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The U.S. Government failed to clearly and realistically identify, calibrate, and deconflict American national objectives during the August 1982 to February 1984 deployment of U.S. Marine Corps and other Department of Defense assets to Lebanon and its littoral.  Moreover, the U.S. Government did not maximize, integrate, and synchronize the national elements of power; consequently, most of the U.S. objectives regarding Israeli, Palestinian, and Syrian involvement in Lebanon or even the more modest of U.S. objectives in resolving the protracted Lebanese civil war were not achieved.  

Introduction


Much has been written and researched about the Marine barracks bombing of October, 1983 in Beirut.  While the American media and collective memory tend to see the Lebanon deployments through the prism of that single act of terrorism, the U.S. Government can learn many lessons from the 1982-84 campaign beyond force protection measures.  After a review of relevant historical events and trends preceding the deployment, an analysis of U.S. national interests and national objectives in the Lebanese conflict, both internal and regional, shows which objectives were inappropriate, unclear, or not correctly calibrated.


Most of the analysis focuses on the employment of each national element of power—diplomatic, informational, military, and economic—in terms of supporting U.S. objectives and integrating with other elements of power.  The U.S. Government failed to maximize its leverage in a variety of ways, and chose to minimize or constrain elements of power that could have been used more effectively.  


The involvement of U.S. military forces in Lebanon in 1982 was not without precedent.  Since its artificial creation as an independent country in the post-colonial era, Lebanon had been an intrinsically weak and fractured state.  An arcane system of power sharing among the major religious or confessional groups successfully precluded a tyranny by any one group, but did leave disproportionate power in the hands of the Christians.  Political divisions and loyalties were not by country but by  confessional groups within the religions—Christian, Sunni Muslim, Shi’a Muslim, and Druze (8:  241).  

Lebanon’s neighborhood was as complex as its domestic political scene, with the bane of the Arab world, Israel, to the south, and resultant Palestinian problems for Lebanon as a border country; other borders were with Syria, which held irredentist views of eastern Lebanon and to a lesser degree Lebanon as a whole.  Lebanon achieved noteworthy economic successes compared with other Arab countries and was famous for its socially open and physically pleasant atmosphere, but its political disunity and weak and fractious military and security institutions were later to become tempting targets for the Palestinians and Lebanon’s stronger neighbors (8:  241).  

After receiving a strong plea from the Christian Lebanese President in 1958, President Eisenhower decided to send a force of Marines and soldiers to Lebanon when internal conflict among the confessions reached a boiling point and events in other countries, particularly the overthrow of a U.S.-friendly monarchy in Iraq, necessitated in Eisenhower’s view a demonstration of U.S. resolve in the region.  The successful deployment of over 14,000 troops encompassed a straightforward mission of demonstrating support for the Lebanese government and took place in a relatively benign environment, given that Lebanon had not reached a point of internal armed conflict and there were no other foreign belligerents or armed forces involved in the country.  It is questionable whether a same-sized force in 1982 would have been effective, let alone the 1,800 Marines who did deploy.  

In stark contrast to the 1958 deployment, Marines moved into a very different Lebanon in August 1982.  While tensions had existed in previous decades, the seventies witnessed the destabilizing effect of the Palestinians creating a state within a state in Lebanon and constantly using the southern border to wage war with Israel.  Christian-Palestinian conflict broadened into civil war among all the confessions in 1975, and the Christians issued a later-regretted 1976 invitation to Syria to intercede on their side in the conflict.  Later the Christians and Syrians turned against each other, but by then Damascus’s foothold was firmly entrenched in Lebanese territory (5:  3-4).  Confessional belligerents moved back and forth among temporary alliances seeking to maximize leverage.  

Israel invaded Lebanon in 1978 to kill Palestinian combatants and conducted additional attacks into southern Lebanon several times between 1978 and 1982.  In June of 1982, Israel again invaded Lebanon after the attempted assassination of its ambassador in London.  The Israelis quickly defeated those Palestinian elements and Syrian units they confronted and reached the outskirts of Beirut, cornering thousands of Palestinian combatants who immersed themselves in hundreds of thousands of Lebanese noncombatants and Palestinian noncombatant refugees.  Whereas Syria at this time was opposed by Lebanese Christians, Israel was on friendly terms with the Christians but had adversarial relations with the domestic Muslim groups.  Unlike 1958, a generation later Marines entered a Lebanon that was the very illustration of a politico-military quagmire—a seven-year multiparty civil war and three foreign forces at odds with each other and with the domestic belligerents (4: 117-121).

