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FOREWORD

Edgar F. Raines Jr.’s The Rucksack War: U.S. Army Operational Logistics
in Grenada, 1983, the second volume in the U.S. Army Center of Military
History’s Contingency Operations Series, provides an account of how Army
logistics affected ground operations during the Grenada intervention and, in
turn, how combat influenced logistical performance. Noteworthy is the empha-
sis on the role of individuals and the decisions they made based on the neces-
sarily incomplete and sometimes misleading information available at the time
during an unexpected and short-notice contingency operation. The narrative
ranges from the meetings of the National Security Council, where the presi-
dent grappled with the question of whether to send in troops, to the jungle
environs of Grenada, where a sergeant in combat coped successfully with a
Cuban ambush even though he and his men were handicapped by a lack of
hand grenades. The considerations that influenced these decisions and others
like them are discussed at all three levels of war—strategic, operational, and
tactical.

Most important, Dr. Raines tells the story of the Army’s operations
and its logistical effort in Grenada from the joint perspective. He covers not
only planning and decisionmaking by the Joint Chiefs of Staff, U.S. Atlantic
Command, and Joint Special Operations Command but also coordination and
communications, or lack thereof, between the service contingents in the area
of operations. The result is a fascinating account of a complex event that pro-
vides insight into the myriad issues the Army encountered and will continue to
face in future contingency operations. Dr. Raines puts forth his conclusions on
this brief but important campaign not as authoritative pronouncements but
as a springboard for further professional reflection and discussion. Without
question, for Army leaders, commanders, and especially logisticians, they offer
instructive parallels and trenchant observations pertinent in today’s compli-
cated world.

Washington, D.C. RICHARD W. STEWART
17 August 2010 Chief Historian
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Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans, 1994-1995, during the debate over
post—Cold War service roles and missions; and the Secretary of the Army’s
Realignment Task Force, 2001-2002, during an attempt to adapt the Army’s
infrastructure to the postmodern digital age. A member of several profes-
sional organizations, he is a past president of the Military Classics Seminar of
Washington, D.C.
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PREFACE

The relationship between the supply of the armed forces and their ability
to conduct active operations has long been an issue of concern to writers deal-
ing with military topics. Perhaps the greatest Western commentator, Carl von
Clausewitz, however, gave the subject only passing notice in his masterwork
On War:

Of the items wholly unconnected with engagements, serving only to maintain the
forces, supply is the one which most directly affects the fighting. It takes place almost
every day and affects every individual. Thus it thoroughly permeates the strategic
aspects of all military action. The reason why we mention the strategic aspect is that
in the course of a given engagement supply will rarely tend to cause an alteration of
plans—though such a change remains perfectly possible. Interaction therefore will be
most frequent between strategy and matters of supply, and nothing is more common
than to find considerations of supply affecting the strategic lines of a campaign and a
war. Still, no matter how frequent and decisive these considerations may be, the busi-
ness of supplying the troops remains an activity essentially separate from their use; its
influence shows in its results alone.

Clausewitz was, of course, profoundly influenced by both the military
and technological environment of his day and by the relatively constricted
geography of Prussia in the early nineteenth century. He had served in an
army in which a march of 100 miles (161 kilometers) represented a major
strategic movement in a state that maintained both excellent roads and amply
stocked magazines to supply those forces whether on the march or in camp.
The military technology of the era—flintlock muskets with a low rate of fire—
—helped ensure that ammunition resupply was not a major concern on the
battlefields of the period. Given this backdrop, it is easy to understand why he
essentially dismissed logistics and turned to other matters.

His contemporaries and near-contemporaries in the United States Army
would have found his attitude difficult to understand even then. Unlike
Clausewitz, they had to contend with defending a nation that after 1848
stretched some 3,000 miles (4,828 kilometers) East to West and 1,500 miles
(2,414 kilometers) North to South. Much of the land was still wilderness. Few
first-class highways or supply depots existed, even in the long-settled East.

Consequently, to deal with the related problems of supply and admin-
istration, the Army established highly specialized bureaus within the War
Department in Washington, D.C. While each bureau developed great skill in
its own sphere, collectively they presented almost insurmountable problems
of coordination for the civilian and military heads of the service. The solu-
tion in the early twentieth century was to create a general staff that would

' Carl von Clausewitz, On War, trans. and eds. Michael Howard and Peter Paret (Princeton,
N.J.: Princeton University Press, 1976), p. 131.
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function as both a coordinating and a planning agency and in the 1960s to
simply abolish the supply bureaus as separate agencies and go to a wholly
functional organization.

Stated in the most general terms, the problem the Army faced was how
to develop the necessary expertise in often arcane areas while ensuring that
this knowledge was available in sufficient amounts at the correct time and
place to conduct effective military operations. In essence, that is the subject of
this volume, seen through the lens of one short but important late Cold War
military operation. In the process, I reached rather different conclusions than
Clausewitz did on the centrality of logistics in military operations.

On 25 October 1983 U.S. land, sea, and air forces, operating in conjunc-
tion with ground force contingents from several Caribbean countries, landed
on the island nation of Grenada in the eastern Caribbean. Operation URGENT
Fury, the code name for this intervention, marked the U.S. Army’s first com-
mitment to combat since the close of the Vietnam war. In point of fact, the
amount of fighting was slight in comparison with other conflicts during the
twentieth century, lacking both great intensity and long duration. The logisti-
cal effort required to move and sustain two ranger battalions and two brigades
of the 82d Airborne Division, in contrast, was considerable and not without
difficulty. The genesis, evolution, and eventual solution of the logistical prob-
lems, and especially their impact on combat operations on the island, make
a fascinating story in their own right. These facets are particularly pertinent
because of the likelihood that the Army will face other short-notice contingen-
cies in the future in which the same or similar circumstances prevail.

I wrote The Rucksack War: U.S. Army Operational Logistics in Grenada,
1983, over many years while also completing a large number of other historical
projects for the U.S. Army Center of Military History. The book is organized
chronologically but with a focus on logistics and its interaction with opera-
tions. The study begins with a consideration of the potential area of opera-
tions in 1983, the Grenadian background to the intervention, the organization
and readiness of the Grenadian armed forces and their Cuban allies, the devel-
opment of opposition to the Grenadian revolution in the eastern Caribbean,
and the evolution of U.S. policy toward the island nation. A discussion of
contingency forces on the eve of URGENT FuRy follows, with emphasis on the
Army’s airborne and ranger formations covering their command, control,
organization, doctrine, state of training, and available logistical support. This
approach permits a rough assessment of their state of readiness and serves as
a baseline to evaluate their subsequent performance in action. The focus then
shifts to the sudden onset of the political crisis on Grenada, a description of
American policymaking during the crisis, the state of U.S. intelligence, and the
initiation of military planning and preparations. Detailed logistical planning
receives close attention, as do the preparation and movement of forces and
equipment to the area of operations and the continuous movement of sup-
port elements from the United States. The emphasis then turns to the area of
conflict to include arrival airfield operations; the establishment and operation
of an intermediate staging base; the distribution of equipment, supplies, and
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services to the units on the island; the support of detainees and refugees; medi-
cal triage, treatment, and evacuation; and graves registration—to mention only
a few topics. The parallel actions by various headquarters in the United States
to support and sustain the forces, especially their interaction with those forces
and the larger logistical community, also receive due attention. The account
concludes with the return of units, supplies, and equipment to the continental
United States; the hand-off to a small stay-behind training establishment; and
attempts by the Army, the Department of Defense, and Congress to parse les-
sons from the experience.

As noted, URGENT Fury was a relatively brief operation lasting only a
few days, yet the decisionmaking was highly complex and every bit as impor-
tant as for a much larger and longer undertaking. This study thus examines
the key Grenada decisions, from the highest strategic levels involving the
president, the secretaries of state and defense, the national security adviser,
and the chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on down to the tactical level,
where rangers and airborne infantrymen in combat made choices that had
far-reaching implications for the outcome of the intervention. Policy decisions
set the parameters for operational planning, which in turn affected logistical
preparations, and both influenced the conduct of units in battle. This work
considers logistical decisions, plans, and operations at what Army doctrine
writers describe as the three levels of war: strategic, operational, and tactical;
however, most attention goes to the second and third, reflecting the role that
the Army played on Grenada. Operational-level logistics involved questions of
what type and amount of supplies, equipment, and services to introduce into
the area of operations and the timing and sequencing of their arrival. Tactical-
level logistics dealt with the distribution of goods and services already on the
island to the ultimate users, the units in the field.

I first became involved with Grenada when I was assigned as the historian
on the crisis action team in the Army Operations Center in the Pentagon dur-
ing the second week of URGENT Fury. Since that time, I have encountered a
great many individuals who deserve recognition for their guidance, assistance,
and support. The chief of the Operations and Contingency Plans Division,
Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Operations and Plans, the late Col.
Michael J. Lally, went out of his way to make me feel welcome and part of the
team at what was an extraordinarily busy time, as did the crisis team chief, Lt.
Col. Aaron M. Royer. Because of Colonel Royer, who had become convinced
at the outset that a historian should be assigned to the Operations Center, I
was sent to the Pentagon. Later Royer drafted the directive that ultimately
resulted in the preparation of not only this study but also the operational his-
tory of the Grenada campaign by Maj. Bruce R. Pirnie. During the inter-
vention I worked most closely with Lt. Col. Lois M. Beck of The Adjutant
General’s Office and subsequently, while taking notes in the records vault at
the Army Operations Center, with the administrative supervisor, M. Sgt. Jerry
P. Anglin. I am in their debt.?

2 All ranks are given as of the time I worked with the officers and men in question. Unless
otherwise indicated, they were members of the U.S. Army.
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This study could not have been written without the support of several
chiefs and acting chiefs of military history, to include Brig. Gen. (Ret.) Douglas
Kinnard, Brig. Gen. William A. Stofft, Brig. Gen. Harold W. Nelson, Brig.
Gen. John W. Mountcastle, Brig. Gen. John S. Brown, Jeffrey J. Clarke, and
Col. Peter D. Crean. During General Kinnard’s tour I collected documents
and identified the importance of the logistical story, while General Stofft
approved and supported the initial project. I am also indebted to the deputy
chief of military history, Col. Michael D. Krause, who ran interference for me
when I had problems at the Army Operations Center; the chief historian at
the time of the operation, David F. Trask; the acting chief historian, Morris
J. MacGregor, who provided moral support at a low point; Dr. Clarke, who
reanimated the project when it initially stalled due to classification concerns;
and the current chief historian, Richard W. Stewart, who reviewed the entire
manuscript. Dr. Stewart also organized the peer review panel and participated
in it along with the chief of the General Histories Branch, William M.
Hammond; a distinguished student of logistical history, Lt. Col. (Ret.) Charles
R. Shrader; a highly regarded historian of contingency operations, Lawrence
A. Yates; and the chief of the Publishing Division, Keith R. Tidman. The chief
of the Staff Support Branch in October 1983, the late Paul J. Scheips, who had
himself worked in the Army Operations Center over a decade earlier, gave me
good advice about how to handle myself there. Two chiefs of the Research and
Analysis Division played a major role in the genesis of the project: Lt. Col.
Robert Frank and Lt. Col. Gary L. Bounds, as did two chiefs of the Histories
Division: Dr. Stewart and, currently, Joel D. Meyerson.

All students of the Grenada campaign are obligated to Alfred M. “Fred”
Beck. As the acting chief of the Research and Analysis Division during October
1983, Dr. Beck made extraordinary efforts working closely with Army records
managers to preserve as much as possible of the contemporary written record.
Because of the nature of URGENT FuRy, that written record is sparse indeed.
Much of the strength of the study therefore derives from the interviews with
participants listed in the bibliography who took time out of busy lives to share
and reflect upon their experiences. I am under a heavy obligation to them
and their interviewers. Most of the interviews conducted immediately after
the operation were done by the members of either the 44th Military History
Detachment from Fort McPherson, Georgia, or the Grenada Work Group
from the Combined Arms Center at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas. Through their
hard work and intelligent questions they created a rich historical record where
none would otherwise have existed.

During the course of my research I visited not only Forts McPherson and
Leavenworth but also Forts Lee and Monroe, Virginia, and Fort Bragg, North
Carolina, and then maintained contact by letter and e-mail with participants
and historians at these and other installations. Maj. Charles R. Bishop made
my trip to Fort McPherson both historically profitable and personally enjoy-
able. I also received support at different times from two command histori-
ans of U.S. Army Forces Command, the late Jean R. Moenk and Charles E.
White. I am particularly beholden to Col. Daniel J. Cleary III, 1st Lt. Kirk
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Henry, John S. Duvall, Carol Pilkay, Deborah Nevarez, Air Force Lt. Col.
Thomas Powers, Air Force Capt. Nathan D. Flint, Sgt. James Markman, John
W. Aarsen, and Roxanne M. Merritt at Fort Bragg, as well as successive his-
torians of the XVIII Airborne Corps: Robert K. Wright Jr., who was also
my colleague at the Center at various times; Michael Vice, another fugitive
from the Center during Pulaski Building days; Cynthia Hayden, who provided
many leads about where I might find records; and Donna B. Tabor, who did
yeoman work tracking down materials available only at Fort Bragg and locat-
ing the particularly valuable aerial photograph of Pope Air Force Base that I
used in this volume. At Fort Lee Lynn L. Sims steered me toward much of the
relevant doctrinal literature; Steven E. Anders ensured that I obtained many
valuable interviews during my research there; and Col. Robert C. Barrett Jr.
shared his personal papers from the operation with me.

I am more obligated than I can say to the late Henry O. Malone, John L.
Romjue, James T. Stensvaag, Claire S. Samuelson, and Daniel A. Brown at Fort
Monroe; Carl F. Cannon at Fort Eustis, Virginia; Col. Louis D. F. Frasché,
William G. Robertson, Lt. Col. Joseph A. Schlatter, Lt. Col. Robert P. Kraynak,
Lt. Col. Thomas T. Smith, Maj. William E. McElroy, Joseph Goldman, Robert
H. Berlin, Air Force Col. (Ret.) D. Matt Neuenswander, and Rita Siebenmorgen
at Fort Leavenworth; the late Ronald Craig at Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri;
James W. Williams, R. Steven Maxham, and Jean M. Southwell at Fort Rucker,
Alabama; Richard Hecht of the U.S. Army Ranger Association; Brig. Gen.
John M. Bednarek, then the 25th Infantry Division’s deputy commander for
operations, who generously answered my questions at a time when he was
preparing to deploy to Afghanistan; Col. (Ret.) John M. Mitchell; Col. (Ret.)
Lawrence W. Hoffman; Air Force Col. (Ret.) Thomas A. Keaney, now execu-
tive director of the Foreign Policy Institute and senior adjunct professor at the
School of Advanced International Studies, John Hopkins University; Air Force
Lt. Col. Kenneth E. Coburn, the Il Marine Expeditionary Force air mobility
liaison officer at Camp Lejeune, North Carolina; Air Force Lt. Col. (Ret.) A.
Felix Meyer 111, who allowed me to make copies of his personal papers; Air
Force Col. (Ret.) Thomas A. Julian, author of a much anticipated history of
Air Force aeromedical evacuation; Air Force Capt. Brian M. Mahoney, the air
mobility liaison officer at Fort Campbell, Kentucky; Denis P. Dezso at Fort Sam
Houston, Texas; Anthony Ricchiazzi and Kevin Toolan at Tobyhanna Army
Depot, Pennsylvania; Lindsay M. Washabaugh at Letterkenney Army Depot,
Pennsylvania; Stacy Umstead at New Cumberland Army Depot, Pennsylvania;
Leo P. Hirrel at Headquarters, Joint Forces Command, Norfolk, Virginia; Dean
C. Kallander at Scott Air Force Base, Illinois; Janice Missildine at McGuire Air
Force Base, New Jersey; Daniel R. Mortensen, Air Force Col. John F. Groff,
and Air Force Col. Donald D. Tharp at the Air Force Research Institute,
Air University, Maxwell Air Force Base, Alabama, and the late William D.
Mohlenbrock, M.D., of Murphysboro, Illinois, who shared with me some of
his experiences in military organizations.

Every author stands on the intellectual shoulders of others, and I am cer-
tainly no exception. As an undergraduate, I had an opportunity to hear S. L.
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A. Marshall speak and read several of his books as a consequence. He wrote
about the human side of war, and I aspired to write about the human side of
logistics. John G. Westover’s Combat Support in Korea is one of the few precur-
sors to The Rucksack War of which I am aware, but the Westover volume is a
collection of interviews illustrating aspects of the logistical effort rather than
a sustained narrative. I sought to do more. In 1985, while my research was in
its early phases, the U.S. Army Combat Studies Institute published Gary H.
Wade’s Rapid Deployment Logistics: Lebanon, 1958. Major Wade attempted
much the same thing that I planned on doing, but given the relative lack of
surviving sources, he could essay only a sketch and not develop all the com-
plexities involved. Wade convinced me that I was on the right track.’

Eventually, I came to a point in my research when I knew what I wanted to
do but not exactly how to do it. I drew on a discussion I had had with the late
Forrest C. Pogue about how the first generation of Army historians had written
the official United States Army in World War II series. Political and diplomatic
history provided useful models for the high-level policy and strategy volumes,
but no one other than Hugh M. Cole, who had written his dissertation in the
field of military history, was certain about how to proceed with the operational
volumes. “It’s easy,” he told his colleagues, “just use the five-paragraph field
order as a model for the types of information that you need to include.” So
I dutifully taped an outline of the major elements of a five-paragraph field
order on the wall above my computer before I began writing. It helped me keep
focused on the big picture as well as the details.

I have indeed been fortunate in the circumstances in which I wrote the ini-
tial draft of this study and in particular for the collegial atmosphere of intel-
lectual give and take in the Analysis Branch between 1983 and 1989. I would
like to thank my then branch chief, Alexander S. Cochran, and the following
historians: Lt. Col. Peter Kozumplik, Major Pirnie, the late Maj. Lawrence M.
Goldberg, the late Maj. Charles E. Kirkpatrick, Maj. Thomas Grodecki, Col.
Jonathan M. House, Maj. William W. Epley, and Lt. Col. Steve E. Dietrich.
All of them played “Grenada Jeopardy” with me when I confronted an acro-
nym or term in the documents that I did not understand in the days before
such items were easily accessible through the Internet. All read and com-
mented on an early draft of this manuscript, as did Daniel R. Beaver of the
University of Cincinnati, a participant in the Center’s visiting professor pro-
gram. Colonel Kozumplik also loaned me some materials from service schools
that he had attended to further my understanding of the Army’s logistical

3 The three books by S. L. A. Marshall that greatly influenced me are: Night Drop: The
American Airborne Invasion of Normandy (Boston: Little, Brown, 1962); The River and the Gauntlet:
Defeat of the Eighth Army by the Chinese Communist Forces, November 1950, in the Battle of the
Chongchon River, Korea (New York: Morrow, 1953); and Pork Chop Hill: The American Fighting
Man in Action, Korea, Spring 1953 (New York: Morrow, 1956). For representative samples of the
kinds of issues Westover addressed, see John G. Westover, Combat Support in Korea, U.S. Army
in the Korean Conflict. (Washington, D.C.: Combat Forces Press, 1955), pp. 18-23, 38-41, 49-57,
102-04, 153-59, 199-201, 206-10. For Wade’s approach, see Gary H. Wade, Rapid Deployment
Logistics: Lebanon, 1958, Combat Studies Institute Research Survey no. 3 (Fort Leavenworth,
Kans.: Combat Studies Institute, U.S. Army Combined Arms Center, 1985), pp. 1-41.
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system. Two former colleagues who did original research on the operational
aspects of the campaign, Lt. Col. (Ret.) George L. MacGarrigle and Major
Pirnie, were particularly helpful. Stephen Harding proved an often amusing
colleague who explored medical and public affairs issues but was assigned
other duties before he could delve very deeply into the sources. Dwight D.
Oland became the acknowledged expert on all the medical aspects of URGENT
Fury and bequeathed me his files when he retired. He further did the bulk of
the photographic research for this volume, locating some unique images of key
personalities and events.

I also want to thank Lt. Col. Timothy S. Muchmore with whom I served
in the Directorate of Roles and Missions, Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff
for Operations and Plans, during 1994 and 1995. Colonel Muchmore insisted
on the Army Staff’s need for an accurate account of the Grenada operation,
and he inspired me to persist in efforts to bring what became this volume to
open publication.

When I resumed work on Grenada in 2000, I located and integrated a large
amount of material not available before, particularly from the Grenadian side
and the higher policy levels of the Reagan administration. I also benefited from
Army records that I had missed earlier. During my initial research trip to Fort
Bragg I was informed that the XVIII Airborne Corps emergency operations
center records generated during the Grenada crisis had been destroyed. Much
later the corps historian, Mr. Vice, located them and oversaw their retirement
to the Washington National Records Center at Suitland, Maryland, where I
examined them. At Suitland I worked most closely with Michael W. Waesche,
Elizabeth C. Philpott (Sears when I knew her), and Bryan Warren. At the
National Archives Building on Pennsylvania Avenue I worked with Rodney
A. Ross and Richard T. McCulley of the Center for Legislative Archives,
and at the National Archives at College Park, Maryland, most closely with
Timothy K. Nenninger of the Modern Military Records Branch and the staff
at the Microfilm Reading Room. The staff at the Ronald Reagan Presidential
Library at Simi Valley, California, was a model of professionalism. Sherrie M.
Fletcher guided me through the labyrinth of procedures involved in acquir-
ing access to the records as well as pointing me toward the most rewarding
files. Likewise, Mary Finch on the staff of the George H. W. Bush Presidential
Library at College Station, Texas, provided invaluable assistance in obtaining
photographs. Support at the U.S. Army Military History Institute, Carlisle
Barracks, Pennsylvania, was outstanding as usual. I particularly want to thank
Richard J. Sommers, Louise A. Arnold-Friend, John J. Slonaker, and David A.
Keough for both their professionalism and their friendship.

One of the advantages of living and working in the Washington area is
the ease of access it provides to other federal agencies and the individuals who
work there. In particular, I want to thank Maj. Carl A. Strock, then the execu-
tive officer for the chief of engineers, who literally rescued from a wastepaper
basket the operations journal of the 307th Engineer Battalion and asked me
to see to its eventual retirement to the National Archives; Carrie L. McLeroy
and LeRoy Jewell at Soldiers Magazine, who were gracious hosts and provided
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me with two stunning images of the Grenada operation; John T. Greenwood
at the Office of The Surgeon General, who enabled me to secure an interview
with The Surgeon General, Lt. Gen. James B. Peake; the late Dale Birdsell,
Robert G. Darius, Kim B. Holien, and Stephen W. Lehman at the headquarters
of the Army Materiel Command; and on the Army Staff, Lt. Col. Daniel E.
Staber Jr. and Maj. Michael E. Hess of the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff
for Operations and Plans, Lt. Col. Eugene N. Russell and Lt. Col. David A.
Measles of the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff for Logistics, Maj. Gary A.
Oedewaldt of the Office of the Chief of Public Affairs, and more recently Lt.
Col. Katherine Miller of the Office of the Deputy Chief of Staff G-S8. In the
late 1980s four Army officers—Lt. Col. Michael A. Anastasio, Lt. Col. Jerry
Edwards, Lt. Col. Gilbert S. Harper, and Lt. Col. Michael Simmons—attended
the John F. Kennedy School of Government at Harvard University and pre-
pared an analysis of Army logistics in Grenada; they very kindly donated both
a copy of their paper and their backup files to the Center of Military History.
At what is now the Naval History and Heritage Command Edward J. Marolda,
Sarandis Papadopoulos, and Curtis A. Utz provided timely assistance about
matters nautical. The late Herman S. Wolk, Perry D. Jamieson, Jacob Neufeld,
Roger G. Miller, and Yvonne Kinkaid at the Air Force Historical Studies
Office gave me information, advice, support, and friendship, while the late
Benis M. Frank, Marine Corps Maj. (Ret.) Charles D. Melson, and Danny J.
Crawford at the History and Museums Division, Headquarters, U.S. Marine
Corps, educated me about their service. At the Defense Technical Information
Center Debra Alexander proved an invaluable resource, as did Charles T. Erb
on the Joint Staff. At the Joint History Office I benefited from the assistance of
four fine historians—Graham A. Cosmas, one of my former branch chiefs at
the Center; Ronald H. Cole, the author of a distinguished study on Grenada;
David B. Crist, the son of one of the senior U.S. officers involved; and Steven
L. Rearden, who was at work on a much anticipated study of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff during the Reagan years. At the Office of the Secretary of Defense
Historical Office, Alfred Goldberg, the late Stuart I. Rochester, and Diane T.
Putney made my research there both professionally rewarding and fun, while
at the Department of State, my former colleague, John M. Carland, provided
wise counsel. The entire staff of the department’s Classified Reading Room
was very helpful and opened to me the treasures of the department’s records.
I thank them all, but especially Margaret P. Grafeld, Jane E. Diedrich, and
Karen French. At the Defense Intelligence Agency Historical Office Judith
L. Bellafaire invited me to attend the 25-year retrospective conference on the
Grenada operation that her organization held in 2008. I particularly want to
thank the conferees for sharing their recollections with such candor.

A number of people from outside the Center of Military History critiqued
portions of the manuscript, including Mr. Wolk, Dr. Mortensen, and the late
Robert P. Smith in what was then the Office of Air Force History; Theresa L.
Kraus at the former Naval Historical Center; Jack Shulimson at the Marine
Corps’ History and Museums Division; Drs. Cole and Rearden at the Joint
History Office; Dr. Sims, the command historian, U. S. Army Logistics Center;
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Dr. Anders, the Quartermaster Branch historian; Dr. Cannon, the command
historian, U.S. Army Transportation Center; and Col. (Ret.) James W. Dunn,
then a historian in the Corps of Engineers Historical Office. I am also indebted
to colleagues in the Histories Division at the Center, where I have been assigned
since 1989, who took time away from their own projects to read and comment
on the entire draft: David W. Hogan, William M. Donnelly, and Lt. Col. Mark
J. Reardon.

At the Center, the branch chief occupies a particularly key position in
the research and writing for a historian working on a major volume—a com-
bination of mentor, father confessor, deadline enforcer, and defender of the
project to higher authority. I had the good fortune to work in succession for
two highly respected historians as chiefs of the General Histories Branch: Dr.
Cosmas read and commented on the first two chapters, while Dr. Hammond
improved context and language after reviewing various drafts of the manu-
script enough times to have almost memorized the text.

In addition, Rebecca C. Raines of the Force Structure and Unit History
Branch read the entire manuscript times beyond counting. Romana M. Danysh,
the late John B. Wilson, Wayne M. Dzwonchyk, and Lt. Col. (Ret.) Michael
E. Bigelow also read and commented on portions of the manuscript and pro-
vided the firm friendship that any writer in the throes of creation needs.

Writing often leads a historian into thickets where he realizes that he needs
more information than he possesses. At the Center of Military History Janice
E. McKenney, Mr. Wilson, Ms. Raines, Ms. Danysh, Edward N. Bedessem,
Stephen E. Everett, Jennifer A. Nichols, Joseph R. Frechette, Joseph A.
Seymour, Kathleen M. Fargey, and Maj. (Ret.) Thomas A. Popa guided me
through the intricacies of Army unit organization. Over the years a number
of colleagues in the Defense Acquisition Project and in the Histories Division
were willing to discuss logistics history with me and otherwise assist with
the project, including: Air Force Col. (Ret.) Elliott V. Converse 111, Walton
S. Moody, Walter S. Poole, Shannon A. Brown, Philip L. Shiman, Thomas
C. Lassman, Air Force Lt. Col. (Ret.) Gary A. Trogdon, Bianka J. Adams,
Jonathan B. Hood, Sgt. Maj. (Ret.) Robert S. Rush, Mark L. Bradley, Erik B.
Villard, W. Blair Haworth, J. Patrick Hughes, Terrence J. Gough, Stephen A.
Carney, Jon T. Hoffman, Stephen J. Lofgren, Glenn F. Williams, and Mark
D. Sherry. I have benefited from both their intellectual stimulation and their
friendship.

In the Historical Resources Branch, Hannah M. Zeidlik, Geraldine K.
Judkins, and Mary L. Haynes gave their unfailing support, as has most recently
Frank L. Shirer. Walter H. Bradford, Alan Knight, Alan T. Bogan, and James
A. Speraw of the Center’s Museum Division provided invaluable assistance
on equipment issues. Several generations of the Center’s library staff, the late
Carol L. Anderson, Mary L. Sawyer, James B. Knight, Patricia A. Ames,
Lenore K. Garder, Carrie G. Sullivan, and James A. Tobias, were most helpful
in securing books on interlibrary loan and studies from the Defense Technical
Information Center for my use. One of the interns, Kelly McElligott, assisted
in the photographic research. Over the years I have often received outstanding
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support from members of the Center’s administrative staff. I particularly want
to thank Cathy O. Armstrong, who left her daughter’s wedding celebration late
one night to let me into the Pulaski Building after the locks had been changed;
Cheryl D. Eddens, who during the past decade processed the paperwork asso-
ciated with clearances and access to records; Bryan J. Hockensmith, who kept
me well supplied with Center publications; Mary M. Thomas, without whom
this study would have died stillborn; and the late Mildred K. Gee, whose hard
work, dedication, and puckish sense of humor made working with her a real
pleasure.

I also benefited from the fine work of the staffs at the Cumberland County
[North Carolina] Public Library, especially Arletha Campbell; the National
Library of Medicine, especially Judy C. Jordan; the Army War College
Library, especially Shellie Glass; the National Defense University Library; the
Pentagon Library, especially Greta E. Marlatt; and the Library of Congress,
especially Darren R. Jones.

Bringing a manuscript to publication requires the dedicated work of many
hands. The chief of the Editorial Branch, Diane Arms, who was originally
my editor, provided useful commentary on several draft chapters. My editor,
Joanne M. Brignolo, brought great energy and attention to detail to the proj-
ect. Over time she gained a real grasp of the technical information and volumi-
nous sources. Her critical queries allowed me to improve both the organization
and the accuracy of the narrative. Going beyond normal editorial responsi-
bilities, she demonstrated that she has not only a sharp pen but also a fine eye
for visual images. This volume also benefited greatly from the work of Kate
Mertes, who prepared the invaluable index; Beth F. Mackenzie, who did the
handsome layout; S. L. Dowdy, who crafted the maps that are critical for this
study; Carl E. “Gene” Snyder, who developed the charts and diagrams; and
Michael R. Gill, who designed the cover.

