Sometimes they meet for-
mally.