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This issue presents three essays that examine
developments during the last seventy years whose
significance for the Army, the authors believe, has
not been fully understood.

In the first article, Army historian Edgar Raines
explores the impact that the 1983 U.S.-led invasion
of the Caribbean island of Grenada had on the
countries most directly affected by the operation.
Conducted at a contentious period in the Cold
War, the action restored parliamentary democracy
to a small Western Hemisphere nation and en-
couraged military reforms and, ultimately, a more
assertive foreign policy in the United States; the
author concludes, however, that the operation had
only a slight impact on subsequent developments
in Latin America and the Soviet Union.

In a commentary on the historical background
of U.S. Army counterinsurgency doctrine, U.S.
Military Academy history professor Gian Gentile
argues that the Army remains deeply indebted to
an approach to guerrilla warfare developed in the
1960s primarily by French officers. Those authors
proposed combating insurgencies by focusing
broadly on entire populations, a soldier-intensive
approach that was molded by their experiences
fighting revolutionaries in Vietnam and Algeria.
Gentile argues that this four-decade-old perspec-
tive now smothers other methods of counterinsur-
gency warfare that would not be as burdensome
to implement.

While Raines ponders the consequences of a
single operation and Gentile discusses the con-
tinuing impact of a group of military thinkers,
retired Army historian Robert Wright considers
how the capacity developed by the Army to insert
troops from the air affected the nation’s approach
toward waging war. Chronicling not merely U.S.
airborne operations but also the Army’s evolv-
ing airborne doctrine, Wright argues that the
capabilities of airborne forces enabled the Army
to develop a contingency-based rapid-reaction
approach to the commitment of military forces.
This approach, he argues, differed markedly from
the heavy-force mobilization model that had un-
derlain the earlier demands for absolute victory
and unconditional surrender.

I think the reader will find that each of these
contributions uses historical analysis to raise
interesting questions about how the Army has
handled its missions.

Charles Hendricks
Managing Editor
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ending series of changing priorities without

surrendering its commitment to crucial long-
term goals. Among the latter are maintaining account-
ability for the vast artifact collections of the Army’s
museums; ensuring the
preservation of electronic
records of current opera-
tions for future historians
(not the Center’s regula-
tory responsibility but
an immensely vital task
nonetheless); tracking all
Army unit designations,
awards, and lineages, both
in the Regular Army and
the reserve components;
and, what is often con-
sidered its core mission,
publishing new volumes
in its various series on Army operations
and issues. Nowhere are the Center’s hard
choices more clearly illustrated than by the
work of the two dozen or so research and
writing historians in its Histories Division.
There, valid demand projects from the
Army Staff and Secretariat have continued
to force the postponement of work on Vietnam and
Cold War volumes, even as many were approaching
completion. However, the resulting “quick reaction”
products have been essential to the Army leadership.
Recent examples include a major study of the Army
Requirements Process for the chief of staft of the Army;
another on the Army’s historic approach to presidential
transitions; information papers on the promotion and
fielding of major weapons systems in the past; investiga-
tions into the historical accession and retention rates
of both officers and enlisted personnel during times of
national stress; and in-depth examinations of various
issues associated with regional and ethnic minorities
and women in the military. A broad variety of reports
relating to historic commemoration would also fall

F I Yhe Center continues to juggle a seemingly never-

into this category, as would a number of “smart books”
for Army leaders in key positions, which showcase the
unvarnished experiences of their predecessors during
their first years on the job to provide the new officehold-
ers with a broader idea of how the challenges of their
positions have been handled.

Also meeting critical needs have been some mono-
graphs and studies devoted to current topics, such as
the modular Army reorganization and the first Stryker
units deployed to Iraq. Other such products have in-
cluded a compendium of observations by key Army
leaders serving in Afghanistan and articles featured in
such journals as Army History and the Journal of Mili-
tary History. Some similar studies nearing
completion on aspects of ongoing missions
include accounts of the Multi-National
Corps-Iraq and the 4th Infantry Division
during the recent “surge” period; another
on the Coalition Forces Land Component
Command (CFLCC, pronounced See-flick)
in an earlier period of the Iraq War; and a
short history of the Future Combat System,
the Army’s controversial
family of electronically
interconnected combat
platforms, that has prom-
ised different things to
different people. At the
same time, the division
has continued to shepherd
a number of contract his-
tories written either for
the Center or for other
organizations, to include
the Army’s Office of the
Chief of Public Affairs (a
history of public affairs in
the Army), the Army Medical Command, the Army
Corps of Engineers, the Army Training and Doctrine
Command (the “mixed-gender” training experience),
and the Army’s operations research community. Along
these lines, the Center recently issued a two-volume

Transforming an Army at War

Continued on page 56
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NOTES

New PusLication FRom THE CENTER OF
Miumary History

The U.S. Army Center of Military
History has published a two-volume
account of the strategic air- and
missile-defense efforts of the United
States and the Soviet Union in the
period from 1945 to 1972. Entitled
History of Strategic Air and Ballistic
Missile Defense, this recently declas-
sified study was completed by the
BDM Corporation in 1975 under
contract to the Center. The volumes
examine the evolution of air defense
strategy and the development and
deployment of strategic defense
systems. The 287-page first volume
covers the years 1945 to 1955 and the
387-page second volume covers the
years 1956 to 1972. Together they
form CMH Pub 40-5-1.

Military users may request a copy
of this two-volume set by writing to
Bryan Hockensmith, the Center of
Military History’s distribution edi-
tor, at army.history2@conus.army.
mil.

