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PANAMA. MIL1TARY VICTORY, INTERAGENCY FAILURE: A CASE STUDY IN
POUCY IMPLEMENTATION by MA. Charles Win Robinson, USA, 53 pages.

This monograph examines the question of interagency action at the operational level by
analyb-ng the case of Panama from 1987 to 1990. It asks the question: Does the United
States have the ability to integrate the actions of Federal Agencies at the operational, or
campaign level? The basic criteria used for evaluation of cifectveness are objective focus,
unity of effort, and responsiveness. The research considers the theories explaining why
large organizations fail to achieve effective implementation. Three basic schools of
thought are identified: the Rational Actor theory, the Organizational Theory, the
Bureaucrati theory. The monograph shows the applicability of the case and makes the
point that there are still problems in integrating wmacy operations. The case study
identifies problems of integration during the t . L- Oor periods of the Panama crisis.
Specifically, the study finds evidence that w not successflly integrated because
of problems which were explicable under the thret .neovies. The research reaches the
conclusion that the United States does not have an effetive system for integrating
interagency operations.
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Section T Introductin

Military planners and liberal academics have reached a consensus without even

realizing it Both bieve that greater restrictions should be placed on the use of military

intervention to resolve international conflict. As a result, direct miliary action is seen, in

the words of Lieutenant Colonel Walter Wojdakowsld, United States Army, as a "last

resort, If this is true, the United States government will be required to apply pressure on

other nations through other means to resolve its diplomatic crisis. This limitation on the

use of military force will require a greater reliance on the application of pressure by other

federal agencies. In order to succeed, as in any program for implmenting strategy, unity

of action will be critical. This raises a distinct question. Does the United States have an

effective capability for unified action by federal agencies at the operational level?

What are unified interagency actions at the operational level? A military

perspective of unified actions is described by the Joint Staff in JCS Pub 3-0- Doctrine for

Unied and Joint .(• n•pnnm

Within this general category of operation, subordinate commanders of forces conduct
either single-Service or joint operations to support the overall unified operation.
Unified operations also include those activities conducted by other US Government
agencies in support of the commander of the unified command. Unified operations
take place in peacetime, conflict, and war. A hierarchy of supportive strategies,
integrated and supporting campaign and operation plans, and unity of effort assist in
the successful conduct of unified operations and the attainment of strategic goals and
objectives 2

In this f-ashion, unified interagency operations would be the application of the various

eements of national power in an interagency campaign under a comprehensive strategy at

the regional level.

Whether the drive behind a use of alternative means to achieve strategic ends is

motivated by cost-benefits considerations or moral constraints, the bottom line is



measured by whether the actions of all of the participating agencies me dfctiv*

integrated towards attaining the goals and objectives established by policy. The concept

of unified interagency operations seems simple enough. Interagency means that a

multitude of federal agencies are participating in a program, campaign, or operation. The

problem is how to establish objectives, coordinate action, and insure unity of effort on a

regional or country specific basis. This paper will use these measures of effectiveness to

evaluate interagency unified operations.

In his work, On Wu. Karl von Clausewitz makes a case for the close

synchronization of military action with other elements of diplomacy and politics.3 This is

where the concept of unified operations at the operational level comes into play.

The idea of an operational level is a generally military concept which deals with

translating strategy into action. The operational level is defined by JCS Pub 3-0 as, "The

level of war at which the campaigns and major operations are planned, conducted, and

sustained to accomplish strategic objectives within theaters or areas of operation. "4 Along

this line, the Department of Defense has implemented measures for improved unity during

theater operations. The defense reorganization driven by the Goldwater-Nichols Act, and

the subsequent development of Joint Doctrine, have improved the Services' ability to

conduct Joint Operations. This concept will be applied to interagency operations which

are being developed and implemented to deal with a regional crisis.

Crisis action is a key concept when dealing with regional security issues. In his

book, TheNSC Saf Christopher C. Shoemaker states that successful crisis action at the

National Security Council level "should integrate all the diverse elements of national

power that could be brought to bear in response to a particular crisis event."' Under crisis

conditions, the issue of planning quickly becomes a question of implementing policy to

achieve objectives.

Through a variety of legislative and executive initiatives begun in the 1970s and 80s

the United States has attempted to improve the harmony and forethought of military and
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state action. The National Security Council and the National Security Strategy Document

am the most dramatic oupt of the system. Despite such iitiatives, there is a general

perception tha the Unied States has no credible capability for unified interagency

operations, particularly in cs situations.

This perception has been given a solid coverage from various perspectives. In his

book, The.NSCSt4a Christopher C. Shoemaker concludes, "there is another dimension

in which the government in general, and the NSC Staff in particular, do not get pas ing

marks, and that is in crisis planning."' The State Department comes in for criticism as

well. Noted regional scholar, Howard J. Wiarda, writing in his book America Foreign

Polcy Toward TLi AnewiCa in the 90s and 90s contends that, "State has its own

problems, often immense ones, including elitism, arrogance, lack of analytical skills,

inability to conceptualize, and many others.', Dr. Wiarda adds that the politicization of

foreign policy has added to the difficulty of developing a decisive approach to foreign

policy.* These problems are part of a generally consistent failure of govenment

organizations to respond quickly and effectively.

Several schools of thought attempt to explain these failures. These schools include

Organizational Behavior theorist, Bureaucratic Politics theorist, and Rational Actor

theorist. Each of these schools offers a unique perspective towards explaining

implementation failures. This study will consider the general body of theory in order to

identify the causes of such problems.

The government has made adaptions to overcome these problems. Since the

reforms of the 1980s the nation's armed forces have demonstrated their improved ability to

conduct joint operations. Operation Just Cause, the military actions in Panama, during

December 1989, epitomizes the concept of a synchronized, joint application of

overwhelming combat power.

However, the combined efforts of the federal agencies prior to Just Cause may not

have been as effective as intended. Examinations of the crisis in Panama, made by both

3



unifoemed and civilian observers, point out exanmpl of disunity in the application of

natL-al power before the operation. In her book, The Nod=a Yeara Margaret E.

Scranton draws the conclusion that the United States Government continually sent mixed

signals throughout the crisis., Certainly one must ask why Manuel Noziega managed to

elude the U.S. attempts to displac him for nearly two years.

Jefferson L. Pressman and Aaron Wildavsky, writing in their classic study of policy

execution, Jmplementain conclude, "Failure to implement may result either from

overestimation of what can be accomplished or from underestimation of ability to

implement.'t There are several studies which address the question of whether non-

intervention was impossible from the beginning. This study examines the second cause of

filure, underestimated implementation. This paper considers the issue of whether

Noriepa had to be displaced by military might because the United States Government was

incapable of following through with an interagency operation which could have succeeded.

The United States response to the 1987 Panama crisis was conceived as an

interagency operation from the beginning of the crisis action planning process. The

official record shows that the NSC and various agencies were given an objective of

removing Manuel Noriega from power in August 1987. During the crisis period, the State

Department, the Department of Defense, the Justice Department, the Treasury

Department, and the Commerce Department would be involved in Panama.

The case of Panama will be used to determine if the United States has a system

which is capable of unifying the actions of federal agencies. Although there are some

systems and procedures for interagency policy planning and review, for liaison, and for

deliberate planning, no overarching mechanism exists for interagency crisis action. A lack

of a formal system would not mean that the capability does not exist. The performance of

the government in attempting interagency crisis response is the proof of the system.

Panama, 1986 to 1990, is a case which will answer the question, can the United States

Government conduct a unified interagency operational campaign?

4



Sition _ Thenre-irl Review

Them am two perspectives which can be used to analyze a failed program. The more

common approach is to assume tha• the failed course of action was wrong from the

beginning. This sort of study, which Professors Efraim Turban and Jack Meredith refer to

as analysis of project particulars, assumes that the failure was one of strategic planning.,,

Another form of analysis considers the course of action feasible and assumes the failure to
implem t succusfly results from organiiol systemic factors. Where the first

would assume that the interagency approach to crisis resolution in Panama aled because

it was the wrong approach, the latter would question whether the organization actually

acted in the fashion necessary to achieve the objective. There are numerous analyses of

U.S. Latin American Policy, to include Panama, using the first approach. 12 The second,

the organizonal approach, has not been applied. This socio-political approach to

l effectiveness warrants consideration.

