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INTERVIEW

Q: This is Friday, December 19, 1997. I am John Harter, working on behalf of the
Association for Diplomatic Studies and Training. We are beginning what I expect will be
a rather lengthy series of fascinating interviews, John, given the extraordinary nature of
your career, your memory, and your well known insights into what you ve done. To
begin, could you say a few words about where you were born, who your parents were,
and where they came from?

BUSHNELL: I was born in Glen Cove, New York, on the northwestern shore of Long
Island. My parents lived in nearby Oyster Bay; later they moved to even smaller nearby
Bayville.

Q: Is this in New York City?

BUSHNELL: No, it’s on Long Island, not too far from New York City. To describe my
father’s family line, the first Bushnell came to this country in 1635 from England.

Q: You missed the “Mayflower.”

BUSHNELL: Right. In 1639 the oldest of the Bushnell’s, Francis, came to America. Two
sons had come first, in 1635, landing in either Boston or Salem. Thus we have a choice as
to how to count the generations. Sometimes we say I am the 12" generation in the U.S.
counting from Francis but my sons are the 12" generation counting from Richard, who
came in 1635; then my grandchildren are the 14" counting from Francis. Francis came on
a ship called St. John. At sea the party drew up a covenant, now called the Gilford
Covenant, to govern them in the new place. Francis was the third signer. The party settled
Guilford, Connecticut, which is a few miles east of New Haven. Francis was granted a lot
of three and a half acres at the northeast corner of what is now Fair and Broad Streets.
Our direct ancestor, Richard, married Mary Marvin in 1646. She had come to America in
1636 as a child with her father, who was one of the founders of Hartford, Connecticut.
Richard’s family moved rather quickly to what is now Norwich in eastern Connecticut,
where his father-in-law had become a leading citizen and gave the Bushnell family a lot
next to his home. About 1750 our family settled in Lisbon about nine miles northeast of



Norwich; the next five generation were born at Lisbon. Our first Bushnell ancestor not
born in Connecticut or England was my grandfather, who was born in Rhode Island, only
about a dozen miles from Lisbon.

My grandfather was the first Bushnell to attend a university. He graduated from Brown.
There, among other things, he played football, guard. During his senior year, he had what
today would be the great distinction of playing every minute of every game. Fairly soon
after he graduated in engineering, he designed and helped build the current water and
sewage system of New York City. He later had a large construction business on Long
Island. He lost this business in the 1929 stock market crash and the depression which
followed. My father went to Rollins College in Florida, graduating as an economist. He
originally intended to go into his father’s then prospering business. After my
grandfather’s business failed, my father worked for Nassau County on Long Island as a
surveyor in the 1930s. Then my grandfather and father decided to build a golf course in
upstate Connecticut. In 1940 we moved to a farm about seven miles from Goshen,
Connecticut. That project failed, and we moved to Winsted also in northwestern
Connecticut where I grew up. I went to Gilbert School, a private high school open to all
appropriately aged children in Winsted, Connecticut.

Q: Are you going to say something about your mother?

BUSHNELL: My mother’s maiden name was Anderson. Her parents came from
southeastern Ohio. They were part of the “Appalachian tradition,” one might say. My
grandfather Anderson went to work as a coal miner at an early age. When he was 21, a
machine cut off his right hand. As things were in those days, the mining company sent
him to a hospital, where a doctor sewed up his arm. The company then fired him. So he
struggled, eventually having a hook for a right hand, working in restaurants and other
places. He moved to Columbus, Ohio, after he married a local girl. For many years he and
my grandmother ran a small restaurant for college students. They managed to send all
three of their children to Ohio State University in Columbus, Ohio. My mother only went
for two years, but her younger siblings graduated. She met my father in Florida, where he
was attending Rollins College and she was teaching at a secretarial school.

Q: Did you say what their first names were?

BUSHNELL: His full name was Richard C. Bushnell, and my mother’s name was Emma
Anderson. Gilbert School, where I attended high school, was endowed by the people who
made Gilbert clocks, which, for many years, were one of the leading clocks made in the
United States. Fortunately, they had the good sense to endow a free high school for
Winsted, Connecticut. When that industry moved to Japan, or wherever it went, people
were trained to go into other things. Gilbert High School had another benefactor who
endowed a handsome scholarship to Yale University. Winning one of those scholarships
became my goal. I had two choices, Yale with the Nisbet scholarship or the cheaper
University of Connecticut.



Q: Was there anything in your early life predisposing you toward a Foreign Service
career?

BUSHNELL: I don’t remember anything. I didn’t even think about the Foreign Service in
high school or college. While I was always interested in foreign countries and events, |
didn’t do any foreign travel.

Q: Was there anything in particular that got you interested in a career in the Foreign
Service, such as a movie you might have seen, a book you read, or something like that?

BUSHNELL: No, I don’t recall anything like that.
Q: Was there anything else about foreign countries...

BUSHNELL: While I was in high school, I did several things which were foreign
connected. I don’t remember now how I heard about it, but Radio Free Europe [US
Government sponsored and financed radio service aimed at eastern Europe] was starting
up about 1949. Although at the beginning it received a lot of US Government funding,
the government was were trying to get people to contribute to it.

Q: Radio Free Europe had funding from the CIA [Central Intelligence Agency], didn’t
it?.

BUSHNELL: They designed some kind of proclamation. I heard about this and found that
nobody was doing anything about this in Winsted. I called up one of the senior executives
of the Pitney-Bowes Company, who was coordinating the Radio Free Europe campaign
for Connecticut. He acquainted me with this drive for support for Radio Free Europe.
When I was a junior in high school, I served as the head of this drive in Winsted. We got
maybe 800 or 1,000 signatures and monetary contributions to support Radio Free Europe.
Of course, when I graduated from high school in June 1951, the Korean War was
underway . I was the valedictorian and gave a speech at the graduation ceremony, which
was sort of a justification of why we should be fighting in Korea and why that was in our
national interest. I don’t have a copy of that speech, but I must say that I would still agree
now with much of what I said then.

At any rate, my interests were somewhat international in orientation, but I wasn’t
shooting for a foreign-oriented career. I initially thought I would go into business with a
big company or maybe go to work for one of the Big Six accounting firms. Initially, I
studied industrial management engineering, which was about the closest that Yale had to
a business management course at that time. In my freshman year I took something called
industrial drawing, really drafting. It was very hard for me. To figure out, from looking at
a drawing of the front side of something, what the back side was like was something
which I found difficult. Meanwhile, I found my economics course was a lot of fun. So I
switched majors and concentrated on the study of economics.



Q: Were there particular professors or courses in which you were especially interested?

BUSHNELL: During my freshman year I had a course in Political Science. This was a
big, lecture course with, perhaps, 400 or 500 attending. The course was given by a
Professor Driver, an Englishman. In fact, he was a Member of Parliament. He couldn’t be
away from Parliament too much so he taught only one semester. He covered modern
European history and politics. He was a brilliant and charismatic lecturer. He organized
what was obviously an immense amount of material to cover the period from about the
year 1000 A. D. to 1952 in the course of one semester. That was certainly an impressive
course, although I can’t say that it led me to think about the Foreign Service . I don’t
think I even knew at the time what the Foreign Service was. Among other professors who
made a lasting impression on me were Robert Dahl, who taught politics, economics and
welfare, Richard Ruggles, who invented much of national income accounting, and Rudolf
Rhomberg who later became a senior official in the Defense Department and the
International Monetary Fund. Rhomberg was my advisor for my senior thesis -
“Stagnation during Transition, the Stagnation Hypothesis and the American Economy in
the Next 25 Years”. [ was in the Air Force ROTC [Reserve Officers Training Corps]
program. My immediate thoughts for the post-college period were to go into the US Air
Force.

Q: So at that stage, when you were approaching graduation, did you have any real
career thoughts beyond your period in the Air Force?

BUSHNELL: I was thinking of working for Price Waterhouse or Arthur Anderson [two
large accounting firms] or going to a business graduate program at Harvard Business
School. During my senior year three of us roomed together in a suite at one of the
residential colleges. Neither of my roommates was in the ROTC program. Early in our
senior year we were talking about what we might do. Some other friends joined in our
conversation. One of them said: “We’ll have to go to Graduate School. Otherwise, we’ll
have to go into the Army.” They were talking about what they would do in Graduate
School and what scholarships they might get. They had picked up some material on
various programs and said: “Hey, John, you’re the economist. Tell us what’s a good
deal.”

Q: Is that where you heard about the Fulbright program?

BUSHNELL: Yes, I skimmed the booklets and said, “Look, at the Fulbright program.
They pay you to go somewhere, a stipend which includes tuition and other costs while
you’re there. It looks like a really good deal.” One of my roommates said: “If it’s such a
good deal, why don’t you apply for a Fulbright scholarship?”” There was no reason not to
apply for one. To obtain a Fulbright scholarship, you have to apply to go to a specific
place and you have to sketch the broad outlines of a study project. So the next question
was where I would like to go. I decided my Spanish wasn’t good enough to do graduate
work in a Spanish-speaking country. That’s why I decided to go to Australia. I thought
Australia sounded like an interesting place, although I didn’t know a great deal about it. I



went to the Yale library and spent all of one afternoon studying Australia, reading the
“Australian Yearbook™ and other references. I decided Australian industrial development
was just a few decades, or perhaps a couple of decades, behind the United States. I
thought that it would be interesting to do a comparison between Australia and the U.S.
and see where they were following the US example and where they were different, since
their economy was similar to ours, although they have a lot fewer people. I constructed a
project and sent in the necessary papers and references for a Fulbright grant to study in
Australia. Eventually I gave up on it because I didn’t hear anything from the Fulbright
grant people. I thought they were supposed to call me in for an interview. I had planned to
go into the Air Force soon after graduating from Yale. I was approaching graduation in
about April, 1955, when I received a telegram saying I would sail to Australia from San
Francisco in early September and more details would follow. I raced to the Air Force
ROTC office and said I had this offer. I asked whether I could postpone my Air Force
service. The Air Force was very accommodating and said: “Sure.” So I went to Australia.

Q: Did you choose to study in Melbourne, or did this come later?

BUSHNELL: The Fulbright staff in Canberra recommended I go to Melbourne for a very
good reason. They pointed out that the University of Melbourne was trying to build up its
Graduate School in Economics. Melbourne had a full-time research professor and two or
three other professors who spent their time at the Graduate School. They had few students
in economics at the University of Melbourne Graduate School. Most Australians, who
feel that they are geographically very much at the end of the world, want to do their
graduate work in the U.S., U.K., or somewhere else. The University of Melbourne had a
hard time really building up graduate education, other than the masters degree programs
in education. So the University of Melbourne was a good place to go, and I was able to
work closely with these professors.

Q: Was this the first time you had been outside the United States?

BUSHNELL: Yes, aside from a couple trips to Canada. Professor Richard Downing, who
was the research professor in economics at the University of Melbourne, was also the
senior economic adviser to the Australian Labor Party. During my time in Australia Labor
was in the opposition. Nonetheless, it had to have an economic policy and present it to the
country. Professor Downing conducted what might be called seminars usually at his home
on weekends. These were an effort to develop what might be called alternative economic
policies from those in the more conservative program being advocated by the Australian
Government. Professor Downing criticized the Australian Government in a constructive
way. There were only three or four of us studying with Downing, so my experience there
was really an opportunity to be in on the ground floor of economic policy making, or
perhaps, alternative economic policy making.

Q: So when you were in Melbourne, you were taking regular classes in addition to this
research project you were involved in?



BUSHNELL: In Australia, after completing undergraduate work in the field of liberal
arts, including economics, a student didn’t attend any additional classes. Graduate
students worked on their own projects, read more or less independently, and participated
in faculty activities. Many of the students taught elementary courses in their field. I gave a
few lectures, but I did not take responsibility for any courses.

Another fascinating activity was participation in The Grants Program. At the time the
Commonwealth of Australia was established around 1903 there was agreement to a
program under which the relatively richer Australian states agreed that federal grants
would be given to the poorer states to help finance education, health, and other services to
bring the services in the poorer states up to the same standard as in the richer states. To
decide how much grant revenue would be provided to the poorer states, and to avoid
making this a political revenue sharing issue, the Australians set up an independent
Grants Commission, which consisted of three academic figures who examined the
finances of the three poorer states each couple of years and recommended how much of a
grant would be given to each.

Professor Prest, a professor at the University of Melbourne, was the Chairman of the
Grants Commission. During much of the time I was in Australia, one of the members of
the Grants Commission was unable to participate in its work. He had fallen sick and later
died. So Professor Prest asked me to join in the work of the Grants Commission. I joined
the Commission members and staff on visits to two of the Australian states for a week or
10 days each, visiting many government facilities and programs and attending hearings. I
helped write the report. This was a very interesting experience and not one in which many
graduate students get a chance to participate.

My Fulbright grant to Australia was for one calendar year because the seasons are
reversed in the Southern Hemisphere. The research project I was working on evolved
quickly from the stages of industrialization to being a study of Australian company
merger activity in the post-WWII period and its implications for competition and
financing.

Q: That is what led to your book.

BUSHNELL: Yes, it eventually led to a book. My work on this project had not been
completed by the end of the year’s grant, so I applied to extend my Fulbright grant. My
professors invited me to prepare a paper on the work I was doing to present at the annual
meeting of the Australian and New Zealand Social Sciences Association, which happened
to be held in New Zealand that year. It was certainly tempting to make a trip to New
Zealand to present this paper and see another country. The year coming up, 1956, also
happened to be the year of the Olympic Games in Melbourne. I was able to extend the
Fulbright Grant for about nine months.

Q: So your grant was for almost two years.



BUSHNELL: I had two extensions for a total of 21 months. I used the extensions to
deliver a paper in New Zealand (enjoying a great three weeks touring most of the country,
even walking the famous Milford Trail to the Milford Fiord) and to complete my
research, while enjoying the Olympics. When the research was done, my professors said it
would qualify me for a master’s degree from the University of Melbourne if I wrote it up
is the proper form. I intended to do that while I was on active duty with the Air Force, but
there never seemed to be sufficient time to finish it. In 1959 I returned to Melbourne and
completed the thesis quickly, and I was awarded a M. A. degree in 1959. Professor
Downing asked me to bring the thesis up to date so the University could publish it as a
book; he thought it would be useful in the debate on the need for an Australian anti-trust
law which was just getting underway. In fact later the book was quoted on both sides of
the aisle during the debate and passage of new anti-trust legislation.

Q: Did you learn anything in connection with preparing the book for publication or from
your studies in Australia which was subsequently useful? Did you get any ideas or
observations on how the situation was in the real world? Or was your experience during
this Fulbright years limited to academic matters?

BUSHNELL: I learned a lot of economics. This was practical economics, concerning
company and anti-trust policy. It was not something which the State Department or the
Foreign Service was much involved in. That part of my Fulbright experience has never
been very relevant in the Foreign Service. What was relevant, and I suppose that all of us
learn this in Graduate School, was becoming accustomed to working on my own, to
searching out information, to talking to a lot of people, and to putting together the facts
on a given subject. During my time in Australia I went around and talked to a lot of
people who had handled company takeovers. Most of them were surprised someone from
a university would want to come and talk to them. These conversations which I had were
quite frank and open. This experience helped me to develop the basic, Foreign Service
skills of collecting and organizing material and interpreting what was really going on.
This activity was directed in particular at what was happening in the field of industrial
organization, rather than at the kind of things that the Foreign Service is usually interested
in. It was the other side of my Australian professional life as part of the small graduate
economic faculty, which was so heavily involved in Australian economic policies, that
gave me much experience in dealing with the political-economic problems of policy
alternatives that was very relevant throughout by career..

Q: Extrapolating from your own experience, especially in the field of economics, how
would you assess the Fulbright program? Was it just a great, big, boondoggle or was it
something that transformed world culture and developed some cohesiveness?

BUSHNELL: It was a very positive program. [ wouldn’t say that it transformed world
culture by any means, but I think the students and professors who participated in it got a
great deal out of it. It was useful, not only to American students and professors, but to the
graduate group that [ was involved in. In addition to myself we had one Englishman, an
Irishman, and two Australians, one of whom was a communist and one who was equally
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far to the Right. We were full-time, graduate students who shared an office. In fact, three
of us did a trip together to central Australia. We had what seemed to be endless
conversations about political and economic affairs, as well as about the more narrow
projects we were each working on. Certainly, I learned a lot from them, and I suppose that
they learned a lot from me. Australia is close in many ways to the U.S. and the U.K., so it
wasn’t as if Australia were a completely foreign culture. Much building of the spirit of an
interdependent world is done by people to people contacts.

Q: Unquestionably, this program had a tremendous influence on the way large numbers
of people all over the world perceived things, regardless of the individual increments
which affected human personality. I think that in terms of its affects on history, it really
had some more direct repercussions.

BUSHNELL: Of course, as the world has grown smaller, for cultures that are as close as
the Australian, the U.K. and the U.S. it is of less value because there are so many other
things which bring people together, including tourist travel and businesses assigning
people back and forth. Today I would not be a strong supporter of putting additional
money into the Australian Fulbright program. My more recent experience was during the
last decade in Argentina, where the Fulbright program was much smaller. I was able to
help USIS [United States Information Service] negotiate a substantial contribution from
Argentina to expand a Fulbright program in great financial difficulty. It was valuable to
have American professors go to Argentine universities and teach, do research, and build
links that did much to move these universities, which in many cases tended to be far to
the Left, back toward the democratic mainstream.

We sent many Argentines to study in the U.S. under various public and private programs.
I saw many of them after their return to Argentina. The impact on them was broader than
the Fulbright program itself. Coincidentally, the contribution made by US universities,
such as Harvard, the University of Chicago, and Yale to the changes in economic policies
that we now see in much of the world was substantial. Particularly in Asia and Latin
America those taking the lead in adopting free market economies, privatization, and other
market-oriented policies had usually done graduate work at one of the six or seven
leading US universities. In most Latin American countries over the past 10 years or so
almost all of the economic and finance ministers have had graduate study in the U.S. or
the U.K. A very large percentage of them have studied in a small number of universities
which have led the way in preparing people for policy positions. In fact, these universities
have probably done a better job of preparing foreign students and professors than in
preparing Americans for economic policy formulation and articulation I think that is a
remarkable achievement. If anybody had started out to plan this, it probably would not
have worked. Such is the glory of the free market in ideas.

Q: I think Senator Fulbright deserves great credit. He drew on his own experience as a

Rhodes scholar. I've always been enthusiastic about it. I've talked to Senator Fulbright
about it.
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BUSHNELL: At the time that the Fulbright program was set up, much of the world
seemed more remote from the United States., as Argentina was in the 1980s. At least at
that time the Fulbright program was of immense importance.

Q: At any rate you went from this academic experience in Australia to the Air Force.

BUSHNELL: That’s right. I had previously known nothing about the Foreign Service. At
one point, while I was in Australia in 1956, I was dating a young Australian nurse who
was living in Melbourne. She was the daughter of the editor of the leading newspaper in
Perth, Western Australia. In the course of conversation she asked what I wanted to do
with my life. I said it would be nice to receive an American salary and live overseas. She
said I ought to join the Foreign Service. Her father was always close to the various
American Consuls in Perth. She said: “You couldn’t possibly have a better job,” meaning
I would get an American salary and live in foreign places where I would meet a lot of
interesting people. It seemed to me this wasn’t a bad idea. I wrote to the Department of
State to find out how to apply to enter the Foreign Service.

Q: You wrote to the Department of State from Australia?

BUSHNELL: Yes. I eventually took the written exam for the Foreign Service in the
Consulate General in Melbourne.

Q: When was this?

BUSHNELL: I took the exam in 1956. I graduated from Yale University in June, 1955,
went to Australia in September of that year, and left Australia in June 1957. The
Department then sent me a letter saying I had passed, indicating that the closest place they
were giving oral exams was Manila, and suggesting I travel there at my expense. Manila
is almost as far as San Francisco from Melbourne and a more expensive flight. I thought
the State Department had a poor knowledge of geography.

Q: Did you find the written exam hard?

BUSHNELL: I recall it was fun.

Q: Was it a four-day exam?

BUSHNELL: No, it was a one-day exam, lasting all day. It was an exhausting exam.
Q: Not as much as the four-day exam that I took.

BUSHNELL: I guess not. I went from 9:00 AM until 5:00 or 6:00 PM. It consisted of
four or five sections, perhaps I had to come back a second day for the language part..

There were a lot of questions to which I didn’t know the answers. I was surprised I did as
well as I did.
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Q: Did you go to Manila for the oral exam?

BUSHNELL: No, that was too expensive for me. I put the oral exam off and subsequently
took it in Dallas, TX, while I was in the Air Force. The Department of State sent a
traveling panel to Dallas to administer the oral exam.

Q: You were in Texas while you were in the Air Force?

BUSHNELL: Right. I finished up my Fulbright in Australia and decided to return to the
U.S. through Europe. Australia is about equidistant from the east coast via the Pacific or
Europe. We had gone by ship to Australia from San Francisco, about 25 of us
Fulbrighters going to different cities in Australia. We had a couple of days’ Fulbright
orientation in San Francisco. We sailed on a liner, with agreeable stops in Hawaii, Fiji,
and Auckland . It was a three-week trip to Sydney.

When I returned to the United States, I was not traveling with any group. I saw an
advertisement by KLM [Royal Dutch Airlines] which offered many stops free when going
to Europe from Australia. There was a map showing all the cities where one could stop. I
planned a trip stopping in as many interesting places as possible.

Q: Via Paris and London?

BUSHNELL: I began by taking a train across Australia from Melbourne, in the State of
Victoria, to Perth, in the State of Western Australia. Then I took the airline from Perth,
flying via Jakarta, where I spent about a week, then to Singapore, Kuala Lumpur
[Malaysia], and Bangkok. In Bangkok I took a side trip, which was not covered by my
ticket, to Siem Reap and Angkor Wat [in Cambodia]. Then I went to Rangoon [now
known as Yangon], Burma [now known as Myanmar]. I made several stops in India and a
side-trip to Kathmandu in Nepal. I stopped in Karachi [Pakistan], Tehran [Iran], and
Beirut. From Beirut I traveled to Syria by land. Then I went to Cairo [Egypt], Jordan, and
Istanbul [Turkey].

Q: My God, this was quite a trip!

BUSHNELL: I then flew to Athens and Rome.

Q: That trip would have taken you several weeks!

BUSHNELL: Oh, yes. I had planned for up to a six month trip and had originally planned
to spend considerable time in Europe. However, before leaving Australia I received a
letter from the Air Force, noting that my Fulbright grant was over and that I should return
to the U.S. and enter active duty with the Air Force. They gave me a reporting date of

September, 1957 and asked me where I would be then. I replied to the Air Force: “In
September, 1957, I expect to be in Rome.” The Air Force said: “Fine. Report to the Air
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Force Attach¢ in the American Embassy in Rome. He will provide you with
transportation back to the U.S.” I used my KLM ticket paid for by the Fulbright
organization to get me to Rome. I then returned to the U.S. on a train to Paris and then an
Air Force plane.

Q: So now we have you in the Air Force.

BUSHNELL: I always had interesting things to do in the Air Force. I didn’t qualify to be
a pilot because my eyesight did not meet the required, physical standard. At that time, in
the Strategic Air Command, there was a pretty advanced management program under
which they measured and rated the performance of air wings and air bases. There were a
couple thousand categories that were rated. Then the ratings were given weights and an
overall rating was calculated. Commanders whose units did well were promoted to
general, and those who did not do so well were passed over and soon retired. It was a
complex system and, like any management system, somebody had to handle the statistics
and manage it. The Air Force was mainly assigning lieutenant colonels and colonels who
could no longer qualify for flight duty to run the management system. They called them
management analysts. However, most of them really didn’t know how to handle advanced
statistics, or much management either.

Somebody had the idea, just as [ was about to enter active duty, that maybe they should
take a bunch of bright, second lieutenants and train them to handle these management
analysis jobs. I was put into this management analysis program and assigned to Dyess Air
Force Base outside Abilene, in west central Texas, where I would be the management
analysis officer. I replaced a lieutenant colonel. I was a second lieutenant. I was there for
only a few weeks before I went to management analysis school in Lubbock, Texas.

Q: Didn’t you go through basic training at all, or did your ROTC training count for that?

BUSHNELL: I had done the basic officer training during my time in ROTC at Yale.
ROTC classes and drills were part of my program during each of my four years at Yale. I
also went through two summer training programs in the ROTC. In 1954, during my first
summer of ROTC training, between my junior and senior year at Yale, I was injured
playing softball and missed about four days of training. The accident gave me an
interesting experience. I was in the hospital at Mitchell Air Force Base on Long Island,
NY. Also in the hospital were French Foreign Legion casualties from Vietnam. I don’t
know why they were there. However, most of the people in the part of the hospital that I
was in were French Foreign Legion soldiers who had been injured in Vietnam. During the
four or five days that I was in the hospital at Mitchell Air Force Base, I communicated as
best I could with these people, although I didn’t speak much French. Through this
experience I learned a little bit about Vietnam, though probably it was a distorted view.
However, because I hadn’t completed enough ROTC summer camp training, I had to go
back for another Air Force ROTC summer camp during the following summer. I was
commissioned a second lieutenant in the Air Force Reserve at the end of that training.
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I reported for duty in the Air Force in Rome, Italy, in September 1957. When I arrived at
Dyess AFB, I didn’t even have a summer uniform. I had to go to the Base PX [Post
Exchange] and buy uniforms. Of course, almost nobody who reported to Dyess AFB was
in that situation. Everybody else was coming from another assignment or an Air Force
school.

Q: So there you were, replacing an Air Force lieutenant colonel in Texas.

BUSHNELL: Right. The job wasn’t too difficult. It was a very good, although complex,
performance management system, and I was able to master it. Dyess AFB, when I arrived,
was next to last; I think it was in 34th or 35th place, in overall rating under this relatively
new performance management system. The commander of the base was having
considerable difficulty dealing with the performance rating system. Before I left to take
the performance management analysis course, he invited me to the Officers’ Club for a
drink and said: “I don’t understand this performance management program. You’ve got to
tell me what I can do to improve how we are handling it, or my career in the Air Force is
finished.” I said, “Okay, Sir, I’ll see what I can do.” I went on to the Air Force school,
learned how to manage this program, and then returned to Dyess AFB.

It was good luck working for the base commander at Dyess because once he saw ways to
improve things he was pretty tough about getting things done. Dyess AFB was a new base
which could be both an advantage and a problem. Given the way the performance
management system worked, there were ways of maximizing performance without
changing much.. For example, they had put many fueling points or hydrants along the
ramps when they were built because we were refueling lots of planes. At older Air Force
bases there weren’t many refueling points, so the rating system gave lots of points for
keeping all refueling points operational, which was important to readiness at older bases
but not at our new base with its redundant hydrants. When I got to Dyess AFB, we had
about 65 refueling points, of which 10 were “down” [not operational]. Nobody really
cared because there was usually another refueling point, perhaps ten feet away. However,
under the performance management system, Dyess AFB was taking a heavy hit for not
having all of its 65 refueling points in operational condition. The remedy was to make the
status of these refueling points a management priority and to ensure that the necessary
repairs to these points were done immediately something went wrong. There were
numerous categories like that. Once you understood the system, you could drive the
management according to the system. Our scores went up steadily.

Q: You were just a one-person unit in charge of management at Dyess AFB?
BUSHNELL: I had a civilian Air Force employee working for me, a GS-12 or GS-13
[fairly senior civil service employee]. I also had several enlisted men and NCO’s working

under me. They gathered most of the data and prepared the calculations.

Q: And you were responsible for this system?
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BUSHNELL: Yes. I was responsible to the Comptroller of the base. Management
analysis was under the Comptroller. I was only a second lieutenant, but the Comptroller
gave me a pretty free rein. [ worked a good deal with the Base Commander. The
Comptroller didn’t have any control over things like getting the refueling points fixed. I
worked on these matters directly with the Commander. After I had been at Dyess AFB
about a year, the base was above the middle level of SAC bases in performance. The
Commander said to me one night: “If you can get us up to become first, second, or third
base in performance, I can become a general. What would you like to be?” I said: “I"d
like to get out of the Air Force early.” He said: “Done!” My tour of active duty was only
two years, but [ was eager to get started in the Foreign Service or in some civilian career.
After I’d been on active duty for 18 months, our base was in first place, and the Base
Commander arranged for me to be released from the service. He made general on the next
promotion list.

Q: Then you became a teacher for a while there.

BUSHNELL: I found that West Texas was not a place with a lot to do. There were
several colleges in Abilene, which was sort of a college town. There was a need for
somebody to teach economics at Mc Murray College, basically a religion-oriented school.
The school had no one to teach second year economics, which was fiscal and monetary
theory as they had set up their program. With the concurrence of my commanders, who
wanted to please me but also to improve the base’s relations with the town, they agreed
that I could teach this course.

Q: This was sort of a course in “Principles of Economics”?

BUSHNELL: No. After the students had completed “Introduction to Economics,” this
was the second year course. It covered fiscal and monetary theory and policy. Essentially,
during the first year the Economics Department at McMurray College taught economic
theory, which a lot of the students took. Then there were business courses, accounting and
management courses, and this course in monetary and fiscal policy. That’s about all that
there was at McMurray College at that time in the so-called business and economics
department.

Q: Fiscal and monetary theory would be an interesting course to teach.

BUSHNELL: It was a field I was familiar with, so it was not particularly difficult to
teach.

Q: How long did it take? A couple of semesters?
BUSHNELL: The class was two semesters, meeting for an hour and a half twice a week

in late morning. I would go to the class, wearing civilian clothes. Sometimes, if [ were
pressed for time, I would even teach in uniform.
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Q: Did you like teaching?
BUSHNELL: I enjoyed teaching that course.
Q: A certain amount of preparation would be required to teach it.

BUSHNELL: Yes. I had to review what we were covering. We had a standard textbook. It
had been selected before I got there. The college had bought the books for the course and
asked me to use this book. I also tried to have office hours once a week in the evening
when students could come in and talk about their problems and projects. I assigned every
student a major paper to prepare and present in class each semester.

Q: Would it be difficult to make them understand technical, economic terms.

BUSHNELL: Yes, I certainly learned how to find redundant ways to explain many
concepts.

Q: I was thinking of things valuable to you during your career in the Foreign Service.

BUSHNELL: In the Foreign Service the concept of finding several alternative routes to a
goal is important. If a first approach does not convince a host government to support what
the U.S. wants, one needs to move seamlessly to approach two, three, or four. Often
several routes are also needed for an Embassy to obtain what it wants from Washington.
In the inter-agency policy formulation process in Washington one often must explain a
position in several ways, especially to reach and convince each of the various agencies.

Q: You were not particularly interested in pursuing a military career. Do you have
anything further to say about your Air Force experience? Of course, you had a good
opportunity to learn some management principles.

BUSHNELL: I think in many of my later jobs in the State Department my Air Force
experience was very valuable. Of course, the Air Force is much more standardized and
organized than the State Department ever could be. However, in the Air Force I had some
fairly high level experience in seeing how things were done. At least according to the
textbooks of the time, the Strategic Air Command was considered to have one of the best
management systems anywhere, private or public. Especially as Dyess Air Force Base
began to improve, I had occasion to go to meetings in Omaha, Nebraska, and March
AFB, California, to work on improving the performance management system. There were
hot management types engaged in this effort. I learned a lot. I also learned a lot about how
to motivate people to do things and to take things which may seem, on the surface, to be
somewhat silly, and get them to do it.

I think my Air Force experience was helpful to me in managing a bureau in the State

Department or an Embassy overseas, although one doesn’t manage State Department
work in quite the same sort of way. I think the State Department wisely has never set up a
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system where they compare one Embassy with another, although there are some specific
areas where they do that. At several points in my career I was involved in efforts to
improve the management of State Department resources, particularly to focus greater
State and other agency resources on priority goals.

There was one other aspect of my Air Force work which deeply impressed me. We, of
course, had a lot of nuclear weapons on the base. There were Nuclear Control Officers
assigned to maintain control of these weapons. When weapons were received, moved, or
loaded on aircraft, a control officer had to be present and complete the paperwork
assigning the weapon to the next responsible officer according to the instructions received
from SAC Headquarters. The pilots were not Nuclear Control Officers and were not
expected to supervise the delivery of the weapons to the plane. There always had to be a
Nuclear Control Officer immediately available.

Q: Then the Nuclear Control Officers had direct contact with arrangements affecting the
bombs.

BUSHNELL: That’s right. Of course, at that time we stood alerts. We had planes that
were continually on alert. The pilots and crews were fully suited up and ready. They could
go to the Officers’ Club to eat, but they would live and sleep right in quarters near the
aircraft. They had to be able to get their planes off the ground in five minutes or less.

There were readiness drills in this connection. Alert aircraft usually had nuclear weapons
loaded.

A number of us were Nuclear Control Officers, but I was the only second, and later first,
lieutenant who was a Nuclear Control Officer. Guess who always had the duty on
Christmas, New Year’s Dayj, all of those holidays, and weekends? On all of those
occasions I had the duty, as I was the most junior.

Q: Were you ever tempted to drop one of these weapons?

BUSHNELL: I was never tempted to sign one off on arming weapons. That is, to release
the weapon for use. Only the President through SAC Headquarters could do that. During
training and for the planes on alert, the pilots received only authority to carry the weapons
not to arm or launch them. However, at the time of the Lebanon crisis in 1958, I was the
Nuclear Control Officer on duty. I was in my office. I received a call from the nuclear
control people that we had received TOP SECRET orders and that I should report to the
Base Operations Center immediately. I did so, and we had orders to load nuclear bombs
on virtually all aircraft. We proceeded to load nuclear bombs on all available planes, most
of the aircraft took off.

Q: This was at the time of the crisis in Beirut.

BUSHNELL: I signed off weapons to the pilots, and the planes took off. Of course, they
were subsequently called back, but it was a scary moment and made quite an impression
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on me.

I was stationed at a SAC [Strategic Air Command] base, and we prepared for many
contingencies. I have just spent about 10 days visiting Costa Rica with two of my children
and two grandchildren. The other night one grandchild asked me whether I had had a gun.
I'said: “Yes, when I was in the Air Force, every officer had a gun.” Somehow, SAC had
the idea that the Russians might parachute people down onto Dyess Air Force Base in
West Texas and try to take over the base with its bombers and nuclear weapons. We had
all kinds of weapons to repel that sort of attack. All of the officers had to have a pistol
readily available and an M-16 rifle in their room, their office, or someplace convenient.
Sometimes enlisted men would get into scraps and would take weapons into town. We
had some nasty incidents. There was something of a cold war atmosphere. A SAC base,
after all, was on the front line of the cold war. We had a large number of nuclear weapons
and the planes which could carry them anywhere in the world.

Q: We didn’t talk about the oral exam for the Foreign Service, did we?

BUSHNELL: I took the oral exam in Dallas, Texas, on a Saturday. I drove up from
Abilene. I had heard that the examining panel wants you to leave the examination room
thinking that you had made a fool of yourself. Then, if they don’t pass you, you don’t feel
cheated. The oral board certainly accomplished that in my case. For example, one of the
things they asked me was to go around the Mediterranean and name the chief of state of
each country. I could only name a couple. There was a number of other areas where I was
hopeless. They asked me a lot of questions about symphonies. I had never in my life
listened to a symphony all the way through. I certainly couldn’t answer most questions
about symphonies. There were several areas where I did not sparkle. Nonetheless,
somehow I passed, perhaps because I maintained a positive attitude through my ignorance
or perhaps because the Foreign Service needed economists..

Q: So you went straight into the Department of State after you left the Air Force.

BUSHNELL: Not directly. The Department notified me some time in early 1959 that I
had passed the oral exam and that I would be told when to report for duty. They said that
there were a lot of people waiting for appointment, and timing was very indefinite. When
I found I was getting out of the Air Force early, the Air Force travel people told me they
would pay my way back to where I was when I entered the Air Force and asked where I
was living just before coming on active duty. The sergeant in the Personnel Office said:
“Melbourne, Australia. There ain’t nowhere in the world further than that. You can go
anywhere you want.”

Q: Your taste for travel had already been whetted by your time with the Fulbright.
BUSHNELL: I hadn’t finished my master’s thesis, and I thought I would go back to

Australia and finish that. I said: “Well, I’d like to go back to Melbourne.” The Air Force
flew me on an Air Force plane to Honolulu, Hawaii. At that time there was no Air Force

19



plane going to Australia, so they sent me First Class on Pan American Airways to
Melbourne. I spent four months in Melbourne in 1959, updating and revising my thesis
on Australian company mergers. I submitted my revised master’s thesis to the University
of Melbourne after about a month or so, and my professors wanted to publish it but
suggested I take a little time and bring the study up to date. They gave me a research grant
for a few months in Australia. Eventually the University of Melbourne Press published it,
and it was used in college courses throughout Australia.

As I worked on the book, I heard nothing from the Department of State. I developed my
travel plans and booked passage by ship from Melbourne to London with a break on the
Indian subcontinent. As planned, I got off the first ship in Colombo [Sri Lanka], where I
planned to spend three days. I had rented a houseboat in Kashmir, [India], for a month. I
was planning to spend the time on the houseboat editing the book. Kashmir was a place I
had always wanted to visit. Also, I found that in Australia, although I was putting in 30 or
40 hours per week on the book, there were a lot of distractions and things to do, people to
see. I finished the research, and I thought I would go to Kashmir where I could focus on
editing the book. My plan was to take a subsequent sailing of the same line in Mumbai
[Bombay] to London.

Q: But no stops in between.

BUSHNELL: The ship stopped at a few places such as Aden, Cairo, and Gibraltar, going
through the Suez Canal. I planned to take a few months off in Europe until the
Department of State got around to saying where I would go next.

Q: Did you have some money on hand to do this?

BUSHNELL: I had saved some money in the Air Force. In 1959, during the slow season,
a student could travel around Europe fairly cheaply. I probably had one of the most
marginal decisions on coming into the Foreign Service that anybody has ever had. I got
off the ship in Colombo. It was a terribly hot day, even for Ceylon. I went to see a friend
in the Central Bank.

Q: Was that in Sri Lanka?

BUSHNELL: Yes, at that time it was still called Ceylon. My friend had studied in
Australia and had also worked with Professor Downing. He was already the head of the
Research Department of the Central Bank. I had written to him and said that [ was
coming to Ceylon. He invited me to come by and took me to lunch and dinner Thus it was
not until the next day that I went to the American Embassy to get my mail. There was a
letter for me from the Department of State. At this point it was the middle of September
1959. The letter instructed me to report for duty in Washington in early November, 1959.
The letter asked me to let the Department know my decision right away and confirm I
would accept the appointment as a Foreign Service Officer.
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I thought about it. I liked the plan of visiting Kashmir, of getting the book ready for
publication, and then I could take things easy for a while in Europe, then think about a
private sector job if the State Department would not wait, as I figured it would not.
However, it was a very hot day in Colombo, and I finally decided that I was 26 and maybe
it was time to begin real work - a career. It was a marginal decision. I got in touch with
someone at the Embassy in Colombo who sent a telegram saying I would report for duty
as instructed. I decided I preferred to spend the five weeks I had planned to spend in
Kashmir in Europe instead. The book could wait until I was in the Foreign Service. I
changed my ship booking, managed to find a flight to Madras the next day and the
following day to Bombay where I got back on the same ship I had left in Colombo. I
canceled my plan to visit Kashmir. To this day I have never been to Kashmir.

I traveled around in Europe with three Australians. We rented a car in Paris and drove to
Spain and Morocco. I then had a week in Paris as well as a week in London. Then I flew
back to the U.S. on November 9 and reported immediately to the Department of State for
the A-100 course in the Foreign Service Institute.

Q: What do you remember of your first days after coming into the Foreign Service in
Washington? What were your first impressions?

BUSHNELL: The FSI was not located in a very nice facility, as it currently is. We were
in Arlington Towers, in Rosslyn, VA, for the A-100 class.

Q: What was the A-100 class? Was it inspiring? Was it useful to you?

BUSHNELL: I wouldn’t say it was inspiring. It may have changed over the years and may
now have improved. For somebody like me, who didn’t know how an Embassy worked,
the course really didn’t educated me on what one does in the Foreign Service. It gave me
a lot of general information about the world and also about personnel policies in the State
Department. Perhaps I had been brain washed by the Air Force, where I was taught the
job I was going to do. In the Foreign Service 90 percent of the occupational preparation
consists of on the job training. In the case of a person who is sent out to be a Human
Rights reporting officer in an Embassy, he or she may get to spend a couple of days in the
Human Rights Bureau in the Department. There he or she may find out that there is an
annual report prepared on human rights on every country in the world and what the
situation is in the country to which he or she is being assigned. However, essentially, the
officer is dependent on his colleagues at post to tell him what his job is and how to go
about doing it. We have such a great variety of jobs in the Foreign Service, and it is hard
to get around that. I have always thought that it would be a good idea to have a couple of
weeks in the A-100 course focused on what Embassies do and how they do it. That is,
how they prioritize and how they organize and equip people to do their jobs. This is
particularly the case with functions other than consular duties, to which the more junior
officers usually are assigned.

Q: Was there anything specific which stood out in the A-100 class? Were there individual
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members of your class with whom you were subsequently closely associated? Was there
anyone in your A-100 class who was later well known in the Foreign Service?

BUSHNELL: Tony Quainton was later Director General of the Foreign Service and
Ambassador to several countries..

Q: Would you have picked him as the one most likely to be the most prominent in the
class?

BUSHNELL: He had a great facility for languages. He spoke several languages, which
made him stand out in our group. We did not have many people in our class with
particularly great, linguistic abilities. I think my A-100 class were composed of
compatible, bright people. There were a few members of the class who, I thought, had
really done the right thing because they had obtained some State Department experience
before they entered the Foreign Service. Gary Vine, for example, had gotten a job as a
Staff Aide in the Department. He actually knew something about the Foreign Service.
This support job gave him a paycheck while he was waiting to come into the Foreign
Service. However, most of those in my class were almost as ignorant as I was about the
Foreign Service.

Q: When did you learn what you first job in the Foreign Service would be? Do you
remember anything about that, and what was your reaction when you found out?

BUSHNELL: I had spent much of the previous four years outside the United States; and
living on Dyess AFB in Texas could even be called outside the United States. I hoped that
my first assignment would be to the Department in Washington. I knew there was no
guarantee of such an assignment. Thus I was pleased that my first assignment was to INR
[Bureau of Intelligence Research and Analysis].

Q: Did you have any idea of what that would involve?

BUSHNELL: I really didn’t have much feeling as to whether that assignment was good,
bad, or indifferent. I certainly did not know any more about my likely duties than the title
of the Bureau.

Q: What did you think when you arrived in INR?

BUSHNELL: Once I learned that I would mainly be doing book research in INR, I
thought that this assignment would not prepare me very well for life and work in the
Foreign Service.

Q: This would have been in 1960.

BUSHNELL: Yes. My first assignment was to the A-100 course. Then, because I wasn’t
3-3 in Spanish [a numerical rating of fluency: speaking “useful” and reading “useful”], I
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spent 16 weeks studying Spanish.
Q: Did you take the Spanish exam in the written examination?

BUSHNELL: Yes, but I did not do well. When I got to Washington and took an oral
exam, my rating was far below the 3-3 level.. This language study was not as useful as it
might have been because I spent the following 2 % years in Washington. I was hardly
speaking Spanish at all.

I reported for duty in INR in the summer of 1960. At that point one of the main jobs in
INR was to work on the National Intelligence Survey, a fairly lengthy, in-depth
publication on each country in the world. Some of the work of preparing this survey was
contracted and some of it was done in house. I was assigned to write an economic section
of the study on Argentina. Of course, I also had some work to do on current intelligence.
Periodically I had to come in early, go through the intelligence cables on Latin America,
and prepare briefing papers for the Department principals. To do that, I had to know
something about both the economic and political situation in most Latin America
countries.

Q: You were in the Latin American section of INR.
BUSHNELL: Yes.
Q: Who was your boss?

BUSHNELL: I had two bosses. My immediate boss was Mary Manzoli, who was one of
the great Latin American economic specialists and a section head. Elizabeth Hyman was a
division chief, in INR/RAR, Division of Research for America Republics. Both were
career civil servants. This section was large, much larger than it is these days. There were
a lot of capable and interesting colleagues working there including quite a few Foreign
Service Officers..

Q: During the 1950s INR was mainly staffed by Civil Service officers. At the time INR
had relatively few Foreign Service Officers. The bulk of the domestic staff of the
Department of State was composed of Civil Service officers. In an effort to break down
what was perceived as excessively rigid divisions between Civil Service officers and
Foreign Service Officers, a program called “Wristonization” was adopted in the
Department of State. Named after Henry Wriston, then Dean of Brown College in
Massachusetts, this involved “lateral entry” into the Foreign Service of civil servants
mostly already serving in INR and elsewhere in the domestic staff of the Department of
State, following a brief, oral examination. The purpose of this program was to broaden
the Foreign Service in terms of the background of persons serving in it.

Some people argue that under this program the Foreign Service was completely
transformed. Before the Wriston program the Foreign Service was said to be more
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detached and scholarly and to be an “elitist” group. “Wristonization” certainly created
some “upheaval.” This process happened just before you entered the Foreign Service.
Did you have any sense of what was going on in this respect?

BUSHNELL: I had a feeling that INR was an office searching for a mission.
Q: Had it found one?

BUSHNELL: It had not done so during my period there. I was a very junior officer, an
FSO-8 [lowest ranking Foreign Service Officer]. Missions were not particularly high on
my list of priorities. Serving in INR, when I was there, were many civil servants who had
worked there for decades. The Director of RAR was Bob Dean, a FSO who went on be
DCM [Deputy Chief of Mission] in Chile and Ambassador to Peru. Larry Eagleburger
[later the first Foreign Service Officer to serve as Secretary of State] was one of my
colleagues. He dealt with Honduras. I dealt with Argentina. He was on his second
assignment. He had had one previous assignment, in Honduras.

Q: He had been in the Foreign Service for a number of years?

BUSHNELL: No, he had had one tour overseas in Honduras. He served there for two
years. When I served with him in INR, he was writing something on Honduras. In
addition to working on Honduras, he may also have covered other Central American
countries.

Q: Did you have any particular impression of Eagleburger from that time?

BUSHNELL: He was an enjoyable and very bright guy. We went to Washington Senator
baseball games together. He was married. Ann and I played tennis with him and his wife
on one or two occasions. However, I didn’t have much of an impression of his work.

Q: But you wouldn’t have picked him as a future Secretary of State.

BUSHNELL: No, I would not have picked him out to be Secretary of State, or anyone
else at that time. I might tell one humorous story about him. Among us FSO-8s, FSO-7s,
and FSO-6s [lowest ranking FSOs] in INR there was a certain amount of kidding around
about not being proper Foreign Service Officers. We felt we weren’t really Foreign
Service Officers because we hadn’t had enough experience as yet. Some of us had had
one tour overseas. I can remember one light moment. We had just come into the
Department building. It was raining, and we all had umbrellas. Eagleburger said: “One of
the first things to learn as a diplomat is how to fold your umbrella properly. Get it exactly
right.” He went through this routine with his own umbrella. He did it properly, with the
lines perfectly straight. He put it down, with the point on the floor and said: “That’s the
way a true diplomat carries an umbrella.” I could never get an umbrella to fold nearly as
neatly as Larry. He might say that is why he made Ambassador.

24



Q: Concurrently with this process, which involved changing INR from being a detached,
relatively scholarly organization, the same thing happened in the 1950s, when the CIA
[Central Intelligence Organization] was growing by leaps and bounds. Presumably, INR
was settling into being the “interface” between the CIA and the rest of the State
Department. Did you have any impression as to how that was working out?

BUSHNELL: From the perspective of where I sat, I thought CIA was a competitor. RAR
tried to have the best analysis in Washington. Perhaps the concept of INR as the interface
with CIA came later as the number of positions in INR was greatly reduced. Essentially,
what RAR, the Latin American sector of INR, was trying to do was to establish its own
credentials in terms of briefing intelligence material to the Secretary of State. We also
drafted contributions to the NIS [National Intelligence Survey], which was actually being
paid for out of the CIA budget. I suppose my salary at this time was really being
reimbursed by the CIA. I had several discussions with CIA officers, but they knew even
less about Argentine economics than I did. CIA even tried to recruit me to be an analyst
for them. I was not interested, but I enjoyed a couple of nice lunches.

There were great problems in handling the budget and other Argentine data. The numbers
just didn’t add up. We sent messages back and forth to the Embassy in Buenos Aires. |
remember at one point someone suggested we have a meeting with CIA and see whether
they could straighten it out. We went out to the CIA headquarters and sat around with
some CIA people. They knew even less about the data than we did. We reviewed and
made comments on national intelligence estimates coordinated by CIA, but most of that
work was done by the division heads. At my level we did not even have much contact
with the Latin American Bureau in State. We were an interface with the intelligence
community only in the sense that we had time to read all the raw intelligence and make
sure the important points were communicated to the Secretary and other policymakers.

Q: This NIS project on Argentina was the first important study that you did.

BUSHNELL: That’s right. INR was heavily funded by CIA to write these surveys.
Everybody, or nearly everybody, was working on one or another chapter of an NIS. That’s
what we did, unless we were doing work on current intelligence. We prepared occasional
papers for ARA [Bureau of American Republic Affairs], the Secretary of State, or other
people or offices in the Department of State. We had to keep up enough with the situation
in Latin America to be able to handle the current intelligence function. Every day I read
the incoming cables and intelligence materials - or at least skimmed them. That is
essentially what the job in INR consisted of; it was a wonderful comprehensive
introduction to Latin America.

Q: Since you later were much concerned with Argentina, maybe it is worth spending a
few minutes reviewing what you learned about the country at that point and whether, in

your subsequent experience, you found out whether what you learned was valid or not.

BUSHNELL: When I started out, I knew nothing about Argentina. I started out just
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reading all of the cables and airgrams from Argentina. At that time some of the
communications were still called despatches or airgrams. I went back into the files to do
research on subjects that I was writing about; I pieced together historical information and
data. I reviewed what the Embassy in Buenos Aires had reported to the Department for a
considerable period of time, at least on the economic side. I also read reports on what was
happening every day. There were all sorts of reports, and not just from our posts in
Argentina. I learned a lot about the country. As it turned out, this studying gave me
background information useful during subsequent incarnations when I dealt with
Argentina, including when I went to serve in that country. I knew more about the history
of 20" century Argentina than most people who had not spent a couple of years
researching intelligence surveys. I spent a lot of time working on Argentina between 1960
and 1962. Then, except for a few dealings with Argentina while I was in Treasury, I
didn’t get back to Argentina until I was principal Deputy Assistant Secretary of State in
ARA [the Bureau of American Republic Affairs] in 1977-1981. This earlier experience
served me well. I had developed a feel for the country.

Working on Argentina in INR/RAR was not a bad place to begin in the Department of
State. It wasn’t a high pressure job. I became involved in the preparation of routine
memoranda, which everybody has to do in the Foreign Service. I also had the current
intelligence function. I became involved in a lot of discussions on whether we in INR had
something to say that could shed some light on something that would be of interest to
some of the policymakers. Of course, 1961 was an interesting time, with the beginning of
a new administration in the United States. By that time I was a little bit accustomed to the
Department and pretty much up to speed on Latin America. Once the new, Kennedy
administration came in, [ wrote a paper summarizing some of the long-term problems in
Latin America such as the concentration of rich land and the lack of tax structures to
support education and other social services. It went to Under Secretary Chester Bowles
among others.

Q: I was going to ask what kind of an impact did you think that Roger Hilsman [Director
of INR in the early 1960s] make in the Department of State? As I recall it, he had
previously criticized the way the Department functioned and had all kinds of ideas to
reform it.

BUSHNELL: When I began work in INR, I was, of course, very inexperienced and didn’t
really know what I was doing. By the time the Kennedy administration came into office
[in 1961], I had been in the Department for less than a year, but I found that there was
considerable receptivity to people who proposed new ideas. It was easier to move ideas
up the chain under Hilsman than had been the case in the past.

Q: Did you have any particular sense of Roger Hilsman himself?
BUSHNELL: He came in with the Kennedy Administration, replacing a Foreign Service

Officer. He had advanced degrees from Yale although he had attended West Point, which
gave me a little link. When I proposed sending a couple of policy-oriented memos to the
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senior policymakers, I had the feeling my immediate bosses thought he would shoot down
the idea. But he endorsed the memos. However, I had little personal contact with him.
Together with others in the office, I would go occasionally to meetings with Hilsman at
which he talked about one issue or other. I had the impression that Latin America was not
his particular area of interest. I thought that he was a serious and bright guy.

Q: He was relatively younger and reportedly ambitious. Of course, after Kennedy'’s
assassination [in 1963] he wrote his book, “To Move a Nation.” He was a strong
admirer and supporter of Kennedy and he hated President Lyndon Johnson, who
succeeded Kennedy after he was assassinated [in 1963]. His book tried to show how,
during the period of the Kennedy administration, which was referred to as the “New
Frontier,” everything was going great in the world. Immediately after Kennedy’s death,
everything in the world seemed to fall apart. I actually don’t know what happened to
Hilsman after he left INR.

BUSHNELL: He became an academic, I think. [ haven’t seen him recently, but I believe
he became Assistant Secretary for the Far East, which was his main interest, and
eventually taught at Columbia University.

Q: You mentioned that you wrote a “think piece” for Under Secretary Chester Bowles.
What was the context?

BUSHNELL: I don’t recall precisely what sparked my thinking, but fairly early in the
Kennedy administration I wrote this concept paper, perhaps three months after Kennedy
entered office. The theme was the importance of encouraging the basic reform of
economic institutions in Latin America to eliminate corruption, move toward more
market-oriented policies, and generally to encourage and strengthen the growing middle-
class while breaking the strangle-hold of the traditional vested interests on the economies
to permit the middle-class to grow and assume economic and political power. Without
changes in numerous institutions, I argued, our position in Latin America would go down
the drain as the communist left became the only alternative to the vested interests,
sometimes including US investors. I indicated there would be a lot of problems involved
in making such changes from increasing tax collection from the wealthy and expanding
education for workers to land reform. I edited the draft down to a page and a half, or
something like that. Under Secretary Bowles was very impressed with it.

Q: Did Under Secretary Bowles actually discuss this paper with you?

BUSHNELL: Yes. He called me up on the phone. I guess that he first called somebody
else in INR and asked who wrote this paper. Bowles then called me up to talk to me a
little bit about it.

Later I met with him.

Q: What did you think of these conversations with him?
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BUSHNELL: I was very impressed with him. [ knew quite a bit about him because he had
been Governor of Connecticut.

Q: He was quite popular at that time. He was considered a potential presidential
candidate.

BUSHNELL: He seemed to understand the points that I was making. He took them
aboard and asked me to do something related to it. I forget what it was. I guess that he
didn’t last too long in that job.

Q: Only a few months. Have you any ideas as to why he was “axed” so soon? People
said that Chester Bowles was very “idealistic” and “utopian,” a dreamer, in other
words.

BUSHNELL: That wasn’t the impression I had of him. What I was saying in this paper
was that some major changes were needed in Latin America; he seemed to accept my
reasoning. He clearly felt that was what the USG should be working on. However, I had
the impression that he did not have much to do with setting policy. I had only two
meetings with him. This was toward the end of his period in the State Department; he
soon went as Ambassador to India. I know he discussed my paper with ARA officers
because they complained to INR that the paper should have been cleared by ARA.
However, I think that because of my contact with Bowles I was soon asked to do some
work for Rostow.

Q: Was that Eugene or Walt Rostow?

BUSHNELL: Walt Rostow. He read something I wrote after the Bowles paper. He was
prone to telephone people. People in the Kennedy administration did a lot of that.

Q: He was the Director of Policy Planning.

BUSHNELL: He was the head of Policy Planning. Then he was dual-hatted as deputy
National Security Adviser [to the President]. Johnson appointed him National Security
Advisor in 1966. That was one of the nicest ways that I know of to keep the State
Department fully involved in the NSC [National Security Council] process.

Q: However, I really don’t think that it’s a good idea to have somebody holding both
jobs. It gives one person too much power. I kind of like “checks and balances” in this
world.

BUSHNELL: Well, “checks and balances” are alright, but it has been the more usual
problem to have the National Security Adviser fighting with the Secretary of State. The
Rostow dual-hatted role is one way which has worked in avoiding that kind of fight.
However, it has not been used since; perhaps presidents think it would put the NSC too
much under the Secretary of State..
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Q: You think of Rogers and Kissinger, Vance and Brzezinski. There are plenty of
examples. So what did you do with Walt Rostow?

BUSHNELL: Rostow was setting up a project in Policy Planning to try to orient the
allocation of USG resources to focus on priority US objectives and to establish a
framework to get all parts of the US Government working on the same priorities and
cooperating.

Q: This was in late 1961 and early 1962?

BUSHNELL: Yes. Rostow decided that one approach to try was to do some in depth
country studies to lay out what it was that we wanted and how we could go about getting
it, as well as what resources from the US Government could be brought to bear on
priority objectives. This project concentrated on a long term view on where we wanted to
go. The State Department tended to spend most of its time worrying about the next
Presidential visit to a given country or how we were going to work on some immediate
issue. We didn’t have an overall view on where and how we wanted countries to develop
and change and how to direct our efforts to encourage such change imaginatively. Rostow
decided to have some pilot studies done in this connection. I was detailed to him to
prepare such a study on Argentina. Max Chaplin, an FSO in ARA [Bureau of American
Republic Affairs], was detailed to do a Colombia study. He had served in Bogota recently
and soon thereafter took over the Colombian desk.

Q: So this project on Argentina followed your earlier projects on Argentina.

BUSHNELL: Yes. I knew a lot about Argentina from the work I had been doing in INR.
However, this project was to be quite different because the purpose here was to look at
where Argentina was in potential conflict with US interests. The question was why that
was the case and how we could bring about a change. At least that was the way I looked
at this project. Then the question was what specifically we should be doing toward bring
about the changes we wanted over the long run. What this came down to was basically an
examination of how he should use our influence and resources over a long period. Of
course, Argentines would decide how their policies develop, but we could influence them
at the margin. Argentina was to be an example. Nobody claimed that we could do much
to get Argentina to function as a real democracy. However, if it did so, it would be much
more aligned with a great many of our interests. Instead, Argentina went back and forth
between military dictatorship and tenuous civilian rule. The only effective groups in the
country were apt to be extremist in one way or another. That was essentially the thrust of
what we wrote. We sought to work with various elements in Argentine society which
shared our view of Argentina’s future democratic potential.

Q: This is Friday, December 19, 1997. This is Side A of Tape 2 of the interview with John

Bushnell. [ am John Harter, for the Association for Diplomatic Studies and Training.
John, we were discussing the paper on Argentina which you were writing for Walt
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Rostow.

BUSHNELL: First, I would like to explain what we were doing and where we were trying
to go. I think the management analysis work I had done with the Strategic Air Command
of the Air Force was useful, and my background in Argentina was useful. Fortunately, I
was in the right spot. The fact that I was an economist didn’t hurt. We spent a lot of time
considering various ways of looking at Argentina. Finally, I completed a draft paper and
sent it down for comment to the Embassy in Buenos Aires.

Q: Were you working with the Argentina desk in the State Department on this project?

BUSHNELL: Frankly, no. I went to the Argentine desk officer to try to get input for the
draft. I don’t remember his name now. I can remember his office had newspapers piled up
everywhere. The desk was involved in the current Argentine situation and knew what was
going on any given day, but the officers there did not seem to have a long-term game
plan..

Then, as I suppose as it goes with any career, I got a break. The government in Argentina
headed by President Frondizi was overthrown by the military in a coup d’etat. As this was
the first such coup in Latin America during the Kennedy administration, it was an event
of great policymaking concern. Walt Rostow was not the sort of policy planning person
who keeps his eye on a distant horizon without paying attention to key current events. He
was immediately involved in determining what we were going to do -- how we were
going to show our disapproval of the overthrow of the Frondizi government. I can
remember sitting for my first time in the front office of the Bureau of American Republic
Affairs.

Q: Was Ed Martin the Assistant Secretary?

BUSHNELL: Ed Martin was the new Assistant Secretary. Dick Goodwin was his deputy.
There were a lot of people at this meeting. I went with Walt Rostow.

Q: You're right. Ed Martin was the Assistant Secretary for ARA. He had replaced
Woodward by that time.

BUSHNELL: Of course, we had the legal advisers who said the standard things. They
said we had to recognize the new government because it was in control in Argentina.
People like Dick Goodwin, Walt Rostow, and myself felt that we had to show our
disapproval somehow. We said that we disliked this sort of thing, which was against our
interests. In terms of the paper that I was working on, this was a prime example of what
we disapproved of. The Frondizi government had been much more compatible with our
interests. The new government was a basically a military dictatorship although the
President of the Senate (constitutionally the next in line) had been made president in
name. However, this situation probably wouldn’t last and probably would be followed by
something that was even more extreme. We had endless debates into the night about what
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to do. Martin or Goodwin would leave the room to make phone calls or send cable. That
was one probably the first time I didn’t leave the Department until well after midnight.
We didn’t work those hours in INR. However, it was very exciting, and I found that I was
about the only person at that meeting who really knew much about Argentina. The couple
career officers from ARA did not seem to say anything. Dick Goodwin, Ed Martin, and
Walt Rostow didn’t know anything about Argentine history.

Here were all of these people attending the meeting who were upset about the coup d’etat
against a democratic president of Argentina, with whom we were advanced in developing
a constructive relationship. Rostow and Goodwin said President Kennedy was upset
about this development, as were other people who had worldwide responsibilities. We
discussed various aspects of the problem but finally recognized the inevitable. We issued
a statement that contained a lot of words but didn’t amount to much. Recognition was
delayed only a day or two.

Great contortions followed in the White House about this Argentine coup. Arthur
Schlesinger Jr., [a Special Assistant to President Kennedy], was in favor of setting up a
study commission to determine...

Q: Arthur Schlesinger or was it Ted Sorenson?

BUSHNELL: Not Sorenson. It was the professor from Harvard, Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.,
who was an historian. He was one of the principal advisers to the President.

Q: He was a Special Assistant to President Kennedy.

BUSHNELL: He decided to have a mission go to Buenos Aires and find out what had
gone wrong. He had the idea that it was the IMF [International Monetary Fund], with US
backing, which had gotten President Frondizi into economic problems that had been his
undoing. He thought the IMF was responsible. In the first round of discussions, it was
decided that Walt Rostow should be on this commission. Also on the commission were
an economics professor from MIT [Massachusetts Institute of Technology], a very nice
man, and a senior official from AID [Agency for International Development]. Rostow
decided he could not go and placed me on the commission instead.

There was great controversy about my assignment in the State Department. I was still an
FSO-8 [Foreign Service Officer, Class 8]. I was being sent on this high-level mission
although I was assigned to INR [Bureau of Intelligence Research]. I was not permanently
assigned to the Office of Policy Planning or in ARA [Bureau of American Republics
Affairs], and nobody in ARA had been invited to go. I heard about the controversy, but it
was not of my doing. I was asked to go on this mission, and I said: “Of course.” Rostow
had a cable drafted to indicate that I was going to Argentina to get comments on my
resources/priorities paper and having me as the State member of the commission
representing him would save travel funds. He asked me to spend longer in Buenos Aires
than the other members to review my paper in detail with the embassy.
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We had meetings in the White House with Arthur Schlesinger, Jr. I recall that he had a
big office; I was surprised because office space in the White House is scarce, although he
was in the east wing. From the beginning it was clear that I knew more about Argentina
than the other two members of the commission who knew much more about economics in
general. I thought that the IMF had been correct in favoring freer trade and a major
reduction in the Argentine budget deficit. Frondizi’s Economics Minister, Alvaro
Alsogaray, was at least as dedicated to free markets as the IMF. However, although
Frondizi and Alsogaray were moving in the right direction, the Argentine economy had so
many structural problems they had made only a little progress, just enough to get many
special interests in both business and labor mad at them but without getting the benefits
of sustained economic growth. The Peronists made large gains in the March 1962
election, giving the special interests ammunition to convince the military to move,
especially as Frondizi was trying to cut the military budget. Also Frondizi was trying to
bring the left into his coalition, enabling the military to point to red flags. That was my
first introduction to what I spent much of my career doing, in one way or another,
defending market-oriented policies and the IMF. I was in Argentina for three weeks in
May/June 1962.

Q: Who were the other members of this group and our ambassador at the time?