Army Historicat QFrices IssuE
New Books

Two Army command historical
offices have issued new books. The
Military History Office of the U.S.
Army Training and Doctrine Com-
mand has published Mixed-Gender
Basic Training: The U.S. Army Ex-
perience, 1973-2004, by Anne W.
Chapman, who was a historian in
that office. This 197-page volume
discusses the expanding opportu-
nities that were opened to female
soldiers in the first three decades
of the modern all-volunteer Army
and analyzes how the Army pro-
vided initial training to female
recruits to enable them to pursue
these service options.

The Office of Medical History of
the Office of the Surgeon General,
U.S. Army, has issued Answering
the Call, The U.S. Army Nurse Corps,
1917-1919: A Commemorative Trib-
ute to Military Nursing in World War
I, edited by Lisa M. Budreau and
Richard M. Prior. This beautifully
illustrated 238-page study describes
the service of U.S. Army nurses in
the United States and France during
World War I. Budreau is a contract
historian with the Office of Medical
History. Prior is a lieutenant colonel
in the Army Nurse Corps who served
as the corps’ historian from 2006 to
2008.

Each of these books may be ordered
from the Government Printing Office
at http://bookstore.gpo.gov/. Mixed-
Gender Basic Training is available in
paperback under stock number 008-
029-00466-6 for $20. Answering the
Call is being offered for $43 under
stock number 008-023-00136-7.

2009 Conrerence oF Army HisToRIANS

The U.S. Army Center of Military
History will hold its biennial confer-
ence of Army historians on 28-30 July
2009 at the Doubletree Crystal City
Hotellocated at 300 Army Navy Drive,
Arlington, Virginia. The theme of the
conference is “Exiting War: Phase IV
Operations.” Conference organizers
expect presentations to address a wide
range of topics related to postconflict
military operations, including peace-
keeping, occupation, nation building,
reconstruction, counterinsurgency,
and withdrawal.

Information about the conference
and a link to the registration form is
posted at http://www.history.army.
mil/2009CAH/index.html. The
registration form contains a link
to a hotel Web site at which those
who plan to attend the conference
may arrange room reservations at

special conference rates. The block
of rooms set aside for conference
registrants will remain available at
the special rate until 24 June or until
it is completely booked, whichever
comes first.

Compat Stupies InsTiTuTe PRess IssuEs
New HistoricaL PusLications

The Combat Studies Institute of
the U.S. Army Combined Arms Cen-
ter at Fort Leavenworth, Kansas, has
issued three new works: a history of
U.S. Army amphibious operations in
the Korean War, an account of the
Army’s support of recovery efforts in
the aftermath of Hurricane Katrina,
and a compendium of proceedings of
the institute’s 2008 military history
symposium on interagency coopera-
tion in military operations.

Over the Beach: US Army Amphibi-
ous Operations in the Korean War
by retired Col. Donald W. Boose
Jr. reviews U.S. Army amphibious
operations during World War IT and
postwar amphibious training prior
to examining the Army’s amphibi-
ous landings in the Korean War. The
book covers landings before, includ-
ing, and after the one at Inch’on and
also discusses amphibious evacua-
tions, the siege of Wonsan, and river
and reservoir operations. The author
is an instructor at the U.S. Army War
College.

Army Support During the Hurricane
Katrina Disaster by James A. Wom-
bwell is the latest title in the institute’s
Long War series (Occasional Paper
29). This 277-page study analyzes
the work of some 22,000 active-duty
soldiers and 50,000 National Guard
personnel from all fifty states who
assisted with the rescue and relief
missions that followed the storm’s

Continued on page 57
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little more than twenty-five
years ago, on 25 October
1983, the United States
invaded the small island-nation of
Grenada in the eastern Caribbean.
Four states—the Soviet Union, Cuba,
Grenada, and the United States—had
substantial interest in the outcome
of the operation. From the perspec-
tive of a quarter of a century, this
essay will explore the impacts of the
operation, named URGENT FURY by
the U.S. Joint Chiefs of Staff, on these
four countries and the incursion’s
long-term significance for them.
Grenada was a member of the
British Commonwealth in 1983, but
a rather unusual member of that
organization in that it had, for all
intents and purposes, a communist
government. Prime Minister Mau-
rice Bishop, a London-educated
barrister, and his party, the New
Joint Effort for Welfare, Education,
and Liberation Movement Party
(known as the New JEWEL Party),
had come to power as the result of
a coup in March 1979. Despite an
attempt to posture as left-leaning
neutralists, Bishop and his associates
had exhibited strong affinity toward
Cuba before they gained control
of the government. Their ties only
deepened afterward. They also estab-

lished close relations with the Soviet
Union and other members of the
Warsaw Pact. Then on 12 October
1983, following a long and ardu-
ous meeting of the party’s Central
Committee, Bishop was deposed
by a clique led by his deputy prime
minister, Bernard Coard. A week
later, a crowd of Bishop’s supporters
rescued him from house arrest, but
the Grenadian Army remained loyal
to Coard and counterattacked. In the
end, the soldiers executed Bishop
and his senior supporters.!

Popular revulsion at this act led the
Revolutionary Military Council that
now proclaimed itself the interim
government to decree a 24-hour
curfew, in effect putting the entire
island under house arrest. Headed
by General Hudson Austin, the
minister of defence in the Bishop
cabinet and now a Coard ally, the
new government also cut links to the
outside world, closing to all traffic
both Grenada’s port of St. George’s
and its only operational airport at
Pearls. The U.S. government became
concerned because there were about
one thousand Americans resident on
the island, of whom some six hun-
dred or more were associated with
the St. George’s University School of
Medicine. Efforts to negotiate a safe

departure foundered on “technical”
objections raised by the new Grena-
dian leadership. The U.S. response
was to intervene.?