National Interests and Objectives

A selective summary of events related to the campaign follows:

6 June 82

Israel invades Lebanon

17 Aug. 82

Ceasefire after agreement to U.S. proposal for PLO withdrawal

26 Aug.82

Marines land as part of multinational force to assist PLO evacuation

1 Sept. 82

Reagan announces peace plan

2, 9 Sept. 82

Israel and then Arabs reject Reagan peace plan

10 Sept. 82

MNF withdraws 

14 Sept. 82

Lebanese President-elect Bashir Gemayel assassinated

16-18 Sept. 82

Christian militants massacre Palestinians at Sabra and Shatilla

20 Sept. 82

Reagan orders Marines back to Beirut

20 Jan. 83
U.S. Office of Military Cooperation opens to train and equip Christian-dominated LAF (Lebanese Armed forces)

18 Apr. 83

U.S. embassy bombed; 57 KIA

19 Sept. 83

U.S. fires 368 artillery rounds in support of LAF

23 Oct. 83

U.S. barracks and French HQ bombed; 241 U.S. KIA, 56 Fr. KIA

4 Dec. 83
U.S. airstrikes (28 aircraft) against Syrian positions in response for firing on reconnaissance flights; 1 U.S. KIA, 1 captured

26 Feb. 84
U.S. multinational force withdraws and is disestablished (5: 154-169)

The U.S. Government preceding and during the 1982-1984 deployments failed to clearly and realistically identify, calibrate, and deconflict American national objectives in the Lebanese conflict.  Somehow the Reagan Administration in the summer of 1982 managed not only to make withdrawal of foreign military powers from Lebanon and Lebanese national reconciliation U.S. foreign policy priorities, but also in a 1 Sept. 1982 speech implicitly linked the larger peace process between Israel, the Palestinians, and the Arab world writ large to success in Lebanon:  “The withdrawal of all foreign forces from Lebanon, the strengthening of the Lebanese government, the issue of Palestinian autonomy, and the settlement of other Arab-Israeli issues, were specifically and continually linked by Reagan and Shultz to progress in Beirut” (5: 13).

While one could argue that the United States did have an interest in preventing the Israeli invasion from escalating into a larger Arab-Israeli war and turning Beirut into a humanitarian catastrophe as a result of a bloody siege, what beyond the relatively simple and successfully accomplished issue of the withdrawal of PLO fighters from Beirut was a vital U.S. interest?  The Israelis had been conducting incursions and attacks into southern Lebanon since 1978, and the Syrians had been present in Lebanon since 1976.  Why suddenly did their withdrawal become vital in the late summer of 1982 given everything else occurring in the bipolar world of that era?  Similarly, why did national reconciliation in a country with no strategic resources and a population of less than 4 million become so critical for the United States?  While attaining a long-term viable solution to the issues of a Palestinian homeland and the Arab-Israeli conflict was vital to U.S. interests, why did the Lebanese quagmire of 1982 need to be linked to this vital interest in such a sudden and haphazard way?  The answer is that most ongoing problems of 1982 Lebanon were not vital to U.S. interests.  Members of the Reagan Administration attempted to fix all major Lebanese and Arab-Israeli issues at once without careful, coordinated planning as to what interests were vital, which goals supporting those interests were relevant and achievable, and what resources should be levied against those goals evaluated as appropriate.  

Diplomatic Element of Power


The United States failed to effectively apply and integrate each element of national power during the Lebanon campaign.  The diplomatic element of power initially managed by Secretary Haig after the Israeli invasion, and subsequently by Secretary Shultz, was never well coordinated with the other elements.  Coordination with the military element was particularly poor, as Haig and later Shultz were at odds with Weinberger as to U.S. interests in Lebanon and what U.S. actions, including military involvement, should be (5:  9, 15).  

The removal of all foreign military forces from Lebanon was one of the principal objectives for President Reagan’s Lebanon policy.  However, neither Syria nor Israel would unilaterally withdrawal.  Diplomacy used prudently can exploit credible threats or apply leverage to induce concrete results.  However, the United States did not use any substantive carrots or sticks to compel the withdrawal of either the Israelis or the Syrians.  The United States was viewed by all parties as the only entity capable of influencing the behavior of Israel.  Nevertheless, the United States never officially communicated to Israel the possibility of its imposing sanctions if Israeli forces failed to withdraw from Lebanon.