BUSHNELL: Everett Hagan, a professor from MIT [Massachusetts Institute of
Technology] who was sort of Schlesinger’s man, a Boston colleague, and Sidney
Smuckler, a senior economist in AID. In Buenos Aires Ambassador, Robert McClintock,
had previously been the Ambassador to Lebanon. He had met the invading American
troops on the beaches with his dog, when I had been loading nuclear bombs on SAC
planes.

This trip gave me a great opportunity to work on the policy planning paper which had
been sent to the Embassy to get reaction and input. Talking directly with people helped
me much more than any written comments could have. The Ambassador chaired a general
meeting in which he praised the paper; most of the agency and section heads had some
real reservations, but they presented them in a constructive way. I went before the other
commission members to work on this paper. Once they arrived we met with a great many
Argentine leaders; it was very interesting. We met with President Frondizi, several of his
cabinet, and with a few Argentine military — none of whom seemed to have a broad view
of the Argentine political/economic situation. We talked to a lot of people not directly
involved in the Frondizi government or the coup and got a lot of impressions, including
many impressions from the American Embassy.

We went back to Washington, where I wrote most of the first draft of the commission
report. The other members did extensive editing. We basically said the IMF was not
responsible for this situation. The problem was that President Frondizi, who really didn’t
have a well-organized political party behind him, had, after the Peronists did so well in
Congressional election, lost backing from the military (perhaps with industrial and union
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leaders urging the military to move against him). He turned out to be a one-man show. In
this situation the country was deteriorating, but the military did not have the answers. It
was the political factors which were decisive. The economic factors were not of great
importance.

We explained our reasoning and conclusions to Arthur Schlesinger, Jr. and other White
House officers in his big office. Schlesinger sort of nodded and said, “We all live and
learn.” He thanked us for the paper. I was impressed some years later when I read his
book, “A Thousand Days,” a history of the Kennedy administration a la Schlesinger, he
attacked the IMF and its budget restraint policies in general. But he linked Frondizi’s
overthrow to his lost of military support and mentioned the IMF in Argentina only in
passing. He did argue that the IMF/Frondizi/Alsogaray policies had reduced Argentine
national income 10 percent and real wages as much as 30 percent. In fact, as our report
showed, most of this change was just a statistical effect of having a more market clearing
exchange rate instead of direct controls on foreign exchange and the apparent reduction in
GNP when unneeded government employees are released even as government services
increase. At least he paid attention to the conclusion of the report even if some of the
economic details were not absorbed.

Q: That’s very unusual for a young, junior officer in an INR assignment to be appointed
to such a high level commission.

BUSHNELL: That’s right. I was lucky to be in the right place at the right time. If the
coup d’etat had occurred in some other country, I wouldn’t have gotten the opportunity to
have all this experience with high-level policymakers.

Q: Any further comment on Walt Rostow? Could you give us your personal impression of
his role in the Kennedy administration? Of course, before then, his role was much
criticized for his book on the theory of the stages of economic growth. He was criticized
for this book, which some people regarded as an oversimplified study. However, both
Kennedy and Johnson were very much impressed with him.

BUSHNELL: Walt Rostow was one of the most articulate professors with whom I ever
came in contact. He was able to take a very complex situation and, in two simple
sentences, describe it extremely well. You can never describe a complex situation
perfectly in two sentences, but Walt Rostow could really conceptualize, summarize, and
get to the heart of the matter extremely well. I think his book on the stages of economic
growth is very good; I drew on it significantly in doing my senior thesis at Yale. You can
argue about the details, but as a general overview, accepting that not everything goes
along the same path, it’s not a bad broad structure.

Rostow helped to resolve the first policy crisis that I was involved in -- the Argentine
military taking over the country and arresting a freely elected president. This coup was
against our interests, and we did not intend to be passive bystanders. Most of us in State
wanted to do whatever we could to show our disapproval and even hoped Frondizi could
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return to power. We wanted to encourage the Argentines to return to democracy as
quickly as possible and to show the military in other countries that this was not a good
way to go. We did not want such coups happening everywhere. Walt Rostow articulated
this view so well that anyone agreed with him. Rostow was able to see this key precedent
point and articulate it better than Dick Goodwin could, although Dick was more
passionate about it. In fact the Argentine coup was followed by military take-overs in
most South American countries, but no matter what we had done most of these coups
would have occurred because they were largely driven by internal struggles between the
traditional, usually land-owning, power group and the growing power of the urban
middle-class..

Q: Rostow was a very early “hawk” on South Vietnam. Again, he was very influential
because he had these two jobs we spoke of and worked under presidents who were much
impressed with him.

BUSHNELL: That’s right, and I think that he saw the situation in Vietnam in a way
which was not 100 percent correct, but was much more than 50 percent correct. The long,
historical tradition over many centuries was for the civilizations of China to push their
way south as well as outward in other directions. Eventually, he thought North Vietnam
would be dominated by or closely allied with China and would push through South
Vietnam and then through Southeast Asia. Ultimately China would control all of that
area. This Chinese spread had happened several times when China had a strong and
united government. Unless something were done, this is what would have happened.
However, Rostow did not seem to understand that Vietnamese nationalism was strong
and the Vietcong cultivated Russian influence as much to keep Vietnam somewhat
independent of China as to counter the French and then the United States.

Q: I personally was not impressed with that argument. In retrospect, I am still not
impressed with it, but this is not the time to go into this. Do you have any further
comment on your personal observations on Walt Rostow and his contributions to
American foreign policy at this time?

BUSHNELL: I thought he was on the right tack in trying to get the State Department to
take a longer and broader view and to allocated more resources toward our long-term
goals. If you don’t know where you want to go, it’s hard to get things to move in that
direction. One needs to organize and prioritize to use one’s influence, whatever it is, to
achieve one’s priority goals. From what I could see, from reading the reporting from Latin
America, an awful lot of what our Embassies did was not directed toward any long-term
cause or purpose. We had great reporting programs. INR [Bureau of Intelligence
Research] had a major role in setting them up. I sat in INR and developed reporting
requirements. However, this reporting wasn’t placed in the overall context of what our
policy was and how we were trying to achieve it. These INR reporting requirements were
written largely from the perspective of someone who was writing a history. It seemed to
me this was not the focus we should be urging our Embassies to adopt.
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Walt Rostow articulated this point well. He thought we needed to know where we were
going, how we thought we might get there, how we should be organized, and how our
resources should be directed at attaining our goals. I thought this approach was precisely
the right direction. What guidance the Department provided embassies was nebulous
during the period I worked in Policy Planning. Maybe the reporting programs and
ambassadors’ discussions in Washington were good guidance, but it took a lot of on the
spot organization and conceptualizing in the field to turn this guidance into a game plan
to influence long-term outcomes in host countries. We’ll come back to this point when I
was at the other end of this process, because I saw it from both ends. We started in Policy
Planning to approach our relations in a systematic way on a long term rather than a short
term basis. Walt Rostow was trying to overcome the tendency to focus only on tomorrow
or yesterday instead of where we wanted to be in five or ten years. He wasn’t very
successful at it. Maybe this was before this concept’s time. Rostow was certainly a person
who could absorb information fast, understand it, and cut to the heart of the situation,
seeing its broad implications. These are good qualities for a National Security Adviser.

Q: Have you seen this quality subsequently?

BUSHNELL: Perhaps Henry Kissinger is the greatest master in our time of understanding
what moves all the parties in a situation and in developing several ways to advance
toward what he believes is our national interest. Kissinger was extremely bright and able
to cut to core issues. Yet despite his considerable input the great efforts of the NSC staff
to write yearly reports summarizing our foreign policy turned out to be pretty pedestrian.

Q: Did you have a lesser impression of Ed Martin and Dick Goodwin, in terms of their
strengths?

BUSHNELL: At that point I thought Dick Goodwin was not particularly impressive,
more passionate than articulate and reasoned. He was almost as young as [ was. Later, I
got to know him much better when he lived in my house in the Dominican Republic, and
I found him quite an idea man.. I thought Ed Martin was very solid. However, he was new
in his job in the spring of 1962 and also completely new to Latin America.

Q: Woodward came in as Assistant Secretary at some time earlier in 1961. He was only
in that position for a few months. Do you have any idea as to why he was replaced so
soon? The story is that Dick Goodwin “scuttled him,” but I don’t know whether that is
true.

BUSHNELL: I have no idea why personnel changes were made in the Kennedy
Administration.

Q: Ed Martin had been Assistant Secretary for Economic Affairs and then shifted over to
ARA. I've always felt that Ed Martin was a very solid citizen.

BUSHNELL: Yes. The Frondizi coup was my first experience with him, but I’ve since
worked with him several times over the years. He was Ambassador to Argentina. He was
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Chairman of the DAC [the development aid offshoot of the OECD] for several years; did
a great job. However, he has been relatively invisible all of his career. My impression is
that he was always on the economic side, where he seemed to be more comfortable than
on the political. On the issue of how we could show our disapproval of the military coup
in Argentina there was no economic aspect. My impression was that Martin was too much
influenced by the State Department lawyers who said we had to recognize the new
government because it controlled the territory. Dick Goodwin took a completely opposite
view. He felt that ARA [Bureau of American Republic Affairs] should be more
concerned about avoiding a precedent for the rest of Latin America. However, I didn’t
attend every meeting, and from where I stood, it was hard to have a full picture of
everyone’s views.

Q: You met your wife at some time toward the end of this INR/SP period.

BUSHNELL: I was in INR at the time. I had a close friend from Yale University who,
with some colleagues at Arthur Anderson in New York, had rented a summer house on
the New Jersey shore. He invited me to take a few days off and come up to New Jersey.
He asked the young woman that he was dating at the time to find a fourth for bridge. Ann
Morel, who subsequently became my wife, was the fourth for bridge.

Q: How long before you were married?

BUSHNELL: We met in the summer of 1961. We were married in September of 1962.
Then we were assigned to the Embassy in Bogota, [Colombia], arriving about
Thanksgiving [November, 1962].

Q: Incidentally, I understand that the American Foreign Service Oral History program
has interviewed your wife, Ann Morel. I asked if I could look at the transcript of that
interview. They said: “Fine, as soon as she signs off on it.”

BUSHNELL: We’ve been in Costa Rica for the last 10 days, and I don’t think she has
started to review the transcript as yet.

Q: I assume that neither of you will object to my taking a look at the transcript. This
might have some details about your experiences.

BUSHNELL: Fine. No one had a more negative introduction to the Foreign Service than
Ann. Normally, my tour in INR would have been about two years slightly before I was
assigned overseas, but it was extended because I was assigned to work for Walt Rostow.
This assignment to Rostow was due to be concluded in the fall of 1962. Meanwhile, I had
filled out the normal “wish list” regarding future assignments The Department
subsequently told me that I was being assigned to.

Q: So what was the first assignment you asked for?
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BUSHNELL: I put down Australia as my first wish together with several Latin American
posts.

Q: I thought that you had “been there and done that.”

BUSHNELL: Maybe Australia was my second choice. I thought Australia was a place
where I had experience. I knew something about it, and I knew lot’s of people there. I put
down Latin American posts in second place. I can’t remember what posts were high on
the list, but Buenos Aires was not. Two and a half years working on Argentina was
enough for awhile.

During the spring of 1962 I was assigned as the junior officer at the two-man Consulate
in Perth [Western Australia]. I thought this was one of the few times the State Department
really had acted smart. I already knew the editor of the leading newspaper in Perth; I had
been to Perth twice in my life. How many other junior Foreign Service Officers had that
background?

Q: And you had a girl friend there.

BUSHNELL: I was assigned to the American Consulate in Perth and was due to go there
before the end of 1962 when I proposed to Ann Morel and she accepted, expecting to go
to Perth. People in ARA [Bureau of American Republic Affairs] then intervened. I think,
as much as anybody, it was Ed Martin [ Assistant Secretary of ARA], as well as others in
ARA who had the idea that they needed better economic analysis to get the Alliance for
Progress [program proposed by President Kennedy] to work. One of the key places where
they wanted to accelerate this program was Colombia. The Department decided to switch
my assignment from the Consulate in Perth to the Embassy in Bogota. I was not given a
choice; I was just told in a nice way. I had to tell Ann that, instead of going to the
beautiful beaches of Perth, we were going to the violence and altitude of Bogota.

Q: How long before you left for Bogota did you know about the change in your
assignment? Was it a couple of weeks?

BUSHNELL: No, we knew about this change well before we were married in September,
1962. 1 proposed to her in June, 1962. We heard about the change in my assignment in
July, 1962. By the time we were married, the assignment had formally been changed.

Q: What did you think of the change?

BUSHNELL: I had mixed feelings. I didn’t think Bogota was as nice a place to take a
bride as Perth. On the other hand, the job at the Embassy in Bogota was much more
interesting than the one at the Consulate in Perth would have been. Ann didn’t know too
much about either Bogota or Perth. Bogota was a little bit nearer the U.S. and had some
other advantages.
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Q: Did you do anything special to prepare for your assignment to Bogota?

BUSHNELL: I did little to prepare for Bogota because I was assigned to complete the
remaining portions of this paper for Walt Rostow on Argentina Meanwhile, there were
lots of questions about Cuba, because we went through the Cuban Missile Crisis
[September to October, 1962].

Q: And the level of your Spanish was...

BUSHNELL: I achieved the level of S-3, R-3 [Speaking - Useful; Reading - Useful]
when I completed my 16 weeks of language study in 1960. The only time I used my
Spanish on a regular basis was when I went to Argentina. I didn’t go back to studying
Spanish, but I took the Consular Course at FSI [Foreign Service Institute]. All junior
officers assigned overseas had to take the Consular Course, which lasted four weeks.
During the Consular Course one learned how to issue visas. I learned the visa law,
although I guess I am one of the few Foreign Service Officers who has never actually
issued a visa.

Q: Did you think that you were going to be a Consular Olfficer?

BUSHNELL: No, I knew and the Department knew I wasn’t going to be a Consular
Officer. I was assigned to the Economic Section at the Embassy in Bogota. However, the
rule was that any FSO assigned overseas on a first or second tour had to take this
Consular Course. Most junior FSOs newly assigned overseas actually had to spend much
of their time in the Consular Section.

Q: Colombia is an awfully interesting country, and particularly at that time, which was
quite a fascinating period.

BUSHNELL: It was very interesting. Of course, as it turned out...

Q: Let me interrupt you for a moment. As I read up on your career, I found that the
period before 1949 in Colombia was particularly interesting. In 1948 Jorge Gaitan
[Colombian Presidential candidate of the Liberal Party] was assassinated. The
assassination led to the “Bogotazo,” a riot which covered several days and took place in
Bogota in November, 1948, during the founding session of the OAS [Organization of
American States]. This led to a 10-year period of insecurity, dictators, and ultimately a
settlement which provided for 16 years of alternating Liberal and Conservative
presidential administrations in Colombia. Colombia was becoming more or less
stabilized by the time you arrived in Bogota.

BUSHNELL: Colombia had been and still is one of the most violent countries in the
world. That problem has never been resolved.

Q: There was still quite a bit of trouble in Colombia, especially in the rural areas but

38



also in the urban areas, by the time you arrived there.

BUSHNELL: When we were there, yes. There were no Rebel armies running around in
the rural areas, but there was still considerable violence. There was less organized
resistance to the government than there is now when we were in Colombia [1962-1964].
The main threat or concern then was Leftist urban guerrillas. These urban guerrillas
would bomb cars and buildings. However, this kind of activity was not a major problem.
Kidnaping people for money was common in rural areas, but it was not a major political
issue. By the standards of other countries Colombia was not particularly calm, but it was
calm by Colombian standards while we were there. The interesting thing for me was my
work in the Economic Section. Colombia, together with Brazil, was where we tried to
reorient our assistance programs under the Alliance for Progress to focus on national
economic policies instead of just on particular development projects.

Until 1963 the Alliance for Progress had made large loans to finance such projects as land
reform, schools, and low cost housing. What I had argued with Walt Rostow and with
Assistant Secretary of ARA, Ed Martin, was that one could build the nicest possible deck
chair for the SS TITANIC but the chair will still go down with the ship. Thus you can
build good school buildings, but, if the government does not establish and enforce a tax
system to pay for teachers, supplies, and upkeep, the buildings will not accomplish their
development purpose. The problem facing the Alliance for Progress was that many, if not
most, Latin American countries had a set of economic policies that not only were not
directed to economic development but that positively worked against it. We could build a
certain amount of low cost housing, and we could improve sewage systems. However,
unless these countries cut back on corruption and organized their own monetary and fiscal
policies to raise money to support these programs and to expand them, all we were doing
was carrying out some nice, exemplary projects. Such projects might be nice for a few
people but didn’t really change the economic structure in a permanent way.

That is why we decided to make what we called program loans, in which the justification
for the loan was balance of payments support to allow the country to import goods and
not have so much inflation while the country improved a wide range of domestic policies.
We particularly encouraged changes in monetary and fiscal policies to move toward being
able to support the kind of social and economic investment in the public sector that was
essential while creating an appropriate atmosphere for the private sector.

My responsibility was to try to define the balance of payments and fiscal situations in
Colombia. I worked with technicians and policymakers in various parts of the Colombian
government to help them come up with the policy changes that we could support with the

Alliance program loans.

Q: Let’s go back to define the context here. Fulton Freeman was Ambassador to
Colombia when you arrived?

BUSHNELL: Yes, he was much respected in the Foreign Service. I think he was an
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outstanding, active Ambassador who had extremely good contacts. He supported this
program which we were developing although I had the feeling he did not fully understand
its concept. He was not an economist. He embraced this concept as a way of building
good relations with Colombia.

Q: Do you share the consensus that he was outstanding?

BUSHNELL: Oh, yes. He played a musical instrument. He had wonderful parties during
which he entertained the principal figures in Colombian society. He knew many people.
He was very good at setting the tone and image that he wanted to project to the public.
Henry Dearborn was the DCM [Deputy Chief of Mission].

Q: Was Ambassador Freeman in Colombia when you arrived, or did all of you arrive at
about the same time?

BUSHNELL: Freeman was there for a considerable period before I arrived. I left around
the time that Ambassador Freeman left. [ had to go back to Colombia a few months after I
had left, and. Ambassador Covey Oliver was there by then.

Q: You didn’t really have that much of a picture of Ambassador Oliver.

BUSHNELL: Not really. I was back for a week during the time that Oliver was
Ambassador.

Q: Henry Dearborn was DCM all through that period.

BUSHNELL: Yes. He also seemed to have a good grasp of the situation. I think that, in
his own, quiet way, Henry Dearborn kept the Embassy on track and moving forward,
without interposing himself as much as most DCM’s do. He was an ideal DCM.

Q: Did you work closely with Dearborn at times?
BUSHNELL: I didn’t work closely with Henry Dearborn, no. We had a large and
complex organization in the Embassy in Bogota at the time. This was a time when ARA

[Bureau of American Republic Affairs] was integrated with AID [Agency for
International Development]. AID and ARA were together.

Q: Sam Eaton was...

BUSHNELL: Sam Eaton was the Deputy AID Director and also the head of the
Economic Section.

Q: Pete Vaky was the Political Counselor. So you got to know him then? I gather that you
knew him later on as well.
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BUSHNELL: Yes.
Q: What did you think of Pete Vaky?

BUSHNELL: Pete is one of the best Political Officers we had in Latin America, in my
time anyway. He was a good analyst, very perceptive, able not only to establish but also
to use contacts. A lot of people can wine and dine and get to know people but don’t really
know how to make use of their contacts. He was very good at using his contacts. Chuck
Fossum was the AID Director.

Q: Who was your boss? Did you say that Eaton was Deputy AID Director but also chief
of the Economic Section of the Embassy?

BUSHNELL: At first Sam Eaton was just the chief of the Economic Section. Later...
Q: By the time you arrived?

BUSHNELL: By the time I arrived, he was also the Deputy AID Director and spent most
of his time on AID matters. Gordon Daniels [as acting head] ran the Economic Section on
a day to day basis. I was assigned to the Economic Section of the Embassy. I did the
monetary and fiscal reporting for the Economic Section. Then I also worked with the AID
Mission, with Sam Eaton and with others in AID on the program lending with this new
orientation. [ had one foot in the Economic Section to do reports to Washington and one
foot in the AID Mission to work on policy changes and negotiate Alliance loans. Gordon
Daniels wrote my performance report, and Sam Eaton reviewed it including more on the
AID work in the review.

Q: In fact you had two jobs.

BUSHNELL: That’s right. In some ways it was tricky because, in theory, the economic
reporting of the Embassy was supposed to be completely factual and impartial and not
necessarily be supportive of what the AID Mission was doing. However, in fact the
reports I was writing for the Economic Section provided the justification for the big
expansion of the AID program.

Q: There was a huge AID operation in Colombia at the time.

BUSHNELL: Yes, the AID operation was very large.

Q: In fact, in monetary terms the AID input in Colombia provided about one-third of the
Colombian import bill.

BUSHNELL: That’s right. As a loan officer in AID, I worked on about $240 million in
loans during the somewhat less than two years I was in Colombia.
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Q: How many people were in the Economic Section at that time?

BUSHNELL: We had a big Economic Section, compared with what we have now in
Colombia and similar countries. In addition to Eaton and Daniels there were two a
middle-grade officers, Charles Kotum and Margaret McCoy, and two junior officers plus
two American secretaries. There were another three American officers in the Commercial
Section.

Q: Was there a Commercial Attaché when you were there?

BUSHNELL: Yes, George Ellsworth for most of the time I was there. We had a big
operation. I wasn’t involved in many of the things that the Economic Section was doing
in trade promotion, communications, transportation, and all of that side of it. I was fully
engaged in keeping up with the economic issues [ was following.

Q: Were you involved in fiscal and balance of payments matters? Can you say a few
words about Sam Eaton, the Economic Counselor and Deputy AID Director? That was
an extraordinary job that he had.

BUSHNELL: Of course, in the Department of State at that time, the process of integration
was advanced in ARA [Bureau of American Republic Affairs]. I didn’t realize then that
most Embassies overseas had not really integrated their Economic Sections and AID
Missions. There were many problems within the AID Mission in Colombia which I tried
to avoid. Most of the people in the AID Mission were involved in major projects such as
building houses and constructing sewage projects, as well as many technical assistance
projects. They were not exactly happy that we were now going to direct large amounts of
money in another way, not building things or paying for American experts. There were
tensions in relations with those in the AID Mission who wished to continue with the
traditional technical assistance focus.

I think there was also resentment in the AID Mission that Sam Eston and I, who came
from outside AID, were taking over so much of the program at least as measured in
dollars. AID Washington wasn’t able to provide AID economists to do the program loan
work They hired some people from universities who came, not knowing how to speak
Spanish or the culture. They had trouble making useful contacts in Colombia. The AID
Mission was never really able to staff itself to do the job which Washington was asking it
to do and which needed to be done.

Q: Was the AID Mission active in the fields of education, public health, agriculture, and
housing?
BUSHNELL: Yes, in all those fields and also in the fields of industrial development,

public safety, tax administration, and others.

Q: Those areas include activities which AID ought to be involved in.
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BUSHNELL: The AID Mission was also involved in trying to start up free trade areas to
help the Colombian Government attract foreign industries.

Q: Complicating this, as you have said, was that this was the period when the Alliance
for Progress was getting under way. Colombia was reportedly one of the Alliance’s
success stories.

BUSHNELL: We did persuade the Colombians to change their policies in major ways
during the early 1960s. I think the directions of these changes were right. However, I
don’t think it was possible to institutionalize much of what we got the Colombians to do.
It is one thing to change policies. It’s another thing to make these policies really work
over a long period of time. We didn’t realize how rotten Colombia was in terms of the
institutions to sustain these needed changes. Thus the long-term effect was much less than
what we thought we were going to get. On a hemisphere-wide basis a tremendous
bureaucratic structure was set up under Nine Wise Men to supervise this process of
improving economic policies and institutions. These men included senior economists
from various countries of Latin America. We tried to get Latin Americans involved in
pressing for changes in economic policy. We made progress, but we made hardly a dent
in the legacy power of public sector institutions in most countries.

Q: Can you define “progress” in this context?

BUSHNELL: Many macroeconomic policies were changed for the better. The
Colombians adopted more realistic exchange rates, made some progress in reducing tariff
and non-tariff barriers to trade, and established a truly independent Central Bank. There
was a lot of improvement in the tax structure and in tax collections. Those were among
the accomplishments.

Q: You mentioned improvements in the tax structure and tax collections. Did this include
establishing a basis of equity so that the tax structure was progressive or not regressive?

BUSHNELL: We were able to bring down a whole team of IRS [US Internal Revenue
Service] people. Unfortunately, they had a cultural gap in dealing with Colombians. I
worked with them quite a bit. Finally they came up with some ideas which were simple
and productive. For example, they suggested simply going through the Bogota phone
book and noting the names of all the medical doctors and then determining whether they
had filed income tax returns. The Colombians found that less than a quarter of the doctors
had filed income tax returns. Then the Colombian tax department called all of the doctors
who hadn’t filed income tax returns. It was surprising how many doctors they found who
had sort of forgotten to file income tax returns. Of course such efforts to enforce the
income tax make the tax system more progressive.

The Colombian Government did a number of programs like this and actually started

collecting a lot of income tax. The Colombian tax structure, as it stood on the books, was
theoretically a progressive structure. Taxes just weren’t really being paid. Data and
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analysis on income tax collections was not even available until our program began to
bring about changes. They set up a system under which, if a Colombian left the country,
he had to produce either his last year’s income tax return or evidence that he had paid
through the last quarter in order to get through the airport. We helped the Colombian
Government to apply the provisions of the tax law on the books. I don’t recall that many
laws had to be changed. It was a matter of applying the law, both to make it fair and to
make it work.

Many Colombian Government officials were hopelessly corrupt. Others were lazy and
simply put in their time but made no real effort to provide services to their public.
Government salaries were so low that most professional government employees had to
hold second and even third jobs to support their families. In a few institutions such as the
land reform institute we got a higher salary scale for professionals which was
accompanied by requirements to really work a 40 hour week. However, in subsequent
years I heard the budget of the land reform institute was greatly curtailed, and what good
employees stayed had no transportation or materials to work with.

Many of these problems were duplicated throughout Latin America, as well as elsewhere.
What I didn’t realize, and I think that none of us realized, was how entrenched the
controlling oligarchy was in Colombia. We got some of the wealthier people to pay
somewhat higher taxes than they had been paying, but the changes really didn’t affect the
power of the oligarchy. Colombia had an almost Japanese inter-related power system. The
people who controlled the banks and the textile industry, for example, had so many
tentacles throughout the economy that it was hard to reduce their power. It was publicly
known that most of the benefits of the Colombian economy went to relatively few
families. However, in a relatively short period I saw significant progress. I arrived in
Colombia in November, 1962, and left in July of 1964, a little less than two years.

Q: I have the impression that there was no extensive narcotics problem in Colombia
during those years.

BUSHNELL: That came later. However, the government had virtually no presence or
control in vast rural areas; this lack of control allowed the cocaine industry to grow
rapidly later.

Q: How about the activities of USIS [United States Information Service] in Bogota? Do
you have any particular impressions of it? I understand that USIS worked closely with
people involved in the Alliance for Progress. They were involved in publicizing the
objectives of the Alliance.

BUSHNELL: Yes, USIS did that.

Q: The PAO [Public Affairs Officer] was named Newman.

BUSHNELL: I recall Keith Adamson as head of USIS. I didn’t have much contact with
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USIS, except with a cultural center officer named Paul Brocchini, who was at the of the
Binational Center in Bogota. He lived across the hall from us. This was a typical
Binational Center operation. It mainly taught English. I don’t have any particular insight
into USIS operations. Public relations responsibilities of AID were set out by law.
Congress had written into law numerous provisions to require giving AID credit for what
it was doing; thus everything purchased by AID with appropriated funds from the U.S.
had to have the well-known AID logo with the clasped hands on it. There had to be signs
at the various projects that this activity was financed by AID. I must admit my own view
was that some of these requirements were probably counterproductive. After all, no
Colombians could voter in the U.S. It probably was not a good idea to make people think
the US Government was responsible for their getting a house, rather than their own
Government. One could argue whether the requirement for those signs advanced any US
interest. Congress thought the American public wanted recognition for the help their
taxes provided. However, in the long-run US interests were really advanced by
strengthening a democratic government that was interested in improving the welfare of all
its people.

To cite one example, we all know where we were when President Kennedy was
assassinated [in 1963]. I had been sick. I had some kind of infection, meningitis or
something like that. I didn’t know what it was, but once I got over the infection, I was
very weak. I had gone down from Bogota to a lower altitude to recover for a few days to a
rural cabin near Melgar with my wife and our baby. This place is about a mile lower than
Bogota in altitude.

Q: Your first child was born in Bogota?

BUSHNELL: Yes. Of course, we had diplomatic license plates. A workman on a bicycle
came by and told our maid, whom we had brought from Bogota; she told us, of course, in
Spanish: “The President has been shot!” At first I thought she was talking about the
President of Colombia. For some time [ was trying to figure out what had happened. She
said: “No, I mean your President, President Kennedy.” She seemed to have a feeling of
great loss. You might have thought that Kennedy was the President of Colombia to judge
from her attitude. The next day we drove up to Bogota. All along the road black flags
were displayed as a sign of mourning for Kennedy. There were other demonstrations of

sympathy.
Q: Hadn't President and Mrs. Kennedy made a trip to Colombia while you were there?

BUSHNELL: No, they had visited Colombia before we arrived there.

Q: I think that the death of the Kennedy baby made quite an impression and this may
have been one reason why there was such a reaction to this tragedy.

BUSHNELL: There had been a big change in the attitude of the Colombian public toward
the United States, perhaps especially toward President Kennedy because he had visited.
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Colombians saw Kennedy as a leader who cared about the poor Colombians and did
things to help them. They thought he cared much more about them than their own
politicians did. The U.S. was giving a lot of money to Colombia, really for the first time.
All of these AID signs were convincing people who received this aid that it was the
President of the United States who had taken care of them, rather than their own
President. The fact is the Colombian Government was also doing a lot for the Colombian
people. Also they had heard President Kennedy speak during his visit and at other times
about changing priorities to favor the poor and the workers. They believed him although,
often for good reason, they did not believe their own politicians when they said the same
thing.

The reaction to Kennedy’s death was remarkable. We opened a condolences book at the
Residence for people to sign. I don’t remember if we had a book at the Embassy
Chancery also. It would have been hard for many people to get to the chancery which was
on upper floors of a bank building. I had to go to the Residence for some reason. There
was a line blocks and blocks long of people waiting to sign the book and so express their
condolences. The outpouring of sympathy was quite remarkable, indicating the feeling the
Colombian people had for President Kennedy.

Q: Were there any other, major events in Colombia during the time that you were there
which stand out in your memory? Were there visitors from outside of Colombia?

BUSHNELL: We had a virtually endless stream of visitors to Colombia, particularly
senior people from the State Department and AID because of the emphasis we were
placing on Colombia.

Q: The Peace Corps had come to Colombia a few months before you arrived there. [
think that the first Peace Corps volunteers were assigned to Colombia in September,
1961. I recall that it was a pretty large contingent of more than 1,000 people. They were
working in villages, building schools, and so forth. What was your recollection of the
Peace Corps?

BUSHNELL: I was very favorably impressed by the dedicated young men and women in
the Peace Corps. The Peace Corps had a great program in Colombia. I was one of the
most junior officers in the Embassy when I arrived. As each group of Peace Corps
volunteers arrived in Colombia, I would go to their orientation session and talk about the
economic problems of the country and answer their questions. From time to time the
Peace Corps would also bring into Bogota volunteers assigned to Colombia and have a
retraining or motivational session. I don’t remember the details, but I spent quite a bit of
time talking with the Peace Corps volunteers. They really educated me on how difficult it
was to bring about changes which would affect the overwhelming majority of the
Colombian people. The volunteers were out there in the countryside, and they could see
that just by doing things a little bit differently they could make a world of difference.

However, there were big obstacles to progress. To get anything done within the
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Colombian Government, there had to be a piece of paper or permit, written down and
approved by the authorities. The volunteers often said that Colombia was a disaster
because of the delays involved in obtaining a piece of paper from Bogota approving a
given course of action. I said to these volunteers: “Can’t you just go ahead and do
something?” They said: “No, the work won’t be approved, unless you get a piece of paper
authorizing the work to be done.” I would say: “You mean that you can’t fix a pothole in
a road unless you get a piece of paper authorizing four or five guys to take shovels to go
out and fix the road?” They replied that workers would not be paid without an
authorization and the workers might even be punished for touching the road without
authorization. The same thing applied to getting the sewage system to work. Or to digging
a decent well. The local people would say: “You can’t get anything done without a piece
of paper from Bogota.” This experience educated me about the difficulty with the
centralized system which the Colombians had, which went back to the old Spanish
system. Everything had to be directed from above and in tremendous detail.

We worked on this problem with the Colombian leadership, and we were able to
encourage more authority being delegated to the local level. The mayors or the “alcaldes”
of the local villages were used to this centralized system. They really didn’t want to do
anything, so this system gave them an excuse to do as little as possible. Finally we
managed to get the central government to tell them that, if they wanted to do something,
they should do it on their own. They still didn’t do much because they were accustomed
to depending on the authorization from higher authorities. It was very hard to bring about
change, but the Peace Corps and the Peace Corps approach did a lot to promote change. It
did a lot to change people’s attitude toward the United States. Despite the fact that
Colombia is a very violent society, I don’t recall that we had any serious incidents with
the Peace Corps volunteers. There were one or two incidents where Peace Corps
volunteers were kidnapped, but they were soon released. Even though the Peace Corps
volunteers were out in difficult areas, they had no great problems.

Q: What about the CIA [Central Intelligence Agency]?

BUSHNELL: First, let me tell one frustrating story about me and the Peace Corps.
Halfway through my tour of duty in Bogota, a telegram or airgram came from the
Department of State asking for Foreign Service Officers to volunteer to be Deputy
Country Directors or Country Directors of the Peace Corps. The challenges of such
assignments seemed to be many, and I thought it would be great to work for a few years
with the Peace Corp and my Colombia experience would equip me for such an
assignment. I volunteered in January 1964. At the end of March I got back an official
informal letter from Mr. O. A. Bartley of career management and assignments which
stated, “ We regret that your previous assignment in the Department as an Intelligence
and Research Specialist precludes an assignment to the Peace Corps. Although
intelligence in your case actually means research, the fact that the title of your position in
INR is listed in the Biographic Register, and is thus public knowledge, might embarrass
the Peace Corps in view of the propaganda charges that the Corps is actually an
intelligence organization.” I still have the letter. Apparently, Sargent Shriver [then
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Director of the Peace Corps] was opposed to having Foreign Service Officers with
previous assignments in INR assigned to the Peace Corps. I was disappointed at the time,
but I probably would not have had such an interesting career if [ had diverted from
economic work so early.

Q: I think that you were probably lucky that you were turned down. I worked closely with
the Peace Corps in 1961, and it was chaos. They had a lot of lawyers assigned to the
Peace Corps.

BUSHNELL: The Peace Corps appeared to me to be well organized in Colombia.
However, the Peace Corps was not an efficient development organization. Indeed, in my
view the Peace Corps was the opposite extreme of efficiency, considering the way it
worked in Colombia. When a Peace Corps volunteer went out to some place in Colombia,
he wasn’t going to get a piece of paper from Bogota, or guidance of any kind. He was on
his own. If he or she required direction, nothing happened. However, a majority of the
Peace Corps volunteers went out and looked for things to do and tried to get them done
without being told what to do or how to do it. At that time, the Peace Corp felt that
Colombia didn’t need specialists, particularly for volunteers who went into an agricultural
setting. Many volunteers had never been on a farm in their whole lives. They didn’t know
how to raise chickens or anything else. If they needed help in raising chickens, they had to
get a publication from somewhere and read what they were supposed to do.

Nevertheless, the Peace Corp worked surprisingly well in a great many cases. What I
learned is that in many such situations the local people actually know how to do things
better on their own. It was a problem of their own internal organization. Sometimes,
when outsiders came in, it brought out the best in them. They could be a lot better than
what they had previously been, even though that outsider, except as a catalyst, had very
little to contribute.

On the whole, this assignment to Bogota was an exciting time for me. It was not only my
first, foreign assignment, but also we were engaged in this new policy-directed program. I
attended meetings with the President of the country a couple of times. I met with the
Finance Minister regularly, and I was in the Central Bank two or three times a week. We
implemented many millions of assistance and helped change many policies.

Q: It would be my guess that you people were essentially operating a “shuttle service”
between Bogota and Washington. That would be a very close control of what you were
doing.

BUSHNELL: Yes. We had frequent visitors, and I went to Washington a couple of times.
However, we were breaking new ground, and Washington was very eager for our input in
terms of both economic analysis and suggestions for loan structure and even amounts. Of
course, our program lending and the lending programs of the World Bank and the IMF
[International Monetary Fund] were all closely related. Much of this coordination we did
in Bogota. The World Bank had a Resident Representative, an American named Kerr, and
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he had a deputy, an Englishman named Ray Frost. I saw Frost much more often than
anybody else in the Embassy. I was often in touch with Walter Robichek and other people
who came to Colombia from the IMF, despite my periodic fights with them over policy.

One of the things we tried to do was to operate off the same data base. We would get
agreement on the basic data on the balance of payments and monetary and fiscal measures
which we worked out among the Colombians, the IMF, the World Bank, and ourselves.
Generally, Ray Frost, Walter Robichek, another officer from the IMF, and I would
struggle with the Central Bank staff to reconcile our numbers. If there were differences
regarding the data, we would try to do more research to work the problems out. We were
very successful with this coordination. Don Palmer, who headed the joint State/AID
economic policy office in Washington, told me the closeness of our field coordination far
surpassed that in any other Latin American country. I received several phone calls and
letters from colleagues in Brazil who were trying to do the same thing and had questions
about how we coordinated. The World Bank was introducing its version of program
lending [loans related to economic policies instead of to specific projects] at the same
time, and we all felt we were breaking important new ground. Of course, IMF programs
had long been based on economic policy changes.

There was a tremendous amount of money at stake for the Colombians. This made a big
difference in their ability to change policies even when special interests were
disadvantaged.

Of course, the large dollar amounts greatly facilitated my access to all levels of the
Colombian government.

Q: Could you say what the CIA involvement in your programs was? I would suppose that
there was a fairly large CIA group in Colombia.

BUSHNELL: I didn’t really have much contact with people in the CIA Station in the
Embassy.

Q: I would say that, as I read through the transcripts of these interviews, we know most
of the CIA people in our Embassies. We exchange dinner invitations with them, and that
sort of thing. However, by and large, most Foreign Service Officers don’t know much
about what the CIA people are doing. That is, except in some, conspicuous cases. Charles
Stuart Kennedy himself [Director of the Foreign Service Oral History Program] was in
Greece at the time that the “Greek Army Colonels” controlled the Greek Government. He
was terribly concerned about what he saw there in terms of CIA activity.

BUSHNELL: I really had no feel for CIA’s role, if any, in Colombia. The CIA people
didn’t do anything on economic issues. I recall one time CIA/Washington sent out a
report with Colombian economic data, and I sent back a comment that the figures were a
couple of months’ old and not accurate in several ways. There was no need for CIA to be
involved in economic affairs. I saw the basic data on the economy at the Central Bank
and in the Colombian Ministry of Finance. The Colombians weren’t trying to hide
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anything from us. The data they had was often of poor quality. They didn’t know how to
go about collecting data in many areas and were not computerized.. We often had to make
estimates. There were lots of real problems, but they weren’t problems where the
Colombians were trying to hide information from us.

I didn’t have much contact with the CIA people. There was one officer who lived up the
hill from me, and I could often get a ride home with him. I found it somewhat annoying
that he had a government-supplied car, which, of course, I didn’t have, and he was not
number one or two in the CIA office. Most of the time I took the bus back and forth to
work. Colombian buses at rush hours were more like cattle-cars. Sometimes I could not
even find a place to hang on with both hands while leaning out the side, and my rule of
caution, unlike most Colombian males, was not to hang on with just one hand as the bus
lurched frequently and other hangers banged against you. We had a car, but I left it for my
wife to come to the Embassy for her daily Spanish lesson and other errands.

Q: They also had attractive housing, too.

BUSHNELL: Yes, they may have had more attractive housing than we had, although we
had quite decent housing too. One of the pluses of being a junior officer in a large
Economic Section, and I probably was the most junior person in AID [Agency for
International Development] as well, was that I didn’t have to go to most of the
coordination and Country Team meetings. In fact, I went to few meetings in Bogota
beyond those concerning what I was directly working on. Although I was invited to attend
the Country Team meeting, which was held once a week, most of the time I didn’t attend
because I had something else to do. I was always pressed between my contacts with the
Colombians and getting reporting and loan papers prepared, cleared and off to
Washington.

Q: Did Sam Eaton attend most of those meetings?

BUSHNELL.: I think he did. He would attend the Ambassador’s senior staff meetings the
first thing most mornings, which most Ambassadors have. However, I didn’t attend
meetings like these; based on my experience in later assignments, I now realize what a
great time saver it was that I did not have to be involved in the intra-embassy
coordination.

Q: John, you mentioned the political “turbulence” which was going on when you arrived
in Bogota. I am referring to the communist activity in the countryside. To what degree do
you think that kind of “guerrilla” or “insurrectionary” activity, or whatever it was,
really was orchestrated by Moscow? In a society like that of Colombia, with a “two
class” society, the very poor and the very rich, were the poor people very susceptible to
various kinds of communist activity?

BUSHNELL: My experience in Colombia and later was that there wasn’t much
communist activity among the poor. The very poor are among the most conservative
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people in the world. Occasionally, especially if they can get into positions with
considerable power, the communists use the poor if they can. However, the Marxists, who
had some connection with Havana or Moscow, tend to be frustrated, middle-class people.
These are people who have had a significant amount of education and feel dissatisfied
with the situation as it is, especially their lack of economic and/or political opportunities.
Because they hear some professor speak or read something or are just looking for an
alternative, they may seize on Marxism. For a long time, there was just the capitalist
system and the Marxist system. It was one or the other. There wasn’t anything else
around.

Q: Do you think that there were many Marxists in Colombia at the time you were there?

BUSHNELL: In the places I have served in Latin America, I felt that there was too much
reference to the communists. Let me put it this way. I think at the time [ was in Colombia
in the early 1960s, if you took the students at the universities - many of whom were in
their late 20s or 30s, because students attended universities on a part time basis - and they
had to say whether they were Marxists or capitalists, one or the other, much more than
half would say that they were Marxists. If you asked them a different question, such as:
“Would you rather Colombia be more like Russia or the United States?” they would say,
overwhelmingly: “Like the United States.” But they feel that there are things wrong in the
United States. Of course they feel there are even more things wrong in Russia.

Q: If you asked them whether they believed in democracy or in a regimented system
where you have an overall, planned society which tries to control all aspects of activity, 1
think that the answer would be different. I think that we use too many “loaded
questions.”

BUSHNELL: People that [ would put into the Marxist category, or who would put
themselves into that category, would not be supporters of free and open democracy, as we
would define the term. That doesn’t mean necessarily that they would support a society
run by an elite that calls itself Marxist. However, they would argue that the poor people in
the countryside needed to be led and guided when they go to the ballot box. Probably,
they would argue in terms of economic distinctions, because that is where most of the
injustices were, rather than on the political side. Then, among these people with a vaguely
Marxist orientation, you might find a number who are willing to go beyond a sort of
intellectual belief in Marxism and a lot of argumentation over the dinner table. They
might be prepared to go as far as setting off bombs. However, there would only be a small
number of those people.

Q: They might be the more dangerous.
BUSHNELL: Yes, because of what they are prepared to do. However,...

Q: Wouldn’t these people be more or less clearly identified with Moscow or Havana, or
would they just be “crazies” of one kind or another?
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BUSHNELL.: If we are talking about Colombia, I don’t really know much about people
like this. This is not an area that I worked on, so I wouldn’t be prepared to say.

Q: I am speaking not only of Colombia, where you served. We’ll get into this a lot more
later on. However, when we speak about the so-called “radicals” throughout Latin
America and elsewhere in the world, during the Cold War period, I've always felt that
since we endowed the whole CIA apparatus with such lavish numbers of people and
resources, whose job was to find the communists, that helped to create a distorted
perception of what this was all about.

BUSHNELL: There were always elements of McCarthyism in our government, but it is
not possible to put people into such simple categories as communist or communist
sympathizer. There are a lot of people who are idealist Marxists, especially during their
university years before they have much practical experience. Many professors in Latin
America were greatly influenced by Marxism, including many who had little use for the
way it was distorted in Russia or even Cuba.. Often these idealistic young were
manipulated by people who were pretty much out for themselves and who used whatever
propaganda or foreign example helped them gain power. The place where I had the most
experience was Argentina. There were Argentines who were terribly violent. Of course
the Argentine military saw the people they were fighting as communists, and there were
indeed some communists among these people. No question about that. But many were
idealistic young who were in effect being used as cannon fodder by the so-called leftist
leaders who were as interested in raising money by kidnapping and extortion as in real
political change.

Q: We’ll go further into that later on. How about the US military attachés in Bogota?
Did the Army, Navy, and Air Force have their attachés? First, you might just tell me what
kind of people we had available there.

BUSHNELL: We had attachés from all three services and also substantial military
assistance missions for each service, but I didn’t have much to do with them.

Q: I know that there are some complaints that our military attachés, especially in Latin
America, tended to be officers who were practically ready for retirement. Few of them
were really struggling to make a name for themselves. However, they also fed into this
practice of working closely with local, military governments. Because of their reports,
they helped to create pressure on Washington to support the creation of a strong, local
military and police presence there.

BUSHNELL: This is an issue that I have thought a lot about and worked on later in my
career.. We can discuss other assignments where this has been a contentious issue. At the
time I was in Bogota, I had too little experience with military and intelligence to comment
usefully. I can remember thinking, because occasionally bombs went off in front of
Embassy houses, particularly the military officers, that we were better off not going to
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parties and social events given by our military people. If someone was going to throw a
bomb, the target would probably be one of our military people. I can’t remember the
name of any US military person who was in Bogota when I was there. Of course, we went
to some of the parties given by our military. I don’t really have any views on our military
people in Colombia.

Q: Do you have any further thoughts about that period of time in Bogota?

BUSHNELL: Of military people in Bogota the person whom I knew best was a
Colombian officer, a lieutenant colonel who lived across the street from us. I would
occasionally meet him when he was walking his dog, which not many Colombians did.
Most Colombians in our neighborhood never went outside their houses except to go some
place by car. They were accustomed to staying at home and inside the house. However,
my wife and I would go for walks in the neighborhood. We had to pay a “vigilante,” who
watched the immediate area after dark. Each “vigilante” or guard - usually retired military
- only covered a block or two. We would go for a walk and would hear one vigilante
signaling to another. It took us some time before we realized that one vigilante passed us
over to another, as we moved along. They were passing the word that we were alright and
were among those that paid monthly dues to the guard company. There were a couple of
nights when our “vigilante” advised us not to take a walk or at least not to go in a certain
direction.

Anyway, I met this Colombian lieutenant colonel and later invited him to come to my
apartment for a drink. He was the first Colombian military officer I ever knew. He had a
very interesting view of the world, unlike the view of other Colombians I knew such as
staff of the Central Bank and from the Ministry of Finance. Briefly, he regarded
Colombian society as composed of people who were virtually all at each others’ throats.
If you’re in a society like Colombia where so many are being killed by other Colombians,
you get very suspicious of other Colombians. That was his view. He felt that, if a person
didn’t wear a military uniform, you shouldn’t turn your back to him or her. In short, he
saw the world as composed of the military and, then, everybody else.

One of my friends with whom I had gone through elementary and high school visited us
in Colombia.. [There were three of us who had grown up in Winsted together, in the same
class. David Halberstam, who later wrote “The Best and the Brightest” and about 15 other
books, had gone to Harvard. Ralph Nader, .the consumer advocate, had gone to Princeton,
and [ went to Yale.] Ralph came to Bogota in early 1964. He stayed with us for a week or
ten days. He was writing a series of articles on Latin America for “Atlantic Monthly”
[quarterly publication]. He set up most of his own interviews, and I set up some
interviews for him. I introduced him to this Colombian lieutenant colonel who lived
across the street. I thought this meeting would be a good learning experience for Ralph. I
got someone to interpret for him, because he didn’t speak Spanish. I later asked him his
impression. Ralph asked if he was a typical Colombian military man. I said that I thought
so. He said: “My God, then this country is really in trouble!” I said: “Well, there’s no
doubt this country is in trouble.” The colonel had explained to Ralph how the military had
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to defend the society from most of the civilians in it. This lieutenant colonel really had a
big impact on Ralph, who also met some Colombian generals as well as many politicians
and intellectuals. From what Ralph said, the generals he talked with had known they were
meeting with an American journalist and gave him the government line. On the other
hand this lieutenant colonel from across the street thought Ralph was just a young tourist
American visiting Colombia.

Q: lintended to ask you earlier whether you had any interesting comments on some of
the prominent, political figures in Bogota. One of the most prominent ones was Lleras
Camargo. Did you know him?

BUSHNELL: No, I didn’t know him.

Q: Lleras Camargo was reportedly a remarkable person. He was the first Secretary
General of the OAS [Organization of American States].

BUSHNELL: Yes, he was quite remarkable. He had a very broad view of the world. He
had spent a lot of time outside of Colombia. The only reason that we were able to bring
about some changes in Colombia is that people like him wanted to do it. They saw that
Colombia needed to change, and they wanted it to change. There was another man, maybe
a year or two younger than I, who was in charge of agrarian reform, Enrique Penalosa. He
is now a candidate in the forthcoming elections for Mayor of Bogota. Over the years he
has held a number of prominent positions. He is typical of a generation of Latin
Americans who attended US universities and who then returned home to remold Latin
America. I forget which university he attended. I believe it was one of the land grant
colleges, where he studied agriculture. He came back to Colombia, very Americanized.
He came back very much wanting to change things and seeing what was wrong with
Colombia.

I worked with Penalosa, and we had many arguments with the AID technicians. AID’s
concept was that the way to handle land reform was to divide up bigger properties into
small family plots and then hand them over to the “campesinos” [peasants]. It struck me
that we had no business doing this. I had learned from the Peace Corps that you couldn’t
just take a piece of land and plant coffee bushes, or bananas, or some such thing and then
turn it over to the poor. In fact, there’s a lot more that needs to be done in the areas of
education, financing, and marketing. New farmers need assistance from people who know
how to manage the land and the inputs needed for high productivity. I worked a lot with
Enrique Penalosa, trying to develop a workable program of land reform. I also had to
work within the AID Mission, trying to convince the technicians to rethink their
positions. Enrique was trying to do the same thing with his people. We made some
progress and eventually got quite a large land reform loan on the basis of a loan paper I
wrote much of, but I understand neither AID nor the Colombians followed through very
well and most of the poor settlers initially benefiting from this loan ended up losing the
land. A lot of the land reform programs in those early days of the Alliance turned out
quite poorly because they mainly involved dividing up the land. After a few years the
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majority of the farmers lost their farms, and the banks and traditional oligarchy took them
over. Eventually the concept of a more integrated and comprehensive approach has been
adopted in some countries.

Q: It’s now nearly 5:00 PM, and we 've nearly filled up this cassette. I suggest that we
break here. During the next session we could make some concluding comments on
Colombia, before we go on to your time in Santo Domingo, in the Dominican Republic.

This is Tuesday, January 13. When you were in Colombia, it was something of a
showcase for the Alliance for Progress. At the same time, there was a counterinsurgency
program going on in Latin America. Some people say that the counterinsurgency
programs were the dark side of the Alliance for Progress. What do you think of comments
like this?

BUSHNELL: The counterinsurgency program was a complement of the Alliance for
Progress, or perhaps it was just that the two programs took place at the same time. The
Alliance for Progress was an initiative of President Kennedy. It was directed at improving
social and economic conditions in Latin America on a sustainable basis. While Walt
Rostow fully supported the Alliance, he though it was not enough. It was necessary to
break the strangle-hold of the small power group which had developed in more or less a
direct line from the early Spanish rulers. In most countries the military was the key tool of
the vested interests. Thus Rostow believed that we should try to wean the military away
from the vested interests and get them more involved with the poor people, for example
by using the military to build rural roads, schools and health centers. At the same time
Cuba was reaching into many Latin American countries to support small rural
insurgencies. In general the Latin militaries liked urban centers, modern equipment, and
more parades than rural patrols. Thus we mounted a major campaign through our military
to teach the Latin militaries anti-insurgency techniques. In other words the strategy was to
win the battle for rural minds while crushing rural guerrillas at an early stage. The
situation in Colombia was not much like that in Cuba; in some parts of Colombia there
was a large rural middle-class based on family size coffee farms. However, there were
also numerous rural bands which lived by the gun, generally not in the coffee areas. By
providing training and equipment and melding in some politicalized youth from the
universities the Cubans began to gain increasing influence in these bands. The bands with
Cuban help expanded fastest. At least in the early stages the Cubans probably thought that
the situation in Colombia was similar to Cuba before Castro. However, this process was
just in its initial stage when [ was in Colombia. Few Colombians seemed to be aware of
or concerned with what happened in the more remote rural areas.

This major effort was started in 1961 to improve the counter insurgency capabilities of
Latin American military establishments. Military equipment and training were involved.
The US military leadership saw that it was important to get the Latin American military
closer to the people, so that the people would see the military as their friends. It was also
important to get the Latin American military to be active throughout their respective
countries so there would not be vast areas where the military could not operate. The
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programs in which we thought the Latin American military should be involved had to do
with things like building roads. The roads would make it possible for the military to reach
out to areas which otherwise they would not be able to reach. It was also important for the
military to build schools and health centers. There was a great effort made on these Latin
American programs in Washington in 1961 and 1962, before we became so deeply
involved in Vietnam. We seemed to feel that we knew how to carry out counter
insurgency programs and to teach the Latin American military how to do it.

Q: This presumably was a program in which Bobby Kennedy was deeply interested...

BUSHNELL: Bobby Kennedy felt strongly about this issue, and there were a lot of other
people interested in it. Actually, I don’t recall anybody, including people in the State
Department, who was opposed to such involvement. However, there was no great,
visible, short-term benefit from supporting these military rural programs, and the amount
of US money to be invested was somewhat of an issue. The relationships between civic
action conducted by the military and economic development supported by AID were
never resolved in any sort of way, as far as I know. AID had school building programs,
but it generally was not prepared to provide even marginal support for military school-
building programs. The American military didn’t want American civilians messing
around in its territory, and these two programs continued in the same country and in the
same area of activity, but separately.

It was like the problem with the Peace Corps. AID was reluctant to use the Peace Corps
on its programs. However, some of us in the field, including myself, pushed very hard to
use small amounts of AID money to help Peace Corps activities. Both organizations
wanted to keep their independence and thought this required keeping their activities
completely separate. This was also true of the civic action programs of the military. We
had a big Military Mission in Colombia, as we did throughout Latin America at that time.
I’m sure that there were more officers in Colombia in the Milgroups [Military Groups]
than there were State Department officers in the Embassy. I didn’t have much contact
with the Milgroups. I was on the AID side of the fence and really didn’t know much
about what the military people were doing. The main contact I had with the military
assistance officers in Colombia was that, and this was almost as a sideline, Penalosa and I
were pushing for the use of remote land, not owned by anybody, for a land reform project
to settle landless peasants. I was one of the loan officers for this project.

The US military was supporting at least with construction equipment a civic action road
building program. Thus I tried to get our military to urge the Colombian military to build
roads to provide access to the area where AID would then support a land reform program
for landless peasants. Penalosa worked on the Colombian military. However, both AID
and the MILGROUP opposed this cooperative idea. I talked with Ambassador Freeman
about these problems, and he had a meeting with the various US players. Security in the
area where the roads were to be built was questionable, and the MILGROUP was
opposed to getting the Colombian military to build roads in areas where security was not
good. I argued the military presence would improve security and help overcome one of
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AID’s objections which was the possible lack of security for the new settlers. Penalosa
told me he met a similar problem. He said the Colombian military could not walk and
chew gum at the same time, i.e. run a road grader and carry a gun. He said security from
the guerillas would not be a concern for the poor peasants. Privately, Ambassador
Freeman told me we had a good idea but it was ahead of its bureaucratic time.

Q: Would you care to comment on how counter insurgency worked in Colombia? From
what you have said I would gather that it probably did not work out so well.

BUSHNELL: I would not say efforts to get the Colombian military closer to the people
and doing useful things were not successful. In effect, in wide areas this was a good
strategy. From the topographic point of view, Colombia is a very difficult country to get
around. The mountains are very high, and the terrain is not ideal for any sort of nation
building and the provision of services. It was hard to reach large parts of the population.
The overwhelming majority of people growing coffee, for example, are small land-
holders. By and large, coffee is grown on the sides of the mountains. Many of the coffee
growers had to transport their coffee a long way to market, and probably still do. Coffee

is moved for miles on the backs of donkeys. Coffee growers made good money, so they
did fairly well.

The Colombian coffee growers were not of great interest to the Cubans. What was the
larger concern, and still is, is the historical insurgency problem. There was the traditional
division of Colombia between Liberals and Conservatives. You might as well call them
brown and purple as there was not much difference in what the parties stood for.
However, people were born into either a Conservative or a Liberal family. This divided
society in the urban areas and in the rural areas as well, including quite remote areas. In
the rural areas this political tradition tended to involve allegiance to local leaders who
presented themselves either as Liberals or Conservatives. For all practical purposes some
of these local leaders were just bandits. They were not trying to change the world. Their
followers were their people, and they were trying to extract riches from the other side of
the political spectrum. Both sides were kidnaping people and demanding extortion taxes.
This had gone on for a long time and still continues. It began well before the 1950s and
the “Bogotazo” [uprising in 1958 against the conservative led government, following the
murder of Liberal presidential candidate Jorge Gaitan]. This small scale local insurrection
expanded and continued on a nationwide basis.

By the time we arrived in Colombia, this situation had quieted down, but there were still
insurrectionary groups which were occasionally active. It is best to think of such groups
as akin to the Ku Klux Klan in the states of the former Confederacy in the United States.
Most of the time these people were out there working on their fields, rather than being
full time insurgents. Cuban agents in Colombia helped in bandit like activities from time
to time, and such violent activities tended to intensify in pre-election periods. Obviously
this was a different sort of insurgency problem which did not fit the cookie cutter mold of
counter insurgency coming out of Washington which was designed to deal with the
Cuban promoted political insurgency.
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It was fascinating. It took about 20 years for the Cubans to wake up to the realities in
Colombia. It’s really only been in the last decade or so that the Cubans have learned to
appreciate the differences in the situation and to adjust to it. Now the Colombian
insurgents have come to consider themselves as Cuban allies who go to Cuba for training
and medical treatment. But it is more because Cuba has changed the nature of its support
for the Colombian insurgents, rather than the Colombians fitting into a Che Guevara
pattern, although the guerrillas now sometimes operate in fairly large size units. The
Cubans did not make much progress in Colombia in the early 1960’s. This is not to say
that the violence in Colombia went away. I am sure that our counter insurgency programs
made some contribution to reducing the violence. However, it was such a big problem
that our programs and the Colombian programs were not proportionate.

Q: The criticism has been made that one of the effects of the Alliance for Progress and
the counter insurgency programs has been to strengthen the repressive apparatus of the
oligarchies and doing many wrongs to the poor people out in the countryside. Your
comments don’t reflect that point of view, of course. However, how do you answer that?

BUSHNELL: In the first place the Colombian military, like other Latin militaries, knew
how to be repressive in a brutal but often not effective way. US military programs were
designed to educate the Latin military in winning the hearts and minds of the poor instead
of putting a gun to their heads. Of course US programs could be interpreted as
strengthening the Latin military. If you give them construction equipment or leadership
training, you strengthen the military in some sense. I would argue that our programs were
generally too small to have a major effect on the military of most countries. Some units
and some leaders embraced our programs, and for these units and leaders repression was
reduced or eliminated. But our programs reached only a small proportion of the military,
at least in the 1960’s, and in many cases the parts not reached continued to be repressive.
I think in general, and certainly in Colombia, our military presence was more productive
than detrimental. However, it did not directly attack the Colombian oligarchy, which was
very strongly entrenched and included civilian as well as military elements.

In various other programs we tried to address the problems caused by the Colombian
vested interests. We had questionable success dealing with these very difficult problems
in the distribution of power. There was a conceptual issue with which we were grappling.
This is one subject on which I wrote papers in INR and when I worked with Walt
Rostow. The Alliance for Progress correctly focused on the need for education,
developing sources of potable water, carrying out land reform, and raising the income and
productivity of the poor people. In this way the poor could increase their contribution to
society as well as gaining greater benefits from it. The problem was that we had what
might be called a superficial approach. It is one thing to build a school; that’s the easy
part; then the next part is year after year to find and employ the qualified teachers who
will instruct students at the school and find a way to pay salaries and the cost of books
and materials. There are two parts, the first of which might be called the capital intensive
part of building the school. The other part is staffing the school and providing the proper
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books and supplies. There was a great tendency on the part of the Alliance for Progress to
focus on building the schools. It seemed reasonable to many Americans for the U.S. to
fund the construction of schools and other facilities, although they may not have realized
that this wasn’t going to accomplish much unless somewhere there was a regular flow of
funds to pay for teachers, road maintenance, medicines, doctors, and hospital operating
costs. Otherwise, the capital construction part wouldn’t accomplish the objective over the
long run. What was needed was to maintain a balance in these programs of useful and
needed, social capital works and the host country’s ability and willingness to raise the
taxes to operate the additional facilities. In the long run increased social investment
would increase the productivity of the economy and thus the tax base, but in the short run
such foreign-financed capital additions added little to national or local government
revenue to pay for the ongoing costs of these projects.

In most Latin American countries these considerations put Alliance for Progress policies
in conflict with the oligarchies, which were not very willing to pay additional taxes nor to
share power with a growing educated middle-class. Colombia was a typical example. The
Colombian oligarchy had no problem in using US money to build schools, roads, and
hospitals. That was all fine. There were jobs created, and there were contractors who
could benefit, usually those associated with the power structure. Members of the
oligarchy were in favor of that. However, they had no interest in improving the tax
structure, or at least the tax structure that affected them. As the powerful groups already
had a good share of the taxable income, there was only so much in taxes that could be
collected from people at the bottom income levels. The members of the oligarchy strongly
resisted anything which took money from them, either in taxes or in terms of competition
which would open up the system to world trade and reduce their profit margins. They
wished to retain control of the beer, textile, press, or whatever other markets they had.

This was a difficult problem to address in the Alliance for Progress. There were some
people who felt that, if we didn’t address this problem adequately, the Alliance really
wouldn’t work and wouldn’t have much of a future. Also, this issue raised the problem of
interference in Latin American affairs. It was one thing to help the Latin Americans to do
something which they all wanted to do, such as build schools. It was a different matter for
the U.S. or other outsiders to devise tax increases or measures to reduce monopolies’
power; even if such measures benefited the overwhelming majority, they might not
benefit the politically most articulate and thus those in change of foreign relations.

Keep in mind that in most Latin American countries, including Colombia, the power
structure consisted of the major families which controlled most of the economy. These
same families also controlled much of the political life of the country. There were, of
course, differences among those in the ruling class. In Colombia some families were
composed of conservatives and others were liberals. They might fight with each other, but
their economic interests were much the same. They usually managed to cooperate to
protect their economic interests. Note that Liberals and Conservatives agreed to rotate the
Presidency for 16 years, which was, of course, a way to assure that no outsider came to
power as well as to reduce the fighting between the two major parties. It was difficult for
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people who were not part of what one might call the traditional, ruling groups to
cooperate with each other. However, these outsiders might have ideas which were much
more compatible with what we believed, and, working with them, there might even be
real progress. Generally by the time they reached middle age, the more capable of these
outsiders were coopted by the ruling group by being given positions in their firms or
organizations or socially.

One would identify people who wanted to make changes but were pretty much powerless
to do so. It took more than a generation for the political balance to change. When more of
such people came into power, particularly during the 1980s and 1990s, the result has been
a real revolution in the economic policies of Latin America. These changes came about
finally because people outside the traditional ruling families and from middle class or
poor backgrounds have finally obtained access to education and then political power. As a
result, the political structure which dominated economic policy changed in one Latin
American country after another.