There are many characteristics ascribed to effective organizaonal behavior. There

are a multitude of theories which try to explain why organizations fail to behave

effectively. Most often one finds these theories applied to middle level management and

leadership. The problem becomes more difficult for national security issues as the theories

must be applied to analyze the behavior of the entire national security sperorganization

and the federal goverment

It would be simplistic to say the program succeeded or did not succeed because the

objectives were not met. It is more important to identity characteristics which assess the

quality of the superrganization's performance which can be applied during, rather than

afte r, implementation. This research, in order to have utility, must establish qualitative

measures which can be used to examine deviance during operations. Therefore, this study

asks if there are characteristics of effectively unified interagency action.
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The theoretical i of efflctivenm for ýoraizions range from

generally accepted principles to rigorous scien•ifc theories. The United States Army

includes three orgnizaonal characteristics in its Principles of War. These principles.

delineated in FM 100-5. O=Ionnare objective, unity of command, and economy of

force.3 Professor Kenyon B. De Greene, writing in The Adapt-,a O -niz,,,, concludes

that the key organizational trait is adaptability based on anticipation and effective crisis

maae .14 Paul M. Bons, an associate professor at the United States Mrilitary

Academy, writing in LTad ip in Or-anizatian refes to these characteristics as

compe cies. He includes grouped ski, tence, and internalization

of orgizaon als as some of the key attributes of dective organizations." For

implementation, these ire can be summed up in three characterisics: objective

focus, unity of effort, and responsiveness.

Objective focus is the ability of the orgnizaton to direct its efforts towards a

common aim or overarching goal. From a military perspective, FM 100-5 states that one

should 'direct every military operation toward a clearly defined, decisive, and attainable

objective.", Professors Turbin and Meradith note that the point of implementation is the

attainment of goals., Professors Fremont Kast and James Rosenzweig of the University

of Washington describe a classic hierarchy of goals:

In the organization, the relationship between means and ends is hierarchical.
Goals established at one level require certain means for their accomplishment.
These means then become the subgoals fbr the next level, and more specific
operational objectives are developed as we move down the hierarchy.,i

To measure this attribute, the study must determine if the individual agencies undestand,

accept, and pursue a common overarching superordinate policy objective.

At one extreme, objective focus results in total goal acceptance. Arnold and

Feldman refer to this as "internalization."" On the other extreme, implementation is

inhibited when individuals and groups have goal mismatch or competition in the hierarchy.
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According to Jeffrey McNally, an Associate Professor at the United States Mlitary

Academy.

It is a fact of modern or onl life that organizations multaneously
pursue many different goals, and various work groups within the organization
ae tasked to pursue those goals and objctives.3

In many cases, and for a variety of cases, subordinates misnderand or reject what the

hierarchy expects of them. Even if subordinates understand what is expected, a variety of

factors may cause them to reject the objectives either emotionally or intellectually.

Ultimately m adinmd rejection, or mismanagement may result in a failure to

actively or accurately pu e the endstate envisioned by the superior. An effective

objective focus will be characterized by acceptance of objectives, subordination of internal

agendas to the hierarchical priorities, and active pursuit .fthe objectives.

Objective focus relates to the internalization of higher objectives established by the

superorganizadon. Sometimes sub-groups in the organization accept the objectives yet

are unable to work together in pursuit of that common purpose. A second component of

this analysis asks if the agencies coordinate actions to complement one another. From a

derent perspective, this means avoiding intergroup conflicts which would inhibit

effectiveness.

The importance of achieving unity of effort is an ideal which is difficult to achieve.

The authors ofFM 1005 recognize the importance of unity of effort, writing, "Seek unity

of effort towards every objective.'21 The manual recognizes the difficulty involved:

However, in operations other than war, this may be more difficult to attain. In
such operations, other government agencies will often have the lead.
Commanders may answer to a civilian chief such as an ambassador, or may
themselves employ the resources of a civilian agency. Com nd arrangements
may often be only loosely defined, causing commanders to seek an atmosphere
of cooperation rather than command authority to achieve objectives by unity of
effort."
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Ideadly, unified operatiom ar characterized by mutual mppoua rconition and

Saceaeof the priority of other agencies' activities, and open, active exchange of

info n between es.

Unity of effort is not an end unto itself. Kast and Rosenzweig note that groups may

exhibit coordinated behavior in dysimctional dirvctions.n McNally notes that acceptance

of superordinate objectives works in concert with mutual dependence to create harmony

between sub-groups.24 If the goals of crisis action were finctional, this would be enough.

However, the purpose of the Federal Agencies is to produce.

The importance of producing results is often overlooked by social and political

analysts. Professors Pressman and Wildavsky criticize the view that management should

focus solely on the process, stating, "tVe emphosis on consensus, bargaining, and political

maneuvering can easily lead (and has ii fact, led) to the conception that implementation is

its own reward."- In a crisis, the product is successful crisis resolution. This requires

completency

Competency in a crisis situation can be summed up in the concept of

respo. Effectivenss demands that the agencies be able to bring about unified

actions in an appropriate and timely fashion. Mayer Nudell and Norman Antokol, in their

H-Iandbook ffor 1•e F • Ind Crisis Managent,• identify two key components

of this ability to move beyond planning into correct response. These are "defining and

controling crisis response' and "harnessing the environment."' Although they recognize

the difficulty of'this requirement, they do not see it as impossible.

D Greene notes that an organizational inability to adapt to the turbulent

envinment of crisis results in incidents of "hysteris*, a lag in the behavioral response due

to inertia in the system," and "divergence, which represents behavior starting with nearly

identical conditions, which evolves into very different final states."2 One of the common

criticisms of program implementation is that actions are often a case of to little, too late.

It is generally accepted that, left to their own devices, complex organizations, particularly

8



bureaucracies, are sluggish actors. In a crisis environment, the superorganization may

prove inqpable of responding with the right combination of actions in a timely fashion,

even when agencies accept superordinate goals, exchange information, coordinate plans.

and maintain liaison. The test of responsiveness is whether appropriate ways and means

are applied at the correct time and place rather than disjointedly and belatedly.

If the characteristics of objective focus, unity of effort, and responsiveness are so

easily identified, one must ask why these characteristics are often unattainable. The body

of literature in organization theory identifies several obstacles to successfid

implenentation which can be used to determine why agencies fail to perform effectively

during unified operations.

Questions of government failure to execute policies and programs effectively are

not new. The explosion of the federal governments' bureaucracy has been paralleled by a

growth in the analysis ofor izonal eff veness. These basic theories developed

from economics, sociology, and psychology in the 1960s and 1970s. These theories have

been proven by case study so often that they seem axiomatic. If the analysis criteria offer

measures of effectiveness, these theories of bureaucratic dynamics serve as means for

analyzing the causes of implemenaion e n .

The organizational effectiveness theories can be divided into three rough schools:

Organization Theory, Bureaucracy Theory, and Rational Actor Theories. Organization

Theory examines the human factors which influence performance. This is often referred to

as group dynamics. Bureaucracy Theory, which is sometimes referred to as a type of

Political Theory, analyzes the nature of the modren, complex, fictional orgaization.

This theory takes the approach that organizations take on a life of their own and behave as

complex political organisms. The final theory, the Rational Actor approach, holds the

premise that implementation problems are a result of poor comprehension, incomplete

planning, and inefficient organization. This theory seeks to solve the implementation

problem through a systematic approach to planning, directing and controlling

9



SFor the pupose of this study, each theoiy wil be used to identif

posil osace to. implementaton which are, in turn, useflul for idetfyn causes of

problms i actual performnc.

Of the three theories, Organization Theory is the most well known. Organizational

Theory, with if behaviorist beat, attributes the pefrac of organizations to the

psychdyamc of organizations. This school of study, according to Professors Arnold

and Feldman, sees organizations as social entites which use specializaton and

coordination to achieve a common goa.' This form of anayis looks at the individual

relationship to a group, or Humanistic approach, the group relationship to the

orgaization, or group dynamics, and the nature of the overall organization, or macro

analysis.' Each pesetv offers explanations for failure to achieve effective

performance.

The Humanistc approach seeis to determine what motivates the individual to

pefomactivities in support of the group. Professors Kast and Rosenzweig identify the

major obstacles to motivation as incompatibility of objectives and lack of individual and

group reciprocation• To Paul Bons, the relationship of the individual to the group is a

dynamic process which incorporates needs, values, stress, and socialization3,' The

outcome of this theory is that an individual may exhibit abenimt behavior if the group's

objectives and social behavior are incompatible with personal expectations and needs.

