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CRISIS DECISION-MAKING IN THE EISENHOWER AND
KENNEDY ADMINISTRATIONS: THE APPLICATION

OF AN ANALYTICAL SCHEME
CHAPTER |
INTRODUCT I ON

A fundamental need exists today in the field of political science
for more effective and more explicit conceptualization techniques which
will assist the researcher in the development of meaningful analyses of
political behavior. This need is particularly acute in the field of
international relations for, as the actions and interactions of nation
states have grown more complex and inexplicable in this, the nuclear age,
it has become increasingly difficult fo; political scientists to collect,
analyze and relate data relative to the actions of these states and their
leaders. The researcher is faced with such an overwhelming mass of data
concerning the behavior of nation states that even the organization of
this material becomes a staggering task.

It has been apparent for some years that the traditional historical
method of explaining nation state behavior, through the building up of a
body of narrative concerning specific events, is no longer adeguate.

New techniques are needed for organizing data and for explaining and

predicting state action in terms of the complexities of a new age of
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international politics. The historical approach still has a place in
the study of international relations and there is no doubt that the
.great mass of data collected and set forth utilizing historical methods
of analysis has added, and continues to add, immensely to our general
store of knowledge about world politics. However, the historical method
needs suppiementation, for if it is used exclusively, it may well result
in a sterile discipline which explains events and the behavior of nation
states only in effectual terms, leaving causality to surmise and conjecture.

What is clearly needed then, in the field of international relations,
is an approach which utilizes the historical method in conjunction with
scientific techniques of organization and analysis. For, it is largely
from such a combination of the rules of scientific procedure, imagination,

and empirical Knowledge that fruitful concepts are derived.

Objectives

The present study represehts an attempt to apply the techniques
suggested above to a specific area of international relations, that of
foreign policy decision-making.

The approach to be utilized in the study is a conceptual scheme
which provides a frame of reference within which to organize material
and study decision-making at the state level.

Taken in its broadest perspective, the study has the objective of
learning more¢ about state action in general and American foreign policy
making in particular. More specifically, the paper represents an effort
to explain certain decisions -- those made by President Dwight D. Eisenhower

relative to the Hungarian and Suez crises of 1956 and by President John F,
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Kennedy in the Cuban crisis of 1962 -~ through the application of an
analytical scheme. |In addition, the study seeks to compare the decision-
making actions of Presidents Eisenhower and Kennedy in crisis situations
and to demonstrate the feasibility of utilizing the decision-making
approach as an analytical device for the study of American foreign
policy-making.

In its application, the study is both descriptive and analytical.
It is descriptive in the sense that the events which transpired during
the course of the crises will be recounted, and it is analytical in that
the actual decisions which were made will be subjected to critital
scrutiny and analysis to determine why the specific decisions were made

in each case.

Approach

The decision-making approach being tested here is one devised
by Richard C. Snyder, H. W. Bruck and Burton Sapin.1 It has been modified
by the author to suit the purposes and objectives of the present study.
Basically, the approach is an ordering device, or a frame of
reference, which conceives of state action as resulting from the way
identifiable official decision-makers define the situation of action
in order to arrive at a decision. The scheme focuses inquiry on these
decision-makers, called Mactors,® in an attempt to determine why a parti-
cular decision is made rather than some other. |{ postulates that decision-

making behavior takes place in a complex organizational setting and can be

TRichard C. Snyder, H. W. Bruck and Burton Sapin, Foreign
Policy Decision-Making (New York: The Free Press of Glencoe,

1962).
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accounted for by the interrelation of three clusters of variables:
spheres of competence, communications and information, and motivation.
The basic assumption is that all factors which influence the results
of a decision can be accounted for by these variables. Two different
perspectives are included in the scheme: the properties of the
decision-maker, defined as the intellectual setting, and the properties
of the system within which he operates, defined as the organizational
setting. Ultimately, the theory holds that, if a suf%icient number of
factual propositions on the behaviors and activities implied by these
variables can be established, the interrelationship of these three sets
of propositions becomes the empirical foundation for the explanation

of a decision.

Spheres of Competence

Under the heading of spheres of competence is included the "office™
and ﬁrole" of the decision-maker. The term competence is used as an
inclusive device to tzke in the totality of the activities of the decision-
maker relevant and necessary to the achievement of the organizational
objective. The decision-maker's interpretation of his role and the manner
in which he structures his relationships with his advisers is considered
part of his competence. Both formal and informal relationships are included
within the context of the decision~maker's competence. The manner in’
which the decision-maker conceives of his role or office, both in terms
of explicitly prescribed rules and conventional norms, is also classified
under this heading. Inasmuch as we are deaiing with interaction of the
decision-maker and his competence, a consideration of his value system,

his prior experience, and his learned behavior are likewise considered
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relevant and are thus included in the overall consideration of competence.

Each of the major determinants of decision-making suggest questions
to be answered. Some of the questions arising out of a study of the
decision-maker's competence might be:; what kKinds of values or ideologies
does he bring to the interpretation of the latitude given him in the
performance of his office? how are the rules making up his competence
oriented in terms of these values and ideologies? how does his inter-
pretation of his role affect his perception of the situation requiring
action? what effect does the manner in which he structures his staff
have on the way decisions are made? what bearing does his delegation of
authority have on the decisions which are made?

Obviously, these questions are suggestive of others, haowever,
those postulated should be sufficient to characterize the types of answers

which might be derived from a study of the decision-maker'!s competence.

Information and Communications

Classified under information-communications are data which refer
to the system or network of communications by which information is
channeled to the decision-maker, as well as to the information which is
actually available to him when he makes his decision. Considered in
these terms, the entire organizational or decisional system may be looked
upon as a communications "net.® The net serves three basic functions:
first, it supports or confirms the structure of authority; second, it
makes possible the circulation of orders and directives; and third, it
enables the decision-maker to define the situation in terms of relevant

information. The entire system then, has a direct bearing on the
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decision--maker's authority relationships and his perception of situations
requiring action,

A study of information-communications data may reveal the answers
to such questions as: what is the source of specific information? how
is information brought to the attention of the decision-maker? is inform-
ation filtered through a number of subordinates before it reaches the
decision-maker? where does information enter the system? how is it
considered by the decision-maker?

The answers to such questions may enable the researcher to deter-
mine, for example, how the interpretation of the relevancy of information
by a subordinate influenced a decision-maker's percepticn of the situation
requiring action —- thus influencing the decision. Or perhaps, how the

lack of information by a decision-maker resulted in inaction on his part.

Motivation

Most conceptual schemes which endeavor to probe the minds of
decision-makers tend to assume motivation and do not treat it as a specific
entity. This is largely due, of course, to the many difficulties inherent
in the determination of an individual's motives. Despite the difficulties
involved, however, Snyder includes an analysis of motivation as an integral
part of his scheme and notes, "™to assume motivation begs many of the most
significant questions which arise in the study of international politics."2

lmplicit in the study of motivatiaon is the assumption that the
actions of a decision-maker cannot be explained in terms of a single motive.

Therefore, multiple motives are assumed and these are treated as constituting

2ibid., p. 139.
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a system in which they relate to one another and are expressed in related
actions.

It is important to note that motives are not behaviors, but rather
they are inferences drawn from behaviors. Consequently, they are indi-
rectly inferred, not directly observed. As Snyder suggests, ™motives
are postulated as a basis of understanding and are verified by observing
behavior." The present study of the decision-maker's motivation centers
around this concept in an effort to determine, from the actor's behavior,
what inner drives, needs, and goals motivated him to action. Necessarily
included is a study of the decision-maker's personality, attitudes,
perceptions, norms, values, role expectations, and intellectual skills.
The search is for the answers to "why" questions: why did the decision-
maker act as he did? why did action take the particular form that it did
in a particular situation? why did the decision-maker perceive of the
situation as one requiring action? |In short, what inner tendencies of
the decision-maker prompted him to take action, and how did these affect

the type of action which was taken.

Connection Between the Variables
It has been noted that the variables which constitute the deter-
minants of decision-making are interrelated. The task confronting the
researcher then, after isolating the major determinants, consists of
logically connecting the variables and showing how their summation led
to the decision made. Such a linkage is suggested by the paradigm in

Figure 1. It is intended that the model will serve as a general outline

31bid.
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of the theory and more explicitly conceptualize the interrelationship
of the variables. The paradigm suggests that knowledge and information
must be communicated to the decision-maker who then perceives of the
situation in terms of this informationtmotives+competence. The aggregation
of the three sets of variables takes place in the organizational and
intellectual setting of the decision-maker and a desired course of action
then results from this summation. Thus, there is an input and an output
function; the decision which is eventually made —-output--can be explained
in terms of the summétion and interrelation of the three variables—-

input.