My deepest appreciation, however, must go to my wife, Rebecca, and my
son, Eddie, for their kindness, understanding, and unremitting support dur-
ing the many years this volume was in preparation. Their encouragement and
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BEHIND THE SCENES

Participants later remembered the heat, the ever-present dust, and espe-
cially the noise as successive U.S. Air Force C-141s landed, unloaded,
and then took off from the partially completed runway. Occasionally a C-130
would land and break the monotony. Construction equipment and materiel
cluttered the ramp in front of the shell of a terminal. Inside, members of the
assault command post of the U.S. Army’s 8§2d Airborne Division struggled
to make sense of what was happening from fragmentary radio messages. The
whining roar of a C—141’s fan jets or the grumble of a C—130’s turbine engines
reverberated off the raw concrete walls, making it hard to hear or even to think.
If the scene looked more like a job site than a military airfield at the heart of
an important U.S. military operation, it was because only hours earlier that is
exactly what it had been: a large international airport under construction on
the Caribbean island nation of Grenada.!

As aircraft landed, the troops aboard disembarked and divided by unit.
They waited in small groups beside the runway until enough men arrived to
allow their organizations to perform their missions. When that might occur, no
one could say. In the relatively quiet intervals between takeoffs and landings,
soldiers could hear the pop, pop of small-arms fire in the distance. A motley
collection of commandeered local vehicles drove to the edge of the airfield.
The soldier drivers and any helpers they had brought with them dismounted
and surveyed the jumbled piles of materiel that passed for supply points. After
locating what their unit needed, they loaded up and drove back in the direc-
tion of the firing. At the far eastern end of the runway, a few weary men and a
single forklift struggled to unload a C-141 and move its cargo to supply points
as quickly as possible. They were the only cargo handlers available. When a
C-130 touched down, it often completed its landing roll at midfield because its
landings and takeoffs were shorter than those of a C—141. Then if it had any
equipment or supplies aboard, it had to taxi to the far end where the forklift
waited. South of the strip stood a berm-protected aviation fuel point consisting

'nterv, Pirnie and author with Akers, [1985], Hist files (Intervs), CMH; E-mail, Keaney
to author, 8 Sep 2005, sub: Sound of C-141 Engines, Hist files (PDocs/Misc), CMH; Michael
Dulffy, “Grenada,” pp. 20-23, 26-28.
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of blivots—Iarge rubberized bags designed to store fuel and other liquids—as
well as hoses and pumps. Beside the berms, the men waited anxiously and
scanned the sky for one of the fuel-carrying C-130s, called somewhat irrever-
ently a bladder bird. They also watched for their customers, the pilots flying
the division’s turbine-engine helicopters that were still en route.?

Meanwhile, above the field, U.S. Air Force transports circled in a giant fun-
nel of slowly descending aircraft that, according to one observer, reached “all
the way to the ionosphere.” With no parking ramp available, only one C-130
or C-141 at a time could stay on the runway. Until it took off, the aircraft next
in line to land had to remain aloft. Unfortunately, no one on the ground knew
what that aircraft was carrying. When lack of fuel caused a transport to divert
to another location, which happened frequently, no one waiting below knew
where it was going or when, if ever, it might return. Such was the Point Salines
airfield on Grenada in late October 1983.3

Located in the eastern Caribbean Sea, Grenada represented both a cul-
mination and a harbinger for the U.S. Army. It was the site of both the last
major U.S. military operation of the Cold War involving all the services and
also the U.S. Army’s first contingency operation since the intervention in the
Dominican Republic in 1965. As such, the effort foreshadowed the power
projection role into which circumstance and policy would cast the Army in
the years after the fall of the Berlin Wall: Panama (1989), Southwest Asia
(1990-91), Somalia (1992-94), Haiti (1994-95), Bosnia (1995-2004), Kosovo
(1999-), Afghanistan (2001-), and Iraq (2003-).

In contrast to those later operations, however, URGENT FURY, the code name
for the military intervention on Grenada, was unique in a number of ways.
More than any of the others, it was a come-as-you-are war. Planning time was
very compressed—not more than three or four days for most staffs. Unlike the
Canal Zone in Panama, Grenada did not contain any U.S.-controlled enclaves
with depots. It also lacked the advantage of adjacent friendly territory where
ground forces could assemble and build up a logistical base in advance of the
conflict, such as that offered by Saudi Arabia prior to DESERT STORM and by
Kuwait before IrAQ1 FREEDOM. Finally, in URGENT FURYy, soldiers entered com-
bat almost immediately compared to their counterparts in most of the other
operations. Rangers parachuted into Point Salines despite intense Grenadian
antiaircraft fire. Other troops stepped off the ramp of their aircraft and within
minutes came under fire.*

The troops who parachuted into Grenada or landed shortly thereafter
had the supplies they carried on their backs and little else. Under these condi-
tions one piece of equipment proved invaluable—the rucksack. A large olive-
drab canvas backpack shaped around a light aluminum frame, it could hold
in excess of seventy pounds of supplies and equipment. Airborne troopers

2Intervs, Burdett with Raines, [Nov 1983], and Wade with Cleary, 19 Nov 1983, Hist files
(Intervs), CMH.

3 Duffy, “Grenada,” p. 23 (quoted words); Intervs, Wade with Cleary, 19 Nov 1983, and
author with Katz, 6 Aug 1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

4Interv, Bishop with Trobaugh, 30 Nov 1983, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.
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carried their rucksacks wherever they deployed and jammed into them almost
every item they needed in the field. The contents ranged from reserve ammuni-
tion to meals, ready to eat (the self-contained field rations in lightweight pack-
aging that the Army had introduced only three years earlier), to spare socks.
Rucksacks both symbolized and confirmed the ability of airborne infantry-
men to go anywhere, fight hard, and sustain themselves.’

That the fighting began as soon as Air Force transports appeared over
Point Salines made the Grenada operation, especially its logistical support,
very different and much more difficult than any of the Army’s contingency
operations after 1983 (see Map 1). Because of the hostile pressure on the
airhead, the buildup on Grenada required a delicate balancing act among a
variety of requirements: introducing additional combat units; deploying logis-
ticians to facilitate their arrival and resupply; providing resupply to troops
already on the island; and determining what the support components, such as
signal, intelligence, and engineer units, needed to cope with the situation on
the ground. All were essential, but the proportion of these elements in the total
force in the airhead at any particular time and their sequence of arrival were
matters of judgment upon which rested the success or failure of the airborne
operation. The performance of this balancing act and the decisions that facili-
tated or hindered it were thus central issues in Army logistical operations on
the island and, in many respects, in Army combat operations there as well.

Grenada was also the first military operation to occur after the Army began
transforming from an industrial-era organization to a postmodern one. As late
as Vietnam, its approach to war required mobilizing large numbers of citizens,
massing fire, stockpiling supplies, using acetate map overlays and grease pen-
cils in planning, orienting troops by compass headings, and depending on the
typewriter for administrative support. In contrast, by the end of the century
the Army deployed relatively small numbers of highly skilled professionals;
increasingly emphasized precision munitions; depended upon substantially
reduced stockpiles of supplies and equipment; and widely employed comput-
ers linked by a military version of the Internet, global-positioning devices, and
digital readouts to generate real-time situation maps. This transition, which
began during the 1970s, promises to remain the norm in the twenty-first cen-
tury. URGENT Fury offers an indication—a snapshot in time—of how that
process was proceeding in 1983.

Operational logistics, the nexus between operations and logistics, especially
how they interacted with and affected one another, is the focal point of this
study. Two related questions are involved: How did the logistical effort affect
the Grenada operation, and, conversely, how did the planning and conduct of
the operation impinge upon logistical support?

Over the years the meaning of logistics has waxed and waned. During
World War I one of the most important American theorists of the role of

5 Interv, author with Daly, 31 Jul 1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH; U.S. Army Natick
Research and Development Command, Items of Combat Clothing and Equipment, p. 102;
author’s inspection of rucksacks, 1985; Karl E. Cocke et al., comps., Department of the Army
Historical Summary, Fiscal Year 1980, p. 139.
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logistics, Marine Lt. Col. George C. Thorpe, defined the subject as “the means
of . .. utilizing forces.” Prior to World War 11, however, few American military
officers used the word. There seemed no need for this all-inclusive term. Until
1942 the highly specialized technical bureaus of the War Department provided
all the administrative and supply support the Army needed. The advent of
World War II forced the Army to place a much greater emphasis on the man-
agement of resources. Suddenly, logistics went from a word known only to
specialists to one that enjoyed broad acceptance. Its meaning and daily usage
now encompassed everything that the Army did except for planning and con-
ducting combat operations.®

Army officers continued to use this broad definition during the early years
of the Cold War, but the conditions that had buttressed this approach had begun
to change. World War II had represented primarily a battle of mass industrial
production, but the Cold War involved a competition between the United States
and the Soviet Union to design and manufacture technically superior weapons
systems. This increasing emphasis on research and development led eventually
to the adoption of another inclusive term, acquisition, referring to the research-
ing, designing, developing, testing, providing logistical support for, and field-
ing of new weapons systems. Usage was changing at the time of the Grenada
operation, but the Department of Defense had not codified the new definition.
For the moment, the word remained a subset of logistics.”

Officially, logistics in 1983 was “the science of planning and carrying out
the movement and maintenance of forces.” In its broadest scope, it incorpo-
rated four categories of activities—the “design and development, acquisition,
storage, movement, distribution, maintenance, evacuation, and disposition of
materiel”; the “movement, evacuation, and hospitalization of personnel”; the
“acquisition or construction, maintenance, operation, and disposition of facil-
ities”; and the “acquisition or furnishing of services.” The definition of the
word had thus shrunk from the full extent of its World War Il meaning, but
no overarching term had yet arisen to replace it. For the purposes of this study,
logistics includes but is not bounded by the traditional core functions of sup-
ply; transportation; distribution; maintenance; medical triage, treatment, and
evacuation; and other services most often associated with active operations in
the field. Other support categories subsumed by the World War II definition,
such as engineering, communications, military police, and personnel manage-
ment, are discussed only to the extent that they affected these core activities
during URGENT Fury.?

¢ George C. Thorpe, Pure Logistics, pp. 3-5, 9 (quoted words). See also idem, George C.
Thorpe’s Pure Logistics, pp. ix—xxviii; Richard M. Leighton and Robert W. Coakley, Global
Logistics and Strategy, 1940-1943, pp. 1-17; TM 20-205, Dictionary of United States Army
Terms, 1944, s.v. “logistics.”

7 James E. Hewes Jr., From Root to McNamara, pp. 234-35;, Shannon A. Brown,
“Introduction,” in Shannon A. Brown, ed., Providing the Means of War, pp. 5-17; James H.
Edgar, “The Origins and Impact of the Defense Acquisition Workforce Improvement Act
(DAWIA),” in ibid., pp. 261-79. For the modern usage, see also Glossary: Defense Acquisition
Acronyms and Terms, 2005, app. B, s.v. “Acquisition.”

8JCS Pub 1, DoD Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, 1979, s.v. “logistics.”
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Contingency forces are designed to go to war from a standing start using
the personnel, equipment, and supplies immediately available. They are instru-
ments created to venture into a great many places and to use violence, if neces-
sary, to execute policy. While these forces are permanent organizations trained
to react to crises in the abstract, each operation they conduct involves a crisis
in reality. Going to war in the late twentieth century, as a result, required these
forces to adapt themselves to the circumstances of the moment.’

The Army’s participation in URGENT FURY began with an airborne assault.
To achieve an understanding of the logistical effort to support Army forces
on Grenada thus requires consideration of the unique characteristics of this
type of military activity. Some analysts have judged amphibious assaults to
be the most complex of military endeavors, but anyone who has participated
in or studied airborne operations in depth could make a good case for them
as strong competitors for the title. The movement of an airborne unit to a
departure airfield is a complex ballet of men, equipment, and supplies choreo-
graphed with almost split-second timing to arrive in a predetermined sequence
at a departure ramp. There, Army and Air Force logisticians load everyone
and everything aboard appropriate aircraft. The simple repositioning of an
airborne unit to its point of departure thus demands detailed coordination
between the services. Activities in the area of operations are no less intricate
and are often further complicated by someone shooting at the new arrivals.'’

In 1983 the technology did not exist to permit collective updated planning
en route to an objective. The speed at which an airborne operation was exe-
cuted, some 500 miles per hour slowing to 120 over the drop zone, put severe
limits on the ability of commanders to modify plans in the air. In contrast,
amphibious commanders enjoyed the benefits of a more leisurely approach to
their objectives that permitted continuous fine-tuning along the way.!!

At its peak, an airborne deployment conveys an impression of massive force
with an almost irresistible momentum. It is as if someone has switched on a
machine and then needs only to step back and wait for it to produce the desired
result. Yet such an impression contains a good deal of illusion. Movement to
contact by air requires commanders on multiple levels to follow critical pathways
along which good timing is just as crucial to success as good decisionmaking.

The type and quality of logistical support provided to U.S. Army units
on Grenada depended upon the size and composition of the force dispatched.
These factors were influenced, in turn, by the location of the potential area of
operations, possible opposing forces, and an estimation of the type, intensity,
and duration of any resistance that the Grenadians might mount. One key
to understanding the operational logistics story of URGENT FuRry is thus to
understand where the troops were going and why.

% For the evolution of Army thinking about how to conduct contingency operations, see
Andrew J. Birtle, US. Army Counterinsurgency and Contingency Operations Doctrine, 1860—
1941; idem, U.S. Army Counterinsurgency and Contingency Operations Doctrine, 1942—1976.

190n the complexity of amphibious operations, see Jeter A. Isley and Philip A. Crowl, The
U.S. Marines and Amphibious War, pp. 1-13.

"RCmts, Reardon, May 2004, Hist files (Drafts), CMH.
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ON THE ISLAND

Grenada, the focus for U.S. contingency forces in October 1983, is the
smallest and most southerly of the Windward Islands, lying 160 kilometers
north of the coast of Venezuela and 2,300 kilometers southeast of Key West,
Florida. The country consists of the large main island of Grenada, some
311 square kilometers in area, and several smaller island dependencies with
a combined area of 33 square kilometers (see Map 2). The most important
of the smaller islands are the Grenadines, a series of islands and islets that
stretch like stepping stones from the main island some 113 kilometers to the
north to St. Vincent, the next major island in the Windwards. Of these, only
the two northernmost islands belonging to Grenada—Petit Martinique and
Carriacou—are inhabited. In 1983 the total population of the country was
approximately 91,000.!2

The main island is divided into three distinct regions—tropical rain forest
in the center, coastal plain, and a semiarid zone in the southwest. The rug-
ged interior, with seven peaks over 500 meters in height, is covered by thick
double-canopy rain forests. Annual rainfall varies from 380 to 510 centimeters.
The plain, where annual rainfall averages 152 centimeters, serves as both the
center of commercial agriculture and settlement. All the island’s towns are
located there. In 1983 the capital, St. George’s, with 7,500 residents, was the
most populous, more than double the size of the next largest, the fishing vil-
lage of Gouyave. Both are on the west coast. Most Grenadians, then and now,
live in rural areas. Pearls Airport, the only operational airfield on the island in
October 1983, was on the east coast. Its single runway was too short to accom-
modate large jets and the mountains just to the west made an extension impos-
sible. The airport was connected to the capital by a narrow winding mountain
road in great disrepair, reputed to be one of the worst in the Caribbean.'

In the island’s extreme southwest, a long peninsula points like a finger
toward Caracas, Venezuela. The western end is called Point Salines. It was the
site of the last remnant of a once thriving sugar industry that largely disap-
peared following the abolition of slavery in the British Empire in 1834. Rainfall
averages only 76 centimeters each year, but thick vegetation, encouraged by the
region’s oppressive humidity, retards off-road movement. In contrast to the rest
of the island, the hills on the Point Salines Peninsula are low and rolling.'*

12Sandra W. Meditz and Dennis M. Hanratty, eds., Islands of the Commonwealth Caribbean,
pp. 349-52; Morley Ayearst, The British West Indies, pp. 350-53; Beverley Steele, “Grenada, an
Island State,” pp. 5-9; Tony Thorndike, Grenada, pp. xvii—xx; and Plan, Jiri Cerhonek, Jun 1982,
sub: A Project for Grenada’s Economic Development in the Period 1983-85, Hist files (PDocs/
CGD), CMH.

3 Hugh O’Shaughnessy, Grenada, pp. 29-30; Kai P. Schoenhals and Richard A. Melanson,
Revolution and Intervention in Grenada, p. 55; Meditz and Hanratty, eds., Islands, pp. 361-62; Plan,
Cerhonek, Jun 1982, Hist files (PDocs/CGD), CMH; United Kingdom, Central Office of Information,
Reference Division, Grenada, pp. 2-3. On Pearls, see Rpt, Dellums to Price, [14 Jun 1982], sub: Fact-
finding Mission—Grenada, CGD Mf 004744, Entry 338 (UD), RG 242, NARA-CP.

4 Rpt, Dellums to Price, [14 Jun 1982], CGD Mf 004744, Entry 338 (UD), RG 242,
NARA-CP; Michael G. Smith, The Plural Society in the British West Indies, p. 263.
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Pearls Airport

Although independent and a member of the British Commonwealth since
1974, Grenada remained an economic dependency of Great Britain. Tree
crops, such as mace and bananas, dominated commercial agriculture. Most
Grenadians, the descendants of African slaves, were very poor. While many
citizens were literate, they lacked technical skills, and many were unemployed.
By 1979 the unemployment rate was close to 26 percent and growing, the prod-
uct of a stagnant economy and a booming birthrate. In March of that year a
band of young radicals led by a young London-educated attorney, Maurice
Bishop, overthrew the outwardly democratic but increasingly authoritarian
government of Sir Eric M. Gairy and proclaimed a “new democratic struc-
ture” that somehow did not include free elections, freedom of speech, an inde-
pendent press, or an apolitical judiciary.'

With Bishop at its head as prime minister, the People’s Revolutionary
Government proved widely popular at the beginning, and Bishop, handsome
and magnetic, a charismatic speaker and a man of proven courage, gained a
personal following that he never entirely lost. Real power rested not with the
government ministers but with his party—the New Joint Effort for Welfare,
Education, and Liberation (JEWEL) Movement—that operated behind the

5 Frederic L. Pryor, Revolutionary Grenada, pp. 201-06; Plan, Cerhonek, Jun 1982, Hist
files (PDocs/CGD), CMH; George Brizan, Grenada, pp. 313-54; A. W. Singham, The Hero and
the Crowd in a Colonial Polity, pp. 72-81, 94-99, 126-27; Michael G. Smith, Stratification in
Grenada, pp. 238-42; Maurice Bishop, In Nobody’s Backyard, pp. 81-82, 188-90, 257 (quoted
words).

12
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Aerial view of the Point Salines airfield

scenes. Its Central Committee, of which Bishop was chairman, made all the
decisions that counted. For domestic and foreign consumption, however, he and
his associates assumed the pose of a progressive left-of-center government under
attack by forces they judged to be imperialist. In their public declarations, they
held the United States responsible for everything that went wrong on the island,
including even the most trivial incidents. When the Lesser Antilles Air Transport
Service lost a tourist’s luggage, for example, Bishop claimed that it was a Central
Intelligence Agency (CIA) plot to destabilize his nation’s economy.!®

Bishop and his associates saw Cuba as both an inspiration and a model
for what they hoped to accomplish and actively sought the closest possible ties
with that country and the Soviet Union. Each country ultimately provided con-
siderable assistance. Cuba had started surreptitiously supplying the Grenadians
with small arms and ammunition within days of Gairy’s overthrow. Cuban mili-
tary advisers soon appeared and established a training camp at Grand Etang
in the mountainous center of the island to instruct the Bishop-led People’s
Revolutionary Army and the People’s Revolutionary Militia. Deputy Prime

16See Michael Ledeen and Herbert Romerstein, eds., Grenada Documents, doc. 1; Maurice
Bishop, Maurice Bishop Speaks, pp. 26-31, 111-17, 228-33; Gregory W. Sandford and Richard
Vigilante, Grenada, pp. 47-64; Frank V. Ortiz, “Grenada Before and After,” pp. 7, 9, 12; Michael
Massing, “Grenada Before and After,” pp. 76-87; Chris Searle, Grenada, pp. 53, 68-70; Kwando
M. Kinshasa, “Prime Minister Maurice Bishop,” pp. 41-59. See also Msgs, Ortiz to SecState, 11
1203 Apr 1979, sub: Grenada—Meeting with Minister of Finance Bernard Coard; 11 1243 Apr
1979, sub: Meeting with Prime Minister Bishop and Foreign Minister Whiteman; and 16 1757
Apr 79, sub: Grenada: PM’s Speech Attacks US “Veiled Threats.” All in Msg files, DoS.
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Bishop Gairy

Minister Bernard Coard traveled to Moscow and signed the first of a series of
trade treaties with the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics in June 1980. Some
eight months later, in February 1981, the Soviets shipped eight armored person-
nel carriers and two armored reconnaissance and patrol vehicles to the island;
even larger shipments of small arms and ammunition followed. Perhaps taken
aback by a Communist party whose name conveyed no reference to communism
and a government that proclaimed socialist doctrine to the population by hiring
professional calypso singers, the Soviets waited until November 1981 to dispatch
a resident ambassador to Grenada. Other Communist states, including North
Korea, East Germany, Czechoslovakia, Bulgaria, and Vietnam, contributed
smaller amounts of arms, equipment, and training.'”

7”Memos, Jacobs for FM, Dep PM, and PM, 11 Jul 1983, sub: Grenada’s Relations with
the USSR; [MofFA] for PM, 29 May 1982, sub: USSR; USSR and Grenada, 27 Oct 1980, sub:
Agreement Between Governments of Grenada and USSR and Deliveries from USSR to Grenada
of Special and Other Equipment; 9 Feb 1981, sub: Protocol to Agreement of 27 Oct 1980;
Frazier for Louison, 9 Oct 1981, sub: Materiel Means Received From Foreign Countries, Within
the Period 1979-81; [unsigned] for PM, 29 May 1982, sub: Agreements Between Governments
of USSR and Grenada. All in IDR nos. W1, 000190, 000193, 102170, and 103902, Hist files
(PDocs/CGD), CMH. See also Searle, Grenada, pp. 53, 78-79; Jiri Valenta and Virginia Valenta,
“Leninism in Grenada,” p. 8; and Mark Falcoft, “Bishop’s Cuba, Castro’s Grenada,” pp. 67-76,
Vernon V. Aspaturian, “The Impact of the Grenada Events on the Soviet Alliance System,”
pp. 41-62, and Charles Gati, “Fraternal Assistance: Eastern Europe in Grenada,” pp. 87-96, in
Grenada and Soviet/ Cuban Policy.
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The New JEWEL’s economic strat-
egy involved a massive expansion of
the public sector while simultaneously
shrinking the private sector until it dis-
appeared. The centerpiece was the con-
struction of a large international air-
port at Point Salines, where the rolling
terrain made it feasible. Originally pro-
posed by Gairy as a means of attract-
ing tourists, the idea gained the support
of Bishop and Coard only after they
seized power. In 1981 the new adminis-
tration of President Ronald W. Reagan
saw the project as a means of extend-
ing Soviet and Cuban influence in the
Caribbean Basin. It sought, with some
degree of success, to block Grenada’s
access to capital markets.'®

Even without American oppo-
sition, the airport construction project
proved almost too demanding. Salt
marshes had to be filled, hills leveled, a Coard
lighthouse dismantled and moved, and
a large causeway constructed across a
major inlet. Using Western construction firms and the labor of numerous Cuban
workers, the People’s Revolutionary Government pressed on. By the fall of 1983
success appeared to be in sight. The Grenadians hoped to formally open their
showpiece on the fifth anniversary of the revolution, 5 March 1984."

Bishop’s policies, coupled with a worldwide economic downturn in the
early 1980s, produced significant dislocations that threatened the legitimacy
of his government. Despite this, the New JEWEL Movement had strong con-
tinuing support from landless peasants. The regime had confiscated estates
belonging to Gairy’s closest associates, most of which were south and west of
St. George’s; divided them into small parcels; and distributed them to families
without land of their own.?

Ironically, one portion of the capitalist sector, a near neighbor to the resettled
peasants, continued to be a solid revenue producer for the state: the St. George’s
University School of Medicine. Founded in 1976 by a group of American

8 Conference Committee (Bernard Coard et al.), ed., Independence for Grenada, pp. 131—
34; Jay R. Mandle, Big Revolution, Small Country, pp. 22-44.

See Rpt, [PRG], c. 1980, sub: International Airport Project, Point Salines, Grenada, CGD
Mf 008451, Entry 338 (UD), RG 242, NARA-CP; Gregory W. Sandford, The New JEWEL
Movement, pp. 132-33.

2Thorndike, Grenada, pp. 19-22, 69, 96-105; Chris Searle and Don Rojas, eds., To Construct
from Morning, esp. pp. 15-34, 94-131, 150-59, and Conference Committee, ed., Independence
for Grenada, pp. 69-76.
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physicians, it was a for-profit institution for Americans rejected by U.S. medical
schools. The college had two campuses—True Blue, located on the eastern end of
the new runway at Point Salines; and Grand Anse, just south of the town of St.
George’s. By the fall of 1983 some 700 American students lived at the two cam-
puses and in off-campus housing, primarily on Prickly Point near True Blue. While
the income generated by the school represented between 10 and 15 percent of
Grenada’s gross national product, the institution proved to be a mixed blessing for
the Bishop regime. Bishop and his associates considered the faculty and students a
nest of spies in need of monitoring by the Grenadian intelligence service.?!

GRENADIAN ARMED FORCES AND CUBAN WORKERS

In the beginning the Grenadian army was an army in name only. The forty-
odd men who overpowered the Gairy government in March 1979 provided a
nucleus for the force formed hastily in the aftermath of the coup’s success. The
remainder consisted of party supporters, primarily teenagers, who gradually
acquired AK47s as Cuban and Soviet arms shipments arrived. The force’s devel-
opment was so chaotic and unplanned that logistical support initially consisted
of handouts of food from citizens celebrating Gairy’s overthrow. In the end, the
People’s Revolutionary Armed Forces with Bishop as the commander in chief
evolved into three components: the People’s Revolutionary Army, a permanent
force; the People’s Revolutionary Militia, a much larger reserve establishment;
and the small coast guard that manned converted fishing boats.?

In 1983 the People’s Revolutionary Army consisted of three small compa-
nies—a motorized (in the Soviet sense) company, with 145 men when at full
strength; a mobile company, with 150 men; and an exploration (reconnais-
sance) company, with 33 men, 24 drawn from the militia. While the motorized
company was at 62 percent of full strength, the other two companies were vir-
tually complete. The motorized company was equipped with Soviet armored
vehicles—eight BTR60PB amphibious armored personnel carriers and two
BRDM2 amphibious scout cars. The eight-wheel-drive BTRs, with well-sloped
armor on the sides and overhead armor protection that mounted coaxial 14.5-
mm. and 7.62-mm. machine guns in a small conical turret, had a 3-man crew
and carried up to 8 fully equipped infantrymen in a rear compartment; the
BRDMs had the same turret and armament as the BTRs plus one more crew
member and, with 14-mm. armor, provided about twice the protection as the
personnel carriers. Although both types were vulnerable to heavy machine gun
and artillery fire, they were formidable weapons indeed in a region devoid of
tanks and artillery. The light-infantry mobile company was capable of moving

2 Linda Wolfe, “Young Doctors at Sea,” pp. 34-39; Plans, Mol, Grenada, n.d., sub: CI
Operations and Action for Security Forces in Armed Forces Maneuvers, 30 Jan—1 Feb 1981,
IDR nos. 104968, 105161, Hist files (PDocs/CGD), CMH.

2Memo, DGofPlanning, PRG, for All Permanent Secs, Dept Heads, and Liaison Offs for
Cuban Collaboration, n.d., sub: 1983/84 Cuba-Grenada Collaboration Agreement; Rpt, Fraser,
30 Sep 1983, sub: Logistic Study Commission . . . ; Rpt, [c. 1980], sub: Reorganization and
Structure of the Armed Forces; Rpt, GS, [Nov 1979], sub: Armament Subgroup; Rpt, Belfon to
Bishop, 26 Aug 82, sub: Revised Student List for Overseas (Soviet Union) Course. All in CGD
Mf 003264, 004038, 008543, 008543, 012559, Entry 338 (UD), RG 242, NARA-CP.
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Soviet BTR60PB; helow, Soviet BRDM2

by truck to any threatened sector. The exploration company replaced a rapid
mobilization company, a militia unit theoretically capable of taking the field
within twenty-four hours of notification but found wanting in this regard.
Rounding out the permanent force were an antiaircraft battery, a logistics unit,
and several platoons assigned to protect and support two high-value targets—
the ministry of defence and interior and the Unified Storeroom. Previously, the
People’s Revolutionary Army had also fielded a separate mortar platoon and a
separate antitank platoon, but these crew-served weapons and their operators
had been distributed among the existing organizations.?

B Memo, [c. 1980], sub: [Estima]ted Time for Formation of Units in Transition Period; Rpt,
[unsigned], n.d., sub: Reorganization and Structure of the Armed Forces; Notes, 29 Sep 1983, sub:
Meeting of Bn Staff; Memo, MoD, 6 Jun 1983, sub: [Strength of General Staff and Units]; Rpt,
MoD, 15 Oct 1983, sub: Situation, 1200; Notes, MoD, 14 Oct [1983], sub: [Strength of Carriacou
Bn, St. George’s Bn, St. Andrews Bn]; Chart, [MoD], 21 Sep 1983, sub: Situation of Completion
of Units; Rpt, Francis to Bishop, 22 May 1983, sub: Specific Aspects That Relate to My Unit.
All in CGD Mf 008543, 008543, 004032, 004032, 004279, 004416, 004416, 004849, Entry 338
(UD), RG 242, NARA-CP. On Soviet equipment, see FM 100-2-3, The Soviet Army: Troops,
Organization, and Equipment, Jun 1991 pp. 5-23 to 5-26, Archives files, CMH.
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Five reserve battalions, consisting of regulars and militiamen, supported
the permanent force. The regulars served as a command-and-control cadre to
direct mobilization and training; the remainder of the troops were militiamen.
All these units were organized as light infantry, and their size fluctuated widely.
The St. George’s Battalion, with 448 authorized personnel, was the strongest,
while the Carriacou Battalion, with 256 men and women, was the smallest. In
practice, the Carriacou Battalion had a strength of only 150; by Grenadian
standards it was little more than a reinforced company.?*

To administer the reserves and to facilitate mobilization, the Grenadian
General Staff divided the main island and its dependencies into four military
regions (see Map 2). Military Region I encompassed the southwestern part
of the main island, which included the capital of St. George’s and the area
around Point Salines; II, the east coast and the mountainous interior; III, the
northwestern part of the main island; and IV, Carriacou and Petit Martinque.
While Military Region I supported two reserve battalions, the other three mus-
tered one battalion apiece.”