While fighter planes from the USS
Independence carrier battle group and
the Air Force’s Tactical Air Com-
mand deterred Cuba from sending
reinforcements, marines, Rangers,
and special operations forces landed
on the island. Shortly before 0530
on 25 October the marines made
a helicopter assault at Pearls. A
few minutes later, the first Rangers
landed by parachute at Point Salines
on the extreme southwestern tip of
the island. There, the Grenadians
with Cuban assistance were building
a large international airport with a
9,000-foot runway. Its ostensible pur-
pose was to handle the trans-Atlantic
tourist trade. Somewhat later, special
operations forces sought to seize vari-
ous pinpoint targets in the vicinity
of the capital, St. George’s, including
the governor general’s residence; Fort
Rupert, formerly the command center
for the Grenadian Army; Richmond
Hill Prison, where many political
prisoners were held; and the broad-
cast studios and transmitting tower
of Radio Free Grenada.?

The fighting lasted three days,
with the Grenadians and Cubans
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AUS. Air Force CH-3 Sea King helicopter
takes off for operations in Grenada,
28 October 1983.

mounting the heaviest resistance
on the first day. The marines seized
Pearls against minimal opposition.
In contrast, the Rangers captured
Point Salines after a hard fight. They
also secured the True Blue campus
of the medical school without injury
to any of the students or faculty. At
almost the same time, the Grenadian
Army repulsed special operations
forces sent to capture Richmond Hill
Prison and Fort Rupert. A team did
capture Radio Free Grenada, only to
discover that the Grenadians had an
alternate studio at another location.
When the Grenadians counterat-
tacked with an armored personnel
carrier, the Americans, lacking an-
tiarmor weapons, had to withdraw.
In the meantime, the U.S. command
had concentrated all available aircraft
to support the team that was at the
governor general’s house. The special
operators had secured the governor
general, Sir Paul Scoon, and his family
and staff but could not take them to
safety because the Grenadian Army
had reacted quickly and surrounded
the site. The team held its own until
the marines, advancing from the
north, relieved it the next day.*

8 Army History Summer 2009

Troops of the 82d Airborne Divi-
sion began arriving at Point Salines
during the afternoon of 25 October.
The division gradually took over the
combat role from the Rangers, but
confusion in the airflow to the island
meant that after its first airborne
infantry battalion closed, it received
follow-on units slowly. Elements
often arrived in no particular order.
As aresult the Rangers continued to
draw difficult assignments. On the
twenty-sixth, using Marine Corps
helicopters, they staged a raid on the
Grand Anse campus of the medical
school, about whose existence they
had not known before the opera-
tion, and successfully evacuated all
the students there. The next day at
the direction of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, they made an air assault onto
the Calivigny Peninsula that cost
three helicopters and many casual-
ties. They redeployed to the United
States on 28 and 29 October.

The marines, who had been on their
way to Lebanon before President
Ronald W. Reagan diverted them
to the eastern Caribbean, resumed
their journey to that Middle Eastern
trouble spot on 2 November. As they
did, the 82d, which ultimately sent
two brigades to Grenada, became
heavily engaged in stability opera-
tions—maintaining the peace and

public confidence
while Governor General
Scoon created a govern-
ment of technicians to
rule until holding demo-
cratic elections became possible. At
the same time, he purged the civil
service of New JEWEL Party sup-
porters, reconstituted the police, and
disbanded the Grenadian Army. The
82d gradually withdrew its forces as
the conditions on Grenada returned
to normal. The last combat troops
departed on 13 December 1983.°
Until Scoon could revitalize Gre-
nadian institutions, a 350-person
Caribbean Peacekeeping Force, con-
sisting of police and military contin-
gents drawn from the neighboring
islands, maintained the peace. The
United States provided equipment,
supplies, and training for this mul-
tinational force. At the same time,
a small Army Special Forces team
concentrated on training a para-
military Special Services Unit within
the Grenadian police that could deal
with any armed insurgency that
the greatly weakened supporters of
Coard or Bishop might mount in the
future. The last U.S. trainers with-
drew on 30 September 1985.°
The Soviet Union had committed
only a minimal amount of military
equipment and public support to
the New JEWEL Party government.
As a consequence, this reversal in
the Caribbean directly affected it the
least of any of the parties involved.
In an ironic way, the U.S. invasion
dovetailed with and furthered a re-
cent shift in Soviet grand strategy. In
March 1983, the new general secre-



tary of the Communist Party of the
Soviet Union, Yuri Andropov, had
called the head of the Cuban armed
forces, Raul Castro, to Moscow for
secret consultations. Andropov had
made clear to Castro that the Soviet
Union could no longer guarantee
Cuba’s independence. The Soviet
Union had very quietly assumed the
strategic defensive in its worldwide
competition with the United States.’