We were nowhere near this point in Colombia when I was there. We did have the
advantage of having a President in Colombia, Guillermo Leon Valencia, who wanted to
move to modernize the economy. He and his economic ministers insisted, over and over
again, on moving in directions which did not please the oligarchs. New macro-economic
policies were brought into effect and were integrated with our concept of program
lending. The President was able to use this concept to push through a certain number of
things. In retrospect, I don’t think we achieved a critical mass of change. We didn’t make
enough fundamental changes to sustain the new policies, although the changes which
occurred were in the right direction and were helpful. Subsequent governments in
Colombia were not interested in continuing along the same line. Colombia never went
through the real economic revolution we have since seen in such places as Chile and
Argentina. It was always making less change than what might be termed great or
revolutionary, but it continued to grow economically almost every year. More progress
was probably made in the early 1960s than in most other, Latin American countries at that
time. Had this process continued, it would have been a great thing. However, it did not
continue because of political divisions and the resistance of the established power
structures. Of course the U.S. also soon lost interest in promoting these changes, and
funding for the Alliance fell during the Vietnam era. President Johnson did not have the
same interest in basic reform and put his emphasis on expanding trade.

Some argue that the gradual, partial progress we made in Colombia in the 1960°s was the
enemy of getting a real and permanent fundamental charge in the society. By permitting
gradual, but insufficient change, the traditional power structure was able to keep most of
its power. In some other countries where gradual progress was not allowed there was
eventually an explosion and a massive and permanent shift of power occurred. I believe
there is much truth to this theory, although there is always the potential for the
revolutionary change to be in directions against US interests. However, it would be hard
to articulate and defend politically in the U.S. such a policy of doing nothing and waiting
for the revolutionary change.
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Q: Looking back on this process, do you see a connection between the Colombia you
knew in the 1960s and the problems of today, some 30 or 40 years later? Are you
suggesting, with the benefit of hind sight, that we should have done some things
differently at the time you were in Colombia?

BUSHNELL: It would have been nice to bring about more tax and trade reform and a
greater opening of the economy and the political structure in the 1960s than we were able
to do. However, there were political realities, and the government of Colombia was only
able to do so much in a democratic country. I think, in terms of program lending of the
kind we undertook in 1963 and 1964, we probably went about as fast as we could go,
bearing in mind political realities. We knew that there was a big question mark about the
future. Program lending soon got a bad name in the United States, and we began
promoting US exports and trade expansion. Subsequent Colombian governments were
not interested in pursuing many of these reform programs and opening up additional
areas.

Q: You were only in Colombia for a couple of years. What led to your transfer to Santo
Domingo?

BUSHNELL: I had a reputation in Washington for good work on fiscal and monetary
matters and for working with the host government on economic policies. A group of
policy officials with hemisphere-wide responsibilities worked closely with me, including
Don Palmer....

Q: Who was Don Palmer?

BUSHNELL: Don Palmer was the senior economic officer in the Bureau of Latin
American Affairs. He soon became Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Latin
American Economic Affairs. He was one of the leading proponents of promoting changes
in macro policy instead of just rearranging deck chairs on the SS TITANIC through
project loans for roads, schools and other social infrastructure. Working with Palmer was
a Deputy Assistant Administrator of AID for Latin America named Ray Sternfeld. There
was a small group - a half dozen officials - who were focused on the concept of program
lending, with special reference to Colombia and Brazil. To keep in touch with the field,
one or more of them would come to Colombia frequently, or I would go to Washington
for consultations. After the 1962 elections and the events of 1963 in the Dominican
Republic [an military uprising against the government] ...

Q: After the Trujillo assassination in May 1961, there was a period of chaos when the
people in power decided to hold on to their positions. Then Bosch was elected President

of the Dominican Republic in 1963.

BUSHNELL: He was elected in a landslide in December 1962. Then he was thrown out
of office in a bloodless military coup in September 1963. The military set up a civilian
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triumvirate to run the country, and the situation was rather chaotic. The U.S. withheld aid
and deployed the overthrow of democratically-elected Bosch for a few months. As the
situation stabilized, the U.S. resumed aid and began working toward new elections and
economic progress. Economic policies were a big problem. Priority attention in
Washington was focused on getting a handle on the economic situation in the Dominican
Republic. State and AID wanted to use program lending in close coordination with the
IMF and World Bank in the Dominican Republic. Don Palmer and others wanted to do in
the Dominican Republic a version of what we were doing in Colombia.

I was asked if I would accept an immediate direct transfer from the Economic Section at
the Embassy in Colombia to the Economic Section of the Embassy in the Dominican
Republic. My tour of duty in Bogota was coming to an end in four or five months,
anyway. [ was still a junior officer in Bogota so I had a two-year tour of duty. I left
Bogota in July, 1964. I had been thinking of extending in Bogota to make my tour two
and one-half years to May or June 1965 and get back on the summer cycle. I was excited
about the program lending, the land reform loan, and other projects, and these programs
were really just getting up to full speed. However, when the Department pressed me to go
to the Dominican Republic in the summer of 1964, I said that would be fine. I thought
that I would take some leave in the U.S. and then go to Santo Domingo, but the
Department said there was no time for leave. We went directly from Bogota to Santo
Domingo with only a weekend in Caracas where we had to change planes. It was a pretty
miserable weekend as our son who had been born in Bogota was quite sick. We got off
the plane in Santo Domingo in late morning, and the Embassy there had already
scheduled for me to meet that same afternoon with the IMF mission.

Q: Was this meeting with the IMF mission for lunch with your wife Ann also invited? So
you didn’t have time to go to the hotel? You went straight to a luncheon?

BUSHNELL: I guess we had time to go to the hotel to drop off the family and change
clothes. Then I went straight to this IMF meeting, even before setting foot in the
Embassy. For a few weeks after my transfer had been decided, the Embassy in Santo
Domingo had been sending me in Bogota information copies of its reporting cables on
economic matters, and Washington had been sending me copies of its guidance, so I had
some preparation. The transfer was raised with me and then, within a period of three
weeks, we were in Santo Domingo.

Q: This was a meeting with whom and for what purpose?

BUSHNELL: There was a meeting scheduled with an IMF Mission visiting Santo
Domingo to work out conditions for IMF loans [technically drawings]. The purpose of
this meeting was to coordinate with the US program, to go over the details of our support
for a program which I found, after I arrived in Santo Domingo, involved AID program
loans as well as loans from the World Bank and the IMF [International Monetary Fund].
It was a similar, multilateral approach to the one I had worked on in Bogota. However,
the problems in the Dominican Republic were quite different from those in Colombia; the
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issue was more how to get any government functions working than how to make basic
structural changes.

Q: Was anybody from the Embassy in Santo Domingo at this meeting with the IMF
Mission? Who set this up?

BUSHNELL: The Economic Counselor in Santo Domingo, Dorothy Jester, was there. We
also had another officer in the Economic Section in the Embassy in Santo Domingo who,
I think, handled transportation and other regulatory matters. Our Commercial Attaché was
also present at this meeting as well as the AID director. I don’t think that my position in
the Embassy was new. But there had not been an economic policy person in the Embassy
in Santo Domingo for some time, if ever.

Q: Basically, was this the same kind of job that you had in Bogota?

BUSHNELL: It was much the same kind of job. For all intents and purposes I was really
more in the AID Mission than in the Embassy. This involved a distinction without a
difference because in Washington the Latin American offices of AID and the State
Department were located in the same suite of offices, although in Santo Domingo the
AID Mission had its offices in a building a couple of miles from the Embassy . All of us
were supposed to work together. This was all a part of that so-called integrated setup. I
did the financial reporting and related matters in the Embassy. The same data was used to
support AID loans and to negotiate about policies with the Dominican government. We
had different elements involved, but the same approach in the Dominican Republic as in
Colombia.

However, the situation in the two countries was very different. In Colombia there were
entrenched elements which were very resistant to change. In the Dominican Republic not
only was there an oligarchy, the people with money and land and in many respects the
military, but there were people who had lifetime employment, although at low salaries, in
the government ministries who were even more resistant to change. They had allegiances
to the oligarchy, but they were also unskilled and attached to traditional ways. There was
the greatest difficulty in implementing any change because the bureaucrats constituted a
kind of vacuum. There was an unelected triumvirate, with only two members when I got
there; both Donald Reid, who had been a successful car dealer and earlier a foreign
minister, and Ramon Caceres, a lawyer, wanted to create a functioning government and
move to free elections, but they were virtually overcome by the extent of the problems
they faced, and they had little help as what few capable people there were in the wake of
Trujillo wanted nothing to do with a military-supported government. I met frequently
with them to discuss economic problems. At first I would accompany Ambassador
Bennett or the AID director, but soon it evolved that an aide would call and ask me to
come see him; then he would take me to see Caceres or sometimes Reid or both without
giving me time to call the Embassy [the Ambassador quite properly wanted himself or a
senior officer to attend any meetings with the Triumvirate members].
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Q: Was Bosch still in office?

BUSHNELL: Bosch was gone, living in exile in Puerto Rico. He was forced out by the
Dominican military the year before. Then the military set up a civilian structure to
govern, the Triumvirate, but the Triumvirate had very limited control over the military.
Some 30 years of dictatorship under General Rafael Trujillo left the Dominican Republic
with immense problems.

Q: Wasn't he in power from 1930 to 1961?

BUSHNELL: It was a long time, and Trujillo had really impoverished the country in
basic ways.

Q: He was in charge of everything. He ran the Church, the government, and the military.

BUSHNELL: Unlike Colombia, in the Dominican Republic democracy hadn’t had a
chance to take root. There really wasn’t much of a government, and bureaucrats were
afraid and unaccustomed to taking any decisions or making any recommendations.
Trujillo had been unwilling to expand the school system although the population was
growing very rapidly; thus the population was almost all uneducated.

Q: But the assumption was that he had established stability.

BUSHNELL: Well, yes. Anybody who got out of line was promptly squelched, so that
much of the middle class, which in 1930 wasn’t large, had no opportunities except those
given personally by the dictator. Much of the small, middle class had emigrated
elsewhere, mainly to the United States. Most of the population performed manual labor
and lived at the bottom of society. The biggest source of employment was growing and
harvesting sugar cane. There were a few people at the top of society, the multitude of
rural workers, and not much in between. There was no middle class to carry out a putsch.
Thus General Trujillo was able to last so long in power. He probably would still be in
power if he had not been assassinated by a small group of dissatisfied ex-military. The
economic problem when I arrived was not so much to get agreement on sensible policies
but to find policies that would virtually implement themselves.

I remember talking about things like increasing the tax on beer. That was a tax which
should be easy to collect, since this excise tax was handled by the customs service and
there were only a couple of breweries. There was a strong legal basis for this tax. But it
was obvious, when we looked at the data, that most of the beer was not even paying the
fairly low tax on the books because, between the Customs Service and the military, the
tax was avoided. I found that there were a few good people in the Central Bank, and I
worked as much as possible with them. In Washington the Dominican Republic was
perceived to be in danger because it was located next door to Cuba and there were many
Cuban/communist sympathizers among the young and on the university faculty. There
was great concern in Washington about achieving some sort of economic and political
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stability, but there was also much concern about what the entire effort would cost.
Q: Was Ed Martin still Assistant Secretary for American Republic Affairs?

BUSHNELL: Tom Mann had replaced Martin who had gone to Argentina as Ambassador
in January 1964.

Q: Was there anyone who served as Assistant Secretary between Ed Martin and Tony
Soloman?

BUSHNELL: Mann brought Tony Solomon, an American businessman and economist in
Mexico, in to be Deputy Assistant Secretary for Latin American economic affairs and
Deputy Administrator of AID in 1964. Solomon was never Assistant Secretary for Latin
America, but in 1965 he became Assistant Secretary for Economic Affairs. Then Don
Palmer moved up and took Tony’s job. Both Mann and Solomon were close to President
Johnson.

Q: Charles P. Torrey was the Dominican desk officer from 1961 to 1963.

BUSHNELL: I don’t remember that name. Ken Crockett was the Caribbean office
director; perhaps Torrey worked for him. When I went to Washington, I worked with the
economic team. Solomon, Palmer, and Bill Stedman in State and Dave Bronheim,
Sternfeld, and a couple of other people from AID were members of the team that handled
the Dominican Republic. I arrived in the Dominican Republic in July, 1964. The revolt
against the Triumvirate took place in April 1965. I was there only nine months before
those traumatic events.

Q: And you didn’t achieve stability there.
BUSHNELL: We did not achieve even economic stability, let alone political stability.

Q: Let’s take a quick look at the Embassy itself. Tapley Bennett was your Ambassador.
How was he as an Ambassador?

BUSHNELL: He was great; of course my criteria may be different from that of many
others. Whatever Bennett had been told about me by people in Washington, from the day
I arrived in the Dominican Republic, he treated me as one of his senior economic advisers
and also an adviser to the government as well. He gave me full support, but he didn’t
pretend to be an economist.

Q: And George Kuchesky was the Economic Counselor?
BUSHNELL: I don’t know that name. Dorothy Jester was the Economic Counselor. She

is a nice person and easy to work for. However, she never really adjusted to the chaotic
situation in the Dominican Republic. She was not operationally oriented. She was used to
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economic reporting and formal negotiations, but not one who really tried to see how the
Dominican Government worked. She found her position rather awkward because I, her
junior officer, was being taken by the Ambassador to meet with the presidents. She also
supervised the commercial officer, John Perkey.

Q: Who was the DCM [Deputy Chief of Mission]?

BUSHNELL: The DCM was Bill Connett. I didn’t have a lot of contact with him. I had
the feeling he was more like Dorothy Jester, a traditional or old-school FSO. He seemed
to feel it wasn’t the job of the Embassy to make the country work. He thought it was our
job to observe and report. Ambassador Bennett felt it was in the interest of the U.S. to do
what was necessary to see that the situation, economic and political, did not deteriorate.
He felt we should work with the Dominican triumvirate to stabilize the situation and
organize an election. He hoped that some Dominican political faction would emerge from
the election able to govern. He meant someone other than General Wessin y Wessin.

Q: And the Political Section? Bob Heightston was Political Counselor of the Embassy
during the summer of 1965. Who was there before him?

BUSHNELL: Ben Ruyle was the Political Counselor through the events of April to June
and perhaps longer. Also in the political section were Art Breisky and Alfonso Arenales; I
think there was one other Political Officer. Ed Terrell was an experienced officer. I spent
most of my time working with the Dominican government and with AID. I often went to
the National Palace and the Finance Ministry and to the Central Bank almost every day.
Often, I went to all three places in a single day. I seldom went to internal Embassy
meetings; Jester did that for the Economic Section. I tried to attend AID’s weekly
meetings as they was more relevant to what [ was doing and I was supposed to wear both
an Embassy and an AID hat. I suppose CIA personnel were out and about, doing their
thing, but I did not come across them. There were a couple of private Americans working
to help the Triumvirate on economic matters whom I felt might have some relationship to
US intelligence. We were mutually helpful as we had the same objective -- strengthening
the Triumvirate.

AID officers were having a great struggle because they were trying to get things to work
without having much Dominican talent to work with. Their approach was to bring in US
contractors. If they were trying to build schools and didn’t have any Dominicans available
who could design schools and contract for their construction, they brought in US
contractors to design and contract schools. They were building up a substantial US
involvement, but the AID Mission was mainly focused on these specific projects, not on
general economic policy. The AID Director was William Ide, and his deputy was John
Nepple. I had long discussions with AID about getting Dominican technical people to
return to the Dominican Republic, since there were a lot of middle-class Dominicans
living in the U.S. who had left their country over the years. My thought was that, rather
than bringing in expensive American contractors, we should encourage Dominican
technicians to return home.
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Q: Did you have an office in the AID Mission?

BUSHNELL: I didn’t have any particular office or desk in the AID Mission which had a
major space problem because it was growing fast, and I had a comfortable office in an
Embassy annex across the street from the Embassy.

Q: Were there AID Program Officers?

BUSHNELL: There were AID Program Officers. However, I was in the Embassy; I was
paid by the Embassy, and I had an Embassy job. My AID job was never clearly defined,
but I did almost all the work on AID program lending and Dominican macro policy
matters. I don’t think that I had any formal AID position. However, I attended AID
general staff meetings. | knew what was going on in AID. Because I regularly worked
with officials of the Central Bank and the Finance Ministry, I found it possible to resolve
quite a few problems AID officers were having with their projects. They were always
frustrated trying to get Dominican money released to get things done. Often I could and
did resolve these problems. My relations with most officers in AID were good.

Another big AID problem was to identify Dominicans who could do the technical work.
Of course, local people were the preferred option, but AID was not good at finding local
technicians. My contacts in the Central Bank often came up with qualified Dominicans.

One of the things we were able to do through AID was to bring in experts from the US
IRS [Internal Revenue Service], as we had in Colombia. I worked with them to encourage
and help the Dominican tax authorities so that the system actually collected taxes. The
April coup events began on a Saturday. I was at the home of the head of the IRS group,
who was hosting a luncheon which I had helped to set up. Present at the luncheon were
the head of the Dominican tax department and the deputy finance minister. We had
invited them to talk about getting this tax collection program moving. The problem was
that AID/IRS didn’t seem to be able to get long appointments with the head of the tax
department. I said: “Let’s see if we can have a lunch to take care of this. We’ll have it on
a Saturday when they will not be rushed.” That’s where I was when the maid came in to
say she had just heard on the radio that there had been a coup at the National Palace. We
all finished our lunch as quickly as possible and left.

Q: Can you explain what the background of the coup was?

BUSHNELL: There was a lot of dissatisfaction in the military. A few military officers
supported a return of Bosch from Puerto Rico; some thought Reid was too soft on the
communists, who were allowed to be politically active; many wanted a return of Balaguer
who had been President under Trujillo; many military did not like Reid’s efforts to cut
back on their budget and corruption. One of the touchiest problems that I was directly
involved with was an effort of the government to bring its income and expenditures into
closer balance, so that they wouldn’t continue just to print money and generate inflation.
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The IMF and World Bank as well as AID, as a precondition to program lending, insisted
on substantially reducing the deficit. The Dominican Government thought it would be a
political disaster if it devalued the currency. However, when I arrived in Santo Domingo,
the growing budget deficit was causing inflation and making it harder for the Dominicans
to export while making imports seem cheaper. The biggest item on the expenditure side
was the Dominican military establishment. It cost far more than education and all other
social services combined. On the civilian side the Triumverate said that it was not so
much that they wanted to cut military expenditure as that they wanted it to be more
efficient and productive. The portion of the budget spent on the military was very high;
the figure of 40 percent of the total budget comes to mind.

Q: We were giving the Dominican Republic military assistance.

BUSHNELL: We were giving some military assistance, but [ don’t think that it amounted
to much. We gave them some military equipment, generally outdated used equipment,
and some training, but it wasn’t a big money program. Dominican military expenditures
covered a lot of people, a lot of overhead, and a lot of corruption. Many of the soldiers
supposedly on the roles and actually being paid were ghosts, i.e. they did not exist and the
commanders pocketed their pay. I learned a lot about the real nature of military
expenditures from my Central Bank friends.

This situation between the civilian government and the military was very difficult. The
Triumverate had been appointed by the military. Reid and Caceres had only the power of
persuasion over the military, trying to get them to reduce their expenditures. They would
arrange lunches at the National Palace and bring in senior generals and admirals from the
Dominican Army, Air Force and Navy. They would invite me to explain to the military
why the country had to cut back its military expenditures. Cabinet members said that
everybody had to try to cut back, but the military didn’t do much cutting and what little it
did was reluctant. Trying to convince the military of the need to cut military expenditures
didn’t work well. I thought that, if the Triumverate had insisted on major military
expenditure cuts, more than a few percent, Reid and Caceres would have been out of
office, and somebody else would be in. Thus we fell back to cutting the import privileges
of the military commissaries and the free port. The situation had reached the point where
almost all luxury goods came into the Dominican Republic, not through customs where
they would have paid high duties, but through the military commissaries and free port
which were duty free. The goods then were sold in the black market with large profits,
primarily for military officers. Cutting this source of profit turned many military against
the Triumverate.

Q: What do you recall about the coup itself? Who were the leaders?
BUSHNELL: Coup d’etat is probably not the word to use.

Q: Should it have been called “revolution?”
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BUSHNELL: Revolt is probably a better word. Events moved quickly from what was a
nearly textbook coup to revolt and chaos. The precipitating event on the Saturday was
that Rivera Cuesta, the Army Chief of Staff, told Reid that three Lt. Colonels, two of
whom commanded Army camps, were plotting a coup. Reid, as Secretary of the Armed
Services [an additional duty to being the senior Triumverate member], ordered Rivera
Cuesta to cancel the three officers’ commissions. Rivera proceeded to do so without
arranging for armed backup, and the Lt. Colonels arrested him. They had been planning a
coup, and it was then launched immediately with their camps declaring themselves in
rebellion. With the military publicly divided, the Left, both communist and non
communist, took to the streets. Radio stations were taken over by the Left, primarily the
PRD, the social democratic party of Bosch; some broadcast in favor of the return of
Bosch; others controlled by those further left encouraged people to loot stores, kill police,
and go to the camps in rebellion where arms were being passed out to everyone, including
machine guns and rockets. Most of the military did not participate in the revolt, but the
other military units did not obey Reid’s orders to move against the two camps in revolt. In
particular the Air Force refused to bomb the Rebel camps on Saturday, and Wessin and
Wessin said he could not move his armored forces without air support. Over Saturday
night and on Sunday and Monday the Leftists and thugs getting arms from the camps in
revolt killed many policemen and drove the rest from the streets, leaving the streets to the
armed thugs with some organization from communist groups, which seemed to be the
only group with decent communications. Most military camps not in rebellion could not
talk to each other regularly until we supplied radios a couple of days later.

During the first three days the leadership among the military in revolt shifted frequently.
Those favoring a return of Bosch or Balaguer were replaced with a few Lt. Colonels and
Majors who had links with the far left in the street. Officers would come to the Embassy
to discuss ending the revolt. But the next thing we knew they had gone into some Latin
Embassy for safety, and someone else was in charge. The three that started the thing were
quickly gone from the scene. By Monday night Colonel Caamano seemed to emerge as
the leader of the rebellion, although I believe he had been in an Embassy earlier that day.

Q: There was some presumption in Washington that there were communist elements in
this group.

BUSHNELL: I am not sure any of the military officers in rebellion were communists. A
few were admirers of Fidel Castro. However, much of the leadership in the street, which
was civilian as the military generally did not leave their camps, was not only communist
but trained by Castro and other communist states in street fighting and propaganda. I do
not know just what role was played by these trained revolutionaries and what role by the
several military officers friendly with them who controlled most of the reserve munitions
available to the Army. However, the civilian revolutionaries managed to take over the
military warehouse. They then handed out guns and ammunition to everybody who
showed up, mainly kids under18. Sympathizers with the Leftish movements and thugs
were issued M-16 rifles and up to 500 bullets each.
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These armed civilians then went into the city of Santo Domingo, shooting at policemen or
anybody they wanted to shoot at, and took it over. By Saturday evening the downtown
area was in the hands of these people. The best way I can describe them is that they were
basically kids with rifles. The city appeared to be controlled by gangs. A gang might be
just five guys who hung around together. They got rifles and now had taken the block
where they lived or some other block. They didn’t really seem to have known what they
would do with it or what they wanted to happen. I talked with some of these boys on
Sunday and Monday. They couldn’t articulate any objective other than they wanted
change and the oppressors out or dead. There certainly wasn’t much organization in the
street, and some gangs would shoot at each other. Some of them went to the area around
the National Palace where known communists were seen organizing an attack.

I’'m not the best person to give the history of this uprising or revolt. I only saw bits and
pieces of it. I was a junior officer, and I was running around most of the time those days.
At least the picture I have is that on the second day, Sunday, the poorer areas of the city
were in the hands of these roughnecks. In the upper middle class areas where the
Embassy was and where we lived, there was no sign of any kids with guns, nor any police
or military for that matter.

Q: The question is how this set off such a “firestorm” in Washington. Did the media
cover all of this in a panicky way?

BUSHNELL: Initially, there was not a single expatriate foreign media representative in
Santo Domingo. I have no idea how the media in the U.S. played it or what their sources
were, although the telephones generally operated the first days of the crisis.

To continue the story, the Dominican military was divided into five forces: the Army, the
Navy, the Air Force, the Police, who were really a military service, and the military
training school which General Wessin y Wessin commanded. Wessin had all the armored
forces which were technically part of the Army, but General Wessin y Wessin considered
himself a separate force. Just before he was deposed on Sunday morning Reid named
Wessin Secretary of the Armed Forces. On Sunday after the loyal military refused to fight
the military in rebellion, Reid allowed much of the forces protecting the National Palace
to leave. The crowd attacked. But it was a group of Rebel officers who actually came to
Reid’s office and took him and Caceres prisoner. Apparently this group favored the return
of Bosch because they made the Bosch associate who had been President of the Chamber
of Deputies under Bosch the Provisional President some time on Sunday.

Sunday afternoon I was in the Embassy and heard from our attachés that the Air Force
had finally decided to act and would bomb the Rebel military camps and the National
Palace. The Palace was some 15 blocks from were we lived, but I did not have much
confidence in the accuracy of the Dominican Air Force with their World War II planes. I
called my wife and told her keep our young son inside the house. We had a sandbox in
the backyard he loved. When I finally got home that night, there was a pile of sand on the
tile breakfast room floor. Our son had been reluctant to come in, and, when my wife
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heard the planes, she had scooped up some sand and made an inside place for him to play.
The sand was still there several days later when I brought Tony Solomon, Dick Goodwin
and two others back to the house to stay with me.

The F-51 dive bombers did attack the Palace and, I believe, the Rebel camps. The
Dominican Navy came in close to shore and also fired a few rounds at the Palace, which
the military believed was now the site of a Bosch-friendly government I did not think this
stand-off fire would have much effect. It did not even do much physical damage in the
city, although the F-51s were pretty accurate. But I learned later that it did demoralize
many of the Rebel officers who fled to Latin Embassies to seek asylum. However, the
fighting among the military only encouraged the crowds in the streets; as time passed
including Monday and Tuesday the communist cadres were actually able to organize
defensive positions while taking over the banks, telephone exchange, and government
buildings in the downtown area.

I remember watching the local TV on Monday. The civilian insurgents had taken over all
the TV stations. I thought I was watching a tape of a Castro TV broadcast. I had watched
several tapes from Cuban TV during my time in INR. The several men broadcasting were
all dressed in military fatigues of the same sort used by Castro; some carried M-16s and
wore belts of bullets. They were announcing all the great things they would do for the
people. Then they began reporting and celebrating the killing of policemen, stating how
this hero by name, or perhaps it was a gang, killed three policemen at such and such a
location. The listing of police killed was long. Then they began urging the audience or
whoever to kill the families of the Air Force pilots who were bombing. They even read
off names and addresses. It was quite chilling.

Some of the officers in the Political Section identified a couple of the announcers as
communists who they thought were in Cuba. Although I was told some of the Rebel
military spoke on radio and TV during this period, none of the broadcasters I saw was a
Dominican officer. Remember that this was 1965, only five years after Castro had taken
control of Cuban. These revolutionaries said that they would adopt policies in favor of the
people as Fidel had in Cuba. They said over TV that the people were taking over the
country and that this was the revolution which everyone wanted. When we saw this on
TV, we said: “Goodness! This is no dry run but a Castro style takeover of the country.”
However, the TV broadcasts were not what directly raised the concerns of Washington
because none of the several Washington officers with whom I later talked were aware of
them. There was similar rhetoric on the radio which of course was picked up, translated,
and sent around Washington. I have never reviewed what was on the radio, but what little
I heard on the radio was not nearly as chilling as actually seeing the fatigues, rifles and
the enthusiasm for the killing and for Cuba on TV. Later, when there were questions in
the U.S. about whether there were really communists leading the revolutionaries, I tried to
find a recording of some of this TV, but there were no VCRs in those days and I never
found such a tape.

Thousands of people gathered in downtown Santo Domingo to see what was going on, to
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defend the revolution, or to loot.. They wanted change, food, and jobs. There was much
looting. The Dominican Republic is a poor country. The dictator, General Trujillo, had
been killed and his son, Ramfis Trujillo, had been thrown out of office. However, not
much had really changed, and the economic situation had not improved. Poor people did
not have enough to eat, and unemployment was high.

Q: What was the Embassy reporting to Washington on this?

BUSHNELL: Ambassador W. Tapley Bennett was in the U.S. on consultations, so
William B. Connett, the DCM [Deputy Chief of Mission], was Chargé d’ Affaires. I was
able to move around the city of Santo Domingo a bit to get an impression of how things
were. I did this everyday. My impression from these trips was that the political situation
in Santo Domingo was totally out of control. One literally had to negotiate one’s way
around the city, block by block. I would come up to the armed kids and say: “I’m just
trying to go to some embassy or facility. I'm with the American Embassy. I would like to
move along here if [ could.” Most armed men I encountered were very young. Some of
them would say: “Don’t go that way, because there are people along that street who are
shooting at everybody. You’d better go this way. I’ll go with you this way and tell them
you’re alright.”

At first these gangs were in the poorer and commercial areas, but by Wednesday they had
moved into the richer residential areas. I could go to the Embassy fairly easily; it was a
few blocks from my house. But to go to other Embassies or to talk with some of my
Dominican contacts who were holed up in their homes one had to cross much more
difficult parts of the city. It was just as if there were local gangs in charge. They had no
plan for future action, but they were in charge. They had guns. I wasn’t racing through
any area. If I had not shown them respect , they would probably have shot me. However,
with some difficulty I was able to negotiate my way around.

We continued to see TV broadcasts. As far as I know, nobody really knew what was
going on, because there was no Dominican government. I don’t think the Rebels, either
the military or the civilians, had a plan on how to take over the country. There were
reports that they did and even that Castro had planned all this. But there was no evidence
of a plan. It was all just chaotic. None of the parties had a complete picture of the
situation and neither did the Embassy. However, we did know that it was getting damn
dangerous. We were concerned for our families. On Monday about midday I wrote some
paragraphs for a cable on what I had seen in various parts of the city and some of the
reports of killings and looting given me by contacts I considered reliable. Most of my
draft was edited out as too alarming. But by Monday evening I found someone had used
almost all my paragraphs in a subsequent cable leading up to a recommendation for
evacuation of dependents and non-essential personnel.

At one point, when I was in the Embassy probably on Sunday evening, I thought the

appearance of an American Navy ship or two on the horizon might calm the situation, i.e.
if the Rebel military thought the U.S. might join in the bombardment by the loyal
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Dominican Navy and Air Force, they might make a deal to end the fighting. Various
officers were coming to the Embassy or calling about making a deal. I did some drafting
on a cable recommending such an appearance by US Navy ships, but someone checked
and said the closest Navy ship was two days away; I later learned this was not true. At
this point Chargé Connett seemed unwilling to take any steps that might affect events; he
saw the Embassy role as just reporting on the situation. I do not know what guidance he
had received by telephone from Washington, if any.

Q: Over how long a period of time did this situation continue?

BUSHNELL: What I have described was from Saturday noon to Monday night, but the
chaotic situation in the city was worse on Tuesday and Wednesday and continued until at
least Friday when American forces began taking up positions in many parts of the city. Of
course, there was occasional fighting for some time, and Rebels occupied the downtown
part of the city for months. We have only begun this story.

The Dominican Air Force had some old P-51 fighter-bombers we had provided them
years earlier, basically fighter aircraft which they were using as dive bombers. Early in the
week these planes began bombing the Palace, which was only five or six blocks from the
Embassy, attacking from the direction of the Embassy. I knew, because I had served in
the US Air Force, that planes don’t dive straight down on the target which they want to
bomb. When a bomb drops from a plane, the bomb as well as the plane is moving
forward. The pilot has to dive at a point which is substantially behind the target. Then,
when he releases the bomb, it continues forward as well as down to hit a target substantial
forward from the point of the dive. The P-51’s would dive right at the Embassy and then
release their bombs, which were supposed to hit the palace, right over the Embassy. Of
course no bomb ever hit the Embassy, even close. However, this was a terrifying moment
for most of the people in the Embassy, who didn’t realize that a good place to be was at
the point which the aircraft were diving at. They were scampering around, literally diving
for some kind of cover. At first they thought I was totally crazy for staying outside to
watch while most were trying to get inside and under furniture.

The Rebel kids had managed to capture some tanks, probably when they stormed the
Palace. I was in the Embassy one evening just after dark. It was probably on Tuesday
night after my family left and before Ambassador Bennett returned. Some young men
with a tank parked in the street right in front of the Embassy drive. My office was in an
annex just across the street from the end of the drive, so the tank was between the
Embassy and my office, although I had no need to go to my office during the crisis as I
drafted cables in the political section. They pointed the tank’s gun in the general direction
of the Embassy, perhaps for no particular purpose. There were quite a few of us in the
Embassy at the time. I said: “You know, it’s kind of uncomfortable to have that tank out
there. They’re might shoot at us. But more likely some of the Air Force pilots who were
bombing might decided to finish off the tank and miss just a little in our direction (or hit
my office if they were a little the other side).” I encouraged our military officers to go out
and and see if they could get that tank to move. They said they weren’t going to go
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because the tank was not in the control of military personnel but of civilians who might
do anything on purpose or by accident. They said moving the tank was a job for civilians.
After an hour or so when the tank seemed to be settled down for the long haul, I finally
said: “I’ll see if I can’t get them to move the tank.”

I walked out slowly toward the group of teenagers on and around the tank. I don’t think
there was anyone there who was more than 22 years old as far as I could tell in the dark. I
asked them what they were doing. They said: “We’re defending this position, and this is a
good spot because we are hidden by the trees so the planes cannot see us”. The trees did
not seem to me to give very good cover, and I suspected they thought the Air Force would
not chance hitting the American Embassy. However, after some general talking about
how chaotic the situation was I said: “Well, I’ll tell you something. You’re in a very
dangerous spot. If you look either way up or down the street it is perfectly straight; the
buildings around here are well known to everyone; if someone tells the Air Force you are
here --  won’t but some of the neighbors here probably have relatives who are pilots --
any pilot can line up on the street and hit the cross street where you are without ever even
seeing you.” I mentioned that a few blocks away there were places where the streets had
many twists and big buildings were right next to the street making it hard for a plane to
hit a street target in that area. As I turned to walk back to the Embassy, the young man
who had done most of the talking actually thanked me. About 15 or 20 minutes later,
apparently after they had scouted an alternative location, the tank departed. One of the
American secretaries was so relieved she gave me a big hug. The military attachés who
had been watching carefully asked me what the hell I told those kids. I said I gave them
some civilian advise. I don’t recall ever thinking about this incident until many months
after I left the Dominican Republic. Events just began happening so fast that one had to
give all one’s attention to the three things that had to be done next.

Q: How did news of the fighting get to Washington? Press or telephone reports?

BUSHNELL: I wasn’t on the phone myself at this stage. Nor did I notice the Chargé or
anyone else talking much to Washington. The CIA [Central Intelligence Agency] Station
was getting reports from its people and I supposed sending them to Washington. I don’t
recall what the Station was hearing. I suspect that the Dominican intelligence apparatus
was having as much trouble finding out what was happening as anybody else. Our
attachés were in contact with some of their Dominican military colleagues, when they
could reach them. There were a lot of communications to Washington reporting on what
was happening, but I don’t really know. I wasn’t much of a part of the reporting, drafting
only a few paragraphs here and there. I also reported orally to other Embassy people what
I saw and heard from my contacts. I didn’t draft any report about the tank, for example,
because everyone in the Embassy had seen it. There may have been somebody reporting
on this tank, but I don’t know.

I was trying to get the senior officers including the Chargé to focus on making policy

recommendations instead of just letting the situation deteriorate further in ways which
everyone thought were negative for our interests. I threw out ideas, not because they had
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any merit, but because I thought they might get the senior people to come up with
something better. After my idea of US Navy ships on the horizon was shot down, I tried
such ideas as bringing in a substantial medical group with protection to treat the wounded
from all sides or getting together a group of Ambassadors and Chargés who would try to
broker a cease fire and some program to start getting the guns off the street, such as by
using AID money to buy them. However, just when the senior people began to get serious
about US actions, the fast moving situation would change in a way which suggested the
crisis might be almost over. The senior people were uncomfortable with the thought of
US action in this messy situation. If I had offered to bet on Monday or Tuesday that there
would be thousands of American troops in the Dominican Republic by the end of the
week, I could have gotten long odds and large bets. But that thought never even crossed
my mind.

Q: In one way or another, President Lyndon Johnson really hit the roof. Do you know
what the connection was?

BUSHNELL: Yes, | know what drove the President’s thinking because Tony Solomon
who was the Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Latin American economic affairs and
a close associate of Assistant Secretary Mann, spent 10 days or two weeks soon thereafter
living in my house. He had been with Mann and the President quite a bit during these first
days of the crisis, and he told me. What Solomon said was that President Johnson was
determined he wasn’t going to have another Cuban situation develop on his watch. That
was it; whatever it took, whatever had to be done, there wasn’t going to be another Cuban
situation. In other words, we weren’t going to lose any place else close to the U.S. to the
communists. Perhaps some of the intelligence reports reaching the President were
exaggerated, but from my position in the front-lines, one might say, the reluctance of the
Dominican military to act on the ground, the spread of arms to the young, many of whom
were leaning far left, and the key role of known and obvious communists on the TV and
radio and in some organization of the street were enough to convince me, and I think
most anyone, that the situation was moving toward a potential communist take-over.

Q: Would it have been Walt Rostow who gave President Johnson advice on the situation?
BUSHNELL: I should think so, but I do not recall Solomon mentioning him. President
Johnson was briefed by the intelligence people and probably talked to Secretary of State
Dean Rusk and others. But the President was personally very close to Mann, and I assume
from what Solomon said that Mann was his key advisor. I wasn’t in Washington and
don’t know where President Johnson got his information.

Q: Whatever the source of his information, it looks as if President Johnson overreacted.

BUSHNELL: Perhaps. I think an overwhelming majority of the American people agreed
that we didn’t want to see another Cuba develop in this hemisphere.

Q: Was there any danger of that happening?
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BUSHNELL: It’s hard to say for sure. As the saying goes: “Nature abhors a vacuum.”
Essentially, what we were faced with in the Dominican Republic was a power vacuum.
The Dominican military was divided and couldn’t control the country, and the Army was
apparently unwilling to fire on crowds who wanted change. The Army had lost some of
its tanks and was losing a lot of soldiers, who were simply running away . The police
force had been nearly wiped out with hundreds of police killed. The situation was chaotic.
The people who had some sort of control of downtown Santo Domingo were diverse and
not integrated. They had little command and control structure. But those people who were
rapidly organizing the masses in the street were communists and others from the far Left.

Certainly, there was growing concern about this situation. I don’t know how much
intelligence there had been in the preceding few months, for example, on what the
communists were planning and which communists were infiltrating back from exile.
There was always a justified concern that the far Left taking over the country would
present a serious problem for the United States. There were many military people who
were despotic and corrupt — the remains of the half century of dictatorship. Who could
know what would happen? The only thing that provided any effective counter to the
communists was the Dominican military, whose officers were showing a great propensity
to take asylum in Latin Embassies. The social democrats were much more numerous than
the communists, but they were generally peaceful. Social democratic leaders were middle
class. They had not encouraged the killing of the police; by Tuesday some of them were
already becoming targets of the communists. After the fact it seemed to me that many of
the critics of Johnson saw the probable outcome as a return to a Bosch government which
the U.S. could support. Such an outcome looked possible on Sunday, but by Tuesday the
Bosch supporters were themselves on the run.

The situation developed incredibly fast. I had been in an extreme minority in the Embassy
when I suggested we should request that US Navy ships appear off shore to show some
American interest in the situation and improve our own security. In fact, unrelated to what
I had said, within a few days we had over 20,000 US troops on the ground.

Q: And you met them as they arrived.

BUSHNELL: Yes. To return to the story and try to get the sequence right, on Monday
night it was decided to evacuate Embassy dependents, unessential people in the Embassy,
and other American citizens. By this time naval forces were reaching the area. We were
going to have Navy ships to evacuate Americans on Tuesday morning. On Monday
evening I telephoned my wife and told her to pack one bag plus little ones for the babies
as they would have to leave in the morning. By this time we had two babies and diapers
to carry. I finally went home Monday night some time around midnight. I set the alarm
for 4:30 AM. The plan was to gather those being evacuated at the Embajador Hotel,
which was the luxury hotel only a couple miles from the Embassy, and then proceed in a
convoy of cars to the port of Haina, about 20 miles west, where the Navy ships would
come into port. We had no problem getting to the Embajador Hotel before six, but the
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situation there was confusing. I could tell that we would not be leaving for a few hours. I
believe someone from the Embassy told me the ships were not yet in Haina and we would
not leave until it was confirmed that they had arrived. Thus I checked into the hotel and
got a room so the babies could sleep. Most of the Americans both official and business as
well as some tourists were just hanging around the lobby. I did not have any evacuation
assignment, so after awhile as the confusion and crowd grew, [ went up to the room to get
a little sleep. A couple of hours later there was suddenly a lot of shooting right outside
and some sounded as if it were inside the hotel.

Q: Where were your wife and children?

BUSHNELL: They were in the room with me on perhaps the sixth floor. Hearing the
shooting which continued intermittently, I went downstairs to see what was going on. I
found that a radio station had announced that Bonilla Aybar was at the hotel trying to
escape with the Americans. Bonilla was an owner of the newspaper Prensa Libre who
was very anti-Bosch and anti-Left. He was a rabble rouser of the Right. Thus this gang or
gangs of insurgents, a big group of insurgents, had come to the hotel to prevent his
escape. They were mainly firing in the air and at the hotel windows and demanding we
turn over Bonilla or they would come in and get him. None of the insurgents I saw when I
first went down were wearing any uniforms. I don’t know what provoked the shooting.
Members of this gang were quickly all over the hotel, and they said that they weren’t
going to let anybody leave until they had searched the hotel and found Bonilla. Or, as they
put it, “until we deal with this guy.” Their view was that we had him with us and we were
protecting him, but, of course, we didn’t have him. I couldn’t say he wasn’t in the hotel.
How could I know that? He might have been in the hotel, for all I knew.

Anyway, once I got down to the lobby I tried to talk with some of these street-fighters. I
explained to one that my wife and babies were upstairs and urged that they stop the firing.
He offered, in fact practically demanded, to send a couple of his men upstairs to guard
them against any harm. Perhaps he just wanted to get better access to the hotel rooms. I
went upstairs with a couple of teenagers; I believe one was in a Dominican Army
uniform, and both had rifles and bullet belts over their shoulders. After I let them see the
room with the babies crying and no Bonilla, I convinced them to stand guard outside the
door where they could observe the hall.

I returned downstairs to continue the dialogue. After awhile a Dominican Army
Lieutenant Colonel showed up with some apparently regular troops in uniform. He had
joined the Rebels, as did a certain number of other Dominican officers. It happened that
this Licutenant Colonel was the brother of the President of the Dominican Central Bank,
a close contact of mine. I introduced myself to him. He knew who I was because his
brother had spoken of me. We sat down in the lobby of the Embajador Hotel. I said: “Oh,
you have a brother in Washington at the annual meeting of the Inter-American
Development Bank.” He said: “Good for him. He’s out of this situation.” This Lieutenant
Colonel agreed that he didn’t want to interfere with the American evacuation which I told
him had been approved by both the military not in rebellion and some leaders of those
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that were. However, he said his group had to find Bonilla if he were there. He wanted to
calm everything down. He was fairly effective in getting some control and stopping most
of the shooting. There were certainly a lot of kids who were not under his command. But
he and his regulars assumed some control.

Then we were able to work out an arrangement for the evacuation of the Embassy
families. He agreed that our families would leave the hotel in small family groups and
walk to their cars; he and his men could observe that we did not have Bonilla. Then, only
after all the Americans departed, would he search the hotel. So we began loading up
slowly. Lt. Colonel Fernandez sent one of his officers upstairs with me to relieve the
guards on my room and escort my family down and to our car. The insurgents didn’t find
Bonilla, so I guess that he wasn’t there. He told me he wasn’t days later when I escorted
him to the airport from the Guatemalan Embassy.

We drove in a convoy, or really several convoys, to the evacuation port without further
incident although there were insurgent forces at a couple of checkpoints . The evacuation
point was a sugar warehouse and pier. It was about 11:00 AM by this point. They were
loading people on an LST [landing ship tank] slowly. It was hot by now, but I kept my
family in our car until the line was reduced. Then I introduced myself to one of the ship’s
officers, and he sent a crew member to help my family on to the ship. I waited awhile and
then drove back to the Embassy. Over 1000 Americans were evacuated by ship that day.

Later that day, Tuesday, Washington extended our help to citizens of friendly countries to
help them evacuate. I was assigned to get in touch with some other Embassies to
coordinate this evacuation; there were also many more private American citizens who
arrived too late for the first evacuation. The Embajador Hotel continued to be our
safehaven point. It was increasingly difficult to move around the city on Tuesday as I
tried to get in touch with other Embassies; also the phones were working less. That night I
returned to my room at the hotel as the next day, Wednesday, we were going to send
people out by helicopter to the ships from a big polo field next to the hotel.

Q: How many other Americans needed to be evacuated?

BUSHNELL: There were other American citizens who wanted to get out, as well as many
third country nationals. The situation wasn’t like it is now with a great many retired
people and tourists in the DR. But there were many Dominicans who had migrated to the
States and obtained citizenship but then had come back for extended visits or even to live
but now wanted to escape the violence. There were also quiet a few American
businessmen and their families, as well as the British, French, Canadian, Dutch and
others.

Ambassador Bennett came back from the U.S. on the day when we began to evacuate
Embassy dependents. He told me to set up the evacuation program and to get the word
out to other Embassies and the business community that people should come to the
Embajador Hotel and we would take them from the hotel by helicopter to the ships lying
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off the coast. I think that it was on the same afternoon that the telephones stopped
working.

Q: Were people getting paid anything?

BUSHNELL: The economy was completely stopped. In Santo Domingo anyway there
was no economic activity. Almost all businesses were closed. People who were not active
in the struggle stayed hidden in their homes. The situation was increasingly dangerous. A
lot of people were killed.

Q: I expect that they would be concerned, don’t you think?

BUSHNELL: I wouldn’t say that most people were getting panicky. I was busy doing my
job, but I didn’t really observe anything like panic. Some people coming to the hotel on
Wednesday for evacuation were very scared. Some had witnessed killing at their homes
or businesses. I had to figure out how I was going to notify other Embassies of the
evacuation arrangements because the telephones weren’t working. I set up a kind of chain
so that one person would get in touch with another. I was negotiating my way around
Santo Domingo to get to the other Embassies and tell them about the evacuation program.
They were asked to contact their citizens. I spent the whole afternoon getting around to as
many Embassies as I could. In retrospect, I suppose this movement may have been foolish
because the Department of State could have informed the various Embassies in
Washington a lot quicker than I could negotiate my way around Santo Domingo and most
major embassies were in contact with their capitals by radio or other means.

On the Wednesday we evacuated hundreds of people from the polo field next door to the
Embajador Hotel. We processed people in the lobby with the help of personnel from
friendly embassies. I organized some Peace Corp volunteers and later some younger
businessmen, after their families departed, to run a motor pool ferrying people out to the
polo field where the helicopters picked them up to take them to the carrier. We had some
Embassy and AID vehicles and cars and pickups left by departing businessmen who gave
us the keys. We really had a lot of people to move in the morning, so we decided the
evacuees couldn’t take any large bags with them. We limited them to one small bag each.
The helicopters could take out more evacuees this way. I was at the evacuation point all
day. I don’t recall how many people we evacuated in this way, but we probably moved far
more than 1000. This was a considerable logistics operation. By about 3:30 PM most of
the foreign community had been moved out; at least few people were arriving at the hotel.

We were mainly taking out the baggage which had been left behind. I said to the Navy
guys who had come in from the ships to coordinate the flights: “Why don’t we cut down
on the flights? Instead of having eight helicopters in each flight, let’s cut down to four
helicopters, because we don’t have all that many people to evacuate and not even many
more bags.” They passed this recommendation by radio to the US Navy carrier off the
coast. The next flight to come into our emergency landing zone was another eight
helicopters. I figured that it was the usual thing with the US military; it takes forever to
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get things moving or stopped, and I shouldn’t have expected the Navy would cut down on
the flights right away.

These eight helicopters landed in the place where the other helicopters had been landing
on the polo field next to the Embajador Hotel. The doors of the helicopters opened, and
about 10 American Marines jumped out of each, in full battle gear, wearing steel helmets
and flak jackets and carrying rifles. They ran about six paces forward, out from under the
helicopter blades, flopped down on the ground, and pointed their guns ready to do battle. I
was the person nearest to them, and they all seemed to be pointing their guns at me. |
thought to myself: “Gee, I’ve enough trouble dealing with the Rebels around here. I don’t
need American soldiers.” My first reaction was: “What a terrible time to practice a
landing. Doesn’t the military know we have a serious situation here.” I was very
disappointed and said: “Who’s in charge here?” There was no officer in this first wave of
American troops. However, almost immediately behind the first flight of eight helicopters

another eight helicopters landed and another group of Marines went through the same
drill.

The second wave of helicopters included a Major, who was in command of all of the
troops. He said, “My orders are to reinforcing the Marines at the Embassy. Where’s the
Embassy?” I said: “It’s over that way,” and I pointed in the general direction. He said:
“Okay,” and started organizing his force. I said: “Are you going to walk all the way over
there? It’s two or three miles.” He said: “They can’t bring the helicopters in any closer,
because they’re under fire.” I said: “They’re what?”” The officer said: “They’re firing at
the Embassy.” Well, over the past three or four days somebody had been taking pot shots
at the Embassy. I thought these were just isolated shots. I said I had some transportation
available and could transport the Marines to the Embassy. The officer said: “That would
be great!”

The Marines loaded up on our pickup trucks and in a few cars, and the drivers helping
with the evacuation took them to the Embassy. After a while, the people I had working
with me came back to the Embajador Hotel. They said: “This is the damndest show!”
They were disorganizing getting into the pickup trucks. I said: “Did anybody shoot at our
trucks?” They said: “No, but if they had, the Marines weren’t organized and ready to
shoot. As soon as we got to the Embassy, the Marines jumped out of the trucks and lay
down in firing position just as they had done on the polo field in front of you.” I later
noticed that every account of this action said that, when the Marines arrived at the
Embassy, they went immediately into combat! There were some gangs in the area of the
Embassy and for that matter also of the polo field, but no serious opposition.

Q: There were at least some American casualties, weren’t there?
BUSHNELL: Not a lot, but a few over the next weeks. About 25 American troops were
killed, a few by friendly fire, and quite a few were injured.. | have another story about the

Marines who landed at the polo field. The next day, when I went to the Embassy to find
out what was going on, there was a lot of firing at the Embassy despite, or perhaps
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because of, the considerable number of Marines around it; it was basically kids firing
from some houses near the Embassy, not an organized attack.. Our Naval Attaché office
was headed by a senior Marine Corps officer who had just been reinforced by 150 or
more Marines from the carrier task force. He said that the Embassy needed protection and
he was putting Marines all around the Embassy grounds. I asked: “What good is it going
to do to put these Marines out on the perimeter? The Rebel kids are likely to aim at them
and hit them or us.” He said: “I know, but what am I going to do?”

I asked: “What’s the best military tactic in this situation?”” The colonel said: “The military
tactic is to take a bunch of troops who know what they’re doing and go around behind
these houses from which someone is shooting and come in the back door. That would
take care of the problem.” I said: “Why don’t you do that?”” He asked: “What are the rules
of engagement?” I said: “I don’t know what the rules of engagement are, but, if people
are shooting at me, I think I have the right to shoot back. The Marines are here to protect
the Embassy. You’re supposed to worry about the people who are shooting at us.” He
asked: “Whom do I need to check with?” I said: “You’re the guy who has the Marines.”
He told me a week or so later he really appreciated my giving him the okay to do what the
Marines needed to do. After that night, I don’t recall anybody shooting at the Embassy.
Americans, including myself, were shot at by the insurgents away from the Embassy
compound, but the Embassy was safe.

Q: How did the situation evolve? Was there a sizable contingent of US troops sent in to
occupy the Embassy compound?

BUSHNELL: On Thursday many more Marines landed. By Friday morning the 82™
Airborne had taken the main airport. The OAS [Organization of American States] soon
decided to send in troops from various member countries. During the next week troops
came from several countries, but the first troops were from the 82nd Airborne Division
and the Marines, and American soldiers did most of the work to stabilize the situation.
But it was important to have the political support from throughout the hemisphere
through the OAS resolutions.

To catch up with another key element of this story I should add a bit about the fighting on
Tuesday, the day my family was evacuated, and Wednesday when we evacuated from the
polo field and the Marines came in during the afternoon. Santo Domingo is located on a
river. The bulk of the city is on the Western side of the river, while the international
airport is on the Eastern side of the river. At the time there was really only one bridge
across the river in the city. It was not until Tuesday about noon, I had just returned to the
Embassy, that General Wessin moved toward the city of Santo Domingo with his
armored force from the East where he was based. At this point the bridge became key. It
was located next to a poor area, a slum area, on its western (city) side. There were
thousands of people near the bridge, and somebody, I have no idea who it was, started
organizing these people, men, women, and children, and lined them up near the western
approach to the bridge. When General Wessin y Wessin and his column of tanks crossed
the bridge, they basically had two choices. They could start shooting and move forward
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into these hundreds or even thousands of people with great bloodshed. Or Wessin’s
column could stop or return to its barracks without entering the main part of the city
which was held by the civilian Rebels. There were only the two choices. The other way
by which the tank column could enter Santo Domingo was to go many miles around and
up river and them down the other side. The tank column stopped and sat there. The crowd
celebrated a great victory. I guess that it was the following Monday or Tuesday, a week
later, that the tank column crossed the river further up and some of the tanks entered the
city from the North.

Stopping the tanks was presented as a great victory for the insurgents, who were trying to
develop some kind of organization and get somebody in charge of the city itself and then
extend this to the rural areas of the country. Everything continued to be chaotic because
the crowds sensed that there wasn’t any government in charge.

Q: Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker was very much involved there.

BUSHNELL: He was the American Ambassador to the OAS [Organization of American
States].

Q: Did you get to know him?

BUSHNELL: Oh, yes, I was assigned to him. There was an area, mainly the center of the
city, which was held by the Rebels. They had an area covering a couple hundred blocks
where they had many supporters. They limited access to that area, so moving from one
side of the city to the other was difficult.. The American forces surrounded this area and
protected a corridor across that key bridge to the main airport. Eventually, the Dominican
Army was able to control the areas around the city.

Eventually there was a Committee of “Three Wise Men” from the OAS which assumed
the main role of arbitration. The three were American OAS Ambassador Ellsworth
Bunker; Salvadoran Ambassador Clairmont Duenas, and Penna Marinho of Brazil.. This
committee came to Santo Domingo in an effort to negotiate a solution to the standoff
situation. One of the first among many problems in the Dominican Republic, was getting
the economy working. I was assigned, and I don’t mean a formal assignment in
Washington but an in-place detail, to the OAS [Organization of American States]. [ was
given an OAS armband, which I wore as part of the OAS Emergency Mission. The OAS
sent other people to the Dominican Republic, as time went on, including the Secretary
General of the OAS.

But I am getting ahead of the story. A few days after the troops arrived, I was still staying
at the Embajador Hotel, which we had taken over to provide a secure place to stay. One
evening I saw Tony Solomon walking through the lobby. I said to him: “What the hell are
you doing here?” He said: “The President sent me down to work the economy.” With him
were Bill Stedman and Gerry Lamberty of ARA and Adam Yarmolinsky, Principal
Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense (International Affairs). I asked where they were
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staying, and they indicated they did not have any plan. I suggested we reoccupy my house,
which we did. They lived, or one might say camped, with me for a couple weeks.
Actually it turned out much better than camping or eating military meals-ready-to-eat.
Because Adam was a senior Defense official he had military aides who would helicopter
out to the ships and bring back steaks and other real food, which was hard to find in Santo
Domingo. Fortunately, our maid returned to cook for us within a couple of days.

Before I ran into Solomon in the hotel we shared one other Dominican experience. Before
the troops arrived, soon after families departed, Solomon reached me on the phone. He
said he was at the White House. President Johnson was looking at all of these reports
about fighting and unrest in the northern and western parts of the Dominican Republic.
He said: “What do you make of all that?” I said: “I don’t know anything about it. I
haven’t heard such reports. Nobody’s moving around. Everybody’s staying at home.
These reports sound exaggerated, but I can’t say they’re not true.” He said: “We’ve got to
find out. The President wants to know what is going on and not just stories from
overheard phone calls. Why don’t you send some people out into the countryside to find
out?” I said: “What people are you talking about? I don’t have any people with the
experience and guts to wander around the countryside which is certainly not secure.” He
said: “We will send you people to do this.” I said: “It’s a very uncertain situation. It
requires people who are fluent in Spanish and self-starters who can take care of
themselves and are experienced in Latin rural areas and imaginative.” He agreed. I
thought to myself that it would be a few weeks before we saw many people meeting these
requirements.

But, a few hours later Solomon called me back and said: “You have people coming in
from all over the Western Hemisphere. We’re getting out orders to AID and State people.
Everybody’s fluent in Spanish. Everybody’s senior. You’re going to have Navy
communicators who will establish a real-time communications system. Make up teams of
the officers and communicators. They’ll be coming in tomorrow.” [Laughter] I was
amazed. I remember Larry Harrison from San Jose and Larry Pezzullo, who later told me
that he was telephoned from the Embassy in Bolivia in the middle of the night. The
Embassy had received a NIACT IMMEDIATE [Night Action, IMMEDIATE priority
telegram], which meant that the Embassy had to take immediate action on it. He said that
he rushed to the Embassy to read the telegram. It was very short. It said: “You’re to be on
Flight So-and-So leaving at 6:00 AM. You’re going to the Dominican Republic. Bring
appropriate clothing and a flashlight with batteries.” [Laughter]

The Department of State sent very high quality people. They were pulled with no notice
from all over Latin America to fly to Miami and then on military aircraft to the
Dominican Republic. I was certainly impressed by what an order from the President could
do. I set up a plan for these officers to go out in pairs, each with a Navy communicator, to
seven different areas of the country. They said: “What are we going to do for vehicles?” |
said: “There’s a car rental place down the street. Go down and rent some vehicles.” They
rented vehicles and headed out in different directions all over the country, on the
assumption that something important might be going on anywhere. My office in the
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Embassy Annex in Santo Domingo was set up as the center of the communications
system with a couple of Navy communicators always on duty. Somebody suggested, and
it wasn’t my idea, that this was like having Old Mother Hubbard and her seven
cupboards. They were soon sending in reports that they found people starving but
virtually no political or military activity. However, people in some of these areas had
probably been starving for 300 years or so. At any rate I could soon report with
confidence to Washington that the countryside was calm and normal.

I found Deputy Assistant Secretary Tony Solomon at the hotel about six in the evening
and we then reoccupied my house. We then went to the Embassy to get to work. After my
brief description of the economic situation, Tony said, “We must get food into the city
and distributed.” One of the officers asked me: “Where is rice stored?” I said: “I don’t
know for sure, but I think there is a warehouse inside the Agricultural Bank a dozen
blocks away.” Tony said: “Let’s go over there and find out.” By this time it was well into
the evening, perhaps 10:00PM. Tony Solomon and Adam Yarmolinsky, and perhaps Bill
Stedman also, got into my car. The American military had provided me with protection
by this time because people had shot at my car on several occasions. I was assigned a
jeep, or, rather, one of the vehicles now called Humvees [which had replaced the jeeps in
the US armed forces] to follow me around everywhere. There was a machine gun
mounted on the top of the Humvee, controlled by a soldier. This made it a lot easier to
move around.

I drove my car followed by the machine-gun jeep and then a car with the rest of the
Washington visitors. We pulled into the parking lot of the Agricultural Bank. Suddenly
rifles appeared seemingly from everywhere in the building. All aimed at us. I should have
anticipated that the Agricultural Bank would have more than its usual guards and that
they would be nervous at night in the middle of such chaos. They didn’t know who we
were or what we were doing. But for the deterrent effect of the machine gun on the
Humvee they might have opened fire. It was a nervous moment.

We explained who we were and, once we got out of the car and walked up to the door,
what we wanted. We were politely directed to the house of the manager of the Bank. We
went three or four blocks up the street. The houses were completely dark. We tried to
raise somebody a the Bank manager’s house, but could not. Later I learned he and his
family were at home, but they were terrified that we were some sort of a kidnapping
squad.

The next day I located the manager of the Agricultural Bank. It didn’t have a warehouse
of any significance at the Bank itself, but the bank had warehouses in the countryside. We
arranged a deal by which we would send them rice under the PL 480 arrangement [US
surplus agricultural commodities] as soon as we could to replace rice they had and they
would truck in that rice to feed the city. Then the Agricultural Bank couldn’t find trucks
to bring in the rice, so we had to hire trucks ourselves. We distributed this rice free to get
food to the people. I drew cash on AID’s account from the Central Bank, and some of my
volunteer businessmen and Peace Corp volunteers arranged the trucks and paid the
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drivers in cash, including reimbursement for bribes paid at checkpoints to the “loyal”
Dominican military or to Rebels; both had checkpoints around the city.

Because of the highest level support in Washington our team was able to do things which
otherwise could never have been done and to do them with speed and efficiency. One of
the major problems was that all banks were closed; merchants really did not want to sell
what stocks they had because they had no place to deposit the cash received and were
afraid it would be stolen. Most people had exhausted what cash they had and could not
access their bank accounts for cash or to pay their employees. The main offices of almost
all the banks were in the downtown area, except for the Central Bank and the Ministry of
Finance, which were both outside the central city, as were the American Embassy and
most of the other Embassies. There were branches of several US banks in Santo
Domingo, and senior US managers were generally still there, but they had no access to
their offices and safes in the Rebel area. We asked what it would take to get them
operating in temporary locations. They said they would have to have guarantees against
loses. Tony Solomon said: “That’s great! We’ll give them guarantees from the Overseas
Private Investment Corporation [OPIC].” I said: “What kind of a guarantee is that?” He
said: “I don’t know. We’ll give them whatever guarantee they need.” He got on the phone
to Washington.

I don’t know what they did in Washington. But a day or two later I met with the local
managers of the National City Bank and Chase Bank [two large New York banks]. They
were as surprised as [ was, but they had been notified by their head offices that a
guarantee was being provided and they should coordinate with our team and get up and
operating in temporary locations. Within 24 hours they had located their tellers and other
employees and opened for business in a couple of locations outside the central center
where I arranged for American military presence for security. They had some back up
records and the knowledge of their managers concerning some of their customers to
whom they were prepared to advance funds from their accounts, and of course they were
prepared to accept deposits from both old and new customers. Toward the end of the first
day they were open I went to the National City Bank. I found there was money, in cash,
everywhere. Money was stacked up covering the desks of the managers and stacked in the
corners of the rooms. I never saw anything like it. Everybody was coming to deposit their
money.

Q: Was it in American dollars?

BUSHNELL: No, in Dominican pesos, which at that time exchanged for US dollars on a
one for one basis. Many merchants had sold their stocks in the preceding days. Given the
lawlessness and insecurity people with cash were eager to put it in the bank as soon as the
bank opened. People were coming in with these gigantic cash deposits. The banks
couldn’t find enough tellers to count the money. One bank manager told me he was going
to operate 24 hours a day. I said: “That’s unheard of.” He said: “I never had business like
this and a guarantee like this!”
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With the OAS forces providing security, produce began coming in from the countryside.
In some cases the Mother Hubbard teams were able to encourage such shipments. There
were still major food problems for people in the downtown area of Santo Domingo which
the Rebels continued to hold. Otherwise things quickly began to get back toward normal.
At least food was available; power was restored, and water was never cut off.

One of the problem areas on which I spent the most time was getting the Central Bank of
the Dominican Republic functioning and keeping it from being misused by the
Dominican military . I had a couple of good US educated friends, who although young
had senior positions at the Central Bank. I would stop by to see them almost every day at
some point, at first at their apartments which were not too far from the Embassy and later
also at the Central Bank once they returned to work. They had sources all over the city
and gave me a great deal of information on what was going on, both economically and
politically.

In the first days of the uprising the Central Bank, which was just a couple of blocks up the
street from the American Embassy, had come under fire, and the telephone system had
been knocked out. There were many divisions among the senior staff of the Bank with
some officials supporting one or another side. Coupled with general fear and the physical
destruction, the Bank staff was simply not operating. My friends said Bank President
Fernandez, who was in Washington at the annual Inter-American Development Bank
meeting, was needed to bring the staff together. We wanted to get the Central Bank
operating so the National City Bank and Chase would have some place to put all the cash
being deposited in their new branches. I called the Department of State, and officers there
arranged to get Fernandez back to Santo Domingo.