All the permanent units and the military regions reported directly to the
General Staff, which functioned in practice (if not in theory) as a directing body.
Following a reorganization in June 1983, it consisted of a chief of staff, Maj.
Einstein Louison, and nine staff sections representing a combination of func-
tional specialties and military branches. The General Staff’s primary functions
were to prepare military plans and to serve as the connecting link between the
field forces and the secretary of defence and interior, General Hudson Austin.
Austin was both the only general officer in the People’s Revolutionary Armed
Forces and the political head of the ministry, whose political, financial, and logis-
tical sections reported directly to him (Chart 1). His responsibilities as minister
included not only the care and maintenance of the armed forces but also of the
internal security apparatus. As with other members of the Bishop government,
Austin held more than one major ministerial post. In his role as the minister of
communications, works, and labour, he was responsible for the design and build-
ing of the airport at Point Salines. Austin reported directly to Bishop.?

Soldiers in the People’s Revolutionary Army, both officers and enlisted
men, received individual training in both Cuba and the Soviet Union. The
bulk of those who trained overseas traveled to Cuba, and the relative few who

2 Dirs 001, AFofGrenada, n.d., subs: Organization of [Mil] Region I and Organization of
[Mil] Region IV; Rpt, George to Bishop, 23 May 1983, sub: Combative Disposition and Status
of Units; Chart, [MoD], 21 Sep 1983. All in CGD Mf 004311, 004067, 004270, 004416, Entry
338 (UD), RG 242, NARA-CP.

Dir, Bishop, [1981], sub: System of Completion and Control of the People’s Militia (Reserves);
Rpt, Abdulah to Bishop, 24 May 83, sub: Present Situation in Region 1V; Chart, [MoD], 21 Sep
1983. All in CGD Mf 004849, 004849, 004416, Entry 338 (UD), RG 242, NARA-CP.

%Qrder 001, CinC, AFofGrenada, n.d., sub: Instruction Year 1982-83; Rpt, [MoD], [1983],
sub: Direction of Armed Forces; Galley Proof, n.d., sub: Grenada—Defense Establishment,
Command Structure, and Force Organization; Chart, [MoD], n.d., sub: [General Staff Structure],
June 1983-Present Day; Notes, 28 Sep 1983, sub: Meeting of Chiefs of Subcommission of
Commission #1; Oath, PRA, n.d. All in CGD Mf 003484, 003499, 004032, 004344, 004344,
006646, Entry 338 (UD), RG 242, NARA-CP.
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THE Rucksack WAR

went to the Soviet Union benefited
from longer and more sophisticated
courses. Beginning shortly after the
1979 revolution, both countries dis-
patched training teams to Grenada.
The Cubans maintained a perma-
nent training team that provided unit
training; the Soviets, as well as other
Warsaw Pact nations, occasionally
assigned teams. By 1983 these efforts
had produced the rudiments of a pro-
fessional force.”’
Despite the training, technical
expertise remained in short supply.
Because Grenadian junior and non-
commissioned officers usually held
more than one position simultaneously,
it was hard for anyone to excel in any
one position. Capt. Lester Redhead,
for example, served as both the com-
mander of the Motorized Infantry
Austin Company and the chief of the Training
Section of the General Staff.?®
While the troops gained a mea-
sure of competence with their individual and crew-served weapons, unit oper-
ations were another matter. The Grenadian economy was too poor to per-
mit the extensive field training required to bring the island’s forces to a high
level of readiness. Conditions in the People’s Revolutionary Militia were even
worse than in the permanent force. Most reservists never even fired a weapon
on a range. As a result, much of the army’s and almost all the militia’s train-
ing took place in the classroom rather than the field, and much of that class
time consisted of ideological instruction. Lack of expertise also exacerbated
training problems. Often the Central Committee selected key commissioned
or noncommissioned officers on the basis of their technical skills or politi-
cal connections without regard for their leadership abilities. Even when these
men and women proved inept, they usually remained in their positions. This
situation did nothing to foster productive teams.”

27 Ltr, Rodriguez to SecDef/Int, 10 Jan 1983; Rpt, Redhead to Louison, 21 Jul 1983, sub:
Rpt on Present Situation in the Militia; Rpt, Stroude to Bishop, 4 Sep 1982, sub: Rpt on Training
Course in Cuba. All in CGD Mf 006921, 008539, 012559, Entry 338 (UD), RG 242, NARA-CP.
See also Ledeen and Romerstein, eds., Grenada Documents, docs. 24, 25; John Walton Cotman,
The Gorrion Tree, pp. 72-104.

B Ltr, Rodriguez to SecDef/Int, 10 Jan 1983, and Rpt, Redhead to Louison, 21 Jul 1983,
CGD Mf 006921, 008539, Entry 338 (UD), RG 242, NARA-CP.

P Ltr, Rodriguez to SecDef/Int., 10 Jan 1983; Rpt, Redhead to Louison, 21 Jul 1983; Cir,
Louison to All Officers, NCOs, and Privates, 30 Apr 1982, sub: Wearing of Uniform on the
Compound; Rpt, Parke, 24 May 1983, sub: Present Situation in Log [Base]; Rpt, Stroude to CinC,
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Member of the People’s Revolutionary Armed Forces stands guard in the street.

The cumulative effect of these influences was that the permanent force
improved militarily in a curious checkerboard fashion rather than along
a broad front. While the quality of the Grenadians’ antiaircraft units was
quite high, that of their antitank teams was low—possibly because most of
the soldiers had never seen a tank. Whatever the case, by 1983 the People’s
Revolutionary Army was fully capable of maintaining order against the
regime’s internal opponents. By contrast, the People’s Revolutionary Militia
was less a military organization than a patriotic society devoted to develop-
ing a sense of nationhood, promoting loyalty to the regime, and serving as
a point of entry for a job in the public sector. Whether these organizations
could defeat an external opponent of any strength remained to be seen.*

Logistical units and fixed installations provided support for the permanent
troops and active-duty militiamen. As of May 1983 a small headquarters at
True Blue, not far from the American medical school campus, provided com-
mand and control over five diverse elements: the Unified Storeroom, located

5 Oct 1982, sub: Organization of Political/Academic Work [for Year 1982-83]; Rpt, Stroude to
CinC, 12 Jul 1983, sub: Present State of Party—Political Work in Armed Forces. All in CGD Mf
006921, 008539, 003064, 004849, 006259, 006942, Entry 338 (UD), RG 242, NARA-CP. For a
discussion of the state of the militia, see Kinshasa, “Prime Minister Maurice Bishop,” pp. 48-50.

9 Ltr, Rodriguez to SecDef/Int, 10 Jan 1983, and Rpt, Ad Hoc Cmte, 16 Apr 1983, sub:
Special Rpt to Security/Defence Committee and Political Bureau, CGD Mf 006921 and 005196,
Entry 338 (UD), RG 242, NARA-CP.
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at Frequente, which consisted of two large warehouses that handled all classes
of supply; the Unified Workshop, which served as a centralized repair point
for all types of equipment; the Medical Post, which treated all casualties; the
Transportation Company, which controlled the bulk of the wheeled transport
in the People’s Revolutionary Army; and the Farm, south of St. George’s, where
soldiers grew food to supplement their army ration and to lessen dependence
upon imported foodstuffs. By the fall of 1983 the regime had consolidated these
elements into one logistics unit, with some small reduction in overhead.?!

The Bishop government saw itself as the vanguard of the revolution in the
Caribbean, and this conception influenced all defense policies. As part of its pro-
gram to defend and foster the revolution, the government surreptitiously opened
the army’s training facilities to revolutionary parties throughout the Caribbean
and turned the Unified Storeroom into a transshipment point for arms for the
newly trained revolutionaries. The danger of this approach was that any effort to
extend the revolution might invite an attack from counterrevolutionary forces.
Rhetorically evoking Maoist tenets, Bishop and his supporters publicly stated
they would resort to guerrilla warfare if an invader attacked and succeeded in
capturing the island. This approach, however, had little chance of succeeding,
given Grenadian realities. The country lacked the economic resources and the
size to make such a campaign practical for an extended period. As a result, the
Ministry of Defence made little effort to cache arms, equipment, or foodstuffs in
the interior to support a sustained effort at irregular warfare.*

Bishop planned to neutralize the threat of an American invasion by build-
ing popular support for his regime in the United States. Rather than prepare for
a U.S. intervention, the Grenadians focused on what they considered the most
likely threat: a landing by one or two CIA-sponsored mercenary brigades, sup-
ported at most by a few destroyers and obsolete propeller-driven warplanes. In
short, with Cuban encouragement, they prepared to refight the Bay of Pigs.*

Detailed planning envisioned that the People’s Revolutionary Army would
contain any invasion force during the early stages of the operation until the People’s
Revolutionary Militia could mobilize and overwhelm the intruders through sheer
weight of numbers. Militiamen would move to concentration points at the center
of the island where they could deploy in multiple directions depending upon the
location of the threat. The Grenadians had studied U.S. Marine Corps amphibi-
ous doctrine and organization and had some hope of beating back an amphibi-
ous assault before the enemy landed. When the islanders ran exercises based on
these plans, the outcome was always the same. They repulsed the invaders.*

31'Memo, n.d., sub: Principal Role of Log from Peace to War Time, and Rpt, Fraser, 30 Sep
1983, CGD Mf 003064 and 004038, Entry 338 (UD), RG 242, NARA-CP.

2Rpt, James, 16 Mar 1983, sub: National Security . . . , and Memo, MoD, 18 Apr 1983, sub:
Character of Enemy Actions, CGD Mf 004841 and 012496, Entry 338 (UD), RG 242, NARA-CP.

B3 Rpt, James, 16 Mar 1983, and Memo, MoD, 18 Apr 1983, CGD Mf 004841 and 012496,
Entry 338 (UD), RG 242, NARA-CP.

3# Memo, MoD, 18 Apr 1983; Chart, n.d., sub: MI Bn in Defence; Memo, Bishop, [Apr
1983], sub: Tactical Task for Realization of Unilateral Tactical Maneuver of Two Grades. All in
CGD Mf 012496, 004490, 012496, Entry 338 (UD), RG 242, NARA-CP.

22



BEHIND THE SCENES

A spring 1983 invasion scare, prompted by a television address by President
Reagan in which he denounced the construction of an airport at Point Salines,
sparked a high-level review of defense plans and capabilities of the People’s
Revolutionary Armed Forces. Both the General Staff and its Cuban military
advisers considered the Point Salines area as the most likely location for any
attack. They laid out a well-conceived defense depending upon dispersed light
machine guns and mortars with interlocking fields of fire. The plan left no
part of the peninsula undefended by fire from predetermined fighting stations.
Responsibility for the defense of the area rested with approximately 700 Cuban
construction workers, whose camp stood on a hill overlooking the west end of
the new airport’s runway. All were reservists in the Cuban armed forces, but for
some of the middle-aged members of the group, military training was an ever-
receding memory. The Cubans organized their camp along military lines, and
the Grenadians supplied them with light infantry weapons. The Cuban govern-
ment required all the workers assigned to Grenada to train as a military unit,
but in October 1983 most were new arrivals and had not yet done so. A realist
with few illusions when it came to military affairs, Coard concluded that the
construction workers were the regime’s main defense against external attack.®

EASTERN CARIBBEAN NEIGHBORS

Revolutionary Grenada’s relations with its eastern Caribbean neighbors
were complex to say the least. Politically, Grenada remained a member of the
British Commonwealth. The governor general under Gairy, Sir Paul Scoon,
a former school teacher from Gouyave who had studied in Great Britain and
Canada, continued on as the ceremonial head of state and representative of the
Queen under Bishop. His reputation as “a very decent human being,” to quote
Keith Mitchell, a Howard University faculty member, no doubt eased the tran-
sition. At the same time, however, the New JEWEL Movement continued fra-
ternal ties with other regional progressive parties that aimed to overthrow the
governments with which the Bishop regime maintained formal diplomatic ties.
Economically, however, considerable solidarity existed between the regional
governments. Grenada remained a member of the Caribbean Community and
Common Market—an organization of British Commonwealth states in the
region that sought economic integration; cooperation in such areas as cul-
ture, education, and tourism; and coordination of foreign and defense poli-
cies. Given Grenada’s orientation toward Havana and Moscow while most
of the group’s other members looked toward Great Britain and the United
States, the Bishop regime’s adherence to the last objective was a mere for-
mality with little substance. In 1981 Grenada did join with the other govern-
ments of the Windward and Leeward Islands to form the Organization of

3 Fidel Castro, War and Crisis in the Americas, pp. 128-30; Republic of Cuba, Statements
by Cuba on Events in Grenada, October 1983, pp. 5-6; Interv, Bishop with Ventura, 1 Nov 1983,
Hist files (Intervs), CMH. See also Rpt, Ad Hoc Cmte, 16 Apr 1983, and Overlays, subs: [Cuban
Defensive Positions, Point Salines] and [Disposition of Units for Defense of Point Salines],
with Map of Grenada, CGD Mf 005196 and 00317(#1)/002761, Entry 338 (UD), RG 242,
NARA-CP.
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Eastern Caribbean States, a body associated with the Caribbean Community
and Common Market but designed to foster the political, economic, foreign
policy, and defense interests of the microstates it represented. Many of these
neighbors opposed the Reagan administration’s efforts to block Grenada’s
access to capital markets.*

Despite this cooperation, Grenada’s Communist affiliations and military
buildup caused increasing nervousness among its neighbors. Prime Ministers
J M. G. M. “Tom” Adams of Barbados, Eugenia Charles of Dominica,
and Edward Seaga of Jamaica became the Bishop regime’s most dedicated
local opponents. Largely in response to the military buildup on Grenada,
Adams took the lead to establish the Regional Security System that included
Barbados and four members of the Organization of Eastern Caribbean States:
St. Lucia, Dominica, the nation of St. Vincent and the Grenadines, and the
nation of Antigua and Barbuda. All signed a memorandum of understanding
on 29 October 1982 to codify the arrangement—a member state whose secu-
rity was threatened could call upon the others for assistance—and all agreed
to draw up contingency plans, to earmark reaction forces (eighty-member
paramilitary special service units on each island), to arrange for combined
training, and to create a regional command-and-control apparatus. Barbados
provided the bulk of the funds and the only trained soldiers; the other islands
had only police. Col. (later Brig.) Rudyard Lewis, the chief of staff of the
Barbados Defence Force, became the first coordinator of the regional forces.
In a crisis Lewis would oversee the actions of the special service units from the
Barbados Defence Force’s operations center. At the same time that the mem-
ber states agreed to this limited centralization, they declined to give Lewis the
more formal powers of command that Adams had hoped to secure.?’

No sooner had Adams obtained the defense agreement than he attempted
to isolate Grenada diplomatically. In November 1982, at the third meeting of the
Caribbean Community and Common Market heads of government, he pushed
for a revision of the organization’s basic treaty to commit member states to main-
tain parliamentary democracy. In response, Bishop displayed formidable politi-
cal skills. He worked behind the scenes to defuse the issue, giving private assur-
ances that Grenada would hold elections eventually, although not necessarily for a
Westminster-style parliament. The other heads of state rejected Adams’ proposal
and instead adopted a resolution recognizing “ideological pluralism” in the region
and the sovereign right “of all peoples” to select their own path “to social, eco-
nomic, and political development.” Bishop was at the height of his prestige.*®

% Meditz and Hanratty, eds., Islands, pp. 65455, 732; Eric Pace, “In the Eye of the Grenada
Storm,” New York Times, 27 Oct 1983 (quoted words).

37See William C. Gilmore, The Grenada Intervention, pp. 93-94; Meditz and Hanratty, eds.,
Islands, pp. 414, 417, 599, 622-24.

¥Msg, Bish to SecState, 28 Oct 1982, sub: Antigua to Sign Regional Defense Agreement, 82
Bridgetown 05457, DoS; Rpt, [MoFA], 23 Mar 1982, sub: Present International and Regional
Situation and Grenada’s Plans in the Period, CGD Mf 007668, Entry 338 (UD), RG 242,
NARA; Meditz and Hanratty, eds., Islands, p. 417; Tony Martin, ed., In Nobody’s Back Yard,
2:63-64, 65 (quoted words), 66.
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Lewis, Scoon, and Adams (left to right)

U.S. POLICY SHIFTS

For the previous two hundred years Grenada had existed largely outside
the strategic calculations of the great powers. U.S. presidents had expressed
security concerns about developments in the major islands of the Caribbean
extending back at least to President James Monroe in 1823. The United States,
however, had traditionally demonstrated little interest in the eastern Caribbean
and its small states. The Grenadian revolution changed all that.®

U.S.-Grenadian relations were strained from almost the beginning of
Bishop’s rule. From 1977 until 1981 the administration of President James E.
“Jimmy” Carter Jr. was hardly unfriendly to left of center populist regimes, as
the New JEWEL Movement portrayed itself. Bishop and his associates, how-
ever, believed that the United States exercised a hegemonic, almost demonic,
influence on the regional economy. This predisposed them to cast in the worst
possible light anything that the United States or its agents did.*

¥ Lester D. Langley, The United States and the Caribbean in the Twentieth Century pp. 281-88.

40 Bishop, Maurice Bishop Speaks, pp. 22, 48-59; Ledeen and Romerstein, eds., Grenada
Documents, doc. 1; Valenta and Valenta, “Leninism in Grenada,” pp. 2-4; M. Glenn Abernathy
et al., eds., The Carter Years, pp. 55-59; Flora Lewis, “Spice Island Strains,” New York Times,
28 Feb 1983.
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The Carter administration initially attempted to establish a working rela-
tionship with the Bishop government. Bishop’s public attacks and growing
ties with Cuba, however, caused American policymakers to reduce contacts
with Grenada and to adopt an approach best described as correct but cool.
Events on Grenada occurred in a Cold War context of worldwide competi-
tion and sometime cooperation with the Soviet Union and its allies. The
Americans had long considered the eastern Caribbean a British sphere of
influence, and the attitude persisted years after Great Britain had given every
indication of desiring to do nothing more than withdraw from the area. Yet
the 1979 revolution led the Carter administration to revise the American
policy of benign neglect. Grenada became a very tiny piece—but a piece
nonetheless—within an “arc of crisis” of expanding Communist influence
that President Carter’s National Security Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski per-
ceived as stretching from Afghanistan through the Horn of Africa to Central
America.¥!

Given the range of problems it faced abroad, the Carter administration
could muster only a modest upgrade in local U.S. military capabilities in the
region. To focus on the northern Caribbean, it created a standing joint task
force (JTF) that functioned as a planning headquarters reporting to U.S.
Atlantic Command in Norfolk, Virginia. A second headquarters, U.S. Antilles
Command, performed a similar mission for the southern Caribbean. The
administration also increased U.S. economic assistance to friendly govern-
ments in the area while pointedly excluding Grenada because of its close ties
to Cuba.*

Taking office in January 1981, President Reagan adopted a much more
rigid anti-Communist stance than his predecessor. The new chief executive
and his senior advisers gave Grenada more personal consideration than had
the Carter team. Expanding a Carter initiative, U.S. forces made their pres-
ence felt in the region through maneuvers and exercises. In addition, acting on
Secretary of Defense Caspar W. Weinberger’s instructions, Atlantic Command
consolidated its two small subordinate commands into one more robust orga-
nization, U.S. Forces, Caribbean, with headquarters in Key West, Florida. On
23 March 1983 the president made the issue of Soviet and Cuban influence on
Grenada his own in a very public way. In a television address primarily devoted
to proposing a satellite-based antiballistic missile system, dubbed Star Wars
by its critics, Reagan displayed a reconnaissance photograph of the airport
construction at Point Salines as well as other images to illustrate Soviet and
Cuban penetration in the region. “Who,” he asked, “is it intended for,” noting
that “Grenada doesn’t even have an air force.” His advisers feared they knew
the answer to that question all too well. Grenada lay athwart major U.S. ship-
ping lanes in the Caribbean that carried over 40 percent of U.S. oil imports.
In an emergency, especially one that required the United States to reinforce

4 Burton I. Kaufman, The Presidency of James Earl Carter Jr., pp. 151-66; “The Crescent
of Crisis,” Time, 15 Jan 1979, p. 18 (quoted words).

“Robert A. Pastor, Whirlpool, pp. 42-64; Ronald H. Cole et al., The History of the Unified
Command Plan, 1946—1993, pp. 70-71.
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Western Europe, the island would provide the Soviets with an unsinkable air-
craft carrier in a critical area.*

In May 1983 the Crisis Preplanning Group, an interagency committee
chaired by a senior member of the National Security Council Staff, recom-
mended that the United States go beyond exhortation by adopting a two-track
policy toward Grenada. One track consisted of opening a dialogue with Bishop
to lay out U.S. concerns and to encourage him to halt Grenada’s slide into
the Soviet orbit. If that failed, the second track would begin—a mix of eco-
nomic, political, and military pressures to achieve the same result. In short,
the group proposed that the administration “encourage” the St. George’s
University School of Medicine—the Bishop regime’s primary source of for-
eign exchange—to relocate to another island with a friendlier political climate.
At the same time, the United States would covertly fund Bishop’s democratic
opponents on the island and provide military assistance to neighboring govern-
ments threatened by his arms buildup. The group also considered, but rejected,
unilateral U.S. military intervention to install a new government. Without a
triggering event, such as an American held hostage by the Bishop regime, the
diplomatic costs of such a move would far outweigh the benefits.*

Bishop came to Washington in late June 1983 as part of a good will tour of
the United States and met with Assistant to the President for National Security
Affairs Judge William P. Clark, popularly referred to as the national security
adviser, and other American officials. The “straightforward but amicable con-
versation” gave the Americans an opportunity to size up Bishop and to “see how
committed he was to his present course.” Bishop argued that his government
sought only friendly relations with the United States, while Clark emphasized
that actions were more important than words. Immediately after the meeting,
Bishop told the media that the Reagan administration was training mercenaries
to invade his country. Judge Clark was not amused. The administration closely
monitored the activities of the Bishop regime for ninety days following the meet-
ing. Detecting no change in either rhetoric or behavior, President Reagan signed
National Security Decision Directive 105 on 5 October 1983. It made the dual-
track approach official U.S. policy. The directive still sat in the national security
adviser’s in-box awaiting implementation when events on Grenada overtook it.*

$R. Cole et al., Unified Command Plan, pp. 71-74; Ronald W. Reagan, Public Papers
of the President of the United States, 1983, 2:440 (quoted words); Issue Paper, [Interagency
Core Group], [18 May 1983], sub: Grenada, CJCS files (Vessey), 502B (NSC Memos), RNSC,
NARA-RRPL.

4 Issue Paper (quoted word), [Interagency Core Group], [18 May 1983], and Memo, Hill
for Clark, 18 May 1983, sub: Grenada, CJCS files (Vessey), 502B (NSC Memos), RNSC,
NARA-RRPL.

4 Bernard D. Nossiter, “Grenada Premier Establishes ‘Some Sort” of U.S. Rapport,” New
York Times, 10 Jun 1983 (A8, quoted words); Ledeen and Romerstein, eds., Grenada Documents,
doc. 32; George P. Shultz, Turmoil and Triumph, pp. 324-25. In RNSC, NARA-RRPL, see also
Memo, Dam for Reagan, 17 Jun 1983, sub: Meeting with Bishop, Country files (Grenada), vol.
1 (5), box 91,365; Memo, Clark for Reagan, 4 Oct 1983, sub: Grenada, and NSDD 105, Reagan,
4 Oct 1983, sub: Eastern Caribbean Security Policy, NSDD files, box 91,291; and Memo, Clark
for Shultz, 15 Jun 1983, CJCS files (Vessey), 502B (NSC Memos).
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CHAIN OF COMMAND COMPLEXITIES

What was happening at Fort Bragg, North Carolina, located some 530
kilometers south of Washington, D.C., and home of the Army’s main contin-
gency force—the X VIII Airborne Corps and its 82d Airborne Division—would
have a major impact upon subsequent operations on Grenada. On Friday, 14
October 1983, Col. Stephen Silvasy Jr., a 41-year-old graduate of the U.S.
Military Academy (class of 1963) assumed command of the 82d Airborne
Division’s 2d Brigade at Fort Bragg. For Silvasy it was a homecoming. Almost
twenty years earlier, he had joined the division as a platoon leader. He rose
to command a rifle company during the 1965 intervention in the Dominican
Republic, the last contingency operation conducted by the 82d. Afterward,
he served in a variety of assignments away from Fort Bragg, including a tour
in Vietnam with the 101st Airborne Division. Now, for the first time, he had
returned.*

Silvasy’s new brigade had a special mission. As the Army’s strategic ready
force, the XVIII Airborne Corps could dispatch a battalion-size task force
aboard Air Force transports to a destination anywhere in the world within
eighteen hours and follow up with increasingly larger elements. Once the men,
plus equipment and supplies, arrived at their destination, they could, if neces-
sary, parachute onto the objective prepared for combat. This task force was
formed from the 82d Airborne Division’s brigade with the highest state of
readiness, Division Ready Brigade-1. The mission rotated among the three
brigades according to a fixed schedule. As luck would have it, Silvasy’s brigade
had Division Ready Brigade-1 status on 14 October.?’

Yet leading a combat mission was the farthest thing from Silvasy’s mind that
day. Replacing an officer who had led the brigade for nearly three years, he had
much to do and to learn before he would feel comfortable in his new command.
He would have little time, however. Even as he took the flag of the 2d Brigade,
the Grenada intervention was fast approaching. Silvasy would have a scant ten
days to reacquaint himself with his old division before the call came.*®

The field army to which Silvasy returned in 1983 represented a mixture of
the old and the new. The operational chain of command provided one ingredi-
ent of continuity. It remained exactly the same as it had been in 1965, begin-
ning with the president and the secretary of defense (together, the National
Command Authority) and then moving down the hierarchy to the commanders
of the nine unified and specified commands—major multi- and single-service
organizations with a continuing geographical or functional mission created by
the president (see Chart 2). Responsibility for transmitting communications
from the secretary to the nine commanders fell to the Joint Chiefs of Staff

4 Silvasy Resumé, 20 Apr 1988, GenOf files, CMH; Briefing, Silvasy, 8 Dec 1983, Hist files
(Intervs), CMH; “Falcon Brigade Passes Colors to New Commander,” Paraglide, 27 Oct 1983.

47Briefing, Cole, 15 Jul 1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH. This standard media briefing, which
was unclassified, formed the basis for all information about the division’s internal procedures,
including timing.

4 “Falcon Brigade Passes to New Commander,” Paraglide, 27 Oct 1983.
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BEHIND THE SCENES

(JCS). In a time-sensitive crisis, the JCS chairman could represent the Joint
Chiefs in forwarding orders.*

Army General John W. Vessey Jr. had been the chairman of the Joint
Chiefs since June 1982. Because he had spent much of his career learning the
gritty realities of soldiering in the field, one newsman proclaimed him a Mud
Soldier. After enlisting in the Minnesota National Guard in 1939, Vessey had
served in combat with the 34th Infantry Division during World War I, gain-
ing a battlefield commission at Anzio, Italy, in 1944. His subsequent career had
involved much troop duty and slow advancement. He had missed the Korean
war but served in Vietnam. In 1967 his successful defense of Fire Support
Base GoLp against long odds made his reputation. Within eight months the
Army promoted him from lieutenant colonel to colonel and four years later
to brigadier general. He was forty-eight. His rise thereafter was rapid: major
general in 1974, lieutenant general in 1975, and general in 1976. He served
successively as deputy chief of staftf for operations and plans on the Army
Staff, 1975-1976; commander, U.S. Forces, Korea, 1976-1979; and vice chief
of staff, U.S. Army, 1979-1982.%

As chairman, Vessey had sought cooperation between the services and
exerted influence with the Reagan administration behind the scenes rather
than by courting a high public profile either for himself or the Joint Chiefs as
an institution. In particular, he had developed a close personal relationship
with Secretary of Defense Weinberger, who respected his judgment. Vessey
had a dry sense of humor and a way of expressing large truths in understated
epigrams: “Don’t get small units caught in between the forces of history” was
one. The president, too, admired his common sense.’!

Unified commands, which reported to the president and the secretary
of defense through the Joint Chiefs of Staft, constituted the next link in the
joint chain of command. By definition, they contained substantial elements
from two or more services, labeled components. Unified commanders in 1983
exercised only tenuous authority over their component commands in many
key areas: internal administration, discipline, training, logistical support, and
tactical employment. Most control in these realms lay with the subordinate
component commanders. As far as logistics was concerned, law and regula-
tion limited the unified commander to coordinating policies and procedures

4 Alice C. Cole et al., The Department of Defense, pp. 316-24; JCS Pub 2, Unified Action
Armed Forces, 1974, chg. 1, pp. 16-19.

% George C. Wilson, “A ‘Mud Soldier’ for Joint Chiefs,” Washington Post, 5 Mar 1982;
Clay Blair, “Vessey: A Soldier’s Soldier,” Washington Times, 17 May 1982; Richard Halloran,
“A Commanding Voice for the Military,” New York Times Magazine, 15 Jul 1984, pp. 18-25, 52;
Willard J. Webb and Ronald H. Cole, The Chairmen of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, p. 105, 106-07;
George L. MacGarrigle, Combat Operations, pp. 127-32; Vessey Resumé, 30 Sep 1985, GenOff
files, CMH.

St'Wilson, “’“Mud Soldier,”” Washington Post, 5 Mar 1982; Blair, “Vessey,” Washington
Times, 17 May 1982; Halloran, “Commanding Voice,” New York Times Magazine, 15 Jul 1984,
pp. 18-25, 52; Vessey Resumé, 30 Sep 1985, GenOff files, CMH; Caspar W. Weinberger, Fighting
for Peace, p. 120. For the Vessey quotation, see http://www.brainyquote.com/quotes/authority/
john_w_vessey_jr.html.
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General Vessey (sitting ) and the Joint Chiefs

through the component commanders; in this manner he was supposed to
ensure effectiveness and economy and to prevent overlap or duplication of
functions and facilities among the Army, Navy, Air Force, and Marine units of
his command. Many unified commanders believed, however, that coordination
did not give them sufficient authority to achieve those objectives. In their view
the service departments in Washington exercised more influence than they did
over the actions of the component commanders.>?