This interaction of individual with group social needs is seen as one of the classic

sources of group failure. This sub-school of ter sees the social factors as exerting

ovrowrn influence on the rational capability. The grest prophet of Social Theory

may be Graham T. AlI~son, author of landmark studies of decision making during the

Kennedy Administration. Dr. Allison's theory recognizes that the influence of the need for

social acceptance in the primary group and preconceved values attached to possible

solutions may override conflict of ideas in the group decision making process. Dr.

Alio's work has inspired the acceptance of the "groupthink" concept.

10



This need for some conflict leads to the study of group dynamics and intergroup

relationships. The obstacles to effective imple n identifiable at this level are

related to intergroup conflicts. To a certain extent, conflict between groups tends to

balance the negative attributes of primary group dynamics. According to Professors Kast

and Rosenzwei, a certain amount of conflict prevents subordination of the supeojctive

to the goal of consensus.u However, unless properly managed, group conflict results in

dysfunction of the superorganization, particularly in the area of unity of effort.

Professors Arnold and Feldman identify the causes of intergroup conflict as

problems of coordination and problems of reward." The problems of coordination are

seen as resulting from task interdependence, task ambiguity, and differences in work

orientationuL3 The second, task ambiguity is particularly applicable to an examination of

inergoup dynamics in a crisis situation. According to McNally, task ambiguity leads to a

situation in which:

it is likely that the two groups will have quite different perspectives on this
situation. Unless closely coordinated, these groups may clash as they seek to
accomplish this ambiguous work assignment. To further complicate this
situation, it is unlikely that existing structures in the organization are present to
resolve such an intergroup conflict.r,

Crisis, which by its nature is out of the ordinary and firaught with uncertainty, has great

potential for situations of ambiguity. The other sources of conflict exist over the life-cycle

of the organization.

The idea that organizatons have a life cycle, which springs from an organistic view,

bridges the gap between organization theory and bureaucracy theory. Bureaucracy theory

takes the approach that these organizations ae like large, political organisms. Originally,

the organistic approach was applied to governments organized as bureaus. Now this

concept is considered applicable to most large, hierarchic organizations. Professor Michel

Crozier identifies three aspects of large, bureaucratic organizations: hierarchical

organization with a dependence on flmctionalism, rationalization of collective activities,

11



and high levels of inertia due to ponderousness, routine, and procedure." The organistic

approach takes the view that the organization, and its members, act out of desires for self-

preservation and growth as much as from objectivity. This creates a complex of power

allocation and sharing within the bureaucratic organization. Under Bureaucratic Theory,

competin and hidden agendas, such as interagency competition, interfere with the ability

of the executive agencies to achieve objectives.

According to Professors Turban and Meredith, "The most insidious and

detrimental, but best camouflaged, politics are typically played at the upper levels of

management.""n They add, 'politics, due to established managers' natural resistance to

change, may be the greatest force opposing the implementation of any [new] project."'

Returning to the nature of the complex organization in crisis situations, this creates

obstacles to both adaption and cooperation. These obstacles are exaggerated if competing

priorities and task ambiguty are prevalent.

This line of reasoning, which complemes Organizational Theory, emphasizes that

individual cases of bureaucratic implementation can never be viewed in isolation. Jeffery

L. Pressman and Aaron Wildavsky took this view in their book, I They

wrote, "Once innunerable programs are in operation, the stream of transactions among

people who are simultaneously involved in them may evidence neither clear beginning nor

end but an ebb and flow."'3 Subgroups in large organizations have difficulty maintaining

crisis focus over the long term. As a crisis extends in time, the probability that the

bureaucracy will lose sight of the fact that it is a crisis and move on to new issues

s. This adds up to institutional inability to adapt to new objectives in a crisis

situation. To Professor De Greene, inadaptability, which is inherent in bureaucracy,

creates a potential for crisis to become catastrophe.

Professor De Greene identifies four major obstacles to adaption: discounting issues

that are removed in time and space, linearity of thinking, overreliance on technological and

unilateral solutions, and underappreciation for the momentum of faulty practice.,0

12



Professors Kast and Rosenzweig would add sunk cost, misunderstanding, and desire for

equilibrium*, This all results in a propensity for sub-groups, agencies in the case of the

government, to stick to current operations, resist new objectives and priorities, and

compete with other groups for dominance. Bureaucracy Theory concludes that, left to

their own devices, complex organizatios are uncooperative and unresponmve. The fruit

of this is that intergroup operations are difficult to plan, organize and coordinate, much

less implement.

Although poor planning, organization, and coordination are not the sole causes of

implementation failure, it is certainly a contributing factor. Analysis of the decision

making process from a reasonability perspective is called Rational Actor Theory. The

rational actor model is described by Graham T. Allison as, "The attempt to explain

interational events by recounting the aims and calculations of nations or governments."

In its modem iomn, Rational Actor Theory assumes that aberrant behavior can be

managed out of the system This recent application of the rational actor model is referred

to as Management Science or Operations Science. While almost all of the social sciences

have practitioners of the systems approach, this particular method addresses obstacles to

management based on analysis of the decision making process. According to Professors

Turbin and Meredith, all ofmanagement, including organizing, and controlling, is viewed

as decision making.a Professors Davis, McKeown, and Rakes, in the text, Managempnt

Sniece, emphasize the criticality of rigorous application of the problem-solving process.*,

Whereas the old axiom would say, "People dont plan to fail, they fail to plan,"

Ma nagementScience would add that they often fail to plan properly. Mngm t

Science sees the greatest obstacle to managing change as failure to anticipate and plan.

Although moder Management Scientists, such as Professors Turbin and Meridith might

recognize the organizational and bureaucratic obstacles to anticipation and planning, the

solution they seek is more rigorous discipline in the system. Recognizing the limitations of

the rational actor, scientific approach, the lack of a system which imposes some measure

13



offreson on criss mBan NM shows ornIrtioal• and is in itselfan

ImpleTentation is the test of any decision. It is also the path on which obstacles to

efftiveness are encountered. I effective implemeaIon has the three characteristics of

objective ocus, unity of •brt, and r on s, failure to achieve these chrcteristics

has its roots in three sources: oraiainldysfmnction, bureaucratic resistance, and

mangerincompeten. These obstacles blend with the measures of effectiveness in a

cau and e&ct relationship. A loss of objective focus is indicated by deviant action such

as pursuing other objectives. Lack of unity of effort is demonstrat by non-support of

other groups. Lack of reo ss is evidenced by poor decision making and

unadaptability. Poor decision making is identifiable by failures to anticipate change and

plan solutions. Unadaptabiity is found in resistance to adopting new lines of action.

These indicators will be used to classify the behavior of agencies and participants in the

case study. This classification will allow assessment of the effectiveness of unified action.

14



Sefion M ju.tfi,•ainn

The Panamanian Crisis, 1987 to 1990, is an interesting study in foreign policy

*on. To be useful, the case must be more than interesting, it must be relevant,

acessible, and have applicability. An overview of the challenges facing the United States

today will show the interagency approach to crisis response has relevance. Second, the

questions to be answered and lessons to be learned are still applicable under the current

system of National Security management. Third, there are sufficient information resources

to allow a thorough investigation of the case. These factors will allow this study to assess

the capability of the United States to effectively conduct a unified interagency operation.

Panama is still quite relevant for the purpose of studying the application of national

power in a conflict without resorting to direct military intervention. Specifically, in 1987

the United States realized that Manuel Noriega's control of Panama was incompatible with

U.S. national security interests. On the other hand, for most ofthat time, the U.S. did not

want to go to war over Panama. The result was a low-intensity conflict conducted by

means other than open warfare. The potential for similar conflicts, and similar United

States government approaches to conflict resolution, remains.

International conflict did not disappear with the Cold War. Panama was not a Cold

War conflict. Rather, it was a conflict over the issues of democracy, counter-narcotics,

and the safety of United States citizens and innocent Panamanian citizens. These types of

issues will insure such conflict rectus. Now, as then, there are many antagonistic,

undemocratic regimes the U.S. would like to replace without the direct intervention of

military forces. The American people's reluctance to intervene militarily has been

demonrated by the caution and confusion srrounding more recent cases such as Bosnia-

Hercegovina and Somalia.o Despite the efforts of its government, the United States

continues to become involved in Low Intensity Conflict and Operations other than War.

With these concepts in mind, one can legitimately conclude that the attempt to avoid the
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use of direct force by using an interageney program in Panama is the shape of things to

come.