Q: Whom did you call in Washington?

BUSHNELL: I don’t remember. It might have been Ken Crockett on the Dominican desk
in the Department of State or someone on the Dominican Task Force; I don’t recall.

Q: Was Crockett the Director of ECP [economic affairs] on the Dominican desk?

BUSHNELL: Crockett was head of the Dominican desk. I might have talked to Don
Palmer of ECP. I think I also put the gist of what I had learned in a cable to the
Department; during that period I was preparing a wrap-up cable every evening, largely
covering economic matters. Anyway, within hours someone called me to say the
President of the Dominican Central Bank would return to Santo Domingo the next day at
a certain hour and I should meet him at the airport. I went out to the airport with my trusty
Humvee with the machine gun behind me.

The US Air Force plane landed with the President of the Central Bank. Both the
Dominican and US military officials at the airport were sort of nonplused. He was the
only passenger on the Air Force jet direct from Washington. I was driving myself. He got
in my car planeside where we had been directed by the troops guarding the airport. I was

86



using a car left behind by some businessman because my personal car was out of gas. We
drove into Santo Domingo. We didn’t go in the most direct way through the city because
of the Rebel strong points. Instead we followed the corridor controlled by the OAS forces.
All of a sudden the machine gun on the Humvee behind us opened up [began firing]. I’ll
tell you, an experience like that, particularly when you’re not expecting it, is a big shock.
It was all I could do to avoid crashing the car. I saw nothing to provoke the firing. If I had
seen somebody pointing a gun at us, I might have expected this gunfire. However, I was
engaged in conversation with Fernandez, the President of the Central Bank, explaining
what was going on in the economy. All of a sudden this machine gun right behind us
opened up. Fortunately, I didn’t lose control of the car, and I wasn’t going very fast. We
didn’t stop but went on to Fernandez’s house. We went into his house where his family
was delighted to see him. When I came out, I asked our military: “What caused all of this
firing?” They said: “It looked as if some guy was pointing a gun at us on the roof
overlooking us.” It really was a scary episode. It was more of a problem for Fernandez
than for me. I was at least aware of the general situation. Fernandez was not fully aware
of it, at least until that point. Even several years later, when I saw Fernandez, he said he
still hadn’t fully recovered from that shock. He said that he would wake up in the middle
of the night and think that he was hearing shooting.

About a week after the OAS Forces landed I began hearing that the Dominican military
and the so-called government they had then organized, which largely controlled the
country outside the city of Santo Domingo, wanted access to the funds in the Central
Bank. The Dominican Army was planning to strengthen itself politically by taking out a
big loan, obtaining the money from the Central Bank and distributing it to its various
units. They were pressuring the members of the Board of Directors of the Central Bank to
vote to give the Army this loan. When some directors refused, the de facto government
replaced them on the Board. No newspapers were publishing so there was no public
source for what was going on. However, notes would be placed on my car letting me
know that someone was replaced or some action taken; also my Central Bank friends
worked hard to keep me informed.

One evening [ was told by my Dominican friends that the Army only needed one more
vote on the Board of Directors of the Central Bank for authority to take out this big loan.
Therefore, since I was then Economic Adviser to the OAS Mission in the Dominican
Republic, I reported to Ambassador Bunker and to the other two members of the OAS Ad
Hoc Committee that placing such a large amount of money in circulation would cause
serious inflation and force an eventual devaluation of the Dominican peso, which had
been at par with the dollar for a century. The OAS Committee decided the Central Bank,
which was in the zone controlled by OAS forces, should not extend the loan to the
Dominican Army. To implement this decision Ambassador Bunker and I met that night
with Lt. General Bruce Palmer Jr., who commanded the US forces and was Deputy
Commander of the Inter-American Peace Force. General Palmer assigned an g2
Airborne unit to me. The officers of that unit worked with me to develop a plan to prevent
this Dominican Army raid on the Central Bank.
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The following morning, I went to the Central Bank with about half the couple hundred
troops assigned. The troops deployed in small groups all around the outside of the Central
Bank which occupied a full city block. The other troops were nearby in reserve. [ went
into the building and told the senior officials of the bank about the OAS decision. They
had already observed the American troops all around the bank. I told the bank officers,
most of whom I had worked with before, that we didn’t want to handle this matter in a
confrontational way and that I hoped we could work out procedures such that the Bank
could keep working and our troop presence would be as inconspicuous as possible. The
Bank managers were cooperative. They arranged to have all the weapons in the Bank
turned over to some of the American troops whom I brought in to occupy the garage
under the building. The troop presence outside the building was reduced to a minimum.
Procedures were established such that the only Bank entry and exit was through the
garage. The American troops would search any containers leaving the building, and cash
could leave only with written permission from me. Of course if someone had a little
money in a hand bag or wallet, that was alright. There was no restriction on money
coming into the Bank. At this point few Bank employees were coming to work, so the
troops gained experience with monitoring the flow of people before the volume was
great. The Bank gave me an office and a secretary, and for the next weeks I spent a few
hours most days in the Central Bank.

The first day the American troops worked hard to get their positions well established.
They set up a recoilless rifle just inside the garage aimed at the driveway down to the
basement. The next day a truckload of Dominican Army soldiers pulled up at the Bank.
Some American soldiers told me it was two truckloads of soldiers. The Dominican
soldiers had their weapons at the ready. The officer in command of the American Army
detachment ordered the garage door raised which revealed the recoilless rifle pointed
more or less at the Dominican Army truck with the crew aiming the gun. The Dominicans
saw this impending confrontation, and two of the Dominican soldiers literally ran away.
They just took off. The American troops thought that was a terrible example of discipline.
The rest of the Dominicans got back into their truck and drove off, and that was the last
we saw of them. One of my Dominican friends told me he had heard that the military sent
this unit to challenge the Americans and get money from the Central Bank.

The operation at the Central Bank ran smoothly. But there were problems at the Finance
Ministry, which was located a block and a half down the street from the Central Bank.
After the military situation was more or less stabilized for a couple of weeks the so-called
loyal Dominican military was attempting to establish a civilian government the OAS
mission could work with. At one point I was sent by Ambassador Bunker to deal with
some of the Dominican military and politicians who were selecting cabinet officers for
this new government. Ambassador Bunker told me the Dominicans had agreed to appoint
a Minister of Finance, a Minister of Agriculture, and perhaps other cabinet officers who,
in Bunker’s words, “Would be acceptable to me.” The three or four Dominican Army
officers and civilians had a short list of about four names, and those on the list were
among the biggest crooks in the country. It was as though they were making a list of the
most corrupt. [Laughter]
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It was disconcerting to me, because it seemed awkward for me to reject everyone they
were suggesting. Thus I went into a long explanation of how whoever was selected would
have to make a lot of unpopular decisions to get the economy working. Thus, I said, it
would be a disaster for the long-term political career of those selected. The Dominicans
said they had not thought of that aspect and their candidates might not like that aspect. I
also mentioned in passing the need for honesty. They asked me for suggestions. I said:
“Why don’t you pick some career person who has had much experience in the Ministry of
Finance to run it?”” They ultimately picked a man who had worked in the Ministry of
Finance for some 30 years, including under the Trujillo dictatorship. This man was a
good, solid technician, so he became the Minister of Finance.

I would call on this newly-appointed Minister of Finance every day and see how things
were going. He was having lots of problems because he wouldn’t give the Dominican
military much money. When I went into his office one day, probably not more than a
week after he was appointed, he said: “John, I can’t do this job.” I said: “Why not?” He
said: “Just look at the ceiling”. Sure enough the ceiling was full of bullet holes. He
continued: “I have a lot of problems with the Dominican military. When I tell them I
wouldn’t give them money, they threaten me and start shooting.” He said: “I can’t stand
up to them. They’ve got all of the guns.” I said: “The thing to do is to have a rule that no
guns can be brought into the Ministry of Finance.” He said: “That would be a great idea,
but how will you do it.”

I discussed the situation with Ambassador Bunker and General Palmer. Then with their
authorization I took some American troops from the 82nd Airborne Division and
stationed them around the Ministry of Finance. I gave them the order that no guns could
be admitted to the Ministry of Finance. Seldom in diplomatic life are you ever able to do
anything where you can see an early direct result of what you do. But the next day, or
maybe it was two days later, | was walking from the Central Bank the block and a half to
the Ministry of Finance. When I saw a couple of cars halt in front of the Ministry of
Finance. A bunch of Dominican military officers got out of these cars. I could see that
they were armed, mainly with side arms, although some of them had rifles. I quickened
my pace to get to the Ministry of Finance and see what was going to happen. A big
soldier from the 82nd Airborne, I think he was a Private, although I don’t remember what
his rank was, and it isn’t important anyway, was the only American soldier visible on the
scene. He was standing guard at the main entrance. There was also a big guard post inside
the building, and another post in the back. He was faced with about 10 Dominican
soldiers.

One of these Dominican soldiers, an officer, probably a Colonel, started to march up to
this American soldier and appeared about to walk right past him into the building. The
Colonel may have said something to him, although the American soldier probably didn’t
understand what the Colonel said. Then the American soldier executed what I consider a
perfect maneuver. As the Colonel approached him, he brought up his M-16 rifle, which
had a bayonet fixed to it, and placed the blade of his bayonet right up against the
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Colonel’s neck. That Colonel stopped short because he was right up against the bayonet.
There was a very noticeable pause. Everybody held their breath. Then the Dominican
Colonel turned around, waved his hand, and all of the Dominican troops got back into the
cars and drove off, burning rubber.

As usual, there were a lot of people standing around on the street, vendors, the
unemployed, and others walking by, who, the minute the Dominican troops left, all broke
out in cheers. They applauded the American soldier. They were yelling in approval that
this one American soldier had turned back this Dominican Colonel from the Ministry of
Finance. I walked over to the American soldier to congratulate him. After that, there were
no more such incidents in front of the Ministry of Finance. I put the soldier in for a
commendation.

Q: You were reporting directly to Ambassador Bunker. What was Ambassador Bunker’s
role during that period?

BUSHNELL: Ambassador Bunker was the US member of the three person OAS Ad Hoc
Committee supervising the maintenance of peace and the return to normalcy in the
Dominican Republic. I wore my OAS armband. The things I was doing, and we were
doing, were in the name and under the aegis of the OAS. The couple of hundred US
troops deployed in and around the Dominican Central Bank also had OAS armbands as
did those deployed at the Ministry of Finance. However, my OAS role was not a formal
assignment; I continued to operate as a part of the Embassy staff and to report to the
Economic Counselor and Ambassador Bennett.

Gradually, the situation calmed down after the widespread fighting and looting during the
first week of the rebellion. Troops from other, Latin American, countries arrived in the
Dominican Republic. These troops contributed to a strange and an amusing situation for
me. My main job was trying to get economic activity restored in the face of the political
stalemate with the Rebels holding the downtown area of the city, surrounded by the OAS
military, and the Dominican military, what was left, controlling the rest of the country.
The political stalemate wasn’t my problem, but my concern was to take steps such that
this political stalemate would not continue virtually to stop the Dominican economy for
an indefinite period of time.

We were trying to get the Dominican economy going. One problem was that a lot of
people were Dominican Government employees, and government employees had not
been paid. In the private sector many employers found ways to give their people at least
some money. We decided Dominican Government employees would be paid with USAID
[Agency for International Development] funds. We would extend loans and use the
money derived to pay all of the Dominican Government employees. These generally quite
poor employees would, of course, spend their wages quickly, generating a surge in
demand and economic activity.

Paying the civilian employees of the Dominican Government wasn’t difficult. I worked
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with the Ministry of Finance people. The Dominicans designated various sites where
salaries would be paid. They had the payrolls on hand for the previous month and used
them to pay Dominican Government employees. However, it was not so easy to pay the
Dominican military. In my view, it was important to pay the Dominican military. We
couldn’t afford to let them go hungry. At the same time, I knew there were a lot of ghosts
in the Dominican military [phantom soldiers who really didn’t exist]. This had also been
the case in the Congo and in South Vietnam. The Dominican commanders were paid for
the number of troops on their rosters. If they had a roster of 100 troops, they would pay
those, say 50, actually present, and the commander would pocket the salaries of the other
troops listed but not actually present for duty. Sometimes these extra funds would be used
for food or other supplies, but usually they went into the officers’ pockets. I didn’t see any
way that we could pay ghosts and give that windfall to a bunch of Dominican officers
who where doing very little to overcome the major problems of the country. The
proportion of ghosts would now be even larger because quite a few actual soldiers had
simply gone home during the fighting.

When I reviewed this issue with Ambassador Bunker, he saw a great opportunity to use
some of the Latin American officers. American officers, because of the language
problem, would not be able to tell if Dominican officers were paying only those
physically present. But officers from other Latin countries, who had had far more
experience with ghosts and also had the language, could do so. We told the Dominican
military we would send Latin American officers with the payroll list which they had used
the previous month and the cash to pay the troops to each unit. Copies of these payrolls
were on file in the Ministry of Finance. [ was fascinated with the process they worked
out. The Dominican commanding officers would call the roll. The soldiers would come
forward and, after identifying themselves, the Latin America OAS officers would pay
them, either counting out the money themselves of watching as a Dominican finance
officer did so. If a person was not there, he was not paid. The Dominican Army saw this
as a terrible invasion of its rights and thought we should just give them the money.
Finally, I told the American officers making the arrangements with the Dominican
officers just to tell the Dominicans that there were a lot of ghosts on the payroll whom we
weren’t going to pay.

The various Latin American military contingents sent groups of officers to be briefed on
the operation by American and OAS officers. Each paying officer was assigned a
particular unit, or two or three, to pay. Then they came to me to get the cash funds. It was
not simple to provide the cash because it had to be in the right combination of small bills
so that each soldier could be paid the same amount he had received the previous month. It
was quite a big group of Hondurans, Brazilians, a couple of Uruguayans, and other Latin
military needing to pick up cash. I actually filled out a receipt and had each of them sign
it as they got the money.

By the time we got all the arrangement made, the earliest we could pay was a Monday.

The helicopters and vehicles would leave early Monday morning so I needed to place the
cash with the paying officers no later than Sunday night. On Friday I went to the Central

91



Bank before its vaults were all locked up for the weekend. I took out the equivalent of
about $500,000 in small bills. With the help of the American soldiers guarding the
Central Bank I loaded this money into my Volkswagen and drove the two blocks to the
American Embassy. We still had a lot of American soldiers stationed around the
Embassy. I said to them: “Will somebody help me bring these boxes into the Embassy?”’
As one of these soldiers lifted a cardboard box, the top opened, and he shouted: “My God,
it’s money! I have never seen so much money in my whole life.” I put the money into a
large Embassy safe for safekeeping. Then I locked it up, because it was going to be sitting
there until Sunday afternoon.

When he heard of this arrangement, the DCM in the Embassy, Bill Connett, said: “John, I
know you do a lot of strange things, but something tells me that you’ve got a safe in there
that’s absolutely full of money!” I said: “Yes, I do.” He said: “What?” I told him about
our role in paying the Dominican forces using officers assigned to the OAS Mission in
the Dominican Republic with American troops providing helicopter and vehicle support
to take these OAS troops out to the various locations where they were going to pay the
troops. The DCM was somewhat nonplused to learn that the Embassy was being used to
store this money, but he limited himself to suggesting that I do not do that again.

Of course, most of the officers from these other countries assigned to make the payments
were not finance officers. They were usually combat soldiers. They had never dealt with
payroll or any other financial matters in their own forces. It was all strange to them. Many
had never handled so much cash, especially the Honduras officers. I told them they would
have to sign for the money. Either they could use their own people and count the money
or leave the counting to me. They naturally preferred to count the money and, fortunately,
they counted it right. The Hondurans felt they should personally count the money bill by
bill, even the money in packages prepared by the Central Bank and labeled so many bills
of a certain denomination.

Q: Were you keeping all of the records?

BUSHNELL: In a time of crisis, you have to be less bureaucratic than at other times. I
signed a receipt to take this money out of the Central Bank, so that OAS emergency funds
would reimburse the Bank for it. I had had the Central Bank divide the money into pay
packets, so handling it was relatively easy. Each paying officer received an amount based
on the previous month payroll for the units he would pay. An officer had a payroll, say of
$20,000, which he had to count out. We noted on an inventory of the payrolls what OAS
officer got how much. When he returned whatever remained at the end of his mission,
that amount was also noted. I don’t know how much they might have taken, but, as far as
I know, the OAS officers didn’t rip off anything. Most brought back large amounts, in
some cases over half the funds they had taken. We took everybody at their word. I was
assisted by a junior FSO on his second assignment overseas.

Q: It must have been an extraordinary experience for him.
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BUSHNELL: It was an extraordinary experience for all of us..
Q: Did you send in any reports on this?

BUSHNELL: During this period each day after I would finish at the Central Bank and
whatever else [ was doing, and after stopping by the Embajador Hotel to see Ambassador
Bunker, I would come back to the Embassy...

O: At 10:00 PM.

BUSHNELL: Often it was 9:00 or 10:00 PM. Then I would prepare a my daily Sitrep
[Situation Report] cable on the economic and related situations. I don’t know that I
prepared a detailed report on paying the troops, but I am sure I covered it in the sitreps.
Copies of these reports must be somewhere in the files of the State Department, but |
have never seen them

As we began to get the economic situation normalized, Ambassador Bunker began to use
me on some military/security matters. Bunker’s principal role was to act as a middleman
between the Dominican military and its new government and the Rebels in trying to
maintain a cease-fire and work out a compromise settlement. He invited me to participate
in some of these negotiations, as one of his associates. We had an unstable military
situation. The Rebel area essentially had a river on one side, the sea on another side, the
82nd Division on a third side, and the US Marines on the fourth side. The most unstable
place was the corner where the US Marines and the 82nd Airborne intersected. The
Dominican insurgents took advantage of the limited coordination between our Army and
Marine forces. They would go down into that corner of the city in the middle of the night
and send dogs and cats running out. Either the Marines or the Airborne would see the
movement and would start shooting. Of course many of the bullets would cross the corner
into the lines of the other US military organization, which would then start firing back. It
was a dangerous and deadly game. I found a Dominican who knew that area of the city
well, and he worked with our military to improve our lines so there were fewer friendly
fire incidents.

At one point, the shooting started, as it did most nights, in the corner of the city between
the Marines and the Airborne Division. But then it spread, and there was a lot of shooting
into the downtown area as our military saw mortars and other weapons being used against
them from that area. Heavy weapons were used causing a lot of damage and casualties in
the downtown Rebel area. On the next morning we had a negotiating session with the
Rebels. I went with Ambassador Bunker, the Salvadorian Ambassador, and a couple of
others. Perhaps the third member of the OAS Commission wasn’t there that day. Shop
windows had been shot out all around the government building where we met. There
were shards of glass all over the city. There was more damage than I had thought. We
were told that several people were killed, although I don’t know whether this was true or
not. The Rebel leaders were very angry, and the large crowd outside even more angry.
The session did not go well despite Ambassador Bunker’s efforts to advance an
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agreement on a cease-fire and negotiate some access for the OAS to government offices
in the downtown area. When we departed, there was an even bigger crowd than usual
standing around in the street and the steps of the building. It was angry and yelling at us. |
got into the second car, an Embassy car and driver, together with Bunker’s State
Department interpreter; I believe his name was Barnes. The rest of the delegation was in
the first car.

The driver tried to start our car. However, it wouldn’t start. The first car started to pull
out, with the military escort following. The crowd began rocking our car, back and forth
from side to side, yelling at us and calling us murders.. I was afraid that the car might turn
over, but fortunately it didn’t. Just as some of the crowd seemed to be gathering metal
beams to attack our car, it finally started, and we pressed through the crowd to join the
convoy.

These were interesting times because one had to become operational in a way which was
unusual in the Foreign Service. My days, and evenings, were filled in order to keep up
with the operations at the Central Bank, the Finance Ministry, the Agricultural Bank, and
the reporting at Mother Hubbard. I also tried to visit contacts to find out what was
happening or about to happen. There was a great deal of coordination with the military,
Bunker’s office, AID, and the Embassy. This was an interesting and exciting time.

There were funny things that happened. As I said, we had all these senior US officers out
and around the country - the seven cupboards. I had a little list in my pocket which
identified where each team was so, when I got a report that team three reported
something, I could remind myself where team three was. The insurgents controlled the
main telephone exchange which was downtown, so they controlled the phones. Most of
the people I knew said their phones didn’t work. However, my phone at home worked
most of the time, although I assumed that the insurgents were listening.

One night after midnight the Navy communicators in my Embassy office (Mother
Hubbard) phoned me at home and reported that they had just had a message from one of
the teams that there was a little shooting in its town. It didn’t sound as if this incident
amounted to much, so I hung up the phone and went back toward my bed. Before I
reached the bed, the phone rang again. I picked it up, and a male voice said in Spanish:
“This Number 3 is such and such town?” I said: “Who are you?”” The man at the other
end said: “You know, I get paid to listen to the phones.” I said: “Oh, you control my
phone.” He said: “Oh, yes, but where is Number 3?” I said: “I’ve been wanting to call my
wife in the United States, but I don’t know how to get through to her.” He said: “Oh, I
could take care of that. What’s her number?” I gave it to him and, sure enough, he got her
on the phone. During most of my career abroad I was used to the idea that most of the
time my phones were monitored. However, this was one of the only times when it was
directly confirmed..

Q: And the listener turned out to be helpful.
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BUSHNELL: I just took advantage of him. Why not?

Q: There was a lot of criticism of the United States, in Latin America and elsewhere.
People recalled the US “invasion” and occupation of the Dominican Republic of 1916 to
1924.

BUSHNELL: However, this time we were converting the chaos into something like
stability. Ultimately, an OAS-supervised election was negotiated and held peacefully. In
the normal course of diplomacy you continue talks until people finally reached
agreement. [ won’t go into the details of this process. Some of the Dominican insurgent
leaders, Caamano and some of the others, were allowed to go to Cuba. The insurgent
leaders were supposed to give up their guns. The Dominican military was supposed to
back off, and free elections were to be held. That was basically what was involved in the
negotiations.

Q: Ambassador Bunker was the main US negotiator.
BUSHNELL: He was the main negotiator.
Q: I think that he was more or less totally involved in this for a couple of years.

BUSHNELL: A couple of years? I don’t think that it took that long. The Dominican
presidential elections took place the next year, in 1966.

Q: So what did you think of this experience?

BUSHNELL: I left Santo Domingo at the end of August, 1965. By that time things had
calmed down although the negotiations were still going on. As I recall, peace talks
continued for a couple of months after I left but were concluded by the end of 1965. By
the time I departed the number of foreign troops in the Dominican Republic had been
reduced. As things were getting back to normal, my wife was able to return in July, 1965.

Q: She had been in the United States?

BUSHNELL: She had been with her family in New Jersey after a few days in Puerto Rico
where the Navy ship took her. She and other dependents were allowed to come back
because there really was no longer a major security threat. The only problem was getting
around because of the OAS lines and the control of downtown by the Rebels. It was of
course disconcerting to have so many soldiers around. But even before the uprising it was
not unusual to have the men at the next table in a restaurant with side arms and even rifles
leaning against their table. By July, 1965, things had not completely returned to normal,
but I had moved out of the OAS offices in the Central Bank, and a lot of things were as
they had previously been. The Mother Hubbard operation was closed down before the end
of May. By August most of my reporting was back to normal. I had resumed drafting the
quarterly and semi-annual economic reports under the CERP [Combined Economic
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Reporting Program]. I also worked on an UNCLASSIFIED version of a history of our
economic involvement in the Dominican Republic in 1965, although it was hard for me to
get time to do it. I continued to work on this until I left the Dominican Republic. I wore
the OAS armband some of the time until I left.

Q: Well, this was an absolutely unique experience by any standard.

BUSHNELL: In retrospect it was amazing that as a quite junior officer I had had so much
responsibility. By July and August, 1965, we had all kinds of additional Americans
assigned to the Embassy. The AID Mission was expanding by several people a week. At
one point in May or June I counted 25 FBI agents on TDY to the Embassy. One of the
things we considered was how useful the Emergency and Evacuation Plan was. I have to
admit that I had never seen the evacuation plan for the Embassy in Santo Domingo until I
asked for a copy of it after the event. It had assumed that we would be able to evacuate
when necessary from the Santo Domingo airport.

Q: So you think that evacuation plans are relatively useless? They might be useful in
getting you to think of what might be required.

BUSHNELL.: I think we should have good evacuation plans and they should be kept up to
date. There are many things that one can do in advance that will simplify and facilitate
implementing the plan in an emergency. We evacuated most of the Embassy people, on
short notice, without making all of the arrangements that we should have made. Now the
evacuation plans are well prepared. All of the details should be in one place so that any
responsible Embassy officer can put his hands on it quickly in case of need.

Q: Did you work with other people at the Embassy on the evacuation plan?

BUSHNELL: I had never worked on the evacuation plan. I was assigned to do two things
during the crisis. One task was to contact other, friendly Embassies and second to run the
evacuation site at the Embajador Hotel. I had a lot of American help in doing this, mainly
businessmen and Peace Corp. I don’t think I had anyone else from the Embassy helping
me aside from several Consular officers who processed US citizens at the hotel and
helped contact other embassies.

Q: Did you have help from the Embassy Security Officer or the Marine Security Guards?

This is Side B of Tape 4 of the interview with John Bushnell. As I was saying, did you
have any American help in searching for Americans?

BUSHNELL: There might have been a couple of enlisted men from the MilGroup
[Military Assistance Office]. I remember at one point we needed two or three people to
drive the heavy duty vehicles we had. I don’t recall how they arrived or how we got them.
However, they arrived. I know that [ had an American businessman driving one. The
others might have been driven by people from the MilGroup. Of course, the Americans
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from the Embassy were all involved in getting their families out. They then had other
things they were supposed to be doing. I don’t remember all of the details, but somebody
from the Embassy might have dropped by at some point to help us. I also had people from
other Embassies, such as the Canadians, helping. They were particularly involved in
helping Canadian nationals who had come for evacuation. The British and the French
Embassies also had officers helping us in a similar way. If these people didn’t have any of
their nationals to help, they would help us with Americans.

Q: Can you tell me how many Americans were evacuated? Were there dozens or
hundreds?

BUSHNELL: There were many hundreds to evacuate.

Q: Did this include people from the National City Bank and other American companies?

BUSHNELL: We had a few tourists and quite a few business and NGO families. We
evacuated well over 1,000 people of all nationalities from the Polo field in addition to the
1000, almost all Americans, who had departed by sea the day before.

Q: That’s quite a large number.

BUSHNELL: About half of the 1,000 plus people flown out from the polo field were
Americans. We moved out people from other countries. The biggest problem was not
evacuating Dominicans. The problem was intense in those cases of Americans with
Dominican wives and or children. Evacuating Americans was one thing, but there was a
question whether we would move their wives who were foreign nationals. Ultimately, it
was decided that we would take couples out together, even if the wives were foreign
nationals. There were some Americans who had Dominican parents. I didn’t include
Dominican parents or siblings.

Q: Bob White [later Ambassador to El Salvador] came in during that period, didn’t he?

BUSHNELL: I don’t have any recollection of his being involved, but he might well have
been among the Mother Hubbard crew.

Q: The Embassy was revamped quite a bit.

BUSHNELL: There were quite a few changes, but these were completed over a period of
two or three months. Large numbers of Foreign Service officers and officers from other
agencies were sent to expand the Embassy and to provide some relief for those of us who
had been working 18 hour days and seven day weeks. I'm not sure that many of them

were too usefully employed at this time.

Q: Why FBI agents?

97



BUSHNELL: There was a theory that there were some international, criminal elements in
Santo Domingo. The FBI agents were supposed to help the Dominicans reestablish law
and order and identify communists agitators and criminals. Most of the time, these FBI
agents didn’t seem to have much to do. During the first two weeks of this emergency, we
didn’t have nearly enough people to do what needed to be done. Then we wound up with
so many people that it was difficult to keep them coordinated.

Q: Was the whole AID [Agency for International Development] program pretty well
stopped during this emergency?

BUSHNELL: Yes, for a couple of weeks most economic activity was stopped. AID
officers assigned to every project had to do whatever was necessary to get the programs
going again when the situation calmed down.

Q: Do you remember their names?

BUSHNELL: William Ide was the AID Mission Director when I arrived in Santo
Domingo. He was quite senior. Something happened between him and Tony Solomon,
and Tony put him on the next plane to the United States. I don’t know what happened. It
was well known that Tony Solomon liked can-do types not those always saying what you
can’t do. The legislation on AID had become very complex with many provisions
catering to various US special interest groups; these provisions made it hard for AID to
do things without generating a mountain of paperwork and checking with a multitude of
special interests. AID brought in Alex Firfer who had been AID Mission Director in
Bolivia. He was much more a can-do guy, but the problem in the Dominican Republic
was that there wasn’t much that we could work with. During the spring and summer of
1965 we focused on providing the basic necessities of life to the people. We were not yet
involved in reconstruction or development; those stages came later after I had departed.

Q: Were the AID programs mainly involved with agriculture, education, and so forth?

BUSHNELL: Yes, we had the usual programs. I worked primarily on the program or
balance of payment support lending related to overall economic policies and to a lesser
extent on agricultural and tax technical assistance.

Q: How expensive do you think these programs were? How effective do you think they
were, aside from the immediate crisis? Obviously, you couldn’t do much more than
provide relief to needy families.

BUSHNELL: I don’t know details of how things worked out after the initial crisis and
then the Dominican presidential election in 1966, but partly as a result of greatly
increased assistance as well as foreign investment the Dominican Republic soon entered a
period of rapid economic growth, about 10 percent a year for nearly a decade. It took a
long time to reestablish a broad AID program, but AID then made a tremendous record of
providing assistance. However, I don’t have first hand knowledge or experience with the
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AID program in the Dominican Republic after 1965. During the year I was there, we had
to struggle to keep people from starving. Traditionally, AID programs have suffered from
a great deal of bureaucracy and silly rules for which they have been publicly criticized.

For some years I was criticized publicly, for example by Jack Anderson [a newspaper
columnist who specialized in muck racking articles], because of the detailed and silly
rules of AID. I had found that there was a great need for economic policy change in the
Dominican Republic. With our program lending negotiations we tried to improve the
economic policies so that market forces could allocate resources in ways which would
speed development. Our financial support for these policy changes was then balance of
payments support providing financing for imports and the government budget. Among the
requirements on the expenditure of AID money was a provision that AID had to show
precisely what each dollar was spent on. For example, AID liked to be able to say that
AID spent so much in North Carolina and so much in South Dakota, etc., to buy goods
for AID programs. To meet this AID and legislative requirement for our program lending
I set up a program with the Dominican Central Bank. The Central Bank and the Ministry
of Finance provided AID with copies of the import documents for goods the country
imported from the United States. We then could file these documents to show from the
bureaucratic point-of-view what our AID dollars had purchased.. Meanwhile, the AID
dollars were deposited into the Central Bank account and were indistinguishable from any
other dollars the Central Bank held. Then we and the Dominican officials agreed on how
they would use the local currency received from selling these dollars, i.e. local currency
could be used for schools or road repair or covering government salaries. The AID
records showed that AID paid for US goods imported into the Dominican Republic, and
the requirements of the law were met although no additional US goods were purchased
outside normal commercial trade channels.

The AID legislation and internal regulations provided that AID could not finance a few
types of goods, for example military equipment or jewelry; the list of specific prohibited
goods satisfied one special interest or another. We had provided the officials at the
Dominican Central Bank the full long list of AID prohibited imports so they would not
send us documentation for any of these imports to support the AID financing. I
sometimes signed to certify the documents from the Central Bank. I seldom looked at
them, partly because I was busy and partly because I thought someone in the AID
Controller Office would review them in detail and make sure the numbers added up, but
mainly because I considered this documentation a make-work exercise. On a couple of
occasions AID officers gave me documents which should not have been included, and I
traded them with the Central Bank for other documents covering eligible imports.

Much later, when I was in Costa Rica, I received a phone call and then cables from
Washington because Jack Anderson ran a story criticizing the 1965 AID program in the
Dominican Republic because we had financed pink bidets. AID checked, and bidets were
not on the AID prohibited list, so we probably did include documentation in the AID
package on the import of some pink bidets from the United States. For some years, these
pink bidets were mentioned in various news stories and editorials as an example of
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foolish AID spending. I asked many people if the problem was financing bidets or that
they were pink, but I never got an answer. I never got an official reprimand for these pink
bidets although I remember doing a long explanation for the AID Inspector General or
whatever that office was called at the time. Interestingly nobody ever criticized us for
paying the military during the crisis or not keeping close control over the cash.

Q: Regarding the military personnel who served at the Embassy, were they involved in
your efforts to reduce Dominican military spending and corruption?

BUSHNELL: There was a substantial number of people in the MilGroup and a few
attachés. I personally didn’t have much to do with the military during my assignment in
Santo Domingo. When the two members of the Dominican Triumvirate were trying to use
me to deliver messages to the Dominican military leaders about the need for budget
austerity, I decided in my own mind not to involve our military. I didn’t want to expose
them to pressures from their Dominican colleagues. They had to work with the
Dominican military on a day by day basis. I mentioned the potential role of our military to
Ambassador Bennett. He said he would make sure our military officers knew our firm
position on budget cuts, and he agreed that they should stay out of the issue. He did
arrange for them to give me a lot of useful information, especially about corruption.

Q: Did you involve any USIS [United States Information Service] people in what you
were doing? Did you feel that their activities were worthwhile during this time?

BUSHNELL: Despite Trujillo’s brutal tactics there were two newspapers which
maintained a considerable independence of the dictatorship. They generally expressed an
upper middle class point of view, reflecting their readership. We were able to work
constructively with these newspapers to help move toward democracy. There was a
Dominican radio station which had a similar point of view, although I don’t know as
much about it. The most direct contact I had with USIS was through the press releases
which they issued on the AID program. I often worked with USIS in drafting these and
tried to broaden them to explain the big picture of what we were doing.

During the crisis, the OAS sent to Santo Domingo a lot of their public affairs people. We
had good, public affairs civilians, many, if not most, of them from Latin American. They
were good in positioning the OAS [Organization of American States] in a middle role and
in trying to work out compromises. These people were not yet there when we took over
the Central Bank; fortunately, newspapers were not being published and there was little
news on the radio; thus word of our protecting the Central Bank from the Dominican
military was spread largely by word-of-mouth. My friends in the Central Bank were very
successful in spinning this story in a way which favored the Bank and the OAS. As things
happened later on, these OAS public affairs people were very helpful in explaining how
the Dominican Republic was operating. I think they even operated a Spanish language
radio station,

Q: Was the Peace Corps involved in what you were doing?
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BUSHNELL: Yes, the Peace Corps had a large contingent in the Dominican Republic.
Here as in Colombia, I met with arriving groups of Peace Corps personnel and talked to
them about the Dominican economy. They were mainly stationed outside the city of
Santo Domingo, but some or all were asked to come to the city during the initial days of
the crisis. During the crisis, most of the Peace Corps volunteers were evacuated. Several
young Peace Corps men volunteered to assisted me with the evacuation and they were
allowed to stay.

Q: Before this crisis you were only a little bit involved in reporting on the Dominican
economy?

BUSHNELL: No, I did a lot of reporting during my first months in the country. More
than half the required CERP reports were assigned to me. I covered the government
budget, the balance of payments, and monetary policy, but I tried to do some reporting
placing the technical stuff in a broader context. Even before the crisis the Dominican
economy was in quite a mess. The Dominican Republic under the Trujillo dictatorship
had an economy based on producing a lot of sugar. The sugar plantations were owned
either by the Dominican Government or individuals closely associated with the
Government. The living conditions of a large number of workers on the plantations were
pretty bad. The government plantations were not well managed; equipment was old and
in poor condition; the irrigation systems were not well maintained; productivity was low
in both the fields and the mills; transportation was a bottleneck.

Q: I was thinking of the Dominican sugar quota in the US market, which was a problem
in those days. Were you involved in the negotiations on that?

BUSHNELL: The US quota was not an issue because, with the reallocation of the Cuban
sugar quota after we broke relations with the Castro Government in Cuba in 1959, the
Dominican Republic got a major increase in its sugar quota. Moreover, the world sugar
price was fairly high. The main concern was filling the US quota so it would not be
reduced in subsequent years. The problem was increasing investment and production
through improved management, particularly when most of the production was in the
politicalized public sector. Many, I dare say most, of the politicians and retired military
who ran the sugar plantations and mills had little concept of modern management
techniques; many did not seem to understand the problems of expenditures being higher
than income.

One of the projects which we were trying to develop was the production of fruits and
vegetables for export to the U.S. during the US winter. The AID Mission was trying to
address this market opportunity, but it was hampered by AID regulations designed to
assure that AID did not develop competition for US producers. These regulations did not
seem to address the nuance that US consumers might like some fresh produce in the
winter at low prices. However, you never know what you’re going to find. I found that
former Vice President of the U.S. Henry Wallace had an NGO project involving the
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production of strawberries to supply the US winter market. This project by itself wasn’t
going to revolutionize the Dominican economy, but it seemed like a good example for
other such winter fruit and vegetable projects. Wallace didn’t want to be involved with
AID, so I worked with him. Wallace had been Secretary of Agriculture in the 1930’s
before he was Vice-President. He was a farmer in upstate New York and had been
breeding better strawberries and other fruits for many years. He was a real expert, and his
Dominican project was just beginning to produce for export. The main issue I worked on
was finding regular and cheap sea transport for the fruit.

In 1964 at Thanksgiving he and his wife were in the Dominican Republic in connection
with the strawberry project. My wife and I invited them to have Thanksgiving dinner with
us; it was just the four of us. Despite the considerable age gap, we had a very enjoyable
day. I liked what I heard about the strawberry project, and he was excited to see the new
electric knife I used to carve the turkey, as he had not seen one and his hands were
partially disabled. During the time we were in the Dominican Republic my wife baked
our bread. Dominican bread sold in the stores had no preservatives and was often stale by
the time one got it home. You could buy bread imported from the U.S. by air at a price
perhaps 10 times the price at home. Thus my wife learned how to bake our bread. Mrs.
Wallace thought that was wonderful, and she had lots of tips. When she was young, she
had baked bread herself for many years on their farm.

Some of these private sector winter export projects such a strawberries and pineapple
were just beginning when we were there. [ have learned since that one of the reasons the
Dominican economy grew at the rate of about 10 percent annually for a while was that a
lot of these projects took off. One of the concepts I was working on before the crisis was
to develop free trade zones. This concept involved establishing textile and garment
manufacturing and other labor-intensive plants in places such as the Dominican Republic
with abundant cheap labor to serve the US market. The raw materials and partly finished
products would be imported duty-free from the United States; then the final product could
go back to the U.S. paying the tariff only on the value added. This was well before the
beginning of NAFTA [North American Free Trade Agreement]. A draft of a free trade
zone agreement had just about been completed when I left the Dominican Republic.

As I was in the Dominican Republic for a short time, few things which I started actually
reached any conclusion. However, I think subsequent developments with rapid export-led
growth showed that our approach was right. Most of the time, the long term things that
one wanted to accomplish were out of reach, and the time available to work on them was
a controlling factor. In the Dominican Republic the infrastructure and Dominican human
resources available to do what we wanted to do were very limited.

Q: We should stop at this point and give you an opportunity to say a few more words
about the Dominican Republic when we meet again. Then we can take up your time in

Costa Rica.

Today is Tuesday, January 27, 1998. The last time we had an interesting discussion
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about your time in the Dominican Republic. Maybe we could pick up on a couple of
matters here. First, do you have any comment on why there has been such continuing and
considerable political and economic instability in the Dominican Republic throughout the
20th century?

BUSHNELL.: If you consider the whole 20th century, there have been lengthy periods of
stability, followed by fairly short periods of instability. I don’t know too much about the
history of the Dominican Republic in the earliest part of the 20th century, but I think that
there were basically Right Wing, strong men in control of military governments during
that period. General Trujillo had a very long run in control of the government; it began in
1930 and continued until 1961 when he was assassinated. This must be considered a
period of stability. The statistics show the Dominican economy grew during the Trujillo
period, perhaps mainly because of the large expansion of sugar production. Although, on
a per capita basis it didn’t grow much. Most notably, not much of a middle class
developed. The country didn’t spend much on education or other social projects; it was
not even typical of Latin American countries in this regard. It was more like a typical,
African country. However, it was stable.

A period of instability began with the assassination of General Trujillo in 1961 and was
followed by elections and coups d’etat during the fairly short period from 1961 to 1966,
when Joaquin Balaguer was elected. Balaguer had been a senior figure under the Trujillo
dictatorship for many years, but did not come from a military background. He was a
different kind of person, a poet, and provided considerable stability during his first
several terms as elected President, from 1966 until 1980. In 1980 there was a presidential
election in which Balaguer was defeated for the first time. The Balaguer years were not
only a period of economic growth but also of considerable political stability and the
growth of the middle class. The economy was growing at about 10 percent a year. One
could call that a period generally marked by stability. Certainly, there was some fast
political footwork in dividing the opposition, which was Balaguer’s objective, although
that is not necessarily a violation of human rights or democracy.

This political stability brought rapid growth in tourism and in what might be called the
tourist industry and in the free zone assemble industries. The Dominican Republic
increased its exports greatly. Both the tourist and assembling industry really got under
way beginning in 1966 to 1968 after I was in the Dominican Republic. For a time both the
tourist and assembling industries were growing at about 25 percent a year. This helped
stimulate the whole Dominican economy. Of course, there was still a lot of
unemployment I don’t think it is correct to portray the Dominican economy as marked by
instability. More recently, the sectors of tourism and the production of clothing have lost
ground. They are still growing a little bit, but not the dynamic growth that pulls the rest of
the economy with them. The loss of efficiency and the presence of a number of subsidies
to electric power and other services, as well as the tendency to hold down the exchange
rate with the US dollar, have made it hard for the Dominican economy to compete with a
number of other economies around the world, both in Latin America and in Asia.
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Some comparative studies have pointed out that the Dominican Republic during the
period 1966 to 1982 increased efficiency earlier than most other countries in Latin
America, and particularly in Southeast Asia. However, more recently other countries in
Latin America and Southeast Asia did open up their economies even more than the
Dominican Republic has done. Therefore, the Dominican Republic had become non-
competitive for textile and other, labor intensive, free trade area industries. The
Dominican Republic certainly did not make the more revolutionary economic changes
that other countries like Chile, Argentina, Thailand, and Korea have been able to make.
Thus the Dominican Republic lost its competitive edge, even before Mexico with
NAFTA came along. Many Dominicans will tell you that Mexico is what is wrong with
the Dominican economy today. The Dominican Republic is not in a free trade area with
the United States, as Mexico is. They ask, “Who would invest in the Dominican Republic
when they can invest in Mexico?”

Q: John, could we talk about the fear of some people in Washington that the Dominican
Republic was becoming another Cuba in fact underlay the US military intervention in the
Dominican Republic in 1965? Do you think that there really was a danger of a
communist takeover in the Dominican Republic at that time?

BUSHNELL: The short answer is, “Yes, there was a danger of that happening.” The hard
thing to quantify is how much of a danger there was. My view is that there wasn’t much
of an indigenous, blocking force to prevent a communist takeover, in part because the
Dominican middle-class was so small. The communist forces were not strong either.
There was the Dominican Communist Party, a few Leftist officers in the Dominican
military, and many university students who were basically friendly toward Cuba and
would have liked to have made some kind of alliance with Cuba. If this group had gained
power, it would have adopted some version of the Cuban model. These groups were not
large or strong in absolute terms. However, they were practically the only political force
in the country that had dedicated members, political organization, and a willingness to go
into the dangerous streets.

The traditional force opposing the Left was the Dominican military establishment. The
Dominican military force had been greatly weakened by internal divisions; although, if
you counted the guns and other weapons, it was still far superior to the more Leftist
groups. The Dominican military force was not only pretty much demoralized but was also
not supported by the great bulk of the people. This was not to say that the communist-
leaning people on the Left were supported by the great bulk of the people, either. The
mass of the people didn’t like either one of these two alternatives, but these two had
almost all the guns. These two groups were the only two games in town. If the situation
had played out without any stabilizing outside influence, it would probably have been
unstable for a long time. During that time those forces which wished to establish the
Cuban model would have been more likely to grow in strength than the military.

The Dominican military establishment was on a downward track. Enlisted men, and even
officers, in the Dominican armed forces were deserting. They had lost some of their
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weapons to insurgent groups. Many officers were taking asylum in Latin Embassies.
Without any external influence, that trend would have continued. We’ll never know
whether Castro would have provided the Leftist forces with materiel support, but he was
certainly willing to do so in other cases. The dilemma was that the political middle in the
Dominican Republic was absent from the scene. For many years there had been virtually
no development of a middle class in the Dominican Republic.

Q: As you say, the actual Dominican Communist Party was quite small, although it was
highly motivated. Did it really have ties to Havana and Moscow, or were the Dominican
communists largely autonomous?

BUSHNELL: The traditional Dominican Communist Party had strong ties to and support
from both Havana and Moscow. They were not numerous or important by themselves.
However, they did have strong ties to the largest Leftist group, the university students.
Most of the students, to my knowledge, did not consider themselves really Marxists.
However, they were admirers of the Cuban example. They liked the fact that Cuba had
established its independence from the United States. At least in the 1960’s they did not
consider that they were in danger of losing their independence to the Soviet Union. They
didn’t choose to see what the Soviet empire was but rather saw great appeal in the
ideology of Che Guevara [Cuban communist leader of the 1950s and 1960s). They saw
the Cuban model as improving income distribution and doing things for poor people, and
perhaps most important giving political power to young people not part of the military
establishment.

The Dominican Republic is a country where the government, for generations, had refused
to provide even first grade classes for a majority of its people. Most of the people had no
education at all. The university students were obviously not of peasant origins but came
out of a struggling sort of lower middle-class. Their parents were trying to eke out a
living by being storekeepers or, perhaps, professional people, in a society which was
oriented almost entirely to serve the Dominican military. Most students had to work full-
time, usually at unskilled jobs, and take many years to complete their studies. That this
group didn’t like the situation was certainly understandable. When they looked for an
alternative model for Dominican society, the Cuban model was near at hand. The
Dominican Left saw the U.S. as being associated with the military. They considered that
we played a part in establishing military dominance of the Dominican Republic when the
US Marines occupied the Dominican Republic early in the 20th century.

It was predictable that the Dominican Left would look to a Cuban model. In addition to
those who were committed to the Communist view, and I don’t know if that was 10, 15,
or 20 percent, well over 50 percent of university students were sympathetic to radical
change. They probably didn’t really want to follow a Cuban example. They wanted a
major change from the military dictatorship that had existed for all their and their parents
lives, and the Cuban model was a way of getting such a change. Most university students
and other middle-class groups thought they had only two choices. They knew the
traditional, military leaders were not what they wanted. There were elements in the
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Dominican military who were challenging the traditional military leaders, but there was
great suspicion that they only wanted to change the leadership not the corrupt policies.
Most leftish students didn’t have any ties with Cuba, apart from having read some Castro
speeches. However, they had an intellectual link which was the example, in this
hemisphere, of a revolutionary change. They thought such a change was needed in the
Dominican Republic. They were not so much focused on a Marxist outcome as they were
on ending the dictatorial situation and having a chance to improve the well-being of
everyday people in the Dominican Republic.

In retrospect, the danger of a Castro takeover was even greater because Castro later
showed himself and his organizations as quite a master of leading people in his direction,
taking disparate leftish groups and bringing them together. This control through uniting
and supplying is something that we will see later in both Nicaragua and El Salvador.
Castro takes groups on the Left, most of whose members are not really interested in being
Marxists, but who are interested in getting enough power to bring about a revolutionary
change, and he pulls them together into an organized force. Castro developed great skill
in bringing together people who were very divided among themselves and who spent a lot
of time fighting each other. In the universities of the Dominican Republic there were
many groups which didn’t have much use for each other but which all developed a
concept of the major changes needed. Castro had often been able to take advantage of
these people and get them all pointed in the same direction. Whether or not it was
Castro’s doing, that unifying of the Left was beginning to happen in the early days of the
revolution in the Dominican Republic. As I traveled around the city, the blocks which
were controlled by teenagers did not have posters and the leaders did not want to talk
about politics. The blocks where there were university students did have posters and the
leaders wanted to talk about how they would help the poor and improve the society.

My guess is that, if nothing else had happened, the tendency toward communist influence
would have continued. Eventually, it would have been the Left that would have won.
How closely they would have been associated with Cuba would have depended on which
groups dominated and how effective the Cuban presence and Cuban contacts would have
been. The process was cut short, so one cannot say what history might have been. I think
that, if no one had done anything about this situation, the Dominican Republic would
have come under Cuban domination as Nicaragua did in 1979.

Q: So it’s your sense that US military intervention really turned out to be a constructive
force in the Dominican Republic at this time.

BUSHNELL: Yes. US intervention reestablished law and order and permitted a free
presidential election which allowed the vast majority of the people who favored neither
the military nor the communists to decide the future of the country. Joaquin Balaguer ran
for President in 1966 on a platform of change, but moderate change. Balaguer’s
opposition wanted more extensive change, or none. Balaguer won the election. In the
Dominican Republic the campesinos [farmers] were conservative people. They supported
Balaguer as a man and didn’t want too much of a break with the past. The presidential
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election of 1966, supervised by the OAS [Organization of American States], was honest.
The opposition Leftish groups turned out not to have a lot of votes. If there had been a
military candidate, he wouldn’t have received a lot of votes either. Balaguer managed to
separate himself from the military. He wasn’t perceived as a military candidate, but rather
as a candidate who could gain the support of the military and control them, a correct
perception.

Q: John Crimmins came into ARA in January, 1966, after you had left the Dominican
Republic. He was supposed to be picking up the pieces. Is that the sense that you had of
his role?

BUSHNELL: I don’t know quite what you mean. The Dominican Republic had been a
mess and a problem for a long time with a brutal dictator and then various degrees of
chaos in his aftermath. At the beginning of 1965 it was led by a weak, non-elected
government which was trying to struggle along and introduce some economic changes
and move toward elections. It did not have much success. It cut back somewhat on the
economic resources going to the military, but the military continued to be the dominate
force in the country. It hoped to improve the situation and organize an election, but it was
a confused and unstable situation. This government fell apart, and the result was a messy
situation where thousands of young people, many of them what we would now describe
as gang members, were given weapons. They even captured heavy weapons, such as
tanks. Law and order completely broke down. That situation was stabilized by the
intervention of outside forces led by the U.S. and the OAS, which pieced together a
regime to hold an election.

It was a very messy problem. Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker and a number of Dominican
figures stabilized the situation and held an election. This brought into office Joaquin
Balaguer, who able and experienced in running a government. As President he literally
approved virtually every expenditure which the Dominican government made. He cut
down drastically on both corruption and support for the Dominican military. He did lots
of things which were his idea of social improvement, such as building roads, constructing
buildings, and ensuring a supply of safe drinking water. He did not build as many schools
and health centers as some people might have liked, but President Balaguer was
subsequently repeatedly reelected. All in all, in retrospect this was not a bad OAS
intervention.

Q: What do you recall about your transfer from Santo Domingo, in the Dominican
Republic, to Costa Rica?

BUSHNELL: Since I had gone on a direct transfer from Bogota, Colombia, to Santo
Domingo in July 1965, I was planning to take home leave in the summer of 1965. Then
came the events of April, 1965, and my family was evacuated to the United States. There
didn’t seem to be any prospect of my taking home leave for quite a while. When things
became reasonably stable in the Dominican Republic about July, 1965, someone from
Washington, and I can’t remember who it was, called and asked whether I would like to
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go to Costa Rica, because there was a good opportunity there. As I mentioned before, the
Latin American bureaus of the State Department and AID [Agency for International
Development] were supposedly integrated and working together. There was a
Washington perception that there was an Embassy versus AID problem in Costa Rica.
The head of the Economic Section, Mel Blake, was sending cables which said that Costa
Rica’s government was not making sufficient development efforts to justify an AID
program there. In particular fiscal and monetary policies were weak. The AID program
officer, Larry Harrison, who was perceived to be a strong, go-getter guy, was sending
cables saying that Costa Rica was doing well on development and that AID should
support the country’s efforts by increasing the AID program. Washington were confused
and found it difficult to set policy. I was not familiar with the situation and am just
repeating what I was told when I visited Washington..

Someone in Washington had the bright idea of solving this San Jose problem by
transferring both the head of the Economic Section and the AID program officer to other
posts. Mel Blake’s tour was nearly over, and AID wanted to move Larry Harrison to
Santo Domingo to help expand the AID program rapidly. The Embassy job was not at the
level of Economic Counselor so it was junior to the job of AID program officer. It was in
this context that the Department proposed I be appointed as head of the Economic Section
in San Jose, as well as the AID Program Officer; then I could hardly fight with myself.

Q: You were young to be head of the Economic Section in an Embassy.

BUSHNELL: Correct, I had only been in the Foreign Service six years, and I really didn’t
expect to be assigned as head of an Economic Section anywhere. Thus I thought this offer
of a dual assignment in San Jose was a good opportunity. I agreed with the Department
that I had had a high visibility role in the Dominican Republic and it was better if | were
not around to face what emotions might flare up in the future there. I wanted to go on
home leave, which I did . Larry Harrison was transferred to the Dominican Republic; he
arrived about a week before I departed. The AID Mission in Santo Domingo was being
completely revamped and strengthened because we were establishing a very large aid
program there.

A couple of weeks later Tony Solomon called me; he was moving to the Economics
Bureau as Assistant Secretary, and he wanted to interest me in heading the Monetary
Aftfairs Office. I was pleased to be asked to take one of the most technically demanding
economic jobs, but I preferred to stay overseas as I had already served as much time in
Washington as overseas at that point in my career. The orders arrived, and a little over a
month after hearing of the opening in San Jose I went to Washington and home leave.
While on Washington consultations on the way to Costa Rica, I learned more about the
various issues between the Embassy and AID.

Q: Before we go further in that connection, I would appreciate your comments about

Central America in general. That was an area which you were very much concerned
with, later on. I would like to have your impressions. To start with, what picture did you
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have of Central America before you went there? To what degree was that picture
subsequently verified?

BUSHNELL: I had little impression of Central America. I had worked in INR [Bureau of
Intelligence Research] covering to some extent all Latin America, but Central America
had not been a focus, nor had much been going on in Central America during my years in
INR. I knew that Mexico and Panama were important countries. I thought Central
America was not really important. One knew the elementary things, that Costa Rica was a
beacon of light as a democratic country that had no military and spent a lot on education.
The other countries in Central America were basically controlled by the military and land-
owning oligarchy. I had heard a good bit about the principal figures such as Somosa in
Nicaragua and Figueres in Costa Rica.

Q: As you look at a map of the world, you can see Central America in particular as a
narrow isthmus between the Atlantic and Pacific Oceans. One would think that the region
is very much favored by geography. Why is it that Central America hasn’t been more
prosperous and benefited more from its geographic advantages?

BUSHNELL: I don’t think Central America has such a geographic advantage. A long
time ago this area was one single, political entity called Guatemala. Since the middle of
the 19th century Central America had been a poor area fragmented into tiny states. These
countries now, as we enter the 21st century, have substantial populations. Until recently,
these have been small and poor countries. They were not interesting markets, and they
were not places where many wanted to go and invest. They were of interest to a few
people who found them of value for one reason or another. The banana companies found
that Central America had the right climate, land and cheap labor reasonably close to the
US market. However, there weren’t many products like bananas. The Central American
countries didn’t have oil, and they didn’t have much in the way of minerals. Historically
their principal interest to outside countries was that they were a route from the US East
Coast to the West before the railways were built. That interest was very heavily
concentrated in Panama, especially once the Canal there was built.

Q: Going back to ancient history, long before the time of the Spanish “conquistadores”
[conquerors], the area produced a remarkable, Mayan civilization, which had collapsed
before the Spanish came.

BUSHNELL: One, geographic fact often overlooked is that Central America has several
locations, particular in Guatemala and Costa Rica, which many people would argue have
an ideal climate. They are in the tropics but have some areas which are high enough
above sea level so that it is not really hot. The San Jose Valley in Costa Rica is an area
which, if you don’t get too bored with it, has a virtually ideal climate. I think this climate
is probably the reason why, in earlier times when climate had a much greater impact on
the development of organized society, Central America was an ideal place for
civilizations to develop. You can grow many products all year around; animals can graze
in the pastures throughout the year; rainfall is fairly reliable; and the climate is mild at
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altitude. When the Central American area got its act together, both socially and
politically, it developed a fairly advanced civilization well before the arrival of
Columbus.

Q: Do you think that the heritage of Spanish colonialism and mercantilism continue to
deter economic and political progress?

BUSHNELL: Probably. The best argument supporting that view is that, if you look at
Costa Rica during the colonial period in comparison with the countries to its North, as
well as Panama, Costa Rica was the poorest. Costa Rica had no gold and no real
prospects of developing its natural resources. It also didn’t have many native Americans,
perhaps because even the Indians preferred a different part of Central America. Many
native Americans were, of course, wiped out during the Spanish conquest. Few Spaniards
wanted to go to Costa Rica during the colonial period. Those few Spaniards who did go
to Costa Rica were unable to persuade the native Americans to work for them. They had
to do the work themselves. Thus in Costa Rica, during the 18" and 19th centuries and
into this century, the descendants of these European settlers themselves developed
agriculture, producing coffee, sugar, and other crops and with people of Spanish ancestry
doing the work. They ran the farms, most of which were small. Some small farmers were
very successful and expanded in size. There was a social and political mentality which
went with the concept of small family farms.

In the other countries of Central America the Spanish immigrants came basically to direct
the labor of the native Americans to produce, originally gold, but later other things, such
as tobacco and coffee, to send back to Spain. Costa Rica was less appealing for that kind
of large scale agricultural activity because the Atlantic coast of Costa Rica was not
accessible to the Caribbean Sea, as it was, and is, swampy and low-lying. Ports there have
only been developed in the last 75 years. Products from the Central Plateau, a nice area to
live and to grow things, were marketed by transporting them to the Pacific Coast, north
by sea, and then by land through El Salvador and Guatemala enroute to Europe. That was
a hard route; it wasn’t economical or profitable. Costa Rica became a back water and
developed quite differently from the other countries of Central America, which were
dominated by what I would call a typical Spanish development. In these other countries
the economies were dominated by the military and, to a certain extent, the Catholic
Church. In the first centuries few Spanish women migrated to Central America, and a
significant population of mestizos or mixed blood children of the Spanish soldiers and
adventurers assumed increasing control. During the colonial period nobody make a
substantial fortune in Costa Rica, although now there are a few rich families. Most of
these richer families go back only a couple of generations. There is not an oligarchy based
on control and use of the land, as was the case with the oligarchies in El Salvador,
Nicaragua, and Honduras.

Q: As you say, Central America was fragmented, but during the 1820’s and 1830’s there

was a movement toward a federation. However, that movement collapsed after a very few
vears. Presumably, it could have made a big difference if Central America had ended up
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a single state.

BUSHNELL: I’ve never studied the history of Central America in detail. I don’t know
what the dynamics of that movement toward regional unity were. When I was in Costa
Rica, I spent a lot of time working on what was one of the main thrusts of US policy at
the time, which was to help the Central American countries to come together and form a
common market.

Q: A Central American common market. You worked on that matter at that time?

BUSHNELL: Yes. At that time promoting and assisting economic integration was a
major thrust of our efforts in the area. Large economies of scale and increased efficiency
were available by sizing many industrial and even infrastructure investments for the area
as a whole. My perception was that the oligarchies in the various countries were centered
in the capital cities. That was true in Guatemala City (Guatemala) and in Tegucigalpa
(Honduras). It was also true in San Salvador (El Salvador) and in Managua (Nicaragua).
These oligarchies were willing to scratch each others’ backs, you might say, trading high-
cost products from their new industrial plants with the other countries. However, these
oligarchies weren’t willing to give up any of their local power. The capital cities were
geographically quite remote from each other. Travel among them was not easy because
roads were poor and hard to maintain in the tropical climate. As a result, although the
leaders of these countries talked a good game of unification, when it came actually to
giving up any of their power to regional institutions, they were not really prepared to
move, especially as regional institutions were likely to be more democratically oriented.

Unlike the case of the original 13 colonies in what was to become the United States, most
leadership groups in Central America were not trying to keep government off everyone’s
back but to control their governments for their own ends. Governments were dominant,
for the most part, because this was the system the Spanish had established. It was
authoritarian, and the rulers were expected to support the Catholic church, which in turn
supported the authoritarian government. Until well into this century no alternative was
seriously considered except in Costa Rica. When the established oligarchies began to
consider how to share power among the several countries, that was an equation which
was much harder for them to deal with.

Q: I would like to ask a general question about Central America before we go back to
Costa Rica. Why, throughout the 19th and 20th centuries, has the United States seemed to
be unable to keep its hands out of the cookie jar in Central America? That is, going back
to the administration of President Thomas Jefferson and continuing through the
administration of President Polk, for example, and, in fact, throughout the 19th century,
American filibusters such as William Walker were always much interested in Central
America.

BUSHNELL: Partly because this area is close to the U.S. and weak. At various times
there has been an interplay between some parts of the oligarchies in one or another of
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these countries and some US group or groups. Part of these oligarchies try to work with a
US group and, through that group, with the US Government, or with part of the US
Government, to pursue its own ends. Sometimes these minority oligarchies brought in US
forces to further their interests.

For example, consider the banana business. US companies set out to grow and market
Central American bananas because it had the right climate, cheap labor, and was close to
US markets. The US companies wanted to control the land and the labor where they were
making large investments. That was exactly what the more successful members of the
oligarchies in most of these Central American countries did. It was almost inevitable that
big US investors would want to play in the only political game in most of Central
America. This was the same game that the local oligarchy played. The US government
was sucked in. For a long time it was a successful interplay of forces for the United Fruit
Company and others. The local oligarchies also played these games and also played their
American connections when that seemed to be important.

Q: You spoke of the United Fruit Company which, I think, goes back to the 1890’s.
BUSHNELL: It certainly goes back a long way.

Q: First the United Fruit Company developed a railroad, and then one thing led to
another. By the turn of the century, United Fruit was building more railroads and port
facilities, establishing shipping lines.

BUSHNELL: There has always been almost a total asymmetry in the US relationship
with Central America. For most countries around the world the United States is much
more important to them than they are to us. In Central America you find one of the most
exaggerated forms of asymmetry. For most purposes, until recently, no other country
mattered to Central Americans except the United States. The countries of Central
America were certainly down near the bottom of the list as far as general interest in the
U.S. was concerned, whether for national security, economic, or any other reasons,
especially when we decided not to build the transoceanic canal in Nicaragua but in
Panama. Thus United Fruit or any large investor could have a large effect on US policy
toward Central America because no other US company or interest group had any interest.
In more recent time US groups promoting human rights had more effect on US policy in
Central America where there were fewer competing US interests than say in the Middle
East where there were even more human rights abuses but the US interest in oil and other
things out-competes human rights groups for policy influence. In the past couple of
decades there has also been large migration from Central America to the U.S. for the first
time.

Q: You started to say how Costa Rica is different from the rest of Central America.
Would you care to comment a bit further on that?

BUSHNELL: Costa Rica developed differently from its authoritarian neighbors and is
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what we would consider much healthier with universal education and strong democratic
institutions. Just as much of the U.S. was developed by people going out and establishing
family farms in virgin territory by hard, back-breaking work, that’s the way Costa Rica
developed. People who were spun out of the Spanish oligarchical structure to the North,
for example because they were soldiers who didn’t want to be soldiers any more or
because they were on the wrong side of some situation, went to the frontier, which was
what Costa Rica was at that time. These people developed their own farms and eventually
set up a democratic society, even though the Costa Rican military adopted the Central
American tradition in which the military had a prominent role. But education also had a
prominent role; people were considered more equal; and merit mattered. Perhaps Costa
Rica was too poor to generate any super-rich families.

In 1948 President Pepe Figueres, in the six-day war, lead a struggle in which the farmers
and ranchers of Costa Rican defeated the military, although they were not really defeated
in this campaign which saw a low level of actual fighting. Jose Figueres decided to
disband the Costa Rican military force permanently. Since then Costa Rica has had no
military establishment. Years later in 1990 the Panamanian democratic leaders decided to
do the same thing there, and I had the pleasure of participating in that revolutionary but
largely unnoticed decision.