In an emergency involving something less than his entire operational area,
a unified commander normally created an ad hoc joint task force with two or
more elements from different services to accomplish a specific, limited objec-
tive in a relatively brief period of time. Because the Joint Chiefs of Staff con-
sidered missions that involved centralized direction of logistics inappropriate
for operations of short duration, the JTF commanders’ logistical responsibili-
ties remained circumscribed. Each coordinated and controlled the logistics of
his subordinate commanders only enough to meet needs essential to achieving
his mission. The service elements determined their own logistical requirements
and largely established their own priorities.*

In the event of a crisis requiring a commitment of forces from the con-
tinental United States, the Joint Chiefs of Staff, acting in the name of the

32JCS Pub 2, Unified Action Armed Forces, 1974, chg. 1, pp. 38, 47, 49; R. Cole et al.,
Unified Command Plan, pp. 37-91.
33JCS Pub 2, Unified Action Armed Forces, 1974, chg. 1, pp. 51-52.
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secretary of defense, would assign the necessary units to a designated unified
commander (see Chart 2 ). The Joint Staff, acting in accord with a formal pro-
cedure known as the Crisis Action System, would develop a force list of the
units needed and inform U.S. Readiness Command, which then would notify
the respective units and at the appropriate time pass them to the operational
control of the command that would use them.**

Located at MacDill Air Force Base, Florida, and commanded by Army
General Wallace H. Nutting, Readiness Command was the joint headquar-
ters that controlled the U.S. strategic reserve consisting of only Army and Air
Forces units in the continental United States. Its mission included responsibil-
ity for developing joint doctrine to guide the actions of elements of two or
more military services working in conjunction to achieve a common objective.
With the doctrine in hand, it was expected to organize and train joint task
forces to execute missions in an appropriate fashion. Finally, when ordered by
the president (as conveyed by the Joint Chiefs of Staff), Readiness Command
was either to conduct operations or to pass forces to the relevant unified com-
mander. Despite having identified discrepancies between Army and Air Force
doctrine and having tested solutions successfully, it had never become the pow-
erful advocate of joint doctrine envisioned by its early supporters because it
lacked the authority to impose solutions. As a result, authoritative statements
on doctrine remained the preserve of the individual services. The command
could only forward issues to the Joint Chiefs of Staff for negotiation, and
because the Joint Chiefs followed the rule of unanimity, the negotiations often
went nowhere.*

Army units in the continental United States, such as the XVIII Airborne
Corps and the divisions it controlled, came under the U.S. Army Forces
Command. Headquartered at Fort McPherson, Georgia, and commanded by
General Richard E. Cavazos, a tough, no-nonsense infantryman, it had the
primary mission to train units in Army doctrine, and in doing so reported
directly to Headquarters, Department of the Army. At the same time, when
activated, it was the Army component of Readiness Command and thus pre-
pared Army units for joint operations. Its Air Force counterpart, the U.S. Air
Force Tactical Air Command at Langley Air Force Base, Virginia, had a simi-
lar dual responsibility.>

A predominantly naval entity with no Army and very few Air Force units
assigned on a permanent basis, Atlantic Command was responsible for con-
tingency operations in the Caribbean, among other regions. Its commander
also served as commander of the U.S. Atlantic Fleet and as Supreme Allied
Commander, Atlantic, a North Atlantic Treaty Organization position. Having

** AFSC Pub 2B10, Organization and Command Relationships, 1981, and AFSC Pub 1,
Joint Staff Officers Guide, 1980, copies in CMH.

3 JCS Pub 1, DoD Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, 1979, s.v. “doctrine
(DOD, TADB)”; John W. Partin, United States Readiness Command|Joint Deployment Agency
Command History, 1983-1984, pp. 1-24. See also Interv, Monclova and Lang with Adams, 5-8
May 1975, SrOffOHist files, CMH.

% Partin, Readiness Command, 1:1-24.
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Atlantic Command headquarters building (2010 photograph)

one man hold three demanding posts simultaneously, noted one former incum-
bent, meant that he lacked the time and energy to deal with any one of them to
the degree that it demanded. His staff was also overstretched: It functioned as
the staff of both Atlantic Command and the Atlantic Fleet. Given these dual
responsibilities, it focused largely on naval operations. The staff consisted of
Navy and Marine Corps officers, with only a few representatives of the Army
and Air Force added to provide a joint perspective.®’

In October 1983 a veteran Navy fighter pilot, Admiral Wesley L. McDonald,
was at the helm of Atlantic Command. A 1946 graduate of the U.S. Naval
Academy, McDonald completed flight training in 1950 and flew the first gen-
eration of Navy jets that served with the fleet. By August 1964 he was the com-
mander of Naval Attack Squadron 56 and during the Gulf of Tonkin inci-
dent led the initial strike on North Vietnam, for which he received the Navy
Cross. A series of staff and line appointments culminated six years later in his

7 AnHistRpt, CinC, LANTCOM, 1983, pp. vii-ix, Archives files, CMH; Charles K.
Duncan, “The Reminiscences of Admiral Charles K. Duncan,” Memoir, 4:1662-98; Memo,
Hirrel for author, [22 May 2007], Hist files (PDocs/Misc), CMH.
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receiving command of a carrier, the USS Coral Sea. Promoted to vice admiral
in July 1977, he assumed command of U.S. Second Fleet, which was assigned
to Atlantic Command. Two years later he moved to Washington as a deputy
chief of naval operations. He took over in Norfolk in September 1982.%

A crisis might require Atlantic Command to direct Army or Air Force
units. In that circumstance, the commanders of Forces Command and Tactical
Air Command would normally become McDonald’s component commanders,
adding yet another possible joint assignment to their duties. In this role they
became commanders of U.S. Army, Atlantic, and U.S. Air Force, Atlantic,
respectively. In addition to these two entities, activated only for training or in
times of danger, one other permanent headquarters that reported to Atlantic
Command might figure in a regional emergency—U.S. Forces, Caribbean,
which succeeded both the standing joint task force and the Antilles Command.
A subordinate unified command, it collected intelligence, prepared plans, and
conducted operations, if necessary, in the Caribbean. In 1983 R. Adm. Ralph
R. Hedges headed this organization—essentially a staff without forces under
its control—from its headquarters in Key West.*

In an emergency Admiral McDonald could also draw assistance from
another subordinate unified command not normally assigned to him—the
Joint Special Operations Command established at Fort Bragg by the Joint
Chiefs in late 1980 in the wake of the hostage crisis in Iran to control future
military efforts involving special operations units from more than one service.
If a unified commander decided that he needed such forces, the Joint Chiefs
would assign the command to him for the duration of the contingency not
only to plan and conduct intelligence gathering behind enemy lines but also
to direct missions or raids in concert with any assigned conventional forces.
Army Maj. Gen. Richard A. Scholtes headed the Joint Special Operations
Command in October 1983. An officer with an extensive background in mech-
anized infantry, he had also served as an assistant division commander in the
82d Airborne Division from 1979 to 1980.%°

In the event of a crisis requiring the dispatch of a large Army contingent,
the XVIII Airborne Corps commander might act as the JTF commander, as
the ground commander under the JTF commander, or simply as a corps com-
mander under the ground commander. The area of operations, the capabilities
of the enemy, the mission of the force, and the number of troops deployed

% Memo, OoflInfo, U.S. Navy, 3 May 1974, sub: R Adm Wesley L. McDonald, Archives
files, NHHC; “Navy Pilots Tell of Raids,” New York Times, 11 Aug 1964; “NATO Reports
Appointment of Its Top Naval Commander,” New York Times, 14 Aug 1982; List, Cdrs, Second
Fleet, Hist files (PDocs/Bios), CMH; E-mail, Knechtmann to author, 20 Feb 2008, Hist files
(PDocs/Misc), CMH.

¥“Officer Named To Lead Caribbean Task Force,” New York Times, 3 Oct 1979; AnHistRpt,
CinC, LANTCOM, 1983, p. XIV-7, Archives files, CMH.

¢ Charlie A. Beckwith and Donald Knox, Delta Force, pp. 260-65; Francis J. Kelly, U.S.
Army Special Forces, 1961-1971, pp. 3—-18; David W. Hogan Jr., Rangers or Elite Infantry? pp.
218-19; Susan L. Marquis, Unconventional Warfare, pp. 60-90; Scholtes Resumé, 15 Jul 1982,
GenOff files, CMH; JCS Pub 1, DoD Dictionary of Military and Associated Terms, 1979, s.v.
“direct action mission (unconventional warfare).”
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would determine the corps commander’s role. The 82d Airborne Division, the
101st Airborne Division (a helicopter-rich air assault division), and the 24th
Infantry Division (a mechanized division with a large complement of tanks
and infantry fighting vehicles) were the large units he was most likely to direct
in combat because he supervised their training in peacetime. His command
relationship with any special operations forces rested upon the same circum-
stances that dictated the number and type of divisions and that might vary
significantly from one situation to another.

In 1983, although outside the operational chain of command, the
Departments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force raised and trained units, devel-
oped doctrine, and provided the necessary administrative and logistical support
to forces in the field. The Department of the Army, in particular, bore heavy
responsibility for sustaining organizations in extended ground combat, not only
providing for its own units but also furnishing common items of supply for
those of other services. The U.S. Army Materiel Development and Readiness
Command, located in Alexandria, Virginia, and commanded by General Donald
R. Keith, oversaw the entire spectrum of Army logistics, including the develop-
ment, testing, purchase, storage, distribution, repair, and disposal of weapons,
equipment, and supplies. For forces deployed in contingency operations, the key
subordinate command in this logistical organization was the U.S. Army Depot
System Command at Chambersburg, Pennsylvania, led by Maj. Gen. Henry H.
Harper. It provided the materiel reserves to sustain ground operations.®

In 1983 the services were largely self-contained entities—or stovepipes, to
borrow a word that later became popular with analysts—and thus inward look-
ing and highly responsive to their respective doctrines and needs. The Army
and Air Force enjoyed relatively good relations based on frequently training
together, but cooperation between the Army and the Navy remained tentative
and sporadic, with neither service having much understanding of the other’s
needs and capabilities. Even though the Joint Chiefs of Staff had created exer-
cises in which all the services participated, the Navy worked much more com-
fortably with the Marine Corps than with the Army. In a sense, the blue water
headquarters that was Atlantic Command demonstrated just how far all the
services had to go to effectively conduct joint operations.®

CARIBBEAN CONCEPT PLAN

Joint doctrine envisioned a spectrum of conflict in which a unified com-
mander might have to conduct military operations. It could range from a

' Interv, Bishop with Mackmull, 29 Nov 1983, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

2A. Cole et al., Department of Defense, pp. 320-22; Donald R. Keith, “Logistics Initiatives
Back Fighting Force of 80s-90s,” pp. 66-76; AMCHO, “Brief History of Army Depots, Part
I1,” Paper, 2000, printed copy in Hist files (SStudies), CMH.

% On Army-Air Force cooperation, see Richard G. Davis, The 31 Initiatives, pp. 65-87.
Even the contemporary critics were service oriented: Richard A. Gabriel and Paul L. Savage,
Crisis in Command, pp. 159-76; James Fallows, National Defense, pp. 171-84; and Richard A.
Gabriel, Military Incompetence, pp. 187-99. For the current usage of stovepipes, see Mark A.
Olinger, Logistics and the Combatant Commander: Meeting the Challenge, Land Warfare Papers,
no. 68 (Arlington, Va.: Institute of Land Warfare, 2008), p. 4.
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noncombat environment, with no armed enemy, for example, disaster assis-
tance, through full-scale nuclear war. Given the various gradations of possible
combat and the wide expanse of places where a commander might have to
send his forces, it was impracticable, even for a large, professionally trained
military establishment, to prepare equally well for all situations. Joint doctrine
recognized this dilemma and anticipated three potential types of campaigns.
The easiest contingencies to execute—at least until friendly forces came in con-
tact with the enemy—were those for which detailed operational plans already
existed. These plans would need only minor revisions before the commander
could issue orders implementing them. Circumstances in which a staff had
completed some planning represented a middle range of preparation that
required considerably more work before the commander could issue orders.
Totally unanticipated situations constituted by far the most difficult cases
because no plans existed for them.®

Atlantic Command’s staff had given some thought to the possibility of
conducting operations in the Caribbean, but conditions had not appeared
pressing enough to prepare specific operational plans for particular Caribbean
islands. Instead, in 1975 the command had prepared a broad outline adapt-
able to any small island. It was known as Concept Plan 2360. A 30 March
1983 revision, apparently prepared simply as a matter of routine, assumed an
armed intervention in a number of countries, one of which was Grenada, to
support U.S. or Organization of American States interests “endangered by a
deterioration of the political environment.” It provided a range of options that
extended from evacuation of U.S. nationals to large-scale ground interven-
tion. If a major operation became necessary, overall operational control would
rest with the commander of U.S. Forces, Caribbean, who would then serve as
the commander of Joint Task Force 140. Once the Americans had established
themselves ashore, the commander of U.S. ground forces—to be designated
Joint Task Force 149—would exercise operational control.®

In his role as the head of Atlantic Command’s Army component, General
Cavazos had multiple responsibilities under 2360 as he would have had in any
plan that Atlantic Command had to execute. He and his staff would prepare
for the logistical and administrative support of Army forces in accordance
with the plan and any directives from the Department of the Army. He would
assign an Army officer to serve as the JTF 149 commander and assist in the
development of a ground plan to support the Atlantic Command design. In
March 1983 Cavazos selected the X VIII Airborne Corps commander, Lt. Gen.
Jack V. Mackmull, as both the JTF 149 commander and as the Army com-
ponent commander under Joint Task Force 140. In the latter role Mackmull
would not only orchestrate the introduction and sequencing of Army forces
into the area of operations but also oversee their administrative and logisti-
cal support. In accord with current doctrine, he would delegate direction of

¢ AFSC Pub 1, 1980, copy in CMH.

% Concept Plan 2360-83, LANTCOM, 30 Mar 1983, Grenada files, CmdHO,
FORSCOM. Numbers were arbitrarily assigned to the joint task forces depending upon parent
headquarters.
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General Mackmull General Trobaugh

tactical operations to his senior ground force subordinate so that he could
concentrate on these broader responsibilities.®

Atlantic Command normally held one biannual joint exercise, typically in
odd-numbered years, that involved large numbers of Army and Air Force as
well as Navy and Marine units. Known by a variety of names since its incep-
tion in the 1960s, it was by the mid-1970s called SoLip SHIELD. Each individual
exercise held after 1973 carried the last two digits of the year in which it was
conducted. Beginning in the early 1970s, the exercise was staged in the Carolina
low country. In his role as commander of Atlantic Command, Admiral Charles
K. Duncan had proposed shifting the site to Puerto Rico to test the logistical
support more realistically by forcing Army and Air Force units to move some
distance from their established bases. The Air Force did not concur, citing bud-
getary reasons, and the exercises remained in the Carolinas.®’

In November 1981 Atlantic Command had practiced a scenario involving
a hostage rescue during SoLip SHIELD 81. In this hypothetical crisis, a hostile
power known as Costa had first threatened and then invaded a smaller coun-

®Tbid.; AFSC Pub 1, 1980, copy in CMH; Interv, Bishop with Mackmull, 29 Nov 1983,
Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

¢ Leo P. Hirrel, with William R. McClintock, United States Atlantic Command Fiftieth
Anniversary, 1947-1997, pp. 26-27; Memo, Hirrel for author, [22 May 2007], Hist files
(PDocs/Misc), CMH; Interv, Mason with Train, 3 Nov 1976, Archives files, NHHC; Duncan,
“Reminiscences,” Memoir, 4:1695-97.
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try named Ventura, with the United States intervening on behalf of Ventura.
As the XVIII Airborne Corps commander, with the 82d and 101st Airborne
Divisions participating, General Mackmull filled the roles of U.S. Forces,
Ventura, commander and Army Forces commander. In May 1983, during
Sorip SHIELD 83, Atlantic Command repeated the exercise. The command
carefully stipulated that the exercise was not intended to test any particular
operational or concept plan but only to practice general contingency opera-
tions. This time, while Mackmull once again acted as the U.S. Forces, Ventura,
commander, 82d Airborne Division commander Maj. Gen. James J. Lindsay
served as the Army Forces commander for much of the exercise. The separa-
tion of responsibilities proved problematic. Lindsay’s division headquarters, in
the view of some observers, lacked sufficient staffing to handle the additional
tasks. Mackmull was dissatisfied with the results and consequently repeated
the command relationships aspects of the program in a field training exercise
for the 82d Airborne Division shortly after the arrival in June 1983 of a new
division commander, Maj. Gen. Edward L. Trobaugh. Trobaugh later admit-
ted that the results of the second exercise were also unsatisfactory. He believed,
however, that all the problems could be solved.®

XVIII AIRBORNE CORPS

Since 1958 the X VIII Airborne Corps had been the key Army headquarters
for executing contingency operations. The idea the corps embodied was even
older. The concept of using Army units in the continental United States as a
ready reserve dated back at least to the reforms of Secretary of War Elihu Root
following the War with Spain. In the immediate aftermath of World War II the
Army had created a Strategic Striking Force, later redesignated the General
Reserve, and for the first time had identified specific higher headquarters to
prepare and lead such units in battle. The Army envisioned that the bulk of
these troops would move to an area of operations by ship, but the force none-
theless included at least one airborne division. In 1958 the service replaced
the General Reserve with the Strategic Army Corps. Consisting of the XVIII
Airborne Corps headquarters, its supporting units, and four (later three) divi-
sions, the new organization was designed to control the movement by air of
Army fire brigades to trouble spots throughout the world. In that capacity,
both the XVIII Airborne Corps and 82d Airborne Division had played major
roles in the 1965 intervention in the Dominican Republic.®

By 1983 the corps had become a very different organization from its
World War II or even Korean war configuration. During those conflicts the
corps had functioned strictly as a tactical headquarters, with logistical and

% Intervs, Bishop with Mackmull, 29 Nov 1983, and with Trobaugh, 30 Nov 1983, plus
Pirnie with T. D. Smith, 3 Apr 1985, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

® Memo, Todd for Wright, 13 Jan 2008, CofS, Army, Misc Recs, 1907-1916, RG 165,
NARA-CP; Memo, Edwards for CGs, ASF, AAF, AGF, 8 Sep 1945, sub: Strategic Striking
Force and the Inactivation of Units, Army-AG Classified Dec. File, 1943-1945, 322 (9-8-45),
RG 407, NARA-CP; Vernon R. Rawie, “STRAC,” pp. 43-47; Bruce Palmer Jr., Intervention in
the Caribbean, pp. 1-11.
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administrative units clustered in divisions and field armies. This arrangement
had remained standard doctrine throughout the war in Vietnam, but no corps
had deployed to Southeast Asia. Instead, an improvised headquarters called
a field force had filled that slot in the chain of command. Unlike the corps,
it had directed logistical as well as tactical units. Although field forces disap-
peared from the Army’s lexicon at the end of the war, the Army reorganized
the corps so that it was a field force in all but name. It became the main external
source of supplies, equipment, and transportation for the divisions it directed.
At lower levels this new arrangement was well understood by everyone because
it was a part of soldiers’ everyday life and training. Arguably, as the Grenada
intervention approached in October, some senior officers, because of the par-
ticular pattern of their careers, had not internalized the new doctrine in their
thinking and thus lacked such intimate experience with the change.”

During General Creighton W. Abrams’ tour as chief of staff from 1972
to 1974, the Army had increased the total number of its divisions, but over-
all troop strength had declined because of budgetary cuts. The Army Staff
had achieved this apparent sleight of hand by moving combat service sup-
port units from the active force to the reserves, by abolishing field armies in
the continental United States (at least in peacetime), and by consolidating
many of the remaining corps-level combat service support units. As a result of
these actions, many divisions in the active force—but not those in the XVIII
Airborne Corps—could not go to war unless the Army mobilized key reserve
units. Even the XVIII Airborne Corps could benefit from some roundout from
the reserves.”!

Under the new organizational arrangements, the XVIII Airborne Corps
provided command and control for up to five divisions and various corps
support units. In 1983, under General Mackmull, the corps controlled
five maneuver formations: the 82d Airborne Division; the 24th Infantry
Division; the 101st Airborne Division, whose men entered combat by heli-
copter rather than by parachute; the 194th Armored Brigade; and the 197th
Infantry Brigade. It supported these formations with several more tradi-
tional brigade-size units—the 18th Field Artillery Brigade, the 35th Signal
Brigade, the 20th Engineer Brigade, the 16th Military Police Group, and
the 525th Military Intelligence Group—and with the division-equivalent Ist
Support Command. The 18th Field Artillery Brigade tactically controlled
and supervised three attached field artillery battalions equipped with 155-
mm. towed howitzers; its mission was to reinforce the fire of division artil-
lery. The 35th Signal Brigade, with more sophisticated signal equipment
than found in divisions, linked corps main with both the forward tactical
and rear command posts; its communications assets included satellite radio,
facsimile, and automatic data-processing links both to higher commands

"William Westmoreland, A Soldier Reports, pp. 187-88; Robert L. Burke, “Corps Logistics
Planning in Vietnam,” Military Review, pp. 3—11; Intervs, author with F. Perkins, 14 Jul and 4
Aug 1986, and Hicks with Kelly, 18 Nov 1983, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

"Hntervs, author with F. Perkins, 14 Jul and 4 Aug 1986, and Hicks with Kelly, 18 Nov
1983, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.
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and to the divisions assigned to the corps. The 20th Engineer Brigade could
both reinforce existing engineer capabilities in the divisions and provide more
specialized skills (such as mapmaking), utilities repair (such as water, elec-
trical, and natural gas systems), firefighting, and bridge building; its 548th
Engineer Battalion was equipped with massive land-transportable construc-
tion equipment and its 618th Engineer Company (normally attached to the
82d Airborne Division) with air-transportable bulldozers, which augmented
the 548th’s ability to clear and construct forward airfields. As with the 20th
Engineer Brigade, the 16th Military Police Group and the 525th Military
Intelligence Group provided provost marshal and intelligence competencies
not found within a division. Supervision of these support units normally
fell to the deputy commander, who acted as the direct representative of the
corps commander (see Chart 3)."

By 1983 the corps had consolidated its command-and-control elements, two
smaller combat units, and one combat service support unit under an intermedi-
ate provisional headquarters dubbed The Dragon Brigade, an organizational
innovation that relieved the corps commander and his staff of considerable
administrative detail. The command-and-control elements included the corps
headquarters and headquarters company, an air traffic control battalion, and
a public affairs detachment. The combat units consisted of the 3d Battalion,
68th Air Defense Artillery, and the 269th Aviation Battalion, which augmented
divisional troop-lift capabilities. The 1st Chemical Detachment, essentially a
staff element, advised the corps commander on nuclear, biological, and chemi-
cal warfare issues and developed corps-level plans in these areas.”

As corps commander, General Mackmull was a shrewd and magnetic
leader who had a wealth of experience with Army aviation and airborne units.
A 1950 West Point graduate, he had served as the General Staff secretary
at the U.S. Army Aviation Center and School at Fort Rucker, Alabama, in
the early 1960s, when that organization was the chief institutional advocate
for the creation of an airmobile division. Moving to Fort Bragg in 1964, he
assumed command of the 13th Aviation Battalion and deployed with that unit
to Vietnam. On his second tour in Vietnam, Mackmull commanded the 164th
Aviation Group of the 1st Aviation Brigade; on his third and final tour he
became commander of the brigade itself, the last major Army combat unit
to leave Vietnam. In the mid-1970s he served as an assistant division com-
mander of the 101st Airborne Division. He subsequently had back-to-back
tours at Fort Bragg, first as chief of staff, XVIII Airborne Corps, and then
as commander of the John F. Kennedy Center for Military Assistance, which
gave him a tie to the special operations forces community. Following a stint in

20rg Chart, XVIII Abn Corps and Fort Bragg, 11 Jan 1983, Hist files (Graphics), CMH;
Interv, author with Schroeder, 2 Jun 1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH. See also TOE 6-401H, 21
Jun 1972, chg. 16; TOE 52-2H, 20 Jun 1974, chg. 17; TOE 19-262H, 30 Sep 1974, chg. 17, TOE
5-5101H, 16 Aug 1976, chg. 15; TOE 11-412H, 29 Mar 1978, chg. 11. All in TOE files, CMH.

3 AnHistRpt, XVIIT Abn Corps, 1 Oct 1982 to 30 Sep 1983, pp. 9-10, Archives files, CMH;
FORSCOM PO 99-6, 1st Chemical Det, 9 Jul 1980, OrgHist files, CMH; TOE 3-500H, 24 Jul
1972, Archives files, MHI.
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Chart 3—Organization of XVIII Airborne Corps, October 1983
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command of the 101st Airborne Division, Mackmull assumed command of
the XVIII Airborne Corps in August 1981.7

For day-to-day corps business, Mackmull relied on his deputy, Brig. Gen.
Jack B. Farris Jr.; a chief of staff; and the standard General Staff sections.
General Farris had followed a more conventional career in the Infantry, but
his experiences complemented Mackmull’s varied background. Most of his
troop assignments had been in mechanized units, but he had served three
airborne tours—as a platoon and company commander in the 82d Airborne
Division early in the 1960s, as the senior adviser with a South Vietnamese
airborne infantry battalion from May 1965 to July 1966, and as commander
of a battalion of the 173d Airborne Brigade in Vietnam from April 1970 until
April 1971. In July 1983, following command of a training brigade, service as
an assistant division commander in the 4th Infantry Division, and two years as
deputy director for deployment, U.S. Joint Deployment Agency, MacDill Air
Force Base, Florida, he arrived at Fort Bragg to become General Mackmull’s
deputy.”

Army doctrine envisioned that the speed, complexity, and lethality of the
modern battlefield might require a corps headquarters to divide its command
post into three separate entities, dubbed the tactical, main, and rear command
posts. The tactical command post would be the farthest forward of the three,
located within the combat zone so that the commander could easily control
his subordinate units and directly influence the battle. Its small size would
allow him to direct the battle while remaining as inconspicuous to the enemy
as possible. The senior operations officer (the G—3) usually organized and ran
the tactical command post, drawing personnel from the intelligence (G-2) and
G-3 sections and from such other staff specialties as fire support, tactical air
control, and air defense artillery. Normally, he included at least one junior
representative from the staff logistical (G—4) section. This individual, however,
functioned primarily as a liaison officer to corps main, as officers referred to
the main command post. He kept the logistical planners at corps main up to
date on changing supply requirements during combat.’

Located beyond the battle area, corps main contained the bulk of the staff
and sizeable contingents from the four major staft sections: personnel, intelli-
gence, operations, and logistics. Normally, the senior G-1, G-2, and G4 offi-
cers took station at this site. Organized and run by the corps chief of staff, the
main command post focused on sustaining current operations and on plan-
ning for future ones.”

The rear command post, headed by the deputy corps commander, included
the entire civil-military operations (G—5) section, as well as representatives from
the G-1 and G—4 sections; from the offices of the adjutant general, inspector

#Mackmull Resumé, 25 Nov 1983, GenOff files, CMH. On Mackmull’s Vietnam service,
see Interv, Franus with Mackmull, 6 Jun 1969, VNIT files, CMH.

> Farris Resumé, 17 Jun 1988, GenOff files, CMH.

FM 100-5, Operations, Aug 1982, pp. 7-7 to 7-25, and FM 101-5, Staff Organization and
Operations, May 1984, pp. 8-4 to 8-5.

"FM 101-5, May 1984, p. 8-5.
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general, judge advocate general, and provost marshal; and from Military Airlift
Command. Typically, this command post provided command and control for
any administrative and logistical support units assigned to the corps.”

CORPS LOGISTICS SYSTEM

The ways in which corps were organized to perform their newly acquired
logistical functions were very much a product of how senior Army leaders
envisioned the next war (see Diagram 1). Reflecting those views, Army doc-
trine in 1983 focused on a major ground force encounter with the Soviets in
Central Europe. Its authors believed battle would occur within a well-defined
combat zone that was much deeper and less linear than ever before. As in
both world wars and Korea, divisions would occupy the forward area of the
combat zone while corps would be responsible for the rear. In this context a
corps support command would provide equipment, supplies, and services to
nondivisional units located in the corps area, a process referred to as direct
support. The support command’s primary mission, known as general sup-
port, was to keep division-level logistical units farther forward supplied so
that they could furnish direct support to all units operating within their areas
of responsibility. It also could provide more sophisticated maintenance ser-
vices than those available in the divisions. In civilian terms, it operated both
as a retailer for corps units and as a wholesaler for the divisions under the
corps’ direction.”

The Ist Support Command performed the main logistical mission in X VIII
Airborne Corps (see Chart 4). Led by Col. William J. Richardson Jr., a vet-
eran airborne logistician nearing retirement, the unit included a medical bri-
gade, a transportation battalion, a provisional headquarters operations sup-
port battalion, a personnel and administration battalion, and a support group
with a supply and service battalion and a maintenance battalion. The supply
and service battalion offered a wider range of services than those available in
any of the divisions; it included, for example, the 101st Chemical Company
that among other things provided showers to decontaminate both soldiers and
equipment in the event of a nuclear, biological, or chemical attack. The main-
tenance battalion illustrated the relative weight the command gave to direct as
opposed to general support; its two companies received and executed repair
assignments from one of the divisions assigned to the corps as a supplement
to the division’s own maintenance assets and returned any equipment they
repaired to the originating unit. At the same time, six materiel maintenance
centers provided technical advice and general support maintenance—that is,
they supported the entire corps. They repaired items either too badly damaged
for the quick turnaround demanded in divisional areas or that required more
sophisticated tools and techniques than available there. Each center was orga-
nized around a particular specialty, such as the combat vehicle and armament

"1bid., pp. 8-5 to 8-6.