This shift profoundly influenced
the Soviet reaction to events in Gre-
nada. The Coard faction was more
closely aligned with the Soviet Union
than were Bishop and his support-
ers. As a result, the outcome of the
coup may not have been completely
distasteful to the Soviets. No evi-
dence has surfaced to date, however,
to suggest that they fomented the
dispute between Bishop and Coard.
The Soviet ambassador may have
had some advance warning about
the course of events, given Coard’s
close ties to the embassy, but the
speed and contingent nature of all
that happened suggest that Soviet
influence on events was minimal.
This conclusion, of course, can only
be tentative and will be subject to
revision when and if the Russian
government ever opens the Soviet
archives for this period.®

To say that the consequences of the
successful U.S. invasion of Grenada

were minimal for the Soviet Union is
not the same as suggesting that they
were positive. They were, in fact,
unrelievedly negative. In terms of
geographic spread, Soviet influence
was at its peak in the Caribbean on
24 October 1983, the day before the
Americans landed. Cuba, Grenada,
Nicaragua (under the Sandinistas),
and the Marxist revolutionaries in El
Salvador all fell under its sway. The
Grenadian leadership was poised
to make public its allegiance to the
Soviet system in March 1984 at the
gala opening of the international
airport at Point Salines on the fifth
anniversary of the Grenadian revo-
lution. Only the fact that the U.S.
intervention antedated this proposed
ceremony by five months allowed
the Soviets to assert publicly that the
loss of Grenada did not represent
any rollback of the Soviet bloc. At
the same time, following a vehe-
ment public protest, Andropov and
conservatives in the Soviet Foreign
Ministry were quite content to ac-
cept quietly the fact that the United
States had defended its sphere of
influence. In return, they expected
that the Americans would recognize
similar Soviet spheres in Poland and
Afghanistan.?

At the very least, the success of the
invasion emboldened the enemies of
the Soviet Union. In his memoirs,

Port of St. George's, Grenada

the then-deputy director for intel-
ligence of the Central Intelligence
Agency, Robert M. Gates, called the
period between the U.S. withdrawal
from Vietnam and the Soviet with-
drawal from Afghanistan “the “Third
World” war.” During these years,
the intelligence services of the two
superpowers, with only occasionally
the direct involvement of their mili-
taries, waged a conflict for power and
prestige using third world proxies in
Central America, Africa, and Central
Asia. Grenada was the first instance
in which clearly the outcome had
gone against the Soviets.*

Grenada was but a pebble in the
avalanche of bad news that over-
whelmed the Soviet system in the
1980s and early 1990s and led to
its collapse and breakup. Certainly
other foreign events, notably the in-
surgency in Afghanistan, were much
more important. Just as obviously, the
basic causes of the crisis were internal
to the Soviet economy, society, and
political system. Grenada in this per-
spective was not so much a cause as a
symptom of imperial overstretch and
a harbinger of what was to overtake
the Soviet Union.*



Although it publicly applauded the
1979 Sandinista and Grenadian revo-
lutions, in private the Cuban leader-
ship was ambivalent about them.
Before the election of President
Reagan, Cuban leader Fidel Castro
had hoped to establish more normal
relations with the United States. On
the other hand, he did not want to
repudiate the image of revolutionary
fervor that had defined his regime
since the fall of Havana in Janu-
ary 1959. This reputation was the
source of much regional influence. It
was this image that caused both the
Sandinistas and the
Grenadians to actively
seek Cuban support.
These contradictory
impulses caused the
Cubans to continue
a practice begun in
1967, following the
death of Che Guevara,
of not publicly call-
ing for the export of
Marxist revolution.
At the same time,
however, they quietly
provided both moral
and material support
to the revolutionaries.
All the while, Castro

counseled moderation to his would-
be protégés.*?

In the years before 1983, the Sovi-
ets had proved coy supporters of the
Grenadian revolution. They had not
established an embassy on the island
until 1981. The Cubans had acted as
go-betweens to bring the reluctant
Soviets and ardent Grenadians to-
gether. This mirrored the relations
of the Soviets and the Cubans in
the rest of the Caribbean and Cen-
tral America in the 1970s and early
1980s. The Cubans supported, how-
ever hesitantly, the export of Marxist

revolution—or as Castro phrased it
“proletarian internationalism”—to
the Caribbean basin, South America,
and Africa and drew the somewhat
reluctant Soviets along in their wake.
In a sense, the junior partner in the
Soviet-Cuban relationship deter-
mined the direction and tempo of
action, but this junior partner was in
thrall to its own revolutionary image.
Consequently, the client regimes in
Grenada and Central America had
great influence on the pace of revo-
lutionary change in the region.™
Cuba’s commitment to the success
of the Grenadian rev-
olution in both mate-
rial and psychological
terms was much great-
er than that of the So-
viet Union. Cuba had
trained many more
members of the Gre-
nadian Army than
had the Soviet Union.
In addition, it had
provided a substantial
number of doctors,
nurses, and medical
supplies to establish
free medical clin-
ics in the Grenadian
countryside where no
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Ronald Reagan Presidem‘iol'

President Ronald Reagan confers in the Oval Office about the turmoil in Grenada with Prime Minister Eugenia Charles of Dominica, right;
Secretary of State George Shultz, left; and National Security Adviser Robert McFarlane, 25 October 1983.
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Left o right, Nicaraguan Sandinista leader Daniel Ortega,

medical care had previ-
ously been available. It
sent Cuban “workers” to
help build the airport at
Point Salines. In actuality,
they were Cuban Army
reservists organized and
armed as an engineer bat-
talion. The Grenadians set
up training areas in which
to instruct potential Marx-
ist revolutionaries from
the neighboring islands,
training to which the Cu-
bans lent their technical
expertise. The Grenadians
then outfitted the gradu-
ates of these programs with
arms and ammunition.
Although several of the Grenadian
leaders expressed sympathy with
the idea of Grenada serving as a
transshipment point for Cuban arms
destined for other countries in the
region, there is no evidence that they
had actually undertaken this role
on a large scale by the time of the
U.S. invasion.**