This reluctance to take a military intevenionist approach seems to be continuing.

The u to risk military confiontation in Haiti duing 1993 is one obvious

example. The 1994 crisis with North Korea over nuclear weapons inspections, is another.

The concept will probably be tried again. Lieutenant Colonel Wojdakowski envisions the

limitations on military force creating a significant need for an integrated application of the

various elements of power in response to Low Intensity Conflict.*, Panama is such an

example of an attempt to remove a government through coercion without military action.

The United States Government attempted to use four elements of power to depose

Manuel Noriega: Economic Pressure; Diplomacy-, Political Pressure; and Mllitary

Intinidation. This concept of integrated action has become a generally accepted goal for

Low Intensity Conflict (U1C) and Operations Other than War (OOTW). Dr. Gabriel

Marcella and General Fred Woerner see this lesson in the Low Intensity Conflicts of the

1980s, conlduding, 'An effective UC strategy requires the fusion of all the instnruents of

power- political, economic, informational, intelligence, and military - to win.,"

Christopher C. Shoemaker, writing in The NSC St&f Counseling the Council notes,

"Under virtually any definition, national security now requires a thorough integration of all

the elements of power the United States can bring to bear.*,a Professor Howard J.

Wiarda, in Anwmr Foreign Pnlicy Toward TAtin America in the I0s and 90s concludes:

We must be prepared to deal, conceptually and in a policy sense, with various
mixed civil-military forms. Many scholars of Latin America find the usual
distinction between civilian and military spheres not very useful.-

Integrated application of the elements of national power is seen as key. Ideally, the need

for unified action should be demonstrated as clearly as it is perceived.

Unfortunately, interagency cooperation is not the recognized norm. Robert Pastor,

a contributor to Aiternative to Tmervention writes:
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U.S. History has not provided a single set of answers to these three basic
questiom of national security: (1) which interests? (2) who decides on priority?
and (3) when and how to repond? Rather, U.S. national security policy is
replete with examples of diverse inerest, shifting priorities, different
decisionmakers, and widely varying responses.,

Dr. Pastor is not alone. Christopher Shoemaker writes:

It is a relatively simple matter, in the absence of an oversight mechanism, for a
disgruntled department head to simply ignore a decision by the president, or to
establish so many obstacle to its implementaton that it is rendered
mleannglens.5

These general observations would support a view that bureaucracy theory can be applied

to U.S. foreign relations and national security. This model seems particularly applicable to

the relationship between the State Department and the other agencies involved in national

security.

Lieutenant General H. J. Hatch, writing in Evolving U- S Strategy for I tin

Americand the Canf•m addresses the issue of a State-DOD split, "one of the legacies

of the Cold War." Lieutenant General Hatch notes that, "In the past four decades, the

responsibilities between the Departments of State and Defense - and between the

corresponding committees in Congress - have evolved into an either -or, peace-war kind

of separation " Dr. Wiarda points out the elitism and arrogance of the State Department.m

This creates the potential for conflict in the context of theoretical bureaucratic tendencies.

Bureaucracy is not the sole source of potential conflict in the National Security

System. Canes Lord, a trained political scientist and former member of the National

Security Staff holds the opinion that within the National Security System, "behavior is

driven by fumdamental pathologies.,*1 The potential for identifying these pathological

sources of intergroup conflict extends beyond the State-Defense problems. The entire

security supeorganizaion has developed these vulnerabilities. Since 1972 the White

House Staff has been, according to W. Craig Bledsoe, a complex, political organization

with all the associated problems." In 1986 the Department of Defense had been

reorganized under the Goldwater-Nichols reforms for one year and experienced the classic

17



symptoms of the change and adaption process,* The CIA was heavily committed to the

last battles of the self-defining Cold War which were being fought in Latin America and

needed to adapt to a new environment. The National Security Council Staff was

embroiled in the Iran-Contra affair and the associated struggle between internal factions.

The Justice Department had been fighting, and losing, the War on Drugs since 1984. As a

result of the 1988 election, the key leadership would turn over as a result of the transition

from the Reagan administration to that of President Bush. By 1988, this situation resulted

in a gvernmental superorganization with the potential for the classic internal

vulnerabilities which would result in diffusion and inertia.

The national decision making apparatus had other vulnerabilities as well. In Latin

America there were competency problems. The United States has consistently been

accused ofbenign neglect towards Latin America. One criticism of government action in

this era, and particularly in this region, is that the Cold War drove all decision making Dr.

Wiarda expresses the belief that the Cold War was the only reason the United States had

any involvement in Latin America." Professors Steve Ropp and James Moms state:

Until recently, Central America remained a series of footnotes within the
broader narrative of U.S. diplomatic history, rarely arousing the attention of
policy makers, and even more rarely capturing the fancy of the North American
public. Only during periods of upheaval or overt crisis have Central American
events penetrated the public consciousness. In each instance, these events have
been perceived as a bothersome irritant within the U.S. sphere of strategic
interests.z

This neglect sets the condition for faulty decision making as a result of either bias or faulty

intelligence. This neglect is compounded by the weakness of the National Security

System. Carnes Lord points out that there is no formal system for insuing that crisis

response on the interagency level is integrated, although there are forums for

communication and coordination., Christopher Shoemaker identifies the National

Security Council's responsibility for integration but points out a weakness at crisis
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management.. Then views seem to offer a potential for insufficient or incomplete

decision making in a crisis situation.

So far, this study has determined that general conditions exist which indicate that

the three potential sources of problems were present in 1987. The National Security

complex was a bureaucracy in form and fimction. In particular, the component
organizations were undergoing the forms of stress which often lead to inte-group conflict.

There were systemic problems, both of focus and organization, which created the potential

for inadequate decision making. Much of the bureaucracy had competing objectives and

agendas which often reduced respoi venes Potential for problems is not proof that

problems existed proof requres evidence.

Specific evidence of interagency conflict and unresponsiveness is available. There

are numerous sources which will allow an accurate recreation of critical events so that

both cau eflct, and quality (in terms of the criteria) can be determined. Journalistic

and academic coverage of the major events is available. There is a good deal of coverage

of the specific policy decisions which occurred during the Panamanian crisis. In particular,

John Dinges, Our Man in Panama, an investigative journalist with considerable Latin

American experience, offers insight into events inside Panama. Kevin Buckley's, Panama-

ThWholea. Stoa and Frederick Kempe's Divorc the Dictator paint a generally sound

panorama of events at the policy level, especially on questions of personal actions. Mauy

Scranton's 31e NorieXa is a more academic evaluation of specific incidents in the

crisis, but does not offer an overarching theory for the failure of the interagency operation.

Careful crs-refernce of these sources will allow the development of a generally

accurate picture of significant events during the crisis.

Official reports and records offer a more precise accounting of events and

positions. The official reports and records are now quite accessible due to recent

declasscation of documents related to Operation Just Cause. The United States Army

has recently undertaken the challenge of preparing a military history of the Panama crisis
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and has developed an accessible pap trail in the files ofthe Donovon Technical Library

at Fort Leavenworth Kansas. These files include routine and special correspondence

between the ambassador, the CINC, the Joint Staff, and the State Department.

Additionally, there are afteraction reports from the various agencies available through the

Defense Technical Information Center. These records provide the specific evidence to

show whether or not events occurred as reporters and witnesses describe.

Eyewitness reports are invaluable in any recreation of events. More importantly,

participants often retain or recognize the emotional frame of mind which influenced the

actions and decisions they made. Key individuals, and others with knowledge of the key

events, were available and proved willing to discuss the issues. The individuals willing to

be interviewed included Dr. John Fishel, who saved as a policy analyst on General

Woerner's staff in Panama and Lieutenant Colonel Katheleen Sower who was assigned as

the trusted agent to the Deputy Chief of the Joint Staff for Intelligence during the crisis.

Additionally, the Donovan collection includes over 150 hours of taped interviews with key

individuals. General Woerner, the Commander in Chief US Southern Command, for most

of the crisis, General Thurman, his replacement, and Ambassador Davis have each

provided hours of taped commentary on the crisis as part of the Army oral history

program. These oral histories are balanced by memoirs, such as the one by George Shultz,

Secretary of State to President Reagan. IHis insights into the inner circle of policy making

are especially usefuL These eyewitness reports are extremely important for an accurate

analysis of the human dimensions of interagency operation.