The Arab Deterrent Force (Syria) and its participation in Lebanon had been “legitimized” in 1979 by Arab declaration.  The Syrian position was that it would not leave Lebanon unless requested to do so by the Arab League.  The United States never mounted a concerted diplomatic effort with the other Arab states to request that Syrian withdrawal.  Rather than weakening, Syria’s position strengthened throughout late 1982 and 1983 as the Soviet Union resupplied the Syrians to make up for losses during the summer of 1982 to the Israelis.  As one critic of U.S. diplomatic policy stated:  “The linkage of the Palestinian problem to the Israeli invasion, and the linkage of the Israeli withdrawal to the Syrian withdrawal without including Syria in the negotiations were American blunders that showed the amateurism of Reagan” (7: 100).

The United States never developed a plan, goals, and measures of effectiveness to measure national reconciliation within Lebanon to ensure that it was pursuing a political solution that would have the support of the majority of the Lebanese people.  Rather, the United States supported the Christian-led government and army and did not put diplomatic pressure on all parties to form a genuinely multiconfessional government.  U.S. support for national reconciliation was doomed from the beginning, because it did not understand or diplomatically promote the requirements that a government could be seen as legitimate only if it enjoyed broad-based support.  

Linking the larger Arab-Israeli issues to the Lebanese conflict seems to have been an ambitious judgment call that should have been made only after careful planning and consideration of the ramifications:  President Reagan’s 1 Sept. initiative did more harm than good because of the quick rejections by all parties involved and the resultant dip in U.S. credibility with regard to other U.S. objectives in Lebanon.  

The U.S. campaign in Lebanon would be a brief, perhaps even positive historical footnote if Reagan had simply used diplomatic pressure on the Israelis or a combination of diplomatic and economic tools to convince Israel to withdraw from areas near Palestinian refugees following the massacres at Sabra and Shatilla that the Israeli Defense Forces abetted.  However, President Reagan decided to send the Marines back to Beirut in late September 1982 as part of a second multinational force for what would become a 17-month deployment.  The process leading to the decision regarding the second deployment seems to have been very flawed.  The decision itself was intrinsically reactive to events in Lebanon:  Guilt over the massacres was a more driving rationale than national interests.  The first deployment was to facilitate the prearranged evacuation of PLO combatants on a strict and short timetable.  The second deployment had no equivalent objective and no clear timetable (7:  89-90).

Information Element of Power


Few to no efforts were made to communicate Reagan’s Mideast peace proposal to the affected parties prior to 1 September to gauge their views.  The stunning setback of having both Israel and the Arabs reject the proposal could have been averted if the United States had coordinated in advance to determine that the goals proposed were unrealistic.  


Miscommunication and lack of coordination was not limited to the peace proposal failure.  Different players within the White House and administration were communicating different messages to regional figures that often were at cross purposes.  At the same time in the summer of 1982 that Secretary Haig was communicating to Palestinian forces in Beirut the necessity to withdraw before Israel attacked them, Vice-President Bush and others were telling Arab leaders that the United States would persuade Israel to stay out of Beirut, undermining Haig’s use of the informational element of power to pressure the Palestinians (7:  69).  Congress often conflicted with the Executive Branch over policies concerning Lebanon, particularly any with an Israel dimension, further weakening the already confused messages the Executive Branch was sending regarding its Lebanon policies.  And Congress itself sent divided messages over what the U.S. Legislative Branch advocated for Lebanon (7:  69).


The U.S. informational element of power was no more effective within theater than it was within the beltway.  Advisers or other agencies that were not in the chain of command convoluted decision making and military operations:

On 22 October, the State Department sent out a message indicating that it was again permissible to resume Navy F-14 reconnaissance flights over Syrian controlled areas in Lebanon….  [T]he State Department message caught USEUCOM by surprise inasmuch as the Sixth Fleet (not the State Department) had been determining the need for reconnaissance flights.  EUCOM had to wonder how the State Department…felt that America’s diplomats should have a say in the employment of the fleet’s “tactical” photo reconnaissance aircraft.  (5:  108)

A number of senior advisors, representatives, or “Special Negotiators” served in Lebanon over the 17-month deployment that sometimes saw their responsibilities as overlapping or supervising those of assigned U.S. military forces.  At the end of 1983, USEUCOM pressed the Joint Chiefs of Staff to issue then-General Steiner, the JCS/DOD Adviser to the U.S. Special Negotiator, written terms of reference (5:  116).  The fact that these terms or their equivalent were not issued months earlier exemplifies the lack of communication and planning regarding responsibilities of the various U.S. players participating in the campaign.