Although the American invasion
made all these investments in Gre-
nada a total loss, in many respects
the coup and Bishop’s execution
were more traumatic events for the
Cuban leaders than the subsequent
U.S. intervention. Fidel Castro and
Maurice Bishop had enjoyed a per-

\ I'l ol

sonal relationship. Bishop regarded
Castro as a role model, while Castro
saw Bishop as a special protégé. In
the weeks before the critical New
JEWEL Party Central Committee
meeting that deposed Bishop, he
was in Eastern Europe trying to
obtain support for the failing Gre-
nadian economy. On his way home,
he stopped in Cuba and had a long
meeting with Castro. Bishop, how-
ever, did not discuss his political
problems at home. Almost the next
thing the Cubans knew, Bishop was
under arrest—then he was dead.”
Castro was enraged. He immedi-
ately began distancing Cuba from the

¥
S

Maurice Bishop, and Fidel Casiro at a May Day rally in Havana, Cuba, 1 May 1980

Austin regime. He declined
to send any reinforcements
to Grenada before the In-
dependence battle group
arrived in the area. Fur-
thermore, he ordered the
Cubans in Grenada to stay
in their “camp sites” and
“work places close by.”
They were not to fire on
any invasion force unless
it first fired on them. The
joint Cuban-Grenadian de-
fense plan envisioned that
the Cubans would defend
the Salines Peninsula. Not
only did Castro’s orders
prevent the reservists from
taking up their prepared
defensive positions, but he directed
that the Grenadians stay out of the
area as well. Castro, either delib-
erately or inadvertently, had thus
rendered the international airfield
indefensible. He did send a Cuban
infantry officer with previous expe-
rience in Grenada, Col. Pedro Tor-
tol6 Comas, to organize the Cuban
defenses. Tortold, however, arrived
less than twenty-four hours before
the invasion and was as hamstrung
by Castro’s instructions as everyone
else.

When the Cubans captured on
Grenada returned to Havana, Castro
greeted them at the airport and pub-




licly gave them each a hero’s welcome.
Shortly thereafter, however, the Cu-
ban government stripped the former
Cuban ambassador to Grenada of his
diplomatic rank, expelled him from
the Communist Party, and confined
him to prison without even a hearing.
The Cuban Army court-martialed all
the Cuban officers assigned to Gre-
nada in secret trials, convicted them
of cowardice, and reduced them to
enlisted ranks. Tortold was assigned
to the Cuban expeditionary force in
Angola and died there in 1986 as a
private. The Cuban Army had earned
areputation in its African campaigns
as a tough, professional field force.
The regime, in effect, blamed the
failure in Grenada on Cuban officers
as a class.”

The defeat in Grenada, particu-
larly the orders from Havana that
prevented an effective defense, had
the potential for dealing a consider-
able blow to Castro’s prestige and
power if Castro’s role in the debacle
became widely known. One of the
advantages of a dictatorship—from
the dictator’s perspective—is the
ability to shift blame for mistakes
onto subordinates. This Castro very
effectively did.*®

At most, for the Cubans, URGENT
FURY underlined the implication of

Department of Defense

Andropov’s withdrawal of the Soviet
guarantee; they had to quickly assume
sole responsibility for their own secu-
rity. Moreover, the decline and fall of
the Soviet Union and the resulting
evaporation of the Soviet subsidy to
the Cuban economy quickly followed
the Grenada intervention. Cuba
then went from being an exporter
(however erratically) of revolution
to a society focused on defending the
essential aspects of the revolution at
home, while accepting a degree of
liberalization in some arenas, such as
religion and tourism. Whatever long-
term results Grenada might have had
on the Cubans were simply swamped
by the sudden and irreversible turn of
fortunes experienced by their patron
and protector.®®

Arguably, the greatest impact of
the U.S. intervention was on Grena-
da itself. In effect,
the Grenadians
suffered through
four traumas—
Bishop’s arrest,
his execution, the
period of curfew,
and the combat
surrounding the
U.S.landings. The
evidence currently
available suggests

that the Bishop-Coard collision
resulted entirely from local prob-
lems—the dismal performance of
the partially nationalized Grenadian
economy; impatience with Bishop’s
leadership style that was oriented
toward consensus-building, which
his critics considered temporizing;
and simple human emotions such
as envy, jealousy, and lust for power.
The critical New JEWEL Party Cen-
tral Committee meeting revealed
that, at bottom, Bishop was a popu-
list. Legitimate power in his view
rested on popular consent. His per-
sonal popularity was the basis for the
New JEWEL Party’s authority and
his own premiership. Coard, on the
other hand, was the one real expert
in Marxist-Leninist dogma among
the Grenadians. He saw the superior
knowledge and insight conferred
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Top: Personnel of the 2d Battalion, 325th Infantry, an element of the 82d Airborne Division, prepare to leave a village in central Grenada to return
to the Point Salines airfield, 30 October 1983.

Bottom: Students enrolled at the St. George’s University School of Medicine speak with reporters after arriving at Charleston Air Force Base,

South Carolina, 26 October 1983.
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by that analytic framework giving
legitimacy and ultimate authority
to the party, acting on behalf of the
people. The Central Committee was
the only authoritative interpreter of
dogma for the party.?