The availability of sources for both action and opinion provides sufficient resources

for the case study to accurately capture the United States interagency actions in Panama

This accuracy is insignificant without applicability today's security planner. Even if

interagency operations may become the norm, if Panama was actually not one, a different

case would be needed. Likewise, if after Just Cause the problems associated with

interagency operations had been identified and fixed, this study would be pointless.
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There is compelling evidence of the applicability of the Panama case to the issue of

interagency operations. This applicability warrants the deeper investigation of the Panama

case. The circmtail evidence alone has caused several authors to conclude that the

United States Government's approach in Panama was ineffective. John Dinges concludes

that human factors created a situation in which the United States diplomatic response was

mixed."1 Admiral Crowe, the Chariman of the Joint Chiefs from 1985 to 1989, seemed to

have greater priorities; the Panama crisis is not mentioned in his memoir.a Margaret

Scranton, author of The Noriea Years concludes that the United States government's

attempt to translate the anti-Noriega policy into action was a overcome by the nature of

the bureaucracy, it was a case of'unity of objectives, disunity over means.'"a Frederick

Kempe author of Divoreina the Dictator calls Panama an intelligence failure; it was a

simple case of u the enemy.-" This ineffectiveness leads an investigator to

ask if Panama was formally intended to be a unified interagency action.

There is solid evidence that the United States Government did intend to remove

Nonega by either his forced resignation or a coup. Records of the Joint Staff show that

from August of 1987 on, the United States had established the objective of removing

Manuel Noniega from his position as defacto ruler Panama and commander of Panamanian

police and military forces." Former Secretary of State George Shultz writes in his

memoirs that President Reagan was clearly committed to the removal of Noriega through

negotiated measures rather than direct action." The loyal elements of the Panamanias-

Defense Forces were clearly identifiable as Noriega's center of gravity. Panamaniav

opposition had begun to overcome the factionalism of the past and was open to United

States involvement. In August of 1987 an Interagency Policy Review Group made a

recommendation that the U.S. use econoonic, politica.J and diplomatic efforts to oust

Noriega. The decision to use an interagency approach is easily identifiable.

If the decision to use an interagency approach is identifiable, so are the sources of

complexity and conflict. The case study will show that the response would require action
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from the Department ofDeense (incluing the DIA, the Joint Chief and the Armed

Forces in Panam), the Deprtment of Transportation, the Department of Commerce, the

Treaury Department, the Department of State, the CIA and the USAI). The Justice

deartmynto (especially the FBI, ATF, DEA) and two Federal Attorneys Offices would also

be involved. Even under the most benign circumstances, this undertaking would require

cooperation, coordination, and integration.

The results of the crisis show that the actions of government agencies may not have

been unified and therefore the case study should reveal dear problems. The available

records show that the need for interagency action was perceived. As a restricted

intemgency group was formed the President must have tasked the government as a whole

to achieve the objectives in Panama Witnesses to these events, such as Dr. John Fishel,

and docuntation, such as planning documents, reveal that the Commander In Chie&

United States Southern Command, General Fred Woerner attempted to promote a unified,
interacy approach to deposing Manuel Noriega in what would now be called an

Operation Other Than War (OOTW).- The OOTW failed to achieve the objectives. The

case study will show that the interagency approach, though discussed and promoted, never

was successfully implemented.

The events, eye witness reports, and records show that the objective defined by the

NSC was resisted at various levels within the agencies involved. In particular, the

competing objectives can be dearly identified. The evidence will also show that many

agencies failed to cooperate and in some cases openly contradicted one another. Finally,

the case study reveals that the United States Government was neither able to implement

the actions in a timely manner, nor able to respond to opportunities which would have

allowed early attainment of the objectives. This later proved to be, in some ways, the

straw that broke the back of the interagency approach and drove the need to resort to

military intervention.
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Ultimately, the policy was changed by resorting to a unilateral military operation to

achieve theobjectives. Even then, as Fshhel, Shultz, and the USAID report show, the

reconstruction effort was as uncoordinated as the pro-war attempts to oust Noriega.

Unfortunately, the legacy continues.

This legacy of disunity is the most critical issue in the utility ofthis case study. The

policy and doctrine used from 1986 through 1992 has not changed significantly. If the

failure of the interagency approach to removing Nonega from power had resulted in

significant reforms to the National Security System, this study would be nothing more than

a history paper. Although some changes have been made, most notably in the area of

military doctrine, significant policy changes have not occurred since Operation Just cause.

This means that any problems are likely to repeat themselves.

Military Doctrine has evolved since 1989. Emerging Joint and Service doctrine

rthe need for unified interagency action during LIC, just as General Woerner

did.. By itself; litary reform will not create interagency effectiveness, for as General

George Joulwan, a former Commander in Chief United States Southern Command

emphasizes this in a recent article on LIC:

Command authority over nonmilitary agencies is not extended in times of peace
or war. Most often, other US agencies will have the lead in operations other
than war and will be supported with US military resources.-7

Unfortunately, there has been no parallel in the overall doctrine for executing National

Security policy to insure that other agencies can and will provide the crucial lead.

Policies and Procedures for the Executive Branch have not been modified. The

State department organization does not mesh with that of Defense, much less other

agencies. The White House Staff to include the National Security Council, is still subject

to political turmoil. The Congress continues to debate whether the CIA should be

reoI to prevent ongoing operations from influencing estimates. There are still

problems with unity of action in interagency operations.
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Thes problem are manifest in more re intmeragn operations Te critis in

Somalia is a cas in point.n' When action was takm, the integration of State and Defense

efforts was confused at best. The diplomatic and relief efforts in Bosnia-Hercegovinia

may be another examnple of unitegrated policy. Early efforts at coercive diplomacy were

plagued by inconsistent pron-ouncements by departmnft directors and military leaders.

The interagency counter-narcotics effort is another.n: The war on drugs continues to be

plagued by an inability to implement effective interagency action.

Interagency operations are becoming more and more the norm. The military is not

alone in seeing interagency operations as a potentiality. Regional and strategic analysts

see a requirement for OOTW in LIC as a crucial capability. The United States response in

Panama was an attempt to use such an opemion. The record of this attempt makes it

particularly accessible for analysis of an interagency attempt. Panama is a very useful case

for studying the National Security System's attempt to put the interagency capability into

practice.

The National Security apparatus has not been significantly modified to improve the

interagency capability since Operation Just Cause. The potential for dysfunctional

interagency integration has not been reduced. More recent attempts to resolve crisis

without resorting to warfare have experienced similar difficulties. If these types of

operations continue to be demanded from the United States Government, it is crucial that

the capability to do so improve. This improvement must be based on the lessons which

can be drawn from past expeujence. This makes the case of Panama particularly relevant

for answering whether the United States has an effective interagnicy operational

capability.
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Seim rIV. cam StUy

This case study will determine the causes of interagency failure in Pamna from

1987 to 1990. The •um occured as the United Stat Government attempted to impose

its will on another nation without using direct military action. Correlatation of the

historical data with the theoretical criteria, both chronologically and topically, exposes the

causes of this failure. The events can be studied topically in terms of the evaluation

criteia, the parties involved, and the theoretical caus of failure. Events are grouped as

before the March 1988 coup, the siege period from March 1988 to October 1989, and the
intervention period which followed October 1989. The result of this correlation is a

clearer understanding of the cause and effect relationship of intragenc dynamics to

Sm8mcy faMu.

There are certain key events which occurred in 1987 which created a trUe crisis for

the United States in Panama The crisis began with the Spadafora murder revelations of

Colonel Diaz Herrera, the realization that Noriea might be a major partner in the cocaine

industry, the fact that Noriega is facing popular opposition for the first time, and the

discovery that Nonega may have been more deeply nvolved with the Nicaraguan and

Cuban comunmist ovnmews than was acceptable to the United States. Upon realizing

these problems, the United States ban seeking ways to resolve the crisis. The first and

always most critical question became establishm'e of an objective.