Q: Figueres headed the side which took over Costa Rica.

BUSHNELL: Figueres was a fairly young man in 1948 although he was a colonel. Ulate
won the election in1948 promising reforms to help the poor, but the National Assembly,
which was dominated by the traditional coffee and business interests and the military,
refused to allow him to take office. Figueres broke with the majority of the military and
organized an opposition military force mainly with farmers and ranchers. In the plains in
the northwestern part of Costa Rica a lot of ranchers lived, much like the ranchers in the
western part of the U.S. during the 19th century. These people lived by their horses and
their guns. Figueres’ forces more or less ambushed the stronger regular military. There
was not a lot of actual fighting, but Figueres was able to march on San Jose and take over
the government. He headed a new government for a short time during which the military
was abolished and other reforms adopted. Then, very unlike typical Latin American
military who topple governments, Figueres stepped aside, and Ulate was inaugurated in
1949. Subsequently Figueres was twice elected President, in 1953 and 1970, and recently
his son was elected to the same office.

When I went to Costa Rica in the mid 1960’s, the basic problem facing the country was
the economic structure. Costa Rica was trying to give free education through university
level to everybody, plus providing free medical care to everyone. There was not a large
enough tax base to do all of this at anything like the quality level they desired. A large
budget deficit developed, and inflation and balance of payments problems were becoming
disruptive to the productive structure, further weakening the tax base and threatening to
generate a downward spiral.
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Q: I think that Figueres is given credit for these advanced and progressive education,
health, and welfare policies.

BUSHNELL: Yes under his leadership they enshrined a number of these policies in the
new constitution. But since before the turn of the century Costa Rica has provided
universal, free grammar school education. Free secondary and university education came
in this century. Costa Rica had universal free education before many US states did.
Virtually everyone was literate.

Q: I think that the country had a literacy rate of 90 percent.

BUSHNELL: It was higher than that before recent migration from Nicaragua brought it
down.

Q: One-fourth of the national budget goes into education, I think.

BUSHNELL: A higher percentage, counting grants to universities and other schools. The
most rapidly growing expenditure since about 1950 has been health services. The
population has grown very rapidly. I think the consequences of this population expansion
have become the largest problem. By the time the Alliance for Progress was initiated in
1961, Costa Rica was a model for many of the improvements in education and other
social services that we saw as needed in other countries. However, in some areas Costa
Rica hadn’t done much. For example, they hadn’t done much in subsidized housing.
Housing has never been too central an issue in Costa Rica because people have always
had a frontier mentality and the climate is mild to hot. They could always go out and
establish their own farms. Or they could build a shack somewhere. It wasn’t high quality
housing, but it wasn’t bad in comparison with what most people in the world have.
Through our aid program, we introduced subsidized housing programs with indoor toilets
and sound roofs. The Costa Ricans took to this kind of housing very happily. On a per
capita basis they built twice as many subsidized houses as the next-ranking country in
Central America, raising a problem of how to pay for the subsidy in addition to all the
education and other social expenditure. The Costa Rican economy wasn’t expanding fast
enough to keep up with all these programs, partly because they had a lot of awkward
rigidities to deal with. One rigidity was that Costa Rica didn’t permit private banking.
The banks had been nationalized about 1948.

Q: This was a heritage...

BUSHNELL: Nationalized banking originated under President Figueres and his
Liberation Party. State banking was a matter of principle, although the government owned
banks were perceived to be inefficient and slow and did not promote development. It was
widely believed, and still is today, that banking is a government function just as education
is. The lack of an efficient banking system was and is a serious block to economic

growth.
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The lack of sufficient government income to fund the social services on which there was
a Costa Rican consensus was the biggest problem facing Costa Rica, and it continued to
be the biggest challenge during the period I was there. Our AID programs were gradually
shifted from supporting the already advanced social programs to being directed toward
encouraging the development of productivity, so that the government would have the tax
base to afford the social services. We were phasing out AID programs which weren’t
essential. However, there continued to be a lot of Washington bureaucratic interest in
pushing social programs in Costa Rica because it was so much more receptive to such
programs than other Latin countries, even if it could not afford them. Thus I gave priority
during my tour to improving the underlying economy and tax base and blocking US
pressures to expand programs which would make fiscal problems worse.

Q: Let’s pick up your story again. I interrupted you when you were saying that you went
back to Washington from Santo Domingo and before you left for Costa Rica. You said
that you replaced two people who, in effect, were at war with each other, in terms of their
perceptions of what we ought to be doing. What did you learn about this conflict while
you were in Washington before you went to San Jose, Costa Rica?

BUSHNELL: I was told the AID Program Officer wanted a bigger AID program to
expand housing and other social services while the State Department Economics Section
Head thought that Costa Rican economic policies had to be improved substantially to
reduce the fiscal deficit before an AID expansion was justified. It was only after I arrived
in San Jose that I could see that what we had was really a reflection of a Costa Rican
problem. Many Costa Ricans wanted to provide more services in such fields as education,
housing, and health. The AID Mission also wanted to do more in these areas. However,
Costa Rica basically didn’t have the economic base or the willingness to tax the people
more heavily to pay for expanded services. Taxes were already reasonably high, unlike
those in Guatemala where the government basically didn’t tax people leaving the
Guatemalan government without the funds necessary to implement even minimal social
programs. By contrast, the Costa Ricans had advanced social programs and substantial
progressive direct as well as indirect taxes. That doesn’t mean that the Costa Rican
government couldn’t tax a bit more. However, to increase tax receipts substantially the
Costa Ricans needed to have productivity grow, and productivity in Costa Rica should
have been growing faster because they had the necessary educated people.

Obviously increasing productivity was not a problem that can be resolved from one day to
the next. I found, when I got to Costa Rica, that no effort had been made to develop an
understanding of this basic problem throughout the AID Mission. Over time we were able
to de-emphasize some of the ongoing AID programs simply by telling Washington how
far advanced Costa Rica was. We sought to put more emphasis on improving productivity
and to building up AID programs in that area. As far as I could see, the real desire in
Washington was to adjust to the real problems facing Costa Rica. Through program
reviews | attended in Washington and with visiting Washington AID officers we got
greater emphasis on defining what the real problems were and in relating the AID
program to needed policy improvements. Thus the conflict between the AID Mission and
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the Embassy vanished.
Q: Was all of this evident to you as soon as you arrived in Costa Rica?

BUSHNELL: I had to go through a learning process. I remember some long discussions
among the Country Team, involving the Ambassador, the DCM [Deputy Chief of
Mission], the AID Director, and other AID officers. The argument turned on what AID
should focus on. Quite soon there was agreement. Then it was a matter of the difficult
implementation. Some AID technicians’ tours of duty in San Jose were two or even three
or four more years. We didn’t cancel the projects they were working on but reduced them
in scale and/or implemented them over a longer period.

Q: Was Raymond Telles the Ambassador when you were in Costa Rica?
BUSHNELL: He was Ambassador during the first year that [ was in Costa Rica.
Q: Was he aware of these conflicts with AID? What could you say about him?

BUSHNELL: He was aware of these issues. If we define a given issue as between the
AID Mission and the State Department, he was more on the AID side. He wanted new
projects, and he wanted to design them. He had been Mayor of El Paso, Texas.

Q: Was he a good political Ambassador?

BUSHNELL: I never had any problem with him. In general, in the State Department and
in the Embassy people were not overly enthusiastic about him. However, he was more
than willing to have me do most of the work contacting the economic figures in the
government. He didn’t pretend to master economic dialogue. He only wanted to present
issues, when they were ready for presentation, to the President of Costa Rica. That
approach gave me a lot of responsibility and maneuver room on economic matters.

Q: Did we have any such issues?

BUSHNELL: Few. Generally the President would present issues to him such a need for
more AID funding. The Ambassador and the President would agree that their staffs would
examine the details.

Q: You say that, when you arrived in Costa Rica, he had been in San Jose for a while.

BUSHNELL: He’d been in Costa Rica for a couple of years. I was in Costa Rica for three
years [from 1965 to 1968]. He was there for my first year plus into early 1967, and
Clarence Boonstra was Ambassador for my remaining time. Ambassador Boonstra was a
career man originally from the Department of Agriculture. He had been DCM [Deputy
Chief of Mission] in Mexico before coming to Costa Rica. He was an economist. By time
he arrived AID policy had been aligned to the productivity and economic expansion
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emphasis. Ambassador Boonstra was very supportive of what we were doing.

The AID Director also changed in the course of my tour. Al Farwell, who was there when
I arrived, had been involved in the battle of AID priorities, which had been going on for a
couple of years. He was on the AID social projects side. However, once we completed an
analysis of what the basic problems of Costa Rica were, he moved quickly and effectively
to support the changed emphasis. About half way through my tour he was replaced by
Robert Black who was a leading AID economist. Black agreed with our priorities, but he
seemed to think Costa Rica was a bit too rich to have an AID program.

Q: The DCM was Phillip Raines when you arrived. He was replaced by Kennedy
Crockett.

BUSHNELL: Raines had departed before I arrived. Crockett had been Director of the
Office of Caribbean Affairs; he arrived shortly before I did.

Q: Kennedy Crockett had the background for service as DCM from Washington'’s point
of view.

BUSHNELL: Yes. I had worked with Ken on the Dominican Republic.
Q: What did Crockett do in the Dominican Republic?

BUSHNELL: He didn’t serve in the Dominican Republic. He was what was called the
Country Director - the Director of the Office of Caribbean Affairs for the whole time I
was in the Dominican Republic. He visited the Dominican Republic several times before
and during the 1965 crisis. I saw him also in Washington on each of my several visits,
and he was always supportive and helpful with what I was trying to do. He was dedicated
to helping the DR muddle through to a democratic and hopefully prosperous outcome.
During my Costa Rican assignment I was formally part of the AID staff; AID reimbursed
the State Department for my salary. Incidentally this detail also entitled me to certain AID
benefits which State personnel did not have such as furniture for the house and even a
curtain allowance. I held the two titles of Second Secretary of Embassy and AID Program
Officer.

Q: Was the junior economic officer Kenneth Bailey?

BUSHNELL: Yes, it was Kenneth Bailey the first couple years, and then Ford Cooper,
who look over as head of the Economic Section when I left. Kennedy Crockett was
concerned that we meet the requirements of the CERP [Combined Economic Reporting
Program] and do all the things that every Embassy was supposed to do. I let those tasks
lag while I was doing AID work, particularly during the first several months. However,
we later managed to do all the CERP reporting and more. Hugh Lobit was the other
officer in the Economic Section when I arrived. Within a few months he volunteered for
duty in Vietnam and was killed during the Tet offensive.
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Q: How about the Political Section of the Embassy in San Jose? Do you have any special
comments on that?

BUSHNELL: When I arrived in San Jose, the Political Section was headed by Cabot
Sedgwick.

Q: And then Ray Gonzalez came.

BUSHNELL: Cabot Sedgwick was a member of a different generation. He did not show
any interest in economics or AID. Although I read much of the reporting of the political
section, I actually didn’t have much to do with him. Ray Gonzalez was a big change for
the better, as far as I was concerned.. He was sensitive to the political nuances and
properly concerned that the Embassy did not get too close to the Costa Rican government
of the moment and that we maintain contact with many people outside the government.
There was a real danger that the AID mission would become too much a part of the Costa
Rican government. Many of our AID technicians actually had their only office in the
Ministry which they supported. This relationship with the Costa Rican government was as
close as I have ever experienced. There are former French colonies in Africa where the
French advisers to the local government had offices down the hall from African officials.
These advisers were the people who really made the ministries run. While I don’t think
that we were in that position, it was a matter of concern that we not be perceived to be the
people who made the ministries run. Some of these AID offices in the ministries had been
open since Nelson Rockefeller was the Coordinator of Inter-American Affairs during
World War II. These advisers had taken on certain responsibilities. Some Costa Rican
government papers were routed through these advisers. In effect, they were part of the
structure. By and large that wasn’t a healthy relationship. Some AID advisers had been in
Costa Rica for over six years - one for a dozen years. We substantially reduced that
relationship as we reduced these programs.

Costa Rica is a small place and a small society. Word gets around quickly. It was an
advantage to me to be young and not perceived as being a person who was giving orders.
This made it possible for me to call frequently on the officials of the Central Bank and the
Ministries of Finance and Planning without anyone taking much notice. Although Costa
Rican sentiment against too much US influence was strong when I arrived, ironically it
did not really break into the open until a couple of years later after we had in fact already
reduced our presence substantially. A campaign against AID Director Black was launched
attacking his role in supposedly ordering around Costa Rican officials and otherwise
insulting Costa Ricans. It degenerated into personal attacks with one radio station
broadcasting some new accusation every couple of hours, including such things as he hit
his Costa Rican secretary. Members of the Congress as well a the radio stations
demanded the government throw him out of the country. Several of us in the Embassy
met with our contacts to try to quiet this storm; a couple of members of the Costa Rican
Congress told me things Black reportedly said; I could tell the problem was partly his lack
of command of Spanish and partly the eagerness of these opposition politicians to find a
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way to attack the government while wrapping the Costa Rican flag around themselves.
Unlike the Embassy, AID did not make an effort to stay in regular contact with the
opposition. After a few days all the fuss quieted down, although the government never
publicly defended Black or even itself.

Before I arrived in San Jose, the AID Mission Director and all the AID support staff,
those who did not have offices in the various ministries, were in an office building across
the street from the Embassy. I am convinced this physical separation and what I quickly
saw as little contact between Embassy and AID people had contributed to the Embassy
versus AID struggle. The Ambassador and DCM had decided that uniting the American
Mission would be helped by moving at least the AID Director and Deputy Director into
the Embassy building. However, there was no extra space in the Embassy. It took a lot of
work to come up with a plan to expand the Embassy and even more work to convince
Washington to fund the work on an expedited basis. Eventually a small number of the
senior AID officials moved into what had been the economic section space plus a couple
of adjacent offices. I kept the economic section chief’s office next door to the AID
director with our American secretaries sharing the space between. The cost to me was that
all the rest of the economic section was moved downstairs to the expansion space and
about as far away from me as the building across the street.

Q: I would like to touch briefly on other people who were in the Embassy or in the AID
Mission. Bob Gershenson was the Administrative Officer of the Embassy. Later on, he
ran the Office of Personnel in the State Department. Do you have any particular
comment on him?

BUSHNELL: I have known Bob well for many years. When I was assigned to ARA
[Bureau of American Republic Affairs], he was Executive Officer of ARA and a personal
friend of mine. Both or wives gave birth in San Jose, and they are good friends. I consider
him one of our greatest Administrative Officers. He did a tremendous job as
Administrative Officer in Costa Rica. He was always interested in what was going on. He
had a feel for the context. He wasn’t just trying to balance the budget and handle
personnel relations. He did those things well, but he put them in context. For example, I
could never have brought the senior AID people physically into the Embassy without the
imagination of Bob in finding a way to expand the building on our limited lot and then
his bureaucratic skills in getting it funded and then build practically overnight.

Bob paid attention to what was going on in the country and had good political instincts. In
the spring of 1966 elections were held in Costa Rica and were predicted to be fairly close.
At the Country Team meeting the week before the vote Ambassador Telles ran a sort of
pool. Everybody picked who would win and by what percentage. Most people at the
meeting picked the candidate of the Partido de la Liberacion [Liberation Party]. A few,
including Bob Gershenson, picked the Opposition candidate, who won by almost exactly
the margin Bob had predicted. Bob did better than any of the political officers in the
Embassy. I kidded Bob, saying: “You know, you were just being contrary. You just said
that to sound different.” He said: “No, I wasn’t. Everybody in Costa Rica talks about

119



politicians. Almost everyone on my staff is Costa Rican. I listen to them. They said they
and most of their families were going to vote for the opposition candidate. That’s what
caused me to predict that outcome. However, I was lucky I got the right percentage.”

Q: Let me continue with those elections for a minute. What were others in the Embassy
predicting? Temple Wanamaker was the PAO [Public Affairs Officer and chief
representative of USIA - United States Information Agency]. Were his views a factor in
your calculations on the outcome of this election? Did you have much contact with him?

BUSHNELL: I don’t remember what others predicted. USIS had a big English-teaching
program in Costa Rica. They did the usual exchange and public information things. The
Costa Rican media got a lot of their material from USIS. We had a few public relations
crises on AID or other economic matters. I felt that more direct action was needed on
these matters than USIS was able to generate, so I worked directly with the press. This
was never a problem for USIS. I should mention that one of the things I did on arrival in
San Jose in order to smooth my unique role as head of the economic section and AID
program officer was to establish that the AID Director would represent the Economic
Section as well as AID at the three-times-a-week small staff meeting chaired by the
Ambassador. Thus I had less contact with the heads of other sections and agencies than
would be usual for the Economic Section Head . This procedure did save me a lot of time.
Eventually Ambassador Boonstra insisted that I attend his small staff meetings, but they
were much shorter than those of Telles which could last hours.

Q: What did you think of the Peace Corps in Costa Rica?

BUSHNELL: The Peace Corps contingent was large. I would sometimes talk to incoming
groups. Costa Rica was a good country for them. Most of the volunteers would go into
the countryside and were readily accepted there. I think in Costa Rica the volunteers got
more out of this program than the Costa Ricans did. I visited a few of the volunteers in
the countryside. They were helping to bring in new crops and also helping the people
raise chickens in a more professional way. They made a difference to a small group of
people in whatever small place they were working. That’s what this program was all
about, and I think they made a good name for America.

AID had a program to provide small grants for local self-help projects. These were hard
grants to administer and meet the AID requirements for procurement and contracting so
not many were being done. I worked out arrangements so that Peace Corp volunteers
could help those they were working with apply for these small grants; AID then relied on
the Peace Corp person to provide it most of the documentation. This program really took
off as it provided the small-scale resources Peace Corp volunteers had been missing.
Several volunteers became quite expert in meeting the AID requirements so we in AID
did not have to do much. Eventually, when his Peace Corp tour was over, we hired one of
these volunteers as assistant program officer.

Q: Is there anything you can say about the CIA [Central Intelligence Agency] in Costa
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Rica ?

BUSHNELL: I didn’t have much to do with the CIA. I don’t know what so many agents
did in Costa Rica. I only learned about the CIA much later in my career.

Q: Did you have the impression that the CIA people were a bunch of shadows floating
around?

BUSHNELL: A couple of CIA people were personal friends. Costa Rica was an open
society, and they, like everyone else, had ready access.

Q: Could you say a little bit more about the political and economic situation, as it was
during the time that you were there, and particularly during the elections?

BUSHNELL.: I arrived in Costa Rica in November, 1965. The elections were held in
March, 1966. The Partido de la Liberacion [Liberation Party], the party of Jose Figueres,
was in power and had spent its way into inflation and foreign debt problems. The
President was Francisco Orlich. Under the Constitution a president can not succeed
himself. Although the tradition in Costa Rica was that the opposition wins presidential
elections leading to an alternation in power, the opposition was fragmented. However, it
won with Jose Trejos, a math and economic professor elected president in his first try for
public office. I tried to establish contacts with the incoming economic team.

Q: The incoming group was in opposition to the Figueres party?

BUSHNELL: They were what we might call the conservative opposition to the Liberation
Party. The Figueres party had a progressive outlook and wanted to expand the state to
provide more services to both the poor and middle-class -- just about everyone in Costa
Rica. The opposition group was more business-oriented although Trejos had been a
professor most of his life.

Q: The opposition was known as the National Party.

BUSHNELL: These two parties were sort of like the Republicans and the Democrats in
the United States. The Partido de la Liberacion was more like the Democratic Party, and
the National Party was more like the Republicans.

Q: The elections in Costa Rica were always vigorously contested.

BUSHNELL: Yes, very vigorously contested. The presidential elections were held at the
same time as the elections for the Legislative Assembly. The President, Vice President,
members of the unicameral legislature, and local officials are elected every four years.
After the election I took advantage of a USIS [United States Information Service]
exchange program. We brought in a US professor, whose name escapes me now, a policy
oriented economist. By this time I knew some of the officials from the outgoing
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Liberation Party fairly well. I didn’t know the incoming officials from the National Party.
One of the members of the Board of Directors of the Central Bank, with whom I had been
working closely, had a brother-in-law who was in the opposition and was to became the
Planning Minister of Costa Rica. I proposed to the Central Bank director that we get a
few officials of the government to be taking office in a few weeks together with this US
professor. I suggested we go off somewhere and spend a weekend to discuss the
economic problems in the country. He liked that idea. USIS thought that it was a good
scheme and arranged to fly all of us to a place on the Pacific coast where USIS had
arranged for us to stay in a house. We had discussions with three men who were to have
senior positions in the new government. Their jobs had not even been firmly determined.
It was fairly soon after the elections and before the cabinet had been chosen.

The six of us spent two days into the nights discussing Costa Rica’s economic problems.
Unfortunately, the visiting professor didn’t speak Spanish. Some of the Costa Ricans had
excellent English, and we translated. The US professor had no knowledge of Costa Rica.
So the Costa Ricans explained the situation in Costa Rica to him and, of course, to me.
The official of the outgoing government had the opportunity to lay out the current
difficult situation including the key numbers in a friendly way. The conversation focused
on things that were important. The exchange was very useful to me because it made it
possible to establish a relationship with these Costa Rican leaders, two of whom
eventually became the Finance and Planning Ministers, while the other man became a
member of the Board of Directors of the Central Bank. Right from the beginning we had
an open discussion with them and the opportunity to explain how we saw certain
problems and what AID was doing.

This visiting professor was traveling under what USIS calls a leader grant. It was a very
useful way to develop these relationships and discussions. However, I don’t think our
professor from the United States reached the point where he would be considered a Costa
Rican expert. He was particularly good in mentioning how other countries had solved
similar problems by relying on market forces.

The new Costa Rican government took power. It was encouraging to see that most
ministers saw their economic problems pretty much the way that we then saw them. |
spent most of the rest of my time in Costa Rica trying to help these leaders improve the
situation. This gave me a sense of great personal satisfaction. When we had the
discussions at the beach, Alberto Demare was one of the participants. He was the brother-
in-law of my friend at the Central Bank. He became Planning Minister in the Trejos
government which took over in the spring of 1966.

He invited me for additional discussions even before he assumed his office. I invited him
to lunch at my house, just the two of us. He said they had problems getting good technical
people to work in their government because salaries were so low. They knew a Costa
Rican who had just finished his Ph. D. degree in economics at the University of
California in Berkeley. Demare said that this was really the sort of person they would like
to include in the government. He had this advanced training, and he had been all through
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university in the United States. However, he was too inexperienced to be a member of the
Costa Rican cabinet. The Costa Rican government wanted to hire him, but he had been
offered a position, an assistant professorship on the faculty at the University of California
in Berkeley, which paid reasonably well. The Costa Rican government couldn’t come
close to matching this salary. Such an offer from the University of California at Berkeley
suggested to me that Costa Rica really was losing a key talent. In the way that Costa
Ricans often turned to us when they could not solve a problem, Demare raised this matter
with me. He said: “We’d really like to get this guy back to Costa Rica.” It seemed to me
that it would be very much in the US interest for this young man to return to Costa Rica
and take a senior job in the incoming government. He had the necessary education, at
least one year of which had been supported by some kind of US grant. He had financed
most of his education on his own.

I went back to my office and tried to find an imaginative solution. We could not make
him an AID contractor and have him hold government responsibilities. However, there
was a fund from the repayment of some old US loans which the Costa Ricans had to
repay in local currency and which was then jointly programmed by the Costa Rican
government and AID. I suggested we agree with the Costa Rican government to pay this
young man a monthly stipend out of this joint pot of money to make up sufficient
compensation to bring him back to Costa Rica. The amount was quite small. Some in the
Embassy felt that this situation would be a bit awkward. I also felt it was a bit awkward,
but we could find no alternative. I suggested Demare have President Trejos raise the
problem with Ambassador Telles if it were important. Trejos raised it as about the first
thing he discussed with Telles, who of course wanted to get off on the right foot with the
new President. The arrangement was made. Rodriguez became the Deputy Planning
Minister and only a handful of people in both governments knew this fund sent him a
monthly check. He was a close contact of mine, and he did great work. At that time he
said that he might eventually go back to the U.S. to a university. However, he and his
family settled down in Costa Rica and in addition to business interests he continued in
political life. Today he is the President of Costa Rica. He was defeated the first time he
ran in 1994, but in 1998 he was elected.

Q: What was his name?

BUSHNELL: Miguel Angel Rodriguez. He got great experience as deputy planning
minister. His and Demare’s offices were in the same building as the President. The
Planning Office was really the Office of the President’s economic advisers. Miguel was a
good economist. Of course, I got to know him well, and I found he was not the one who
wanted to come back to Costa Rica.. His wife, also a Costa Rican, wanted to come back
to her family. He later told me: “You know, coming up with that money made the
difference. Otherwise we wouldn’t have come back.”

Q: Costa Rica is a strong country in terms of political, economic, and social

circumstances. You really could become well acquainted with key figures in the
government. So interaction with them was easier than it would be in lots of other places.
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BUSHNELL: That’s certainly true, but many in the official US community did not take
advantage of this situation. Most had a few Costa Rican friends but circulated mainly
with other Americans. There was a large American community.

Q: There are thousands of Americans who have retired and are living in Costa Rica.

BUSHNELL: Yes. Not nearly as many then as now, but a lot. So it was easy to spend
your time living in an American atmosphere. There was also an American-Costa Rican
community which was sort of half and half. The members of this community was oriented
toward what people used to call the oligarchy. They included the rich and other people
who were members of the prestigious Country Club. Officers, especially AID [Agency for
International Development] officials, did not have the broad contacts that one would have
expected in that sort of society, especially some who had lived there for many years. You
had to work a little at developing contacts. It wasn’t that hard, and it didn’t take that
much entertaining.

Our representation allowance was quite sufficient although we did a great deal of at-home
entertaining. Fortunately, because I was going to this joint AID/Embassy position, the
Embassy rented a nice large house for us. It was the house the previous economic section
chief had rented for himself, but he was two grades more senior than I was. Most
Embassy officers rented their own houses and received a housing allowance. We were
invited back by Costa Ricans, to some extent, but not a lot. I think most Costa Rican
government officials were embarrassed about the modesty of their homes and were
reluctant to invite you to their homes. For example, I knew Alberto Demare, the Planning
Minister, very well. He and his wife had often been to our house, and he often came to
lunch. He would invite me to lunch, either at the dining room at the National Palace or
some place else. However, I was never in his home. During the whole three years we
were in Costa Rica, there were probably only half a dozen Costa Ricans who invited us to
their homes.

Costa Ricans don’t do much entertaining beyond the family group. Costa Rican society is
a modest society; there are few wealthy. Middle-class Costa Ricans have domestic
servants, but most don’t have servants who serve the table. They may have someone to do
the cleanup and the cooking, but Costa Rican society is different from the of society one
finds in most of Latin America. We had several maids over the three years, and in every
case my wife had to train them to serve the table properly. I did not find it hard to get to
know Costa Ricans very well professionally. However, one tended not to get to know
them very well socially.

Q: Can you say a little more about your actual, working situation? How did combining
the two jobs work?

BUSHNELL: There were certain things where I had to be diplomatic. I went to large
Country Team meetings as did the AID Mission Director. I generally left it to him to
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speak about AID matters. I would deal with economic policy questions. I saw my role at
Country Team meetings as the head of the Economic Section, rather than as Program
Office of AID. I spent most of my time on AID work, although I spent a lot of time
helping the more junior economic officers do the reporting in the Economic Section. I
found that being AID Program Officer required writing or at least editing several books
per year which summarized every detail of every little program in which we were
involved. Fortunately, I had a very good Assistant Program Officer. After a year or so in
San Jose, I managed to move into a position in AID called Loan Officer. I then moved up
my former assistant to be the AID Program Officer to handle all of this voluminous
writing to justify the technical assistance programs. Thereafter, I could spend more time
on supporting and justifying the loan program, which is where the bulk of the money was.
The AID grant program only covered about $1.0 million a year in addition to the salaries
and costs of American personnel.

We made various loans to Costa Rica. We tried to respond to the problems that I have
identified. There was the problem of a nationalized banking system. We made a little
progress in getting the Costa Ricans to open that up. They had already agreed to authorize
the opening of private, development banks. These private banks could not accept
deposits, but they could extend loans. There was one private bank which AID had
supported. I justified another loan to expand long-term financing available outside the
government sector. We had a loan project supposedly justified to support an agrarian
reform program. What it really involved was a program to determine land boundaries,
because most of the land in Costa Rica had never been professionally surveyed and titled.
People really didn’t have proper titles to the land. They may have been living on a
property for generations, but it had never been properly surveyed. Often there were
questions involving the boundaries, and even the nationalized banks would not lend on
the basis of property that was not properly registered.. This situation interfered with the
development of these rural properties. This loan project aimed at building up expertise
and at financing the jeeps and equipment needed by people who went out into the field to
do the surveying. Then, on the basis of these surveys, land titles could be issued.

We had long discussions about monetary and fiscal policies with the Costa Ricans. I
proposed to Washington that we extend a program loan to support improved economic
policies, as we had done in Colombia. Eventually, we justified this lending and extended
a program loan for $3.0 million. This was really peanuts. I think that Washington let us
have this only because I had done so much work justifying the loan. But the Costa Ricans
were appreciative. It helped them in what they were trying to do to improve their revenue
base. Lending activity also provided me with a reason to travel frequently to Washington.
Once I became the Loan Officer, I went to Washington to justify each loan under
consideration there.

Q: What was the volume of these loans?

BUSHNELL: They weren’t particularly large. Remember we are talking about the 1960’s.
I think that our overall loan program in Costa Rica amounted to less than $20 million per
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year. Our grant aid program including all the contracts and other costs was not more than
$5 million per year. When I arrived in Costa Rica, we had a large AID Mission. It steadily
grew smaller because we were cutting back on technical assistance. We were getting out
of a lot of ministries and programs. This approach of having somebody in every ministry
and having some, little program in each ministry had changed. These small traditional
programs were very labor intensive. Moreover, by the 1960’s many Costa Ricans had
graduated from US and other major universities and gained experience in other countries.
In most cases there was a Costa Rican expert who could do what an American could do
more effectively and at much less cost.

We introduced new programs to support the new AID thrust. For example, we brought in
a four-man team from the IRS [Internal Revenue Service] to help re-tool the Costa Rican
tax collection system. In connection with the loan for land boundaries and agrarian reform
we had a private American contractor who had six or seven people organizing the
cadastral effort. We brought in an economic policy team from the Nathan Group. We had
a contract with the University of Florida to provide open ended agricultural expertise and
even an agricultural economist.

This extensive program with the University of Florida I negotiated to overcome our
bureaucratic slowness. The Costa Ricans would encounter say some animal disease which
was new to the area. By the time we justified an AID project, submitted it to Washington,
received approval, went out for bids, and negotiated a contract with some institution a
year and a half later, the problem had either been solved or the animals were all dead.
What we needed was an arrangement permitting us to contact some agency quickly that
was already under contract and already and had the money programmed to provide the
expertise within days. [ went to the University of Florida in Gainesville and talked with
them about a flexible arrangement. Tropical agricultural was a primary focus for the
University of Florida. The university provided a couple of people on a one-year or two-
year assignment. Then, when a technical problem arose, they would either send somebody
from their staff or they would be the intermediary in finding and sending somebody from
another entity. They would send a person to Costa Rica for a couple of weeks, or in some
cases someone would go up from one of the ministries or institutes in Costa Rica to the
University of Florida with samples, test tubes, or whatever. We adopted a results oriented
project. Meanwhile we cut back on AID people working in the ministries.

In general, I tried to focus on getting the new programs approved and organized and
avoided spending much time during the implementation phase. The population program
was one in which I took a special continuing interest. The population was growing very
fast in Costa Rica. The birth rate was one of the highest in the world, although it was an
educated population, and the infant mortality rate was not much higher than in the United
States. There was hardly anything going on in terms of population planning, in part
because the Catholic Church was opposed to birth control and was strong in Costa Rica.

Q: And Costa Rica had one of the higher population growth rates in the world.
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BUSHNELL: Yes, the children survived because they had decent diets and health
services. Life expectancy was 65 or something like that. The situation wasn’t like that in
some other countries where life expectancy is low and there is a high birth rate. There
was an intellectual gap. People just hadn’t focused on the population problem. I came up
with the idea that we take a group of Costa Rican thinkers and people of influence to
attend the International Planned Parenthood Conference, which was to be held in
Santiago, Chile. We established an AID budget, and we invited some key Costa Ricans to
go. It was part of my education when I asked whom we should invite. The first people we
asked were our AID advisers in the Ministry of Public Health. They couldn’t get any
further than proposing to invite the minister. The minister was a real problem in this area
and was unlikely to go if we invited him. I had to get into this in detail and work on
getting together a list of proposed participants. I started by listing former President
Figueres, because he was the old man with great sway in the Liberation Party.

Q: And because you knew him better than others?
BUSHNELL: I knew him, but he was invited by the Ambassador.

Q: He had previously been President and was again President, later on, some time in the
1970’s. In any case, he was the outstanding politician in Costa Rica.

BUSHNELL: Yes. The Ambassador invited him to go to this conference at AID expense,
and I invited the director of the editorial page of one newspaper and an executive from
another newspaper. One of them was a good journalist, and the other was really a
businessman, although years later he became foreign minister. I also invited a professor
from the University of Costa Rica, who had been fairly outspoken in this area. Finally, we
paid for six people to attend the conference. I went with them.

The conference was a revelation for these six people, because, of course, the world was
discussing what to do about abortion and promotion of birth control was taken as a given.
Some speakers said perhaps you shouldn’t force people to limit the number of children in
a family, but others favored state restrictions on family size . The debate at the conference
was so far removed from the debate in Costa Rica that these Costa Ricans could see that
they were in the dark ages on population matters. I didn’t have to say a thing. They just
listened to the presentations, and, of course, they talked with other people there, including
many Latin Americans. After they returned to Costa Rica, it wasn’t long before the
leading newspapers began running editorials urging that Costs Rica had to address the
population issue. Discussions were organized at the university and by the political parties.
Practically overnight the interest in and attention to this problem spread like wild flowers,
and the six AID participants were very evident as promoters of the debate.

The professor, who was one of the Costa Rican participants at the conference, developed
a big movement to promote family planning based at the University of Costa Rica. Within
a year the Costa Rican government found that it could begin supporting family planning
programs and allowing private groups to do so. This International Planned Parenthood
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Conference really turned around thinking and action in Costa Rica. Or at least it speeded
up the turn around. The trip to this conference in Santiago, Chile, exposed these key
Costa Rican leaders to the issues of rapid population growth and what other countries
were doing to manage the population explosion. A few active, well-placed leaders can
make quite a difference in a small democratic country. Organizing the trip took a lot of
my time, but not much AID money.

I had a routine to which I got accustomed, although it was hard on my family. Most
Saturday mornings I would meet with Demare at the Ministry of Planning. Often
Demare’s deputy, Rodriguez, would be with us. They worked regularly on Saturday
mornings when we would have time without lots of interruptions by phone calls or
requests from the President. Demare would raise those things on which he wanted help or
on which he just wanted to exchange ideas. I would have a number of issues where our
programs had bogged down or something wasn’t working within the Costa Rican
government. It was an effective way of coordinating because the next week the Planning
Minister would work with others in his government to resolve problems, often getting
President Trejos to issue the needed order or make a phone call.

Q: What was your proudest achievement in Costa Rica, when you look back on your time
there?

BUSHNELL: I don’t know that any single thing stands out. It was not my achievement,
but I had much satisfaction from contributing to the real change in population policy. I
think I also contributed to the positive change in economic policies getting the economy
on a road to rapid economic growth that has sustained the high level of social
expenditures over the past quarter century. I could mention the arrangements for close
working cooperation made between the Embassy and AID during the three years I was in
Costa Rica. When you think of the disputes that had taken place just before I went there,
however large or small they were, they were no longer taking place. Everyone was
working from the same script. However, by the time I was leaving Costa Rica the
agreement for integration between the Department of State and AID in Washington was
coming apart; the Alliance for Progress was dying.

Another thing that took a lot of my time but without much in the area of achievements
was work to support the Central American Common Market and develop it. By 1965 we
had a separate AID Mission in Central America focused on economic integration and
regional institutions, known as ROCAP [Regional Office for Central American
Programs]. Embassies and AID missions in the individual countries did not have regional
integration as a priority focus although they were supposed to support it. ROCAP was
based in Guatemala City, and the Mission Director was Oliver Sause. Each country in
Central America wanted to develop industries as they saw industrialization as the route to
higher productivity and prosperity. However, these markets individually weren’t large
enough to support many industries. For example, you couldn’t build much of a petro-
chemical or automobile industry based on the Costa Rican market. Costa Rica had large
banana exports, and, when the banana exports began to be shipped in cardboard boxes, it
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was possible to set up factories to make cardboard boxes because the economies of scale
were there. Costa Rica could also support some light industry, but there wasn’t a big
enough market to support large-scale industrialization. In Costa Rica there were only 1.5
million people, who were not very wealthy. The same was true of the other countries of
Central America; they had somewhat larger populations but the average income was
substantially less.

It was obvious that, if they were going to industrialize, other than to export the production
which would have required world-class efficiency, the countries of Central America
would have to become much more integrated than they were. They could expand their
market by developing a single Central American market. It would encourage investments
and result in many new higher paid industrial jobs By the time I arrived in Costa Rica,
they were well embarked on this integration. However, their method was not very
constructive; the governments agreed that one Central American country should have a
steel industry, another country a chemical industry, while still another country would do
something else. Then every country would have a little monopoly, and they would trade
the products with each other while protecting all their markets from competition from the
rest of the world.

Q: That would take too much planning. It would require an overall plan.

BUSHNELL: Yes. Like a communist system, industries had been allocated to one country
or another, mainly on the basis of political compromises not according to likely
efficiency. Because they would all have lots of tariff protection, they would end up with
very high priced output, with low volume, low efficiency, but perhaps high profits for the
owners whether they be Central American or foreign investors. Of course, that wouldn’t
work. Thus many industries were stalled. Moreover, the loss of government revenue from
import taxes on many industrial goods now being purchased within Central America was
a major contributor to the fiscal problems of all the countries. It was these fiscal
constrains that made it impossible for the countries to expand the social programs which
were at the heart of the Alliance for Progress.

Q: The approach should have been just to reduce or eliminate tariffs among the various
Central American countries, and then let the market determine who did what.

BUSHNELL: There was some of that, and there was increasing trade among the Central
American countries. The big problem was what they did with the common, external
tariffs and whether they would put up or keep sufficiently high tariffs to protect each
other’s industries. This is where the arrangement finally broke down. Each country
thought that it was getting a lousy deal. There was a lot of friction, and this whole
planning arrangement was rapidly coming apart. It was also proving very difficult to
develop Central American institutions that would really work in the Central American
context. To a considerable extent each government saw regional institutions as no more
than a place to give their friends comfortable jobs. Actually I thought there were lots of
opportunities for economies of scale in Central American cooperation or integration
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outside the trade area. For example, it made sense to have one technical institute to set
standards for all the countries; concentration of research and advanced training on
agricultural or health matters of concern to all the countries was about the only way real
progress would be made. As university education expanded, it was reasonable for the
various universities to specialize, especially at the graduate level, so that one would be
advanced in engineering, another in microbiology or statistics. Some joint diplomatic
representation even made sense as it was too expensive for each of these small countries
to maintain embassies in many places.

In 1966 and 1967 Central American economic integration was suffering from severe
indigestion. Sitting as we were in Costa Rica, we had an even bigger problem overarching
the economic integration situation. Costa Ricans saw themselves as the only democratic
country in Central America with no military establishment and with values different from
the other four Central American countries. They saw that economic unification had a
political overlay as part of this same process. Thus Costa Ricans were increasingly seeing
Central American economic integration as a threat to their democracy and to their social
values. Remember all four other governments in Central America at this time were
dominated by military institutions and were more authoritarian than democratic; also
education levels elsewhere were far below the Costa Rican level. These concerns were
shared by both the more conservative and business-oriented Trejos government and the
outgoing Liberation Party even though it had signed the integration treaties. Central
American integrations was an area of major issues for the Ticos. At first  wasn’t much
involved because Embassy and AID efforts were just supportive of the integration
process, and ROCAP was responsible. Of course I heard a lot about it from Costa Ricans.

Q: And ROCAP and Sause had the lead on these problems?

BUSHNELL: That’s right. ROCAP had a lot of people in Guatemala. ROCAP also had a
few American technicians who were stationed in the other countries where regional
projects were centered. In Costa Rica the AID Mission, with the help of the ROCAP
people, implemented certain projects which were regional in nature. For example, one of
the regional projects with which I had the most problems was a regional textbook
program. The idea was to develop and supply standard textbooks that would be used in
primary schools throughout Central America. This was a large AID-sponsored program.
AID allocated an immense amount of money to bring together educated, textbook writers
from the five countries of Central America to write the books.

Q: Was the purpose to de-emphasize the nationalism?

BUSHNELL: At least to recognize that it existed. The whole program never got beyond
the fourth grade level. I don’t know how much you could or should do in terms of a
common Central American approach to elementary reading, math, and Spanish. However,
the Central Americans thought that they could develop a common Central American
outlook, and this approach seemed to have great appeal to the AID educators involved.
There is a superficial appeal to at least make students aware of the other countries of
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Central America by having the textbooks describe the situation in various countries.
Instead of saying that if you have five Costa Ricans and then you have an additional four
Costa Ricans, how many Costa Ricans did you have? You could say that if you have five
Costa Ricans and four Guatemalans, how many Central Americans did you have?

Of course, it was very hard to get agreement on the content of the new Central American
textbooks. Then AID donated enough money to provide one textbook for each student for
the first year. This was a revolutionary approach in the four other countries of Central
America because their schools never had anything like one textbook for each subject per
pupil. For the first time, the pupils were getting textbooks that the pupils didn’t have to
buy. In Costa Rica, of course, they had had textbooks. There were even publishers of
textbooks who saw their market being destroyed. There was a big argument about
replacing the Costa Rican textbooks which they had been using. Finally the texts made
available to the Costa Rican pupils were to be supplementary, rather than replacements.
Then, after the first printing which AID paid for, the various countries were supposed to
pay for printing subsequent issues of these books. Then the question arose: “Is every
country going to print its own textbooks or is there going to be a central printing plant for
all of them?” Obviously, there would be economies of scale to produce the books at one
plant. Then there were negotiations about which country was going to print each book
The printing job was to be divided up. Increasingly, the Costa Ricans became concerned
that regionally written books would weaken the Costa Rican traditions of democracy,
universal education, and equality. I was surprised to find that AID technicians were
pressing Costa Ricans to accept more authoritarian and militaristic concepts from the
other countries for the sake of making the regional project fly. Human rights was not a
big thing in our foreign policy yet, but I was bothered that the U.S. was not on the side of
Costa Rica in defending the principals we believe in. In fact in several respects US
support for regional integration caused us to support policies we normally were against
from high tariffs and industry planning to excessive bureaucracy in regional institutions.

Sometime, in 1967 I believe, Washington came to the conclusion that we needed to help
the Central American countries more on an their overall economic policies, so they would
be more efficient producers and so their tax structures could begin to yield the revenue
needed for the social programs of the Alliance for Progress. AID Washington set up an
American working group to put heads together among Americans and then talk with the
Central Americans and work out how the U.S. could be helpful in moving the Central
American countries forward on efficient production and an adequate tax structure. After
considerable discussion Washington named a three-member committee composed of
Ollie Sause, Mission director of ROCAP [Regional Office for Central American
Programs], Deane Hinton, AID Mission Director and Economic Counselor in Guatemala,
and me. This project took up a lot of time wherever we met. Once we met in Costa Rica,
but we would usually meet in Guatemala where the other two were resident. Of course,
there were Central American institutions in other countries, and a few times we met in El
Salvador and Honduras to have discussions with regional institutions there.

Q: This was in 1967?
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BUSHNELL.: I think it started in 1967 and extended into 1968. We would meet and try to
prepare reports to analyzing the Central American situation and areas for US emphasis.
We tried to make ROCAP programs more economic policy-oriented. In the wake of
projects like paying for textbooks, we recommended more focus on economic policies,
such as improving the tax structure and understanding the true costs of competitive
incentives for new industries. We tried to work with the principal institutions of Central
America such SIECA along the same lines. It was hard to make any progress. The
divisive pressures within Central America were growing, and all of this effort actually
came to very little. However, it took up a lot of time.

Q: What was the principal inspiration or stimulus for all of this? Was it indigenous or
was it something that we tried to impose from Washington?

BUSHNELL: There was a certain element of each. As the years passed, the view of the
Alliance for Progress as a program to build schools, houses, health centers, and water
wells was changing to focus on helping the various countries get their economic policies
right, so that these social projects could be implemented without the U.S. doing them.
There was also a growing realization both in Washington and in Central America that,
although economic integration and a common market were the right approach, there were
important pitfalls in the ways integration was in fact moving forward. The same
metamorphosis that was taking place in the bilateral program in Costa Rica was being
applied at the regional level. The pressure was from the same economic officers in
Washington, such as Ray Sternfeld, David Bronheim, Don Palmer, and Bill Stedman,
who were pushing this same thrust for ROCAP.

Q: ROCAP is an acronym...

BUSHNELL: ROCAP stands for the Regional Office for Central American Programs.
ROCAP was the AID Mission dealing with the regional institutions in Central America.
At the same time AID thinking was changing, many Central Americans economists, and
the Costa Ricans in particular, were becoming concerned with what they saw happening
on regional policies. The Central American Common Market wasn’t developing along the
lines that they would like to have seen. In the early 1960’s there had been some large
increases in trade among the Central American countries. There was an opening up for
trade by existing industries. You would see Costa Rican beer in Managua [Nicaragua],
and you could see Nicaraguan beer in Costa Rica, with such trade benefiting consumer
choice and sometimes price competition in both trading partners. In short lowered trade
barriers among the Central American countries on many, but far from all, commodities
resulted in quite spectacular increases in trade, albeit from a low base.

However, this process was running out of steam, and it was not generating the sort of
investment in new productive facilities that was needed and that the Costa Ricans and
others had expected from the initiation of the common market. The Costa Ricans didn’t
like the detailed state planning involved in designating which countries would get which
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new industries. Much of this planning seemed to involve industries which would be hard
to develop anywhere, let alone in largely undeveloped Central America. Which country
should build ships? None had ever build anything bigger than a fishing vessel. These
were questions of considerable intellectual analysis and, indeed, growing public debate at
least in Costa Rica. This growing debate was helpful to our committee because we could
talk about issues which many Central Americans also saw as problems. However, neither
we nor they had much in the way of politically feasible solutions, given the considerable
amount of nationalistic overlay and the unrealistic expectations which the original
promoters of the Central American Common Market had generated.. The Costa Ricans
thought that in some of the other Central American countries there was what one might
call the establishment or the oligarchy willing to take virtually anything that anyone was
willing to give them but unwilling to share their power even within their countries. A true
common market with no restriction on trade among the countries would have meant a
substantial opening up of the market and a reliance on market forces instead of
bureaucratic control. The oligarchies based much of their authority on their bureaucratic
power.

Q: Any further comment on what Ollie Sause and Deane Hinton did in Central America?

BUSHNELL: They were very capable. We had no major disagreements among the three
of us. None of us found any magic bullet for the real problems. This committee was a
great, learning experience for me, especially the opportunity to get to know Deane Hinton
He was a very good economist with an exceptional eye for the political aspects.

Q: You knew him later.

BUSHNELL: Yes, later when I was on the NSC staff and then through much of the rest
of our careers our paths crossed frequently. Ollie Sause, although an AID officer, was
very diplomatic in dealing with the Central American bureaucrats, who had considerable
egos, at the regional institutions. Deane Hinton was extremely good at drawing them out
and getting them to think through the issues. He led them to draw the inevitable
conclusions, even though they didn’t like them. I learned a lot from this experience on
ways to use interviews for accomplishing one’s objectives. Of course, they were both
much more experienced in doing this than I was.

Q: When did these talks basically collapse? Did this happen by the time you left Costa
Rica?

BUSHNELL: No. I think they were still going on when I left Costa Rica, but they had lost
steam. Central American trade was still expanding although more slowly; most plans for
new Central American industries never got far. The “soccer” war between El Salvador
and Honduras in 1969, the year after I left Costa Rica, really set back the integration
process and made most of the suggestions our committee had developed mute. In the mid-
1970’s the work on integration picked up some steam, but worldwide commodity prices
dropped, and each country began boosting tariffs willy-nilly, including tariffs which
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affected the neighboring countries. Of course, that was breaking the rules. Then another
blow to Central American integration was the Sandinista takeover of Nicaragua in 1979.
The integration effort has now been resurrected, and the three northern countries of
Central America are acting much more as a common market. All Central American
countries now have democratic governments. They are now starting to talk about moving
toward one political identity. They also have now brought in Panama and to some extent
the Dominican Republic and Belize.

A number of Central American projects have received strong international support,
including the infrastructure to trade electricity back and forth. Some of these ideas seem
promising. For example, with the effects on rainfall of the El Nino current in the Pacific
the water supply for hydro power is unreliable, especially during a couple of consecutive
dry years caused by El Nino in Honduras which has the most hydro potential. However,
El Nino tends to dump more water on Costa Rica, and the thermal capacity of other
countries could help Honduras during dry spells while Honduran cheap power, surplus
most of the time, could keep costs down in the other countries. After a couple of decades
of building, the road infrastructure connecting the five countries was pretty well
completed by the time I left Central America. Central American integration prospects are
better now than they were when I was there. Integration done right has the potential to
make the Central American countries more outward looking, in exporting to the rest of
the world as well as to each other.

Q: What else do you recall about your Costa Rican experiences?

BUSHNELL: We might touch on a couple of things. Our sixth wedding anniversary was
one of the most eventful days in our lives and illustrates the variety of Foreign Service
experiences.

Q: What was the date of that?

BUSHNELL: September 2, 1968. It was a Sunday, which is usually not a stressful day in
the Foreign Service. As it happened, we were hosting the Country Director for Central
America, who was doing a tour through the area.

Q: Who was this?

BUSHNELL: It was Dick Breen. He was an AID [Agency for International Development]
officer. AID and State had been integrated. Although it was unusual for an AID officer to
be the senior officer on a country desk, he was. Dick ran a very good office and gave as
much attention to State Department as AID issues. At the time, I was also working for
both State and AID. That was one reason why he stayed with us, although I also knew
Dick Breen fairly well. It had been a terrible week for Dick, and for the whole Foreign
Service.

Early that week, Breen’s first stop on this trip was Guatemala where our Ambassador,
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Gordon Mein, gave a luncheon in Breen’s honor. A number of Guatemalan officials were
present. As Breen and the Ambassador were about to leave the Ambassadorial residence
to ride back to the Embassy together, Mrs. Mein said she had some things to resolve with
the Ambassador in connection with the dinner which they were giving that evening in
Dick Breen’s honor. Ambassador Mein asked if there were another car available. There
was, and Dick returned to the Embassy in that car, while Ambassador Mein stayed a few
minutes at the Residence. A few minutes later Ambassador Mein’s car was ambushed on
the way back to the Embassy, and the Ambassador was killed. Dick considered that
episode a “near death experience” for him, not to mention that it was a terrible thing for
all of us in the Foreign Service.

Dick canceled some other stops and then came straight to Costa Rica at the end of the
week after handling the crisis in Guatemala.. We scheduled almost every minute of his
visit to keep Dick’s mind off the murder of Ambassador Mein. On Sunday morning, even
though it was our wedding anniversary, we got up very early to take a plane. My wife was
coming, and the three of us were flying to the Guanacaste Peninsula of Costa Rica in the
northwestern province of Costa Rica on the Pacific. We had sent a car and driver ahead to
meet us at Nicoya airport. We planned to meet with some Peace Corps volunteers and to
see some AID projects. Then we were going to visit the Arenal volcano which had
erupted violently a few months earlier after nearly a thousand years of dormancy. We
were scheduled to leave the San Jose downtown airport at 6:00 AM, so we were having
breakfast at home at about 5:00 AM; it was still dark.

My wife, Ann, said to Dick Breen: “I think you’ve been married longer than we have.
Tell me, does the Seven Year Itch begin at the beginning of the seventh year or at the end
of the year?” This was our sixth wedding anniversary, the beginning of our seventh year.
Dick didn’t have any answer, particularly at 5:00 AM. However, when he returned to
Washington at the end of this trip, Dick had a meeting with his entire State/AID staff to
report on his trip and assign follow-up tasks. He said he had been asked several questions.
He wanted people to work on them and give him their answers. After dealing with several
business questions, he said that Mrs. Bushnell had asked him this question about the
Seven Year Itch and he needed to get back to her with the official State/AID position. For
the rest of that year various of my friends in Washington would ask me whether I had yet
had the Seven Year Itch.

Q: I would figure that you would be too busy to have the Seven Year Itch. [Laughter]

BUSHNELL: I probably was. We flew to the Guanacaste Peninsula and drove to the
house of a Peace Corp volunteer. We had notified him that we were coming. I guess we
got to his house about 8:00 AM. We knocked on the door several times and got no
answer. [ went around to the back door but got no response. Then the front door opened,
and the volunteer let us in, somewhat embarrassed. We had a limited chat. He didn’t seem
to be in a chatty mood. It was a brief visit, and we had the feeling he was not the only
person in the house. We went out the front door and found the car had disappeared, along
with my wife. Ann had chosen wisely to stay in the car rather than to come into the house
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with us.

There was some street vendor nearby whom I asked him where the car had gone. When
we had gone into the house, Ann noticed the church bells were ringing and asked the
driver if Mass was being said at that time. He said: “Yes. The church is only two blocks
away.” She thought she would sneak into Mass while Dick and I were talking to our
Peace Corp friend. We walked to the church. Mass was soon over, and Ann went with us
to visit some AID projects. Then we drove off the Guanacaste Peninsula and up into the
mountains toward the Arenal volcano which was still erupting, albeit much milder than
during the first weeks of this eruption.

For some years AID had been providing support for the Costa Rican Volcano Institute.
Until recently we had even had a volcano expert from the US Geological Service working
with the Costa Ricans. Thus some of the top Costa Rican experts were meeting us to
show Dick Breen the area of the eruption. The Costa Rican Volcano Institute had lost
several of its people who had been killed on the slopes of Arenal by the first eruption.
There had been less than 75 people killed, but there was great damage to all the towns
and farms in the vicinity, and the residents had had to leave. One question was how much
aid we should contribute for the emergency and recovery efforts.

A small group of Costa Rican officials, including volcano experts, met us on the main
road where one takes unpaved access roads and trails for the remaining 15-20 miles to the
volcano. They had two jeeps. We got into the jeeps and went up an unpaved road toward
the volcano. As we proceeded the road and the entire countryside was covered by a
thicker and thicker layer of volcanic ash. It was raining, a light rain. Soon there were a
couple of feet of volcanic ash along the side of the road. We came to a river, where we
had to stop. Ann said she wasn’t feeling well and would prefer not to take the bumpy ride
up toward the summit of the volcano. We left one jeep with her and a driver. We forded
the river and continued several miles up, where there had been a town. The volcanic ash
was piled up literally over the roofs of some of the houses, although the top edges of the
roofs were visible through the ash. As we approached the town, there were fence posts
along the side of the road, but you couldn’t even see them in most places. It became more
and more questionable as to where the road really was, with the rain and all of the ash. A
little farther on boulders had been thrown out of the volcano, and landed with tremendous
explosions and made big holes, 20 or 30 feet across. The craters were basically in ash.
The surface of the entire area was like the surface of the moon. There was nothing but
these gray ashes, signs of debris, and occasionally the top of a tree, as well as the remains
of a structure, but there wasn’t much but ash punctuated by these craters.

We went as far as it was safe to go, probably further than was safe. We could hear new
Arenal explosions, but we could not see further up the volcano because by this time it
was raining hard. When we got back down to the river where we had left the other jeep
after our couple hour adventure in this high altitude moonscape, we saw that the river,
behind which Ann had stayed, had risen to three feet deep, and maybe more. It was filled
with ash-laden water from the volcanic activity. The Costa Rican officials who were with
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us said: “It certainly had been a good idea to leave the other jeep on the other side. We
could have been stuck on this side of the river for days until the rain stopped.” They
decided the jeep on the other side of the river could, in effect, pull us across. A local man
on horseback brought a rope attached to the downhill jeep across to tie on to our jeep. We
drove at a fairly good speed into the river. When we had traveled only a little way into the
river, the jeep stalled and we were stuck. Then the rope, which was attached to the other
jeep, pulled us the remaining 20 or 25 meters, the rest of the way, across the river as the
cold water came through the bottom of our jeep and nearly filled it up to window level.

This was one anniversary when it was good luck that Ann developed a headache from the
bumpy road. We would have had to spend a very uncomfortable wet night if we had not
left one jeep on the other side of the river. There were no buildings in sight and no
shelter. I’'m not even sure there was any food on the volcano side of the river. When we
got back to our AID car, we assured the Costa Rican officials we would soon provide
funds for relief work. We then proceeded to Puntarenas on the Pacific Ocean, stayed at a
luxury hotel, had a martini, and looked out at a beautiful sunset into the Pacific Ocean --
the perfect end to an eventful sixth anniversary.

Q: John,, in 1967 you received a Department of State’s Meritorious Honor Award. Later,
in 1968, you were the first recipient of the Rivkin award. Can you explain what was the
significance of those and how you were chosen to receive them?

BUSHNELL: I’'m not sure. The Rivkin award for middle-grade officers and Harriman
award for junior officers were created about 1967 to award initiative in the Foreign
Service or what some people called dissent. Dissent did not necessarily mean opposition
to policy. I always looked at it as meaning taking the initiative, getting a job done, and
being aggressive about it, going beyond Washington’s instructions rather than differing
180 degrees from official policy. Over the years the awards have gone to officers who
provided leadership in constructive development of policy in changing circumstances
more often than to those who tried to change policies by opposing them.

I didn’t even know I had been nominated for the Rivkin award until Ambassador
Boonstra called me to his office and gave me the amazing news that I had won. I thought
that I had been doing fairly well in Costa Rica, but I had not expected anything like this.
Boonstra said I should to go to Washington two weeks later to receive the award at a
large luncheon on the eighth floor. He said this was a great honor, which, of course, it
was. I later learned that Ken Crockett, the DCM in San Jose in 1965-67, actually had a
major part in my nomination. He had been the Country Director for Caribbean Affairs at
the time I was in Santo Domingo. He said he was shocked when I was not promoted from
FSO-5 to FSO-4 in 1966 on the basis of my work in the Dominican Republic. I think he
drew on my earlier work before and during the crisis in the Dominican Republic as well
as my work in San Jose as the justification for this award. Ken was a good drafter. He had
gone on to be ambassador in Nicaragua by the time of the nomination.

I proceeded to Washington, where there was a nice award ceremony at a large eighth floor
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luncheon. Vice President Humphrey was the speaker. He had been Chairman of the
selection committee for the Rivkin award, and he presented it. Because this was the first
year for these awards and these were the first such awards for the Foreign Service, it was
a particularly happy occasion. There was a monetary award which I think was $1,000.
That was worth a lot more then than it is now. I was delighted to receive the award. That
was the first time I met Phil Habib. I believe he had also been on the selection committee.
He was President of AFSA [American Foreign Service Association}. He called me in
before the luncheon for a chat; I think mainly to tell me to keep my thank you short, but
we had an interesting substantive discussion. He also arranged for me to do several USIA
broadcasts and have numerous picture takings and interviews, all to further the public
image of the Foreign Service. I worked with him on numerous occasions later, and he
always received me as an old friend. For example, soon after I joined the NSC staff I was
on a study mission to Korea where Phil was Ambassador. Kissinger had me deliver an
eyes only letter to Phil. This might have been awkward as I was one of the junior
members of the group and the letter had not been seen by State, but I asked to see Phil as
an old friend. He managed our visit so the others never knew.

As far as the Meritorious Service Award is concerned, it related to my work in Costa
Rica. Perhaps it was in part because of my work with the US delegation to the Trejos
inauguration in 1966. The delegation was headed by Lincoln Gordon, the Assistant
Secretary for Latin America, and I was his control officer. He wanted to use this first high
level contact with the new government to encourage improved economic policies, and I
was able to suggest approaches to the various senior officials which might help reach the
objective. The new Economics Minister invited Gordon and a few others to his farm for a
Saturday night stay. Gordon and I shared the Minister’s car for a couple hours in each
direction. Participating with him in these meetings also got me off to a good relationship
with the new government, although it was hard to explain to the AID director why I was
there and he was not. Gordon had good things to say about my work in a letter he sent
after his return to Washington.

Q: Well, it’s always helpful for a young, junior officer to receive special recognition for
your work.

BUSHNELL: Yes, for an officer newly promoted to class four I did have a lot of contact
with senior officers in Washington. I found that, once I had mastered the facts of a
situation, I could explain it to senior people and suggest how we might move forward. |
did not have any particular policy preferences, except to try to make economic sense, and
thus I tried to understand what US policy objectives were and see how to pursue them.
Most officers at this stage of their careers have to concentrate on gathering information
and reporting. I did some of that, but I was fortunate to have a series of jobs which were
more operational and closely related to policy formulation.

Q: As a place to live, obviously Costa Rica was a big improvement over the Dominican
Republic.
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BUSHNELL: Yes. Costa Rica is a rather ideal place to live. It has a great climate and had
no domestic tensions. It was probably the most laid back place in Latin America. It was a
very enjoyable place to live. We had three young children while living there; one born
there, and they all prospered in the Costa Rican climate. Costa Rica was not my most
exciting assignment, but it was one of the more enjoyable.

Q: When a place is not so good, you refer to it in terms of the ancient Chinese curse:
“May your grandchildren live in interesting times.” Your resume says that you left Costa
Rica in 1968, but you went to Geneva in 1969. What happened in between there?

BUSHNELL.: I left Costa Rica in early November, 1968, and I arrived in Geneva in
January, 1969. I just had home leave and consultations in Washington.

Q: How did that assignment come about? It was quite a change for you from everything
that you had done up to that point when you transferred into multilateral diplomacy. This
was pushing a change rather far, so to speak.

BUSHNELL: In 1968 State management was saying Foreign Service Officers shouldn’t
be too specialized in one area. I had already had four assignments working on Latin
American affairs, including my time in Washington. State Personnel said I should either
come back to Washington or go somewhere completely different. I chose different. One
of the possibilities was going to South Korea under an arrangement between AID and the
Embassy which would have been somewhat analogous to what I had been doing in Costa
Rica. However, I wouldn’t have been head of the Economic Section. That assignment
was discussed with me, and I said it was fine. My priority was to stay overseas while our
children were still in pre-school or the lower grades of elementary school with the idea
they would benefit more from Washington area schools later. Then State objected to
another detail to AID. Finally the Personnel wheels just ground and gave me the
assignment to Geneva.

Q: What did you think about this assignment when you first heard about it? Did you have
any idea as to what you'd be doing?

BUSHNELL: I had virtually no concept of what the work would be. My international
organization experience was with the IMF and World Bank, not with the UN and GATT.
But going to Geneva sounded pretty good. I thought that it would be a good place to live.
In retrospect, I would not say that was necessarily the case. When we left Costa Rica, we
were excited about going to Geneva and to Europe and working with the various
international organizations. I really didn’t know what the job would involve even after I
spent a couple of days in Washington. Then went to New York to consult with the UN
and meet Perez Guerrero, who was in the process of leaving the UN in New York to
become the Secretary General of UNCTAD,

Q: What had he done before that?
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BUSHNELL: Manuel Perez Guerrero had been a minister in Venezuela several times,
including of finance, planning, and mines — meaning oil. He had also worked for the UN
in senior positions beginning with the League of Nations.

Q: Did you meet Jim Clughall and Julius Katz before you went to Geneva? They were the
key, responsible people in the Bureau of Economic Affairs in Washington.

BUSHNELL: My assignment to Geneva was an 1O [Bureau of International Organization
Affairs] assignment. [ met with John McDonald and other people in IO. I had some
discussions with people in the AID Policy Staff about Geneva because I knew them.
These were casual discussions about Geneva. My consultations in Washington were more
debriefing about Costa Rica and Central America than looking to the future. I don’t recall
anything about conversations with people in EB [Bureau of Economic Affairs] if I had
any.