Scope

As noted earlier, the present study focuses on specific decisions
made by Presidents Eisenhower and Kennedy in an effort to both explain
those decisions and draw substantive conclusions as to the similarities
and dissimilarities of the foreign policy decision-making actions of the
two Administrations. The decisions which will be analyzed were chosen
as the primary focus chiefly because they were major foreign policy
decisions and because they had similarities conducive to analysis and
comparison. The decisions which have been chosen for the study, together

with the reasons for the choice, are described below.

Hungarian and Suez Crises: 1956
The Hungarian revolt which began on October 23, 1956, created
a situation which had to be handled with the utmost discretion and finesse
by the President of the United States. The problem of how to handle the

Hungarian situation without provoking Worid War || was aggravated by the
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the British and French invasion of Egypt on October 31. The peace of
the world depended upon the decisions made by the President of the United
States in his role as the key decision-maker.
While intervention.by the United States in Hungary could very
pbssibly have led to war with Russia, it is also possible that the
Soviets may have tolerated intervention if they had no other avenue of

escape from the debacle. However, when the Suez invasion took place it

created the diversion which the Soviets needed to carry out their suppres-
sion of the revolt. The uprising in Hungary represented an attempt on

the part of the Hungarian people to free themselves from their Soviet
masters and, while this gave the Soviet Government a motive for violent
reprisal, the simultaneous invasion of Egypt provided them with a unigue
opportunity to carry out their suppression with impunity. The resulting
overlapping crises in Hungary and Egypt presented the key decision-makers
in the United States with a situation of unexampied complexity and danger
and gave humanity one of its most harrowing moments in yeé?s.

The necessity for United States action to meet the twin crises
created a dilemma for President Eisenhower and his advisers who evidently
felt that the United States could not denounce the Soviet's action in
Hungary without also condemning the British and French for their surprise
invasion of Egypt. President Eisenhower, in his speech to the nation on
October 31, 1956, voiced this conviction when he said, WThere can be no
peace without law and there can be no law if we were to invoke one code of

of international conduct for those who oppose us and another for our

our friends. . . .M

4maddress by President Eisenhower over radio and television, October
31, 1956," Department of State Bulletin, XXXV (November 12, 1956), 756.
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It is evident that President Eisenhower believed that the decision
which he made to bring the Hungarian and Suez disputes before the United
Nations for settlement was the course of action which would avert war.
However, it is not enough merely to state that the President Mbelieved®
that the course of action he chose was the correct one. Other factors
may have exerted a stronger influence. This apparent reversal of the
"hrinkmanship™ policy followed during the first four years of the Eisenhower
Administration may have been due in part to the fact that these double
crises occurred during a Presidential campaign, or to a changing public
opinion. |t may have been due to the illness of Secretary of State Dulles
during this period, or to any one or a combination of various factors. The
many diverse factors which could have influenced the decision make the
analysis of the decision both interesting and exciting. More importantly,
the complexity of the determinants which influenced the decision offer a
unique opportunity to apply an analytical scheme as a frame of reference

within whiqh to isolate and evaluate these factors.

Cuban Crisis: 1962

The Soviet intruduction of long range missiles into Cuba during
the months of September-October, 1962 presented President John F. Kennedy
with what was without a doubt the most important decision he was calied
upon to make during his less than three years as President of the United
States.

Certainly Kennedy must have interpreted the Soviet action as a
challenge to his leadership of the United States and of the free world.
It was a challenge which, in one sense at least, he might have welcomed.

The destruction of the United States! backed Cuban exile brigade at the
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Bay of Pigs in April, 1961 had tarnished Kennedy's image as a decisive
and resourceful leader. Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev's subsequent
actions; his hard line at the Vienna Summit Conference, his wall across
Berlin, his precipitation of another Berlin crisis, and his explosion
of a fifty-seven megaton bomb, had all served to strengthen Khrushchev's
position and weaken Kennedy's. Clearly, the President of the United
States needed an opportunity to reassert himself and re-establish his
leadership of the West. The Cuban crisis gave Kennedy this chance and
it is in this sense that he might have welcomed it.

In a larger, more important sense, however, Kennedy could not
have looked upon the crisis with a feeling of relief. He was well awaie
that any positive action response which he might order -- ranging from
air strikes to invasion to blockade--would bring the world its first
major missile confrontation between the Soviet Union and the United States
and could, conceivably, result in a nuclear holocaust.

The decision finally made by President Kennedy to blockade Cuba
was truly a crisis decision and it, like the Hungarian and Suez decisions
of Eisenhower, offers the researcher interested in the analysis of foreign
policy decision-making a vital and challenging medium on which to focus

inquiry.

Reasons For Choosing These Decisions
The reasons for choosing the decisions are, for the most part,
obvious in that they were crisis decisions. However, other more subtle
considerations are important as well and will be discussed here briefly.
Since one of the objectives of the study is to compare the

decision-making activities of the two administrations, major policy
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decisions with similarities are desirable. The decisions relative to
Cuba, Hungary, and Suez have a number of factors in common which may not
be readily apparent. Some of these are listed below:

1« Each decision had to be made in a relatively short period
of time.

2. Each decision involved the national interest of the United
States either directly or indirectly.

3. Each decision involved the President of the United States
as the ultimate decision-maker, Thus, they were what could be called
"top-levelM decisidns.

4, In each case the necessity for a_decision was created by a
change in the external environment rather than by changes from within
the foreign policy-making structure.>

5. The decision in each case was unprogramed in that there was
no clearly formulated long-range policy for dealing with the situations
which arose.

6. Each crisis erupted just before a national election in the
United States.

7. In each case the United States and the Soviet Union were the
major protagonists in the sense that, even though other nations were

involved, the threat to peace hinged on the actions of the two major worlid

powers.

S|n the case of Suez and Hungary, it should be noted that some
observers are of the opinion that both the Hungarian revolt and the Suez
invasion: were precipitated by the policies of Secretary of State Dulles.
Herman Finer, for example, in his excellent book, Dulles Over Suez (Chicago:
Quadrangle Books, 1964), contends that such was the case. In this sense
then, and if the assertions are true, the Hungarian-Suez crises could be
said to have been inspired from within the foreign policy-making organization.
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The implications of these common characteristics will become
apparent duringithe course of the study, but a few words should be said
here regarding the major dissimilarity of the decisions made relative
to the crises.

The major dissimilarity involved the nature of the response
taken to meet each crisis. Eisenhower's response to the Hungarian and
Suez dfsputes—-referral to the United Nations for settlement--was diamet-~
rically opposed to the positive action response of Kennedy in blockading
Cuba. Leaving other factors such as the differences in the world situation
aside, the decisions taken in regard to the Hungarian, Suez, and Cuban
crises could be said to have been the result of the differences of the
determinants of decision-making as they influenced the two men. The
di fferences in response refliected a difference in the men themselves and
in the way they perceived of the situation requiring action. Thus,
provocative--though unanswerable--questions are suggested: what would
Kennedy have done in regard to Hungary and Suez? what would Eisenhower
have done in regard to Cuba?

With the above considerations in mind then, the reasons for
selecting thesevspecific decisions as the central focus of the study
become fairly obvious. The fact that these were crisis decisions where
the wrong decision on either issue could have led to World War Ill, lent
a great deal of urgency to the decision-making environment and presents
an opportunity to apply the analytical frame of reference to a decision-
méking body in time of extreme stress. Also, since information and
communications played such an important role in each situation, the

influence of this determinant can be studied more fruitfully. Information
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in each case is vitally relevant because it was a lack of adequate intelli-
gence data at the outset of each crisis which had an important bearing
on when the decision was made as well as which response was selected.

As far as Hungary and Suez are concefned, the fact that the
Suez invasion took place while the decisions relative to Hungary were
still being formulated was an important consideration in the choice of
the Hungarian and Suez crises as a point of focus. The situation in the
case of Hungary and Suez offers an opportunity to consider the interaction
of a decisional unit when presented with the need for two important
decisions simultaneously. |t might be possible, for example, to discover
how the decision in one situation was determined by the decision in the
other.

Still another facet of these cases which might prove worthwhile
concerns the national election campaigns which were in progress during
the Hungarian-Suez affair and the Cuban crisis. The Mpolitical role®™ of
the decision-makers can be studied to determine if this role had any
effect upon their decisions.

Finally, and most important as far as research is concerned, the
crises were of such major proportions that they were well publicized at
the time of their occurrence as well as in the months afterwards. As a
result, even though much of the official documentary is lacking, a reason-

ably exact recontruction of what transpired during the crises was possible.

Methodology

In general, the methods followed in the collection of data for the,

reconstruction of the policy decisions in question were traditional and
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the sources utilized were of the usual types. The categorization or
coding of data, provided for as part of the frame of reference, was more
novel, however, and will be described later.
Newspaper and magazine articles written at the time of each crisis
constituted a major source of information regarding the events in the

decisional period. Articles in the New York Times were especially helpful

in the task of reconstructing both the Suez and Hungary events and the
Cuban crisis happenings. By pooling information from newspaper and maga-
zZine sources and checking this data with what documents and official
accounts were available, relatively accurate accounts of what took place
in the top-tevel decisional unit during the crisis periods were recon-
structed. Surprisingly enough, it would seem that in a study such as

the present one, newspaper sources can be a highly reliable research tool

i f used judiciously.