At the tactical level, U.S. forces were stymied by a lack of a clear policy and goals:  How does one best exploit informational tools when the mission is so fuzzy?  Leaflets and other psychological operations assets were absent from the inventory of  both the deployed Marines and the Office of Military Cooperation detachment training the Christian-dominated Lebanese Army, but their use is not likely to have helped.  Given that the United States was militarily supporting only the Lebanese Armed Forces, and every confessional element viewed those forces as tools of the Christians, only changes in the other elements of power genuinely promoting power sharing could have created significant potential for the information element to be successful.  

Military Element of Power


When applied coherently and with a defined mission, military power is conceivably America’s most persuasive instrument to accomplish national objectives.  Nevertheless, political leaders have historically displayed a tendency to both under- and overestimate the risks associated with the use of the military element, which often leads to unsatisfactory and sometimes tragic results.  The introduction of U.S. forces into Lebanon without a thoughtful risk assessment by senior leaders and in the absence of a realistic and unified strategic concept of how they should be employed was a miscalculation of considerable proportion.  When coupled with an inability to simultaneously and effectively use the other elements of power in connection with the military application, it was clearly a recipe for disaster.


The American military involvement in Lebanon during the 1982-84 timeframe consisted of two sequential yet distinct deployments of U.S. Marines.  The first episode was the deployment of 800 Marines as part of a three-nation (U.S., France, Italy) Multinational Force (MNF) whose limited mission mandate was to assist the Lebanese Armed Forces (LAF) in the safe and orderly departure of the Palestine Liberation Organization (PLO) from Lebanon.  Inserted into Lebanon in late August of 1982, the MNF completed the evacuation of the PLO from Beirut on 3 September without serious incident.  The Marines promptly reembarked aboard amphibious shipping, and the rest of the MNF left Lebanon soon after the mission was accomplished. 

The second deployment followed the assassination of Lebanese President Gemayal and the massacre of Palestinian refugees at the Sabra and Shatila camps.  In response to the events, roughly 1,200 Marines (increasing later to approximately 1,800) returned to Lebanon on 29 September as members of a new MNF.  The JCS Alert and Execute Order for the Marines’ participation in the second MNF noted the following purpose in the mission statement:  “To establish an environment which will permit the Lebanese Armed Forces to carry out their responsibilities in the Beirut area” (11:35).  The introduction of U.S. forces was a means to express commitment to the Government of Lebanon and to provide a presence so as to facilitate stability within the country.  Additional guidance in the JCS Alert Order directed that the Marines would not be engaged in combat, peacetime rules of engagement would apply (i.e., use of force only in self-defense), and they would be prepared to extract if required by enemy action (11:36).  The Government of Lebanon, which requested U.S. participation in the MNF, stipulated that the Marines would be required only for a limited period of time and that the Lebanese government would take all necessary measures to ensure the protection of the American force’s personnel (1:50).

Beginning in late September 1982 and continuing into early 1983, the Marines interpreted and carried out their presence mission by conducting patrols and training elements of the LAF.  These initiatives were all approved by the Joint Chiefs of Staff (2:38-40).  However, violence escalated when summer approached and as diplomatic and other initiatives failed to resolve the crisis.  During April, the American Embassy was significantly damaged by a truck bomb.  By August, intense fighting between the LAF and various factions was spilling over to the Marines’ positions at the Beirut International Airport.  In September, the Marines shed any remaining perception of neutrality they might still have possessed when U.S. forces, including naval gunfire, were given authority to fire in support of the LAF (2: 89).  Thus, the circumstances existing on the ground in no way resembled the environment the Marines experienced when they initially came ashore.  On 23 October, over a year after the introduction of the Marines into Beirut, a truck bomb was driven into a building housing one of the Marine battalions and detonated.  The blast killed 241 sailors, soldiers, and Marines.