Q: What do you remember about Geneva when you first arrived there? I remember
distinctly the day you arrived. Let me tell you what I remember about it, and you can add
to it. You came in early 1969. We had really been run ragged during the 18 months
before that. Henry Brody, Herb Propps, and I were working on GATT [General
Agreement on Tariffs and Trade] matters. Up until the end of the Kennedy round in mid
1967, Mike Blumenthal had a huge team in Geneva, composed of about 60 people, doing
all of the GATT work. We had been promised that when all of his troops left, there would
be other people coming in to help us with the load. You were the first of this group, a
vear and a half later. I was being run ragged, doing UNCTAD [United Nations
Conference on Trade and Development] and GATT work, so we were glad to see you.

BUSHNELL: I had no sooner arrived, had not had time to adjust to the time change or get
my family settled, when I had to start helping a delegation that had just come from
Washington for the annual UNCTAD Board debates. By this time I expected to go from
the plane to work in the Foreign Service as that had also happened on all by other
assignments.

Q: That’s always the case.

BUSHNELL: I began going to these meetings which, among other things, ran on into the
night. [ remember great difficulty explaining to my wife why I was coming home so late.
While we were still in a temporary apartment and looking for a house to rent, one of the
conferences that I covered at UNCTAD was the annual conference on olive oil. It was not
of much interest to the United States. In fact, we didn’t have anybody from Washington.

Q: I had covered that the year before, in 1968.
BUSHNELL: I was just an observer. There wasn’t much going on at that conference, but,

as was the case with many of these meetings, one had to spend hours at the Palais des
Nations [the UN headquarters in Geneva originally built for the League of Nations]
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because you never knew when something was going to come up which would be of
interest or importance to us, particularly some political issue. Then the olive oil meeting
scheduled a night session; it was my wife’s birthday, and I had promised to take her to
dinner so I invited my wife to go along with me.

Q: Did she go?

BUSHNELL: Yes. She could see I really did have to work at night and that there was a
meeting going on. Fortunately, the debate was about the nuances of grading olive oil;
neither of us could understand it, but I pretended I did.

Q: I could never persuade my wife to attend these evening or night meetings.

BUSHNELL: Ann found the olive oil conference incredibly boring. She occupied herself
doing her fingernails down behind the desk. Nothing happened at this particular meeting,
but at least it showed her that the work practices at that place were strange, to say the
least.

Q: This was what was particularly frustrating to my wife. We never had a holiday.
Everyone else had American and Swiss holidays. Usually, there was some kind of
UNCTAD conference going on, practically nonstop. They were all scheduled to end on
Friday. However, by Thursday night it was obvious that it would be late Friday night
before it ended, usually at about 10:00 PM. About half the time they even met on
Saturday morning. More often than not, and particularly toward the end of the session,
we would have to get a report out. The next conference would begin on the following
Monday. It was really nonstop meetings, it seemed.

BUSHNELL: There was certainly that element to it. I wasn’t used to having many
holidays. On the contrary, I found that one of the nice things about UNCTAD was that at
least for once during my career I could actually schedule my time ahead. Over Christmas
there were a couple of weeks when there would be no conferences scheduled, and nothing
would happen. At other times there would be the occasional week when nothing would be
scheduled. There would be a summer session of ECOSOC [Economic and Social Council
of the UN], and I was on the delegation to that meeting, but late August was slow. Most
important, there was an advance predictability about all the meetings, so I could plan and
actually take a week’s leave now and then. My experience during previous (and future)
assignments was [ would plan to take a vacation trip and then some crisis would come up
and I wouldn’t be able to do it. Many plans had to be canceled. However, in Geneva we
managed to schedule three or four trips a year and see much of Western Europe without
ever having to cancel plans. However, you’re right that UNCTAD conferences tended to
be back to back during much of the year. There wasn’t much time to write reports in
between. A tremendous amount of time was spent at the Palais des Nations, where I really
didn’t do much particularly constructive, although I perhaps improved my debating skills.

Q: One frustrating aspect of my assignment to Geneva was that, before a meeting began,
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all of the other delegations wanted to know what the US positions would be. We almost
never knew what the US positions were going to be until our delegation arrived from
Washington.

BUSHNELL: There was a certain frustration in always waiting for the position papers,
but many times that wasn’t an issue. After I learned the ropes, I found US positions were
quite predictable.

Q: We always received the instructions rather late.

BUSHNELL: That was particularly a problem for GATT meeting. But in UNCTAD we
were generally against whatever change was being proposed. For the major UNCTAD
Ministerial Conference held every four years the U.S. would review its positions and try
to make some concessions. However, the rest of the time it was relative easy to forecast
what the US position would be, unless the issue involved some really technical points.
When we were changing an important position, it was generally done in the OECD, IMF,
World Bank or some other form; then one would know that the US UNCTAD position
would change to be consistent.

Q: What did you think of UNCTAD, once you got into it?

BUSHNELL: I found it was hard to take it seriously. Of course, the whole UNCTAD
conference had been set up, largely over US objections, to try to get international
decisions into a body where control was on the basis of one country, one vote, instead of
some kind of weighted voting, as in the international financial institutions, or in GATT
where a consensus has to be developed. Of course, the U.S. is never inclined to have
decisions of importance to the U.S. made in that kind of international body where most of
the members are poor developing countries with interests quite different from those of the
United States. The developing countries were trying to use this kind of conference to
extract more aid and trade concessions that they could otherwise obtain and to place the
blame for their economic problems on the U.S. and other rich countries. By and large, the
delegations and Geneva representatives from the developing countries did not come from
the economic decision making structure of their countries, but rather from the political
side of their governments. They were much better at making speeches about their great
needs and expressing generalities than they were about advancing policies that might
really help their countries but required better management of their resources or
challenging vested interests at home. As a result, most of the time our job was limited to
making clear that the U.S. wasn’t going to be ramroded into accepting their positions. If
we didn’t vote for a resolution, it was unlikely that we would follow its provisions.
Fortunately, during the time I was in Geneva, we did have a couple of constructive things
going on to give a little positive flavor to our UNCTAD participation.

Q: Involving GSP [General, Scheduled Preferences].

BUSHNELL: Yes.
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Q: Can you tell us about what GSP was about?

BUSHNELL: To help developing countries it was decided in the OECD [Organization
for Economic Cooperation and Development] that the developed countries should give
trade preferences, i.e. reduced tariffs or no tariff, on products from developing countries.

Q: Hadn't this come out of “UNCTAD 11" [Second UN Conference on Trade and
Development] in New Delhi? I think that Joe Greenwald should deservingly take
personal credit for it. Of course, people always debated how useful it was.

BUSHNELL: It was an idea that had been around for a while. It had been debated in the
OECD before the UNCTAD conference. The U.S. and some other countries had been
opposed but finally agreed at the conference in New Delhi to try to move forward. It was
Joe Greenwald’s work within the US government that was key in getting general
agreement. The UNCTAD decision speeded up the technical work of the OECD. But it
became clear that the various developed countries each wanted to implement its own GSP
schemes with quite different approaches and it would be impossible to reach what had
been envisioned as a common scheme, in which all developed countries would extend the
same preferences to all the developing countries. The concern in the OECD was then that
each of the major developed countries adopt a scheme that would give similar benefits to
the developing countries. Only then could each country defend the GSP as a fair sharing
of the burden against attacks from vested interests in each country that might be affected
negatively by the preferences. Thus each country developed its own plan. The Japanese
had their plan, and the U.S. had its plan. The Canadians had a different plan as did the
EEC. Burden sharing was discussed in the OECD before the detailed plans were
presented in UNCTAD. I went to many of the OECD meetings so that I would have the
background for the later discussions in UNCTAD. Most of the US delegates to these
OECD meetings were senior officers from the involved Washington departments such as
Agriculture, Commerce, Treasury, and STR (the President’s Special Trade
Representative). Within the US delegation it fell largely to me, as the one hearing the
requests of the developing countries first hand, to try to bring the perspective of the
recipients into the debate in competition with the interests of one or another US pressure
group reflected by the domestic cabinet departments.

Q: Did you go to the OECD meetings?

BUSHNELL: I went to quite a few of the OECD meetings in Paris.

Q: Herb Propps used to go to those meetings. Had Herb left by the time you arrived?
BUSHNELL: No, Herb was still in Geneva for the first months I was there. He left
Geneva in the summer of 1969. I don’t remember that I went to an OECD meeting on

GSP when I was first in Geneva so I probably went after Herb departed. Once or twice in
the winter I took the overnight train, rather than fly and have the weather close in on me.
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The OECD meetings on GSP were constructive, but they were tricky. Even when the US
plan was finally decided, there were lots of implementing details to be determined. We
had quite a job explaining our GSP program to the Europeans and trying to persuade them
to accept it and not try to renegotiate a plan which had already been approved in
Washington after painful discussions and compromises. Washington was not about to
change it.

Q: Do you think that this really had an impact on the developing countries?

BUSHNELL: I don’t think it represented a revolution. Of course the American consumer
is the biggest beneficiary when he can buy a greater variety of goods cheaper. But there
were real benefits for the developing countries in getting a little more money, because
they got, in effect, some of the benefits of the lower tariffs and the increased demand for
goods at lower prices. In the US scheme the tariff was reduced to zero. The developing
countries could thus charge more for their goods and still sell cheaper to the US
consumer. Moreover, trade would switch to the developing countries from developed
countries that still had to pay the tariff. GSP encouraged substantial new investment to go
forward in some countries.

All the GSP schemes had many exceptions where tariffs were not reduced. These
exceptions were the concession to the domestic vested interests in developed countries.
Unfortunately, the exceptions were precisely in the areas which were of greatest interest
to the developing countries. The US GSP, for example, didn’t cover textiles, which was
an area where, obviously, the developing countries were very competitive and US tariffs
high. There were numerous other products which were covered, but in general these
tended to be those of less interest to developing countries or products with low tariffs
anyway. However, there were areas which were helpful, although generally not so much
to the very poor countries as to some of the middle level countries. The more advanced
developing countries were able to take advantage of the GSP and get more products into
the US market. This was particularly the case with South Korea, Taiwan, and Malaysia,
which did a good job of finding those products which they could make more cheaply but
where the small volume would not be criticized for taking too much of the US market.
They did quite well in the US market. Also, a number of large US buyers, such as K-Mart
and Wal-Mart, were able to look more to developing countries to source goods at cheaper
prices. The products could then come into the U.S. under the GSP. In that respect GSP
opened whole new markets for a dozen so developing countries with a stable investment
climate and a significant industrial sector.

Under GSP the developing countries didn’t have to do anything except ask to get this
access to the US market. I considered this aspect unfortunate, although the developing
countries of course liked it. Because developing countries were not required to begin
opening up their own markets, an opportunity was lost to encourage them to open their
often quite closed markets and thus get the increased efficiency and productivity that can
come from competition.
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Thus GSP was a step forward, and it was probably as much as was politically feasible for
the developed countries at that time. Certainly it was easier for governments to please
their consumers with cheaper imports that to raise financial assistance which would have
required higher taxes. However, GSP did not make any basic changes in the world
economic structure. It was something for the UNCTAD delegates of the developing
countries to write home about. It was worthwhile for some policy-makers to come from
their capitals and engage in this UNCTAD dialogue. It was certainly more constructive
than much of the debate in UNCTAD.

Q: Does anything stand out in your mind at this point about the GSP negotiations or any
particular steps in the process?

BUSHNELL: I had some difficult times. Explaining the US GSP scheme in UNCTAD
was very challenging for me because I had not participated in the Washington discussions
and thus did not know the nuances in the details. I only had what was in the brief and
what I had learned in Paris. Often, the discussions would break down into smaller
negotiating groups. We usually had two delegates from Washington, but the group often
would break into three working parties. So I had to explain and defend many aspects of
the US GSP on the basis of my incomplete knowledge.

Q: Did Bob Lenhart come?

BUSHNELL: Ed Cronk was the senior State delegate; he was deputy assistant secretary
for international trade policy in EB. Jack Leary, who was in Cronk’s office, often came.
Howard Worthington, the director of the State Office of International Trade, often led the
delegation. Bob was more on the IO [Bureau of International Organization Affair] side.
At times we also had delegates from USTR and from the Department of Commerce.

Q: Did Clarence Stabule come? He was in the Department of Commerce at that time.

BUSHNELL: I don’t remember him. At any rate, [ was stuck in these working groups
with nothing more than a brief which had few details.. Many questions which the
delegates raised were not covered in the brief. So I was in the awkward position of
saying, over and over again, that this was something to be worked out, or something like
that. Or I would go ahead on my own and make policy when there seemed to be a logical
way of doing things, as was often the case. I would hope that Washington wasn’t too put
out with my proposing to do things the logical way. I don’t remember that there were ever
any great difficulties as a result. Although I had participated in the OECD meetings, most
of the detail issues were not covered there, and I had no way of knowing whether or not
each particular issue was contentious in Washington or whether it had been decided.

Q: There were a couple of positive issues, and GSP was one of them.

BUSHNELL: The other main set of positive issues was in the commodity field. US policy
was somewhat more open on commodity agreements then than it has been subsequently.

145



Experience with producer/consumer commodity agreements in the 1970’s was that they
did not work, while the OPEC success as a producer only agreement moved the
developing country focus away from cooperative agreements.

Q: There was no other international institution which had overall responsibility for these
issues.

BUSHNELL: Correct. There were free-standing organizations for some commodities, but
the only place where governments could discuss commodity policy in general and work
within the UN framework toward new specific commodity agreements was UNCTAD.
There were coffee and cocoa agreements, although these were coming up for renewal;
there was much discussion on these commodities. Then there was a question of what
additional agreements might be negotiated regarding other commodities. Study groups
were established to determine the first steps that might be taken on various commodities.

The underlying intellectual issue was whether it would be technically feasible and
politically possible to work out a commodity agreement which made sense for both
producers and consumers.

Examination of what historically happened in the free market indicated that free markets
resulted in major problems for both producers and consumers of many commodities. For
example, from the economic point of view it was certainly disruptive for the coffee price
to be $1 per pound one year, $5 per pound the next year, and $1 per pound two years
later. Producers either had a bonanza or bankruptcy; consumer budgets were disrupted.
Because many small developing countries depended on one to two primary products their
economies followed the commodity cycle, often with political as well as economic
disruption.

Q: Some insurance arrangements can be negotiated on that sort of thing. The trouble is
determining what the price level would be.

BUSHNELL: Many thought the problem with negotiating commodity agreements was
just that consumers wanted low prices and producers wanted high prices. However, [
found the real problems were quite different. The problem was how to deal with the
underlying investment and production which affect how much product enters the market..
That is, you’re not going to be able to control the price unless you control the quantity of
the commodity available on the market. The problem with the existing coffee agreement
was that it didn’t restrict how much a country could grow. It only restricted how much
each country could sell on the world market, or better put the world market covered by
the agreement. When the price was high, a lot of people planted coffee bushes. It takes six
years before you first harvest coffee. That’s a relatively long time during which market
conditions change. Then, since much additional coffee had been planted in many
countries when prices were high, there would be a really big increase in world coffee
production six or seven years later by which time the price may already have dropped.
Many countries than had large stocks of coffee which could not be exported under the
agreement. Some of it would be smuggled out, and the governments would be under great
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pressure to market this stored coffee even though the price was low. If one country sold
some of its surplus stocks, there was little effect on the market. But there was no effective
policing mechanism to avoid countries competing with one another to sell beyond the
Agreement quotas. On the other hand when coffee prices were relatively high and rising,
consumer members wanted increases in the quotas to constrain price increases, but many
producer countries welcomed the higher prices, especially those which did not have
stocks and so could not benefit from increased quota exports.

Experience was showing that to give commodity agreements a change of working would
require a great deal more international planning and control than most non-communist
countries were prepared to contemplate. Some international body would have to allocate
rights to increase production looking far into the uncertain future. Measures would be
needed to deal with the problem of new countries not in the agreement introducing
production. Even with good planning, if that were possible, the market could be affected
dramatically by uncontrollable events such as a frost in Brazil destroying half the coffee
harvest or a war blocking access to markets. In short it would have been possible to get
agreement among producers and consumers on a desirable future price. But in the real
world the measures available to work for this outcome were limited.

Q: Then, of course, there were negotiations on specific commodity agreements in the
OECD countries. The OECD discussions were somewhat more general.

BUSHNELL: I didn’t participate in such OECD discussions. The commodity agreement
on which I spent the most time was cocoa The International Cocoa Agreement was due
for renewal. The agreement had been running for several years; there was a Secretariat,
and the actual daily working of the agreement was in the hands of that Secretariat. Thus
the UNCTAD question was whether the existing agreement was to be renewed and, if so,
how it would be modified to be more effective. Such general issues were very much
questions for UNCTAD. For the meeting on cocoa, I was asked to be the chairman of the
consumer group, and I agreed to try to bring the consumers together. This was very
difficult to do. In fact, finally the U.S. didn’t join the agreement that came out of that
negotiation. The key problem was that there was no agreement on provisions to give the
agreement teeth to deal with the amount of cocoa being supplied to the market, except to
maintain the price by having a major buildup of stocks to be financed largely by
consumers. The producers pressed hard to get commitments for financing from the
developed countries, or guarantees of financing, for stocks. The U.S. had no way of
guaranteeing such financing and would have had to ask Congress for advance
appropriation of large sums. Congress had already refused to endorse commodity
agreements even when they did not require significant funds.

By and large UNCTAD was not a very useful forum for these commodity negotiations
because most delegates were not sophisticated economists and were not able to deal with
the relatively complicated economic issues requiring detailed knowledge. Most producer
delegates had only general instructions to get an agreement at X price level, without really
going much further into detail than that. Many consumer delegates were real experts on
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the commodity in question, but none had very feasible solutions to the difficult problems.
Chairing the consumer group was a frustrating job because most consuming countries
didn’t really have a position. Given the reserved US position, I didn’t consider it
appropriate as consumer group chairman, in addition to being a US delegate, to propose
any new approaches to the problems. I mainly listened to the positions of the consumers
and tried to summarized where there was consensus or close to consensus.

Q: Some people get very emotional about these issues.

BUSHNELL: Much of the emotion is part of the show that developing country delegates
feel they need to put on in UNCTAD. Some diplomats make a career out of UNCTAD,
the UN, and several other international, debating institutions. UNCTAD is a place where
relatively poor countries go to get help from rich countries, not on bended knee, but in a
forum where, for example, Upper Volta has the same voting power as the United States.
This situation leads to a great deal of posturing. At least I looked at many of the
delegates’ actions and statements as posturing. One takes it for what it is and does one’s
own posturing, and plays with the situation. I sometimes had great fun with this; this
gamesmanship approach avoided the boredom of weeks of long speeches.

In UNCTAD there was a third group of countries, that is, the communist countries. These
countries separated themselves from the developed countries and had their own programs
to deal with developing countries. One negotiated with them separately from the
negotiations with the developing countries. The developing countries tried to promote
competition between the western developed countries and the socialist countries. Of
course, as [ was a US delegate, I was perceived by the Russians to be an opponent in
every sense of the word, although most of the time our negotiating interests were not all
of that different from theirs. Sometimes, when a debate was going on which was rather
hard to handle and not one which we wanted to get very far, I would just go over and
whisper in the ear of the Russian delegate. Most of the delegates would stop paying
attention to what was going on and focus on this US/Russian interplay. Often, the Russian
was quite willing to play the game. Maybe, after a half hour, he would come over and
whisper in my ear. We would talk about something having nothing to do with UNCTAD,
for example I would ask if he had seen a certain movie or visited a restaurant.

Q: Of course, on some issues, like the UNCTAD budget, the Russians were very much our
allies.

BUSHNELL: That’s right.
Q: The Russians followed a hard line, even more than we did on this kind of issue.
BUSHNELL: Right. They were competing with us for the goodwill of the developing

countries, but they didn’t want to pay much for it, either directly in trade concessions or
indirectly through the UN budget..
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Q: Regarding commodities, was this before the integrated program of commodities came
up? Later there were 18 commodities. The idea was some developing country or another
had an interest each. They tried to get all of the “Group of 77" countries behind this
proposal.

BUSHNELL: I don’t remember a list of 18 commodities. However, one of the ideas of
the UNCTAD secretariat was to have a standard agreement that would work for most
commodities. For any given commodity only a limited number of developing countries
which produce this commodity were interested, but, if virtually all commodities were
packaged together, there would be something in the package for almost every developing
country. [ was involved in the beginning stages of this packaging. I personally thought it
was a terrible idea because the differences in the production and marketing of
commodities is just too great, say from tin mined in a few countries, through tropical tree
crops such as coffee and cacao, to commodities such as wood which is really 100
different commodities, some produced by everyone. This issue was discussed in the
Commodities Committee, one of four major UNCTAD committees, which each met
twice a year. That committee was supposed to promote trade in commodities of interest to
the developing countries. But it was just a debating society. The developing countries
tried to come up with resolutions in which everybody would agree that there should be an
agreement for one commodity or another. Our response was that you can’t say there
should be an agreement without knowing something about what’s in it. We couldn’t
agree, and the debate would just go back and forth but without any resolution. The
developing countries followed the rule of the lowest common denominator. If any single
country wanted to include a commodity, it would be put in. It didn’t cost anybody
anything to put it in to keep that country happy. At times the complexity of these draft
resolutions was really ludicrous.

Q: What about other UNCTAD issues? For example, invisibles and items related to
trade.

BUSHNELL: The Invisibles Committee was another major UNCTAD Committee.
UNCTAD wanted to get into financial issues such as the level of foreign assistance, but it
started as a conference on trade, so the invisibles handle was used to develop what might
better be called the Finance Committee. Of course, if it were called that, the U.S. and
others would have objected because we believed the IMF and other international
institutions had the mandate in the financing area. I was perceived in Washington and in
the US Mission as being expert in international finance, perhaps because I had done so
much work on monetary policy and been detailed to AID. I was left to do this committee
without much support from Washington. The main thrust of the developing countries was
to get agreement on a high target for the portion of developed countries’ GNP [Gross
National Product] that should be given as financial aid to developing countries. For
example, they wanted one percent of GNP from the developed countries to go to the
developing countries. We weren’t about to agree to that; the U.S. provided less than half
that much aid and Congress was already cutting back our requests every year.
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What I tried to do was to agree that the developed countries, and the U.S. in particular,
would support programs that made sense and yielded sustainable development. We would
support solid programs, but we wouldn’t support countries or programs that squandered
the money. I also referred to difficulties with aid in countries that had corrupt regimes,
and I had pulled together several examples of aid projects that were total failures. I would
give the developing country delegates the needle. If some delegate spoke strongly against
the U.S. as being selfish and exploiting developing countries, I would try to reply with an
example of the waste of aid in his or her country. This approach really cooled down many
delegates. Generally officials in their capitals paid little attention to what the delegates
did in Geneva, but, when a negative story about a project in their country appeared in the
press, capitals were on the phone to their delegates in UNCTAD telling them to make
sure that did not happen again. One poor delegate was even called home in part because
of such an incident; another from a notoriously corrupt country approached me at one

point and begged that I not use his country as an example again because, if I did, he said
he would be killed. I didn’t.

The Invisibles Committee also dealt with insurance, and US insurance companies which
had worldwide interests paid a lot of attention to this part of the work. At some point
earlier, before I was there, an UNCTAD resolution was passed which said in general there
should not be wholly-owned foreign insurance companies operating in developing
countries. Foreign insurance companies were supposed to enter into joint ventures of
some kind with local companies. The US insurance industry was strongly opposed to
entering joint venture arrangements in part because of several bad experiences with weak
local partners. Moreover, various suggestions in UNCTAD papers dealing with the
regulation of foreign insurance companies would have been disastrous for the large US
companies. For example, UNCTAD staff did not seem to understand how reinsurance
works. UNCTAD staff argued that reinsurance should be placed within the developing
country. Of course, if there were a big disaster in a small country, all the insurance
companies would be bankrupted and claims would not be covered. The advantage of
placing reinsurance on a worldwide basis was precisely the spreading of risks among
many countries to assure that even the biggest losses happening at the same time could be
covered.

Tommy Thompson, a senior executive in American International Insurance Group [AIG],
would always come to Invisible Committee meetings and other UNCTAD meetings when
insurance was to be discussed. He was very knowledgeable about both the insurance
business in general and the insurance business in developing countries. He had spend
many years running the large AIG operations in the Middle East and elsewhere. His
mandate from the US insurance industry was to avoid any troublesome new decisions in
UNCTAD and try to get the resolutions already adopted modified. He could explain
insurance in terms the lay person could understand. He could point out what was practical
in the real world, and he could show how disastrous some of the crazy things being
suggested would be. I arranged for him to spend a lot of time with the economists on the
UNCTAD staff who handled insurance, and he was able to avoid a lot of problems by
educating them before they sent papers to all the delegates. In the formal meetings we
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adopted a positive approach and tried to make suggestions that developing countries
could use to build up their own insurance industry without using state action to chase out
the foreign companies. I think we got across the point that the advantage of foreign
insurance and reinsurance companies for developing countries was that they would be
sure and have the resources to pay claims precisely when there were major problems
stressing the economy of the developing country and its domestic companies.

There were at least three meetings on insurance while I was in Geneva. We made some
real progress in moving away from the confrontational approach, but we did not get the
earlier resolution changed. One benefit of having Tommy Thompson as a public member
of UNCTAD delegations was that he had a large expense account, fitting a large company
such as AIG, and he would use these funds to take key delegates, secretariat
professionals, and myself to excellent lunches at restaurants we normally could not
afford. Several times he and his wife also entertained my wife and me. Another major
UNCTAD committee was the Shipping Committee.

Q: Ah, yes.

BUSHNELL: Of course, the U.S. no longer had a large number of ships carrying cargo all
over the world because our costs, particularly labor costs, were not competitive. Most US
imports come on foreign flag ships. The thrust of the developing countries in UNCTAD
was to try to get agreement on measures that would promote developing country shipping
companies whether or not they were low cost. Shipping was thus a very important
committee for the Scandinavian countries, Japan, Greece, and the U.K. which had
companies doing much of the world’s shipping. Perhaps the biggest issue, while I was in
Geneva, was what is called cargo reservation. The UNCTAD staff argued that developing
countries could promote their own shipping companies by requiring by law that a
substantial part of their imports and exports had to move on ships of their flag. Such
cargo reservation is of course not efficient since shippers cannot use the cheapest or most
convenient ships. But South American countries and some others were beginning to adopt
cargo reservation measures which were creating real problems for the major shipping
countries. The shipping countries wanted an UNCTAD resolution prohibiting or sharply
limiting cargo reservation while the developing countries, at least the dozen which were
developing a shipping industry, wanted an UNCTAD resolution with would endorse
cargo reservation and prohibited reprisal measures.

The U.S. itself already had cargo reservation, in that some 50 percent of the cargo
financed by the government had to move in US registered ships as well as most of the
traffic between US ports including Puerto Rico, Hawaii, and Alaska. Only with cargo
reservation could US flag ships afford to pay US union salaries and still operate at a
profit. Thus what was being proposed by the developing countries was a version of what
the U.S. was already doing. Of course, the U.S. is better able than developing countries to
afford the high cost of uncompetitive shipping with cargo reservation, and we tended to
justify what is basically a large special interest subsidy as necessary to maintain the
minimum fleet of cargo ships that we might need in a war.
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The position of the developing countries, led by Brazil, was strongly for cargo reservation
and restrictions to help the shipping industry of developing countries. Brazil had a rapidly
expanding shipping and shipbuilding industry at that time. It hasn’t done so well since
then because of cheaper Asian competition, but at that time it was seen as an up and
coming shipping country which could take on other countries. Most developing countries
didn’t have much shipping or a shipbuilding industry. I had quite a remarkable negative
experience in the Shipping Committee concerning this issue. There would be a big
delegation from the United States.

Q: Including some representatives of...

BUSHNELL: Private sector shipping companies, the Department of Commerce, the
Maritime Commission, and from the Department of State. I was assigned as the US
Mission member. As the US delegation was large and the main debate was between the
leading developing countries such as Brazil and the developed shipping countries, |
would do little with the US delegation. I wouldn’t even go to their caucus meetings.
During much of the time I wouldn’t even go to the Palais for the meetings of this
committee. I would only go if there were some political issues which were outside the
scope of shipping experts. In this case the Shipping Committee was meeting for two
weeks. [ had heard from various people on the US delegation that there had been difficult
meetings of the US delegation. Delegates attending the caucus were reportedly swearing
at each other and even throwing things at each other. They were reportedly turning over
chairs. [ was not present at any of these meetings, but I was told these things happened.
The sharp caucus debate was whether or not the US would support a resolution against
cargo reservation.

The general position in the paper approved in Washington was that cargo reservation was
an anti-economic measure, raising costs. However, opposing cargo reservation in general
would place us against a policy we followed in support of our own shipping industry. Of
course, the US shipping industry didn’t want us to oppose cargo reservation which was its
life blood. In Washington the issue had risen to The President’s Council of Economic
Advisers, where Treasury and perhaps others felt we should oppose cargo reservation as
the subsidy it is and maybe we should find another way of supporting our shipping
industry. This issue was very contentious within the US Government and the US
Delegation. Since it looked as if there was going to be a vote on a cargo reservation
resolution, there was a question as to how the U.S. would vote. As the meeting was
reaching its end, I was just an interested spectator.

As often happened, the meeting ran late into Friday night although I went home after
checking with our delegation toward the end of the afternoon. The meeting continued
Saturday into the night. I went home for a long dinner break and returned about 10 or 11
in the evening; the meeting was still going strong as Brazil was intent on pressing its
resolution to a vote. On a humorous note, I was in the corridor outside the conference
room about one in the morning when the wives of the British and I think the Swedish
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ambassadors in Geneva appeared. Apparently they did not believe it was possible their
husbands were still involved in an UNCTAD debate at this time on a Sunday morning.
Diplomats from other countries who were stationed in Geneva pressed me at every
opportunity to tell them how the U.S. would vote. I asked our head of delegation, and he
said it was not yet decided. Finally, the meeting ended with the resolution in favor of
cargo reservation to be voted on Monday afternoon. The US delegation met, and the head
of the US delegation from the State Department said he was leaving Geneva in a few
hours and I would have to take over as chairman of the delegation as the only remaining
State representative. He ordered the industry members of the delegation who had come
from the U.S. to leave, and the representatives from other agencies had already departed
or were scheduled to do so later on Sunday. Thus I became the US delegation. I asked
how to vote. The head of delegation said he would be on the phone to Washington and I
would get instructions Monday morning.

The following Monday morning I waited at my desk at the Mission for instructions. My
phone was ringing off the hook with calls from other delegations, asking how the U.S.
was going to vote.

Q: Maybe in Washington they had trouble getting clearance on the cable of instructions.

BUSHNELL: [Laughter] The time difference meant Washington was not even open for
normal business at noon in Geneva. Finally that afternoon, just before I had to leave my
office to go to the meeting, an immediate action cable came in from Washington. It said:
“You are to make the following statement.” I can’t recall exactly the wording of the
statement, but it was on-the-one-hand and then on-the-other-hand. The statement was
consistent with voting Yes, No, or Abstain. I showed it to Bill Culbert and asked how I
should vote; he said I could obviously vote however I wanted as long as I read the
statement. Big help.

Q: It must have been fairly convoluted.

BUSHNELL: It was convoluted. I thought after more than two-weeks of discussions the
U.S. should take a clear position. I asked Henry Brodie to telephone Washington and ask
urgently how we should vote. He said: “T’ll get on the phone, but I probably won’t get an
answer.”

I went to the meeting and decided I was in a difficult position and should do something to
avoid an outcome that several Washington agencies wouldn’t like at all, but no position
would satisfy everyone in Washington. The Japanese, the U.K., and other delegations we
usually worked closely with were urging us to vote No. When I arrived at the meeting,
other delegates crowded around; some claimed that the heads of their delegations had
been told we were moving toward a No vote. | was approached privately by a good friend
in the Japanese delegation. He said they had “terribly difficult” instructions, because they
were ordered to vote against the resolution on cargo reservations and with the United
States. He asked me to please tell him that we were going to vote against the resolution.
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A vote against the resolution, in effect, would be a vote against cargo reservation. I said
the U.S. was not necessarily against the resolution. I decided I had to do something
imaginative to avoid letting our friends down and/or creating a blow—up in Washington.

Before the meeting started I explained privately to the Secretary General, who was
chairing, what I was going do. Before he called for the vote, I raised the US flag and was
recognized. I said the UNCTAD procedures and its schedule had gotten totally out of
control. We had meetings that were supposed to end on Friday. Instead, we went on
through Saturday and Sunday, and here we were on Monday afternoon when all the other
US delegates had had to go to other commitments. I said the U.S. has adopted a new
procedure. Whatever it was that was under consideration, when a meeting extended to
Saturday or Sunday and especially Monday, we would vote No in protest. We would vote
No without regard to the substance of the resolution. If we couldn’t get an agreement by
Friday night, other delegations shouldn’t look to the U.S. to support any resolution. I then
read the text of the statement from Washington and asked to have it included in the record
of the vote together with my procedural statement. This statement, of course, gave the
Japanese, the British, and other major shipping countries great delight because I was
voting No. I thought I had made a clear statement that I wasn’t taking any position on the
resolution except that [ was voting No because the committee hadn’t voted when it was
supposed to vote, when I had members of the delegation from Washington present.
Others voted much as expected. The vote was extremely close; my recollection is that it
was approved by a margin of about one vote. Of course the US vote was recorded as a
No.

I thought I had managed a difficult situation well. Washington could figure out its
position in the future; the countries we usually worked with in UNCTAD were happy;
perhaps this would even be a blow in favor of ending meetings on time. I reported back to
Brodie, who had talked to Washington and had been unable to get anything except some
chagrin in the Department of State that the head of the US delegation wasn’t in Geneva.
Brodie and Culbert were very pleased with what I had done and even said they would
support future No votes when meetings drag on. I prepared a cable reporting the position I
had taken and the outcome. I thought it was a good day’s diplomacy. Some six weeks
later I received a cable containing an official reprimand from the Department of State for
not having properly followed my instructions.

Q: Oh, gees!

BUSHNELL: This was the only time during my career I received a formal reprimand. I
was told that it would be placed in my personnel file. I thought this reprimand was not
only unfair but just ludicrous. Henry Brodie thought it was just terrible and totally unfair.
He protested by cable to Washington and eventually wrote a memo to go into my
personnel file explaining that [ had not had a clear instruction and had handled the matter
extremely well. This reprimand never did me any particular harm. However, Brodie,
Culbert, and I made some effort to find out what had really happened. First we found the
Head of Delegation had departed on Sunday for Paris instead of staying for the Monday
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meeting in part because he was meeting his wife in Paris that day; he did have an OECD
meeting in Paris beginning Monday, but several senior delegates of other OECD
countries missed the first OECD day to stay in Geneva. Apparently, when the Head of the
US Delegation had gotten back to Washington, his bosses were unhappy he had departed
Geneva. Some agencies were unhappy because they had wanted us to vote Yes. Those in
Washington backstopping this meeting apparently felt they had agreement with the Head
of Delegation in their phone conversations that the U.S. would abstain; therefore they
rushed out the US statement first thing Monday on that assumption without stating what
they thought had been agreed informally and without interagency clearance. Thus
although he had not told me how to vote, the chief US delegate protected himself by
taking the position that I had been instructed to vote differently. Thus the reprimand.

Q: John, what about some of the other areas before UNCTAD, such as transport and
technology? Do you have any particular recollections of that?

BUSHNELL: Technology was an area of great frustration in UNCTAD because, no
matter how much the developed countries did, the developing countries immediately
wanted more. Of course, a great deal had been done by developed countries toward the
transfer of technology to the developing countries. The developing countries never
mentioned how much they had been helped. Hundreds of thousands of people from
developing countries have studied at universities and other schools in developed
countries. They have learned a lot of technology that they have taken home, not to
mention that a majority of technology is available at virtually no cost from the books and
other publications of developed countries. There are all sorts of programs for
governmental sharing of technology with developing countries. A great deal of AID
[Agency for International Development] work is the transfer of technology through its
technical and capital assistance.

The main complaint of the developing countries was that a couple of them had to pay
substantial amounts in terms of patent and royalty fees to use technology belonging to the
developed countries’ private sector. They argued these fees should be reduced. Our view
was that privately owned technology is entitled to a return, and developed country
governments do not control fees of the private sector. Developing new technology takes a
lot of investment. If private firms don’t get a good return, the world won’t get the
advancement in technology which is a benefit to everybody. I had a little speech. I don’t
know how many times I made it. I spoke of the rapid advance of technology which is of
so much interest in the developing countries. But developing countries don’t have to use
the very latest technology. In fact, maybe they shouldn’t use the most advanced
technology. The technology available two generations previous may be appropriate for
their conditions with cheaper labor, more expensive capital, and fewer advanced
technicians. In many cases technology with which there has been much experience can be
introduced and used by less trained people. Older technology may no longer be subject to
patent rights, or it is certainly available much cheaper. However, some developing
country delegates thought their countries had a right to have the very latest technology for
free. There was continued pressure and debate, although fairly unstructured, and not
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much in the way of viable ideas for progress.

Q: Sounds like sound and fury signifying little. Was the TDC program functioning, or the
program for Economic Cooperation Among Developing Countries in operation?

BUSHNELL: Yes, both of these were expanded while I was there. The developing
countries would meet among themselves and try to find ways to expand trade or other
cooperation. Unfortunately, much of the thrust for this program of cooperation among
developing countries was driven by people from the Soviet Bloc in the Secretariat.
UNCTAD stressed government to government trade arrangements instead of the
governments merely setting the table for their private sectors. The same situation applied
to the UNCTAD work to expand trade between the communist countries, non-market as
they were called, and the developing countries. The Soviet government would agree to
take x number of tons of bananas and to provide, in return, y number of tons of iron,
some number of airplanes, or whatever they could sell. There were long negotiating
sessions, and large delegations came from the Soviet Union and some developing
countries. The main contribution of UNCTAD appeared to be translators and a free
pleasant place to do business in Geneva. Eventually, once these negotiations and the trade
really got going, the Indians and some others no longer negotiated with the Russians in
UNCTAD. They had their own bilateral arrangements. However, for many countries that
were just getting started in trade with the East, this was a painful process because they
normally didn’t deal on a government to government basis and they were inexperienced
in getting the views and inputs of their private sectors on trade details.

Reflecting this largely Soviet concept of government trade, some people in the Secretariat
and in some delegations began to think that, from their posts in Geneva, they should run
trade among developing countries. So as well as Honduras trading bananas to the USSR
for iron, Honduras should trade bananas to Argentina for beef. They would promote
bilateral negotiations and would have meetings for that purpose, particularly among those
which had more non-market economies. The U.S. had little interest in this activity,
considering it inefficient. About the only interest that I had was that, in preparing the
UNCTAD budget, we needed to limit the amount of funds provided for translators for all
of these negotiations. This translation service was becoming a substantial strain on the
UNCTAD budget. I tried to take advantage of this competition for resources to cut back
on other activities of UNCTAD, for example by shifting committees which met twice a
year to once and those that met annually to every other year so that UNCTAD could
provide the translation and interpreting services to East/South and South/South
negotiations. I thought fewer committee meetings would mean less work and less travel
for the U.S. and would certainly not limit our ability to accomplish anything we might
want to do in UNCTAD. This tactical approach on financing translation activity was not
very successful. It ended up with the Department of State not holding firm in New York
against increases in the UNCTAD budget.

Q: Could you explain the administrative budget problem for UNCTAD?
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BUSHNELL: We had long budget discussions or negotiations every year. The UNCTAD
budget was part of the basic UN budget so the U.S. was covering a mandatory 25 percent
of the UNCTAD budget through required annual UN dues. Some of the activities of
UNCTAD were supported by separate grants from individual countries or other
international organizations. However, the basic UNCTAD budget was part of the UN
budget. As part of the overall efforts by the U.S. and other developed countries to contain
the growth of the UN budget, procedures had been set up so that the UNCTAD Secretary
General would prepare his budget request and discussed it with interested member
countries in Geneva. Comments of the delegations were supposed to be taken into
account before it was sent to New York. I usually represented the U.S. in this process in
Geneva.

There was not a lot of flexibility in the UNCTAD budget. The numbers were driven by
how many meetings, how many interpreters and translators, and how many bureaucrats
were needed, as well as how much it would cost to publish the proceedings. There wasn’t
a lot one could do to cut back on the budget. For example, the shipping committee didn’t
really have to meet every year. Why not meet every other year? Obviously, if we did that,
there would be a substantial savings. One could push for this sort of thing. Generally, the
best we could do was to resist an increase in the number and frequency of meetings.
There would be other delegates who were pushing in the other direction, and we would
wind up about even.

I didn’t have the impression that, as international bureaucracies go, the UNCTAD
bureaucracy was larger than what it should have been given what it was supposed to be
doing. However, by comparison with what it actually did, the UNCTAD bureaucracy was
pretty large. Most of the Secretariat papers were of poor technical quality for example.
Believe me, I had to read many thousands of pages of them.

Q: But there was a lot of pressure from Washington to hack away and seek to reduce the
budget.

BUSHNELL: There was a desire to cut the budget every year. We received a cable from
Washington every year to this effect. The Department would say there were many places
where the UNCTAD budget could be cut back without doing any damage to anything but
the Department would provide few examples.

Q: 1 think sometimes we wanted to do damage to certain activities.

BUSHNELL: We might even have wanted to do that. However, I don’t recall trying to
use the budget to be particularly destructive. Almost all meetings were held too
frequently. People weren’t ready to modify their positions that rapidly. Meetings went on
too long; there was too much speech making, and all the work would be done in the last
couple of days. Thus business was not conducted effectively. UNCTAD sessions were
probably one of the least effective of UN activities, although I have little other experience
for comparison.
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Q: Many of the frustrations in UNCTAD are from working in the Group System. Group B
comprises the industrialized countries and seeks to develop a common position to
negotiate with the Group of 77, which includes the developing countries. This structure
makes the system rigid.

BUSHNELL: Perhaps it does, but you have to have some kind of system. You can’t have
over 100 delegations running around in an unorganized way, each negotiating for itself.
That just won’t work. A great many countries had pretty simple instructions because, on
most issues, they were just to go along with the group they belong to. That is, most of the
developing countries vote with other developing countries. As a result, it was often hard
to arrive at any consensus because there would usually be a couple of countries which had
strong and determined views. Of course, the U.S. was often one of these countries There
was a lot of diplomatic glossing over of differences. However, I think this kind of system
is as good a way to arrange work as any. Obviously, Group B would have worked better if
it had decided to use the OECD [Organization for Economic Cooperation and
Development] as an effective coordinator to come up with common positions and then
stick with them. Also the OECD could have provided a professional secretariat to prepare
Group B drafts and even certain speeches on behalf of the group. In effect the UNCTAD
Secretariat was such a secretariat for the Group of 77 and even to a considerable extent
for Group D, the communist states. However, there were some Group B countries, such
as France, that were too eager to court the developing countries to permit binding OECD
coordination. Thus Group B had to depend on volunteers from among the delegates to
perform the secretarial function. Too often I was struggling to understand a draft in
French and determine if the U.S. could support it.

Q: The same thing could be said of the Scandinavian countries.

BUSHNELL: Yes, to some extent. The Scandinavians generally had more forward
positions. A number of Scandinavian countries do give one percent of their GNP [Gross
National Product] in aid, so they don’t have any problem with agreeing to that. On
shipping, however, the Scandinavians have quite a tough position. It was often hard to get
a really meaningful, group position, except on tactics. At least during the time that [ was
in Geneva, the general perception was that the U.S. tended to be the least willing to move
toward the developing countries. This perception was partly because such countries as
Japan, Germany, and Italy diplomatically hid behind the United States, saying little and
letting the U.S. carry the ball.

Q: I think that’s been true from the beginning. How about the UNCTAD Secretariat?
What did you think of it?

BUSHNELL: Perhaps my view of the Secretariat was unfair, but I thought the Secretariat
could have made a difference if it had been willing to come up with more imaginative and
balanced proposals. For example, it could have recommended that, for the developing
countries to receive some benefit, there would have to be some self-help effort by them to
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improve their own policies. Or, if the developing countries and the Secretariat had
brought some balance into the debate by describing developing country policy changes
that worked, the whole concept of UNCTAD would have been more fruitful. After all the
principal responsibility for development certainly lies with the developing countries
themselves not with the developed countries, although you would never know this by
listening to an UNCTAD debate.

However, the UNCTAD Secretariat became, at best, one more reporter on the situation in
the world. Its reports were not as good as those coming from a number of other
organizations such as the World Bank and the DAC {OECD Development Assistance
Committee}. Sometimes, its proposals were not technically sound. The UNCTAD
Secretariat wasn’t a strong secretariat. I don’t know how it is now.

Q: I think that it has been the same all the way through. Raoul Prebisch had left office as
Secretary General of UNCTAD by the time you were there. Perez Guerrero was the
Secretary General when you were there. Do you have any comment on him?

BUSHNELL: I didn’t know Prebisch in that incarnation. I met Prebisch in Argentina
later. I think that his ideas had changed significantly after he left UNCTAD. Perez was
quite a sophisticated diplomat. He did not add much substantive leadership to the
economic mix in UNCTAD as Prebisch had. He was able to maintain good relations with
almost everybody, which was not easy. He was good at finding compromise language,
which could be read in different ways and say different things to various people. Such
diplomatic slight-of-hand may not have had much effect on the real world, but it had
become the heart and soul of the UNCTAD game.

One of the exercises I participated in was preparations for the Second Development
Decade. It was part of a UN wide effort. The UNCTAD assignment was to come up with
recommendations. Thus Perez Guerrero convened an Advisory Group to help UNCTAD
prepare for the Second Development Decade. The thrust for UNCTAD was that focusing
on a second development decade would get the richer countries to do more for
development of the poorer countries. The US expert was Isaiah Frank, then a professor at
John Hopkins who had worked in State EB from 1945-63 including as DAS. Professor
Frank was not familiar with the UNCTAD and the UN game. I was assigned to work with
him; in effect I educated him on the UNCTAD game. Most of the other advisors either
had UNCTAD experience or were educated by officers like me from their countries’
Geneva Missions. Thus many of the arguments and issues were the same as those we
dealt with

every day in UNCTAD. Especially when it came to preparing a draft for New York, the
bargaining was much as it was in UNCTAD meetings. This draft was to lay out the goals
for the next decade for development and development assistance including trade
measures.

As was often the case in UNCTAD, a small group was brought together, this time by
Perez Guerrero himself, to try to hammer out this draft of goals. Unusually, at the end of
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the day Perez invited the group, perhaps made even smaller, to his apartment to continue
the work. As I recall, we worked two or three nights far into the early morning. The
compromise language got more and more contorted. The U.S. was not in a position to
make any major concessions; certainly this is not where we would make such
announcements. Thus we pressed for general and thus pretty meaningless language. |
don’t recall that the final product had any impact.

This tension between the developing countries and a few developed countries was
continual in UNCTAD. In these informal negotiation groups I frequently gave my little
lecture that it would be easy for the U.S. to vote for some of these proposals, since they
weren’t binding on us. However, if we didn’t intend to do what the resolution called for,
or if we didn’t have any internal means for carrying it out, we were honest enough to the
UNCTAD process to vote no. Moreover, where we voted no, there would be no chance of
getting our Congress to approve the measures that were desired. Until we could see a way
of doing it, we weren’t going to vote for things which we couldn’t live up to. Most
delegates appreciated this approach, perhaps because they saw that an UNCTAD where
everyone voted for lots of things to help developing countries but few implemented them
would soon be clearly worthless, and their nice Geneva jobs might be gone.

Q: Were there other individuals in the UNCTAD Secretariat of whom you have any
particular recollections, either positive or negative?

BUSHNELL: The head of the Commodities Division was Bernard Chidzero, an African.

Q: He was from Zimbabwe. In fact, when Zimbabwe became independent, he became the
Number two man in the government, under Robert Mugabe.

BUSHNELL: Chidzero seemed very much a rising star. He seemed to understand the
economic situation better than others. However, he was not very effective as a senior
UNCTAD staff member. By and large, the UNCTAD Secretariat was staffed by people
who were making international organizations a career and enjoying life in Geneva. They
were not at the top of the ladder in whatever their area of specialty was. There were a few
young people starting out there who had good potential, but they tended to be buried in
the system. By the time a paper was edited by all of their bosses, there was little left of
what they had originally put into it.

Q: Did you get involved at all with the UNCTAD/GATT International Trade Center?
BUSHNELL: Very little.

Q: Do you have any comment on that?

BUSHNELL: I thought the trade center was useful and tried to defend it in the budget, for

example. I was not in favor of cutting that part of the budget. The Trade Center was an
example of more practical help to developing countries in contrast to the diplomatic
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discussions in UNCTAD. Most of the Trade Center budget came from the UNDP (United
Nations Development Program) and from voluntary donations from the Scans and others.
The Trade Center basically provided technical assistance on such items as trade

promotion, standards, and trade taxes to assist developing countries expand their exports.

Q: Could you comment on the US Mission? First of all, you were fairly independent in
connection with many UNCTAD operations. You were probably more dependent on the
delegations coming to Geneva from Washington than on the US Mission. Could you
comment on Henry Brodie?

BUSHNELL: Henry Brodie was the Economic Minister most of my time there. His
priority, and clearly his personal preference, was working on GATT problems. He
attended some UNCTAD meetings. After I got my feet on the ground, he largely left
UNCTAD to me, as did his successor. He gave me support in getting cables out.
However, unlike other jobs I have had, most of the time I was not really on my own
because I had lots of visiting delegates from Washington. There were only rare meetings
which I attended without people from Washington in attendance. These visitors were
officers who dealt with policy in the area being discussed, and I didn’t have any need to
look to the US Mission for guidance. In fact, I didn’t spend a lot of time in the Mission.
My Mission office was a place to write reports and read cables and UNCTAD papers, but
that was about all.

Q: Henry Brodie was replaced by Bill Miller. Any comment on him?

BUSHNELL: No. Henry Brodie had been around UNCTAD for a long time. He was
someone to go to when I needed advice and suggestions. As for Miller...

Q: Brodie was an expert on commodities.

BUSHNELL: Miller never had much to bring to the table on UNCTAD; he did not know
the issues and didn’t really have much to do with UNCTAD. I think he distanced himself
rather intentionally from UNCTAD, at least during the time that I was there.

Q: What about Herb Propps?

BUSHNELL: Herb Propps was a good economist. I had met him years before when he
was in the Embassy in Canberra, Australia, and I was studying there. He was antipathetic
to UNCTAD because no good, trained economist had a real professional challenge there.
Fortunately, he didn’t want to have much to do with UNCTAD and, in fact, didn’t have
much to do with it. He had been in Geneva for a long time and was a great GATT expert.

Q: He was a little reserved about everything in Geneva, including even GATT. He had
the attitude that “those fools there don’t know what they 're doing.”

BUSHNELL: Trade negotiations are more about politics, especially domestic politics,
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than about economics. Now that GATT is the WTO [World Trade Organization] the
political element may be even more obvious.

Q: Bill Culbert replaced Herb Propps about six months after Propps left Geneva.

BUSHNELL: Bill Culbert considered UNCTAD to be a joke. When he really had to do
something there, he did it. He did some work on trade preferences. You really had to have
a good case that you needed him or an UNCTAD meeting would be uncovered or you
didn’t get Bill Culbert to do anything on UNCTAD.

Q: Did you have any sense about other people in the US Mission? Was Roger Tubby still
there when you arrived?

BUSHNELL: Yes, he was there. He had been President Harry Truman’s press
spokesman. He was head of the US Mission to UN agencies in Geneva when I arrived,
but he soon departed. I thought he was a wonderful guy, but I didn’t really know him. He
had nothing to do with UNCTAD.

Q: What about Charles Mace? He was the DCM [Deputy Chief of Mission] of the US
Mission.

BUSHNELL: He was a career administrative officer; he was a nice guy.

Q: He was a twin brother of Howard Mace, but they were very different. Do you
remember anything about Idar Rimestad?

BUSHNELL: Rimestad brought Jules Bassin as his DCM. I had the impression they
became more active, especially on budget issues. Maybe it was that they tried to get me
more involved in the budgetary issues, even going beyond UNCTAD. They tried to look
at the budgets of the other, specialized agencies of the UN. However, I really didn’t have
the expertise to be much help. The concern was to hold down the increase in budgets
because the U.S. paid 25% or more of the budget and it was increasingly difficult to get
Congressional appropriations for international organizations.

Q: They were purely administrative people and both Rimestad and Bassin were
uninvolved with substantive issues.

BUSHNELL: I don’t know. They certainly were not involved with the things I was
involved in, even in the crises. We had one crisis involving ECOSOC [UN Economic and
Social Council]. The head of our delegation to ECOSOC was a political appointee who
wanted to have a big impact with a forthcoming policy speech. I don’t think he was going
to advocate the 1% of GNP target as a goal for aid to the developing countries. But he
was going to commit us to moving up some tenths of a percent per year in our aid and to
reducing trade restrictions. These were all things the developing countries wanted to hear.
I forget the specifics, but there were two or three things in this proposed speech which
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were clearly against our established policies. Some of us pointed this out to him. He took
the position that he was hired to make policy. [Laughter] Fortunately, there were other
career officers, who had come with him from Washington. I was mainly involved in
pointing out to them where the problems were. I don’t remember that the front office paid
much attention to the situation. [ was involved in trying to quiet this head of delegation
down. He was finally recalled to Washington and was relieved as head of the US
delegation. He gave his speech and then was relieved. This whole performance was
disgraceful, but it turned out, as we all knew, that he had not been hired to make policy. I
was glad this mess occurred in ECOSOC and not in UNCTAD.

The summer ECOSOC meetings were among the low points of my assignment to
Geneva. Normally ECOSOC meets in New York, but New York is pretty hot in August
and a month or so in Geneva is pleasant for many delegates. In August UNCTAD has no
meetings because the Europeans are on vacation or because ECOSOC takes up the
UNCTAD facilities. Since I did not have UNCTAD work, I was assigned to the
ECOSOC delegation during both summers I was there. Of course, it was cheaper to place
me on the delegation than to send another officer from Washington or New York.
Fortunately the pace of work was slow. I handled only a few issues such as economic
reports and tourism. I enjoyed developing contacts with the Latin American delegations,
and we even developed some drafts in Spanish especially on tourism.

The worst thing about the summer ECOSOC, and the most difficult, was the ECOSOC
Council meeting room where the plenary met almost every day for many hours filled with
endless, and usually meaningless, speeches by the heads of delegation. The chamber has a
balcony above it, which is where the thousands of tourists on tours of the Palais file
through and can then sit and watch the proceedings. You go back after a nice, Geneva
lunch and a couple of glasses of wine, and you have to sit for three or four hours through
boring and tedious speeches. Often I had to take the US place at the table as the senior
delegates were busy negotiating. Most speeches were not even worth taking notes.
However, woe to you if your head should nod, because some American tourist will be in
the balcony and will look down and see that, behind the sign for the US delegation, the
delegate is sleeping. You really have to look as if you are representing US interests or you
might be at the end of a Congressional investigation of why the US delegate was sleeping.

Q: Did you like Geneva as a post?

BUSHNELL: It was a pleasant place to live and work, but UNCTAD work was not very
interesting.

Q: Today is Monday, February 23, 1998. I would like to put a little of the UNCTAD
material into a bit of perspective, before we go on to your assignment to the NSC
[National Security Council]. You were there, beginning in 1969, so you were not really
involved in a major conference. You were basically implementing the results of the New
Delhi Conference of UNCTAD and preparing for the Santiago Conference.
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BUSHNELL: That’s right. We were supposedly implementing the results of the New
Delhi Conference, particular the agreement in principal to establish GSP [General
Specialized Preferences]. Work was just beginning on preparations for the next
Conference; at least, by the time I left Geneva in early 1971, we weren’t really into
serious preparations. There was a big debate about where the next UNCTAD Conference
would be, and there was great opposition to holding it in Santiago, Chile, where Salvador
Allende, a Marxist, had been elected President in 1970. I don’t recall that it was a matter
of tremendous moment to the United States although we supported having the conference
in Geneva which would have been much cheaper.

Q: I think we have adequately discussed the major negotiations and institutions. How
would you put these discussions in the context of the overall situation?

BUSHNELL: There was a basic point on which there was international disagreement,
although in the United States there was virtually no recognition of this disagreement and
certainly no general recognition that our position was shared by only a small minority of
countries. It is convenient for the developing countries, both large and small, to try to get
international decisions into a forum where the voting is one-country, one-vote, rather than
some kind of weighted voting based on economic measures or even population. On this
basis the overwhelming majority of votes are with the poorer countries. They see such
decision making as in their interest, that is developing countries would like decision-
making structures where they can use their votes to redistribute world income and make
other decisions. They wanted to use UNCTAD and other fora to restructure world
decision-making away from the concept of weighted voting as in financial institutions
such as the World Bank where the rich countries have most of the votes, or even the UN,
where the decision making bodies such as the Security Council are dominated by certain
richer countries, rather than the majority of poorer countries. They argue such a
restructuring would be more democratic, although I have never understood why one
nation having one vote in analogous to one vote per citizen. The failure of the US body
politic to even recognize that this disagreement exists is interpreted in many developing
countries to reflect US arrogance.

The thrust of the developing countries and some of their supporters in developed
countries was to put as many economic decisions as possible into structures where issues
would be decided on the basis of one country, one vote. This thrust was the origin of
UNCTAD [United Nations Conference on Trade and Development], and the effort of the
developing countries at the first conference and at later meetings was to get as many trade
and financial issues into UNCTAD as possible. Before I was associated with UNCTAD,
there was considerable tension between the developed, or richer countries, and the
developing countries on how to proceed. It was ultimately decided that UNCTAD would
operate on the basis of consensus, something like the UN General Assembly, rather than
black and white, up or down votes. The U.S. and some other countries made it clear we
would not be bound by votes in a forum where the richer countries are in the minority.

Gradually, it became clear that a voting process controlled by the poorer countries
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wouldn’t change the world. The question then became how to extract concessions from
the developed world and how to use the potential votes of the developing countries to
influence decisions. The richer countries developed a group feeling that they were the
targets in an UNCTAD structure which gave the advantage to the developing countries.
This entire issue of world economic decision making wasn’t of much interest to anyone in
the United States or Washington in part because most recognized that it would be market
forces, not votes in some international body, that would have the dominate influence on
the world economy. But quite a few of the other developed countries felt it was time to
give at least some kind of forum to the developing countries. Thus UNCTAD existed, but
there was considerable reluctance in the U.S. to use this forum constructively.

There was also considerable tension in Washington between the Department of State,
which sought to claim, at least at times, that it was in charge of US foreign economic
policy, and other departments which had other, domestic, objectives. There was a feeling
at State that we should show some movement in the direction of the developing countries
at UNCTAD. But other Washington departments, such as the USTR [Office of the United
States Trade Representative], the Treasury Department, and the Department of
Commerce, didn’t see anything of interest to them in UNCTAD. Essentially, they didn’t
want to have much to do with it. These were some of the tensions we had to deal with. In
order to keep UNCTAD functioning, we had to provide at least a certain amount of
opportunity for a dialogue and tell the developing countries what the US positions were.
We had to listen to the positions of the developing countries. With the exception of GSP
[General, Specialized Tariff Preferences] and perhaps arrangements on a few
commodities there was little which we could do that would change anything. So our work
in UNCTAD was a form of dialogue.

Q: In the last session you made some reference to having met Raoul Prebisch in Buenos
Aires; he had left Geneva by the time you arrived there. I said that perhaps we should
discuss that later, but perhaps this is the logical time. Could you discuss the
circumstances of your meeting him and what your impressions of him were?

BUSHNELL: While I was in the Embassy in Buenos Aires from 1982-87, Prebisch
returned to Argentina and became an advisor to the newly elected democratic
government. I got to know him fairly well; several times we had lunch together privately
before he died. We had a lot of time to discuss both the Argentine economy and more
global issues. However, we never really discussed UNCTAD issues.

Q: I met Prebisch in Chile in the late 1950s. When I was at Harvard University after that,
I met him again and later got to know him when I was in Geneva for the UNCTAD
negotiations. I became acquainted with his whole approach to things. My own sense was
that his analysis of the global economy had some merit. However, it was his policy
prescriptions that were not very sound.

BUSHNELL: Prebisch was a leading spokesman, during most of his life, for the
accelerated development of the poorer countries. On a worldwide basis he was seen as
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one of, if not the leading spokesman, for what economists call the infant industry
approach to development.. According to this view one can develop the industrial sector of
an economy by providing high levels of tariff protection, forcing industry at least to
assemble in country what they produce, and thus building up a country’s industry until it
reaches a critical mass where local industry can gradually become competitive with
external sources of supply. As the industrial sector grows, it will train more skilled
manpower and will eventually even be able to export. Prebisch was influenced by what
happened in Argentina and other Latin countries during the Second World War when they
were cut off from their normal imports of most manufactures by the war. Many industries
sprang up to meet domestic needs, although they were generally high cost operations.
Prebisch considered protection for such infant industries was the best way to get
development. But he never argued that countries should be self-sufficient and try to
withdraw from the world by developing a full range of self-sufficient industries. Prebisch
was of the generation which believed in state economic planning. He believed states
should give strong protection to those industries which the planners thought could
eventually become efficient and even export, at least to neighboring countries.

He stressed that this kind of policy involved taking steps toward becoming more
advanced and having more skilled and technically qualified workers and even reducing
protection over time. Thus, over time, countries following these practices would become
competitive at the world level and could engage in two way trade in industrial products.
Prebisch’s theories had great appeal in a majority of developing countries during the
1950s. These countries saw that, essentially, they were producing raw materials which
were exported to richer countries. Then most of their needs in terms of manufactured
goods were bought from these richer countries. There was little opportunity for them to
develop manufacturing and the middle class workers that they saw producing
manufactures in developed countries. They felt they were kept in that inferior role, as they
saw 1t.

Most economists agreed that some steps to promote industrial development made sense.
What happened, by and large, particularly in Latin America, was that the policies were
controlled by a local power structure which was controlled by the infant industries.
Instead of improving their efficiency and reducing prices, the leaders of the infant
industries developed political power and used it to protect their monopolies while doing
little to increase efficiency or even train their workers. Profits were often high and quality
low. Thus the new industries did not become efficient or export oriented. Unfortunately,
these infant industries were controlled by people who were monopolistic in their
approach, and the goods they produced were characterized by high unit cost and high unit
profit. This tendency toward monopoly and protectionism defeated what had been
Prebisch’s dream that people developing these infant industries with the help of
protection would become more and more efficient. Perhaps the key misjudgement was to
believe that the governments of developing countries could plan their development and
operate independent of their new industrial czars.

The need for increasing efficiency just didn’t take hold in Latin America, while high
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protection continued, although there were some efficient industries developed in the
shadow of this kind of protection. It was pretty much the same story elsewhere in the
world. By the time I knew Prebisch in 1984, he had expanded his view and argued that
you needed more than just protection. You had to push for efficiency in operations and
training of workers and technicians. Development was a complex package, but it was
harder to articulate that concept, and it certainly was harder to sell it.

Q: However, most of Prebisch’s formulas presupposed government intervention in the
economies of the developing countries. Commodity agreements would drive the prices of
raw materials artificially high. In terms of shipping arrangements and all kinds of other
ways, Prebisch wanted to increase the flow of real resources from the rich countries to
the poor countries. He thought that governments should be a central part of the process.

BUSHNELL: He certainly saw a major role for government in the economy, and he saw
government as being more efficient and effective than it usually turned out to be. He
thought governments were able to manage an infant industry policy which would, in fact,
wean people off protection. He certainly saw a big role for government in terms of both
planning and direction of what would be done. He thought government could effectively
designate which industries, what kind of protection, and what steps could be taken to
improve efficiency. He also, of course, wanted to see a transfer of resources in various
forms from the developed to the developing countries. I don’t think he considered such
transfers to be related to his industrialization policies. His view of commodities did not
grow out of his infant industry concept. What Prebisch saw in both cases was a need for
planning. For example, in Latin America, when the price of coffee was high, many new
coffee bushes were planted in most countries. Of course, when these bushes entered into
production six years later, there was a glut of coffee, and the coffee price went way down.
That result was created by the market. In his view, you needed to use the influence of
governments on some coordinated basis to break that cycle of the rise and fall of prices.
He felt people should only plant the number of coffee bushes that would meet increasing
consumption at some sort of fair and equitable price. He thought that this could be done
by some sort of international commodity agreements. He did not recognize how difficult
it is to project future demand or to control economic actors in developing countries.