Documents printed in the United States Department of State Bulletin,

in various United Nations publications, and in several books of colliected
documents, constituted much of the primary material used in the study.
These sources were used extensively to gather data pertaining to the
pre-decisional period in each case. Other primary sources consisted
chiefly of books and articles written by individuals involved in the
decisions and, while such materials were not abundant, those which were

available proved quite helpful. Theodore Sorensen's book, Decision-Making

in the White House,6 for example, was extremely valuable in that it offered

many insights into the Kennedy way of arriving at a decision. Collections

6Theodore Sorensen, Decision-Making in the White House (New York:
Columbia University Press, 1963).
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of documents relative to the Cuban crisis were also available and access
to these facilitated research greatly.7

An attempt was made to supplement the published materials through
the use of questionnaires which were sent to such key decision-makers
as: Dwight D. Eisenhower, Richard M. Nixon, Henry Cabot Lodge, Allen
W. Dulles, Robert D. Murphy, and Herbert Hoover, Jr., all of whom took
part in the Hungary and Suez decisions. This avenue of investigation,
however, proved rather fruitliess and a different approach was utilized
in the case of the Kennedy group. A copy of the draft reconstruction of
the decisionai events in the Cuban crisis was sent to Theodore Sorensen,
President Kennedy'!s special assistant at the time of the Cuban affair,
and he was asked to examine the draft and note any discrepancies. Again,
as with the Eisenhower group, assistance was not forthcoming and conse-
quently, still another method was employed to gather information--this
time from journalists.

In order to cooroborate some of the better newspaper and magazine
articles, a number of journalists who wrote articles dealing with the Cuban
crisis were contacted. Fletcher Knebel of Look magazine, Stewart Alsop

of the Saturday Evening Post and Max Frenkel of the New York Times were

extremely helpful in this regard and supplied information as to their
sources of information in writing their articles. Knebel, for example,
gave a rather full account of his informants and their relative degree of

accuracy and co-operativeness in supplying him with information. As it

7See David L. Larson, The Cuban Crisis of 1963: Selected Documents

and Chronology (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1963), and Henry M. Pachter,
ColTlision Course: the Cuban Missile Crisis and Coexistence (New York:

F. A. Praeger, 1963).
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turned out, this device proved to be quite useful for verification
purposes since the journa]ists who were contacted had talked to many
of the key decision-makers in the Cuban crisis.

Once material was selected for research, the data coding method
implicit in the scheme facilitated research considerably. This was
especially true in regard to a vital area of reconstruction dealing with
the formuiation of the decision-maker's perception of the situation
requiring action. The task in this case involved making the concept of
the definition of the situation into a useful tool for organizing and
interpreting data. A suggestion of Snyder's8 was used in this regard and
proved extremely useful. The method consisted of working back and forth
between the concept and the data until certain component elements of the
decision-maker's definition of the situation evalved. During the process,
data was coded into various categories such as: experience and existing
'givens," generalized values, perceived relevancies, established goals,
and the assessment and selection of one combination of available means
and goals., Later, these categories of data were joined together to
construct a picture of the decision-maker's perception.

The usefulness of such coding techniques was further demonstrated
in analyzing statements by the decision-makers in an effort to establish
motivation and competence. Throughout the course of the study the author
found that the coding technique led to parsimony in the collection of
data and greatly reduced unnecessary research. .

In the collection of data and in the presentation of the material

8Snyder, op. cit., p. 225,
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a general format was developed which, the author believes, facilitated
research and enhanced understanding.

In general, the methods of research and the organization of the
material consisted of six distinct steps. First, the historical background
of each crisis was recounted and placed at the beginning of each case
study. These descriptive surveys were undertaken to give the interested
reader an overview of the situation and, more importantly, to enable
the researcher to gain an insight into the environment the decision~
makers occupied prior to the time when the need for a decision presented
itself. Second, the decisional events, consisting primarily of what the
decision-makers said and did during the crisis, were reconstructed and
presented in the form of a day-to-day account. Third, analyses of the
chief decision-makers in terms of the three determinants of decision-
making were undertaken and the findings summarized as general character-
istics.? Fourth, in order to explain each decision, the decisions themselves
were analyzed utilizing the findings of the study up to that point. Fifth,
a comparison of the two Presidents and their decision-making activities
was made and di fferences as well as similarities of the two administrations
pointed out. Finally, both substantive and methodalagical conclusians

were drawn regarding the usefulness of the scheme being tested.

9It should be noted here that in the case of the Hungary and
Suez decisions the analysis included both President Eisenhower and
Secretary of State Dulles, while in the Cuban case an analysis was
made only of President Kennedy. The reasons for the differing approaches
will be explained later.
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THE HUNGARIAN REVOLUTION: 1956

The actual fighting which marked the beginning of the Hungarian
revolution on October 23, 1956 was a spontaneous occurrence brought about
by the events that took place on that day. The seeds of the revolt,
however, were sown much earlier and can be traced back to the autumn of
1944 when the Soviet Army arrived on Hungarian soil.

The Communist Party of Hungary had been active since 1918 but
did not gain substantial power until Soviet occupation authorities gave
them strong support after World War (1.7 The general elections which
were held in Hungary in November, 1945, resulted in a five party coalition
in Pariiament. At that time the Communist Party was not the major party
but, with the help of the Soviets, the influence and power of the Party
grew until, by 1948, the leaders of the non-communist parties were.silenced
and the Communist Party reigned supreme. The confirmafion of Hungary's
satellite status to the Soviet Union came in 1949 when Hungary was officially
declared a People's Democracy. The real power at the time was in the hands

of Matyas Rakosi, a Communist trained in Moscow.?

T€rnst C. Helmreich (ed.), Hungary (New York: F. A. Praeger,
1957), p. 115.

2"ynited Nations Report of the Special Committee on the Problem
of Hungary." Supplement #18 to the Official Records of the 11th General
Assembly (Document #A/3592, June 20, 1957), p. 5.
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The years following the Communist Party's rise to power in Hungary
adhered to the usual pattern of complete domination of the political,
social, economic, and cultural affairs of the country as was common in
the other countries of Eastern Europe which are generaliy described as
Soviet satellite states. Democracy, as interpreted by the Soviets,
departed widely from the form of government to which_that term is applied
in the West. Deviation from the dominant political doctrine was punished
by stern retribution and many who opposed the regime were imprisoned or
forced to leave the country. As in other communist states, the police
forces represented the chief weapon utilized by the party to consolidate
and retain their power.3

The first protests against the dictatorial regime of the Communist
Party came from certain Hungarian writers who, as early as the autumn of
1955, published articles criticizing the doctrine of the party. The
Twentieth Congress of the Communist Party of the USSR held early in 1956
encouraged the dissident groups composed of writers and intellectuals.
The new anti-Stalin line and the apparent promise of more democratization,
national independence, and relaxation of police rule espoused at this
Congress seemed to promise changes and improvements in the internal
conditions in Hungary and the other satellite countries.4 When the
expected reforms were not forthcoming and, following the Polish revoit
in June-July, 1956, various groups began to openly call for more liberal-

ization. Chief among these groups was the Petofi Clubs which was formed

3Helmreich, op. cit., p. 135.
“4United Nations Document #A/3592, op. cit., p. 5.

SNamed for the poet Sandor Petofi (1823-1849), hero of the 1848
Hungarian revolution.
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in the summer of 1956 by writers and young intellectuals. The Petofi
Club served as a forum for discussion and debate and in the fall of 1956
its members called upon the Hungarian people to follow the example set
by the Poles and rise against their Soviet masters.6 The Hungarians were
intoxicated by the apparent Russian concessions in Poland and meetings
were held in Hungary to discuss various courses of action. The most
noteworthy of these gatherings took place on Qctober 22, 1956 at the
Building Industry Technological University and at the Writer's Association
headquarters in Budapest. As a result of these meetings it was decided
to stage a silent demonstration expressing sympathy with the Polish
movement. In conjunction with the demonstration it was decided that a
list of sixteen demands requesting various reforms would be presented to
the Hungarian Government./ The demonstration was to take place on October
23 in front of the statue of General Bem--a hero of the first Hungarian
revolution of 1848. Since General Bem had been a Pole the demonstrators
reasoned that such a display would better express their sympathy and
admiration for the Polish strugglie for independence.8 The sixteen demands
which were drawn up included: a request for the immediate withdrawal of
all Soviet troops, a reconstitution of the government under Imre Nagy,
free elections, freedom of expression, re-establishment of political parties,

and sweeping changes in the conditions of both workers and peasants.9

OEmi | Lengyel, 1,000 Years of Hungary (New York: John Day Co.,
1958), p. 262.

“United Nations Document #A/3592, op. cit., p. 6.