Org Chart, XVIIT Abn Corps and Fort Bragg, 11 Jan 1983, Hist files (Graphics), CMH;
TOE 54-22H, 28 Jul 1978, TOE files, CMH; Erwin M. Graham Jr., “The Emerging Logistics
System,” p. 4.
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Chart 4—Organization of 1st Support Command, October 1983
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center, which meant that the mechanics available had developed great exper-
tise in their particular area. Working within guidelines and priorities com-
municated to the command by the corps staff, Colonel Richardson exercised
control of logistical operations through a materiel management center and a
movement control center that both made extensive use of computers.*

The advent of computers and their role in Army logistics represented one
of the changes at Fort Bragg since Colonel Silvasy’s last tour. During fiscal
year 1980 the corps had received upgraded computer capacity in the form of
an IBM 370 mainframe. Used to run programs that tracked repair parts, sup-
plies, and personnel, it had high reliability, multiprogramming capabilities, and
greater capacity than the IBM 360 that it replaced. Like the 360, it was mobile
in name only because it required a C-5A to move the entire van-mounted cen-
tral processing unit and ancillary equipment. Standard procedure in the corps
was to leave the computer on post during deployments and send information
back to Bragg, where it could be entered on IBM punch cards and fed into the
machine.®!

With field armies gone, corps support commands obtained supplies by
communicating directly with the Army’s logistical system in the continental
United States. The commands monitored the movement of requisitioned equip-
ment and supplies from depots until they reached the ordering unit, a process
logisticians called throughput. When the supplies went from the source to the
consumer bypassing one or more of the traditional echelons of supply, logisti-
cians referred to this as throughput distribution. A product of the reforms intro-
duced in the early 1970s based on experience in Vietnam, the approach in its
ideal state sought to bypass all the intermediate levels and ship materiel directly
from the source to the user. As a corollary, the reformers anticipated that most
resupply would be pull rather push. Users would order supplies and equipment
based on their actual needs rather than have superior echelons anticipate their
requirements and ship materiel in advance. This, of course, presupposed the
existence of timely detailed communications between logistical units in an area
of operations and depots in the continental United States.®?

CONTINGENCY FORCES

While contingency plans and the operational chain of command repre-
sented constants in Colonel Silvasy’s world, the Army’s contingency forces

8 Graham, “Emerging Logistics System,” pp. 4-5. For comments about Richardson’s expe-
rience, see Intervs, Bishop with Mackmull, 29 Nov 1983, and Oland with W. Richardson, 3 Mar
1988, Hist files (Intervs), CMH; FM 100-5, Aug 1982, pp. 5-1 to 5-11, 7-1 to 7-17; TOE 3-87H7,
29 Jul 1977, TOE files, CMH.

8! Interv, Bishop with Mackmull, 29 Nov 1983, Hist files (Intervs), CMH; Cocke et al.,
comps., DA Hist Sum, FY1980, p. 65. On the IBM 370, see http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/
IBM_System/370.

82 Cocke et al., comps., DA Hist Sum, FY1980, p. 65; Rpt, Joint Logistics Review Board,
[1 Mar 1970], sub: Logistic Support in the Vietnam Era, vol. 1, p. 69, copy in 228.01 HRC 334
Boards, Joint Logistics Review, Archives files, CMH; Joseph M. Heiser Jr., Logistic Support,
pp. 49-51; AR 310-25, Dictionary of United States Army Terms, 1977, chg. 1, s.v. “throughput
distribution.”
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had changed markedly between 1965 and 1983. In 1965 Army airborne forces
had consisted of two divisions and various smaller units. All were general-
purpose forces that shared the same ground combat mission with other Army
units yet were unique in how they arrived in combat. In 1983 these forces still
existed, but in reduced numbers. Two specialized airborne units had joined
them: ranger battalions and a company-size counterterrorist unit. The old
and new formations had one salient trait in common: seizing an objective by
parachute against opposition. Together with Fleet Marine Forces (Atlantic/
Pacific), they provided the nation with a forced-entry capability.

Within Fleet Marine Forces, the smallest air-ground task force that was
most readily available in a crisis situation was a marine amphibious unit, oper-
ating from a Navy amphibious squadron. Typically, in 1983, a marine amphibi-
ous unit consisted of a battalion landing team, the ground maneuver element; a
composite helicopter squadron, which provided troop lift, gunfire support, and
a limited capability to resupply by air over short distances; a service support
group, which handled logistics; and a small headquarters group. At the battal-
ion landing team’s core was a marine infantry battalion, 824 officers and men,
recently reorganized to enhance its firepower (134 grenade launchers, 32 Dragon
antitank weapons, and 8.50-caliber machine guns) and mobility (52 jeeps). With
afield artillery battery and other mission-dictated specialized units attached, the
landing team could conduct helicopter or surface amphibious assaults or some
combination of the two. This flexible organization gave Fleet Marine Forces,
in the words of historian Allan R. Millett, those “capabilities dear to military
planners—‘mobility,” ‘flexibility,” ‘versatility, and ‘readiness.””’’

Each type of contingency force offered advantages and disadvantages.
Marine units, supported and supplied from the sea, usually had some heavy
equipment (such as tanks) and, in conjunction with the Navy, enjoyed a robust
logistical support package as long as they did not venture too far from the
coast. Yet what they gained in tactical and logistical robustness they paid for in
the loss of strategic mobility, for they could approach a crisis area and reinforce
units once in theater only as fast as the ships that carried them could steam.
Conversely, airborne forces traveled by air and moved as light as possible, nor-
mally carrying three days of supplies—or, in Army parlance, their basic load.
Extended operations depended upon how quickly they could build up a sup-
port base in-country. They could respond more quickly and traverse greater
distances, and their points of entry were not restricted to coastal areas. Once
on the ground, however, their mobility was limited largely to march speed. And
lacking heavy weapons, they were vulnerable to a better equipped enemy.*

In 1983 the Army’s Ranger organization consisted of two units—the
Ist Battalion, 75th Infantry, at Hunter Army Airfield, Georgia, and the 2d
Battalion, 75th Infantry, at Fort Lewis, Washington. Lt. Col. Wesley B. Taylor

8 E-mail, Melson to author, 25 Mar 2010, Hist files (PDocs/Misc), CMH; Ronald H.
Spector, U.S. Marines in Grenada, 1983, pp. 1-2; Allan R. Millett, Semper Fidelis, pp. 54748
(quoted words).

8 James A. Huston, Out of the Blue, pp. 47-64; Interv, author with Cleary, 14 Jul 1986, Hist
files (Intervs), CMH.
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Jr. commanded the former; Lt. Col. Ralph L. Hagler Jr., the latter. As with all
officers assigned to ranger battalions, they both had already completed suc-
cessful tours of duty in similar positions with nonranger units.®

Resembling standard airborne infantry battalions, the ranger battalions
consisted of a headquarters, a headquarters company, and three ranger com-
panies. The companies were somewhat larger than their airborne infantry
counterparts and equipped with more machine guns and recoilless rifles but
with fewer and lighter mortars. The larger size of the ranger battalions allowed
them to control more ground than the airborne battalions, a particularly valu-
able trait in broken terrain. Conversely, because the ranger battalions were
designed to operate independently and because the airborne battalions were
part of a larger combined arms team, the latter could generate more combat
power by drawing on both internal and external sources.

The ranger battalions’ wartime missions were to plan and conduct long-
range reconnaissances, raids, ambushes, and attacks against key targets. Their
men could maneuver in all types of terrain under all kinds of climatic condi-
tions and enter and depart combat areas stealthily whether by air, land, or sea.
Designed to operate independently for only short periods of time, ranger battal-
ions contained little logistical capacity of their own. Each possessed the modest
planning capability provided by a typical battalion logistical (S—4) section and
the limited medical support offered by a battalion aid station. As a result, these
units could fight as conventional infantry only if higher headquarters provided
the artillery, armor, aviation, engineer, signal, intelligence, military police, and
logistical assets found in standard organizations.

Much of ranger training focused on airborne and air assaults, with a spe-
cial concentration on the seizure of airfields. Unlike the 82d Airborne Division
that emphasized a wide range of general-purpose assignments in its prepara-
tions, the Rangers stressed a few special missions. As a result, by devoting
considerable thought, planning, and training to these commando efforts, they
achieved a great degree of proficiency.’

Although the concept of ranger operations originated during the early
colonial period, ranger units had existed in the modern U.S. Army only from
1942. Since then, they had experienced a checkered history as the Army strug-
gled with the related questions of whether it needed such elite units and, if so,
how best to organize and employ them. They had functioned as independent
battalions in World War II, divisional companies in Korea, and long-range
reconnaissance patrols in Vietnam. The possibility of Soviet intervention in
the Middle East during the latter stages of the Yom Kippur War of 1973 had
raised the issue of how quickly the Army could feed forces into that region.

8 Intervs, author with Taylor, 4 Dec 1986, and Bishop with Hagler, 30 Oct 1983, Hist files
(Intervs), CMH. For an overview of the Rangers, see Hogan, Rangers.

8 Memo, Vessey for Cowles, Jan 1974, sub: Ranger Battalion, OrgHist files (1Bn75Inf),
CMH. See also TOE 7-65H, 30 May 1974; TOE 7-87H, 30 May 1974; TO&E 7-37H, 20 Nov
1970. All in TOE files, CMH

87 Intervs, Bishop with Taylor, 2 Nov 1983, and with Hagler, 30 Oct 1983, plus MacGarrigle
with Abizaid, 15 Dec 1983, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.
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Elite forces lighter than even the 82d Airborne Division that could speedily
deploy and hold airheads or ports until heavier units arrived appeared to be the
solution to this problem. In 1974, largely because of the initiative of General
Abrams who also saw light, easily transportable, elite forces capable of being
employed anywhere in the world on short notice as an answer to growing ter-
rorist threats, the Army formed two ranger battalions as elements of the 75th
Infantry. The general officer on the Army Staff most intimately involved in
getting these units started was General Vessey, who went on to other more
important assignments but never lost interest in the ranger battalions.®

A continuing and increasingly sophisticated threat from international ter-
rorism led the Army in June 1977 to form an elite counterterrorist unit mod-
eled after the British Special Air Service Regiment. Composed of long-service
professionals, this unit could conduct company-size and smaller operations
with a particular focus upon the problem of hostage rescue. Its mission, doc-
trine, and organization were highly classified. Given the nature of its short-
duration operations, the force normally required no resupply because it carried
all requisite supplies and equipment. Initially, its medical support consisted of
a small emergency medical cell, but a small surgical suite was added after the
failure of the Iranian hostage rescue attempt in 1980.%

From World War II through the 1970s a recurring weakness of the Army’s
handling of special operations forces, such as the ranger battalions and the
counterterrorist unit, was the failure to establish a higher headquarters to
provide for systematic training, to develop Army-wide lessons learned, and
to formulate doctrine. By the early 1980s the Army special operations com-
munity included not only the two ranger battalions and the counterterrorist
unit but also a special aviation unit, various Special Forces groups (whose pri-
mary mission in the wake of Vietnam was to train foreign military forces in
conventional and unconventional warfare), a psychological operations group,
and a civil affairs battalion. In October 1982 Forces Command provisionally
activated the 1st Special Operations Command to oversee training and to pro-
vide logistical support for these units. At the onset, however, the headquarters
lacked the communications to support its forces once they deployed.”

These smaller and more specialized units represented an organizational
compromise because they were more dependent on external elements for
logistical support than their larger counterparts. As their size decreased, they
became progressively less flexible, less capable of sustained operations, and
less able to engage successfully a wide range of enemy forces. They had to be
more selective in their targets. An airborne division could do a great many
things well; a counterterrorist unit, only a few yet with remarkable execution.

8 MFR, Huffman, 22 Jan 1974, sub: Ranger Battalion, OrgHist files (1Bn75Inf), CMH;
Blair, “Vessey,” Washington Times, 17 May 1982; Ltr, Vessey to Armstrong, n.d., Archives files,
JHO.

% Beckwith and Knox, Delta Force, pp. 84-151, 163; Hogan, Rangers, pp. 206-11; Interv,
author with Peake, 27 Apr 2004, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

% Michael J. King, Rangers, p. 75; Hogan, Rangers, pp. 217-18; Ross Kelly, “U.S. Special
Operations Revisited,” p. 32; Richard W. Stewart et al., Standing Up the MACOM, pp. 1-4.
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A ranger battalion fell between these extremes. The smaller units sacrificed
firepower for surprise. Requiring operational secrecy, good intelligence, and
rehearsal time to maximize their strengths, they sought to paralyze an enemy
by the quickness of their attack and the deftness of their aim. With its greater
combat power, an airborne division could attain its normal level of operating
effectiveness with less effort but, of necessity, lacked the precision the ranger
battalions and the counterterrorist unit had in executing missions in their areas
of special expertise. At the same time, it could perform many missions that the
smaller units could not.

82D AIRBORNE DIVISION

In outward appearance, the 1983 version of the 82d Airborne Division
was much like the 1965 version in which Silvasy had served as a captain.
It was still a standard Reorganization Objective Army Division—universally
referred to as ROAD—modified for the special circumstances of airborne
warfare. The Army in the early 1960s had recognized that its primary operat-
ing environment would be conventional, as opposed to atomic, warfare. The
ROAD configuration represented the Army’s attempt to ensure staying power
by providing each division with three powerful maneuver brigades and the
ability to generate a large volume of fire. At the same time, by maximizing the
division’s ability to organize around specific tasks, the design allowed com-
manders great flexibility in combat. The 82d’s primary wartime mission was
to move by air and “by airborne assault to seize and hold assigned objectives”
until ground units linked up either through air or amphibious landings or by
advancing overland.’!

The 82d’s organization was thus the product of two antithetical require-
ments understood by all airborne units: the principle of lightness to enhance
strategic mobility and the capability to fight independently until relieved. Its
vehicles, for example, whether tactical or administrative, were relatively few
in number compared to those of other U.S. divisions of the period. In con-
sequence, however, the 82d’s tactical mobility once on the ground depended
largely upon the marching skills of well conditioned light infantry. “The ‘star
of the show,”” remarked one of the battalion commanders, “is the individual
U.S. Paratrooper.”?

U.S. Army airborne divisions had compiled a distinguished combat record
in World War II, at which time their vulnerability to enemy armor had led
Allied commanders to employ them to attain objectives relatively close to the
front lines rather than to make the deep penetrations envisioned by airborne
pioneers. Airborne units were particularly useful in screening river cross-
ings and amphibious assaults, as well as in fighting as conventional infantry.

%See TOE 57H, 30 Sep 1974, chg. 2 (quoted words), TOE files, CMH, which was still
in effect as of October 1983; respective MTOE references on UHD Cards, UHD files, CMH,
governing newly organized divisional elements. On the ROAD division, see John B. Wilson,
Maneuver and Firepower, pp. 291-322.

%2 Abstract (quoted words) attached to George A. Crocker, “Grenada Remembered—A
Perspective,” Student Paper.

49



THE Rucksack WAR

During the hot moments of the ensuing Cold War, however, even their tactical
role became suspect because they had few opportunities to execute parachute
assaults. Only one jump occurred in Vietnam, for example, and it involved
just one brigade. That unit was not from the 82d. By Department of Defense
policy, the 82d Airborne Division was the mainstay of the Army’s strategic
reserve. All but one of its brigades remained in the United States during the
Vietnam conflict to handle crises that developed in other areas, including
domestic riots.”®

In the 1960s the airmobile division, which in theory contained enough
helicopters to move an entire brigade and its supporting units, appeared to
threaten the airborne’s place in the force structure. Troops that airdropped
were often scattered over wide areas, but delivering units by helicopter to the
battle zone ensured that they arrived as intact organizations. The range limi-
tations of rotary-wing craft, however, meant that airmobile units lacked the
long-range mobility that their airborne counterparts enjoyed courtesy of the
U.S. Air Force. An airmobile unit could move to an area of operations by
Air Force transport, but it required a friendly intermediate staging base to
assemble its machines before it could venture into combat.*

After Vietnam, the Army focused on a European battlefield that required
heavy mechanized units. The approach proved inhospitable to both the Army
aviation and the airborne communities. Although the Army Staff carefully
preserved one division in each specialty to retain their unique competencies,
the inevitable reductions in force structure came as a shock to professionals
who had believed they were on the cutting edge of modernity. Airborne offi-
cers and their airmobile counterparts had no doubt about their units’ ability to
succeed on a European battlefield, but they recognized that some of their con-
temporaries did not agree with them. This awareness, observed Lt. Col. Frank
H. Akers Jr., who served as the 82d Airborne Division’s G-3 in 1983, coupled
with the fact that the 82d was the last division in the U.S. Army capable of
conducting a parachute assault, led the unit’s senior leadership to conclude
that they must always accept combat missions, no matter how poorly defined,
and then make them work. To ensure the survival of their organization, they
could only respond in the affirmative.”

As in all ROAD divisions in October 1983, the command group of the 82d
Airborne consisted of a commander, General Trobaugh; two assistant divi-
sion commanders, one for operations and the other for support; and a chief of

% Huston, Out of the Blue, pp. 232-56; James M. Gavin, “Cavalry, and I Don’t Mean
Horses,” Harper’s, April 1954, pp. 54-60; Roy E. Appleman, South to the Naktong, North to
the Yalu, pp. 654-61.; Billy C. Mossman, Ebb and Flow, November 1950—July 1951, pp. 335-43;
MacGarrigle, Combat Operations, pp. 112-22. On doubts about airborne divisions, see James
Hessman and B. F. Schemmer, “The Airborne?” pp. 12-13. On use of the 82d in domestic dis-
turbances, see Paul J. Scheips, The Role of Federal Military Forces in Domestic Disorders, 1945—
1992, pp. 184-86, 196, 251, 258, 264, 288, 293, 297.

% Christopher C. S. Cheng, Air Mobility, pp. 132-34.

% Intervs, Pirnie and author with Akers, [1985], and author with Cleary, 14 Jul 1986, Hist
files (Intervs), CMH. On the evolution of the Army after Vietnam, see Charles E. Kirkpatrick,
Building the Army for DESERT STORM.
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staff. The post of assistant division commander for operations was temporar-
ily vacant; Brig. Gen. James D. Smith was the assistant division commander
for support, a post he had held since August 1982.%

The exact delineation of responsibilities between the two assistant com-
manders depended heavily on the desires of the commanding general. Under
the previous commander, General Lindsay, General Smith had exercised over-
sight of the 82d Support Command as well as seven separate battalions that
provided various kinds of support to the division. By October Trobaugh had
begun to reassign units that he regarded as essential to the maneuver force to
the assistant division commander for operations, who assumed responsibil-
ity for the military intelligence and the air defense artillery battalions. The
engineer and aviation battalions, however, had remained temporarily under
Smith’s purview.”’

The division staff, directed by the chief of staff, Col. Peter J. Boylan Jr., con-
sisted of seven General Staff sections: G—1, personnel; G-2, intelligence; G-3,
operations; G4, logistics; G5, civil affairs; force development; and comptroller.
The head of each section was responsible for developing plans and policies, pro-
ducing estimates and studies of requirements, coordinating staff activities, and
providing staff oversight in his functional area of responsibility. In addition, thir-
teen special staff officers gave advice and provided supervision in their technical
specialties. Five of them held an additional assignment (in the contemporary jar-
gon, they were “dual-hatted”) as commander of a support battalion or, in the case
of the division fire support coordinator, of the division artillery.”

General Trobaugh was five months into his job as division commander
when Colonel Silvasy assumed command of the 2d Brigade. A 1955 graduate
of the U.S. Military Academy, Trobaugh had extensive experience in infantry
units, including two combat tours in Vietnam. He then assumed command of
the 2d Brigade, 25th Infantry Division, in Hawaii from 1975 to 1977 and as
assistant division commander for support of the 9th Infantry Division from
1978 to 1980. His airborne experience was limited to his time in command of
the 82d Airborne Division and a few weeks at Pathfinder School in the late
1950s. He had benefited, however, from a number of high-level staff assign-
ments, including service as executive officer to the commanding general of the
U.S. Army Training and Doctrine Command from 1973 to 1975.%

While General Trobaugh lacked airborne command experience himself,
many of his senior commanders and principal staft officers had considerable
airborne experience, several with the 82d Airborne. The assistant division

%TInterv, author with J. Smith, 4 Sep 1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

970rg Chart, XVIII Abn Corps and Fort Bragg, 11 Jan 1983, Hist files (Graphics), CMH;
Interv, author with J. Smith, 4 Sep 1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

% Org Chart, XVIIT Abn Corps and Fort Bragg, 11 Jan 1983, Hist files (Graphics), CMH;
TOE 57-4H3, 1 Nov 1973, chg. 18, TOE files, CMH; Intervs, Wade with Archer, [Nov 1983],
Frasché with Boylan, 21 Nov 1983, and author with Strock, 23 and 30 May 1986, Hist files
(Intervs), CMH.

» Trobaugh Resumés, 22 Jun 1983, 28 Feb 1987, 7 Feb 1989, GenOff files, CMH; Interv,
author with Trobaugh, 7 Feb 1989, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.
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commander for support, General Smith, had served in the division between
1970 and 1972, first as an infantry battalion commander and then as execu-
tive officer of one of the brigades; the division chief of staff, Colonel Boylan,
as commander of an infantry battalion, as the G-3 on the division staff, and
as a brigade commander; and both the division artillery commander, Col.
Fred N. Halley, and the commander of the 82d Support Command, Col.
William F. Daly Jr., multiple tours. While neither the commander of the 1st
Brigade, Col. Henry H. Shelton, nor his counterpart in the 3d Brigade, Col.
James T. Scott, had served in the division prior to their current tours, both
had airborne experience: Shelton in special forces and the 173d Airborne
Brigade in Vietnam; Scott as commander of the Ist Battalion, 75th Infantry.
Colonel Silvasy, in addition to his service in the 82d, had commanded an
airborne company on jump status in Vietnam. Senior officers in the division
thus fell into three categories of experience—those with an extensive history
in the division, such as Colonels Boylan, Halley, and Daly; those with a mod-
erate amount of airborne experience, a group that included General Smith
and Colonels Shelton, Silvasy, and Scott; and General Trobaugh, who had
a limited airborne background. As one veteran of the division noted, such
a combination could create excellent synergy by combining new ideas with
experience.'®

As with the corps, the division headquarters could break down into mul-
tiple command posts in combat. Because the division staff was smaller and
its range of functional responsibilities less than the corps staff, normally it
expected to organize two rather than three command posts—the assault and
main—with responsibilities similar to their counterparts at corps level. In addi-
tion, the division commander could establish an alternate command post, usu-
ally a subordinate headquarters, at times when the division’s command posts
were severely damaged or in the process of changing locations.!”!

The division’s combat power centered on nine airborne infantry battalions,
each of approximately 730 officers and men, supported by three field artillery
battalions armed with 105-mm. howitzers. Three brigade headquarters fur-
nished intermediate command and control for the maneuver elements ( Chart
5). The division also had an armor battalion equipped with M551 Sheridan
airborne assault reconnaissance vehicles (often referred to as tanks but hav-
ing less armor) that were capable of being dropped by parachute, and an air
defense battalion outfitted with Vulcan antiaircraft guns and Stinger missiles.
The division possessed both an aviation battalion and a cavalry squadron. In
addition to a installation maintenance company, a headquarters, and a head-
quarters company, the 82d Aviation Battalion had four combat aviation ele-
ments: two lift companies flying the new UH-60 Black Hawk helicopters; one
general-support aviation company equipped with OH-58 Kiowa observation

100 Boylan Resumé, 1 Jun 1988; Halley Resumé, 21 Mar 1988; Scott Resumé, 1 Mar 1988;
Shelton Resumé, 11 Jul 1988; Smith Resumé, 20 Apr 1988; Silvasy Resumé, 20 Apr 1988. All in
GenOff files, CMH. See also Interv, author with Daly, 31 Jul 1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH,;
RCmts, Reardon, May 2004, Hist files (Drafts), CMH.

W'FM 101-5, May 1984, pp. 8-4 to 8-5.
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helicopters and UH-1 Iroquois (Huey) helicopters; and one gun company
furnished with AH-1 Cobra helicopters. The Ist Squadron, 17th Cavalry,
consisted of a headquarters, a headquarters troop, a ground cavalry troop
equipped with jeeps, and three air cavalry troops featuring OH-58 and AH-1
helicopters.!??

In October 1983 Colonel Silvasy’s new command, the 2d Brigade, 82d
Airborne Division, was organized as a standard light infantry brigade with three
airborne formations—the 1st, 2d, and 3d Battalions, 325th Infantry (because
the regiment was not a tactical organization, the units were so designated to
foster tradition and esprit de corps). The 2d Brigade, like the other two brigades
in the division, always trained as it planned to fight—as a combined arms task
force. To enhance its power in battle, the brigade had attachments from the
various combat, combat support, and combat service support elements within
the division. Company B, 82d Aviation Battalion, supplied troop and cargo lift
with its UH-60 Black Hawks. Company B, 4th Battalion, 68th Armor, pro-
vided direct fire support, as did the Ist Battalion, 320th Field Artillery, from
the division artillery. At the same time, Company B, 307th Engineer Battalion,
contributed combat engineering capabilities. The ROAD structure allowed the
division commander to attach additional divisional or nondivisional assets to
the brigade if it needed them for a specific mission.!®

The division’s 82d Signal Battalion operated and maintained a communi-
cations system with separate command, control, fire control, combat support,
and combat service support radio and radio-teletype networks. These linked
the division’s main headquarters to a forward or assault command post; to
one corps artillery group; to an adjacent division, if there was one; and to
key divisional elements—the three brigade headquarters, the division artillery,
an artillery signal center, the air defense battalion, the division support com-
mand, the military intelligence battalion, and three forward area signal centers
with net control stations, one for each brigade. Because doctrine envisioned
that the division would operate independently most of the time, the signal
battalion required personnel and equipment augmentation to communicate
with a second adjacent division. In addition, the battalion provided supply
and maintenance for all secure communications equipment.!%*

As with the signal unit, the 307th Engineer Battalion had a logistical
mission. The unit furnished the division with building materiel and potable
water, although the Army was just beginning the process of transferring the
water purification function to the Quartermaster Corps. Yet the engineers’

12 Robert N. Seigle, “Looking Back at URGENT Fury,” pp. 18-19, 22, 24, 57-58; Intervs,
author with Rabon, 27 Jun 1986, and Schroeder, 2 Jun 1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH; Org
Chart, XVIII Abn Corps and Fort Bragg, 11 Jan 1983, Hist files (Graphics), CMH. For a dis-
cussion of the Sheridan, see Donn A. Starry, Mounted Combat in Vietnam, pp. 142-45; TOE
57-55H, 15 Jun 1974, chg. 4, and TOE 17-27H, 30 Sep 1974, chg. 36, TOE files, CMH; and
UHD Card, 320th Inf, UHD files, CMH.

13 See John K. Mahon and Romana Danysh, Infantry, pp. 96-100; Interv, author with
Rabon, 27 Jun 1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH; AAR, Opn URGENT Fury, 82d Abn Div, 6 Feb
1984, p. 1, Hist files (PDocs/DA/82AbnDiv), CMH.

14TOE 11-215H, 15 Jun 1973, chg. 2, TOE files, CMH.
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contribution to the division’s logistical success encompassed much more. They
constructed, repaired, and maintained roads, bridges, fords, and culverts;
removed obstacles in the division’s rear area that hampered the easy move-
ment of supplies and equipment; and carried out limited general construction
assignments, such as building or repairing assault landing airstrips. Their prin-
cipal purpose, however, was combat engineer support to the division, such as
building bridges and constructing defensive positions under fire.!%

One battalion, four additional companies, and a division support com-
mand rounded out the division. All the commanders of these units worked
directly for the division commander. The 313th Military Intelligence Battalion
provided combat intelligence, electronic warfare, and operational security sup-
port. The 82d Military Police Company, in addition to its provost marshal and
internal security functions, enforced traffic control for motor vehicles within
the division area and established collection points for prisoners of war and
civilian internees. The 21st Chemical Company furnished “nuclear, biological,
and chemical reconnaissance and decontamination support,” the latter—like
the company assigned to the corps—in the form of shower points. The other
two companies, the 82d Finance Company and the 82d Adjutant General
Company, received their guidance from the division commander and their
logistical and administrative support from the 82d Support Command.!%

DIVISIONAL LOGISTICS

Colonel Daly’s 82d Support Command held the primary responsibility
for division-level logistics (see Chart 6). His position gave General Trobaugh
one authoritative point of contact for combat service support in the division.
Daly and his staff also provided supply, maintenance, and transportation
information and advice to the division commander and his staff. In the 82d
Airborne Division, Daly occupied a position equivalent to an infantry brigade
commander.'?’

The 82d Support Command was responsible for five functional areas—
storage, handling, and distribution of supplies; maintenance; transportation;
computer support; and rear-area security. Its major subordinate elements con-
sisted of the 182d Materiel Management Center, the 407th Supply and Service
Battalion, the 782d Maintenance Battalion, the 307th Medical Battalion,
and the Provisional Movement Control Center. The command distributed all
military supplies and equipment in the division except for those furnished by
the signal and engineer battalions. A small division data center in the head-
quarters company provided computer support. Equipped with an IBM 360

15 TOE 5-25H, 15 Jun 1973, chg. 1, TOE files, CMH; William H. Haight, “Unexpected
Engineer Missions During Operation URGENT Fury,” Student Paper.

16 TOE 14-37H, 31 Dec 1976, chg. 12; TOE 12-17H, 16 Aug 1976, chg. 13; TOE 3-87, 12
Dec 1980, chg. 1 (quoted words); TOE 19-17H, 19 Aug 1972, chg. 10; TOE 34-165H, 20 Apr
1979, chg. 1. All in TOE files, CMH.