The United States objectives for Panama began to take a dramatic turn in June

1987. Prior to this, the importance of this Central American nation was its utility as a base

for other regional activities revolving around the war on drogs, the Cold War, and

economics. Manuel Noriega, the virtual dictator of Panama, was seen as an acceptable,

though authoritarian, alternative to leftist Omar Torijos. Noriega had seemingly total

control over the military and police functions which were consolidated in the Panamanian
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Defase Fore (PDF). So long as Noega supported Unied Stem goals in Panama, his

rule was acceptable.7i

The decline ofNoiega's acceptability began on many fronts. The Florida offices of

the Drug Enforcement Agency (DEA), the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and Fire Arms,

and U.S. Attorneys office had been infiltMr and epsing cocaine and weapons

transport operations based in that area since 1979., There was growing evidence that

Noriega had crossed the line between political intimidation and murder in 1985.,a

Noriega's blatant centraliztion of power in the military and fraud in overturning the 1984

elections had begun to alienate the senior leadership of the PDF. To make matters worse

for the admiaion, all of this had been revealed in a series of articles in the New Ym&

Irl.'x However, as Mary Scranton points out, the U.S. was not ready to change the

policy of tolerating Noriega quite yet, and resorted to harsh words.,

Harsh words would not make the Panamania problem go away. The United States

Congress began to investigate corruption and abuse in the Norieg regime."1 More

significtly, in June of 1987 Noriega attempted to complete the ouster ofhis greatest

opponent in the PDF, Colonel Diaz Herrera, the Chief of Staff. Diaz Herrera refused to

go quietly. This resulted in the greatest crisis the Panamanian Government had fced since

the death of Omar Torijos. The implications for U.S. policy emerge in a JCS summary of

the initiation of crimsi management at the National Security Council:

EVENT: Col. Diaz Herrera denounces Noriega for '84 election fraud and
nuder ofHugo Spadafora. Sparks protests; Civil Crusade fonned general
strike called.
INTERPRETATION: Noriea's confidence shaken, but still in firm control.
Revelations ruin his chance at presidential run in '89.
ASSESSMENT: During the past decade and a hal& the reputation of the PDF
has repeatedly been tarnished by reports and incidents that reveal the complicity
of high-level officers in trafficking."

By July of 1987, the National Security Staff had drawn three conclusions: Noriega no

longer enjoyed widespread support, the PDF would consider ousting Noriega to preserve
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order and the institution, yet the popular opposition was becoming sufficiently organized

to oust Noriega without assistance.. In this light, the United States began a review of

policy towards Panama. Meanwhile, as the situation in Panama continued to deteriorate,

the various agencies in Panama continued to opate under the old policies.

The changing U.S. goals in Panama meant no dear objectfives were articulated

during the rsment. The State Department proposed stopping aid and investment

while the Justice Department raised the possibility of indictments.a Much of the emerging

policy was driven by the assumption that Noriega had the full support of the military. This

assessment was fe.

The first difficulty encountered is the poor intelligence picture formed of the

suation in Panama. This raises a Rational Actor issue of competence. The intelligence

analyst failed to appreciate the duality that was the PDF. Manuel Noriega never had total

loyalty from the police side of the organization. The police organizaon, which made up

two thirds of the enlisted manpower and half of the officer corps was much more

committed to the gradual democratization which had begun under Omar Torijos.= To this

group Noriega's emphasis on consolidating power in the hands of the military side of the

organization was straying from the path Torijos had laid. It was this belief which had lead

to the Diaz Herrera crisis, yet intelligence assessments would consider Noriega in firm

control of the Military until the first coup.

The roots of this intelligence failure and the ensuing incongruent behavior by the

various participants can be found in the fact that subordinate agencies did not embrace the

objectives. The CIA was deeply involved in the Contra battles in Nicaragua and the

counter-revolution in El Salvador. The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff was working

towards nuclear disarmnt, as was the Secretary of State. In sum, the United States

was very busy ending the Cold War.

The implications of this failure are particularly relevant. Admiral Widliam Crowe

saw the prevention of accidental nuclear war as his top priority.w According to Lieutenant
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Colonel Katheleen Sower, the concern of both the Joint Staff and the Commander in Chief

in Panama was security for the U.S. citizens there until the canl was handed over.T m The

Drug Enforcement Agency in Panama was focused on defeating the Columbian Drug

Cartels. Because these competing agendas created artificial filters, it was difficult both to

clearly articulate a policy, to translate that into unified action, and to do all of this in a

responsve rmnner.

Unity of effort proved particularly difficult to achieve during the period of 1987 to

1988. Probably the greatest example of this was the Miami Attorneys indictment of

Manuel Noriega. According to George Shultz, these indictments wem seen as a lever to

force Noriega to a negotiated abdication.. If that was the case, then unity was key. This

unity was not achieved. Secretary Shultz contends that the February indictment was made

"without adequate consultation with the State Department, or, as far as I could learn, with

the White House. " In October of 1987 the Department of Justice had briefed the

National Security Policy Review Group that indictments were unlikely, this had lead to

debates over a negote settlement., In February, in the course of seven days, the

indictments were literally shoved down the throats of the other agencies. In fact, Mlitary

Intelligence predicted that the indictments would "reinforce a siege mentality in the

Panamanian General Staff.= Despite this, the indictments were hastily implemented with

little or no coordination.

The indictments issue raises the question as to whether the Government may not

have planned to fail, but failed to plan and coordinate. Often, one agency was not

informed of what another was doing. Dr. Fish reports that the Ambassador and CINC

were surprised by the announcement of the indictments which they learned by telephone

call, after the fact, during their weekly meeting.& This was particularly problematic as the

White House plan hinged on coercing and convincing Panamanian President Delvalle, here

to fore seen as a Noriega puppet, to fire the PDF chief The DEA had internal problems

as well.
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As every public a ument by a United State Government official serves both

a political and diplomatic purpose, the diplomatic effort was marred by mixed signaling.

The DEA office in Mm was working closely with the U.S. Attorney's office. Yet when

the indictments were announced, the DEA, with many agents who felt Noriega was

mipporting actions 2ait the Cali' drug cartel, was, according to John Dinges, a source

of open complaint in the press.* The Department of Defense fears were also leaked to the

press." In this case, both the DEA and DoD were weakening the coercive effect of the

State and Justice actions.

The DoD was divided on Panama General Woerner, the CINC, with a great deal

of Panama time, felt that the PDF was f6ll of 'fissures" which could be exploited." This

did not agree with the DoD and CIA assessments. The DoD recognized the antagonism

of the Noriega clique against the U.S., but felt Noriega's hold was tight on the PDF." In

this case, General Woerner's conceptual approach seems to have been that promoted by

Scetary Shultz. This was to be an oveW decisive attempt to force Noriega out

of power and into exile in Spain.,4 This overwhelming response would require extreme
responsiveness.

There were already economic sanctions in place. On August 27, 1987, the Policy

Review Group had decided on a "strategy of ratcheting up pressure to induce Noriega to

leave office.*" The indictments were seen as a more blunt attempt to resolve the crisis

quickly. In conjunction with the indictments, President Devalle had "fired" General

Noriega." This had united the opposition which called, and effectively mobilized, a

general strike. According to George Shultz:

The mounting crisis in Panama was deepened by the shortage of cash. Noriega
ordered all Panamanian banks closed to prevent remaining finds from being
withdrawn. The government of Panama was unable to meet its payrolls. This
was the moment for the United States to move decisively. Abrams proposed
and I supported vigorous actions designed to exploit Panamanian
developments.,,
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Yet, became the Policy Review Group and the National Security Policy Group were

tbhind the powe acre on the indictments, other agecie were not able to react quickly.

As a resul the eficts of the initial economic sanctions were being dissipated as the

Noriep regime took steps to work around the fiscal crisis.

The incmpletes of the sanctions was recognized but a policy was not developed

until March of 1988.n Likewise, it was only in March that the policy was changed to

require State Department approval for meetings with Noriega., Meanwhile, the United

States was unable to exploit the first of two coup attempts brought on by the new policies.

On 10 March 1988 the Chairman of the Joint Chief had concluded that OU.S.

pressure has only reinforced support in the military for Noriega.'. Yet, according to

Mary Scranton, Colonel Macias, the Chief of Police forces, had been plotting a coup since

late February.,, This proved that General Woerner and Secretary Shultz had been correct.

Although the United States was both uninvolved and unaware of the Police coup, the

United States had taken steps to encourage a PDF coup. On March 29th, in statements by

White House Spokesman Marlin Fitzwater and the DoD, the Adminstration

acknowledged their fiustration and noted the potential for military intervention as a last

resort.1a The presence of a U.S. Marine Amphibious unit in the canal was noted for

emphasis.'i The coup dramatically changed the nature of the crisis, yet despite having the

initiative, the United States could not respond to the situation and oust Nonrge.

The momentum of the March crisis was lost. According to Secretary Shultz.