The debate within the Reagan Administration on the use of the military instrument in Lebanon was evident throughout the Marines’ employment.  While the Department of Defense expressed reluctance to employ forces, the Department of State appeared eager to do so.  To Secretary of State George Shultz, the involvement of U.S. Marines was “an important deterrent, a symbol of the international backing behind the legitimate Government of Lebanon, and an important weight in the scales” (6:2-7).  Underestimating the risks involved, Shultz ignored the fact that the Marines were embroiled in a rapidly deteriorating situation with an open-ended mission and no clearly defined plan of how it was to be accomplished.  On the other hand, Secretary of Defense Caspar Weinberger was extremely hesitant to use U.S. forces, especially after President Reagan made the decision to relaunch American military involvement in Lebanon following the massacres in the Palestinian refugee camps (16:151).  Overestimating the risks, Weinberger limited the Marines’ involvement through restrictive ROE and other means that ultimately reduced their military effectiveness and made them even more vulnerable.  The tug-of-war between the Departments of State and Defense concerning how the Marines would be used signified the absence of a unified vision at the strategic level that contributed to an ineffectual use of the military instrument. 

When asked prior to the second deployment of the Marines about the duration of their mission in Lebanon, George Shultz answered, “We will stay as long as the basic conditions envisaged for our forces remain in effect” (12:8-13).  As those conditions eroded, Shultz continued to press for military involvement: “We needed to stand firm, showing strength that was purposeful and steady” (9:226).  This was also despite the fact that the other elements of power were noticeably failing to achieve any degree of success.  Shultz underestimated the many risks when military forces in hostile circumstances are saddled with ill-defined and open-ended missions.


The deteriorating environment in and around Beirut as 1983 progressed demanded a complete reassessment of the Marines’ original ROE.  Yet, as the conditions on the ground had dramatically changed from the time the Marines were initially employed in a peacekeeping role, the ROE were not modified sufficiently to adjust to the changing scenario (3).  Operational prohibitions hindered the Marines’ freedom of action and their ability to engage time-sensitive targets.  These restrictions were established to prevent them from being entangled in a Lebanese civil war, thereby preventing military operations from expanding beyond the political objectives.  Although well intended in concept, the ROE actually made the Marines more exposed against an enemy who took advantage of those restrictions and consequently grew increasingly aggressive (3).  Overestimation of risks at the strategic level on the use of the military instrument, including decisions to limit military action, did not take into account the dangers on the ground.  The result was a steady escalation of violence against the Marines culminating in the 23 October 1983 bombing.  Secretary Weinberger lamented years later, “This is bound to happen if you put people in harm’s way without adequate arms or rules of engagement to permit them to defend themselves” (17:1).  


Thus two senior cabinet members failed to properly assess the risks associated with the application of military force.  One underestimated the risks by pressing for continued military involvement in an open-ended mission without an achievable objective in sight.  The other overestimated the risks by overreacting and establishing restraints that eventually compromised their security.

Economic Element of Power

On 28 October 1982, President Ronald Reagan underscored in National Security Decision Directive 64 (NSDD 64) what action was fundamental in order for Lebanon to once again be a sovereign and independent country:


After careful consideration of the situation in Lebanon, I have decided that the United States must now take bold and timely initiatives to obtain the early withdrawal of all foreign military forces not later than by the end of this year….  First, we seek, and we will facilitate, the prompt disengagement and quickest orderly withdrawal of Israeli, Syrian and Palestinian armed forces from Lebanon (15:1).

Unfortunately, the U.S. Government failed to fully exploit the leverage of their economic prominence to achieve a prompt withdrawal of foreign forces, an essential condition for the United States to accomplish its national objectives in Lebanon.  A credible and compelling use of the economic element of national power could have initiated the withdrawal of at least one of the warring parties and potentially precluded the tragic events that unfolded the following year.  


One of the dominant actors occupying Lebanon, Syria, was extensively backed during this period by the Soviet Union.  As a result, the United States did not possess the economic leverage needed to directly alter Syria’s behavior.  Other elements of national power would be required to induce Syria to depart Lebanon.  In contrast, the United States possessed enormous economic clout with Israel and could have influenced its policies and actions.  Unlike its relationship with Syria, the U.S. ties with Israel made it in essence its closest political ally and its foremost economic and military supporter.  


There are a number of reasons why Israel was the largest financial and military beneficiary of the United States; not the least was the perception created by many American officials that Israel was a democracy under siege and battling for its very survival (18:2).  In reality, American foreign policy during the Reagan era was based primarily in the context of the ongoing strategic and global confrontation between the United States and the Soviet Union.  Israel played the role of a stable democratic ally for the United States in a turbulent and critical region of the world.  Furthermore, Israel also shared important intelligence and performed valuable battlefield testing for American military equipment (18:3).  Given that context, U.S. aid for Israel increased by 450 percent following Israel’s overwhelmingly decisive victory over three Arab armies in 1967 (18:3).