8Melvin J. Lasky (ed.), The Hungarian Revalution (New York: F. A.
Praeger, 1957), p. 72.

%nited Nations Document #A/3592, op. cit., p. 6.
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The Government at first prohibited the assemblage but, finally,
early on October 23, granted permission for the demonstration. The
demonstrators--about 50,000 strong--assembled in Bem Square and listened
to a manifesto read by Peter Vires of the Hungarian Writer's Union.
After several hours in the square the crowd marched across the Danube
river bridge to the Hungarian Parliament building to present their demands.
They gathered supporters as they moved along and by the time they reached
the Parliament building the marchers numbered between 200,000 and 300,000.
At the same time a delegation was sent to the Budapest Radio building to
have their demands read over the air.10 At this time the crowd was stilil
orderly and well-behaved. Then, several incidents occurred which changed
the temper of the demonstration.

First, Erno Gero the Hungarian Communist Party leader, spoke over
Radio Budapest denouncing the demonstration. Gero's statements infuriated
the crowd. Then, @ rumor spread through the gathering that the delegation
which had been sent to the Radio Building had been arrested and shot.1]
The demonstrators began to move toward the Radio building shouting anti-
Russian slogans as they marched. When they arrived at the building they
demanded to know what had become of their delegation which had been sent
with the sixteen demands. The demonstrators were given no information
regarding the fate of their delegation and, shortly after 9 P.M., tear
gas bombs were thrown into their midst. Almost immediately after the

tear gas bombs were thrown, AVH12 men began firing into the dathering

12p1 lamvedelmi Hatosag--the State Security Authority.
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killing and wounding a number of people.13
A special committee formed by the United Nations to study the
Hungarian situation reported that this was the beginning of the uprising

and noted that:

In so far as one moment can be selected as the turning point
which changed a peaceful demonstration into a violent uprising,
it would be this moment when the AVH, already intensely unpopular
and universally feared by their compatriots attacked defenseless
people. The anger of the crowd was intensified when white
ambulances, with Red Cross license plates drove up. Instead of
first aid teams, AVH police emerged, wearing doctor's coats. A
part of the crowd attacked them and in this way acquired their
first weapons.14

Hungarian Army troops were rushed to the Radio building after the
first fighting broke out but, after hesitating momentarily, the troops
sided with the crowd. Other demonstrations were taking place at this
time in various parts of Budapest as well. At the huge statue of Stalin
demonstrators were at work tearing the hated symbol down--it was toppled
at 9:30 P.M.15 At the offices of the Communist newspaper, Szabad Nep,
the AVH guards opened fire on unarmed demenstrators. Later, the insurgents
obtained arms from sympathetic Hungarian Army soldiers and overcame the
AVH men at the newspaper offices. ©

Fighting between the demonstrators and the AVH men continued on
through the night of October 23 and by 2 A.M. on the morning of the 24th
the first Soviet forces had begun fighting in Budapest. The time element

is important in establishing just when Soviet forces began fighting in

Budapest because, at 8:30 A.M., Radio Budapest announced that Imre Nagy

13New York Times, October 24, 1956, p. 1.
T4united Nations Document #A/3592, op. cit., p. 6.
15Randor Heller, No More Comrades (Chicage: H. Renery, 1957), p. 15.

16united Nations Document #./3592, op. cit., p. 6.



25

had been recommended to be the next Chairman of the Council of Ministers.1’
Then, thirty minutes later, it was announced that Soviet military aid had
been reguested under the terms of the Warsaw Pact. The timing of the
two announcements was evidently intended to give the impression that Nagy
had requested Soviet aid and thereby weaken his position with the people;
As already noted, however, Soviet forces actually began fighting befare
Nagy became Premie:.

Another consequence of the announcements regarding the request
for Soviet aid was that they created the impression among nations of the
Western bloc, who might have intervened in Hungary, that it was an internal
affair between the Hungarian Government and the insurgents and that the
lawful government was calling for Soviet aid. But evidence gathered by
the United Nations Special Committee tends to prove that it was not Nagy
—-or for that matter any other member of the government--who called for
Soviet aid but rather that Soviet authorities had taken steps as early
as October 20 to make armed intervention possible, whether or not such
aid was requested.18

Clashes between armed rebels and Soviet tanks marked the fighting
that took place on the 24th of October. Bitterness and resentment against
the Russians grew as news spread throughout Budapest of unarmed civilians
being shot down by Soviet tanks. Such resentment reached its peak on
October 25 when a crowd peacefully assembled before the Parliament building

to present their demands to Premier Nagy was fired upon by Soviet tanks.19

17payl £. Zinner (ed.), National Communism and Popular Revolt in
Eastern Europe (New York: Columbia University Press, 1956), p. 409.

18ynited Nations Document #A/3592, op. cit., p. 12.
19

New York Times, October 27, 1956, p. 1.
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Although Nagy was being held incommunicado at Communist Party
headquarters when the demonstrators in front of the Pariiament building
were fired upon, this was not known to the people and the incident served
to further turn popular support away from him.20

In an attempt to calm the rioters, Mikhail A. Suslov, a member
of the Soviet Presidium, and Soviet First Deputy Premier Anastas |.
Mikoyan, flew to Budapest on October 25 and replaced Erno Gero as First
Secretary of the Hungarian Communist Party with Janaos Kadar.2] The firing
of Gero did not have the desired effect, however, and the revolt spread
to the provinces where the next few days saw a transfer of power from
the Communist bureacracy to new "Revolutionary and Workers' Councils.®
By October 27 the Hungarian rebels held contraol in Western Hungary along
the 160 mile Austrian—Huﬁgarian border.22

On October 27 Imre Nagy formed a new National Front Government
with a majority of the cabinet members of the Communist Party. In an
effort to widen his regime and yin the confidence of the people Nagy
admitted Zoltan Tildy and Bela Kovacs, leaders of the outlawed Smallholder's
Party, to his cabinet. Nagy then announced that he would begin negotiations
with the Soviets for the withdrawal of Soviet armed forces from Hungary.23

A cease-fire was ordered by the Nagy government on October 28 and,

although a few isolated skirmishes took place during the succeeding days,

the cease~fire became fully effective on October 30. On the same day

20ynited Nations Document $A/3592, op. cit., p. 7.

21New York Times, October 27, 1956, p. 1.

22wThe Month in Review," Current History, XXX| (December, 1956),

375.
23New York Times, October 28, 1956, p. 1.
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that he ordered the cease-fire Nagy also announced that he intended to
abolish the AVH after the restoration of order. This action was subse-
quently carried out on the 29th of October and the next day Nagy announced
the abolition of the one-party system of government and promised free
elections in the near future.24

A%ter the cease-fire became fully effective Soviet forces began
to leave Budapest and the people of the city started taking the first

steps to clear away the rubble, restore order, and bring life back to

normal conditions.25

That the peace was not to last long, however, was evident as
early as November 1. On that day Premier Nagy sent the following communi-
cation to the Unitad Nations:

« « « Reliable reports have reached the Government of the
Hungarian People's Republic that further Soviet units are enter-
ing Hungary. The President of the Council of Ministers in his
capacity of Minister for Foreign Affairs summoned M. Andropov,
Ambassador Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary of the Soviet Union
to Hungary, and expressed his strongest protest against the
entry of further Soviet troops into Hungary. He demanded the
instant and immediate withdrawal of these Soviet forces. He
informed the Soviet Ambassador that the Hungarian Government
immediately repudiates the Warsaw Treaty and at the same time
declares Hungary's neutrality, turns to the United Nations and
requests the help of the Four Great Powers in defending the
country's neutrality. The Government of the Hungarian Paople's
Republic made the declaration of neutrality on 1 November 1956.
Therefore, | request your Excellency to put on the agenda of the
forthcoming General Assembly of the United Nations the question
of Hungary's neutrality and the defence of this neutrality by
the four Great Powers. . . . 26

The United Nations Special Committee reported that good progress

was being made in the direction of political consolidation after November

24ynited Nations Document #A/3592, op. cit., p. 8.
25 1bid.

26united Nations Document #A/3251, in Department of State Bulletin,
XXXV (November 12, 1956), 761.
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1 and that, on November 3, the government wasagain reconstituted. Several
Communists were dismissed and three ministerial posts were alloted to
the Social Democrats, the Independent Smallholders, and the Communists,
as well as two to the Petofi Party. The freedom fighters were amalgamated
into the newly formed Hungarian National Guard and it was agreed that
everyone would resume work on November 5,27

The beginning of the end for the Hungarian freedom fighters and
their hopes for liberty came shortly after 4 A.M., on the morning of
November 4 when Soviet tanks moved into Budapest and began operations.28
During the early hours of the morning these Soviet tanks began to mave
along the main boulevards, firing indiscriminately as they proceeded, in
an obvious effort to intimidate the people of Budapest.29 As the day
wore on eight Soviet divisions and several fighter squadrons were thrown
into the battle.