Q: But he thought you could do this on an actuarial basis, like insurance, which has a
certain economic and theoretical foundation. When I was assigned to UNCTAD affairs in
Geneva, some commodities experts said that Prebisch always wanted to peg commodity
prices artificially high and even beyond levels which would provide coffee growers with
relatively stable incomes. There would be greater incomes for the producing countries.

BUSHNELL: I’'m not sure that attitude was really integral to his thinking. There was
always great tension because producers generally thought market prices were too low,
while consumers generally thought that they were too high. There is no magic, economic
formula which tells you what the right price is. The greatest problem I found in UNCTAD
discussions was that nobody wanted to talk about what was happening in terms of
commodity production. I used to say I would like to go around the table and hear from the
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producing countries whether the price of cocoa, for example, was causing their farmers
either to expand, contract, or maintain production at the same level. Were producers
making plans about levels of production? What was the market reaction in each country
to higher or lower levels of prices? That would tell more about what was going on and
what problems of shortage or surplus would be faced in a few years.

For example, if nobody was planning to increase production, the current price was too
low, as sooner or later producers would have to plant new coffee bushes. If everybody
was planning to increase production, then the price was too high. But producing countries
in UNCTAD were not prepared to hold this type of dialogue. Political groups in many
countries monopolize power and information on such subjects as investment and are not
about to share it with their own governments, let alone with foreign governments. The
governments of the commodity producing countries were not able to deal with this sort of
issue, which was of critical importance to make any commodity agreement work. In most
cases the U.S. was not prepared to deal with these issues either. We did not believe in
government planning, and we really had few mechanism to control production of those
commodities where we played a role in exports. So in terms of commodity agreements
about all we could do was play around with the size and nature of stocks. However, if we
didn’t deal with basic production, we couldn’t exercise much control of prices in the long
run just by dealing with stocks. So commodity agreements proved themselves not very
feasible.

Q: In any event, this range of economic issues actually preoccupied you, in one way or
another, during a large part of your Foreign Service career. Do you think these issues
received the attention in Washington which they deserved? Essentially, as you say, this
was a problem for three or four decades after World War I1. Did the existence of OPEC
[Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries| as an institution increase our power to
deal with these issues? Or in fact, since OPEC was denigrated to such an extent, not only
within the United States, but also in other developed countries, did OPEC'’s existence
tend to reduce the time that we devoted to the actual issues?

BUSHNELL: I’'m not sure OPEC had much effect. It’s been a long learning curve for
everybody, in the developed as well as the developing countries. Over the past 50 years
we’ve learned an immense amount about what works and especially what doesn’t work in
terms of development and we’re still learning. The Asian economic crisis that we’re
going through now is perhaps the most recent learning experience with the development
model which had recently seemed so effective now being called into question. The OPEC
experience illustrates just how hard it is to influence commodity prices even for a
commodity which is largely produced for export in developing countries by governments
themselves. I think no one has found the magic answer for rapid sustained development.
There are great tensions between what governments can and cannot do to promote
development.

There are a lot of things which we now know are important and have proved important.
We are much more advanced in this respect. But, when push comes to shove and there is
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a crisis, the IMF [International Monetary Fund] follows pretty much the same policy now
as it did 40 years ago. That is, to maintain an equilibrium in foreign exchange rates, you
have to maintain basic budgetary, fiscal, and monetary balance. That’s the central focus
of the IMF. But the IMF generally does not make judgments on what are good or not
good expenditures. The IMF says: “Cut expenditures.” For the IMF, cutting expenditures
is the same if you eliminate two military divisions and the costs that go with them or if
you eliminate, say, 500 high schools, and the costs that go with that. Those two actions
are equal, fiscally, as far as the IMF is concerned.

Q: However, in fact there is a big difference between those two actions.

BUSHNELL: Yes. The World Bank sees a big difference, but it also has been slow to
adapt to changing situations. Only fairly recently has the World Bank been willing to
address the quality of spending programs. Where there are sensitive, political issues, such
as the trade offs between military and educational expenditures, the World Bank has
really not found a way to address the problem. The Bank may choose not to lend money
for education if the country is closing high schools, of course. It is only recently that the
World Bank has been a little more willing to walk away from a country entirely. What
happened in the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s was that, if a country was foolish enough to
close its high schools, to take an extreme example, the World Bank would not lend it
money for educational purposes. However, the bank might still help such a country build
hydroelectric dams. Money is fungible, and it is not clear the World Bank has played a
very constructive role in respect to the development efficiency of borrowing nations’ own
expenditures.

Now, the World Bank is more willing to walk away totally from a country where policies
are perceived as being very bad for development. This change has been a long time in
coming, and it really is only applied in cases of the worst kinds of performance. The
World Bank and, to some extent even the IMF, have become more willing to provide
technical assistance in implementing some of these efficiency policies. They have done
better staff work in trying to persuade leaders in a given country that good education is
important. The two institutions have become more effective over the years in providing
that kind of indirect, educational persuasion. However, I think that a more important
function which the World Bank and the IMF have performed is their work in training
economists from developing countries. They have trained thousands of economists in
their institutions and supported academic work in house. Both they and AID have
supported advance economic training, largely at US universities though also elsewhere.
The result is a substantial corps of well-trained economists, worldwide. These economists
are now reaching the point where they hold powerful positions in their governments.
They have learned that the same basis economic theories apply throughout the world.
They have recognized the general inefficiency of government and the difficulty of
bringing to power enlightened, honest, and efficient governments such as some people
like Raoul Prebisch dreamed about. As a result, these economists have been putting more
faith in the market, and particularly a market which is worldwide in scope and therefore
not likely to be driven by monopolistic or other narrow interests.
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Q: Of course, the Bretton Woods institutions necessarily reflect the positions of
governments. Since the end of World War Il many governments, including that of the
United States, have overwhelmingly been preoccupied with Cold War considerations. To
what degree do you think that may have warped or distorted perspectives on Third World
development?

BUSHNELL: Certainly Cold War considerations played a large role in justifying foreign
assistance appropriations with the Congress and the public and in the allocation of both
bilateral and multilateral aid. But I think the degree is a hard question to answer because
one can argue that, absent the cold war, there would have been a much smaller assistance
role for the public sector in the case of the United States and many other countries and
relationships with the developing world would have been more in the hands of the private
sectors. However, the Cold War had such a big effect on so many things it is hard even to
speculate how things might have developed without it. Certainly military assistance
would have been much less, but would that have resulted in greater economic assistance?
If it had not been for the failure of central planning demonstrated in the USSR, would the
world have realized the value of market allocation of resources as soon and as completely
as it has?

Q: But the Cold War affected the purposes of the United States and its allies.

BUSHNELL: Certainly. But, leaving aside considerations of the Cold War, a lot of
money went from developed countries to the developing countries. This money went
largely for economic development. Certainly in the United States, and perhaps even more
in other developed countries, there was a lot of support for helping poorer countries quite
independent of Cold War considerations. Such assistance has only fallen gradually with
the end of the Cold War. One of the arguments I, and many others, used in justifying
economic aid to the developing countries, including contributions to the World Bank and
to regional development banks as well as bilateral assistance, was the perceived view that
in Latin America and some parts of Asia and Africa failure to help the countries develop
might cause them to look to the USSR for help on their number one problem — economic
development. If we didn’t help these developing countries, the Russians would do so.
However, the Cold War was just one of many rationales for US assistance. If our Defense
budget had been a third its actual size absent the cold War, how much assistance
appropriations might we have gotten without a Cold War argument? Perhaps even more.

Of course, one of the factors that diminished the work of the international institutions and
AID, in terms of the quality of their development advice and effort, was that from time to
time situations arose where a small, dictatorial group ruled a country and followed pretty
bad economic policies. Despite the bad policies followed by these governments, they
obtained economic aid, both from the World Bank and AID, and sometimes even from
the IMF, because they threatened, in effect, to throw themselves onto the side of the
Soviets. In cases such as Egypt and India and for awhile Indonesia, governments even
moved toward the Soviets and obtained financial assistance and special trade
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arrangements from the USSR. In some cases the Soviet Union could hardly afford to
provide substantial aid in this perceived competition. Certainly in this sense, the existence
of the Cold War was a major rationale for increasing and maintaining aid to the
developing countries. US aid to Latin America increased sharply after Castro’s takeover
of Cuba and after the communist Sandinistas took over Nicaragua. It is likely the high
priority attached to certain countries because of the Cold War resulted in assistance
resources going to these particular countries on a scale that would not have occurred had
there been no Cold War. Thus the allocation of development funds was very much
affected by the Cold War. No economy was in worse shape than the South Korean
economy at the end of the Korean War in 1953. A large amount of aid was given on a
sustained basis and over a long period of time to build up the South Korean economy; this
aid had fabulously successful results. The priority was Cold War, but the result was one
of the greatest economic success stories of all time. Some now argue that concentrating
large amounts of assistance on a country with good policies is the most effective way to
achieve exceptional growth and eventual graduation from developing status.

Much the same thing could be said in the case of the Republic of China on Taiwan. That
is another case of the results of the exceptional transfer of economic development funds
as a result of the Cold War. Certainly, if there had been no Cold War, there would not
have been as much support for Taiwan from the United States. Other examples may be
found in the cases of Greece and Turkey and certain countries in Africa. After the events
of 1965 the Dominican Republic received exceptional aid flows and had exceptional
growth for a decade. As the communist threat rationale diminished so did bilateral aid,
but private investment more than made up for the decline.

Q: Israel provides another example of that kind.

BUSHNELL: The situation in Israel is different. Assistance was not primarily Cold War
driven. To the extent the Cold War was a driving factor, we are now struggling to find a
rationale to convince the American people and Congress that they should sustain or
increase the flows of development funds in the absence of the Cold War. The end of the
Cold War has made it easier for the World Bank and the IMF to be tough with
governments which have performed poorly because they cannot claim that they will go
somewhere else if they are refused substantial funds. Thus the Bank and Fund can push
for greater efficiency and effectiveness in using development funds.

However, I think that largely aside from Cold War considerations the movement toward
market efficiency has been very substantial over the last four decades. This trend is even
seen in the United States, although at a different level than in the case of developing
countries. In this context we might go back to President Kennedy’s famous quote: “Ask
not what your country can do for you. Ask what you can do for your country.” No matter
how you take that remark, it invites the government to play a bigger role. Certainly,
during the Kennedy administration most people, including me, honestly believed
governments could be good and efficient and could change things, particularly in the
developing world. If you look at the U.S. during the Kennedy period, you will see that the
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government was on the cutting edge of development, for example building the interstate
highway system, putting a man on the moon That was an era when the government played
a strong and decisive role. One little noted aspect of the Vietnam experience is that it was
a big government project; when the project appeared to fail, the confidence of people in
the government’s ability to accomplish was weakened. The view of government has
changed nearly 180 degrees. Now the general view is that governments should get out of
the way and allow the market to make decisions and that we should cooperate with the
free market and permit it to work.

In the communist system the government made virtually all major decisions. One of the
things that I encountered at UNCTAD, and which underlay many debates on the
economies of the developing countries, was that in the USSR the price of bananas, for
example, was set by the government. The government decided what price consumers
would pay for imported bananas. That was a decision quite separate from what the USSR
government would pay, for example, to Honduras or the Ivory Coast. Price fixing by the
government was seen by many as a proper role, not only in communist countries, but by
quite a lot of developing countries where government intervention played a large role in
the economies. In many ways the economic model of these countries was closer to that in
communist countries than the more capitalistic model in western countries. It is only
fairly recently that we see fundamental changes in Latin America and some of Asia in this
respect.

Q: Under what circumstances did you learn that you were leaving Geneva?

BUSHNELL: At Christmastime of 1970 we were going to Germany for a few days
vacation and to shop for toys for our kids at the PX’s [Military Post Exchanges]. About a
week before, the US Mission received a call indicating the NSC [National Security
Council] was looking at me as a possible candidate for a job, and Henry Kissinger
[National Security Adviser to the President] wanted to talk to me. I thought that was
pretty exciting. However, nothing happened. We went ahead on our trip; I laboriously set
out a list of phone numbers where we would be staying, so that I could be contacted if
Kissinger called Geneva to talk to me. We came back, and Christmas came and went, so [
thought that was a false alarm. I expected to be transferred from Geneva during the
summer of 1971 after a two and a half year assignment. I wanted to get back on a summer
transfer cycle as schools were becoming an issue and most assignments open in the
summer.

Q: Did you have any idea of where you were going?

BUSHNELL: No, although I anticipated going back to Washington as Geneva was my
fourth consecutive field assignment. I had no particular idea of where I would be
assigned, but I thought I had a good chance for an assignment in EB (the Economics
Bureau). This was before we had bidding for assignments. In the middle of January, 1971,
a wheat conference was opening in Geneva, and a large delegation came from
Washington. On a Monday while I was at the UN Palais des Nations for the opening
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meetings, [ was called back to the US Mission in Geneva. Actually, I didn’t have a lot to
do at this wheat meeting with so many from Washington and only one speech to be made.
I went right back to the Mission, and I believe it was the DCM, Bassin, who told me I was
being assigned to the NSC [National Security Council] staff.

Q: You didn’t have a talk with Kissinger?

BUSHNELL: No, he never called. I was told the NSC wanted me to return to Washington
right away. I said: “What do you mean by right away?” I was told: “They would like you
to be there tomorrow.” This timing was totally unexpected, but I saw it as an opportunity
and an adventure. It was too late to get a plane that day, and I was not even packed, but
the administrative people in the Mission found they could get me an airline ticket to
Washington on the next day. This was supposedly a TDY [Temporary Duty] assignment
at least to start, but the US mission thought I would be assigned to the NSC on a
permanent basis after I returned to Geneva for a couple of months. I quickly packed my
bag and left the next day for Washington.

Q: Did you have any idea of why they were in such a hurry? I recall that Pete Vaky was
on the NSC staff in Washington at that time. Do you think that he recommended you?

BUSHNELL: No, I don’t think so, although he may have been aware of this forthcoming
assignment. I subsequently found there was a permanent job waiting for me. Actually, I
replaced another FSO, Bob Ryan, on the NSC staff.

Q: You mean Bob Ryan, Jr.

BUSHNELL: Yes. I had no overlap with him. He had left some months earlier. This was
a normal replacement. The NSC had asked for personnel files on a suitable replacement
for him. Someone in the Office of Personnel had sent the NSC a bunch of personnel files.
K. Wayne Smith, one of the McNamara’s wiz kids and then a Rand analyst, was the
director of the program analysis office of the NSC where the vacancy was. He liked my
file and recommended me to Kissinger. When I arrived in Washington late on Tuesday, I
went first to the Office of Personnel in the Department of State, and I was told to go to
the NSC. I went and met with Wayne Smith, who said: “Can you leave on Saturday?” I
said: “Leave for where?” He said: “For Indonesia.” I said: “I’ve just arrived in
Washington on TDY and have not yet unpacked my bags.” I wasn’t expecting a tropical
trip. I had packed my clothes for this trip expecting to be in Washington in the
wintertime. However, I said I could manage.

I soon learned there had been a big, interagency battle about the need to do more for the
Indonesian military, establish a better relationship with them, and allocate additional
funds to them. This idea was resisted by both the US military and civilian agencies.
However, Kissinger was very gung ho on improving relations with the Indonesian
military. The State Department and the Pentagon put together a mission to Indonesia to
determine what the Indonesians needed, what could be provided, and what
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recommendations should be made.

Q: Why did they want you to be a member of this mission? I would have thought that you
would need a special background in this area.

BUSHNELL: Wayne Smith and Kissinger thought a good analytical officer could handle
whatever he was assigned to do. As to the area expertise, the Department of State could
provide that. We had two Department of State officers on this mission. I didn’t know
much about military equipment, but that’s what the military members of the mission
provided.

Q: Who briefed you before you left for Indonesia? Was there somebody else to tell you
what you were supposed to be looking for?

BUSHNELL: I had a couple of interesting meetings with Henry Kissinger, who told me
what he was trying to do in political terms. Wayne Smith filled in the background and
gave me ideas to explore.

Q: That was the first time you met Kissinger, a day after you arrived in Washington from
Geneva?

BUSHNELL: Right. I had a few meetings with him as we prepared for this mission to
Indonesia.

Q: Well, tell me about the first meeting you had with Henry Kissinger. I assume that you
had been told somewhat about the mission.

BUSHNELL: I was told a little. Kissinger explained to me what this mission was about
and where it fit in his plans to strengthen nations in the neighborhood of Vietnam. He
said the Indonesian military appeared to be disillusioned with its love affair with the
Soviets and there was an opportunity for us to move the entire relationship in our
direction provided we focused on our national interests and did not give too much weight
to the terrible things the Indonesian military had done to the Chinese community there
and such issues. I then went to the Pentagon and met an Admiral Flanigan who was
leading this mission. I also met with Paul Gardner at State, who was the Indonesian
Country Desk Officer and was the senior State Department officer on this mission. I don’t
remember the sequence of what I did, but in addition to Kissinger and Smith I met with
Dick Kennedy, who coordinated military assistance at the NSC, and John Holdridge, who
headed the NSC East Asian office.

Q: Was this Ambassador Kennedy who was...
BUSHNELL: Dick Kennedy years later worked in the State Department on nuclear

matters. However, at this point he had a job on the NSC staff coordinating the military
assistance budget and many other matters. He was an Air Force Colonel, who may have
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been retired during part of his long NSC career. Kennedy’s office was called the NSC
Planning Group. It was a trouble-shooting operation and was very high powered. John
Negroponte worked there on Vietnam negotiations; Chester Crocker and John Lehman Jr.
were also in that office. Later, but all within a couple of days that week, we all met with
Kissinger in the Situation Room in the White House basement where he outlined what he
wanted from the mission. After that meeting, the other members of the Study Mission
left, and I left the NSC area with them. Then I was called back, and I went to Kissinger’s
office, practically next to the President’s, and he told me more about how the mission
fitted his plans. He didn’t want to tell anybody else on this mission. That’s the way
Kissinger worked. This was my intensive but fairly unspecific, and certainly unclear,
introduction to what this mission to Indonesia was about.

Q: I'm still not clear as to what you were supposed to do.

BUSHNELL: I was not very clear either, but I understood Kissinger had decided we
needed to support the Indonesian Government under General Suharto and his military in
strategic terms, and this mission was to develop specific options for doing so.

Q: Refresh my memory on this. President Sukarno was overthrown in 1968? So this was
three years later, and Suharto was firmly in control then.

BUSHNELL: Yes. He had been elected President of the country. Kissinger’s sense was
that Suharto was pulling Indonesia together and moving away from the USSR, and we
needed to support him. Indonesia had a vast number of islands, with a tremendous
number of communists still around. The Indonesian military were the only people that we
could work with. All we had was some information from the US military that the
Indonesian military didn’t know anything about US equipment and didn’t know how to
use it. The USSR had been their main military equipment supplier for some years. They
had requested some equipment from the State Department, which said that the Indonesian
Government was made up of military people, who weren’t democratic. However, the
State Department didn’t identify anybody else who could stop the communists. The State
Department people, according to Kissinger, were not constructive. They were just
destructive.

This was January, 1971. The US military assistance budget for Indonesia amounted to
only about $8.0 million, or something like that, mainly for spare parts for old equipment.
Kissinger’s view was that it should amount to $50 million in the next budget presented to
Congress. He wanted to have a program responsive to Indonesian needs. He wanted to
change the military assistance budget before it went forward to Congress in a few weeks.
The time available to develop a larger military assistance budget was extremely short.
Essentially, we had to re-do what had been done by the bureaucracy up to that point. The
US military didn’t see anything that they could provide the Indonesians because they
believed the Indonesians didn’t know how to fly and maintain US airplanes or drive
tanks. All that the Indonesians had was old, worn-out Russian equipment, including
heavy cruisers and Russian MIGs. There were all sorts of problems. The US military was
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in a “can’t do” mood. The Department of State was in a “shouldn’t do”” mood. Kissinger
was in a “we’d better do” mood. The President would have to decide what we would do;
actually Kissinger told me the President thought it was essential to help Suharto..

In my private meetings with Kissinger he asked me about my own military experience. I
told him. He said the military in a country like Indonesia was nothing like our military.
He asked if I knew something about third world militaries. I said I knew something about
them. There was at least one army, and maybe two or three armies, depending on how
they are set up, as well as an air force and navy. They held the balance of power if they
were united, but many forces divided them. He said: “You’ve got it! You took the words
right out of my mouth! Your job is to see that we have an assistance package which
maintains the balance of power in the way that Suharto needs it.”

Q: Kissinger always saw everything in terms of a balance of power. Did you say that
there was anyone else from the State Department on this mission?

BUSHNELL: Yes, there was someone from the State Department Bureau of Political-
Military Affairs, although I don’t remember his name. There were about 12 people on this
mission to Indonesia. Most were military with representatives from each service, from the
Secretary of Defense’s office, from the Joint Chiefs of Staff, and from the office that
handles foreign military assistance. I was low on the rank totem pole, and it seemed
ridiculous for me to make any judgments about sophisticated military matters or the
logistical problems facing the Indonesians. I had no basis myself for judging whether this
or that type of equipment was suitable for the Indonesians. I looked to the officer from
PM to help me on questions like that, but it turned out that he didn’t know much about
such matters either. I found a Navy captain, basically a senior bag carrier for the Admiral,
who was most helpful. An Army captain, Radez, from the Secretary of Defense’s office
knew a lot about logistics and programming. He helped me a good deal. He was also able
to get me answers after we returned to Washington.

I had one major distraction during the brief three days I was in Washington preparing for
this Indonesian trip. I was also trying to figure out when I would have to begin a
permanent assignment and move from Geneva. My wife and I decided that, while I was in
Washington, [ would try to find and buy a house for us to live in. The second day I was
back I had a call from Howard Mace, who was the Acting Director General of the Foreign
Service.

Q: He was the Deputy Director General and the head of Personnel. John Steeves was the
Director General of the Foreign Service.

BUSHNELL: Howard Mace called me at the office I had just occupied at the NSC
[National Security Council]. He said: “Can you come over and see me right away?” I had
Indonesia meetings all afternoon so I said: “I can come over to see you at 5:30 PM.” I
walked into his office, and he said: “What the hell are you doing here?” I said: “I thought
we arranged for an appointment.” He said: “Oh, yes. | mean, what are you doing in
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Washington?” I said: “Well, Kissinger told me to come back for an assignment to the
NSC.” Then Mace said: “Where are your orders?” I had never seen any orders. The US
Mission in Geneva had given me an airline ticket, but I didn’t have any orders. In fact,
there had already been some discussion as to whether the Department of State or the NSC
was going to pay for my TDY in Washington. This was one of those turf fights that go on
in Washington. I didn’t pay too much attention, but, in fact, I didn’t have any travel
orders.

I said to Howard Mace: “I guess the orders must be in Geneva, because the Mission
bought my ticket to Washington.” Mace said: “You’re AWOL [absent without official
leave]. You’re supposed to be in Geneva. Aren’t you supposed to be over there? Isn’t that
where you’re assigned? You should get on the next plane back to Geneva.” I said:
“Something strange is going on here. You must know something about my assignment [
don’t know.” Finally Mace said: “Alright. I’'m in a bad position, and you’re in a very bad
position. So I’'m going to tell you what it is, and maybe you can find a solution.” Then
Howard Mace told me what had happened.

There had been steady friction between the NSC and the State Department during the
entire Nixon Presidency. On January 19, the day I had arrived from Geneva, there had
been a long article in the New York Times by Hedrick Smith which said that Kissinger
was really running foreign policy and the Secretary of State, William P. Rogers, and the
Department were reduced to a secondary role. Smith mentioned many cases in which
Rogers had lost on major policy recommendations and, moreover, several cases where
Kissinger had even taken over matters of routine diplomacy. Key Ambassadors met with
Kissinger, not State. It was a fairly nasty article for State, although it also laid out the
organization of the NSC structure, which was a big help to me. At the Secretary’s
morning staff meeting, somebody had made the rash remark that Kissinger was doing all
these things at the expense of State and doing it largely with a staff of State Department
officers. Rogers reportedly said: “Not one more officer from the State Department will be
loaned or assigned to the NSC.” Then someone at Rogers’ staff meeting said: “There’s an
FSO who’s just going over to the NSC today.” Rogers said: “No, he’s not.” Then Howard
Mace had the job of implementing the decision made by Secretary Rogers, and I was in
the middle. Mace recognized [ wasn’t on anybody’s side. [ was a Foreign Service Officer.
I went where I was told to go. I had been told to go to the NSC. Mace finally said:
“You’re going back to Geneva right away.” I said: “Wait a minute, I’'m already at the
NSC and I'm scheduled to leave in two days on an inter-agency military assistance
mission to Indonesia. I'm the NSC person on this NSC-mandated mission.”

Q: It’s sort of hard to see Secretary Rogers getting involved in this. William Macomber
was the Deputy Secretary for Management. Macomber was probably in the middle of that
one, not Mace.

BUSHNELL: Howard Mace was the person who talked with me; he did not mention

anyone else except the Secretary. Mace said Secretary Rogers had said that there wouldn’t
be any more State Department people assigned to the NSC, and later other officers
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confirmed this to me.
Q: There must have been a piece of paper which Secretary Rogers signed.

BUSHNELL: Mace said: “Go over to the NSC and tell them you can’t go to Indonesia?
Tell them at the NSC that State says you have to go back to Geneva, and we’ll see what
happens.”

Q: limagine that by this time the juices were flowing, and the NSC must have looked a
lot more attractive than UNCTAD.

BUSHNELL: The NSC looked attractive, and I was being given substantial
responsibilities before I even got there. If I’d had my druthers, I would have gone to the
NSC, but I was prepared to do whatever the State Department told me to do. I said:
“Alright. I’1l go back to the NSC, but there’s going to be a hot reaction.” Mace did not
disagree.

I went back to the NSC that same evening and told Wayne Smith what the situation was. I
wasn’t able to see Kissinger that evening. The next morning Kissinger called me over to
his office. Just the two of us were there. I described to him what had happened. He was
wonderful about it. He said: “Well, what do you want? To be a GS-15 or GS-16 [senior
Civil Service grades]? Tell me what you want.” He obviously saw another competitive
situation with State, and he wanted to win. He said that, if I quit the Foreign Service, he
would arrange immediately to have me given a senior Civil Service grade. However, I
said: “No, I want to continue being a Foreign Service Officer, although I am delighted to
work for you for a couple of years.” He went on about all of these patsy Foreign Service
Officers, but he was reasonable about it. Then he said: “What you’re telling me is that the
State Department is being irrational.” I said: “It doesn’t look like that to me. It seems to
me that trying to stop me moving into an assignment to the NSC is pretty rational.” At
one point he commented that the Foreign Service worked for the President, not any
particular cabinet member. Finally he said: “You just go about your Indonesia mission
and leave it to us to work out.” He asked who was paying for my trip to Indonesia; I
replied that Defense was; he said good, implying one less card for State.

Later that day Howard Mace called me. I told him about my conversation with Kissinger.
I said Kissinger had advised me to go about my business and that he would work it out
with the State Department. I said: “Now, what should I do?” By this point I had in hand
my ticket to go to CINCPAC [Office of the Commander in Chief, Pacific] in Hawaii, then
to Taiwan to see the process of rebuilding military equipment there, and then to
Indonesia. Howard Mace said: “Go ahead on this trip; since Defense is paying, it
technically is not a TDY to the NSC. Then you can go back to Geneva afterwards and
stay there. Do that, and we’ll see what happens.”

I went to CINCPAC. While we were in Honolulu, an officer said they had a super secret
communication in the Navy code room which only I could see. The code room gave me a
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message from Howard Mace, which said everything had been arranged, and I was being
assigned soon to the NSC for a two-year tour. I never asked and was never told what
happened at higher levels in the State Department. I proceeded on this two-week mission
to Indonesia and then came back to Washington, where I spent a few weeks helping to
write the report on this trip and a memo for Kissinger and the President.

Q: You wrote your own report?

BUSHNELL: There were two things. The mission prepared a report on the trip to
Indonesia. I worked on that, but most of the drafting was done in Defense.

Q: This report was submitted by the US military?

BUSHNELL: Properly speaking, it was an interagency mission report. The mission report
discussed what we had found in Indonesia, what the Indonesians seemed to want, the
problems in supplying many things, and a listing of possible assistance; there were lots of
attachments largely prepared by various parts of Defense. It was submitted to the NSC as
well as to the various departments. Then I prepared an NSC memo, which was largely
laying out alternative military assistance programs for Indonesia. This memo went into
various increments of military assistance which we might provide and what would go to
each service. There were various combinations available. This report went to Kissinger to
decide which options he would presented to the President.

Before I was allowed to go back to Geneva to close out my UNCTAD work and collect
my family, I also had to prepare a draft National Security Decision Memorandum which
set out the President’s decision. I asked Wayne Smith how I could prepare that without
knowing which option was chosen. He said base it on what you recommended and
prepare a second one based on the next best option. Even the mission report wasn’t really
finished at the time I left Washington. The matter was eventually decided in the NSC, and
a decision memo along the lines of my draft issued.

Q: Was your recommendation really different from the overall report prepared by this
special, NSC Mission to Indonesia?

BUSHNELL: The Mission didn’t make any recommendation because the US military, I
guess with the approval of the State Department, was opposed to increasing assistance
sharply. All the Mission report said was that, if we were going to do more in the way of
providing military assistance to Indonesia, there were various things we could do. The
report didn’t recommend doing any of them. I did get the mission to include a section on
things which were counterproductive. Obviously, everyone would stay away from those
things. I felt we had to do something for the Indonesian Army, the Navy, and the Air
Force. The Study Group worked on that point and included some things for each as
possibilities. The final decision was, for example, to provide one C-130 [transport
aircraft]. The US Air Force had suggested giving the Indonesian Air Force six such
aircraft or none, because, if we provided less, it would be difficult to maintain an
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appropriate stock of spare parts. It was a sound military position, but it did not meet the
political requirement of providing something to each service in a balanced way since six
C-130 would have left little budget for the other services.

Q: So you went back to Geneva to pack your effects.

BUSHNELL: My wife had done most of the packing. She had sold a car, found a tenant
to take over the lease on our house, and...

Q: How long had you been gone from Geneva? A month?
BUSHNELL: Nearly six weeks.

Q: But she had thought, when you originally left, that you would be gone for two or three
days.

BUSHNELL: No, it was clear I would be gone from Geneva for at least two or three
weeks.

Q: This is Monday, February 23, 1998. When we broke off, John, you were getting your
family moved from Geneva to Washington and settled in a house in the Washington area.

BUSHNELL: I went back to Geneva but wasn’t there for long. Of course, the people at
the NSC [National Security Council] were eager to get me back. A replacement was
designated for me in Geneva, and he arrived on TDY to attend a conference, but his visit
gave me a chance to introduce him around. After two or three weeks I came back to
Washington and went to work at the NSC.

Q: Whom did you check in with?

BUSHNELL: Wayne Smith headed an office in the NSC called Program Analysis. The
NSC had a small staff, 50 or 60 officers and about an equal number of support people.
There were three or four people for each region of the world. Then there were specialized
people of various sorts. Finally, there was the Program Analysis Office which had been
created by Kissinger. Its purpose was to handle major issues or problems in which
Kissinger was directly involved and where he felt a need for independent and, as he put it,
more advanced and more intellectual detailed staffing than what he was getting from the
various bureaucracies in the government. We had eight officers in the “Program Analysis
Staff.” Its main task was SALT [Strategic Arms Limitation Talks], the strategic weapons
negotiations with the Russians and other negotiations with the USSR. Most of the staff
was devoted to that. However, we also had the Pentagon budget and the various issues of
US force structure. Wayne and one other staff member worked on that. Then, because
Vietnam was a big issue, and especially a big issue with Kissinger, Wayne was tasked to
provide analysis and intellectual guidance on Vietnam, not on political matters but
analysis of how the war was going, what the accuracy of intelligence was, and such
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matters. He maintained high level contacts with the military and intelligence people. John
Holdridge [Foreign Service Officer seconded to the NSC] was the chief East Asian
person along with John Negroponte [another Foreign Service Officer on secondment to
the NSC]. They handled the political aspects of the Vietnam situation. There were
military intelligence people on the staff who did the briefing on Vietnam. Program
Analysis basically had the military and intelligence analysis.

There was an economics office headed by Fred Bergsten; Bob Hormats was also in that
office. Fred was more interested in general international economics than in Southeast
Asia issues, and such issues were soon transferred to me. When I joined the NSC staff,
the only White House coordination of international economic policies was through this
NSC office, but, while I was there, a separate White House office outside the NSC was
established to coordinate international economic matters. Of course the President’s
Council of Economic Advisors had considerable interest in international economic
matters, but the Council was not given a coordination role. Kissinger would frequently
say he did not understand economics and was glad to have others handle economic issues.
But when there were major issues such as price controls, an embargo on soybean exports,
and the 1973 oil crisis, Kissinger saw economic matters had great political impact, and he
then became very active on these issues.

Q: I thought that Bob Hormats replaced Fred.

BUSHNELL: Fred was the senior person until sometime in 1972. I believe Ernie Johnston
was still there and was then senior until Chuck Cooper took over the office in the spring
of 1973.

Q: He left some time right about then.

BUSHNELL: Soon after Chuck Cooper replaced Fred Bergsten, I switched over to that
office. When I started back to work at the NSC in April 1971, the Indonesian job was
essentially completed. Although I had a watching brief to see that the President’s
decisions were implemented, that did not take much time. What took most of my time
was the re-equipping of the Vietnamese military, so that they could do more, and
eventually all, the fighting. I also dealt with intelligence; I set up an analytical system. We
had maps showing each of the provinces of South Vietnam. Using various indicators, we
did a monthly review of the situation which went to Kissinger and the President. We were
basically trying to win the war, province by province. We developed a model of the South
Vietnamese force structure and a list of the forces which were the most efficient, so that
one could try to make the best use of them. Doing that job absorbed most of my time into
1972. Of course, during this time, unbeknownst to me, Kissinger was already involved in
secret talks with the North Vietnamese. He would go to Paris to meet with them.

Q: So what were the principal issues you were working on?

BUSHNELL: I was working at first on military intelligence and military assistance and
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then on economic matters. In terms of the military, I was not involved in following what
US troops were doing on the battlefield but in trying to equip the South Vietnamese
military forces so that they could discharge their responsibilities. I did attend frequent
briefing which covered all aspects of the military situation.

Q: Presumably, you had to go to Saigon to see the situation on the ground.

BUSHNELL: Oh, yes, I made numerous trips to Saigon. The first trip was in July, 1971.
On that first trip [ went by myself. I tried to take some home leave, which I was entitled
to, in California, where my parents lived. I took my family with me to California and,
after a few days leave, I left them there and continued on to Saigon. I spent about 10 days
in Saigon and then came back and had a few more days’ leave in California.

Q: So tell us about your mission in Saigon. Whom did you see, what did you do, what did
you observe, and what were your conclusions? I take it that this was the first of several
trips.

BUSHNELL: Yes. In Saigon I spent most of my time in the Embassy and at MACV
[Military Assistance Command, Vietnam], talking to people.

Q: Who was the Ambassador?
BUSHNELL: The Ambassador was Ellsworth Bunker.
Q: You had known Bunker from your time in the Dominican Republic.

BUSHNELL: Yes. Kissinger sent a message, which I drafted, to Bunker indicating I
would be coming out and urging I be educated on several things. A Colonel, who was
assigned to Ambassador Bunker, took care of me and handled my logistical needs. He
arranged for me to call on Ambassador Bunker the first day I was there. I think this
Colonel was absolutely flabbergasted because, when the two of us walked into Bunker’s
office, the Ambassador looked up from his desk and said: “John, it’s about time you got
on board for some real work!” I spent quite a bit of time talking to Bunker. As you say, |
had known him well previously. Ambassador Bunker had an excellent overview of the
situation. Of course, and this was no secret at this point, what really drove policy was
Bunker’s monthly cable on the situation to President Nixon. The cable went through the
Secretary of State and then to the President. The cables in this series were fairly long. In
them Ambassador Bunker dealt with those issues and developments which he considered
of special importance and those matters needing Washington attention. He did a masterful
job of integrating different matters together.

Q: Did Ambassador Bunker draft this series of cables mostly himself, or did members of
his staff prepare drafts, and he restructured them, or...

BUSHNELL: It was a combination. Basically, he drafted the final product, but various
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people in the Embassy and in our military prepared pieces to go into it. I read these
reports for years. There was an occasional paragraph which one could see had been
excerpted from a cable or paper prepared by someone else. Generally, this monthly report
was prepared as though Bunker were speaking to the President. He took whatever inputs
he got and added to them. I never saw too much of that process in Saigon.

Q: Who were the principal people in the Embassy who would have contributed to this
cable?

BUSHNELL: Oh, I don’t remember. Most of my time was spent with the US military
officers, not with the Embassy. The only part of the Embassy where I spent a considerable
amount of time was in the Economic Section, headed by Chuck Cooper who was the
Minister for Economic Affairs.

Q: Cooper was in Saigon at that time?

BUSHNELL: He was the Minister for Economic Affairs. Ambassador Bunker had
brought him to Saigon.

Q: Hadn'’t Cooper been working for RAND [Research and Development Corporation, a
private research organization which had contracts with the federal government]?

BUSHNELL: Yes. Bunker had recruited him after he had done some Rand work on
Vietnam. He was the Economics Minister, and he was trying to develop reasonable
economic policies with the South Vietnamese. He had a large State Department staff and
a much bigger AID [Agency for International Development] Mission, a gigantic AID
Mission. This was another element where I spent a lot of time. Bunker and Cooper
convinced me that the U.S. needed to do much more to develop a viable economy in
South Vietnam. This became my big issue. It was not sufficient to train and equip the
Vietnamese military; without a strong economy to support the military, the South would
not be able to defend itself.

The South Vietnamese economy could produce some things for the military, both their’s
and our’s, and I worked to change policies so the U.S. was prepared to buy as much as
possible in the South Vietnamese economy. For years we bought a lot of services from
the South Vietnamese economy, but we bought almost nothing in terms of material or
equipment from the South Vietnamese economy. They could produce uniforms and all
kinds of other things, including simple equipment. There were factories that produced
these things, but there was no system for us to buy things from the South Vietnamese
economy. We bought almost everything through the military system in the United States.
I pushed the idea of buying from the South Vietnamese economy. Ambassador Bunker
raised this idea with the President in his cables. The President endorsed it. The military
assigned Brigadier General Wickham in MACYV to follow up. General Wickham, who
went on to become NATO [North Atlantic Treaty Organization] commander in Europe,
was an up and coming general officer who was assigned this task of finding places where
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the military could buy materiel and equipment in South Vietnam and make this system
work and quickly. He could get people out there to follow up. He had a big staff and
really dug into this matter. I spent a lot of time with him on all my subsequent trips to
Saigon and also worked with him when he would visit Washington. Of course he had
many problems with the military bureaucracy. Often I could help cut through these
problems, particularly by getting my colleagues at OMB to talk with Defense or issue
budget instructions.

I am getting far beyond my first visit. When I got to Saigon, Bill Colby [later Director of
the CIA] was still there, but I do not recall whether I saw him on the first or on some
subsequent visit. My recollection of trips to Vietnam is dazed. First, I suffered from the
time change.

Q: Saigon is halfway around the world from Washington.

BUSHNELL: All of my trips were fairly short; I never really got acclimatized. Then, of
course, since I was assigned to the NSC, my work schedule was absolutely packed every
day, from breakfast through the evening. I just went from one appointment to another. I
had a dozen or two dozen issues that I was looking at. I went from one thing to another,
and people became a blur. There were all of these military people, and we had all of these
Province Senior Advisers [coordinators of activities] in the various provinces. Most, but
not all, of the Province Senior Advisers were military officers. There were also Deputy
Province Senior Advisers, who were usually civilians. They made reports, which were put
into a system. I spent a lot of my time on this because of the province maps which we
prepared for the President. I wanted to see how they were preparing their situation and
incident reports, based on what criteria, and how confident they were in their evaluations.
They had perfected these military dog and pony shows [briefings, with audiovisual
support] which were translated onto charts until the cows came home. The purpose of all
of this was to try and make some sense of the situation.

Q: Could you basically summarize what impressions you obtained, recognizing that there
was beginning to be a great controversy in the U.S. over all of this?

BUSHNELL: It wasn’t beginning. The controversies had been going on for at least a few
years.

Q: But what impressions did you have about the whole Vietnam “mess”?

BUSHNELL: By the time I got involved with South Vietnam in April, 1971, the basic
decision had been made by President Nixon that we were going to pull out of the country,
gradually, and turn the situation over to the South Vietnamese. As a result, we were
downsizing our military effort, and that decision had already been made. The main policy
questions were how fast could we withdraw troops and what economic and military
assistance should we give South Vietnam to allow the South Vietnamese to win the war,
while reducing the US presence. Thus essentially the parameters of the policy were set.
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Although there was great controversy about whether we should pull troops out of South
Vietnam immediately, it wasn’t as though the issue itself was undecided. There were
times when we accelerated this process by attempting to disrupt the North’s logistics.
Bombing would be extended to additional areas as well as other military measures.
However, these apparent escalations were still in the context of moving our forces out.
When I first visited South Vietnam, we still had the power to negotiate with Hanoi.
Saigon was a dynamic, bustling city. There were real problems involved in moving
around the country, although there were still a lot of Americans there. The South
Vietnamese economy was doing reasonably well.

Initially, I visited IV Corps, which included the Mekong Delta area South of Saigon - the
rice basket of the country. Most of my later trips to South Vietnam took place in a
different context. During my first trip I went out on my own and set my own agenda. It
was generally a get acquainted program.

Q: How many trips did you make to South Vietnam?
BUSHNELL: I made nearly a dozen trips to South Vietnam.
Q: From the summer of 1971 to...

BUSHNELL: My last trip was in the first half of 1974. Thus I visited over a three year
period. I was going to South Vietnam almost every other month in 1972. When Kissinger
was in Paris, negotiating with the North Vietnamese, he would send General Al Haig,
who was his Deputy National Security Adviser, to hold the hand of the South
Vietnamese, so they would be able to understand what we were doing in Paris. [ would go
with Haig on his trips to South Vietnam. This was a good way to go, because he had his
own Air Force plane, and the logistics of this kind of travel were easier. I reached the
point where I could get a lot of sleep on these flights, Haig permitting.

Haig was a real work horse on these trips. We would generally work a full day in
Washington. Then, about 7:00 PM, we would go to Andrews Air Force Base, get into a
KC-135 jet [military version of the Boeing 707], take off and have dinner on board. Then
we would have a meeting with Haig to plan the program we would follow in South
Vietnam and what each of us would try to accomplish. We generally didn’t have time to
do the preparation before we left the office. We would review whatever we were planning
to do, develop talking points, and discuss where each of us would go. If we were lucky,
we would finish that meeting by, say, 11:00 PM, Washington time, when we could go to
sleep. The aircraft had bunks, so we could actually sleep. Once I actually slept through a
landing and takeoff in Alaska on the way to Saigon. Thus we had a fair chance of arriving
in Saigon reasonably rested even if our body clock was 12 hours behind local time.

We would usually be in Saigon for two days. Then Haig would go North to the border

area and look at the military situation with our troops there. That was where most of our
troops were stationed. I would go South and look at the economic situation and see how
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things were going in the Delta. That’s where most of the South Vietnamese industry and
agriculture were located. MACV would provide a helicopter to fly me around. Other
people on the Mission would visit other areas, often in connection with various
counterinsurgency issues, especially near the Cambodian border. Then we would all fly
back to Washington. Usually the trip was little more than a long weekend; almost always
they were over weekends.

One humorous note. My brother-in-law, who was an FBI [Federal Bureau of
Investigations] agent in New York, was known to have a few beers on a Saturday. Often,
if we arrived for a visit on Saturday afternoon, Bob would not be home. His wife would
say, “He’s gone to the Glenview,” the local pub. He came with his family to visit my
family over a weekend. They arrived at our house and were told: “John is not here. He’s
gone to Saigon. He left on Friday night and will be back on Tuesday.” My brother-in-law
said: “Well, that’s the damndest thing I ever heard! My wife keeps complaining when I
go to the Glenview for a few hours. Here John goes to Saigon for the whole weekend!”
[Laughter] I made a half dozen long-weekend trips to Saigon when I was assigned to the
NSC staff. Most of these trips were secret; we did not even learn of them until a couple of
days before and could tell our families only the minimum.

Q: Did you participate in Haig’s meetings with senior South Vietnamese officials?

BUSHNELL: Generally not. I did my thing, and that was more than enough to occupy my
time. For example, I never went to see President Nguyen van Thieu. When Ambassador
Bunker and Al Haig called on South Vietnamese officials, they was generally
accompanied by John Holdridge from the NSC staff. [ usually met with the Economics
Minister and other senior Vietnamese economic officials, usually with Chick Cooper and
some AID officers. In the Delta I met with the senior political, military, and economic
Vietnamese as well as with our advisors.

Q: But you did get fairly well acquainted with the situation in Saigon during this period?

BUSHNELL: I attended the meetings on the plane going to Saigon and many other
meetings. Little time at those meetings was spent on issues I was concerned with. Senior
NSC people didn’t really care about the details of what I was doing. Haig wanted a strong
economy and the right mix of military assistance, but he did not have time for the details.
If I needed help, he was always prepared to make a phone call or send a memo. Most of
the time on the plane was spent in preparing Al Haig for his calls in Saigon. These
preparatory meetings gave me an insight into the things that were going on in Saigon and
in the Paris negotiations. When I was in Washington, I wasn’t as much involved with the
political issues.

Q: So you were concerned to some extent in the issues Al Haig was handling in Saigon
and a little bit more about the matters you were concerned with.

BUSHNELL: The big issues Al Haig handled involved trying to convince the South

186



Vietnamese Government that we weren’t going to sell them out when we dealt with
Hanoi. However, at the same time, he emphasized the South Vietnamese had to be
serious about pulling their own weight. This was the line that had to be emphasized. The
South Vietnamese had to control their corrupt bureaucracy, and they had to get serious
about their programs to draft people and train and equip them properly for the Vietnamese
Army. There was a whole series of things that the South Vietnamese needed to do better
than they were doing to get their own act together, as Haig put it. But we needed to avoid
pushing them so hard that we would seem not to be fully behind them. We needed to
leave their pride intact.

Haig had an additional set of issues regarding South Vietnam which, at first, I was not
involved in, although I became very involved in later on. These dealt with the rate and
nature of the withdrawal of US forces from South Vietnam. He had to consider which
military forces would come out and how many of them, and when. This could create
tensions among the commanders in South Vietnam. The commanders always wanted
more, not fewer, forces. In my experience all military commanders always want more
forces. Certainly, there were things to do and places where we were not adequately
staffed. However, the main thrust of our efforts at this point was to withdraw our forces.
There were great tensions between withdrawing logistical support people and bringing
home front line troops. The great majority of our forces in Vietnam were always support.
Haig’s view was that we should really cut back on the logistical tail, leaving our combat
forces in South Vietnam to do their job. Our military didn’t seem to know how to cut
back on our logistical forces. At the time President Nixon was deciding how rapidly our
forces in South Vietnam should be drawn down.

About every three months the Department of Defense presented a paper which basically
gave the President three options on our force size in Vietnam. These options were usually
increase our forces, keep them at the same level, or reduce them a little bit. These were
not real options as far as the NSC staff was concerned. I was assigned the task of
preparing real options. That was very difficult to do because it was hard to get real
cooperation from the Pentagon in terms of what the real priorities were and what could be
achieved. Kissinger didn’t want the President to say: “Pull out 50,000 troops” and stop at
that. Kissinger’s staff was concerned about withdrawing front line divisions, as the
logistics people wanted to do. What Kissinger wanted to do was to withdraw logistics
people as much as possible while keeping the fighting forces.

We finally came to drafting National Security Decision Memoranda which would say we
would withdraw this or that quartermaster detachment or close this hospital or that
aircraft maintenance shop in order to direct the withdrawal in a way that we thought it
should be directed. I did most of this staff work. I found this very difficult because it
required so much work to find out just what various units did. I had detailed print outs on
what units were assigned to South Vietnam. Then the question was what some of these
people did.

Q: Was that what you were trying to do when you were on one of your trips to South
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Vietnam?

BUSHNELL: No. It was never very important on these trips. I remember getting some of
the information on duties of various units when I was in South Vietnam, but that was
really never my central focus. I was doing this force planning in Washington.

Q: What was the quality of military intelligence? You were plugged into it, I assume.

BUSHNELL: Yes. The intelligence on military targets was good. The problem was that
basically we were fighting a guerrilla war. It wasn’t a matter of one army fighting against
another army.

Q: It was like the American Revolution.

BUSHNELL: Something like that. Even troops that came from North Vietnam didn’t
necessarily operate in large groups. At times they would go into action as squads, which
would try to recruit new troops.

Q: Essentially, it was a godawful, political mess which we construed as communism
versus something else. However, it was really a very complex political, military, cultural,
social, and ideological problem. It was all mixed together, and you can’t categorize those
things in purely military terms.

BUSHNELL: It was an awkward situation for us to deal with because our military is
pretty good if the target is another military force. Find their tanks, their planes, and their
troops and attack them. That’s what our military knows how to do.

Q: I've been reading John Keegan'’s “History of Warfare,” which goes way back to the
earliest, neolithic societies. The thing is that the nature of warfare has constantly
evolved, and it has always been different in different areas and at different times. I think
that for the military people currently serving it is a question of trying to apply the lessons
of the past to the present situation.

BUSHNELL: Really, it wasn’t so much applying the lessons of the past. Rather, our
military tried to apply the structures, skills, and equipment which they had.

Q: Which were designed to meet the problems of the past.

BUSHNELL: Yes. They certainly were not well designed to meet the sort of enemy they
encountered in Vietnam.

Q: Again, I don’t think that any military force can do that.

BUSHNELL: It wasn’t really the military aspects of the situation which were the
problem. There were times when North Vietnamese military divisions invaded South
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Vietnam. There were times when there were fairly large scale, military battles in
Vietnam. Against that sort of thing I think our military was pretty good.

Our intelligence apparatus, whether military or civilian, was weaker. This was a guerrilla
war which, in effect, went on in virtually every hamlet in South Vietnam. In any given
hamlet there were some people who were somewhat sympathetic toward the communist
side or somewhat against the existing government or power structure. The mix was
different in each hamlet. Some hamlets would fight against the Viet Cong. In other
neighboring hamlets people would give the communist forces food and shelter if they
came through. Support for the Vietcong varied not only from hamlet to hamlet but also
from time to time. Some might be willing to do something for the communist side if they
were sure that they could get away with it. If it looked as if the communists were gaining
strength in the area, they might help them. If the communists weren’t gaining in strength,
they might not be willing to help them. Essentially, each Vietnamese family was trying to
figure out how to survive. The struggle had been going on for years in many ways.

Q: Or at least for a number of years.

BUSHNELL: In the long course of history the tendency was for the more dominant
culture and power from North Vietnam to have a great impact in the South. Often, this
meant that North Vietnamese forces moved into South Vietnam, and even into Cambodia
and Thailand. There were also many people who favored the communists and who had
been in South Vietnam for a long time. Ideology was only one of the factors in the
Vietnamese struggles. It is an agricultural society, and there was a continual battle for
land, especially fertile land where rice could be grown. In the mountains the local
residents, acting sort like tribes, either fought to retain their land or struck deals with one
side or the other; quite a few threw their future in with us when out troops were in the
area, but they had to consider other alliances once our troops departed. We found it hard
to convince the government in Saigon of the necessity to provide real support to these
mountain peoples.

The Mekong Delta, which includes the most southern provinces in Vietnam, is a very rich
agricultural area. Rice, in particular, can be grown there fairly easily; two or even three
crops a year. Then, for a thousand miles to the North of the Mekong Delta, people have to
try to scratch a living out of the land. The soils are often poor, and the area is not always
well watered. Maybe there are a few areas that are fairly good. However, it was often
difficult to grow food crops in these places. You have to recognize that this was a
basically agricultural society. Thus the tendency was for people from this thousand miles
to the north of the Delta to move to the Delta and take over areas where it was easy to
make a living. Some from the north had lived in the Delta for generations. The people
who live in these southernmost provinces have good crops almost every year. They are
not faced with as many challenges as people in other areas were. I guess that is why they
became soft, as many in Saigon put it, and therefore were easy prey for people from North
Vietnam.
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Q: These people are not really military people.
BUSHNELL: No. And military intelligence didn’t really deal well with this situation.

Q: How about the people who worked for the CIA [Central Intelligence Agency]? Did
you become aware of what they were doing? What was your impression of them?

BUSHNELL: There were a lot of them in South Vietnam.
Q: One of their problems was that there were too many of them.

BUSHNELL: I don’t know whether there were too many CIA people in South Vietnam or
not. I don’t think it took any genius to figure out that the military didn’t know the
Vietnamese culture and the Vietnamese language very well. The military found it hard to
fight this kind of war. Often, our forces didn’t know who the enemy was. That’s why we
had incidents like the one at Mi Lai. The enemy turned out to be the bus boy or the kid
who was shining your shoes. A couple of the senior economic officials with whom I
worked turned out to have been Vietcong all along; one I remember as quite a good
economist who seemed to support what we were pushing to strengthen the South
Vietnamese government. When you don’t know who the enemy is, things become very
difficult. When you move from one place to another, you don’t know who may attack
you. When somebody sticks his head up, you don’t know whether you should shoot him
or not. If you don’t shoot him, he may shoot you. This was a difficult situation for our
military to be in. There was a broad recognition of this situation, and that’s why we tried
to use intelligence people to try to sort this out. However, CIA didn’t have the resources
to handle this problem. I think there were no resources in the United States to handle this
problem. We were too culturally and linguistically limited to handle it.

Q: Of course, 1 think that we never should have gotten involved in South Vietnam.
However, that’s another problem.

BUSHNELL: The intelligence people were able to develop sources of information,
people who would sell them information. In some cases we got good information on
where people were moving and where there were communist staging areas, for example.
In a Vietnamese family struggling to survive someone was often available to sell
information. They may have had some ideological reason, but maybe they didn’t. It didn’t
matter. They may have sold honest or dishonest information. With the usual short
America view, we would check out information for a few weeks or months and then
determine this was a reliable source. The Vietcong, on the other hand, would often leave
resources dormant for many years at a time.

Q: Exactly.

BUSHNELL: The intelligence people were sophisticated in some of the questions they
asked. However, we never got to the point where we could really paint a comprehensive
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picture of what the situation was with any confidence. We had bits and pieces of
information. That is why at the NSC we tried to develop a province evaluation system
that was based more on statistics that could be measured, such as reported incidents,
flows of refugees, market prices. However, I soon found that much of the data we used as
supposedly actual measures were in fact just guesses prepared by province advisory teams
or others at the end of each month.

Q: I think it was certainly up to the State Department or political and economic analysts
in the Embassy in Saigon to evaluate this situation. Their judgment should have been
sought and relied upon. What was the quality of our work there?

BUSHNELL: By the time I got into it, I think some of the people in our military and in
the Embassy had really stopped trying. That’s the impression I had.

Q: I think so, too.

BUSHNELL: They tended to report on what the high muckety mucks were doing in
Saigon. Of course, there were a lot of State Department officers in South Vietnam. That’s
because we had people out in all of the provinces. What we were trying to do was to...

Q: Win the hearts and minds of the people.

BUSHNELL: Well, yes. That was the right thing to do. However, the situation was a bit
different from what most people think of in terms of hearts and minds. What the State
Department officers assigned to South Vietnam were trying to do was to get Vietnamese
who were in power, that is, who were in charge of a province or part of a province (or for
that matter the national government) to discuss with us what the real problems were, that
is, what was going on, and then try to deal with it and gain effective control. However,
many senior Vietnamese province officials were not even from the province and did not
themselves really understand the local forces at play. Sometimes their main interest was
only to get funds or material. As you got down to officials in lower ranking positions,
there were many people who were just trying to survive. It was hard to persuade these
people to side with the Saigon Government, which was certainly no model of an honest or
efficient government. In the Delta I tried to encourage tax schemes to provide support for
the central government, but most farmers in the Delta were opposed to paying for the
Saigon government. I think the Vietcong did a better job of raising funds in the Delta, but,
of course, their tool was the threat of violence. Finally, we resorted to having the
government buy most of the rice; it could then sell the rice in the cities at a considerably
higher price and in effect collect taxes that way.

It was hard for State Department officers, let alone our military, to appreciate that we
were dealing with people who were fantastically skilled at supporting both sides at the
same time. A number of really hard core Viet Cong held positions under the Saigon
Government. They would give the impression that they were the most dedicated people in
the world, but they were 100% on the Viet Cong side, as we later found out.
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Q: Exactly.

BUSHNELL: The war among the Vietnamese was a very long war. One of the great
asymmetries was that we were always under great pressure to make it a short war.
Americans wanted to finish it and go home. Whereas the Viet Cong view was that this
was a very long war. It had already been a long war for them lasting generations. As a
result, they could go for months or years at a time, lying low and doing nothing. I think
the South Vietnamese also knew it would be a long war probably lasting beyond their
lifetimes. This was one reason we found it so hard to get any urgency into South
Vietnamese actions.

Q: I guess Vo Nguyen Giap [former North Vietnamese Army commander] will always be
considered one of the great military geniuses. He understood the nature of this war better
than we did.

BUSHNELL: I’'m not sure one had to be all of that much of a genius to understand it. I
think there were quite a few people in the Government, like Henry Kissinger, who came
to understand the nature of the war. He understood it and was able actually to influence it.
Most Americans dealing with Vietnam were much more constrained in what they could
do. Even for those who would go out to a province and develop a pretty decent
understanding of the situation, it wasn’t clear, in that culture, how they could change
things. To people who wanted to have a foot in each camp there was nothing decisive
about the situation. There was no clear reason why they should take their foot out of the
other camp.

Q: We can discuss all of these things, which is old stuff. How about our AID [Agency for
International Development] programs?

BUSHNELL: AID was traumatized by the situation in Vietnam.
Q: It’s just not the kind of situation where an aid program really makes much sense.

BUSHNELL: It’s hard. The situation in South Vietnam did not fit the normal pattern of
AID activity. AID would go into a province and teach people how to handle health
oriented projects and how to implement health programs. By most criteria, AID handled
this sort of program fairly well. However, the AID people did it by the numbers, that is,
mechanically. There was nothing wrong with the health projects implemented by AID.
They were just as good as any other health projects handled by AID elsewhere in the
world. But AID exercised no control over the system. After prolonged efforts by AID,
government officials, and the people who were assisting them to build a health clinic,
there might never be a doctor or a nurse available to work there. There would be a
building, but that’s frequently all that there was. In fact, the result was often a big minus,
in my view, because, when people saw this building being constructed, they thought that
they might get some health services out of it. When they didn’t get improved health
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services, they would feel that they had been let down. AID usually takes a long view, but
in Vietnam most AID people were as eager to go home as everyone else. Some AID
people told me it would take decades to bring about real change in the economy, but no
one in Washington wanted to hear about such basic programs.

I spent much time with Chuck Cooper [Minister for Economic Affairs in the Embassy in
Saigon] who was responsible for large amounts of AID money supporting the Vietnamese
economy through the Vietnamese Commercial Import Program [CIP]. Through this
program we provided all kinds of imports which were sold in the commercial market and
the government could then use the funds obtained for the war and development efforts.
We were, of course, involved in trying to eliminate corruption and administer the money
committed to Vietnamese programs properly. Problems like corruption were always hard
to handle.

Q: Did you actually have a hand in determining how the appropriation requests were
structured?

BUSHNELL: Yes, that was part of my job, on the economic side.
Q: Did you have flexibility there? Was there scope for imaginative recommendations?

BUSHNELL: Generally, what we would get through the regular bureaucratic process
would be too little money for Vietnam. President Nixon wasn’t prepared to increase the
total of aid worldwide. If we needed more money for Vietnam (as we regularly did), we
had to obtain it by reprogramming from wherever we could. I became sort of a scrounger.
Where I could identify an AID program that was not moving on schedule or where the
political priority had been reduced, I would work with OMB and AID management to
reprogram for Vietnam or Cambodia for which I also had responsibility. [ was continually
trying to capture money from every place I could find in the world to put it in Vietnam.
The same problems arose in the budget process. AID would ask for too little money for
Vietnam expecting that the White House would increase it and thus increase the AID
request in total. I would work with OMB to find places to cut the request to increase
Vietnam within the same, or a smaller, total request. The Government in Saigon would
ask for more money every time we reduced our forces or it looked like we might be
reaching an agreement with the North. Thus in some respects increasing economic
assistance became almost a part of the peace negotiations. Personally I hated to see good
AID programs cut to fund Vietnam, and I was often able to defend a good program. I was
surprised how many weak AID programs there were when I became engaged in this
scrounging.

Q: Did you have to figure out some way of diverting funds that should have gone to AID
programs in Latin America, for example?

BUSHNELL: The Bureau of Latin American Affairs didn’t have much money at that
time. What was available was not in the supporting assistance category. The toughest

193



fights were with programs dealing with the Middle East, which were substantial. What
happened on the budget was that, finally, at the end of the budget cycle in December, say
on New Years Day, I would have to be in the office and write an option paper for the
President to decide whether he would fund Vietnam programs at the levels we wanted
and, if so, where would the funds be taken from. He always approved the full amount for
Vietnam. These option memos were hard. There were strong arguments for some of the
Middle Eastern programs, including domestic political arguments. However, they were
the only sources where the amount of money we needed for Vietnam could be found.
Kissinger would make clear to the regional NSC staff that they should help me find funds
in the programs for their countries, so my personal relationships around the NSC staff
were not complicated. OMB also received guidance from Kissinger and, I suspect, the
President, so OMB officers were solid allies. After awhile many people in State and AID
would not talk to me about assistance programs because they identified me as a threat.

Q: You mean that the NSC [National Security Council] staff actually got into that
process? I would have assumed that this would be handled by AID or the OMB [Olffice of
Management and Budget].

BUSHNELL: OMB was quite helpful. Technically, OMB would prepare the main
memorandum for the President dealing with the foreign assistance budget. I would work
with OMB to get the Vietnam programs as high as possible. In fact, they were quite
effective in scraping up money from various programs which were fairly marginal or
questionable. Typically, if we needed an additional amount, say, $450 million, to take an
arbitrary figure, the bureaucracy would agree on about $250 million. Then OMB would
prepare a memorandum and add an additional $50 or $75 million to the recommendation.
Then, when they sent their memo through Ken Dam, or whoever it was, Kissinger would
sign a memo which I would draft. This would say, in effect, that even OMB is short of
recommending the amount needed and suggest a couple of options to reach the target
amount.

Q: This is Side B of Tape 8 of the interview with John A. Bushnell. What kind of
recommendation would you make?

BUSHNELL: There were several rounds in this process. I don’t think we ever
recommended increasing the total amount of the budget for AID or PL 480 [surplus
agricultural commodities]. If we were going to increase the OMB mark for Vietnam or
Cambodia, we had to obtain the funds from somewhere else. In effect, we had to say
where we would reduce the budget elsewhere. Sometimes we would wind up with some
arbitrary figures, say, taking $50 million from Latin America and $50 million from
African programs. We would leave it to others to figure out how to allocate these total
cuts among the various countries. Sometimes my colleagues at the NSC would give me
indications of where to regenerate funds. Kissinger would then approve this.

Q: What did you think of the USIA [United States Information Agency] program?
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BUSHNELL: I don’t recall having anything to do with that in Vietnam or with the
worldwide effort to build support for our Vietnam policy. I was vaguely aware that part of
the public affairs effort involved trying to persuade the Vietnamese Government in
Saigon to act like a democratic government that wanted to be supported by all of its
people. Instead, some people who worked for the Vietnamese Government often acted
like little dictators. They ran things and used the structure of the government to keep the
benefits largely for themselves. Part of the problem was that we tried to use public affairs,
broadly speaking and beyond what USIS [United States Information Service] was doing,
to try to build support for the Vietnamese Government. In effect, we were trying to do
their job for them. I don’t think that we were very effective at doing this, but I didn’t have
much exposure to this effort. I know some of my colleagues on the NSC staff regarded all
of this as a tremendous waste of time and money.

Q: As long as Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker was there, he was central to everything,
right?