Following the 1982 invasion of Lebanon and the IDF siege of Beirut, President Reagan’s cabinet urged him to take a much tougher stance with Israel.  In turn, Reagan upbraided Israel Foreign Minister Yitzhak Shamir on 2 August over Israeli transgressions and warned him that if the IDF invaded West Beirut, “It would have the most grave, most grievous, consequences on our relationship.  Should these Israeli practices continue, it will become increasingly difficult to defend the proposition that Israeli use of U.S. arms is for defensive purposes” (9:54).  President Reagan’s implied threat to impose sanctions, the suspension of military equipment deliveries, triggered a response from Israel.  Sam Lewis, U.S. Ambassador to Israel, disclosed that Prime Minister Menachem Begin was considerably distressed about his country’s standing with America.  Begin confided to Lewis, “Please understand the nature of our people and of me.  Sanctions will never change our decisions.  Please prevail over those in the President’s entourage who seek to impose military and economic sanctions on Israel” (9:68).  Despite Begin’s insistence that sanctions would not influence Israeli actions, the threat of economic penalty may have contributed to Israel’s decision not to invade West Beirut and to reluctantly cooperate with the multinational force during the evacuation of the PLO.


Needless to say, the U.S. Government displayed an unwillingness to exploit its considerable economic influence on Israel again following the assassination of President Gemayal and the massacres at the Sabra and Shatilla refugee camps.  With the ensuing reintroduction of U.S. forces into Lebanon in late September, this period provided the opportunity to accentuate the synergistic effects of the military and economic national elements of power to begin accomplishing one of the objectives President Reagan spelled out a month later in NSDD 64, the early withdrawal of all foreign military forces.


The United States had ample justification to flex its economic muscle and influence Israel to withdraw.  Both the U.S. Arms Export Control Act and the 1952 mutual defense pact between the two countries stipulate that American arms sold or transferred to Israel must be used for defensive purposes only.  Foreign Minister Shamir’s explanation to President Reagan that “all arms are being used for Israel’s defense” (9:54) may have been a plausible argument for Israel’s use of American weapons during its initial invasion into southern Lebanon, but that rationale was not convincing once the PLO departed Beirut.  In addition, the United States could have imposed severe economic sanctions on Israel for its noncompliance with UN Security Council Resolution 520, which condemned the IDF incursions into Beirut.  At the very least, the United States should have used its considerable economic influence to compel Israel to abandon its positions in the vicinity of Beirut once U.S. forces had returned.


Instead, U.S. aid to Israel increased later in 1982.  A Congressional supplement to provide an additional $250 million in American military assistance was granted to Israel in December despite the opposition of President Reagan and Secretary of State Shultz.  Shultz even submitted a formal letter of opposition to Congress declaring that the supplement appeared to “endorse and reward Israel’s policies” (9:112).  Incredibly, the U.S. Government was not only refusing to use aid as leverage to persuade Israel to withdraw from Beirut, but was also giving Israel the impression that economic and military support was unconditional.  America’s “blank check” policy is likely to have encouraged Israel’s intransigence during further diplomatic negotiations while also condoning its reckless behavior to begin with.


And so, President Reagan failed to accomplish the objectives he specified in NSDD 64.  “Bold and timely initiatives to obtain the early withdrawal of all foreign military forces” were neither seriously contemplated nor doggedly pursued.  The United States negligently disregarded a powerful element of power in achieving a specific effect in support of national objectives.

Summary


The United States failed to determine appropriate national interests and properly calibrated objectives in Lebanon in the aftermath of the Israeli invasion of June 1982.  The objectives that the Reagan Administration did set for the Lebanon campaign were very broad and inclusive and were created without consideration for the resources and planning necessary to accomplish them.  The administration repeatedly failed to calibrate, maximize, and integrate the national elements of power.  

While one could argue that the initial August-September 1982 deployment was successful in that it facilitated the cease-fire and subsequent withdrawal of PLO combatants from Beirut, the second 17-month deployment can only be seen as a significant and costly failure.  As the crisis in Lebanon evolved, there was an increasing reliance on the military element of power, although the military had neither the mandate nor the capability to accomplish the national objectives by itself.   
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