When it became apparéﬁt that the Soviet forces could not be
stopped, Imre Nagy and some of his cabinet requested and obtained asylum
in the Yugosliavian Embassy in Budapest.30 In effect, this constituted
a dissolution of the Nagy Government and Janos K;dar, Secretary of the
Hungarian Communist Party, formed a new pro-Soviet Government under the
protection of the Soviet Army.3] Kadar announced the formation of this
new government, called the Hungarian Revolutionary wOrker—Péasant Gavernment,

and requested, "in the interest of our people, working class, and country,

27united Nations Document #A/3592, op. cit., p. 28.
28New York Times, November 4, 1956, p. 1.
29%nited Nations Document #A/3592, op. cit., p. 29.

30A1bert Camus, The Truth About the Nagy Affair (New York: F. A.
Praeger, 1959), p. 34.
31New York Times, November 4, 1956, p. 6.
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the Command of the Soviet Army to help our nation in smashing the sinister
forces of reaction and in restoring order and calm in the country. . « . w32

As the fighting continued throughout the day of November 4, Nagy
broadcast an appeal over Radio Free Kossuth for the resistance fighters
"not to recognize the occupation forces or the puppet government which
may be set up by them as a legal authority.“33

At the United Nations on November 4, the Soviet Union vetoed a
resolution that had been submitted the day before by United States Ambas-
sador Henry Cabot Lodge. The resolution had called on the Soviet Union
to "desist from any form of intervention, particularly armed intervention,
in the internal affairs in Hungary."34 After the Soviet Union vetoed the
proposal, the Security Council voted to call an emergency session of the
General Assembly to consider the question. Subsequent meetings of the
General Assembly resulted in the adoption of various resolutions calling
upon the Soviet Union to cease military operations in Hungary but these
were ignored by the Soviets.3?

The freedom fighters steadfastly resisted Soviet forces for
several days but, aithough they fought valiantly with what resources they
had, they were no match for the superior fire power of the Soviet tanks
and planes. By November 8, the battle of Budapest had ended with a Soviet
victory. At 4 P.M. on that day Radio Rakoczy at Dunapentele, the last

of the free radio stations still operating, broadcast the following appeal:

32ynited Nations Document A/3592, op. Cit., p. 46.

33 pid.

34pepartment of State Bulletin, XXXV (November 12, 1956), 757.

351The Month in Review," Current History, XXXI (January, 1957,

58~59.
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"This is our last broadcast. We are being inundated with Soviet tanks
and planes. The Hungarian people appeal directiy to President Eisenhower
for help."36 The plea was followed by a loud crashing noise and then
there was silence--the fight for freedom had been lost.

The Special Committee of the United Nations on the problem of
Hungary had certain relevant observations which serve to refute the
Soviet Union's claim that they intervened in Hungary because they were
asked to do so by the legal government of Hungary under the terms of
the Warsaw Pact. These observations follow:

It is incontrovertible that the Nagy Government whose legal-
ity under the Hungarian Constitution, until it was deposed,
cannot be contested, protested against the entry and use of
Soviet forces on Hungarian territory, and not only asked that
these forces should not intervene in Hungarian affairs, but
negotiated and pressed for their ultimate withdrawal. The
actions of the Nagy Government give proof of the firm desire of
the Hungarians, as long as they could publicly express their
aspirations, to achieve a genuinely independent international
status for their country.

It is no less incontrovertible that the Nagy Government
was overthrown by force. Its successor assumed power as a
result of military aid by a foreign state. The Nagy Government
neither resigned nor transferred its powers to the Kadar Govern-
ment. Noteworthy is the acceptance of the Kadar Government,
after initial declarations to the contrary, of the continued
presence of Soviet forces in Hungary.

There is no doubt as to the aspirations of the immense
majority of the Hungarian people. The presence of the Soviet
Army on Hungarian territory is for Hungarians the visible
attestation of the Hungarian subordination to an outside power
and of the impossibility for their country to pursue its own
ideals. The aspiration for the withdrawal of the Soviet Armed
Forces is based on the deep patriotic feelings of the Hungarians,
having their source in their patriotic past. Their will for
regaining full international independence is powerful and has
only been strengthened by the role played by the Soviet military
command in the post war years by the establishment of a political
regime patterned after that of the Soviet Union and more recently

by the Soviet intervention to guarantee that regime's continuance.37

36New York Times, November 8, 1956, p. 1.

3%ynited Nations Document #A/3592, op. cit., p. 59.



CHAPTER I 11
THE SUEZ INVASION: 1956

The decision made by the leaders of Great Britain and France
to invade Egypt and occupy the Suez Canal zone in late October of 1956
was the culmination of a series of events which had been set in motion
by Egyptian President Gama! Abdel Nasser in September, 1955 when he
concluded an agreement with Czechoslovakia to trade Egyptian cotton
for Czech weapons.

The arms which Nasser subsequently obtained under this agreement
were needed by him to carry out his plan to unite the Arab world but,
ironically, this arms deal led to the temporary loss of another cherished
objective of Nasser's, that of building a high dam at Aswan to harness
the Nile river.

The United States, Great Britain and the World Bank had offered
Nasser loans and grants-in-aid to build the dam at Aswan but, as a result
of the arms deal and the mortgaging of the future cotton crops which the
transaction necessitated, the United States did not feel that Egypt could

devote enough of her own capital to the building of the dam. ! Consequent 1y,

Twhile the ostensible reason for withdrawing the loan was Egypt's
supposed inability to repay it, a more logical explanation is that
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles withdrew the loan to chastize
Nasser for his flirtation with the Soviet bloc. See Herman Finer's
Dulles Qver Suez, gp. cit., for an excellent discussion of Dulles and
his reasons for refusing Nasser the loan.
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on July 19, 1956, the United States withdrew the offer of $56 miliion
for the building of the dam. The next day, following the lead of the
United States, Great Britain withdrew her offer of $15 million for the
dam. Then, since neither the United States nor Great Britain would
loan Egypt the money, the World Bank withdrew a promised $200 million
advance.?2

Nasser's dream of economic revitalization of Egypt was largely
dependent upon the building of the Aswan dam and he chose to interpret
the withdrawal of the offer of aid as a personal rebuff by the United
States designed to weaken his prestige with his people. Inasmuch as
the announcement came in the form of an abrupt statement by the United
States which was not circulated to the Egyptian Government before being
made public, as is the usual practice, Nasser believed it had been timed
for a moment when its effect on his position would be most detrimental.
With the situation being as it was it was inevitable that Nasser would
retaliate in some way.3

In the days after the United States and Great Britain withdrew
the loan offers, Nasser's position within Egypt began to deteriorate and
he evidently felt that he needed some sort of face-saving maneuver to
regain his popularity. Therefore, probably to strike back at the United
States as well as to reassert his authority, he officially recognized
Red China and then, on July 26, he issued .the following decree:

The Universal Company of the Suez Maritime Canal is hereby
nationalized. All its assets, rights and obligations are

2Paul Johnson, The Suez War (Landon: MacGibbon & Kee, 1957), pp. 1~3.

3nsyez Realities,™ The New Stateman and Nation, LII (August 4,
1956), 124.
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transferred to the Nation and all the organizations and Commit-
tees that now operate its management are hereby dissolved. . . .

As soon as Nasser made the announcement nationalizing the Canal,
Egyptien officials, accompanied by a squad of police, took command of
the premises of the Suez Canal Company. Nasser declared that the funds
from the operation of the canal would be used to build the high dam at
Aswan. In a speech in Cairo on the day of the nationalization announce-
ment Nasser said that a new Suez Canal Company would be formed and
operated by ". . . Egyptians! Egyptians! Egyptians!"5

Western reaction to Nasser's action was immediate and vociferous.
A hurriedly called conference between British, French and American
officials resulted in a tripartite statement issued on August 2. The
three nations challenged Nasser's right to nationalize the Canal! company
on the following grounds:

1) « « « the Universal Suez Canal Company has always had an

international character in terms of its shareholders, direc—~
tors and operating personnel.

2) . . . the present action involves more than a simple act
of nationalization. It involves the arbitrary and unilateral
seizure by one nation of an international agency which has
the responsibility to maintain and to operate the Suez

canal. . . .

3) « « « the action taken by the Government of Egypt, having
regard to the attendant circumstances, threatens the freedom
and securitg of the Canal as guaranteed by the Convention of

1888, . « .

There was pressure at this time in both Britain and France for

a military showdown and the leaders of both countries, responding to

4Joseph A. Obieta, The [nternational Status of the Suez Canal
(The Hague: Martimus Nijhoff, 1960), p. 90.

SNew York Times, July 27, 1956, p. 1.

S0bieta, op. cit., p. 90.
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these pressures, openly advocated such military action to counter
Nasser's move.’