Bishop’s popularity was genu-
ine. His removal from office and
death provoked great revulsion
among ordinary Grenadians and
de-legitimized the Austin regime
for a broad swath of the public. This
intense popular reaction apparently
took Coard and Austin by surprise.
Their response, the curfew, indi-
cated just how serious they judged
the situation. Some foreign observ-
ers believed that Grenada teetered
on the brink of civil war—with the
Austin government having a near
monopoly on weapons. Whether
the government could retain that

monopoly once violence broke out
must remain uncertain, as it had
many small, inadequately guarded
arms caches spread throughout the
island. Whatever happened was
quite likely to be very bloody and
rend the social fabric for genera-
tions. Instead, the Americans landed,
overthrew the Austin regime, and in
the process removed any reason for
civil war. The response of ordinary
Grenadians to treat the Americans as
liberators testified to the stress that
they had endured and the relief they
felt at this turn of events.?!

The U.S. intervention allowed the
Grenadians to restore the demo-
cratic system of government that had
existed in form, if not always in prac-
tice, prior to the New JEWEL Party
coup. In December 1984, the interim
government held national elections.
A coalition led by
Herbert Blaize won
fourteen of fifteen
seats in the House
of Representatives
of the Grenada Par-
liament, and Blaize
became prime min-
ister. Grenada has
retained a vibrant
democracy ever
since—and with it

Depdirtment of Défénse

Top: Communist materials seized by U.S. military personnel in Grenada, 3 November 1983

the associated freedoms of speech,
press, and religion, an indepen-
dent judiciary, the rule of law, and
peaceful transfers of power, all
conspicuously absent from Bishop’s
Grenada.??

Shortly after the fighting ended,
U.S. forces apprehended Coard, Aus-
tin, and their supporters who were
implicated in the death of Bishop and
the others and turned them over to
the interim government. Eventually,
a Grenadian court tried, convicted,
and sentenced the principals to be
executed and gave lesser, if lengthy,
sentences to the other participants.
Collectively, they became known as
the Grenada 17. Under intense pres-
sure from international opponents of
capital punishment, Prime Minister
Nicholas Braithwaite of Grenada in
1991 commuted the sentences of
those facing execution to life impris-
onment. Nine years later, Grenada’s
high court granted Coard’s wife
Phyllis extended medical leave for
cancer treatment.”

Grenadian opinion remained frac-
tured on the subject of the revolution
and especially about the imprison-
ment of Coard and his supporters. In
2000, Prime Minister Keith Mitchell
with the help of South African advis-
ers established a Truth and Recon-
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Bottom: A Cuban captured on Grenada, escorted by U.S. Air Force security police, greets a fellow Cuban as he prepares o board an airliner to return
to his homeland, 3 November 1983.
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ciliation Commission to examine the
political events of the years between
1976 and 1983. In its final report six
years later, the commission called for
new trials for the prisoners.?*
Whatever the success of the com-
mission’s efforts in the larger Grena-
dian society, its work failed to allay
the passionate anger of the families
of those killed with Bishop or to mol-
lify the government. In fact, the same
government that established the
commission also vigorously opposed
any further reduction of sentences
for “the 17.” In 2002, the local high
court directed the release of the three
soldiers who actually carried out
the executions under
orders. The govern-
ment, however, im-
mediately appealed
and, although ulti-
mately unsuccessful,
managed to delay
their release until
December 2006.%
That same month,
the Privy Council in
Great Britain, the
highest appellant
court in the Brit-
ish Commonwealth,
heard the appeal of
the remaining four-
teen defendants.
(Phyllis Coard, who

had remained on medical release
since 2000, was still technically
under a life sentence.) Two months
later, the council ordered that they
be resentenced. In July 2007, Judge
Francis H. V. Belle sitting in St.
George’s resentenced Bernard Coard
and the other principals to forty
years imprisonment and reduced the
terms of three others who oversaw
the actual killings to thirty years.
These three were released on parole
that same month. In December 2008,
the local parole board released two
more prisoners for health reasons
and Hudson Austin for good be-
havior. It is expected that the parole

board will release the remaining
seven prisoners in either 2009 or
2010.%

The country’s economic recovery
failed to match its political renewal.
The Reagan administration pumped
funds into the island to repair the dam-
age caused by the fighting and to undo
some of the economic distress caused
by the New JEWEL Party govern-
ment’s attempt to create a command
economy. Commendably, Reagan and
his advisers showed flexibility on the
question of the international airport.
Suspicious of Bishop’s intentions in
building it, the administration initially
planned to suspend construction. Lo-
cal business leaders con-
vinced the Americans
that Grenada really did
need such an installa-
tion to attract tourists
and the foreign exchange
that they would bring
with them. The airport
opened to commercial
air traffic on 28 October
1984. While the tourism
that resulted was hardly
the economic panacea
many Grenadians ex-
pected, it did strengthen
the economy.”

The short-term aid
the Reagan administra-
tion lavished on the

A US. soldier stands on the lower wing of a Soviet-built An—2 Colt transport plane captured at the airfield at Pearls.
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Members of the 82d Airborne Division prepare to board a (1418 Starlifter for deployment to Grenada.
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island returned economic
activity to the levels that
had existed before Bishop
came to power in 1979,
but that had been a period
of high unemployment
that facilitated the rise of
the New JEWEL Party to
power. The administration
sought to solve the prob-
lem of persistent poverty,
unemployment, and un-
deremployment through
a long-term development
strategy that relied on pri-
vate investment capital to
generate private sector jobs
for the Grenadian people.
The Caribbean Basin Initiative, as
this program was known, proved
an abject failure in Grenada. The
economy limped along with high
unemployment. No one had any
solutions. In the 1990s, a sense of
drift and hopelessness became more
prevalent, and, inevitably, a certain
nostalgia for the Bishop regime set in.
People remembered the era as a time
of excitement and, before Bishop’s
arrest, unity of purpose. The public
also reassessed the role of Cuba in
the Grenadian revolution. People
particularly missed Cuba’s public
health program. U.S. Army medi-
cal teams had continued this work
in the immediate aftermath of the

fighting, but, when the combat units
that they supported returned to the
United States, so did they, leaving
a void in the Grenadian country-
side. This reexamination created a
climate that permitted the Grena-
dian government to reestablish the
diplomatic relations with Cuba that
Governor General Scoon had severed
in late 1983. Fidel Castro visited the
island in 1998 and received a warm
welcome. For some, the great power
rivalries that had shaped the Grena-
dian intervention were a part of his-
tory that could be forgotten.?