Through internal argument and inaction, our momnt had passed: we had
m our chance to convert into decisive pressure on Noriepa the

satfact�nin Panama over the cash squeeze and the isolation caused by
Noriegas indictment in the United States on drug-related charges. 104

Manuel Noriega had weathered his greatest crisis to date. In the main, this was a result of

a United States effort which was marked by confused objectives, disunity, and

unresponsivess. The failure to achieve effectiveness up to this point can be attributed to

three causes: Bureaucratic inertia caused by the demands of recent and current
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o --ra-ions inaccurate siftuadoal assessment cased by lack of ability, and political

The inertia ofthe system was a product ofthe Cold War and Vietnam The CIA

and the JCS viewed the region through a specific lens. Noriega, with his support for the

Cr was seen as abandoning the leftist policies of Omar Torijos- liewise, the

DEA had sewe Noriega as an ally in the war against narco-terrorism. Ultimately, the

greates obstacle was the inability to reach a consensus and the unwilligness of the

administration to intervene in the intergoup conflicts. According to Mary Scranton, the

NSC, stung by the Tower Commission inquiry into Iran-Contra, was unwilling to assert

itself and overcme bureaucratic infigtn between the State Department and the

Department of Defense.- The infighting was exacerbated by the short fuse requirement

the indictments imposed on the system. Working in a reactive mode, the Policy Review

Group could not bring about a concerted effort in a compehesive plan. The confusion

and indecision were compounded by a lack of appreciation for Panama Much of this

inability to appreciate Panama was a result of the low esteem placed on Central America in

a Cold War evironment.'.a In particular, the intelligence staffs could not distinguish

betwem leftism, Torijoistic military nationalism, and Norieg despotism. With the United

States Security apparatus unable to make a dear assessment, build a solid plan, and insure

unity of action in a responive manner, Noriega stayed in power.

As a result of the coup and the deployment of additional United States security

force to Panama in March, Noiega was very concerned about U.S. intervention. On 31

March 1988, Major General Loetke, the commander of U.S. Army forces in Panama,

reported that the PDF was in a state of alert.,, The situation did not improve significantly

after the coup. The economic sanctions were implemented piecemeal, by trial and error

rather than decisive targeted. In the same message reporting the heightened alert of

Panamanian forces, Major General Loefite also reported that U.S. corporations were

making cash payments to the PDF.'ua The diplomatic effort failed to coordinate
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i i sanctiom, with other tions joining in a cmi to lift the bma,,, After Presidet

Reagan imposed economic sanctions under the International Emergency Economic

Powers Act, Noriega was able to acquire money through foreign sources.,1,

Simultaneouly, Noriea was purging the staff of the PDF. The effectiveness of the

sanctions was also mitigated by failures to coordinate action.

Neither the Policy Review Group nor the National Security Planning group were

able to reach a consensts on a post coup program involving action other than economic

sanctions.1,2 According to Secretary Shultz, he and National Security Advisor Colin

Powell developed a policy of continued economic sanction, nmilitary show of force, and

use of the indictment as a lever to force Noriega into exile.,n Shultz contends that, *after

eight weeks of debate within the U.S. Government, we had finally induced Noriega to

discuss his departre, and we had a plan for moderate pressure."', The Ambassador sent

word to PDF contacts, 'of US desire to work with PDF, but inability to do so while

Noniep remaimns.*s Secretary Shultz expected a military show of force in Panama which

would intimidate Noriega and motivate potential coup plotters.-, In this light, Mike

Kozak was sent to negotiate Nonega's departure. The negotiations failed to dislodge

Noriega, in part because a concerted effort did not take place before the senior coup

plotters had been rounded up and subordinate officers needed time to appreciate the

situation. Meanwhile, the U.S. policy was being effected by intergroup conflicts.

On one hand, a group of policy makers headed by then Vice-President George

Bush, prompted by election concerns, began to openly oppose negotiation with Noriega.,,

Elliot Abrams, who had been involved in the fran-Contra scandal, proposed direct action

by the CIA, Special Operating Forces, and Panamanian paramilitary forces.",, the discord

between the State and Defense Departments ran very deep.

Admiral Crowe, according to Scranton, opposed using U.S. bases in Panama as a

springboard for action because of the risk that other nations would become adverse to

U.S. basing. Lieutenant Colonel Sower emphasizes the concern of the Joint Chiefs over
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the safty of U.S. personnel and a wish to avoid risking lives in an area where basing

rights had already been negotiated away.",, The New Ynrk Tnm= quoting an "Official

DoD" source, blamed the split on animosity still felt by the DoD over the State

Deprmets role in the Lebanon disaster of 1982 to 1983.m, Mary Saranton points out

the personal animosity of many in the DoD for Elliot Abrams, stating, "Once the Iran-

Contra scandal broke, Abrams and the activist options he was advocating (the two cannot

really be separated) were viewed with misgivings in the Department of Defese.'12, The

split between Admiral Crowe and the State Department became public. According to a

New York limny story published on April 3rd, 'the Reagan Idinistration was deeply

divided over what further steps it should take to force the ouster of Panama's military

leader, Manuel Noriega.'rn

State and Defense were not the only agencies on different wavelengths. Secretary

Shultz points out that Secretary of the Treasury James Baker gave a "backgroundere on

April 25th which sent the signal that sanctions would soon be softened and that force

would not be used.rn Rather than the military shows of force built around exercising

treaty rights in Panama Secretary Shultz expected, internal friction had resulted in pull

backs of U.S. forces in the face of Panamanian probes. 124 Wi•h all of these competing

goals, Noriega was not confronted by an overwhelming U.S. threat. The negotiations

broke down. Confusion seemed to reign, and the situation settled into a protracted state

of nmual siege which lasted until the October 1989 coup.

The National Security System was sending mixed signals to the CINC as well. As

General Woerner attempted to be more aggressive, the Joint Staff was telling him to avoid

conflict.I According to Dr. Fishel, General Woerner was fiustrated by the State

Departments constant attempts to resort to direct military intervention despite what he

saw as contrary to the last clear guidance from the President. tu The siege was protracted

by the inability for the interagency group and the country team to break the concensual

deadlock. According to Bob Woodward, General Woerner and Admiral Crowe thought
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of the dir action plans proposed by Stac as Loomy Tu•es. o" As a result of this

ofuIon, after a year of sieg a campaig plan to integrate the military and other

agencies had not been developed. i So long as President Reagan had beei in office, there

was little likelihood of direct action.,

Much of the &Ur to achieve the objectives can be attribut to this lack of unity

in the interagency response. Much of this disunity may be traced to the weakness of the

Reagan White House that resulted from the Iran-Contra scandal. This wealness lead to

other splits in the National Council and the Cabinet. Secretary Shultz accused James

Baker and then Vice-President George Bush of vacillating on the issues of negotiation

coupled with military threat.,. As noted, this fiustration ove goals was felt at the

operational level as well.

This vacillation changed when George Bush was inaugerated as President. George

Bush took steps to overcome the bureaucratic intransigence. In order to achieve objective

focus and unity of effort, President Bush was quite willing to make personnel changes. In

order to insure this message came across, he stayed personally involved.

President Bush was more inclined to both more aggressive, and if likely, more

direct action in Panama His background as a former CIA director gave him insight into

this area. As Vice President he had opposed negotiation with Noriega. , Where President

Reagan had been under great stress from the military and covert difficulties of his last

years in office, President Bush was fresh of an election victory.

Between January of 1989 and October of 1989, the President took steps to increase

the pressure on Noriega. After the Panamanian election confrontations in early 1989, the

increasing evidence of narco-terrorist and communist block involvement in Panama, and

Noriega's open hostility to Americans, the President elevated the issue from the Policy

Review Group level to Deputies Committee of the National Security Council itself. 13

Finally, the President made a personal statement designed to foment a coup.in
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This c4ection victory had also brought personality changes to the entire National

Security System. In addition to the Cabinet changes, the most significant changes were

the replacement of Admiral Crowe and General Woerner with Generals Colin Powell and

Maxwell Thurman.uw Although these personnel changes set the conditions for military

responsiveness it did not set the conditions for overcoming interagency problems.