Both countries had good reason to desire the re-international-
ization of the Canal but perhaps Britain's reasons were most compelling.
If traffic througn Suez were interrupted and the oil which was vital
to Britain's economy cut off, it would have been necessary to impose
gasoline rationirg within a week and industry would have been seriously
affected within two weeks. Britain had to get oil from the Middie East
and getting it from the Middle East meant through the Suez Canal.
Transporting oil around the Cape of Good Hope would have involved an
increase of thirty percent in transport costs. Britain had been planning
a three percent increase in her standard of living and the contralling
factor in this improvement was increased power output. Such an accretion
required fuel and the fuel had to be purchased at normal prices.

Economic factors were not Britain's only reason for being displeased
with Nasser; strategic, military and prestige considerations were also
compelling. Britain had, yielding to pressure from the United States,
withdrawn her troops from Suez early in 1956. When Nasser broke faith
with them by seizing the Canal the British saw their already dwindling
prestige in the Middle East further decimated. In addition, Nasser's
action threatened Britain's strategic position in the Arab nations; a
factor which was directly tied to Britain's economy because of the oil
reserves in the Middle €ast which were so vital to British industry.

Certainly, Nasser dangerously miscalculated the national feelings

preventing Eden's War,™ The New Statesman and Nation, LI
(August 18, 1956), 173.
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of dignity and honor which, coupled with Britain's concern for her
economic and power position in the world, were to compe! the British
to take forceful action to regain the Canal. Indeed, whereas Aswan
was Egypt's future, Suez was Britain's.S8

While Britain's motives for advocating military action were
primarily economic, France's reasons were largely political in that the
French blamed much of their trouble in Algeria--where rebel factions
were fighting the Frengh--~on Nasser. French intelligence had been report-
ing that Egypt was arming, training and directing the Algerian revolt,
Naturally, the French felt that if they could overthrow Nasser they would
help their cause in Algeria by putting down the rebellion at its source.

In the days following Nasser's nationalization of the Canal, the
British and French began a military buildup. By August 2 it was evident
that Great Britain had greatly increased her naval and ground forces
in the Mediterranean area.

It was at this point that United States Secretary of State John
Foster Dulles exerted his talents for personal diplomacy to influence
the course of events. Dulles literally talked the British and French
leaders out of taking military action. Instead of military intervention
he proposed that economic measures be taken in the form of a Suez Canal
User?'s Association. Dulles convinced the British and French that this
would be a means of “provoking a showdown™ with Nasser and achieving the

ends they wanted by peaceful means.? Dulles!' proposals caused the British

8 Johnson, op. cit., pp. 11-12.

INew York Times, November 1, 1956, p. 10.
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and French leaders to abandon their original plan to go into Suez but,
as it turned out, the abandonment of these plans was only a temporary
expedient.

During the months of August and September various international
meetings were held and negotiations entered into for the implementation
of the Suez Canal User's Association. When Nasser rejected the Associ-
ation's proposals which would have re-internationalized the Canal, the
British and French saw this as much less of a "showdown™ than Dulles
had proposed.1o Efforts at resolving the Canal dispute through the United
Nations organization proved equally futile. On October 13, the United
Nations Security Council adopted a resolution outlining the requirements
necessary for a settlement of the dispute. The resolution stated:

The Security Councii,

Noting the declarations made before it and the accounts of
the development of the exploratory conversations on the Suez
question given by the Secretary General of the United Nations
and the foreign ministers of Egypt, France and the United
Kingdom;

Agrees that any settlement of the Suez question should meet
the following requirements:

1) There should be free and open transit through the Canal
without discrimination, overt or covert--this covers both
political and technical aspects;

2) Sovereignty of Egypt should be respected;

3) The operation of the Canal should be insulated from the
politics of any country;

4) The manner of fixing tolls and charges should be decided
by agreement between Egypt and the users:

5) In case of dispute, unresolved affairs between the Suez
Canal Company and the £gyptian Government should be settled by
arbitration with suitable terms of reference and sui*able
provisions for the pavment of sums found to be due.

0pid.

VlnResolution Adopted by the Security Council,® United Nations
Security Council Document S/3675, October 13, 1956.
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In spite of such United Nations resolutions and regardless of
other negotiations, pronouncements, and attempted economic sanctions,
by late October the situation in Suez was still untenable as far as
Britain and France were concerned. Britain especially, was displeased
with the course of events in the Mediterranean. She saw her position
in the Arab world crumbling. Disillusionment and bitterness followed
the failure of Britian's efforts to chastize Nasser through the United
Nations and through economic boycotts. Both the British and French
were increasingly annoyed at Dulles for they believed that he had precip-~
itated the crisis in the first place by his abrupt decision to withdraw
the Aswan loan. Furthermore, they blamed Dulles for allowing Nasser to
go as far as-he had in that when the British and French advocated military
action immediately after the nationalization of the Canal, Dulles had
talked them out of strong measures in favor of economic sanctions. Finally,
the Anglo-French leaders believed that the economic measures had failed
because Dulles reneged on his implied promise to pay for an economic
boycott. As a result, Nasser was now triumphant and unpunished and the
prestige of Britain and France in the Middle East was at an all-time low.

According to the New York Times:

The plain truth was that the British and French . « . came to
the conclusion that Mr. Dulles! policy in the Middle East-=his
Suez compromise, his 'northern tier of alliances,' his handling
of the Czechoslovak-Egyptian arms deal, his promise and then
withdrawal of the promise of aid to build the Aswan High Dam--
had been a failure.

« « o accordingly Britain and France took measures they
thought necessary to protect their interests without consulting
the United States.12

When all attempts at a peaceful solution failed, the British and

12New York Times, November 1, 1956, p. 1.
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French leaders decided upon a more aggressive course of action to solve
the Suez dilemma. A meeting took place between Britain's Prime Minister
Anthony Eden and French Premier Guy Mollet in Paris on October 16.13 It
was probably at this meeting that an agreement was reached to back an
Israeli invasion of Egypt and then occupy the Suez Canal zone on the
pretext of protecting it from lIsrael's attack.

The French had been supplying the Israeli forces with armaments
for several months and by the time the attack was finally agreed upon
Israel was Qell supplied with French jet fighters, tanks and small arms,.
All that remained to be done was to coordinate the efforts of the three
countries in their attack on Egypt.

From October 16 until the invasion of Suez the United States was
"frozen out!" of talks between the French and the British regarding Suez.
On October 23, French Foreign Minister Christian Pineau made a hurried
trip to London and met with Eden. At this meeting the Prime Minister was
probably advised that plans for the Israeli invasion were t:omplczte.l4

It is obvious that the Israelis and their allies the British and

French chose a time for the attack on Suez which would allow them the

best possible chance for success. In addition to the fact that they had

13Finer, op. cit., p. 324.

141t is interesting to note here that Eden may have thought that
if Britain and France did use force to seize the canal, the United States
would take a neutral stand on the issue. Finer, op. cit., p. 327, mentions
this as a strong possibility in that he says Dulles talked with Eden on
September 21 and urged the Prime Minister to ®play it so that Nasser would
be the one to take hostile or obstructive acts against the users before
attempting to carry the Suez dispute to the United Nations."™ According
to Finer, Eden had every reason to believe, as a result of this convers-
ation, that the United States would not turn against her allies if Suez
were invaded.
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the assurance of Anglo-French backing, several other aspects of the
world situation favored the Israeli invasion at that time. First, the
United States was deeply involved in a Presidential election campaign.
Secondly, Russia was immobilized by the Hungarian uprising. Thirdly,
Egypt was virtually isolated. Nasser could not count on United States
help or Soviet aid.'®

On October 28, the |sraeli Government announced that army reserves
had been mobilized and stationed along the borders of neighboring Arab

states. According to the New Yark Times, Mobservers said the mobiliz-

ation was the biggest since the end of the 1948 Palestine war. %16 The
next day, Dctober 29, the lIsraeli military forces thrust into the Sinai
Peninsula and fought their way to within twenty miles of the Suez Canal.17
It was evident that the swift moving Israeli forces had caught the Egyptians
by surprise and could have occupied the Canal zone. This objective,
however, probably pursuant to prior agreement, was left for the British
and French,
The first British and French involvement in the Egyptian war
came in the form of a communication sent simultaneously to Egypt and
Israel on October 30. The British and French statement read in part:
The Governments of the United Kingdom and France have taken
note of the outbreak of hostilities between Israel and Egypt.
This event threatens to disrupt the freedom of navigation through
the Suez Canal, on which the economic life of many nations
depends. The Governments of the United Kingdom and France are
resolved to do all in their power to bring about the early

cessation of hostilities and to safeguard the free passage of
the Canal. They accordingly request the Governmentz_s;7 of

15New York Times, November 1, 1956, p. 2.

16New York Times, October 29, 1956, p. 1.

T7New York Times, October 30, 1956, p. 1.
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Egypt Zgnd lsrael7:

(a) to stop all warlike action on land, sea and air
forthwith;

(b) to withdraw all- . . . military forces to a distance
of ten miles from the Canal; and

(c) in order to guarantee freedom of transit through
the Canal by the ships of all nations and in order to separ-
ate the belligerents, to accept the temporary occupation by
Anglo-French forces of key positions at Port Said, Ismailia
and Suez.