107 Lineage and Honors Certificate, HQ&HQ Co, 82d DISCOM, 11 Mar 1976, OrgHist
files (82SustainmentBde), CMH; Jonathan M. House, Toward Combined Arms Warfare, pp.
154-60.
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Chart 6—Organization of 82d Support Command, October 1983

82d Support

Command Command
(Division) |  -------- Control
HHC
182d Materiel Provisional
Management Movement
Center Control Center
82d Adjutant 407th Supply 21st Chemical |
General . Company '
and Service :
Company Battallion (NBC :
(Admin) Defense .
782d 307th 82d
Maintenance Medical Finance
Battalion Battalion Company

Source: Org Chart, XVIII Abn Corps and Fort Bragg, 11 Jan 1983, Hist files (Graphics),
CMH.

mainframe system, it tracked the same sort of information for the division
that the computer at the 1st Support Command did for the corps. Unlike the
corps machine, the 360 was obsolescent (the Army was preparing to replace
all 360s in divisions) and saturated by peacetime demands. Similar to the 370,
the 360 was theoretically mobile. It required six vans and two trailers to move
in a C-5A (the only part of the division that could not move by either C-130
or C-141) and was adverse to being rattled, an unavoidable component of air
travel. It also did not react well to heat, humidity, or dust. Once it arrived in an
objective, it represented exactly sixty-four kilobytes of memory ( Diagram 2).
The division emulated the corps and left its computer at Fort Bragg whenever
possible. '

The 182d Materiel Management Center, established in 1974 to manage
materiel assets using computers, represented another institutional innova-
tion—although possibly unnoticed by Colonel Silvasy, focused as he was on

18TOE 29-3H, 17 Nov 1975, TOE 29-51H, 15 Jun 1973, chg. 1, and TOE 29-52H3, 15 Jun
1973, chg. 19, TOE files, CMH; Memo, Hirrel for author, [22 May 2007], Hist files (PDocs/Misc),
CMH; Waldo W. Montgomery Jr., “Exercising the Division Data Center,” Army Logistician, pp.
20-23; Karl E. Cocke, comp., Department of the Army Historical Summary, Fiscal Year 1974, p.
79. On the IBM 360, see http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/IBM_System/360.
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learning about the 2d Brigade. The center tracked the location and status of all
division equipment and supplies other than medical, secure communications
equipment, and materiel used for rail shipment. It was an invaluable tool for
Colonel Daly to use in directing logistical operations.'®

If the center represented the management side of the equation in the
82d Support Command, the 407th Supply and Service Battalion represented
the labor side where strong men and women did much hard physical work.
It included a headquarters detachment; a main supply and service company;
three forward supply and service detachments, one for each infantry brigade;
and a quartermaster airdrop equipment company. The battalion planned for
and supervised the establishment and operation of all supply points for the
division and any attached units. It also provided and operated a limited num-
ber of motor vehicles to support division logistical and administrative opera-
tions. In the process of performing these activities, it generated considerable
supply data that Colonel Daly and his staff used for planning purposes. The
407th, like other supply and service battalions, had lost combat support capac-
ity during the 1970s when personnel slots had migrated to the Army Reserve.
The unit, for example, retained a responsibility to perform graves registration
for the entire division but could do so only if augmented by reservists—this in
a unit with the highest level of readiness in the continental United States.''

The members of the 8§2d Support Command also repaired all equipment
in the division except secure communications and medical items. Providing
what was known as direct support maintenance, they made major repairs
on equipment that required more extensive work than users could conduct
onsite. If an organization with damaged equipment could not make a quick
fix, it requested repairs from the support command. Maintenance specialists
might pick up the entire piece of equipment, such as a 105-mm. howitzer; take
it back to their maintenance area in division-rear; and restore it to working
order. Alternatively, they might disassemble the equipment in a forward loca-
tion, removing only the particular component that needed repair. When they
completed the repairs, they returned the equipment to the unit from which
it came. The 782d Maintenance Battalion handled all such maintenance in
the division. Its internal organization was very similar to that of the 407th,
consisting of one headquarters company, one main support company, three
forward support companies, and a missile support company.!!!

The 307th Medical Battalion was the third battalion in the 82d Support
Command. Configured like the others to get its services and supplies forward

1 OrgHist Work Sheet, 182d MMC, and Ltr, Strobridge to AGO, 18 Mar 1980, sub: Unit
Redesignation, OrgHist files (182MMC), CMH; Memo, Hirrel for author, [22 May 2007], Hist
files (PDocs/Misc), CMH; Interv, Wade with Causey, 16 Nov 1983, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.
Documents in the official file contain conflicting information on the 182d’s designation. Usage
in this work conforms to official guidance found in TOE 29-53H3, 15 Jun 1973, chg. 19, TOE
files, CMH.

0TOE 29-45H3, 15 Jun 1973, chg. 1, TOE files, CMH; Intervs, author with F. Perkins, 14
Jul and 4 Aug 1986, and Hicks with Kelly, 18 Nov 1983, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

MTOE 29-51H, 15 Jun 1973, chg. 1, TOE files, CMH; AR 310-25, Dictionary of United
States Army Terms, 1975, chg. 1, s.v. “direct support maintenance.”
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to the brigades, it consisted of one headquarters and support company and
three medical companies. It furnished division-level medical support, includ-
ing patient triage, treatment, and evacuation; medical supplies; and low-level
first line maintenance of specialized medical equipment. The maintenance it
provided consisted of inspecting, servicing, lubricating, adjusting, and replac-
ing parts or minor components, as well as small but important activities as
washing exterior surfaces, tightening bolts, and replacing screws while main-
taining an antiseptic environment.!!?

The table of organization and equipment for an airborne division sup-
port command, unlike that of a standard infantry division, did not provide
for a separate center to both direct and track all vehicles that supported the
division’s logistical and administrative activities. The 82d Support Command
surmounted this difficulty by organizing the Provisional Movement Control
Center in its S—3 section. The relatively small center reported to the executive
officer, Lt. Col. Ronald F. Kelly. In a related area, the support command pro-
vided computer support for the division’s logistical, personnel, and financial
activities.!

In addition to these logistical functions, the 82d Support Command also
filled a limited combat role by planning for and conducting operations behind
the battle zone under the direct control of its infantry battalions. Rear-area
protection was a response the Army had developed to meet the threat of Soviet
deep attacks on the central front in a European conflict. Units behind the front
lines had to be prepared to defend themselves. For this reason, the support
command provided security within its assigned areas of responsibility against
enemy incursions, whether raids or more serious coordinated attacks. It had
to ensure that its logistical units were prepared to defend themselves at all
times and that they were positioned so that they would confront an attacker
with interlocking fields of fire. No one expected maintenance or quartermas-
ter units to go into the attack, but in a crisis a division commander might use
his support command as a fourth maneuver brigade headquarters, assigning
infantry battalions and their supporting artillery to it to clear enemy interlop-
ers from division-rear.!!*

Normal command and staff relationships prevailed between the division
staff and the 82d Support Command. The latter organization provided divi-
sion logistical planners with data they needed to create the logistical annexes
of operations plans and to shape command decisions. In turn, the planners
gave the support command the logistical priorities it required to sustain the
division plan of action and to build up the materiel necessary for future opera-
tions. The division transportation officer, Maj. Frederick C. Perkins, a member

12TOE 8-65H, 15 Jun 1973, chg. 30, TOE files, CMH; DA, Subcourse 420, Medical
Support of Army Divisions, Jan 1982, TechLib.

IBTOE 29-45H, 15 Jun 1973, chg. 1, and TOE 29-55H, 20 Mar 1978, chg. 25, TOE files,
CMH; Intervs, Wade with Vitucci, [Nov 1983], and author with F. Perkins, 14 Jul and 4 Aug
1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

4 FM 54-2, Division Support Command and Separate Brigade Support Battalion, chg. 2,
30 Sep 1976, pp. 4-5; Interv, author with Daly, 31 Jul 1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.
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of the division’s G—4 section, acted as the commander’s representative for all
of the division transportation assets, working closely with the Provisional
Movement Control Center for internal transportation and acting as liaison
between the 82d and external sources of transportation.''

FORWARD AREA SUPPORT

Logistics doctrine, how the 82d Airborne Division planned to use its logis-
tical elements in combat, had changed greatly between 1965 and 1983. The key
to the new thinking was an entirely new entity, the forward area support team,
an innovation devised at the Army Logistics Center at Fort Lee, Virginia, in the
wake of the 1973 Arab-Israeli war. Geared for a mechanized war in Europe,
the concept encouraged the arming, fueling, and repairing of weapons systems
as far forward as possible on or near the battlefield. Army planners envisioned
that a conflict in Europe would involve outnumbered NATO forces battling
desperately to defend against a Soviet blitzkrieg that could strike with little
or no warning. They assumed a come-as-you-are war. At the same time, the
reduced military budgets and rising inflation of the 1970s appeared to indicate
that American divisions would only have peacetime stockage levels available
when combat started. The planners had to find an ultra efficient way to sus-
tain the troops, and the forward area support team was their organizational
response to this highly fluid yet austere environment.''

In 1975 the 82d became one of the first units to field test the new approach.
Each brigade contained a team that consisted of one major—the Forward Area
Support Team I, II, or III coordinator—and a small number of “field-oriented
noncommissioned officers” from the three battalions within the 82d Support
Command. A team was, in effect, a “minibattalion of specialists.” Over the
next eight years the command-and-control element remained constant, but
the rest of the organization grew considerably. By October 1983 the team con-
sisted of a company (or a detachment in the case of the supply and service
battalion) drawn from each battalion—a total strength of over 350 personnel.
Forward Area Support Team II, for example, which supported the 2d Brigade,
consisted of Company C, 782d Maintenance Battalion; Detachment C, 407th
Supply and Service Battalion; and Company C, 307th Medical Battalion. In
garrison, these elements were under the control of their parent units, which
were responsible for their technical training and administrative support, but
during field operations they would deploy with the brigade (Chart 7).'"7

With a functioning team, a brigade commander had a single officer
responsible for combat service support. For Colonel Silvasy’s 2d Brigade,

5 Graham, “Emerging Logistics System,” p. 4; Intervs, author with F. Perkins, 14 Jul 1986,
and with Daly, 31 Jul 1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

16 Graham, “Emerging Logistics System,” pp. 2-6; “Brigade FASCO,” p. 17, Moorad
Mooradian, “DISCOM in a ‘Come as You Are’ War,” pp. 41-53; Kenneth C. Sever, “Unit and
Missions—782d Maintenance Battalion (in Grenada),” pp. 3-6; Intervs, author with Cusick, 24
Jan 1989, and Oland with Wilson, 6 Nov 1987, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

17 “Brigade FASCO,” p. 17 (quoted words); Interv, author with Cleary, 14 Jul 1986, Hist
files (Intervs), CMH.
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Chart 7—Organization of Forward Area Support Team II, October 1983
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Source: Adapted from Moorad Mooradian, “DISCOM,” p. 42.

that officer was an infantryman on Colonel Daly’s 82d Support Command
staff in garrison, Maj. Daniel J. Cleary III, who served as the forward area
support coordinator in the field. The initial plan envisioned that a team
leader would “coordinate and supervise the division support command ele-
ments that support the brigade” and also act as a liaison between the two. By
October 1983, because the scope of his authority had expanded to include
operational control over all support command elements assigned to the
brigade area, the coordinator developed detailed plans to meet the supply,
equipment, maintenance, transportation, and medical needs identified by the
brigade’s S—4.!1

With the forward area support teams providing supplies through regular
supply points and maintenance and transportation assistance needed in the
forward areas, the remainder of the division support command would set
up in the division’s rear area. From there the division support commander
could concentrate upon managing logistical assets for the force as a whole.
Depending on the needs of the moment, he might, for example, send addi-
tional specialists forward to reinforce one of the teams. The portions of the
three battalions directly under his purview functioned in roughly the same
manner. Each set up one company in the rear and maintained limited reserve
supplies there, ready to refurbish the forward area support teams on short
notice. The maintenance battalion’s missile repair company was located there
also to perform more complex repairs than possible farther forward. The
medical company, which had a limited medical repair capability but mainly
concentrated on patient care, included an ambulance platoon to evacuate
patients and a clearing platoon to furnish emergency dental, basic psychi-
atric, and other specialized treatments. In addition, the clearing platoon

118“Brigade FASCO,” p. 17 (quoted words); Mooradian, “DISCOM,” p. 42; Interv, author
with Cleary, 14 Jul 1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.
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performed initial emergency care for severely injured soldiers who had to be
evacuated from the division area.'"”

Although successfully tested eight years earlier, the forward area support
team had yet to be validated in combat. Even so, field training had provided
the 82d Support Command with ample opportunities to refine the concept.

TRAINING

Colonel Silvasy’s immediate goals upon taking command of the 2d Brigade
were to become familiar with his key officers and to determine whether his unit
could perform its mission. In terms of training, he had joined his unit at an
opportune time. In the 82d Airborne Division the training cycle consisted of
three stages: predeployment training, to which all units in the division gave pri-
ority; ready-brigade status, when the brigade and its attachments were at their
highest readiness for deployment; and the deployment support and stand down,
when the unit stood ready to assist the other brigades to deploy. The 2d Brigade
had just completed intensive predeployment training and had entered ready-
brigade status. With its attachments added, it became a brigade task force.'

Silvasy understood that how well the brigade performed in deployment
exercises and field training would tell him much about the officers and men
under his command. After the change of command ceremony, he instructed
his officers and sergeants major to come to brigade headquarters the next
morning, Saturday, for a transition meeting. He told them he wanted it casual;
they should wear civilian clothing. The next day, after a seven- or eight-hour
meeting, he stood and addressed the group. “O.K. guys,” he said, “now we’re
going to see what you are made of.” He called an alert.!?!

The battalion S—3s activated their telephone chain, with calls for 2d Brigade
members to report to their company areas within two hours. Simultaneously, the
alert set in motion all the support elements from the division and corps support
commands, installation activities, and the uploading battalion. The calls also
launched into action the attachments from division artillery and the separate
battalions and companies that would transform the brigade into a combined
arms task force. Thereafter, an intricate sequence of events began, designed to
move the force to the adjacent Pope Air Force Base for boarding C-141s.!2

This step-by-step series of actions, known as the notification-hour (or
N-hour) sequence, was detailed in the division’s readiness standing operating
procedures, a document constantly refined on the basis of repeated exercises.
It was one of three divisional standing operating procedures; the others guided
ground and air operations, to include the actions involved in airdropping or

"Ynterv, author with Cleary, 14 Jul 1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH; TOE 29-56H, 20 Mar
1978, chg. 2, TOE 29-47H, 15 Jun 1973, chg. 7, and TOE 8-65H, 15 Jun 1973, chg. 30, TOE
files, CMH; DA, Subcourse 420, Jan 1982 pp. 31 to 3-38, TechLib.

120 Briefing, Silvasy, 7 Dec 1983, Hist files (Intervs), CMH; RCmts, Reardon, May 2004,
Hist files (Drafts), CMH.

121 Briefing, Silvasy, 8 Dec 1983, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

121bid.; Intervs, author with Daly, 31 Jul 1986, and with F. Perkins, 14 Jul 1986, Hist files
(Intervs), CMH.
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airlanding troops, equipment, and supplies. Together they encompassed all
aspects of the division’s tactical and deployment operations.'?

A complete loading exercise, called an Emergency Deployment Readiness
Exercise, ended with the airborne infantry battalions parachuting into a train-
ing area. Because of the costs that Military Airlift Command charged for using
its aircraft in exercises, the combat service support elements affiliated with a bri-
gade, aside from a few token elements, usually did not participate in the airdrop.
The medical company supporting a brigade, for example, always packed its
equipment as if it was going to jump but then moved by truck to the maneuver
area. Before matters progressed that far, however, Colonel Silvasy had learned
what he needed to know. Just eight hours after the alert message, he concluded
that he had a competent, if young, brigade staff and some fine battalion com-
manders who knew their business and thus terminated the exercise.'**

When Silvasy assumed command, the 82d’s mission was to be ready to
deploy anywhere in the world and to fight upon arrival without extensive
advance notice. Having the highest readiness status, the 2d Brigade would be
deployed first in a crisis. In practical terms, this meant that it had to be pre-
pared to sortie its first battalion (Division Ready Force-1) from Pope Air Force
Base within eighteen hours of an alert message. The company that would lead
the move, the Initial Ready Company, could depart even more quickly in an
extreme emergency, for it kept its equipment loaded on vehicles in a holding
area opposite its company barracks ready for deployment by air. Even so, no
one wanted to deploy the company ahead of the rest of the battalion because
it lacked artillery, engineers, aviation, signal, quartermaster, or other support-
ing elements that amplified ground combat power.!?

Each of the division’s nine infantry battalions also received readiness desig-
nations that ran from one through nine. The three battalions assigned to Division
Ready Brigade-1 thus normally included Division Ready Force-1, -2, and -3.
Following the deployment of the first, the others would deploy in numerical
order as required. Division Ready Force-9, the last battalion to deploy, func-
tioned as the uploading battalion, providing critical muscle power to assist the
departing battalions. Just how it would deploy itself without the assistance of
a support battalion remained an unresolved issue in 1983. The division rarely
practiced loading as many as two brigades and never rehearsed loading all three.
Indeed, because of budgetary implications, any exercise involving the Air Force
involved decisionmakers well above the division commander. In fact, since World
War 11, the 82d Airborne Division had deployed all three of its brigades only
once, during the 1965 intervention in the Dominican Republic.'?

12 Intervs, author with Daly, 31 Jul 1986, with F. Perkins, 14 Jul 1986, and with Cleary, 14 Jul
1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH; William F. Daly and Raymond V. Mason, “The Quartermaster
Corps in Grenada,” p. 5.

124 Briefing, Silvasy, 7 Dec 1983; Intervs, author with Daly, 31 Jul 1986, with F. Perkins, 14
Jul 1986, and Oland with Nolan, 10 Nov 1987. All in Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

125 Briefing, Cole, 15 Jul 1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

126Tbid.; RCmts, Reardon, May 2004, Hist files (Drafts), CMH; Interv, author with Daly,
31 Jul 1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH. For the Dominican crisis, see Palmer, Intervention in the
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While the division was theoretically prepared to deploy anywhere in
the world, to be prepared for everywhere was, in effect, to be prepared for
nowhere. Successive division commanders had thus concentrated on ready-
ing the unit for the most difficult and dangerous contingency that the Army
faced in the post-Vietnam era, a Soviet invasion of the oil-rich nations of
the Middle East, particularly Iran. In such a scenario, the division would
have to deploy quickly and then fight a delaying action until friendly heavy
forces could arrive. This meant that division troopers had to be able to gener-
ate maximum firepower against an enemy certain to have large numbers of
armored vehicles. The program carried with it an unspoken assumption that
the skills it taught would stand the division in good stead in other contingen-
cies of lesser difficulty.'”’

On Monday, 17 October, two days after Colonel Silvasy had ended his
surprise exercise, Colonel Daly took the 2,200 men and women of his 82d
Support Command to the post maneuver area for a field training exercise of
his own. Daly, who had previously commanded the 407th Supply and Service
Battalion and had served as the senior logistician on the division staff, had
joined the division support command in August 1983. He was impressed with
the high level of technical training of the men and women under him. They
exhibited great competence when doing the jobs prescribed for their various
specialties. Nevertheless, he was dissatisfied with their field training. Combat
service support units, he later observed, were doing the Army a disservice if
they slighted their combat roles by spending the majority of their training
concentrating on the technical aspects of their positions. “Many . . . support
centers would not last one day in combat,” he said, “without the tactical train-
ing required to defend their positions.”!?

In his opinion, the 82d Support Command was a good unit, but rusty in
the field. His main goal in the exercise was “to shake out” its field operating
procedures and tactical operations centers, both at the battalion and division
support command levels. The effort culminated in a two-day rear-area com-
bat exercise in which the unit defended its position against the 8§2d Aviation
Battalion. Early in the exercise Daly observed from his helicopter that his
aviation fuel system supply point was neither secure nor camouflaged. He
landed and called the commander, 2d Lt. Eric P. Katz, over to one side. Daly
explained that in the 82d Airborne Division whenever a unit went into the field
it assumed that it was operating in a hostile tactical environment. Katz’s unit
was doing good technical work, but it was unprepared to defend itself and had
even left some 12,000-gallon bags of aviation gas lying around on the ground.
These needed to be dug in. Daly asked the lieutenant how soon it would take
him to organize his position tactically. Katz said two days. Daly promised to
return and inspect the site again and, before leaving, explained his philosophy:

Caribbean; Lawrence M. Greenberg, United States Army Unilateral and Coalition Operations in
the 1965 Dominican Republic Intervention; and Lawrence A. Yates, Power Pack.

127 Interv, author with Quick, [Jun 1998], Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

128 Interv, author with Daly, 31 Jul 1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH; Daly and Mason,
“Quartermaster Corps in Grenada,” p. 5 (quoted words).
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“Think war; train for war; and if you don’t have to go, all that you’ve done is
dig a few foxholes.”'?

Unknowingly, Daly had found one of the units most in need of such instruc-
tion, because the aviation fuel system supply point had not been tested in the field
for years. When the colonel returned two days later, he found the gas bags dug in
and all the approaches to the position covered by well camouflaged foxholes. He
was satisfied that Katz and his men had learned what to do and how to do it.!*

That same week Colonel Silvasy also had an opportunity to discover the
proficiency of the 82d Support Command. At that time, General Trobaugh
decided to find out how his new brigade commander handled surprises and
called an unexpected emergency deployment training exercise for the 2d
Brigade. Prophetically, Trobaugh selected a timely scenario for the exercise:
the rescue of American citizens held hostage by a foreign government. As the
division support commander, Colonel Daly was responsible for loading the
division in conformity with its standing operating procedures. As a result,
in the midst of his own exercise, he had to truck some of the support com-
mand back from the field to supervise the loading of Silvasy’s brigade onto
aircraft. Forward Area Support Team II also returned because it was part of
the brigade task force. Both the 2d Brigade’s deployment exercise and the 82d
Support Command’s field exercise proved successful. Silvasy remembered his
first week in command as “very exciting.” Daly, who had to juggle responsibili-
ties for both exercises, could have said the same thing.!*!

Given his lack of an airborne background, General Trobaugh had
approached his job with an exacting attention to detail that most of his prede-
cessors had found unnecessary. His recent experience as an assistant division
commander for support meant that he had joined the division with the impor-
tance of logistics firmly in view. In August he had meshed these two threads
of airborne inexperience and logistical experience to produce a new readiness
reporting system in the division. In that month he had directed, and General
Smith and Colonel Daly had designed, a format for readiness reporting. Before
an audience that included Trobaugh, Smith, Daly, and the appropriate brigade
commander, each battalion commander had made a formal presentation of
every possible aspect of his unit: levels of supply, availability of equipment,
status of training, and numbers and preparation of personnel. The briefings
covered these topics in minute detail, going so far as to include, for example,
whether the vaccinations of members of the unit were up to date, an item that
directly affected the battalion’s readiness to deploy overseas. Division officers
quickly learned not to take these briefings lightly. When one of the battal-
ion commanders had attempted to obfuscate some embarrassing facts about

12 Intervs, author with Daly, 31 Jul 1986 (quoted words), and with Katz, 18 Jul 1986, Hist
files (Intervs), CMH; Daly and Mason, “Quartermaster Corps in Grenada,” pp. 4-5.

130 Interv, author with Daly, 30 Jul 1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH; Daly and Mason,
“Quartermaster Corps in Grenada,” p. 5.

3 Daly and Mason, “Quartermaster Corps in Grenada,” pp. 5-6; Intervs, author with
Daly, 31 Jul 1986, and with Cusick, 24 Jan 1989, and Briefing (quoted words), Silvasy, 7 Dec
1983, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.
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his unit’s vehicle maintenance, Trobaugh had exposed the true situation with
some pointed questions that left the briefer decidedly uncomfortable. The new
division commander’s emphasis on logistics heartened the senior logisticians
but caused some combat commanders to grumble that his briefings and their
preparation cut too much into the time available for more useful operational
planning and training.'*

The 82d was extremely well drilled because General Trobaugh had stressed
repeated emergency deployment readiness exercises. From the time he assumed
command, Trobaugh insisted on a minimum of one emergency deployment
readiness exercise at brigade level each month and often held more. (Previous
division commanders had not considered it necessary to hold them so fre-
quently.) These exercises, however, focused on the initial brigade’s deploy-
ment. Due to the expense and competing budget priorities, higher headquar-
ters had failed to fund larger exercises requiring Air Force participation. As a
result, members of the division were largely unprepared for the complications
involved in moving a force comprised of more than one brigade by air from
neighboring Pope Air Force Base.!*?

MORALE

These deployment exercises were extraordinarily important to the 82d
Airborne Division, because of its role as the Army’s fire brigade. The entire
organization was focused on the problem of deploying the first battalion
within eighteen hours of an alert and nothing was going to stop it from reach-
ing that goal—not inadequate intelligence, inability to move all its logistical
assets, poor terrain on the drop zone at the objective, or the possibility of
meeting superior numbers of enemy forces. American infantry has tradition-
ally possessed a can-do spirit when approaching difficulties and that philoso-
phy was particularly prevalent among light infantrymen in 1983. Nowhere was
the attitude more concentrated than among light infantrymen who jumped out
of airplanes. Given their mission and organization, airborne soldiers had to
believe in the primacy of human qualities—intelligence, training, and will—
over materiel. It was an approach that the 82d Airborne Division went to some
pains to reinforce. When a member of the unit received an order he did not
salute and say: “Yes, sir.” He saluted and said: “Airborne, sir,” meaning that
he would put 200-percent effort into whatever task he received and he would
accomplish it.!3*

While the full flowering of the can-do spirit in the division helped enhance
its readiness, it also worked to exacerbate strains between members of the com-
bat arms and their counterparts in the support units. On the surface, this tension

132 Intervs, author with Daly, 31 Jul 1986, and with Crabtree, 24 Jan 1989, plus Pirnie and
author with Akers, [1985]. All in Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

133 Interv, author with Cusick, 24 Jan 1989, Hist files (Intervs), CMH; RCmts, Reardon,
May 2004, Hist files (Drafts), CMH.

34Interv, Oland with Nolan, 10 Nov 1987, Hist files (Intervs), CMH, with key reflections
on impact of emergency deployment readiness exercises. Quoted words based on author’s obser-
vations at Fort Bragg (1986 and 1989) and discussions with Army officers.
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took the form of what seemed normal good natured banter and friendly com-
petition. A hint of raw emotion, however, ran beneath the surface of the humor.
Airborne infantrymen, on the one hand, regarded logisticians as something less
than real soldiers, an attitude not uncommon in any maneuver division. The only
thing that counted from this point of view was the amount of combat power
a unit brought to bear, most easily calculated by the number of maneuver bat-
talions, artillery batteries, and combat aviation units it deployed. On the other
hand, logisticians believed that they were unappreciated and that the combat
arms officers as a whole did not understand the extent to which total combat
power depended upon their efforts. The awkwardness that resulted surfaced in
the epithets that the two groups used to refer to one another: Logisticians were
“loggies,” and thus not altogether serious; combat arms officers were “gunfight-
ers” or “killers,” and thus little more than Neanderthals. Colonel Daly’s com-
mand had an unofficial slogan that succinctly summed up the logisticians’ point
of view: “82d DISCOM: Try Fighting Without Us.”!%

The tension between members of the combat arms and the combat service
support branches also affected relations between the 82d Airborne Division
and the XVIII Airborne Corps. Many officers and some enlisted men had
served in both during their careers, mitigating the tensions between the two
organizations. Even so, a natural rivalry developed simply because both units
occupied the same post. In addition, most of the corps elements were combat
service or combat service support units while the division contained a prepon-
derance of combat units. As with the friction between combat arms officers
and logisticians, this tension remained below the surface in peacetime.!3

The strains between fighters and suppliers and between units in close prox-
imity were hardly unique to Fort Bragg. They could be found in one degree
or another throughout the Army. That the members of the 82d considered
themselves special and something apart from the rest of the service, however,
only complicated matters. Duty at Fort Bragg with its constantly demanding
training came to represent the epitome of field soldiering for many officers
and enlisted men. Some of them, in a practice referred to as homesteading,
manipulated the personnel system so that they served in a wide variety of
units but never left the Fort Bragg area. This meant that officers became highly
proficient in a fairly narrow range of skills that might be too narrow if the
Army ever had to mobilize again. Senior leaders at Fort Bragg tolerated this,
unofficially encouraging homesteading because in their view the complexity of
airborne operations required such specialization.!?’

133 Intervs, author with Cleary, 14—15 Jul, 7 Aug 1986, and Oland with Nolan, 10 Nov 1987,
and Briefings, Silvasy, 7-8 Dec 1983, Hist files (Intervs), CMH; Briefing Slides, 82d DISCOM,
Hist files (Papers/Daly), CMH; author’s observations at Fort Bragg (1986 and 1989) and dis-
cussions with Army officers, including a senior logistician. Quoted words from sign in the 82d
Support Command headquarters.

3¢ Interv, author with McElroy, 30 Apr 1984, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

37Intervs, Pirnie and author with Akers, [1985], and Pirnie, MacGarrigle, and author with
J. L. Hamilton, 3 Jun 1985. Both in Hist files (Intervs), CMH. See also RCmts, Reardon, Sep
2004, Hist files (Drafts), CMH.
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The practice figured prominently in a rumor that preceded General
Trobaugh’s arrival at Fort Bragg. The story made the rounds that General
Cavazos at Forces Command had enjoined Trobaugh to bring the 82d
Airborne Division back into the Army. For some, the report became more
plausible as they came to know the general because he did not suffer fools
gladly. He had very definite ideas about how he wanted things done, often
made quick judgments, and then held them firmly. As a result, a number of
officers with long service at the post became concerned about their career
prospects. This fostered a tendency on the part of some to go no further than
the letter of any order and to avoid taking the initiative. The command cli-
mate that resulted tended to breed suspicion and fear rather than teamwork.
Whether a real operation would pull the division together remained to be
seen.!%®

HEAVY DROP RIG SITE

The members of the 82d Support Command had much more immediate
concerns as they returned to garrison on Friday, 21 October. Most were not
thinking of the next work week let alone the politics of promotion. They were
concentrating on the prospects of the weekend ahead. Colonel Daly insisted,
however, that before any unit released its personnel it had to return all its
equipment to “100-percent go-to-war status.” It was an unpopular order, but
the men and women of the command complied.'

Company E, 407th Supply and Service Battalion, the quartermaster air-
drop equipment company, was one of the last units out of the woods. The men
had to return to the heavy drop rig site, a large factory-type structure in the
pine barrens northwest of the main post, near Green Ramp on Pope Air Force
Base. There, they would restore to a deployable condition all heavy equip-
ment needed for any contingency so that the items could be rapidly moved to
Pope Air Force Base and loaded onto an airplane with little or no additional
preparation.'4

The rig site consisted of two compounds in a clearing, each of which was
surrounded by a cyclone fence topped with razor wire. The smaller of these
was a vehicle holding area. A large metal building stood in the center of the
second enclosure. Inside were six production lines, each equipped with rollers
and overhead cranes designed to prepare everything from jeeps to bulldozers
for a parachute landing. Each vehicle, which contained supplies and equip-
ment referred to as bulk ballast because the parachutes required the extra
weight to open correctly, entered one side of the building, where it moved onto
rollers to pass through several work stations. Company E riggers first lashed it
onto a pallet and then cocooned it in energy-absorbing honeycomb material
as protection for airdrops. The riggers also covered a vehicle with three canvas
web nets and attached one or more parachutes and static lines before loading

3% Intervs, Pirnie and author with Akers, [1985], and Pirnie, MacGarrigle, and author with
J. L. Hamilton, 3 Jun 1985. Both in Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

3 Daly and Mason, “Quartermaster Corps in Grenada,” p. 5.
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it onto a tractor trailer, normally a forty-foot flatbed trailer pulled by a M915
tractor, for transportation to Pope Air Force Base.'*!