For the United States, Grenada
was a very modest operation. The
combat elements of the ground

forces involved eventually
amounted to 2 airborne
brigades, 2 half-strength
ranger battalions, 1 Marine
battalion, and a handful of
special operations teams.
With them, the Reagan ad-
ministration achieved four
major objectives during the
course of the operation:
safeguarding U.S. and for-
eign nationals on the island
without harm to any of
them, restoring democratic
government in Grenada,
eliminating an outpost of
Soviet and Cuban influence
and power in the eastern
Caribbean, and accomplishing the
first three without massive U.S.,
Grenadian, or Cuban casualties.
Despite these accomplishments, the
operation was very controversial and
its impact was out of proportion to
its size.”

Going into the operation, no one
was certain what its impact would
be. In the meetings leading up to the
final decision to commit the troops,
Reagan and his advisers worried
that the public reaction might cost
him the 1984 presidential election.
That may have been a danger. Lou
Cannon, Reagan’s most perceptive
biographer, observes that those
who perceived Reagan as a hard-
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Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff General John W. Vessey Jr. briefs members of Congress on the situation in Grenada, 25 October 1983.

line Cold Warrior were less likely
to vote for him in 1984. Clearly,
though, the invasion did not gener-
ally lead to that perception. A snap
poll by Newsweek taken in the week
after the U.S. intervention showed
53 percent of Americans approving
the invasion, 34 percent disapprov-
ing, and 13 percent undecided. As
he sought a second mandate, one
of President Reagan’s most appeal-
ing claims was that “he brought the
country together.” Grenada obvi-
ously cut both ways, but the success
of the intervention and the patriotic
displays that it engendered appear, if
anything, to have contributed to his
lopsided reelection.*

Reality confounded hopes and
fears in the foreign policy arena as
well. Except for the period of crisis
between Bishop’s arrest and the
landings, 12-25 October 1983, Gre-
nada was never the focal point of the
administration’s foreign policy in the
Western Hemisphere, which instead
concentrated on what the president
considered communist subversion in
Central America. Because observers
soon realized that the invasion of
Grenada was an isolated event rather
than the opening of a coordinated
campaign, it had only a transitory
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impact on events in Nicaragua and
El Salvador. In the United States,
Operation URGENT FuRry produced
a brief outpouring of public sup-
port for the administration’s activist
Central American approach, but the
president was not able to convert this
temporary popularity into bipartisan
congressional support for those poli-
cies. The Central American conflicts
had local causes, played out between
local forces (with considerable out-
side assistance), and ended with
local solutions. In 1990 the demo-
cratic opposition in Nicaragua won
a presidential election, after which,
to the surprise of most observers, the
Sandinistas followed the Nicaraguan
constitution and allowed the demo-
crats to take power. Two years later,
a negotiated settlement in El Salva-
dor ended the insurrection there.
Both these events occurred after the
Reagan administration had ended
and Soviet power had collapsed in
Eastern Europe.®!

The Grenada operation did dem-
onstrate—as commentators at the
time noted—that ten years after
withdrawing the last of its troop
units from Vietnam the U.S. govern-
ment was again prepared to use force
in an unstable foreign country. The

operation did not, however, fully ex-
orcise the Vietnam syndrome—a re-
luctance to send U.S. troops to tough
foreign trouble spots. The debates
aroused by the 1989 intervention in
Panama, the Gulf War in 1991, and
the 2003 invasion of Iraq have shown
that any such expectation was overly
optimistic. For the young Americans
who served or avoided service in
Vietnam, that conflict was a searing,
generationally defining event that
will almost certainly influence their
beliefs and behavior until they, too,
pass into history.*

The Grenada operation had a ma-
jor long-term impact on the United
States in three areas—defense orga-
nization, national defense strategy,
and military-media relations. Dis-
satisfaction with the Joint Chiefs of
Staff and the way that institution
operated dated back at least to the
Vietnam War. Critics argued that the
Defense Reorganization Act of 1958
had left the individual services with
too much power. The Joint Chiefs of
Staff operated on the basis of con-
sensus, which meant that its policy
recommendations represented the
lowest common denominator among
the services. The commanders of the
major joint commands had too little



control over their theoretically sub-
ordinate service component com-
manders, who owed more fealty to
their service chiefs in Washington.
The soldiers, sailors, airmen, and
marines produced by this system
were well equipped and trained to
fight as members of their services,
but not as a part of a joint team.
In 1980, the chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff, General David C.
Jones, began an effort to reform the
system. URGENT FURY, with its com-
munications difficulties and lack of
coordination between service com-
ponents, appeared to buttress the re-
formers’ case and played a large role
in congressional passage of reform
legislation, the Goldwater-Nichols
Act of 1986, over the opposition
of Secretary of Defense Caspar W.
Weinberger.