The United Kingdom and French Governments request an
answer to this communication within twelve hours. If at the
expiration of that time one or both Governments have not
undertaken to comply with the above requirements, United
Kingdom and French forces will intervene in whatever strength
may be necessary to secure compliance . . . .18

This announcement was, in effect, an ultimatum informing the
Egyptians that the British and French intended to occupy the Canal zone
one way or another--either by force or with token occupation.

On the same day the ultimatum was issued, the United States and
Russia introduced resolutions in the United Nations Security Council
calling upon "|srael to immediately withdraw its armed forces behind
the established armistice lines « « « «® Both resolutions were, however,

19 In addition to the resolution

vetoed by the United Kingdom and France.
in the United Nations, Eisenhower sent a Mvigorous and emphatic" protest
to the British and French calling upon them to "reconsider™ their ulti-~
matum to €gypt and lsrael.20

By the time the ultimatum had been issued, however, the decision
had been made and diplomatic protests were nonavailing. On October 31,

when the terms of the ultimatum had expired, British and French forces

181Communication Addressed by Britain and France to Egypt and
Israel, 30 October 1956,™"™ Documents on lInternational Affairs ?New York:

Oxford University Press, 1956), p. 261.
19 bid., p. 264.

20New York Times, October 31, 1956, p. 1.
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began moving to invade Zgypt. The attack began with aerial bombings
upon airfields and military bases scattered throughout Egypt. The first
day of the military action resulted in the destruction of many of the
planes, tanks, and guns that Nasser had obtained from the Soviets.?2!
As later events showed, the first day's action was planned to destroy
Egqvpt's potential to counter the actual occupation of the Canal Zone by
the British and French forces later in the week. In addition to incap-
acitating Nasser's military forces as a prelude to occupation, the British
and French viewed this destruction of Nasser's armaments as a demolishment
of his dream to lead the Arab world on a military crusade in the Middle
East.

Warld reaction to the Ango-French invasion was one of stunned

disbelief and revulsion. Within England itself many denounced the action

of Eden's Government. As article in the Manchester Guardian Weekly, on

the day after the bombings, reflected this displeasure:

The Anglo-French ultimatum to Egypt is an act of folly,
without justification in any terms but brief expediency. |t
pours petrol on a growing fire « « . and countless other
nations will consider Britain and France to be in the wrong.

The Prime Minister sought to justify the ultimatum by
saying that we must protect our shipping, our citizens, and
'vital international interests.! But what possible right have
we to attack another country? The British and French military
action . . . is flagrant aggression. Protection of shipping--
or for that matter of rights of transit through the Suez Canal
—-~is no cause for making war. . « . Nor can an assault on another
country be warranted on the ground that we wish to safeguard
the lives of British and French citizens. Nothing in the
Charter, or in acknowledged international law, permits armed
intervention in such a cause. . . .22

21New York Times, November 1, 1956, p. 1.

22Ty War,™ Manchester Guardian Weekly, LXXV (November 1, 1956),
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The New Statesman and Nation, another British periodical, was

equally critical of the Government's action:

The British offensive against the Suez Canal Zone is not
an action improvised to meet the sudden emergency caused by
Israil's invasion of £gypt. In fact it is no more than the
original plar to attack E£gypt for which the reservists were
recalled tast summer and which world opinion had hitherto
prevented the British and French Governments from carrying
out. Using the Israeli invagion as a pretext, Britain and
France issued an ultimatum which was totally illegal and
which was calculated to aid Israel at the expense of their
victim. Then, using Egypt's inevitable rejection of such an
ultimatum as a further pretext for the next stage of the
operation, Sir Anthony Eden pressed the button to set in
motion the prearranged war on Egypt. )

« « o the British Government has broken the Charter of

the United Nations.
« « o it has shocked its Allies and furnished its enemies

with a propaganda weapon which will for years be used to
belabour us.23

In Moscow it was noted that there was a close connection between
the Hungarian uprising and the Suez invasion. It was argued that the
West had staged the Hungarian revolution in order to divert Russia's
attention and be free to act against Egypt. Other pronouncements out
of Moscow included a harsh warning to Britain and France with a threat
to utilize "rocket weapons" if they did not cease military operations
in Egypt.24

On November 1, the United Nations General Assembly met in its
first special session to consider the Middle East question and at that
time Secretary of State Dulles asked the Assembly to order an immediate

ceasefire in Egypt. On November 2, the General Assembly, by a vote of

23npritian's Act of Aggression,™ The New Statesman and Nation,
LIl (November 3, 1956), 533.

24New York Times, November 1, 1956, p. 1.
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cease~fire. The resolution stated:

The General Assembly,
« « « noting that armed forces of France and the United Kingdom

of Great Britain and Northern Ireland are conducting military
operations against Egyptian territory,

Noting that traffic through the Suez Canal is now inter-
rupted to the serious prejudice of many nations,

1) Urges as a matter of priority that all parties now
involved in hostilities in the area agree to an immediate
cease-fire and, as part thereof, half the movement of mili~
tary forces and arms into the area;

2) Urges the parties to the armistice agreements promptly
to withdraw all forces behind the armistice lines, to desist
from raids across the armistice lines into neighbouring terri~
tory, and to observe scrupulously the provisions of the
armistice agreements;

3) Recommends that all Member States refrain from intro-
ducing military goods in the area of hostilities and in general
refrain from any acts which would delay or grevent the impli-
mentation of the present resolution. . . .2

The vote on this resolution showed the split that had developed among

the three Western powers. While the United States and Russia voted

with the majority, Great Britain and France voted against the resolution.26

"The British Government replied to the United Nations resclutions
regarding a cease-fire in a letter to the Secretary General of the United
Nations, Dag Hammarskjold, on November 3. The letter read in part:

e o o this communication is made in response to the resol-
ution A/3256 adopted by the General Assembly on 2 November
1956 « + o »

1) The British and French Governments have given careful
consideration to the resolution passed by the General Assembly
e o« o« o They maintain their view that police action must be
carried through urgentiy to stop the hostilities which are
now threatening the Suez Canal, toc prevent a resumption of
those hostilities and to pave the way for a definitive settle-
ment of the Arab-lsrael war which threatens the legitimate
interests of so many countries.,

25mResolution of the General Assembly, 2 November 1956,
Documents on International Affairs, op. cit., p. 270.

26M™Hungary and the Middlie East,™ The World Today, XI| (December,
1956), 482.
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2) They would most willingly stop military action as soon
as the following conditions could be satisfied:
(a) Both the Egyptian and lIsraeli Governments agree
to accept a United Nations Force to keep the peace;
(b) The United Nations decides to constitute and
maintain such a force until an Arab-|srael peace settliement
is reached and until satisfactory arrangements have been
agreed upon in regard to the Suez Canal, both agreements to
be guaranteed by the United Nations.
(c) In the meantime, unti! the United Nations Force
is constituted, both combatants agree to accept forthwith
limited detachments of Anglo-French troops to be stationed
between the combatants . . . .27
Despite the efforts of the United Nations to bring about a cease-
fire, Anglo-French mititary action continued in Egypt. On November 4,
the United Nations General Assembly passed a Canadian resolution which
requested the Secretary General to produce within 48 hours a plan for
setting up, with the consent of the nations concerned, an emergency
international United Nations Force. The force the Canadians asked faor
would have had the responsibility of securing and supervising the cessation
of hostilities in accordance with the Assembly's previous resolutions
urging an immediate cease-fire.28 The resclution passed 57 to O with the
United Kingdom, France, Israel and Egypt abstaining. The British explan-
ation for their abstention was that the resolution went Mtoo far in some
respects and not far enough in others."29
On November 5 British and French paratroopers landed at Port Said
and occupied the Suez Canal Zone.30 The action was taken in an apparent

effort to gain control of the Canal Zone before a cease-~-fire could be

agreed upon. The same day that paratroopers were taking over the Canal,

27 etter from the Representative of Britain to Mr. Hammarskjold,
3 November 1956,"™ Documents on International Affairs, op. cit., p. 272.

28M"Resolution of the General Assembly, 4 November 1956,%
Documents on _international Affairs, op. cit., p. 275.

29"yungary and the Middle East,™ op. cit., p. 484.
30New York Times, November 6, 1956, p. 1.
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Secretary Dag Hammarskjold informed the British and French Governments
that both israel and Egypt had accepted the proposal for a cease-fire
and the United Nations "police force™ plan. Hammarskjold called upon
the Governments of Britain and France to Mrecognize the decision of the
General Assembly, establishing a United Nations Command, as meeting
their condition for a cease-fire « « .« & w1
In an obvious effort to take advantage of the split between the
United States, Britain, and France over the Suez question, Premier
Bulganin, on November 5, sent the following communication to President
Eisenhower:
The Soviet Union and the United States are permanent
members of the Security Council and great powers possessing
all modern types of arms, including atomic and hydrogen weapons.
We bear particular responsibility for stopping war and re-

establishing peace and calm in the area of the Near and Middle
Fast. We are convinced that if the Governments of the USSR

and the United States will firmly declare their will to insure
peace and oppose aggression, the aggression will be put down
and there will be no war.