Exceptions to these loading procedures were in place for specialized equip-
ment, such as the Sheridans in the 4th Battalion, 68th Armor. Unit personnel,
versus Company E riggers, would always prepare their own vehicles or heavy
weapons for airdrop. Although Company E riggers could also load pallets of
supplies and standard equipment for airdrop, as a rule the unit shipping the
pallets usually prepared the ones that did not involve vehicles or heavy weap-
ons. The degree of difficulty involved in such normal packing did not require
the riggers’ special expertise.'*?

Company E had endured a hard week. As with everyone else in the divi-
sion support command, the riggers had gone to the field for the exercise only to
discover that they had to return to support the 2d Brigade’s emergency deploy-
ment readiness exercise. Once they completed that mission, they returned to the
field to finish their rear-area combat problem. The company had a significant
amount of work to do to recover from the week’s activities. It was still at work
when word came down the chain of command that there would be another
emergency deployment readiness exercise on Monday, 24 October. Company
E was to hold fast over the weekend. Because the rig site was a coveted place to
work and all the enlisted men were long-service professionals, they grumbled
at the news, but no one was really upset. It was just another day in the life of
the 82d Airborne Division.'*

The military community at Fort Bragg that Colonel Silvasy rejoined in
October 1983 showed more continuity than change since his earlier posting
in 1964 and 1965. The 82d Airborne Division, like other Army contingency
forces in 1983, might best be described as an enhanced Vietnam-era unit.
Combined arms still began at the battalion level so that a battalion task force
constituted the essential building block for any overseas contingency. The divi-
sion was beginning to receive precision-guided weapons, such as Stinger mis-
siles, but most of its munitions remained the unguided conventional variety.
Computers, because of their size and complexity, were used more commonly
in fixed installations than in the field. The units themselves provided most of
the sense of stability and continuity for the men and women in them. If the
chain of command remained unaltered, however, the personalities involved
were clearly different, and this could affect both the content and the style of
decisionmaking. The planning process also represented a constant even, as the
plans underwent continuous refinement.

The division remained an elite unit, part of the nation’s fire brigade ready
to deploy to crises around the world. Although budgetary constraints placed
limitations on training, the 82d was better prepared to launch one brigade than

141Tbid.; Interv, author with Horton, 15 Jul 1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

12 Interv, author with Horton, 15 Jul 1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH; RCmts, Reardon,
May 2004, Hist files (Drafts), CMH.

43 Interv, author with Horton, 15 Jul 1986, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.
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two in a crisis. The state of the Cold War and the Soviet threat to Iran also
ensured that the division’s training was more focused on fighting a high-inten-
sity engagement against a mechanized opponent than a low-intensity conflict
against a predominantly light infantry adversary. Because the same budgetary
considerations precluded moving logistical units by air during exercises, senior
commanders and combat arms officers habitually assumed the presence of
adequate logistical support. Only the senior logisticians understood in detail
the complexity of flying their units to an objective and what impact their pres-
ence might have on the introduction of combat elements.

At the same time Army contingency forces had changed since Silvasy’s
earlier tour. Four of the most important differences included the creation of a
variety of such forces; the transformation of the corps into the key headquar-
ters for logistical support; the effort to reduce usage of supplies and equip-
ment; and the transition to delivering logistical support as far forward in the
battle zone as possible. While the post-Vietnam shift to an all-volunteer force
was exceptionally important to the Army as a whole, it had little influence
on Army contingency forces, which had always consisted of volunteers. The
new types of contingency forces permitted a more nuanced response to cri-
ses but introduced additional complexity into the planning and conduct of
operations not present in 1965. The changes in Army logistics, in particular,
remained somewhat problematic in 1983 because they had not been validated
by combat.

In 1983 most soldiers—whether rangers, special operations forces, or air-
borne troopers—had little to do with planning and no concern for the chain
of command other than their immediate superiors in their own units. Some
issues, such as the relationships between the services or the impact of fiscal
constraints on training, also remained outside their purview. Aside from senior
commanders and a handful of staff officers, the soldiers lived an isolated exis-
tence, endlessly perfecting methods of conducting military operations, but
little concerned about why or where. This was the world that Colonel Silvasy
reentered at Fort Bragg.

At the time that Silvasy returned to Bragg, the small very poor Caribbean
island nation of Grenada was one possible site for U.S. military intervention,
but it hardly seemed likely to anyone on the post. The advent of the left-wing
Bishop government in 1979 and its subsequent development of close ties to
Cuba and the Soviet Union, its construction of a large international airport
with potential military as well as civilian uses, and its constant stream of rad-
ical rhetoric against the United States had goaded the Reagan administra-
tion into reassessing United States policy toward Grenada. In early October
1983 the administration was on the cusp of initiating a tougher policy that
could only increase Grenada’s already considerable economic woes. Military
intervention, however, was as far from the thoughts of the policymakers in
Washington as it was from the calculations of the soldiers at Fort Bragg.
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PAGERA G ¢

he leadership elite on Grenada experienced a growing sense of crisis dur-

ing 1983. Deputy Prime Minister Bernard Coard had found it increas-
ingly difficult to work with Prime Minister Maurice Bishop. Although they
had no real policy disputes, evidence of Bishop’s lack of executive abilities had
accumulated since the 1979 revolution. Bishop was very much the populist
leader possessing the capacity to sway large crowds with his rhetoric, whereas
Coard in his role as the New JEWEL’s chief Marxist theoretician was the epit-
ome of an ideologue. The two might have resolved their differences peacefully,
but their friction occurred against the backdrop of the new government’s failure
to make much progress in reviving the island’s moribund economy. If Bishop’s
government had succeeded in projecting a revolutionary image to its sponsors
abroad, that success came at the cost of local social services. Moreover, the
regime’s main economic achievement—the decrease in unemployment—was
due to the creation of a large number of construction jobs that would van-
ish upon completion of the airport. Underemployment, unemployment, and
widespread drug use among teenagers thus remained almost as intractable as
before the revolution. As initial hopes for quick economic success faded, so
did the leadership’s sense that the government enjoyed broad popular support.
In fact, subsequent polling suggested that popular support had not declined,
but the Coard faction of the party perceived that it had.!

In September 1983 Coard and his allies outmaneuvered Bishop in a series
of Central Committee meetings. Coard wanted a reorganization at the top
so that both men would nominally share power but where, in fact, Bishop
acted largely as a figurehead. Distracted by the need to keep the economy
afloat, Bishop agreed and then departed on an effort to secure capital from
Eastern Europe. Coard remained behind and consolidated his support in key

' Gregory W. Sandford and Richard Vigilante, Grenada, pp. 137-48; Maurice Bishop, In
Nobody’s Backyard, pp. xxi—xli; Brian Meeks, Caribbean Revolutions and Revolutionary Theory,
pp. 129-86; Jay R. Mandle, Big Revolution, Small Country, pp. 45-102; Gordon K. Lewis,
Grenada, pp. 161-63; Frederick L. Pryor, Revolutionary Grenada, pp. 199-254; Courtney A.
Smith, Socialist Transformation in Peripheral Economies, pp. 235-38; Tony Thorndike, Grenada,
pp. 176-91; Patrick Emmanuel et al., Political Change and Public Policy in Grenada, 1979-1984,
p- 23.
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Antigovernment demonstration in 1974, led by Bishop ( circled)

sectors, particularly the People’s Revolutionary Army. During his trip Bishop
reevaluated what he had conceded and returned determined to contest the
decision for dual leadership. Almost all the key army officers, however, lined
up behind Coard, and after a raucous session on Wednesday, 12 October, the
Central Committee of the party deposed Bishop and ordered his arrest. When
an attempt to announce Coard’s succession as prime minister sparked a near
riot in St. George’s, Coard abruptly resigned from the government and went
into hiding. The Central Committee, meanwhile, opted to cut communications
with the outside world and to expel all foreign journalists.

WASHINGTON AND NORFOLK, 13-19 OCTOBER

Officials in Washington first became aware of a potential crisis on Grenada
on 13 October. The island briefly surfaced as a subject of discussion between two
members of the Restricted Interagency Group following a meeting on Central
America. Consisting of representatives from the Department of State, the Office

2 Michael Ledeen and Herbert Romerstein, eds., Grenada Documents, doc. 112; “The
Alienation of Leninist Group Therapy,” Caribbean Review 12 (Fall 1983): 14-15, 48-58; Frank
J. Prial, “Grenada Curtails Communications to the Outside,” New York Times, 16 Oct 1983;
R. S. Hopkin, Grenada Topples the Balance in West Indian History, p. 8; Thorndike, Grenada,
pp. 153-56; Paul Seabury and Walter McDougall, eds., The Grenada Papers, pp. 329-39. See
also Notes, n.d. sub: CC Meetings; Resolution, PRA Branch, NJM Party, 12 Oct 1983; and
Ltr, Burke to Bishop, 11 Oct 1983. All in IDR nos. 000136, 100103, 100270, Hist files (PDocs/
CGD), CMH.
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of the Secretary of Defense, the Joint Chiefs of Staff (JCS), the Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA), and the National Security Council (NSC), the Restricted
Interagency Group was part of an attempt by the Reagan administration to allow
mid-level coordination of issues between agencies before they reached the presi-
dent and his cabinet-level advisers on the National Security Council. The goal,
mostly achieved, was to provide closer monitoring of issues and to resolve agency
differences as far down the administrative hierarchy as possible.?

As with many such entities in Washington, however, the Restricted
Interagency Group’s history had little to do with the tenets of scientific admin-
istration. It was the forum through which Secretary of State George P. Shultz
was seeking to regain control of the administration’s Central American policy
from a loose coalition of intelligence and defense officials and NSC stafters
who favored a military solution to the Sandinista Revolution in Nicaragua as
opposed to negotiations urged by the State Department. This long-running
policy clash meant that at the beginning of the Grenada crisis departmental
representatives within the group were highly sensitive to the need to protect
the prerogatives of their organizations. As a result, the members exchanged
information grudgingly and were inclined to find reasons for not doing things
other agencies regarded as useful.*

The nominal JCS representative in the Restricted Interagency Group was
assistant to the chairman, V. Adm. Arthur S. Moreau Jr. A nuclear submari-
ner, Admiral Moreau was possibly the most powerful member of the group,
respected by JCS Chairman General John W. Vessey for his brilliance and
his judgment. By extension, because General Vessey in turn enjoyed the con-
fidence of both Secretary of Defense Caspar W. Weinberger and President
Ronald W. Reagan, his trust gave Moreau influence at the highest reaches of
the government and made him a very important player in the group. He was,
however, a very busy man. Unless he judged an issue to be of key importance,
he usually sent a subordinate to represent him. On 13 October Grenada was
not even on the agenda and the issues that were there did not rate, in Moreau’s
judgment, a flag officer’s attendance. Air Force Col. James W. Connally, chief
of the Western Hemisphere Division, Plans and Policy Directorate (J-5), Joint
Staff, represented the Joint Chiefs at the group’s meeting.’

3NSDD 2, Reagan, 12 Jan 82, sub: National Security Council Structure, NSDD files, box
1, RNSC, NARA-RRPL; Langhorne A. Motley, “The Decision To Assist Grenada,” p. 2;
Interv, Cole with Connally, 25 Jul 1984, Archives files, JHO. No tape was made of this inter-
view. Connally remembered that Motley approached him on 12 October, but everyone else’s
recollection was that the meeting occurred on 13 October. The latter appears more in line with
events on Grenada.

4Motley, “Decision To Assist Grenada,” p. 2. For a detailed account of the administration’s
Central American policy, see William M. LeoGrande, Our Own Backyard, pp. 72-146, 188-96,
356-57. See also Robert J. Beck, The Grenada Invasion, pp. 93-94.

>Richard Halloran, “Reagan as Military Commander,” New York Times Magazine, 15
January 1984, p. 61; idem, “A Commanding Voice for the Military,” ibid., 15 July 1984, pp.
18-25, 52. For Moreau’s background, Moreau Resumé, 1 July 1986, Archives files, NHHC. On
the Vessey-Moreau relationship, see Roy Gutman, Banana Diplomacy, p. 138, and Interv, Cole
with Connally, 25 Jul 1984, Archives files, JHO.
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As the meeting broke up, the group chairman, Assistant Secretary of State
for Inter-American Affairs Langhorne A. Motley, took Colonel Connally
aside. Noting that there appeared to be some political unrest on Grenada,
Ambassador Motley indicated that a military operation might be necessary
for evacuating American residents on the island and stressed that the Joint
Chiefs needed to dust off their plans for such a contingency. (Just what was
the source of Motley’s information remains unclear. The U.S. Embassy in
Barbados did not cable the news until the following day.) Connally promised
to pass the ambassador’s concern to his superiors. The State and Defense
Departments were then embroiled in a dispute over Middle Eastern foreign
policy. Secretary Shultz believed in a vigorous approach backed by force, while
Secretary Weinberger wanted to avoid any initiative that might drain political
support from his primary objective—rebuilding U.S. defenses. Given this con-
text, Connally’s superiors apparently did little more on 13 October than note
Motley’s concern about Grenada.®

Coincidentally, on 13 October, the senior Latin American specialist on
the NSC staff, Constantine C. Menges, reacted to the reports about a power
struggle on Grenada by proposing a military intervention to rescue Americans
on the island and to restore democratic government. Menges already had a
reputation as an ideologue at odds with the pragmatists who dominated the
staff. His initiative appeared to his superiors so wildly out of proportion to the
situation that he played only a marginal role in the decisionmaking from then
on. But he did introduce Grenada as a subject in the highest echelons of the
NSC staff, and his recommendation proved to be a prescient judgment about
how events might develop.’

That afternoon National Security Adviser William P. Clark, with minimal
preliminary warning, announced that he had accepted the post of secretary of
the interior in the president’s cabinet. His deputy, Robert C. McFarlane, would
succeed him. This stunning announcement to the NSC staff—only McFarlane
had known in advance—probably slowed the follow-through on the Grenada
issue. Not until 2000, local time, on 13 October did a lower-level staffer on the
Latin American desk contact an officer in the Operations Directorate (J-3) of
the Joint Staff. The staffer had wanted to know what resources were available
on short notice to safeguard an evacuation of Americans from the island.?

¢ Caspar W. Weinberger, Fighting for Peace, pp. 135-74; George P. Shultz, Turmoil and
Triumph, pp. 84, 103; Robert C. McFarlane and Zofia Smardz, Special Trust, p. 248; Interv,
Cole with Connally, 25 Jul 1984, Archives files, JHO; Msg, Bish to SecState, 14 1508Z Oct 1983,
sub: Report of a Marxist Coup by DPM Bernard Coard, Msg files, DoS. See also Stephen E.
Flynn, “Grenada as a ‘Reactive’ and a ‘Proactive’ Crisis,” Ph.D. diss., pp. 103-05, and Ronald
H. Cole, Operation URGENT FuUry, pp. 11-12.

"Constantine C. Menges, Inside the National Security Council, pp. 60—-62. The judgment
about Menges’ subsequent role in the operation is in Beck, Grenada Invasion, pp. 120-21,
121n56.

8See McFarlane and Smardz, Special Trust, pp. 258-60, for impact of Clark’s departure. On
the approach to the JCS, see Msg Extract, JCS, 14 0000Z [Oct 1983], in Misc Master Scenario
Events List (Planning/Execution Systems), Hist files (PDocs/DoD/JCS), CMH; Cole, Operation
URGENT Fury, p. 12.
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The next morning, in response to this inquiry, the director of operations
on the Joint Staff, Army Lt. Gen. Richard L. Prillaman, activated a crisis
response cell in the National Command Center to monitor the Grenada situ-
ation. The quick action reflected the fact that the National Security Council
was an agency in the Office of the President and hence represented higher
authority in the chain of command. The crisis response cell consisted of Joint
Staft officers from the Western Hemisphere Branch, Operations Directorate,
and the Western Hemisphere Branch, Plans and Policy Directorate, plus
Foreign Service officers from the State Department with a representative of
the Defense Intelligence Agency in support. The cell was to assess the situation
and prepare possible courses of action. It began work at 0800, local time, on
Friday, 14 October.’

The Restricted Interagency Group held another scheduled meeting on 14
October, this time with Grenada as a minor agenda item. Ambassador Motley
repeated for the entire group much of what he had told Colonel Connally the
day before. In his view Bishop’s arrest, now confirmed, opened the possibility
of further radicalization of the New JEWEL Party. Such a 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 Department was
reviewing its standard evacuation procedures and formally requested that the
Joint Chiefs scrutinize their contingency evacuation plans.'

In response to a “what if” call from the crisis response cell at the National
Command Center that same day, the Operations Directorate at U.S. Atlantic
Command headquarters began reviewing contingency plans for noncombatant
evacuations/show-of-force operations and drafting options specifically related to
the situation on Grenada. Initially these efforts were interspersed with the nor-
mal business of the directorate and proceeded at a somewhat leisurely pace.!!

The planners at Norfolk had based all their work on three assumptions. First,
they took for granted that the National Command Authority would make avail-
able all the forces listed in Concept Plan 2360, last updated in March 1983. (As
one commentator observed, this expectation presumed that Atlantic Command
chief Admiral Wesley L. McDonald could use some mix of those forces, depend-
ing on the circumstances of the moment, that the plan budgeted for Caribbean
operations). Second, the planners stipulated that neither Cuba nor the Soviet
Union would intervene militarily. Third, based on the spotty intelligence avail-
able, they postulated incorrectly that the bulk of the resident Americans were
medical students and that they lived on the True Blue Campus of the St. George’s
University School of Medicine just off the runway at Point Salines."

®Msg Extract, JCS, 14 1200Z [Oct 1983], in Misc Master Scenario Events List (Planning/
Execution Systems), Hist files (PDocs/DoD/JCS), CMH; Cole, Operation URGENT FURy, p. 12.

10 Flynn, “Grenada,” Ph.D. diss., p. 105, provides the only available account of this
meeting.

' Chronology, encl. 2 to Ltr, McDonald to Vessey, 6 Feb 1984, sub: Operation URGENT
Fury Report, Archives files, JHO.

2 Msg, Bish to SecState, 20 0739Z Oct 1983, sub: Grenada—Attitudes of Grenadian
Medical School Toward Possible Evacuation of Their Students/Staff, Msg files, DoS; Msg,
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Admiral McDonald’s staff also fed information into the Joint Staff’s crisis
response cell. Both sets of planners knew that any noncombatant evacuation
involved one major inherent risk—the intended evacuees could become hos-
tages instead. The deteriorating security situation on the island compelled both
policymakers and planners to pay increasing attention to that possibility.'

Three days later, on Monday, 17 October, Motley convened a special meet-
ing of the Restricted Interagency Group devoted solely to Grenada. At that
time, he reviewed State Department procedures for dealing with a situation in
a foreign country where American lives might be at risk. The first three, more
moderate, actions involved dealing 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 on Grenada. The only feasible
response was an evacuation of noncombatants in which the U.S. military would
be prepared to use whatever force was necessary. Motley pressed for the Joint
Chiefs to begin immediate planning for such an operation. Colonel Connally
passed Motley’s concerns on to his superiors. To the Joint Staff, the possibil-
ity of intervention appeared remote. The Joint Staff director, Army Lt. Gen.
Jack N. Merritt, observed that the crisis was “just vibrating.” Nevertheless, he
ordered the Joint Staff’s crisis response cell to work with Atlantic Command
and develop a range of evacuation options—from a peaceful evacuation to
the use of force. In response to the increased level and intensity of work this
action generated, Atlantic Command activated its own crisis action team on
18 October.'*

As the situation on Grenada began to attract high-level military attention,
the U.S. Navy Amphibious Squadron Four took on the men and equipment
of the 22d Marine Amphibious Unit at Morehead City, North Carolina. The
unit’s intended destination was Lebanon—a normal rotation to relieve the
Marine garrison there. Commanded by Navy Capt. Carl R. Erie, an aviator of
wide experience with attack aircraft, the squadron consisted of an amphibi-
ous assault ship, the USS Guam, the flagship; an amphibious transport dock,
the USS Trenton; a dock landing ship, the USS Fort Snelling; and two landing
ships, the USS Manitowoc and the USS Barnstable County."

Marine amphibious units were the smallest of the Marine air-ground task
forces. The 22d, commanded by Marine Col. James P. Faulkner, consisted of

McDonald to JCS, 20 0616Z Oct 1983, sub: Commander’s Estimate of Situation, Grenada
Evacuation, encl. to Memo, Merritt for Agency Dirs and Heads, JCS, 30 Jan 1984, Archives
files, JHO; Interv, Pirnie with Nelson, 9 Jan 1985, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

13 Chronology, encl. 2 to Ltr, McDonald to Vessey, 6 Feb 1984; Rpt, [Harris], 1 May 1985,
sub: Joint Overview of Operation URGENT Fury. Both in Archives files, JHO. See also Cole,
Operation URGENT Fury, pp. 11-12; Bruce R. Pirnie, Operation URGENT FURy, pp. 63-64.

4 Motley, “Decision To Assist Grenada,” p. 1; Flynn, “Grenada,” Ph.D. diss., pp. 105-
07; Interv, Cole with Merritt, 21 Jun 1984 (quoted words), and Chronology, encl. 2 to Ltr,
McDonald to Vessey, 6 Feb 1984, Archives files, JHO; Msg Extract, JCS, 18 0000Z [Oct 1983],
in Misc Master Scenario Events List (Cmd/Control—Task Org), Hist files (PDocs/DoD/JCS),
CMH.

5 Ronald H. Spector, US. Marines in Grenada, 1983, p. 1; Erie Resumé, Archives files,
NHHC.
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a small headquarters element; a battalion landing team built around the 2d
Battalion, 8th Marines; a helicopter squadron; and a support group, com-
posed of maintenance, supply, and service units—some 1,900 men in all. By
Wednesday, 19 October, Amphibious Squadron Four was in the Atlantic en
route to Lebanon. A powerful battle group from Norfolk, built around the air-
craft carrier USS Independence with five destroyers, including the USS Caron,
and intended to support the marines in Lebanon, was also at sea.!¢

DEATH BY REVOLUTION, 19-20 OCTOBER

On the morning of 19 October a crowd, estimated between 3,000 and
4,000, surged out of Market Square in the center of St. George’s (see Map 3).
Shouting “No Bishop; no Revo,” the demonstrators moved toward the prime
minister’s residence at Mount Weldale, some 800 meters north and west of
the town center. Some of Bishop’s adherents, including three former cabinet
members and two labor leaders, had remained at liberty and had appealed for
popular support. They were in the crowd when the demonstrators reached the
outer courtyard of the residence. Acting under orders from the Coard group,
members of the People’s Revolutionary Army attempted to bar the entrance.
The soldiers fired their weapons into the air; however, they melted away when
the demonstrators stormed into the front courtyard.!’

Inside, Bishop’s supporters found their leader strapped to his bed. He
appeared dazed, reputedly because he had refused all food and water for sev-
eral days. He had feared, so it was said, that his former Central Committee
comrades would attempt to poison him. As Bishop and his liberators exited
the residence, a reporter at the scene asked him for his reaction. Bishop could
only mutter, “the masses,” before being swept away in a truck.'®

Chanting “We want we leader” (the local dialect for “We have our leader”),
most of the crowd returned to the capital to hear their leader. Others, however,
accompanied Bishop to Fort Rupert, the location of army headquarters. The
garrison proved as unwilling to fire on the demonstrators as the guards at the
residence. Bishop and his lieutenants took charge and released another pris-
oner and supporter, the deposed army chief of staff Maj. Einstein Louison.
On Bishop’s orders, Major Louison began distributing Soviet AK47 automatic
rifles to the crowd."

Just what Bishop and his supporters intended next remains unclear. Before
they could act, three Soviet-built armored personnel carriers rolled out of the

16Spector, U.S. Marines in Grenada, 1983, p. 1; Cole, Operation URGENT Fury, p. 18; MFR,
author, 13 Dec 2006, sub: 22d MAU, Hist files (PDocs/Misc), CMH.

17“Leader of Grenada Is Reported Killed by Troops,” New York Times, 20 Oct 1983
(quoted words); V. S. Naipaul, “An Island Betrayed,” Harper’s, March 1984, pp. 61-72; Frances
Kay, This—Is Grenada, pp. 35-40; Thorndike, Grenada, p. 143.

18“Leader of Grenada Is Reported Killed,” New York Times, 20 Oct 1983; Naipaul, “Island
Betrayed,” p. 72; Alister Hughes, “Island Bloodshed ‘Started with Army Rockets,” Journalist
Says,” Washington Post, 30 Oct 1983 (quoted words).

¥ Hughes, “Island Bloodshed,” Washington Post, 30 Oct 1983 (quoted words); Kai P.
Schoenhals and Richard A. Melanson, Revolution and Intervention in Grenada, pp. 76-77; Mark
Adkin, UrRGENT Fury, pp. 47-81.
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Marine stands guard at the prime minister’s residence.

city. They were manned by soldiers loyal to Bishop’s opponents, men who were
not afraid to shoot. Who fired first is a matter of some dispute, but not who
was slaughtered. When the armored personnel carriers opened fire, the crowd
scattered, leaving a trail of bodies. Estimates of the dead ranged from ten to
over a hundred. As the shooting started, witnesses remembered that Bishop
cried out, “Oh God, oh God, they’ve turned their guns on the masses!” Bishop
and his backers surrendered. Later, the soldiers stood him and seven of his
prominent supporters against a wall in the inner courtyard of the fort and exe-
cuted them. One or more of the soldiers also beat to death the former minister
of education, Jacqueline Creft, who was pregnant with Bishop’s child.?

2 Edward Cody, “Prime Minister of Grenada Dies in a Military Coup,” Washington Post,
20 Oct 1983; Bull, Main Political Dept, NJM Party, 20 Oct 1983, sub: Their Heroism Is an
Example for Us, IDR 000091, Hist files (PDocs/CGD), CMH; Adkin, UrGent Fury, pp. 69
(quoted words) and 70-76; On Creft, see Speech, Kenneth W. Dam, 4 Nov 1983, in Department
of State Bulletin 83 (December 1983): 80. See also Transcript of Hughes Tape Recording,
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The head of the People’s Revolutionary Armed Forces, General Hudson
Austin, announced over Radio Free Grenada the formation of a sixteen-man
Revolutionary Military Council with himself as president. Later, he informed
the nation of Bishop’s death, claiming that the prime minister had died in
fighting started by his own supporters. He then declared an around-the-clock
curfew that, in effect, placed all Grenadians and foreigners under house arrest.
Soldiers, he said, would shoot violators on sight. The council also closed Pearls
Airport, cutting the island off from the outside world.?!

The Soviet Union’s response to events in St. George’s was calm and mea-
sured, but Cuba reacted with barely controlled anger. The leadership crisis on
Grenada had taken Havana by surprise. On 20 October the Cuban Communist
Party issued an official statement condemning the killings of Bishop and his
associates and calling for the Revolutionary Military Council to clarify the
circumstances of their deaths: “If they were executed in cold blood, the guilty
ones deserve to be punished in an exemplary way.” The Cubans did promise
to continue their aid as part of their contract with the Grenadian people but
with an ominous qualification that Cuban relations with the new ruling group
would require “serious and profound analysis.”??

REACTION IN THE UNITED STATES, 19-20 OCTOBER

On 19 October the U.S. ambassador to the Eastern Caribbean Commonwealth
nations, Milan D. Bish, reported the rioting and deaths in St. George’s. Even
before he learned of Bishop’s assassination, Ambassador Bish, working from
the embassy in Bridgetown, Barbados, believed that these conditions “posed
an imminent danger to U.S. citizens resident on Grenada.” His cable prompted
yet another Restricted Interagency Group meeting; this time Admiral Moreau
attended in person. All the participants agreed not only with Bish’s analysis but
also that the military needed to immediately begin planning for a noncomba-
tant evacuation. Moreau stated that the Joint Chiefs understood the situation
and would instruct the relevant commands to monitor it closely. He emphasized,
however, that only the National Command Authority—either the president or
the secretary of defense—could task the Joint Chiefs to prepare invasion plans.”

Market Square, St. George’s, Grenada, 19 Oct 1983, in Congressional Record, daily ed. (27 Mar
1984): S3278-79.

2l Statement, Austin, 19 Oct 1983, sub: Rev Soldiers and Men of the PRA, IDR no. 000091,
Hist files (PDocs/CGD), CMH; Transcript of Austin Broadcast, 19 Oct 1983, c. 2230, in
Congressional Record, daily ed. (27 Mar 1984): S3729-80; “Military Council Says It Now Rules
Grenada,” New York Times, 21 Oct 1983; Cody, “Prime Minister of Grenada Dies,” Washington
Post, 20 Oct 1983.

22 Maurice Bishop, Maurice Bishop Speaks, pp. 315 (quoted words) and 316. See also
Edward Cody, “Cuba Condemns Grenada Coup, Will Review Tie,” Washington Post, 22 Oct
1983. For an analysis of the Soviet response, see Jiri Valenta and Virginia Valenta, “Leninism
in Grenada,” pp. 15-22.

2 Msgs, Bish to SecState, 19 2356Z Oct 1983 (quoted words), sub: Planning for Possible
Emergency Evacuation of AMCITS, and 20 0409Z Oct 1983, sub: Grenada: Bishop Dead/Army
Takes Over Fully/Imperialism Warned To Keep Hands Off, Msg files, DoS; Intervs, Cole with
Connally, 25 Jul 1984, and with Moreau, 12 Jul 1984, Archives files, JHO; Flynn, “Grenada,”
Ph.D. diss., pp. 107-08.
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Vice Admiral Moreau General Prillaman

Later that day the Joint Chiefs held their formal meeting on Grenada.
Following an intelligence briefing, they decided to dispatch a warning
order to Atlantic Command for a possible evacuation of Americans. The
order, which went out at 2347 local time on 19 October, directed Admiral
McDonald to prepare an estimate by dawn the next day of the courses of
action available “to protect and evacuate U.S. and designated foreign nation-
als from Grenada.” 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 peacekeep-
ing. 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. U.S. Readiness
Command, as a supporting command that might have to provide forces
to Atlantic Command (see Chart 2), received an information copy of this
warning order. Shortly thereafter, the Joint Staff gave the operation the code
name URGENT Fury.?