BUSHNELL: He was central to anything within Vietnam that might be described as a big
issue or big decision. However, an awful lot of things went on without his knowledge,
especially in the military and intelligence areas. The scope of the Embassy’s activities
was so immense. Very little went on that he was actually opposed to. Of course Kissinger
was in control of the negotiations with the North. Washington decided big military issues
such as the bombing of Hanoi.

Q: Of course, President Johnson wanted personally to control too many things himself,
which was insane. That was before you worked on South Vietnam.

BUSHNELL: Kissinger had a broad, strategic overview. He was able to take everything
into account without getting into the details except where his staff showed him details
that were interfering with what he wanted to do. However, when he got into detailed
problems, for example, of redeploying forces in South Vietnam or bringing our troops
home, he was quite capable of handling complex issues and even making them seem
simple.

Q: It’s easier to get into a war than it is to get out of it.

BUSHNELL: That’s right, even from the logistical aspects alone. One of the continuing
battles I had was that logistical lead times were too long to meet NSC targets for drawing
down forces. The logistical tail is so long it takes months and months to ship out
equipment and forces, get rid of a facility, and deal with all of the other things associated
with the withdrawal. A year after you begin a withdrawal of a unit you still have a lot of
its people in country who are still engaged in the process of the withdrawal. That is very
frustrating when you are trying to reduce the number of Americans in country without
overly reducing fighting forces. I was continually pressing to reduce logistical personnel
and units and turn these functions over to contractors or the Vietnamese. We knew that
our forces were going down in numbers. The question came up: “Why didn’t we stop
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sending out new equipment and material?”” By the time you order material from the U.S.
and put it into the pipeline, a year and a half goes by before it actually gets there.

Q: And we frequently need replacements.

BUSHNELL: Yes, but it still takes a year and a half. The problem was, since we were
doing this withdrawal in three-month increments, we never knew what the situation was
going to be twelve months later. The logistical structure of the armed forces at any given
time seemed to be working on the basis that we had virtually the same force structure that
we had had in South Vietnam a year and a half earlier. Thus equipment and supplies
ordered long ago were being delivered, even if the units originally needing them were no
longer in Vietnam. We knew the President wasn’t going to stop the withdrawal, but the
military acted like he might reverse course. Thus, a lot of stuff that had been ordered
would be shipped to Vietnam and then would have to be re-packed and shipped back It
took a lot of soldiers to do that.

Q: Wasn't it [name indistinct] who said that the way we could get out of Vietnam was by
sending ships and planes out there to move the stores and equipment out.

BUSHNELL: That’s true, but it’s not what we did. The ships that went over were full of
new supplies. It would have been easier for us to get out if we turned over to the South
Vietnamese much of our equipment. This was generally what Kissinger and other people
in the NSC thought we should do. The South Vietnamese were to replace us, so why not
give them our equipment. Our military argued that the Vietnamese were not prepared to
maintain, and in some cases use, our sophisticated equipment. Moreover, we did not want
some things to be at risk of capture by the communists. Also in many cases there was no
new equipment in the pipeline for the redeploying units. My problem was to sort out
where the military had sound arguments and where they just didn’t want to give
something to the Vietnamese. It was a case by case struggle. Fortunately some military
officers like General Wickham helped make sense of it.

Q: Did you meet Graham Martin [last Ambassador to the Republic of Vietnam] in
Saigon?

BUSHNELL: Yes.
Q: Do you recall the circumstances under which you met him?

BUSHNELL: The first time [ met him was at the NSC [National Security Council] in
Washington, as he was preparing to go to South Vietnam. Ambassador Ellsworth Bunker
had had an official airplane which was provided for him in Saigon in part to travel to and
from Nepal to visit his wife, Ambassador Carol Laise [who was Ambassador to Nepal
during part of the time that Ambassador Bunker was Ambassador to the Republic of
Vietnam]. Ambassador Martin decided he wanted to have an airplane dedicated for his
use and asked the NSC to arrange it. There was quite a humorous discussion about where
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he might want to visit at one staff meeting. I think Brent Scowcroft was the Deputy
National Security Adviser to President Nixon by that time. He said: “No. We gave
Ambassador Bunker a plane because the President really wanted to keep him in Saigon
far longer than one could expect someone to serve, but now we are phasing down.”
However, it was finally decided that the Air Force would provide a Special Missions
plane to fly Ambassador Martin out to Saigon when he first went to post. He would arrive
in the big aircraft marked United States of America, even though it would not stay in
Saigon at his disposition after that.

Phil Odeen, who had replaced Wayne Smith, said to me: “It’s just about time for you to
go to Saigon. You can fly out there with Ambassador Martin.” I said: “Fine.” I called up
the State Department, said I needed to go to Saigon, and asked if I could go out on
Ambassador Martin’s plane. I was told Ambassador Martin was not taking any
passengers on his Special Missions aircraft; there were many people who wanted to fly to
Saigon with him, especially those who were on recreation leave in the States, so the
Ambassador was solving the problem of choosing by not taking anyone even those on
official business. I told Brent Scowcroft, and he said: “I arranged for the plane for Martin.
Consider yourself on that flight.” The same State Dept desk officer later called me and
said: “John, you’ve done it again! You’re on the plane.” I went to Andrews Air Force
Base at the appointed hour. Ambassador Martin was traveling with two staff aides and his
dog. There were only the four of us, not counting the dog, on a 707 aircraft, and there
were not the several hours of work I was accustomed to when traveling with Al Haig.. We
flew first to Honolulu, to CINCPAC. Ambassador Martin spent some time with
CINCPAC [Commander in Chief, Pacific], but I didn’t sit in on his meeting. I don’t think
he wanted me there, and I got a lot done with the staff relevant to my work.

Ambassador Martin had a fairly distant manner. I never got to know him well. I had
worked day and night for weeks with Ambassador Bunker in the Dominican Republic so |
had a long standing close relationship with him. He was a very warm individual. I only
had a few trips to Saigon while Ambassador Martin was there. I never established the
kind of relationship with him that I had had with Ambassador Bunker, who always
wanted to sit down and talk about serious matters.

Q: I don’t think anyone had a close, personal relationship with Graham Martin. I knew
him fairly well in Bangkok. Did you have any particular impression as to how
Ambassador Martin operated?

BUSHNELL: By the time Ambassador Martin went to Saigon in mid-1973 as chief of
mission, our military withdrawal was completed. Our policies were really pretty well
established. There were only details of economic and military assistance to the South to
be worked out. At this point I don’t recall reading any Martin to the President cables. I
think he operated like other State Department chiefs of mission. All aspects of our
involvement in South Vietnam were being phased down. Wherever he looked, people
were leaving. Also I was spending less and less time on Vietnam myself after the cease-
fire and the withdrawal of the military.
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Q: He had a fairly ignominious tour of duty in Saigon.

BUSHNELL: The end for South Vietnam came quicker than anybody that I know
expected.

Q: Do you have any further comments on Vietnam?

BUSHNELL: I might add one footnote -- an unusual experiences I had in December of
1972 when President Nixon decided to resume bombing of Hanoi. The purpose of the
bombing was, of course, to pressure the North to reach agreement at the peace talks.
However, in preparing for the NSC meeting on resumed bombing, potential targets had to
be chosen. Phil Odeen, a military officer on the NSC staff, and myself spent several hours
in the Pentagon targeting center. It was easy to agree to avoid targets close to prisoner
camps, but there was then a lot of disagreement on what to hit. Kissinger had instructed
us to choose targets that would really get the attention of the leadership. The military
seemed to prefer targets that might disrupt the supply of materials to the South. Of course,
in North Vietnam it is hard to identify many really lucrative targets. They weren’t an
industrialized society. They didn’t have ball bearing factories, and what factories they had
were dispersed. Thus the selection of targets was difficult. We drew up a paper with a few
agreed targets and two or three sets of potential additions for the NSC principals to
consider.

Q: Was this in December, 1973 -- the Christmas bombing of Hanoi and Haiphong?.

BUSHNELL: No. It was 1972. The bombing lasted 12 days. Most of the targets selected
in the NSC meeting were hit. Peace talks resumed. On January 27, 1973 the cease-fire
agreement was signed. I didn’t attend the NSC meeting at which the decision was made
on which targets to attack. However, later the same day or the next day I departed with
Haig and a few others on another secret mission to Saigon. This trip we flew first to
Hawaii. Then, after a visit of a couple hours with CINCPAC, we took the shortest route
to Saigon, which required a refueling stop in Guam, which was where the B-52 bombers
were stationed. We arrived in Guam, and Al Haig was able to make an appearance at the
final briefing for the pilots who would initiate the bombing of Hanoi. We saw the air
crews get into their planes and saw them take off. Very seldom do diplomatic officers
participate in such strategic decision-making and then see the decision being
implemented. Watching these B-52s take off gave me an eerie feeling. Almost as soon as
they had taken off, we left for Saigon. The President and Kissinger thought these
bombing raids on Hanoi and Haiphong were going to make a fantastic difference. They
certainly brought Hanoi back to the negotiations in Paris, but I don’t think that they made
much of a difference to the situation in South Vietnam.

Q: You mentioned Phil Habib. You said that he was a good manager, but you didn’t have
too much opportunity to observe him in that capacity.
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BUSHNELL: I think he was a good manager of people. He knew how to get people who
could do the job into a position that suited their talents. He was also good at inter-
personal relationships. I didn’t have much of an opportunity to observe how he managed
an Embassy or a Bureau.

Q: You were in South Korea some 20 years after the Korean War [1950-1953]. That
really was some time before we got the sense of the full South Korean economic miracle.
Did you have any opportunity to sense what was happening in South Korea? Was there
something very impressive going on in the economic field?

BUSHNELL: Yes, one of the main things I was looking at was force modernization. In
other words, what sort of military modernization program could the South Korean
economy support, both in terms of what it could finance and what equipment it could
actually maintain or produce. I certainly did have the feeling that the South Korean
economy was coming into its own in the industrial sector, although I would not have
projected at the time it would do as well as it did during the following 20 years. However,
I would have projected that it would do well.

Q: Did you have some sense as to why the South Korean economy was such an enormous
success? By contrast with countries of Africa, for example, the South Korean
performance was simply staggering. What special factors were present in South Korea
which accounted for this difference?

BUSHNELL: One of the things which was clear in terms of force modernization was that
the South Koreans had an educated population. All their troops could read and follow
directions, unlike the situation in South Vietnam where a majority of the Vietnamese
troops were functionally illiterate. People knew that they couldn’t read and follow
complicated directions which meant they really could not maintain complex machinery.
However, the Koreans were educated and not much different in this respect from
American troops. In fact, a part of this NSC exercise was that our military made some
comparisons between the ability of American recruits to learn how to operate some
complex weapons systems, as compared to what Korean recruits could do. American and
Korean recruits came out pretty much the same.

When they first did this study, one problem was that the directions had not been
translated properly from English into Korean. That was corrected. This aspect of basic
education and the value placed on education in the American and Korean societies was
not just a matter of getting a degree. If I may go back to the Vietnamese comparison, it
was important in Vietnam for the fairly small middle-class to get a high school diploma
or even a university degree. However, in Vietnam the most important thing was to get the
diploma or degree and not so much to have learned something. Whereas, with the
Koreans, or at least this was the feeling I had, it was important to have learned something.
Of course, it was also important to get the diploma or degree. In the military, in the
government, and in the industrial complex in South Korea generally there was a
tremendous, natural dedication, a patriotism, and a willingness to work hard. These were

199



key factors making for rapid military modernization. They were the same factors which
went into rapid industrialization and economic development.

Q: Also there was a massive capital infusion as a result of military involvement in South

Korea. This reminds one of Walt Rostow’s theory of massive injection of capital to make
a big difference.

BUSHNELL: I’m not sure which comes first, the chicken or the egg. In the overwhelming
majority of cases if you have people who are dedicated to producing results, they’ll find
the capital they need. In fact, the capital will tend to come to them. I don’t think around
the world putting in capital necessarily assures development. If you have the other factors
of production available, you need capital. If, for some reason, you have no capital,
development won’t happen. However, | wouldn’t put capital necessarily as a driving or
leading force but rather as a following force that is very helpful and supportive of
development.

Q: Did you take any other, overseas trips for the NSC?

BUSHNELL: Yes. I went to Europe many times in connection with the 1973 oil crisis. So
far we’ve been talking primarily about my two and a half tough years in the NSC Office
of Program Analysis.

Q: Before we go on to the economic side, were you involved in the opening to mainland
China?

BUSHNELL: Not really. I had a glimpse of what was going on, but this was not an issue
in which the Office of Program Analysis was involved. I didn’t prepare any of the papers.

Q: Did you have any special insights into it?

BUSHNELL: From where I sat, I saw the opening to China as part of the Vietnam
equation. It was only a part of it. There were other aspects of it, too. But it was helpful
with the North Vietnamese because the Chinese were important to the North Vietnamese.
The opening certainly made the North worry about their Chinese allies. Keep in mind that
over the centuries the Chinese had traditionally been an enemy of the Vietnamese, often
even invading them.

Q: Another question. Do you have any special knowledge as to why Tom Enders was
chosen to go to Phnom Penh [Cambodia] as Chargeé d’Affaires?

BUSHNELL: Yes. I hadn’t known Tom Enders well, but I certainly knew of him.
Strangely, this appointment came about because he took a job which Tony Solomon

wanted me to take in 1965.

Q: What was that job?
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BUSHNELL: Deputy Assistant Secretary for Monetary Affairs in the Bureau of
Economic Affairs [EB]. Solomon wanted me to come back to Washington as an Office
Director to handle monetary affairs. At first Tony wanted me to be a DAS, but I was still
an FSO-5, even an office director position was a double or triple stretch. I didn’t want to
go back to Washington at the time. I also thought his proposal of an arrangement as de
facto Deputy Assistant Secretary would not work out well. He appointed Tom Enders,
who was then an FSO-4, to that position. After a couple of years Enders moved up to be
the Deputy Assistant Secretary. I first heard of Tom Enders when I came back to
Washington and called on Tony Solomon. I saw Tom Enders a couple of times. Later
Tom Enders went to Yugoslavia as DCM [Deputy Chief of Mission]. I’'m kind of fuzzy
on the details of Tom’s assignment there, but he had a falling out with Ambassador
Kenneth Keating, with whom he disagreed strongly on some issue. He was moved out of
that job as DCM.

Tom Enders was in limbo for a time. We had just moved into a program of bombing and
other actions to cut off supplies going through Cambodia from North Vietnam to South
Vietnam to make it more feasible for the South Vietnamese to get their act together. Thus
Cambodia was very important for Kissinger and the NSC. I forget why but we did not
have an ambassador in Cambodia. The State Department sent over, in the normal way, the
names of some candidates. Somebody indicated that these candidates were totally
unsatisfactory. Kissinger wanted somebody who was a take charge sort of person who
would get things done in a difficult situation. I was asked if State had any such people. It
occurred to me that Tom Enders had just those qualifications. I suggested his name, and
the next thing I knew, he was in Phnom Penh as Chargé. I did not even see him before he
left, but I did visit him in Phnom Penh at least once.

Q: So that’s how Henry Kissinger got acquainted with Enders. He later brought Enders
in as Assistant Secretary of State for Economic Affairs when Kissinger became Secretary
of State.

BUSHNELL: Yes. By that time Enders’ tour in Cambodia was over. Before Enders was
given that assignment to Cambodia, I don’t think Henry Kissinger knew him.

Q: Enders’ assignment to Phnom Penh was quite controversial. It raised hackles on the
Hill [i. e., in Congress]. Do you know anything about that?

BUSHNELL: I know the whole question of Cambodian policy, in terms of how we would
proceed and what we were doing there, was contentious. Those of us who worked in the
Nixon administration saw that what we were doing was to facilitate our getting out of
South Vietnam faster by trying to build a buffer zone in Cambodia. We thought this
would give the South Vietnamese a better opportunity to develop their own defenses and,
in particular, to bring an end to our troops’ involvement in the war. Other people saw our
Cambodian policy as involving an expansion of the war. One could look at the situation
from either point of view. Our objective was mainly bombing the Ho Chi Minh Trail in
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Cambodia, which the Viet Cong were using as a main supply route to their cadre in
central and southern Vietnam. I’m not sure how it developed, but Tom Enders was given
a major role in targeting the bombing. The issue was to get the proper balance between
what we wanted to do and to work with the Cambodians in such a way as to avoid
antagonizing the government in Phnom Penh. This was the balance we were trying to
achieve.

I only visited Phnom Penh three times. At least once Tom Enders was there. In many
ways Phnom Penh was an extreme of the South Vietnam situation. The Cambodian
Government was hardly a government and hardly even controlled its territory; its military
was not an effective force.

Q: The Cambodian Government really consisted of one man, Prince Sihanouk.

BUSHNELL: There wasn’t any real consensus on how to proceed. Cambodia was such a
primitive society it was very difficult to implement any program. The Cambodians
wanted us to help them form a military that could do something. In this case the concern
of the military about the ability of the Cambodian Army actually to use equipment given
it was certainly well-founded.

Q: Didn’t you have something to do with the FBI [Federal Bureau of Investigations]
when you were on the NSC staff?

BUSHNELL: Yes. Over the years there have been many attempts by the State
Department and OMB [Office of Management and Budget] to control the tendency of
many, if not virtually all, Government agencies to assign people overseas and to follow,
at least to some extent, a little bit of their own foreign policy. There was an order issued
by President Nixon that any additional overseas positions would require approval by the
President and the NSC. I inherited the job of handling the implementation of that order in
the NSC. Any request to station additional staff overseas had to go through the State
Department and to have comments by the relevant Ambassador. State then forwarded the
matter to the NSC with the backup information on why the agency wanted the staffing,
the views of the Ambassador, and State views. Generally, this was not a contentious area..
During my tour these requests in total did not involve any considerable increase in the
assignment of federal government employees overseas. My general approach, if a strong
case was made to increase the assignment of staff in country A, would be to ask, for
example, if the agency concerned could not reduce the staff assigned to country B. Quite
often the agency would agree to reduce staff assigned elsewhere, and we wouldn’t have to
go any further into the matter.

The most contentious problem was with the FBI [Federal Bureau of Investigations],
which wanted to assign Legal Attachés in an additional six or eight countries. During
World War II the FBI had assigned Legal Attachés to many countries, and Legal Attachés
continue to be assigned to these countries. These assignments required staff personnel in
addition to the Legal Attachés themselves. The total number of persons involved was not
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large, but this proposal would be a big expansion in the Legal Attaché service around the
world. The State Department was strongly opposed in principle to the increase in the
number of people assigned to Legal Attaché offices. Most of the places where the FBI
wanted to increase its staff were in Eastern Europe. The CIA [Central Intelligence
Agency]| was opposed to this increase for the most part, except in one country. This meant
that virtually all interested Government agencies, with the exception of the FBI itself,
were opposed to this staff increase. I drafted a National Security Decision Memorandum
which noted that most agencies were opposed to this staff increase. I set out two options,
either to reject any of the staff increases or to approve only one increase.

In due course this memorandum went forward to President Nixon. There was never a
formal NSC meeting on this proposed expansion of Legal Attachés. Much to my surprise,
a couple of weeks later the memorandum came back from the President with another
option box added to it, which had been checked and duly signed. This added option
approved everything proposed by the FBI. I assumed FBI had gotten to him and had
twisted his arm to get approval for this expansion. It was only years later when oval office
tapes were released that I learned J. Edgar Hoover had in effect blackmailed the President
on this minor issue.

Q: Did you know anything at all about a proposal for the FBI to put wiretaps on the
telephones of Morton Halperin and a few other people?

BUSHNELL: I did not deal with the FBI myself. I dealt with overseas staffing through
the State Department. In fact, I don’t think I ever dealt with anybody in the FBI, although
I was cross examined by several men I did not know, as were most officers at the NSC,
concerning leaks.

Q: In 1973 you were transferred to the economic side at the NSC. What led to that?

BUSHNELL: There were two things involved. One was that, partially at my suggestion,
Chuck Cooper, who had been Minister for Economic Affairs in Saigon and with whom I
had worked closely on economic matters, was brought back to the NSC by Kissinger to
be the Deputy Assistant National Security Adviser for Economic Affairs. Chuck wanted
me to work with him. It was clear Chuck Cooper had come back to the NSC in part to
handle the economic part of the Southeast Asia function, which had been under the Office
of Program Analysis. Program Analysis was not particularly interested in Vietnam once
our troops were out. Many of the other things I had been doing, such as intelligence and
military planning, were slowing down. The province analysis work was over. Thus I
didn’t have nearly as much to do. I already had a new assignment. But in the spring of
1973 Chuck asked me to extend at the NSC and work for him. I agreed to do so provided
State fully supported it. At this point [ had worked for the NSC for over two years. [ was
due for another assignment. Early in 1973 I was assigned to the National War College.
This assignment was to begin in August of 1973. I was delighted to attend the National
War College.
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I said I would be glad to work with Chuck or go to the War College, whatever State
wanted me to do. Another negotiation went on, so to speak, between the NSC and the
State Department. I didn’t know the details. Someone from State’s Office of Personnel
asked me which assignment I really wanted. I said I would be quite happy to remain at the
NSC, but assignment to the National War College was interesting and I would like to do
that then or later. The personnel officer in the State Department said: “You know, you can
always go to the National War College next year.” I was told State agreed to extend me at
the NSC for another year, and I went to work for Chuck.

Ann was surprised to receive a phone call early one morning in August, 1973, soon after I
left the house. The man said: “Where is Mr. Bushnell. This is at the National War
College, and he is supposed to be here.” Apparently, no one had told them that I wasn’t
coming to the National War College. Ann gave them my phone at work and called me, so
I was prepared to explain to the National War College what had happened, adding the
comment that [ hoped to be there the next year.

Q: That was in 1973? That was the year when oil prices quadrupled, sending shock
waves throughout the world economy.

BUSHNELL: That was the issue that dominated my year after October 1973 when war
broke out between Israel and the Arab countries and the Arabs cut oil production. The
surge in oil prices was a very big issue in the NSC [National Security Council]. There
was obviously an interface between the political, the economic, and the geopolitical
aspects of this problem. Kissinger devoted a lot of time personally to this set of problems
chairing frequent NSC meeting. Many working groups were created including a couple
chaired by Cooper. President Nixon was certainly interested in this issue, although I don’t
know how much time he spent on it given the other things going on during his last year in
the Presidency. For some time during the fall of 1973 and the first part of 1974 oil and
related issues took up almost all of my time.

I recall one weekend during that fall when a mission was about to go to Saudi Arabia to
try to get the Saudis to exercise a moderating influence within OPEC [Organization of
Petroleum Exporting Countries] with regard to oil production and price. I was assigned to
prepare talking points to explain why it was in the Saudi Arabian interest to reduce the oil
price. I spent the whole weekend doing that. First, I did a four-page paper containing a
summary of all of the arguments I could think of. Kissinger rejected that paper and said
better and more detailed arguments were needed because the Saudis weren’t going to be
easy to convince. I expanded the better arguments to include several lesions in elementary
economics. Eventually, we convinced the Saudis they should help us moderate the price
of oil. For the long term they were sitting on an awful lot of oil. By putting up the price of
oil in the short term, they were not serving their long term interests. High prices would
discourage consumption and promote the expansion of other energy sources including oil
outside OPEC; a period of high oil prices would then be followed by a long period of low
oil prices. This argument eventually carried the day, once the Saudis realized they did not
need so much money in the short-term but a long period of low prices might undermine
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the rule of the Royal Family. Eventually, a number of countries which belonged to OPEC
[Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries] also accepted this point of view.

Q: Were you concerned with the Washington Energy Conference, following the meeting
in Paris?

BUSHNELL: Yes. There were many fronts coordinated by the NSC to manage the energy
crisis. One was to organize the principal consumer countries to work for security of
supply as well as cooperation on conservation, stockpiling, and other aspects of the
problem as well as to present a common front to the producers. Eventually at the
Washington Conference an effort was made to set up a forum including both consumers
and producers. The OECD was, as I recall, the first forum for consumer cooperation.
Eventually this work resulted in the establishment of the International Energy Agency
[IEA], with membership somewhat expanded from that of the OECD, but finally without
the producers. Initially Bill Simon who was head of the Federal Energy Office, which
later became the Energy Department, lead the delegation to meetings dealing with the
energy crisis, and Cooper would be a member. Quite quickly the mere travel aspect of the
frequent meetings in Europe caused a reduction in the level of representation. While there
was debate about how to organize on a more permanent basis, the Belgians offered to
chair or host various working groups to deal with the immediate crisis problems and lay
the ground work for the new organization and for discussions with the producers. One of
the first problems handled by such a working group was managing the foreign exchange
and monetary aspects of the oil crisis. The oil exporters were accumulating lots of surplus
foreign exchange and some consumer nations were moving toward balance of payment
crises. A high-level working group was established, essentially of the OECD countries.
Through the first part of 1974 it met in Brussels every third week with working groups
often meeting in between. Jack Bennett, who was Undersecretary of the Treasury for
monetary affairs, was the lead official at these meetings. I provided support for him, and
sometimes there were just the two of us from Washington representing the U.S. at these
meetings which were very action-oriented. Large movements of foreign exchange
reserves, sales of bonds, and other measures would be worked out and immediately
implemented. There were such frequent meetings that, as I recall this period, it was a very
grueling experience. Bennett and I would fly commercial to Brussels over night, going
directly to the meetings from the plane. The meetings only lasted one day or perhaps two;
then we came home the next day and had a ton of work to follow up the meeting and get
ready for the next one.

Q: Did you go to most of those [EA meetings?

BUSHNELL: I wouldn’t say I went to most of the International Energy meetings because
there were quite a few covering different aspects of the problem from strategic reserves to
energy standards for conservation.. However, I went to many meetings. I was making a
trip to Europe a couple of times a month. At times, I would go to Europe early, arriving
the day before the meeting, so I would be there when the meeting started. The meetings
would start at 9:00 AM. The US delegation would arrive in Brussels at about 10:00 AM,
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and, if the plane was late, it wouldn’t arrive until later. Sometimes I was the only delegate
from Washington for the first morning; a couple of State officers from our mission to the
EEC or from our mission to the OECD in Paris would also be there, but they had not
attended the preparatory meetings in Washington. They were helpful in taking notes and
preparing a reporting cable, but I had to talk about the US positions.

Q: Who was involved in these meetings from the State Department? Was that George
Bennsky, or had he gone to another post?

BUSHNELL: Claus Ruser attended some meetings on producer cooperation and stock
piling; he was on the Policy Planning Council. Numerous other State officers were
involved, but I don’t remember names. Gerry Rosen from our OECD mission came to
Brussels frequently. On the monetary aspects, I don’t believe anybody from the State
Department went to meetings. There were two or three people from the Treasury
Department and somebody from the Federal Reserve Bank. Either Chuck Cooper or I
would go from the NSC [National Security Council].

Q: Did anybody come from the Department of Energy?

BUSHNELL: No. Lots of people from the Energy Office were involved in other Brussels
meetings, but not the monetary meetings. In fact, they were the principal representatives
on several groups and even chaired some of the NSC coordination subgroups. In addition
to the monetary, there were groups which dealt with the supply of oil, statistics, oil
storage, sharing of supplies, conservation, and others. Chuck Cooper was the chairman of
a couple of working groups, and, between us, we tried to be familiar with everything that
was going on. One or the other of us tried to be in Washington at any given time.
However, at times we couldn’t even manage that. Both of us were on the road much of
the time for three or four months, during which we arranged for a pretty good level of
international cooperation.

Many of the domestic debates were intense, and there was not always even agreement in
our three-man office. Chuck Cooper argued the higher energy prices by themselves would
result in conservation and reduced consumption through market mechanisms alone. I
believed the process could be sped up, would be more transparent to our allies, and would
avoid the problems of market volatility if the government set minimum standards such as
for auto gas milage and consumption by home appliances. Kissinger said he agreed with
Chuck intellectually but he agreed with me politically since the U.S. needed to show its
European allies and the OPEC producers that it would take serious action to reduce
consumption over the longer term. Thus the NSC supported such measures, but there
were great political struggles on the details.

Q: Was there much consideration given to conservation?

BUSHNELL: After the immediate supply and balance of payments problems,
conservation was probably the most important topic.
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Q: And all this work on energy led to the creation of the IEA [International Energy
Agency].

BUSHNELL: Yes. The IEA finally provided the framework for international cooperation.
In the U.S. the response to the energy crisis was coordinated by the NSC [National
Security Council] which established numerous working groups. Henry Kissinger chaired
the senior oversight group. During much of this period he was both Secretary of State and
head of the NSC. Chuck Cooper chaired some of the subordinate working groups. |
chaired a couple of committees on some aspects in the conservation area. The Department
of Commerce, State, Energy, OMB and other agencies were on these working groups. For
example, one of my groups developed energy standards for refrigerators and home
insulation. The technical work was not done in these working groups. It was handled by
what were called expert groups. In my working group we did not deal with how many
angels you can get to dance on the head of a pin. We discussed what the target should be
to improve the efficiency of refrigerators, i.e. by 40, 60, or 80 percent and what the
schedule should be. We listened to the experts explain what the problems and costs
would be at various levels of improved efficiency. I was amazed that for only a few
dollars per refrigerator efficiency could be improved by over 50 percent. I asked why such
improvements that pay for themselves quickly even at previous cheap energy prices had
not been adopted. The answer was not clear, but I concluded that, because consumers
were very price sensitive in purchasing refrigerators, manufacturers did not want to offer
the same size model at $20 more because the salespeople would not know how to sell the
energy savings. From the NSC perspective the important thing was to get something
done. The job was to move the government bureaucracy, which was used to moving at a
slow speed, at a warp speed. This was what the situation called for.

Q: So the outcome was mainly the creation of the IEA, which provided an international
basis for comparing notes on the supply and prices of oil.

BUSHNELL: I left the NSC staff before the IEA as a permanent organization with staff
had really gotten off the ground. It was still at the formative stage. The IEA held its first
meetings in Paris later in 1974. But the main crisis action was in the coordinating and
working groups which met during the first part of 1974 in Brussels and managed to avoid
numerous balance of payments crises and too much competition among rich consumers
for oil while giving conservation, strategic reserve planning, and detailed planning for oil
sharing a great start among the OECD countries.

The purpose of the IEA was to get the NATO [North Atlantic Treaty Organization] group
of countries and a few other countries to work together, rather than to engage in
competition with each other for energy supplies. This involved some issues which were
very difficult for the U.S. to deal with. Most Americans don’t want to expand government
authority. Having just come out of an emergency with long lines at the gas pumps, it
wasn’t so difficult to get people to agree on stockpiling goals and some other measures
that required minimum government intervention. Some other countries had already
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bought facilities and found it easier to stockpile oil than we did. But we soon came up
with the idea of using abandoned wells, and there was a lot of political support for
stockpiling as a future policy, although most of us on the coordinating group saw this as a
short-term palliative which did not really help resolve our long-term exposure to volatile
energy supplies.

Internationally everybody agreed energy goals were important long-term. We were not
trying to fill the stockpile when the world was already short of oil. We wanted to develop
plans for large oil stocks eventually so that OPEC would have less leverage from
potential future supply curtailments. We also developed procedures for allocating oil
among the IEA members during a crisis so that all the IEA members would be
appropriately served. With the cut off of oil from the Middle East some IEA countries
had had virtually all of their oil cut off, since they were so dependent on the Middle East
countries. Other countries got much of their oil from Venezuela and Nigeria, for example,
and were not as seriously impacted. Some countries such as the U.S. and U.K. produced
much of their oil while such countries as Germany and Japan were almost entirely
dependent on imports although oil was a smaller part of their energy consumption. We
sought to develop a procedure to manage such a distribution problem fairly, if it should
arise again. There were also attempts, generally less successful, to use the Brussels
committees to talk about standards of conservation and efficiency to help all countries
domestically in getting conservation improvements. Many countries were well ahead of
us on conservation. The U.S. was one of the laggards in developing conservation policies,
and others pressed us to do much more in this area.

There were many complex and difficult problems which had to handled simultaneously
and with coordination. On the monetary side, we arranged for supplementary allocations
of funds to the IMF [International Monetary Fund] especially from the major oil
countries. The existing rules and procedures of the IMF didn’t really apply to the financial
problems created by the sharply increased price of energy. This whole issue was quite a
different problem from what the IMF had been set up to deal with; everyone had to do
some quick rethinking to develop policies including much larger drawing rights from the
IMF than anyone had contemplated before. The delegates involved in these working
groups tried to develop means of handling problems so that there wouldn’t be a
downward spiral leading to a recession in one country or in the entire world.

I was impressed by the crisis atmosphere in the international working groups. Most
countries were represented at high levels by decision-makers from capitals. No one made
long speeches. Most delegates, even the French, used English as much as possible.
Delegates explained honestly what problems they faced with their laws or public opinion
in taking proposed actions. Imaginative approaches emerged at every meeting. Lawyers
were told to draft and experts to find the best way to so something, but legal and technical
problems were not allowed to take much of the working groups’ time. It was a 180 degree
positive contrast with negotiations in UNCTAD. There was a tremendous amount of
work done in a short period, and we really worked hard for a while.
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Q: Were you concerned with other economic issues when you were in that position?

BUSHNELL: We also had the big issue of price controls and then related export controls
on soybeans and certain other commodities. The issue of price controls arose almost as
soon as Chuck Cooper arrived at the NSC. Almost all economists in this Republican
administration were against price controls. However, President Nixon was determined to
do something to stop inflation. Since it was in large part spending on the Vietnam war
that was underlying the inflation, it was hard for Kissinger to oppose Nixon on price
controls beyond advising him that the experts said they would not really affect inflation.
Cooper was strongly opposed, and at times I thought he might resign if Nixon imposed
price controls. I did not attend the cabinet-level meetings on price controls, but I tried to
calm Chuck down after each meeting. The debate on this issue was before Kissinger
became Secretary of State and also before he won the Nobel peace prize. This issue was
debated for only a few days before Nixon announced price controls on certain agricultural
commodities. The list was less extensive than originally proposed.

Almost immediately we were confronted with a need for controls on soybean and other
exports. Where the foreign market price was above the controlled domestic price, there
was of course every incentive to export. Such exports would result in severe shortages
and destroy the price control program. However, other countries such as Japan relied on
the U.S. as a reliable supplier of soybeans. Cutting off exports to them might not only
cause shortages and price spikes in these countries but might also weaken the US
reputation as a reliable supplier causing them to grow more themselves regardless of cost
or to contract supplies in other countries such as Brazil. Moreover, cutting off supplies of
basic foodstuffs obviously had large political implications both within market countries
and in terms of our overall relations with them. Thus there were big stakes in trying to
find a way to administer the controls to protect key foreign markets. Fortunately,
harvesting of a new soybean crop would begin in just a few weeks. But there were few
soybeans in stock. The Agriculture Department had not identified this export control
problem in the preparations for the Nixon price control speech. A Japanese representative
(perhaps a trader not a diplomat) told Agriculture export restrictions on soybeans were
seen as a dagger in the heart for Japan, which is heavily dependent on soybeans in its
national diet.

Both Chuck Cooper and I were almost immediately spending all our time in working
groups and meetings with Agriculture to develop the details of the export controls. The
White House Council on International Economics was also involved. First we needed
data on what soybean stocks and soy oil stocks were. Agriculture did not know. We
insisted they make an unprecedented, for them, effort by sending Agriculture Department
managers to warehouses all over the country to report back by phone on the stocks. This
was done in less than 48 hours.

Q: Despite the enormous resources available to the Department of Agriculture in terms
of agricultural statistics.
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BUSHNELL: That’s right. The Department of Agriculture has complex statistical models
and a vast resource of reporters to estimate the production of various crops, even as they
are affected by the weather and so forth. But under normal circumstances after the harvest
it does little to follow stocks, except for those it owns. Usually, stocks are held by farmers
and commercial firms in the United States. The Department of Agriculture is concerned
about fumigation, health standards, and related matters. However, the Department of
Agriculture didn’t have any good and up-to-date measure of how much of a given
commodity was on hand, where it was located, and what condition it was in.

Fortunately, we found, after the fact when we developed a better understanding of the
situation, that supplies were not as critically short as we had thought. By setting the price
of soybean meal and oil low we were able to get most processors to shut-down a few
weeks and wait for the new crop. This shut-down did not result in serious shortages to the
consumer as the pipelines were pretty full of product. There were then enough soybeans
to honor existing export contracts. It was not a time of the year when there normally was
much export purchasing, so preventing exports of newly purchased soybeans was not a
major issue. If we had had more accurate statistics, those of us who favored not applying
export controls, and maybe even price controls, might have won the battle, because the
potential for price increases in fact was much less than people thought it was. It’s not that
the Department of Agriculture was trying to misinform anybody. It was also opposed to
export controls. However, its information systems did not yield the needed facts.

Q: Was the Council of Economic Advisers concerned with these issues?

BUSHNELL: Certainly, they agreed with us in being against price controls. However, I
think the Council of Economic Advisers favored export controls if there were price
controls. We didn’t work with the Council very much. In its annual report on the state of
the economy, the Council includes a section on international developments. We used to
review this section in terms of national security policy. In fact, I wrote a few paragraphs
for this report at least one year. There may have been something we thought had been left
out of the draft report. However, on a day to day basis, we didn’t work closely with the
Council, although it was represented on some of the committees that we had during the
energy crisis. Chuck Cooper had years before worked on the staff of the Council, and he
had frequent exchanges with the principals.

Q: Beside you and Chuck Cooper, who else from the State Department worked on the
economic side of things on the NSC [National Security Council] staff? Was Bob
Hormats...?

BUSHNELL: Bob Hormats was on the NSC economics staff.

Q: What was he doing?

BUSHNELL: He was there much of the time when I was on the NSC staff, but he
departed about the time I joined the Economics Office. I worked little with him. He spent

210



considerable time on trade issues but was not much interested in aid issues. Then we
recruited a young man, Bill Hale. He was seconded to the NSC staff from the Energy
Office. He may have come originally from one of the oil companies on an exchange
program. We brought him in to work on the details of the oil issues. He did much of the
technical work but did not travel to Brussels.

Q: At that point we were wrestling with Congress on the Trade Act of 1973, which
ultimately became the Trade Act of 1974. The authorization for us to participate in the
Tokyo Round of the GATT [General Agreement on Tariffs and Trade] negotiations was
contained in the Trade Act of 1974. Were you concerned with that?

BUSHNELL: This was an issue Bob Hormats worked on. However, by the time I went to
the Economics Office Nixon administration trade policy was set. The NSC generally had
little to do with trade except as it impacted other issues such as the soybean export
controls because there was a separate White House office that handled trade issues. About
the end of 1972 an International Economic Council under Pete Peterson was set up in the
White House to coordinate positions on international economic issue. I worked closely
with this group, especially with Ray Sternfeld, an AID officer I had known for years.
Deane Hinton was Peterson’s deputy, and I again worked with him on some matters. This
Council was supposed to coordinate international finance, developmental issues, and
many related matters. Cooper was a member. The NSC was supposed to bring the foreign
policy elements to Peterson’s group. Kissinger was glad to get rid of coordination of
economic positions, but, when the energy crisis arose, Kissinger insisted on the NSC
having the leading role because he saw the tremendous political importance of energy
questions in the Middle East and with our NATO and other allies.

Q: Did Peter Tramick work there for a while?

BUSHNELL: I think he came later. At that time there was no overall economic council at
the White House to integrate domestic and international policies, which of course have a
great overlap as the soybean issue illustrates. There was a council to coordinate
international economic policies, but there was no effort to coordinate domestic economic
policy at the White House level. When we went through the oil crisis of 1973-4, for
example, the NSC and its various mechanisms had to deal with the whole thing. I was
chairing meetings on energy conservation, which was really largely domestic business.
There was no other apparatus to do it. Energy was part of a larger picture, which was
driven by the foreign affairs issues.

Once Pete Peterson’s operation was in place, we talked to them about Vietnam and the
problems which concerned the NSC in this connection. Although they were not much

interested in Vietnam, we worked closely with them to the allocation of the AID budgets.

Q: On the basis of your experience and observations, how would you assess the NSC
[National Security Council] system?
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BUSHNELL: As in the case of any system that relies heavily on its principal figures, it is
almost impossible to assess it, independent of the principal figures. Nor does the NSC or
any system work in the same way with different principal figures participating. During
most of the period I was at the NSC, when Kissinger was at the peak of his influence, the
NSC system operated as a good tool for Kissinger. He was so dominant in foreign policy
that in most respects what happened in the NSC principal meetings and what followed in
the implementation NSC decisions reflected Kissinger’s first and last word on the subject.
Kissinger also did a lot of things on his own, independently of the Department of State.
With regard to the NSC as a system to bring together the various departments, I don’t
know whether it worked well or not. Certainly some cabinet members and departments
such as State probably did not think it worked well when Kissinger did a lot of things
outside the interagency system. The system was used more to implement what Kissinger
wanted to do, rather than to bring together the views of the various government
departments and to provide President Nixon with options for his decision. This gathering
of options was one of the things the national security system was supposed to do.

Kissinger was not the only principal that his version of the NSC suited. It also suited
President Nixon. My observation was that Nixon did not like to work directly with his
cabinet officers or with much of anyone else outside his immediate circle. Reportedly
Kissinger spent a lot of time alone with the President. The NSC provided Kissinger with
much material for these discussions. The NSC was then the tool through which
Nixon/Kissinger decisions were implemented. The NSC staff was not just taking the
views of various parts of the government bureaucracy, trying to package them, and laying
out options for decision by Kissinger and President Nixon. What the NSC staff was doing
at Kissinger’s direction was trying to develop additional options and provide an agenda
and intellectual leadership on foreign affairs. The annual report prepared by the NSC,
what we called internally the state of the world report, was not staffed by the foreign
affairs agencies. Colonel Kennedy, and in fact all of us on the staff, spent a lot of time on
this 100 page report and so did Kissinger. It was Kissinger’s effort to provide a structure
and integration to our entire foreign policy. Nothing I know of in the mandate of the NSC
called for such an overarching report. In fact once Kissinger became Secretary of State he
moved the preparation of this report to the State Department.

Another example: in connection with the Korean situation, Kissinger, and perhaps Nixon,
wanted to do more to modernize the South Korean armed forces than the Pentagon
wanted to do. Perhaps they thought modernization was the best route to eventual
reduction of US forces in Korea, although Kissinger never said that in my hearing. My
recollection is that there was no one in the government, except for Kissinger, who was
pushing that sort of option. He felt we were not going fast enough. I don’t think the State
Department was against Kissinger’s view, but the people there were not actively pushing
for the modernization of the Korean armed forces. The Central Intelligence Agency did
not play any particular role in this connection. The NSC was not just receiving options
from different agencies, packaging them up, and getting a decision. Rather, the NSC was
going beyond the options presented and developing additional options with a specific
agenda in mind. There were many issues which were handled in that way. Of course the
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NSC had a major role in setting the foreign affairs agenda, but, in part, I think this was
because no department or cabinet member had an interest in setting the agenda. In many
respects the NSC filled a vacuum. During the first weeks of the Reagan Presidency the
NSC made a few moves to set the agenda, but Al Haig jumped in with major efforts and
excellent staffing from the State Department to set an agenda which dominated for much
of the following four years. Interestingly quite a few of the senior officers assisting Haig
at State had been with Kissinger at the NSC.

Some of the regional people in areas where Kissinger wasn’t much interested, such as
Latin America and Africa, played the usual, coordinating role. They staffed Presidential
visits and interviews. They coordinated among the various bureaucracies but had no
additional agenda. However, Kissinger, as a very strong national security adviser, had an
agenda of his own, which was quite separate from that of the departments represented on
the NSC.

At other times, when there were strong members of the cabinet influencing national
security issues and an NSC adviser who saw his role more as a mediator among these
people, the role of the NSC was quite different. Finally, I would note that Kissinger
recruited an unusually strong staff. He frequently said he wanted only the best. He did not
have any imposed political appointees as did most cabinet members. A majority of the
staff, aside from intelligence people and administrators, were from State. Most have since
had outstanding State careers. What this experience told me is that 60 outstanding
professionals with great leadership can have an impact on foreign policy far greater than
the thousands of various quality in a typical bureaucracy.

Q: To turn to another matter, doesn’t the existence of the NSC system as the President’s
primary mechanism for keeping him informed on foreign affairs usurp the position of the
Department of State as the formulator and implementer of foreign policy?

BUSHNELL: The role of the NSC changes over time. I don’t think it necessarily is the
primary mechanism available to the President to keep him informed on foreign affairs;
some Presidents rely on intelligence briefings and a wide range of contacts. Certainly,
there were a lot of comments for and against the role that Kissinger played at the NSC.
There were certainly those in the State Department who felt that Kissinger usurped
powers from the Secretary of State. There was the same view in Defense. It was widely
recognized in the Department of State and in the press that there was a good deal of
tension and competition between Kissinger and Secretary of State Rogers. With other
national security advisers there has been a much more collegial approach of working with
other members of the cabinet and declining to handle diplomatic negotiations directly.
Since the Nixon period to avoid the situation that arose at that time action has been taken
to improve relationships between the National Security Adviser and the Secretary of
State. I don’t believe people necessarily saw bad outcomes in Kissinger’s performance.
The practice has since developed of having the National Security Adviser and the
Secretary of State have breakfast or lunch with the President frequently and to get
together among themselves and perhaps with the Secretary of Defense even more often so
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that there would be plenty of opportunity among them to discuss issues of mutual interest.

Since the period of the Nixon administration the NSC adviser has operated as part of a
team of the principal foreign policy figures in the administration. Kissinger had a more
conspiratorial view of policy making, although it may have been less conspiratorial than
President Nixon’s. He felt the bureaucracies did not share his global view of what he and
the President were trying to do and that the cabinet secretaries were in the pockets of the
bureaucracies. As a result, the relationships between the NSC and the Department of
State during the Kissinger period were difficult. Of course these problems were finally
solved by making Kissinger also the Secretary of State.

Q: It seems to me that having that kind of high-powered personality between the
President and the Department of State tends to dilute the influence of the Department.
Certainly, there have been tensions in these relationships in subsequent administrations.
For example, relationships between Secretary of State Cyrus Vance and National
Security Adviser Zbigniew Brzezinski were probably as tense as any relationships
between the people who occupied these positions at any time.

BUSHNELL: Perhaps different, because there wasn’t a regular winner. Vance would take
his case directly to the President and often win. By the time I was on the NSC staff, in
early 1971, Kissinger was so clearly dominant that the battle was over. People had in
general learned to live with the resulting situation. Rodgers did not appeal directly to
President Nixon any longer, if he had earlier. I don’t have any personal view of some of
the struggles for turf which may have gone on earlier between Kissinger and the
Secretaries of State and Defense. By 1971 most bureaucrats tried to avoid any conflict
with Kissinger, which they considered would be harmful to their careers. They generally
recognized that Kissinger had already assumed great power. I found it quite amazing the
Rodgers did not figure out until 1971 that Kissinger was supported mainly by State
Department Officers. Probably, Rodgers just was not interested in fighting for power.

During my time on the NSC staff I would have lunch about once a month with Bob
Nooter, who was the Assistant AID Administrator for Supporting Assistance. He dealt
with Vietnam and other politically sensitive areas worldwide. At some of these luncheons
we were, in effect, a raiding party. [ would tell him what level of aid for Vietnam
Kissinger was leaning toward. The money had to come from somewhere. At times he
would try to get the AID bureaucracy to increase the total amount being requested for
supporting assistance, but such an increase would reduce the amounts available under the
OMB limits for other AID programs, so he usually lost. However, he would informally
educate me on where it might be possible to make some cuts in programs of other
countries. Gradually, many senior officers in AID perceived that the White House might
cut their programs, and they would lobby Nooter, and even in a few cases me, to avoid
cuts. When they contacted me, I would ask where we might find funds if not from the
program they were saying was so good and essential. I got several good ideas in this way,
and in more than one case I was convinced to try to defend a particular program.
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In a more congenial administration AID would have produced its own options for
decision by the President. It would have said, for example: “If you want to give more aid
to Vietnam, you could take the funds out of this or that program,” and so provide him
with a number of options. But despite knowing they would lose, the AID bureaucracy
continued to hold to its priorities as presented in its budget. Once I even got Kissinger to
send AID a memo asking for options, but the reply basically said there are none. Thus the
NSC and OMB had to give the President options with no more than informal input by
AID. We were not in a particularly strong position to propose such options because we
didn’t know all of the considerations. We would simply say to Kissinger and to the
President: “If you take a big piece of money out of aid to Nigeria, they won’t like it. This
will lead to a deterioration in our relationships with Nigeria.”

Q: To what degree and in what way did the CIA [Central Intelligence Agency] influence
NSC positions, as far as you are aware?

BUSHNELL: That’s a very broad question. I had a lot of interface with CIA, both the
briefers who came to the OEOB [Old Executive Office Building} everyday and
specialists with whom I would talk on the phone or even visit at Langley. On Vietnam the
CIA had an army of people who did the analysis, on a unit by unit basis, of what progress
the South Vietnamese military were making and another army that kept track of
developments in each province..

Q: This must have been an overwhelming job of research.

BUSHNELL: Yes. The CIA had tremendous resources both in terms of people in the
field...

Q: Plus personnel and money...

BUSHNELL: And the ability to process and analyze information. On the whole, I think
the CIA people did a competent job on Vietnam. They often could not see the forest
because they were so busy looking at individual trees, so their broad intelligence pieces
were not as good as the highly detailed work. Or perhaps the senior people would not let
the analysts say in general terms just how bad the situation was. Then we got into the
unexpected, the energy crisis [in 1973]. First, the CIA did not see it coming. Then in my
view it took them longer that it should have to get up to speed. There were two or three
senior people who were quite good, but they were not able to produce quickly the sort of
detailed information and analysis that we would have liked to have had. This was because
they weren’t prepared to do so. A few years later they were able to produce all of the
analysis required. However, the energy crisis was a new development which they weren’t
expecting, and the bureaucracy did not have the time to prepare and train the people that
were needed to do this job. They could only present what the senior people knew off the
tops of their heads. In fact, the senior people themselves knew only a little more than
what any of us knew off the tops of our heads.
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Q: So CIA people were the principal source of the analyses on energy, Vietnam, or what
have you?

BUSHNELL: I would say they were the principal source of analysis, yes.
Q: The Department of State just doesn’t have comparable resources.

BUSHNELL: The Department of State wasn’t making much of an effort to prepare
detailed analyses on Vietnam. State does not have the resources for that. In fact State did
some broader papers that I thought were good. INR [Bureau of Intelligence Analysis]
would do an occasional paper which would say that we shouldn’t place as much weight as
the CIA wanted on this or that piece of information. They often made useful comments,
but they weren’t revolutionary. Also the Policy Planning Council managed to produce
useful analyses when the energy crisis occurred in 1973. We probably got almost as much
useful, high quality analysis from the Department of State as we got from CIA. The
Department of State had about 16 people working on energy matters. The CIA had about
300 people working on it.

Q: Exactly.

BUSHNELL: Before the CIA really kicked into gear, the Department of State analysis
was very competitive in terms of what their analytical people could put together rapidly,
that is, with little or no warning or lead time. The information base, certainly the
information available to the White House as measured by the volume of material we
received, came overwhelmingly from the CIA. Even if the basic raw material was in the
form of cables from Foreign Service Officers in the field, these didn’t circulate to the
most senior persons in the government, except for a few like those from Bunker. At the
NSC level, much of the material we received was CIA summaries of State Department
cables. The regional offices in the NSC received most substantive Foreign Service cables,
and occasionally they would summarize or forward one to Kissinger or his deputy. The
State Department provides a major part of the raw material which goes into intelligence
analysis. However, the CIA has far more people who come in at 3:00 AM and actually
draft the material which goes to the NSC each day.

Q: Did you regularly read these National Intelligence Summaries which CIA prepared
for the President? Did people on the NSC staff get to see those?

BUSHNELL: I saw a version of the President’s brief but not all of it. Only two or three
senior directors such as Phil Odeen saw the same version as the President. I am not sure

what they saw was always the same as what went to the President.

Q: What did you think of them?

BUSHNELL.: I thought these daily reports were good. They contained a lot of
information, and they contained many interesting perceptions. This material was carefully
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written and edited and presented with no agenda.

Q: I always thought senior people in the various government departments need more
material in the way of analysis and recommendations.

BUSHNELL: It’s not the job of intelligence people to provide recommendations. I would
say that CIA articles usually involve just pulling a lot of facts together. Analysis
somehow goes beyond the basic facts. Much intelligence analysis turns out to involve
evaluating how reliable a given set of facts is. That is an important part of analysis. You
want to have an analysis by somebody who knows a lot about a given subject and knows
or can evaluate what that information amounts to. A lot of intelligence analysis is just
summary, rather than analysis of what the information means for the U.S. in more general
terms.

When you are concerned with policy formulation, there is a big difference between a
roundup of what’s going on and an analysis of its implications for the future. Often, the
roundup is all the analyst provides. Then there are policy papers which articulate
alternatives and the pro’s and con’s of different policies which the U.S. might follow.
Those papers generally came from the State or Defense Departments. Often, these papers
were very good. Policy papers, as such, didn’t come from CIA, although on certain
subjects such as intelligence requirements or covert matters we would get what amounted
to policy papers from CIA. CIA also had the lead role in preparing national intelligence
assessments or estimates. These focused on guessing the future. They were cleared with
many agencies and departments and those that disagreed with something could enter
footnotes. These estimates provided the basis for policy options but did not present them
although the estimates sometimes included predictions of reactions to likely policies.

Q: In addition to written, CIA materials, did you interact in the sense of oral
communications with people from CIA when you were on the NSC staff?

BUSHNELL: Yes, quite often.
Q: What sorts of situations would these contacts concern?

BUSHNELL: For one thing, CIA provided those of us who worked on Vietnam with
frequent oral briefings in the situation room. In these briefings they would do a fairly
comprehensive review of everything which was going on.

Q: Would they have one or more briefers?

BUSHNELL: Generally they would have three or more people speaking in sequence with
maps, pictures, and charts. Three to six officers from the White House would attend these
briefings. The NSC staff was pretty small. Kissinger and his deputy would not attend
these briefings, and some of those attending were from the office of the military assistants
to the President not the NSC. Briefings of this kind were useful because, while the CIA
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would present its dog and pony show, one could ask a lot of questions. Often the briefers,
although all were involved in Southeast Asia, would not know the answers, but they
would try to find out and get back to you, usually by phone but sometimes at the next
briefing. These briefings were conducted by senior CIA officers. This was a major source
of feedback for them on what we wanted to know more about. During the energy crisis
[of 1973-4] a CIA man named Ernst........

Q: Yes, Morris Ernst. He was the head of the Economic Section at CIA. He was very
sharp.

BUSHNELL: Very sharp. He personally did a lot of work in the energy field.
Unfortunately, he didn’t have his staff organized and trained so CIA couldn’t do nearly as
much as we all would have liked. Ernst was a great help; he prepared a lot of technical
papers which we presented at the international meetings. His work provided the analytical
structure that was later used by the IEA [International Energy Authority].

On the whole, CIA was a very important source of information and the place where I
tended to turn to find things out. My experience was not typical because the issues I
worked on really didn’t have a home or central point of reference in the State Department
or even the Defense Department. In many respects if there were a home in the State
Department for some of my issues such as force modernization in Korea, that home was
the Bureau of Political-Military Affairs. However, this bureau did not seem to be
interested in these Asian issues. Nor was PM active on military issues in Vietnam. I never
got much from the Vietnam desk in the State Department either. I recall a couple of good
Vietnam studies from INR when I was first at the NSC.

Q: They may have been shell-shocked.

BUSHNELL: During my assignment to the NSC I was much more back-stopped by the
military and by the CIA than by the State Department because of the particular issues
with which I dealt.

Q: It really is interesting, though, that there wasn’t more of a noticeable State
Department presence on Vietnam affairs, as far as you were aware.

BUSHNELL: The State Department had a very strong presence in the form of the
Embassy in Saigon. Generally, for things that were not of immediate concern to Kissinger
and the President, the Ambassador in Saigon and the Country Team worked through the
State Department, but Bunker was a very strong Ambassador; he directed State more than
State directed him. State had essentially opted out of the military issues and was even
finding it hard to keep a finger in Kissinger’s negotiations with the North. It was because
State/AID was not providing the economic assistance that Bunker and Cooper felt was
necessary that my role on economic assistance emerged at the NSC. Kissinger would
have been more than happy to have left this economic support ball with State, and the
NSC picked it up only when Bunker pressed Kissinger to do so because State was not
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producing.

I chaired an interagency working group tasked to develop programs to improve South
Vietnam’s economic viability for the longer term. I tried hard to get State to be active in
this group and even scheduled the meetings in the State Department. The Vietnam desk
scheduled a meeting room whenever I needed it, and someone from the desk attended
most meetings. But it was Agriculture, CIA, AID, and even DOD and OMB that made the
main inputs to the work of the committee. I don’t believe anyone from EB [Economic
Bureau] ever attended. I arranged for letters from Kissinger to the CIA director and the
Secretary of Agriculture praising the work of two officers who made the greatest
contributions; both were soon promoted while staying on the working group.

However, my experience was not typical of the NSC. For most of the world State had the
lead; regional officers at the NSC relied heavily on both the cables from Embassies and
papers from the State Department in their work.

Q: There were some CIA people seconded to the NSC staff.- Was their presence there
quantitatively or qualitatively clear? Were there many CIA people there and were they
competent?

BUSHNELL: There were two categories. There were CIA people on the NSC staff who
were essentially responsible for conducting briefings and obtaining intelligence. They
handled sensitive intelligence. One provided daily input on Vietnam, but CIA senior
analysts would come over from CIA to brief us in more depth a couple times a week.
There was a tremendous flow of intelligence paper, less to me than to most people on the
NSC staff. Most of the NSC staff members were following specific countries and
problems on which there was a steady flow of current intelligence items. CIA was also
represented in the staff of the NSC/White House operations center. Secondly, there were
a few CIA people who were on loan to the NSC, just as [ was on loan from the State
Department. There were a couple of CIA people in the Program Analysis staff working on
such matters as the strategic arms talks. There were a couple in regional offices. I was not
even aware of where some officers came from. The caliber of those I knew to be from
CIA was high. By the time I was assigned to the NSC staff, Kissinger had his pick of
people. Lot’s of people wanted to work for him. In Geneva I had had no idea what a prize
such an assignment was.

Q: How about Pentagon influence on the NSC staff?

BUSHNELL: When I joined the NSC staff, the Deputy National Security Adviser to the
President was Al Haig, a career Army officer. Incidentally when I joined the NSC staff,
Al was a fairly new one-star general. His rise after that was spectacular. He was
succeeded by General Brent Scowcroft, a career Air Force officer. There were an
additional half dozen or so military officers loaned to the NSC, not including those in the
operations center. There were not nearly as many career military officers as there were
FSOs [Foreign Service Officers]. They were seconded or assigned to the NSC staff, just
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as [ was. They were mainly in Program Analysis and the Planning Group; I don’t recall
any in the regional offices.

Dick Kennedy, for example, came from the Air Force although at some point he retired
and became a NSC employee. There were people on the NSC staff who had worked at
least at one time at the Pentagon, including Wayne Smith and Phil Odeen. There was also
the Military Office of the President, not part of the NSC. This office included officers
who were an active link with the Pentagon. They arranged the aircraft for Haig and
Bunker for example. Because the Program Analysis Office worked so closely with the
Pentagon, we had mechanisms established with the Pentagon for informal communication
on virtually every project that I worked on.

Q: You haven't said a great deal about Al Haig, Kissinger’s deputy as National Security
Adviser, and your contacts with him. Would you want to say more about that?

BUSHNELL: I made a lot of trips to Vietnam with Al Haig. He spent a large part of his
time working on Vietnam. He was one of the principal players on Vietnam issues. He was
very interested in the Vietnam issues we handled in Program Analysis. I found him a
good person to work with. On several occasions I got back a paper on which Kissinger
had written “Improve” or something to that effect. I often then got a phone call from Haig
who made concrete suggestions for adding or clarifying points in the paper. We had an
established allocation of responsibilities in Program Analysis. I was handling economic
and intelligence analysis, and Haig looked to me as his resource in these areas. When he
went to Vietnam, there were always four or five people who went with him. We would sit
around a table on the plane, and discussion would be open and free-flowing. He was
demanding in wanting good talking points for his meetings and well focused questions on
the military situation, but he worked with you in a cooperative and open manner. He was
well organized and knew how to run a meeting and get results from it. He was sensitive to
the views of others and was a good diplomat, even though he was a military officer. He
was considerate of his staff. I certainly enjoyed working with him. He had a tough
position to fill, being number two to a person like Kissinger. As one of my colleagues
once put it, he sort of felt sorry for Al Haig because it was tough to be number two to
God.

Q: Good Lord! [Laughter]

BUSHNELL: Henry Kissinger was fun to work for, certainly an intellectual challenge,
but he wasn’t necessarily a pleasure to work for. He would generally tell you your papers
stank and that you didn’t have enough options or enough facts and you wrote too long.
Sometimes he would ask where you got this or that stupid idea. Al Haig was a much more
normal person in terms of his relationships with his staff. Kissinger was fine because he
welcomed intellectual debate. If he told you something was stupid, you could come back
that it was only half as stupid as some idea of his on the same subject. He welcomed such
exchanges, although those who initiated them without a good command of the subject
matter would regret it. Haig called me Bushy, which I did not particularly like, but I knew
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it was an attempt to be friendly. Kissinger would refer to me as a damned economist as
in: “that’s a good idea for a damned economist.”

Q: If you were designing the foreign policy apparatus of the United States, and we may
come back more seriously to this question at the end of the interview, how would you
allocate functions and responsibilities among the White House, the Department of State,
the NSC, the CIA, and the Pentagon? Could you just explain what you think the optimum
blueprint would be for formulating and implementing national foreign policy?

BUSHNELL: I would answer in two ways. First, in the usual situation the role of the
NSC should be as the integrator of the contributions of the various agencies. But I would
say that you can’t just design a system in isolation. You have to postulate something
about the people who are going to use the system, especially the President, but perhaps
also some of the key cabinet officers. If a President is himself very interested in foreign
affairs, as Presidents John Kennedy or George Bush were, you need to have a different
NSC system from what you need with a President who is not very interested in foreign
affairs such as a Ford or Reagan. After all, the NSC is the staff of the President. No
matter how you structure the NSC or what you do, a lot of what happens will be very
much affected by the nature and personality of the President in office.

During a period of time when the national agenda is dominated by issues of foreign
policy, the role of the NSC staff is likely to reflect the President’s interests. The biases of
the President will have a stronger impact then than during a time when international
issues are not at the top of his agenda. In that case the President is unlikely to spend much
time on them, and the NSC staff will keep the bureaucracy more or less marching forward
on the lesser issues, which make up the large majority of problems facing any
administration.

A lot has been written and a lot of time has been spent on developing an ideal NSC
system. Frankly, I think the system is much less important than the people in the
administration. The people in any administration and their character and interests are
going to drive what the NSC does and how the NSC relates to the rest of the government.
If you have an NSC system which resists such adaptation, the people will just go around
it. You can’t force the most senior people into an arbitrary mold. I think President Nixon
needed someone like Kissinger by his side. The two of them were up against the world
because that’s the way President Nixon thought and this was the way he wanted to work.
Nixon was uncomfortable relying on bureaucracies which he thought were against him.
He had a conspiratorial view of the way Washington and the world worked. Kissinger fit
right into this thinking. This was probably one reason why Nixon appointed Kissinger as
his National Security Adviser and certainly a main reason Kissinger was so successful..

If there is a strong National Security Adviser, who has his own agenda, he must sell it to
the President. Or the National Security Advisor must adopt the agenda of the President if
the President has strong views on foreign policy. In my view the country is not served
well when neither the President nor the National Security Advisor have strong views on
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foreign affairs. If the President and the NSC Adviser do not sell their policy agenda to the
cabinet, no matter how you organize, there is going to be a lot of friction between the
NSC and the rest of the bureaucracy. When the NSC is charged with implementing an
agenda which is not understood and not supported by all the departments and agencies,
inter-agency meetings often become confrontational. The President and the NSC Adviser
may have the necessary staff to dominate policy formulation and even implementation,
that was the case when I was on the NSC staff, but it is not pretty.

I don’t know how I would design an NSC structure. Some have proposed a basic
nonpartisan staff of about 50 people, most of whom would work at the NSC for many
years through several administrations. They might initially be drawn from the various
government agencies, but they would be hired by the NSC and sever their ties to their
agency. They would basically perform a coordinating role. However, I think a st