When the desired effect occurred in October of 1989 and a group of PDF officers

seized Manuel Noriega in his headquarters, the United States was unable to capitalize on

the situation and arrest Nonega. Intelligence had shown the general conditions for a coup

were ripe. w As Mary Scranton notes, the Justice Department had issued an opinion which

would allow the arrest to take place.u, Yet when the coup occurred, the opportunity was

missed. This unresponsiveness had three causes. First, the interagency team needed to

legally arrest Noriega had not been assembled. Second, the CIA advised the CINC that

the plotters were unreliable. Third, the CINC, General Thurman, had not been on the

ground Iong enough to ensure that the intelligence was sound and that the plan was in

place.

General Thurman took over on September 30th, he received notice of the coup on

the first of October, and the coup took place on the night of the second. 13 7 General

Powell became the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff on the night of the first. Much of

the problem in making a decision is attributable to the fact that the chain of command was

new. The information received from the CIA interpreted the coup as either leftist or a

trap.i This is explained by the nature of the organization, which, as Lieutenant Colonel

Sower points out, saw everyone as corrupt in Latin Ameuica.Lw Second, the CIA would

not develop the necessary contacts and profiles to support a coup until this coup had

failed.'t There is no evidence of any attempt to form and rehearse an interagency team for

the seizure of Noriega until after the coup. As Woodward points out, the coup prompted

Thurman to revise his contingency plans."', Mary Scranton points out that interagency

rehearsals and exercises probably took place shortly before the invasion.
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The inasion, which occurred in December 199, was jutiff by the killing of

Iwtenant Robert Paz. As Margaret Scranton points out, the PDF seemed to be coming

apart at the seams.14 Dr. Fishel reports that the PDF was losing control of the situation

and another coup seemed to be imminent. a In this environmet, direct action seemed the

only way to oust Noriep and insure the security of United States citizens. The invasion

took place and was an overwhelming military success. However, as both John Fishel and

Richard Shultz point out in their studies, the invasion was a unilateral military action.

As a result of the unilateral nature of the invasion, planning was compartmentalized

in the Department of Defense. Richard Shultz concludes that the post conflict plan was

flawed because of the faMlure to conduct interagency planning.aw John Fishel statz:

An interagency organization will sere the Ambassador. This assumes that the
Ambassador will be the American official in charge of the conduct of U.S.
policy in a foreign country even in circumstances where one would expect that
the military commander might take that position. This is the lesson of Vietnam,
Panam, and other intervetions. 1,

In order to overcome the impasse of a failed interagency operation, the National Security

Council had resorted to anti-bureaucracy, a single agency operation. Although the action

proved responsive and was internally unified, the civilian agencies were in the same

position as the State Department had been when the indictments were issued in 1988.

They were playing catchup.

The difficulty with a single agency plan is the natural tendency towards

flnctionalism. As Dr. Fishel notes, the United States Southern Command staff devoted its

attention to the military aspects of the invasion. 1 Because the country team was brought

on board late and in a limited fashion, the governmental aspects of restoration were

neglected. The system failed to coordinate as a result of the military bureaucracy's

functional tendency to compartmentalize. This resulted in an uncoordinated and

unresponsive interagency restoration program.
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The history of interagenc action in Panama is one of tnresposM and

disunity. The final phase of the Panama crisis saw various agencies demonstrate an

inability to focus on objectives, coordinate their actions, and respond to oppornities.

The success of December 1989 resulted from a single agency being given sole propriety

for a operation. Even then, the handover between ageacime was w The prius

phases, from 1987 to October of 1989, saw an inability to work together, even when a

new president took an aggressive role in the management of security. The first phase,

from April 1987 to March of 1988, was a clear case of unsuccessful excution resulting

from classic, political infighting and intergroup conflict. The human factors associated

with change and the nature of the intelligence bureaucracy prevented successful

implemetation of the policy objectives. The question remains, has the United States

developed a system which can overcome these problems?
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eaim VV Cnalhmion

The doctrine in use before, durin& and atr the Panama crisis did not provide the

ability to efletively implement forei policy through unified itagenc operations?

During each phase of the crisis, the natural tendencies of the suon were

allowed to overwhelm the ability to function in a unified and responsive fashion, focused

on a clear objective. Even when the policy debates over feasibility and suitability are set

aside, te was so poor one can conclude that th failure to depose Noriepa

without an invasion was a result of flawed excution. The post-conflict problems are also

a reslt of poor imp I entation from a national perspectv.

These problems can be explained by the theories examined in section two. The
oantioal th can explain the impact ofummerous changes in policy and in the

chain of command. The bureaucratic theories help explain the difficulties agencies had

accepting oectives and coordinating their actions. The rational actor model also explains

problems at the lower level. The national security system did not overcome these

probl-m.

From an organizational perspective, the Chairman of the Joint Staff had only

recently been officially placed in the chain of commnication with the newly empowered

CINC. Additionally, the National Security council, which had previously provided the

s effect, was reding from the Irn-Contra scandal On a more personal level,

the President, Secretary of State, Vice-President, and Secretay of the Treasury had

differing views on the appropriate policy. These human fiac were enhanced by the

personal animosities pointed out betwee State and Defense. As a result, when called

upon for unified action, the result was open squabble. President Reagan was unwilling, or

unable to seut himself and overcome the interagency conflict.
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Tlu imn•=¢y co•ict w• • by t• ma• mnia oft• po•ic•

•. Even •cr Pr•dmt Bush came into off•, the agmaies still fmled to retain

the objective • C• objmiv• pmiml•ly Admiral Crow•s personal •Jion

to intervemion, the mgioml DEA's focus on mrrmt opemio• and the Tnmmy

D•m•m• f•r of•minS bu•m• rmdted in m• mSn•. F•ur• in

¢ommm•cation between agmcies, such as Justice during the indictmmts and Defense

during the invasion, created the conditions for uncoordinated and unresponsive

implemmtafio• The buresucr•¢ tendencies also created ressoning problems.

Throughout the conflict, flawed estimates mined unrmponsivemm and missed

opportunities. Much of the exphmation for these failures lie in the bureaucracies

•. The CIA bad not adjusted its perspective from the Cold War and could not

dzvdop the conditions for responsive rapport to a coup which would have been

acceptable to the United States and the Panamanian people. Regional DEA and CIA

mtinmm w• influm• by mrrmt oomtio• in thz war on • •1 thz war •

the government of Ni•-, These problems were further compliq•ted by the fact that

the mtion•! •rstem for • tmmagement had not become a system for integration.

All of these problems, organizational, bureaucratic, and naioml, are solvable. The

que•ion is whether the policies and doctrine have been modified in accordance with the

theories and findings so that these problems will be avoided in future contingencies and

crisis.

Militmy doctrine has evolved, to a point. The CINC has the authority under

Goldwatef-N'mhols to synchronize all the military departments and commands in his area.

The Chaimmn of the Joint Staff is in the channel of comnamication between the CINC and

the president, so a united militmy voice is heard. The Joint Staffhas published doctrine to

implement this system. In particular, the joint doctrine, particularly JCS Pub. 3-0, includes

the oncept of integrating operations into a unified command. The CINC does not have

the authority to integrate oth• agencies.
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This is not true at the interagency level National policy impmntation still is

highly subject to politics and personalities. Recomons for policy action by national

and regional leaders and advisors is integrated by the policy review group. However, as in

the case of the Reagn aidinistration, it is up to the president to force interagency action.

Below the Secretary and Director level, there is no system for integrating action outside of

iteragency coordinating committees in the capital region. There is no State Department

equivalent of the CINC who can oversee operations of the other agencies on a regional

bas;- insure coordination.

integration in the field is done through the country team. The problems of

integration in Panama in the Just Cause post conflict operation show that the country team

can be isolated in many instances from the more regionally focused and security conscious

CINC. State and Defense have traditional animosities which must also be overcome. The

gover needs a system along the line of that in the military in order to insure

maintenance of objectives, coordination action, and reponiveess to a fluid situation.

The committee system does not foster this. As Pressman and Wildavsky point out,

"If we relax the assumption that a common purpose is involved, however, and admit the

possibility (indeed, the likelihood) of conflict over goals, then coordination becomes

another term for coercion."-

President Bush was only able to make the system responsive by changing the

personnel and circumventing the bureaucracy. Even then, the system could not react

quickly enough and accurately enough to respond to the October 1989 coup.

A regional integration system would establish a lead agency to act as the

coordiaing authority for crisis management and implementation. The lead must have

coercive authority to force integration of plans and actions. Only through regional

integration will the objectives be harmonized, the coordination result in unity of action,

and the system respond to unfolding events. Currently, the system does not do this and

the United States cannot adequately guarantee that interagency operations will be unified.
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