2 Msgs, Vessey to CINCLANT, CINCMAC, and CINCRED, 20 0347Z Oct 1983, sub:
Warning Order—Grenada NEO, and McDonald to JCS, 20 0616Z Oct 1983 (quoted words), sub:
Commander’s Estimate of the Situation, both attached to Grenada Timeline, plus Chronology,
encl. 2 to Ltr, McDonald to Vessey, 6 Feb 1984, Archives files, JHO; Msg Extract, JCS, 18 0000Z
[Oct 1983], in Misc Master Scenario Events List (Cmd/Control—Task Org), Hist files (PDocs/
DoD/JCS), CMH; Cole, Operation URGENT Fury, pp. 13-14.
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The warning order activated neither the Army nor the Air Force compo-
nent commands of Atlantic Command. The officer who supervised its prepa-
ration, General Prillaman, sought in that way to keep the chain of command
short and simple for what promised to be a quick operation involving minimal
force. Current procedures gave Admiral McDonald the option of activating
the component commands upon receipt of the warning order. Possibly for
much the same reasons that motivated Prillaman, McDonald chose not to
exercise this option. As a result, Headquarters, U.S. Air Force Tactical Air
Command, and Headquarters, U.S. Army Forces Command, were effectively
cut out of the URGENT FURY planning.”

Early on Thursday, 20 October, Admiral McDonald replied to the JCS
warning order with his estimate of the situation. Later that morning General
Vessey flew to McDonald’s headquarters at Norfolk, Virginia, where the
command group briefed him. McDonald’s staff had prepared for both an
uncontested departure of Americans—a permissive environment as the mil-
itary styled it—and one in which the Grenadians and possibly the Cubans
opposed the operation—a hostile environment. If the Grenadians permit-
ted a peaceful evacuation of the Americans and designated foreign nation-
als, McDonald recommended two courses of action. Following diplomatic
negotiations, the evacuees would use either chartered commercial passen-
ger planes or Military Airlift Command aircraft. The latter option involved
positioning a small security detachment at the departure airfield.?

If the Grenadians refused to permit the evacuation, McDonald proposed
other options, one consisting of a show of force that used Atlantic Fleet
warships and three others that anticipated ground combat to quickly over-
power the Grenadians. The combat alternatives simply employed different
force mixes to obtain this result. One used the 22d Marine Amphibious Unit
supported by the Independence battle group, forces that could be ready to go
by 25 October. The second involved substituting another Marine amphibi-
ous unit for the 22d. Atlantic Command would require nine days to posi-
tion the unit; however, in contrast to the 22d, these marines could remain as
an occupation force. The third employed one reinforced airborne battalion
supplied by Readiness Command. Depending on the airborne unit selected,
it might be available sooner than either of the Marine contingents.”’

McDonald indicated that if he had to use force he preferred an all-Marine
contingent both for the initial landings and for follow-on peacekeeping forces.

B Msg, Vessey to CINCLANT, CINCMAC, and CINCRED, 20 0347Z Oct 1983, attached
to Grenada Timeline; Msg, Nutting to McDonald, 19 Nov 1983, sub: Operation URGENT FURy;
Memo, Shalikashvili for CofS, Army, 20 Oct 1983, sub: Situation in Grenada. All in Archives
files, JHO. See also Cole, Operation UrRGENT Fury, pp. 12-13.

26 Msg, McDonald to JCS, 20 0616Z Oct 1983, encl. to Memo, Merritt for Agency Dirs
and Heads, JCS, 30 Jan 1984; Cover Sheet, Staber for DCSOPS, 21 Oct 1983, sub: Grenada
Evacuation (URGENT FUry). Both in Archives files, JHO.

27 Msg, McDonald to JCS, 20 0616Z Oct 1983, encl. to Memo, Merritt for Agency Dirs
and Heads, JCS, 30 Jan 1984; Info Paper, Landers for DCSOPS, Army Staff, 21 Oct 1983, sub:
URGENT Fury, encl. to Cover Sheet, Staber for DCSOPS, 21 Oct 1983, sub: Grenada Evacuation
(URGENT FuRy). Both in Archives files, JHO.
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National Security Council

Option two, however, quickly dropped from serious consideration, simply
because of the lag time involved. Option one became McDonald’s small con-
tingency. Vessey discussed the third option at some length. He proposed that
McDonald use Army Rangers in the initial assault force because they special-
ized in seizing airfields. The potential hostage situation also suggested that this
operation required the special skills possessed by the Pentagon’s hostage res-
cue specialists—the special operations forces controlled by the Joint Special
Operations Command at Fort Bragg, North Carolina. Additionally, Vessey
envisioned the 82d Airborne Division strictly in a follow-on peacekeeping role.
So modified, this option became McDonald’s large contingency and brought a
number of Army headquarters into the planning for the first time. After return-
ing to Washington, Vessey also directed the Joint Staff’s Operations and Plans
and Policy Directorates and the Defense Intelligence Agency to assess the impact
of McDonald’s revised options on U.S. strategic readiness in the Atlantic. His
action reflected the fact that, at the time, the military balance between the United
States and the Soviet Union was of overriding importance to the Joint Chiefs.?®

B Msg, McDonald to JCS, 20 0616Z Oct 1983, encl. to Memo, Merritt for Agency Dirs
and Heads, JCS, 30 Jan 1984; Info Paper, Landers for DCSOPS, Army Staff, 21 Oct 1983, sub:
URGENT FURy, encl. to Cover Sheet, Staber for DCSOPS, 21 Oct 1983, sub: Grenada Evacuation
(UrGeNT Fury); Interv, Cole with Vessey, 25 Mar 1987; and Ltr, Vessey to Armstrong, n.d.
All in Archives files, JHO. See also Cole, Operation URGENT Fury, pp. 14-16; Pirnie, Operation
URGENT Fury, pp. 63-66.
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McDonald did not consider logistics either during this meeting or at any
subsequent point in the planning for Grenada. Naval forces were self-con-
tained; they carried the necessary supplies and equipment with them. As a
result, senior naval leaders, such as McDonald, never had to concern them-
selves with the subject. When Vessey brought Army forces into the opera-
tion, McDonald made the assumption that the XVIII Airborne Corps would
provide the necessary supplies and other support. As he later commented, he
“never gave the matter another thought.”%

While Vessey reviewed the Atlantic Command’s plans, news of General
Austin’s 24-hour shoot-on-sight curfew prompted National Security Adviser
McFarlane to decide that the crisis required White House oversight. The
National Security Council replaced the State Department as the lead
agency in the decisionmaking process. With the shift came a change in the
name of the coordinating group. At McFarlane’s direction, his deputy, R.
Adm. 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 more senior
representatives.*

As the attendees discussed the deteriorating situation, NSC staff mem-
ber Marine Lt. Col. Oliver L. North mentioned that the Independence battle
group and the 22d Marine Amphibious Unit had recently sailed for the east-
ern Mediterranean. Ambassador Motley wanted the Defense Department to
divert them to the eastern Caribbean until the crisis eased. Admiral Moreau
refused to entertain the idea short of a written presidential order. In the end,
Admiral Poindexter’s committee urged that the Special Situation Group, a
committee of the most senior policymakers 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 cable from Ambassador Bish reporting that Barbadian Prime Minister J.
M. G. M. “Tom” Adams had requested U.S. assistance in overthrowing the
Austin junta. Long before the onset of the present crisis, the vice president
had expressed concern about the airfield construction at Point Salines and
had directed the Defense Intelligence Agency to provide him overhead pho-
tographs of the peninsula on a regular basis. Moreover, he had just returned
from a four-day visit to Jamaica, where he had received an in-depth analy-
sis of the crisis from the Reagan administration’s favorite Caribbean leader
and free-market advocate, Prime Minister Edward Seaga of Jamaica. Seaga

P Interv, Harvard Fellows with McDonald, [1988], Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

9 Menges, Inside the National Security Council, p. 68; Cole, Operation URGENT FURY, .
16; Don Oberdorfer, “Reagan Sought To End Cuban ‘Intervention,” Washington Post, 6 Nov
1983.

3 Interv, Cole with Moreau, 12 Jul 1984, Archives files, JHO; Agenda, 20 Oct 1983, sub:
CPPG Meeting, Country files (Grenada) I (9), box 90,931, RNSC, NARA-RRPL; Shultz,
Turmoil and Triumph, pp. 326-27.
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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 adven-
turer in the area would have a work-
ing model for how to take power. Vice
President Bush led off the meeting by
reading the Bish cable and then sum-
marized his own conversations with
Seaga. “These people,” he concluded,
“are asking us to do something.”3?

Detained because he was testify-
ing on Capitol Hill, Secretary Shultz
entered midway in the meeting and
outlined the State Department’s plans
to evacuate American citizens. He also
noted that U.S. military forces would
probably have to protect the evacua-
tion. If that became necessary, Shultz
advocated disarming the Grenadian
armed forces as a safety measure.
This was only one step short of out-
right regime change.*

General Vessey briefed the attend-
ees on the risks of using force and
the possibilities 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 pointed message to Cuba:
“Hands off!” A representative from
the Defense Intelligence Agency
informed the group that the People’s
Revolutionary Army would oppose

Seaga with Bush in Kingston, Jamaica

32 Msg, Bish to SecState, 20 1945Z Oct 1983, sub: Barbadian PM Tom Adams Pleas for
U.S. Intervention in Grenada, Msg files, DoS; Flynn, “Grenada,” Ph.D. diss., p. 111. On the
vice president’s interest in Point Salines, see MFR, author, 28 Oct 2008, sub: DIA Conference
on Operation URGENT Fury (Invasion of Grenada), 28 October 2008, Hist files PDocs/Misc),

CMH.

3 Statement, George P. Shultz, 25 Oct 1983, in Department of State Bulletin 83 (December

1983): 69; Cole, Operation URGENT FURy, p. 16.

88



PoLicy AND INITIAL PLANNING

any evacuation but that the Grenadian 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 continue to deteriorate and that at some point events would compel
the president to rescue the Americans. Bush and his associates consequently
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 Reagan’s signature. The Situation Group also
recommended the immediate diversion of the Independence battle group and
the marines. Shortly thereafter, Secretary Weinberger ordered the diversion
without waiting for the White House to issue the order.®

Late that evening, about 2100, General Vessey contacted the com-
mander of Joint Special Operations Command, Army Maj. Gen. Richard
A. Scholtes, on a secure line and informed him that military intervention
on Grenada was possible. He directed General Scholtes to develop a plan
and come to Washington and brief him early the next morning. Specifically,
Vessey wanted to know what targets Scholtes considered essential 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 in the past with only one exception—the rescue in 1982
of Army Brig. Gen. James Dozier, kidnapped by the Italian Red Brigade.
During the search for General Dozier, the special operations forces had
worked for U.S. European Command.>¢

For both decisionmakers and planners, the available information about
Grenada was seriously flawed. The figures on Grenadian and Cuban defend-
ers given to the Joint Chiefs, for example, represented an overestimate on the
order of 190 percent. The intelligence was the best available but derived from
inferences rather than hard data. This lack of accurate and up-to-date infor-
mation was the product of major structural problems in U.S. intelligence agen-
cies and misguided policies in the local American embassy.*’

The United States had drastically cut back its intelligence assets in the
wake of the Vietnam war. In an attempt to economize, for example, the
Defense Department failed to assign a defense attaché to the U.S. Embassy
in Bridgetown, Barbados, during most of the period following the Grenadian
revolution. Finally, in 1982 Army Lt. Col. Lawrence N. Reiman opened a one-
man shop. As the Grenada crisis began, intelligence assets in the region were

#Ltr (quoted words), Vessey to Armstrong, n.d.; Info Paper, Landers, 21 Oct 1983, sub:
URGENT Fury; and Memo, Cummings for Current Intel, DIA, [c. 20 Oct 1983], sub: Evaluation
of the Threat. All in Archives files, JHO. See also Cole, Operation URGENT FuURy, pp. 16-18.

3 Weinberger, Fighting for Peace, p. 109; Statement, Shultz, 25 Oct 1983, in Department of
State Bulletin, p. 69; Interv, Cole with Moreau, 12 Jul 1984, Archives files, JHO.

*Interv, Yates with Scholtes, 4 Mar 1999, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

37 Jnl, [Grenadian GS], 24 Oct 1983, sub: Strength of the Armed Forces in Terms of
Permanent, Reserve, and Party Comrades, CGD Mf 005213, Entry 338 (UD), RG 242,
NARA-CP.
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skeletal at best. All the agencies involved had to play catch-up in gathering
information.3®

The State Department was no different. Shortly after taking up his post
in Bridgetown, Ambassador Bish, a Nebraska businessman with no pre-
vious experience in government, had quite reasonably concluded that the
Bishop regime was Communist. Rather than seeking to obtain more infor-
mation about what was transpiring on Grenada, however, he had arbitrarily
directed his staff to drastically reduce even routine visits to the island.
(This meant that Reiman, for example, concentrated on establishing con-
tacts with friendly forces in the region.) The reporting from Bridgetown
on events on 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 infor-
mation friendly governments with better sources chose to pass along to the
embassy. Washington policymakers consequently received little if any spe-
cial insight into the events or psychology of the key figures on Grenada that
high-quality diplomatic reporting could have provided. Even more impor-
tant, 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.®

WASHINGTON, NORFOLK, AND THE CARIBBEAN, 21-22 OCTOBER

On Friday, 21 October, President Reagan formally directed the Defense
Department to continue contingency planning, enjoined the State Department
to contact allies and regional governments to determine both their assessment
of the situation and their willingness to participate in a multilateral interven-
tion if one became necessary, and confirmed the diversion of naval and marine
elements to the eastern Caribbean. Early that same day General Prillaman
telephoned General Scholtes and indicated that the Secretary Weinberger
and General Vessey 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. This directive notwithstanding, McDonald and his staff had one
important disadvantage when they entered the briefing room: They knew little
about the missions and capabilities of special operations forces. Scholtes had
been directed to brief all major combatant commanders shortly after Joint
Special Operations Command was established; however, after determining that
Atlantic Command was the least likely command to require special operations

¥ See Christopher M. Andrew, For the President’s Eyes Only, pp. 350-502; Robert M.
Gates, From the Shadows, pp. 56-63; Msgs, Ortiz to SecState, 15 1010Z Mar 1979, sub: Query
re Gairy’s Activities, and 19 14447 Mar 1979, sub: Grenada: U.S. Presence on the Island, Msg
files, DoS; Interv, Loendorf with Williams, 14 Dec 1990, SrOffOHist files, MHI.

¥ Author’s reading of all Bridgetown cables during the crisis. See Msgs, U.S. Embassy,
Bridgetown, 12-25 Oct 1983, Msg files, DoS. See also Shultz, Turmoil and Triumph, p. 327; Sally
A. Shelton, “Comments,” in Grenada and Soviet/Cuban Policy, pp. 236-37; Interv, Loendorf
with Williams, 14 Dec 1990, SrOffOHist files, MHI.
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forces support, he had not yet made the presentation when events on Grenada
produced a crisis.*

During the Grenada briefing McDonald became very concerned when he
learned that Scholtes planned to launch his attack at 0230, the darkest hour of
the night. How, wondered the admiral, could his men operate in total black-
out? McDonald did not realize that special operations forces were equipped
with night-vision equipment. It took some discussion to convince him that
the operation was feasible. Once McDonald approved the concept, Scholtes
directed his staff at Fort Bragg to begin detailed planning.*!

The working relationship between Atlantic Command and Joint Special
Operations Command was rocky in the beginning and then became worse.
The officers at the two headquarters did not know one another, never hav-
ing worked together. Tensions immediately developed between the intelligence
sections of the two staffs. Scholtes’ intelligence officers were used to directly
communicating with and coordinating actions with Washington intelligence
agencies. Atlantic Command’s director of intelligence (J-2) was violently
opposed to Joint Special Operations Command intelligence officers doing this
and ordered them to desist immediately. Then he discovered that he lacked
the means to communicate with several of the agencies involved and that he
had to use Joint Special Operations Command facilities to do so. This was, in
General Scholtes’ phrase, “a very unfortunate situation.”*

In the meantime, Vessey informed McDonald by secure telephone of the
decision to expand Atlantic Command’s mission to include neutralizing or dis-
arming the Grenadian armed forces. U.S. forces would disarm the Grenadians
only if they attempted to interfere with the evacuation. To cloak pending U.S.
action, Vessey kept to his normal schedule that included a speaking engagement
in Chicago. Before he left Washington late that same afternoon, he dispatched
formal guidance to Atlantic Command, Readiness Command, Military Airlift
Command, and Joint Special Operations Command. It reiterated what he
had told McDonald. The Joint Chiefs directed Atlantic Command to prepare
plans either for a rescue of American citizens in the face of military opposition
or for a small invasion to disarm the Grenadians and Cubans and to evacuate
Americans and foreign nationals. Moving the marines and the Independence
battle group into the eastern Caribbean would allow them to quickly inter-
vene if necessary. Readiness Command, Military Airliftt Command, and Joint
Special Operations Command would support these efforts.**

4NSDD 110, Reagan, 21 Oct 1983, sub: Grenada: Contingency Planning, in NSDD files,
box 1, RNSC, NARA-RRPL; Interv, Yates with Scholtes, 4 Mar 1999, Hist files (Intervs),
CMH.

4Interv, Yates with Scholtes, 4 Mar 1999, Hist files (Intervs), CMH; Chronology, encl. 2 to
Ltr, McDonald to Vessey, 6 Feb 1984, Archives files, JHO.

“Interv, Yates with Scholtes, 4 Mar 1999, Hist files (Intervs), CMH.

4 Msg, JCS to CINCLANT et al., 21 1755Z Oct 1983, sub: Contingency Planning for
Grenada, attached to Grenada Timeline; Note, unsigned, 29 Oct [1983], 1730L, sub: CJCS
Backgrounder to the Press; and Interv, Cole with Moreau, 12 Jul 1984. All in Archives files,
JHO. See also Cole, Operation UrGenT Fury, pp. 19-20; Pirnie, Operation URGENT FURY, pp.
63-68.
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Coordination of planning during a compressed time period by these far-
flung headquarters posed a problem. The Defense Department had in place
an early version of the Internet called the Worldwide Military Command and
Control System (WWMCCS). At this stage of its development, however, it
was impossible to segregate recipients, so anyone with access to the system had
access to everything on it. Because security concerns dictated that the planners
could not avail themselves of this tool, Vessey directed them to coordinate
their work through secure teleconferences and special category messages.*

This measure came too late to prevent first CBS News and then the
Associated Press from breaking the story of the diversion of the Independence,
fifteen ships of its battle group, and five ships of a Marine amphibious force,
a fact confirmed by a “Defense Department official” during a briefing of
Pentagon correspondents that evening. In response, “two aides” traveling with
the presidential party in Augusta stated that the ships were in the area only to
protect Americans if necessary and that no invasion was contemplated. 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 a calculated indiscretion
designed to influence the president’s decision, it produced intense concern in
the White House about operational security.®

While Vessey’s order forestalled any further leaks to the media, it also effec-
tively limited distribution of information about the contingency to a handful
of key operations planners and intelligence officers on the Joint Staff and at
the headquarters of the major participating commands. As a consequence,
it excluded, among others, all logisticians, communications specialists, public
affairs officers, and many intelligence officers, which meant that key portions
of the plans never received timely expert review. The Joint Staff logisticians,
as a result, learned about the Grenada planning shortly before the operation
began. They only had time to react to specific problems and did not scrutinize
logistical arrangements for the operation as a whole. The ban on sharing infor-
mation also cut out the Defense Mapping Agency, hampering the preparation
of maps in sufficient quantity for the forces involved.*

After Vessey departed for Chicago on Friday, 21 October, the acting chair-
man, Admiral James D. Watkins, the new chief of naval operations, attended
a second meeting of the Crisis Pre-Planning Group. New intelligence reports
suggested that the Cubans as well as the Grenadians might resist. The Cubans,
according to one inaccurate report, might have introduced 240 combat troops

4“4 Rpt, [Harris], 1 May 1985, Archives files, JHO; Perry R. Nuhn, “WWMCCS and the
Computer That Can,” pp. 16-21.

4 B. Drummond Ayres Jr., “U.S. Marines Diverted to Grenada in Event Americans Face
Danger,” New York Times, 22 Oct 1983 (first quoted words); Cody, “Cuba Condemns Grenada
Coup,” Washington Post, 22 Oct 1983 (second quoted words); Fred Hiatt, “U.S. Says Situation
Still Unclear as Naval Force Nears Grenada,” ibid., 23 Oct 1983; Motley, “Decision To Assist
Grenada,” p. 2; Interv, Cole with Vessey, 25 Mar 1987, Archives files, JHO.

4 Draft Rpt, J-3/OPD, 8 Jan 1984, sub: Operation URGENT FUrRy—Activation Sequence;
Intervs, Cole with Vessey, 25 Mar 1987, and with Prillaman, 9 Feb 1984. All in Archives files,
JHO.
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onto the island when the freighter Vietnam 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
their agreement that the United States would have to use military force to pro-
tect the evacuation and might have to disarm all Grenadians and Cubans, even
those well removed from the evacuation point.*’

With the heightened awareness of security, the Joint Staff’s Operations
Directorate, contrary to standard procedure, did not generate a force list.
Its alert order of 22 October to Atlantic Command and supporting com-
mands only identified the Army Ranger units by name. Otherwise, Readiness
Command was simply to provide “necessary” forces. Quite naturally given the
time constraints, Admiral McDonald chose to work directly with the XVIII
Airborne Corps’ 82d Airborne Division, the Army unit that would play a
role in the large contingency. He neglected, however, to keep the commander
of Readiness Command, Army General Wallace H. Nutting, and his staff
informed of the evolution of Atlantic Command’s planning. Upon hearing of
the potential operation, Nutting, a veteran armor officer with no experience in
airborne operations, did not send a liaison officer to Norfolk on 19 October.
In contrast, one of his predecessors, General Paul D. Adams, actually did
this during the Dominican Republic crisis of 1965, thereby anticipating and
solving problems. As a consequence of his failure to monitor the situation,
Nutting first learned of the division’s involvement when Admiral McDonald
issued his operations order on the night of 23-24 October. Overlooked, the
Readiness Command logisticians, like their Joint Staff counterparts, had no
chance to consider the logistical plan or evaluate force structure for URGENT
Fury. As a result, Vessey and McDonald had unintentionally deactivated
two very important fail-safe devices in the logistical portion of the joint plan-
ning process. Atlantic Command was a “blue water” staff, whose Logistics
Directorate could never provide the same kind of safeguards for the support
of Army ground operations.*

Reaction in the eastern Caribbean to the dispatch of the Independence
battle group and the marines was emphatic. The same day as the Defense
Department announcement, the Organization of Eastern Caribbean States
heads of government met in Barbados. They unanimously agreed to inter-
vene to restore order on Grenada and, because the forces at their disposal
were minuscule, to request the assistance of both Barbados and Jamaica, del-
egating the chair, Prime Minister Eugenia Charles of Dominica, 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 assis-
tance. Attempts the following day to enlist other nations from the Caribbean

47Cole, Operation URGENT Fury, p. 19.

8 Msg (first quoted word), Nutting to McDonald, 19 Nov 1983; Draft Rpt, J-3/OPD, 8
Jan 1984; and Interv (second quoted words), Cole with Prillaman, 9 Feb 1984. All in Archives
files, JHO. See also Msg Extract, JCS, 18 0000Z [Oct 1983], Misc Master Scenario Events
List (Cmd/Control—Task Org), Hist files (PDocs/DoD/JCS); Nutting Resumé, GenOfT files,
CMH.

93



THE Rucksack WAR

proved largely unsuccessful. The prime minister of Guyana, one of the most
strenuous opponents of military action, purportedly contacted Austin and
told him of the Charles initiative.*

The U.S. Embassy in Barbados struggled without avail to find a peaceful
solution to the problem of U.S. citizens on the island. The whole thrust of the
postcoup diplomatic offensive by the members of the Organization of Eastern
Caribbean States was to isolate the Austin regime. Ambassador Charles A.
Gillespie, Ambassador Motley’s new deputy, interrupted an orientation tour of
the Caribbean to provide Ambassador Bish with on-the-scene advice. 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.*

The use of an administrator at St. George’s University School of
Medicine both facilitated and obscured the exchanges between the Americans
and the Grenadians. Initially, Gillespie and Bish relied on the school’s vice
chancellor, Geoffrey Bourne, as a go-between. They communicated via tele-
type with Bourne, who then conveyed their views to representatives of the
Revolutionary Military Council. Austin then took the initiative and on a
few occasions visited the campus so that he could exchange ideas with the
U.S. diplomats without the use of an intermediary. After much discussion,
Gillespie and Bish convinced the Grenadians to allow a consular party headed
by Kenneth Kurze, a Bridgetown embassy official, to visit the island to check
on the Americans. Kurze and one other embassy colleague 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 foundered on Grenadian intransi-
gence. While Austin proclaimed the Revolutionary Military Council’s readiness
to allow all foreign nationals to depart peacefully, the council’s negotiator in
this matter, Maj. Leon Cornwall, found various 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, Major
Cornwall denied the vessel docking privileges and said that the Grenadian
Army would fire on it if it entered Grenadian waters. The Grenadians appeared
to favor evacuation by air from Pearls Airport, but their failure to open it to
commercial flights on 24 October called their good faith into question. The
senior officials at the Bridgetown embassy came to believe that the Grenadians

“Edward Cody, “Caribbean Nations Discuss Response to Violence in Grenada, Washington
Post, 23 Oct 1983; Frank J. Prial, “American Envoys Going to Grenada,” New York Times, 23
Oct 1983; Motley, “Decision To Assist Grenada,” p. 2. On the call to Austin, see Lewis, Grenada,
p. 95.

O Shultz, Turmoil and Triumph, pp. 333-34; Msgs, Bish to SecState, 21 1723Z Oct 1983, sub:
Embassy Officers Travel, and 22 2219Z Oct 1983, sub: More Discussion with Eastern Caribbean
Leaders, Unity Prevails, Msg files, DoS.

S Msgs, Bish to SecState, 21 2046Z Oct 1983, sub: Apparent Invitation from General
Hudson Austin To Send USG REP To Discuss the Situation, and 21 23547 Oct 1983, sub:
Second Telex/Phone Contact Oct 22 with Medical School Authorities, Msg files, DoS.
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Bourne looks through the broken glass of his office on the Grenada campus.

were already attempting to use the Americans on the island as bargaining
chips.

One CIA officer, Linda Flohr, entered Grenada during this period of
limited access. Flohr spent over two days dodging Grenadian Army patrols
while surreptitiously reporting via clandestine radio on the situation. 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 22 October did Governor General Sir Paul Scoon, regarded by
the regional governments as the only legitimate source of authority remaining
on Grenada. He confided in a British official that he desired an intervention
to overthrow the Austin clique. The State Department learned of the appeal
early the next morning.*

2 Msgs, Bish to SecState, 23 04427 Oct 1983, sub: Travel of Political Counselor and Vice
Counsel to Grenada; 24 1740Z Oct 1983, sub: Possible Evacuation of American Citizens/Strong
Media Interest as Well as Concern by Parents. Both in Msg files, DoS. See also Rpt, GWG,
24 Oct 1983, 0500, sub: Situation in Grenada, GWG, 1983, Accession no. 353-96-0002, DoS;
Motley, “Decision To Assist Grenada,” p. 2.

3 Duane R. Clarridge and Digby Diehl, A Spy for All Seasons, pp. 250-51. Clarridge
worked for the CIA as chief of the Latin American Division in the Directorate of Operations.

3 Msg, Bish to SecState, 24 1659Z Oct 1983, sub: Grenada, 24 Oct, Morning, Msg files,
DoS. Adkin, UrRGENT FuURy, pp. 97-99, has the fullest account of the Scoon appeal, although it
is wrong in one key detail: Ambassador McNeil did not carry a draft letter for Scoon’s signature
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XVIII AIRBORNE CORPS AND 82D AIRBORNE DIVISION,
19-22 OCTOBER

Forces Command, which would have to provide Atlantic Command with
troops in the event of Army involvement, first learned of the possibility of
operations on Grenada on 19 October. As the Army component command of
Readiness Command, it received a “heads-up” alert from General Nutting’s
staff. Forces Command passed the message along to XVIII Airborne Corps
at Fort Bragg. Atlantic Command had already telephoned the corps directly.
Marine Lt. Col. David G. Purdy had used a secure communications chan-
nel to alert the special duty officer in the corps emergency operations center
of the “attempted coup” and of Ambassador Bish’s concern that conditions
might compel the evacuation of U.S. citizens. Colonel Purdy’s information
was sketchy. Most of the Americans were students at St. George’s University
School of Medicine “near an airfield.” One of the options under consideration
would involve the 82d Airborne Division. It should be ready to go on a six-
teen- to eighteen-hour notice.>

In turn, XVIII Airborne Corps contacted the 82d Airborne Division. The
division staff’s operations section also received calls directly from the Army
Staff and Forces Command inquiring about the division’s state of readiness.
As a result, a number of people at both corps and division headquarters knew
that something was happening, but they did not know what degree of impor-
tance to attach to the calls. During the 1980s Americans were almost con-
tinuously in danger somewhere in the world. As a result, inquiries about the
division’s readiness, planning for overseas deployments, and even alerts for
possible deployments happened with enough frequency to become almost rou-
tine. The Fort Bragg officers thus had no reason to treat this first stirring of
interest about Grenada any differently than the others. In practice, heads-up
calls meant that someone in the operations section of each headquarters had to
pull the relevant concept plan out of the files and give it a careful reading.>

Late on Friday afternoon, 21 October, the acting assistant chief of staff
for operations at XVIII Airborne Corps, Lt. Col. William R. Chewning,
notified the corps commander, Lt. Gen. Jack V. Mackmull, about Atlantic
Command’s request that an 82d Airborne Division planning team come to
Norfolk the next day. General Mackmull had his hat in his hand and was
on his way out of his office for a rare weekend at the beach when Colonel
Chewning stopped him. He told Chewning to make certain that the corps
had both good intelligence on the island and a representative on the planning

to Barbados on 23 October. See Robert J. Beck, “The ‘McNeil Mission’ and the Decision To
Inva