Weinberger had an entirely dif-
ferent view of the operation. In the
context of national security strategy,
Grenada was a stunning success and
stood in marked contrast to Ameri-
ca’s military failures in Vietnam and
the Iranian hostage rescue attempt
of 1980. Operation URGENT FURY
became the model for the six tests
Weinberger devised to guide future
U.S. interventions, what the press
labeled the Weinberger doctrine.
Under this system, an administra-
tion should only intervene when and
where “vital national interests” were
at stake and only after policymakers
had carefully defined their goals and
objectives; had developed a clear
strategy to achieve those objectives;
had committed sufficient force to
execute that strategy; had done ev-
erything possible to secure the sup-
port of Congress and the American
people, preferably in advance of any
military actions; and had exhausted
all other alternatives before using
force. This matrix, later called the
Powell doctrine after General Colin
L. Powell, who as chairman of the
Joint Chiefs of Staff enunciated a
variant of it, was the central organiz-
ing idea for U.S. national security
strategy from its first delineation
in 1984 until the terrorist attacks
on the World Trade Center and the
Pentagon in 2001.%

While Weinberger clearly believed
that President Reagan had exhausted
all alternatives before resorting to
force in Grenada, his cabinet col-
league Secretary of State George P.
Shultz did not. Shultz argued that
the lesson of the operation was that
sometimes using force was wise
before it became an action of last
resort. In this way, the legacy of
Grenada became part of the tangled
skein of ideas that culminated in
President George W. Bush’s doctrine
of preemption that replaced the
Weinberger doctrine in 2001.%

The Grenada operation also repre-
sented one of the lowest points of U.S.
military-media relations during the
twentieth century. Two institutional
dynamics met head-on in 1983. On
the one hand, the U.S. press corps had
become increasingly the preserve of
young men and women with no mili-
tary background and hence no deep
understanding of military institutions
and how they functioned. Reporters
also reflected an intellectual climate
of public distrust of American leaders
and institutions stemming from the
Vietnam War and Watergate. The

L. 4
U.S. Army Rangers move to a defensive position near the Point Salines irfield,
visible in the background.

investigative journalism that had be-
come the norm in the 1970s produced
reports of real substance on some
critical issues but could also generate
a crude form of “gotcha” journalism
when reporters in unfamiliar settings
relied on gut instincts rather than
facts. At the same time, the military
had left Vietnam deeply wounded in
spirit. Many officers believed that they
had won the war on the battlefield
only to lose it to the peace movement
on the home front. In their view, the
press bore a major share of the blame
for the defeat because it insisted on
transmitting an excessively negative
view of conditions in Vietnam to the
American public. The Joint Chiefs
of Staff further roiled the situation.
Wishing to keep knowledge of the
size, composition, and equipment of
its special operations forces secret,
it directed the joint task force com-
mander, Vice Adm. Joseph Metcalf
I11, to keep reporters off the island
until the special operations forces left.
This he accomplished by threatening
to use force. Only after two days of
combat did Metcalf allow pool report-
ers onto the island.®®
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In the ensuing media storm, Secre-
tary of Defense Weinberger appoint-
ed a commission headed by retired
Army Maj. Gen. Winant Sidle to
examine the state of military-media
relations and committed publicly
to including pool reporters in all
future operations. The Sidle Com-
mission report was the first of several
examinations of this relationship
that culminated in the embedding
of reporters in U.S. units during the
2003 invasion of Iraq.

Given the different objectives
of the military and the media in a
free society, some friction between
them is almost inevitable. Grenada,
however, provided a toxic example
of what to avoid and in that fash-
ion encouraged both the press and
the military to find different and
better ways of interacting with one
another.

Of the four countries most im-
pacted, the importance of Operation
URGENT FURY ranged from minor for
the Soviet Union, which had provided
only modest materiel assistance to the
revolutionary regime on the island,
to overwhelming for Grenada itself
in that it averted a civil war, avoided
the economic misery thata command
economy would have entailed for the
inhabitants, and changed the polity
from authoritarian (aspiring to dicta-
torship) to democratic. The two other
countries present more of a puzzle. For
Cuba, the nation’s assistance to Grena-
da had constituted a major focus in its
Caribbean policy in the early 1980s. It
had invested much more prestige and
materiel in support of the New JEWEL
Party experiment than had the Soviets,
yet apart from fairly fervid rhetoric in
the immediate aftermath, the collapse
of this approach apparently produced
few tangible consequences for Cuba or
the Castro regime. On the other hand,
Grenada was only briefly a matter of
principal concern to policymakers in
Washington, but the operation seems
to have had much greater long-term
significance in the United States than
its size or duration would have sug-
gested. What appears to be operating is
the principle that historians refer to as
contingency, “the quality or condition
of being subject to chance and change,
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or of being at the mercy of accidents.”
In this instance, it specifically refers to
the ability of previous, contemporary,
and subsequent actions to shape the
perception of an episode and to define
its importance. For the Cubans, Gre-
nada was but one of a series of efforts
to spread Marxism during the Cold
War, a drive the Cuban regime largely
put aside after the Soviet empire be-
gan to collapse, leaving the Cuban
economy unable to vigorously support
foreign adventures. On the other hand,
Grenada provided an opportunity for
the U.S. Congress to critically examine
U.S. military institutions, something
the legislators had not chosen to do
in the immediate wake of the Vietnam
defeat. Vietnam was also a theme in
Secretary Weinberger’s casting of
doctrine and in the post-Grenada
debate over military-media relations.
In essence, Vietnam framed the debate
while Grenada provided the impetus
for reform. Extraneous events thus
largely determined whether Grenada
would have a slight impact, as it did
in Cuba, or a major impact, as in the
United States.?®

[ /H]
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1. Grenada has been a contentious issue, and
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