Mr. President, at this threatening hour, when theloftiest
moral principles and the foundations and aims of the United
Nations are being put to the test, the Soviet Government
approaches the Government of the United States with a proposal
of close cooperation in order to put an end to aggression and
to stop any further bloodshed.

The United States has a strong navy in the zone of the
Mediterranean. The Soviet Union also has a strong navy and
powerful air force. The joint and immediate use of these
means by the United States and the Soviet Union according to
2 decision by the United Nations would be a sure guarantee of
ending the aggression against the Egyptian people of the Arab
East.

The Soviet Government turns to the United States Government
with an appeal to join their forces in the United Nations for
the adoption of decisive measures to put an end to the aggres-
SiON o ¢ o @ :

311A i de-memoire from Mr. Hammarskjold to the Governments of
Britain and France,™ Documents on International Affairs, op. cit.
pp . 292—293 .
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The Soviet Government is ready to enter immediate negoti-
ations with the Government of the United States on the practical
realization of the above-mentioned proposals so that effectgﬁe
action in the interest of peace might be undertaken . « . .

A White House statement on President Eisenhower's reply to Bulgan-

in's letter follows:

The President has just received a letter from Chairman
Bulganin which had been previously released to the press in
Moscow. This letter - in an obvious attempt to divert world
attention from the Hungarian tragedy - makes the unthinkable
suggestion that the United States join with the Soviet Union
in a bipartite employment of their military forces to stop
the fighting in Egypt.

The Middle East Question . . . is now before the United
Nations. That world body has called for a cease-~fire, a
withdrawal of foreign armed forces, and the entry of a United
Nations force to stabilize the situation pending a settlement,.
In this connection it is regretted that the Soviet Union did
not vote last night in favor of the organization of this
United Nations force.

Neither Soviet nor any other military forces should now
enter the Middie East area except under United Nations
mandate . . . o 33

At the same time that the Soviet letter was sent to President
Eisenhower, Premier Bulganin dispatched notes to Prime Minister Eden
and Premier Mollet. In these notes Bulganin warned the two countries
that Russia was determined to Mcrush aggression and establish peace™
in the Middle East with other members of the United Nations. Hints
were made by Bulganin of Mthousands of volunteers" who were applying

to fight on the side of the Egyptians.>4

32m_etter From Premier Bulganin to President Eisenhower,"
Documents on Internatiunal Affairs, op. cit., pp. 292-293.

33mwhite House Statement on President Eisenhower's Reply to
Premier Bulganin's Letter of 5 November 1956, Documents on International

Affairs, op. cit., p. 294.

34"Hungary and the Middle East," op. cit., p. 49%.



47

On November 6, with the weight of world denunciation becoming
increasingly unbearable, the British and French agreed to a cease-fire.
Prime Minister Eden said that, ™Her Majesty's Government would agree
to stop further military operations®™ and proposed that technicians
accompanying the Franco-British forces begin work at once to clear
obstructions from the Canal. In accordance with Eden's announcement
the British and French forces ceased fire at midnight on November 6.3

The British, French, Israeli, and Egyptian acceptance of the
United Nation's proposal for a cease-fire introduced a somewhat more
placid period in the Middle East but the crisis was not yet over.
Neither did the cease-fire promise a return to the status quo ante
bel lum.3®
Four days after the cease-fire the USSR renewed its threat to
permit Soviet "volunteers®™ to fight in £gypt because British, French,
and Israeli forces were still there. Britain and France then agreed
to withdraw their troops as soon as the United Nations forces could
take over effectively. By November 13, a week after the cease-five,
the United Nations was still delaying the departure of the first troops
to Egypt because of insistence by Britain, France, and lIsrael that the
purpose and length of stay of the police units be definitely stated.37

The first troops of the United Nations International Forces began

arriving in the Suez Canal zone on November 15 and during the next few

35ibid., p. 487.

36pocuments on International Affairs, op. cit., p. 309.

37New York Times, November 11, 1956, p. 1.
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days British and French forces began their withdrawal. It was not
until December 22, however, that the withdrawal of Anglo-French forces
was completed and the Israeli evacuation was not terminated until March
8, 1957.

For the purposes of this study the recounting of events in Egypt
ends with the British-French agreement to cease military operations and
withdraw their troops. By the time the British and French forces
withdrew, the crisis situation was virtually over as far as the top-level
decision-makers in the United States were concerned. Therefore, the
historical events relative to the Suez invasion will not be described
further until a description of the decisional situation is undertaken
later in this study. The intention has been, in this and in the preceding
chapter, to outline the Suez and Hungarian crises in order to present
the decisional situation and establish the historical context within
which can be shown - in a later chaptér - the decisions that were made

by the United States' decision-makers and the reasons for those decisions.



CHAPTER |V
THE DECISIONAL EVENTS: HUNGARY AND SUEZ

This section of the study deals with the decisional events relative
to the Hungarian revolution and the Suez invasion. The decisional events
have been separated from the analysis of the decisions in an effart to,
as Snyder suggests,1 prevent the intrusion of the observer's judgments
and speculations as much as possible. While it is true that complete
objectivity is impossible, such a method will, it is hoped, minimize
subjectivity.

For the purposes of this study the decisional period will be
from October 23, 1956, when the Hungarian uprising started, until November
6, 1956, when the British and French agreed to a cease-fire in Egypt.

The description of the events in the decisional period will be
'confined to statements of things said and done by those connected with
the decisions unless some external event which has not already been described
has some bearing on the decision.

One difficulty which becomes immediately apparent in attempting
such a reconstruction is that many of the meetings and conferences still

involve top-secret information which is not available to the researcher.

Isnyder, op. cit., p. 230.
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This }act was pointed out by both Allen W. Dulles and Herbert Hoover,
Jr., when they were contacted by the author in an attempt to gather
information regarding the decisional period. As a result, the events
had to be reconstructed almost entirely from newspaper sources. However,
while it is conceded that such sources may not be as accurate, or as
thorough, as personal accounts by those who participated in the discus-
sions, they are adequate for the present purposes and in any event, such
sources are all that are available and must suffice.

Finaliy, a day by day account of the decisional period would seem
most logical for increasing comprehension, therefore, this approach has
been utilized to organize the material.

Tuesday, October 23.--While this was the day on which the Hungarian

revolt started, news of the events in Budapest evidently did not reach
the White House until late in the evening. No records of any conferences
or statements on the Hungarian situatiﬁn by President Eisenhower or
Secretary of State Dulles were discovered.

Wednesday, October 24.--During the morning, Secretary Dulles

called on the President and they conferred for about an hour. Regarding
the conference Dulles said only, ™e were particularly interested today

in Poland and Hungary."2 James Reston of the New York Times reported

that, "The United States Government has been without any contact with
its embassy in Hungary since yesterday afternoon. The only reservation
in official Washington about the anti-Soviet revolts . . . is that they

may be moving too fast. . . 3

2New York Times, October 25, 1956, p. 1.

3ibid.
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Later in the afternoon, Dulles received a delegation represent-
ing the Hungarian American Federation. A spokesman for the delegation
later said that they asked Dulles to review the situation in the light
of the United Nations Charter and that they were assured by Dulles
that the United States Government viewed the situation with Malert inter-
est and attention.™

The East European experts in the State Department advised that
the best thing to do about the Hungarian uprising at that time was to

keep quiet and watch the developments. According to the New York Times,

no contact was made with the United States Legation in Budapest at all

on October 24.5

Thursday, October 25.--President Eisenhower traveled to New

York City during the morning to speak at a Republican Rally that evening
at Madison Square Garden. After arriving in New York he conferred by
telephone with Dulles twice during the day.6 The President, after his
talks with Dulles, released a statement to the press in which he said:

The United States considers the developments in Hungary
as being a renewed expression of the intense desire for freedom
long held by the Hungarian people. « « «

The United States deplores the intervention of Soviet
military forces which, under the treaty of peace, should have
been withdrawn and the presence of which in Hungary, as is
now demonstrated, is not to protect Hungary against armed
aggression from without but rather to continue an occupation
of Hungary by forces of an alien government for its own
purposes.

The heart of America goes out to the people of Hungary.7

41pid.

Sibid.

6New York Times, October 26, 1956, p. 1.

7Department of State Bulletin, XXXV (November 5, 1956), 700.
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Secretary Dulles, in conjunction with the President's statement,
challenged the Soviet Union to live up to its thirteen-year-old promise
to permit "political and economic security™ in Eastern European countries.
He said, "the restive nations awaited fulfillment of the pledge."8

At the Madison Square Garden rally that night President Eisenhower
appeared to rule out military intervention by the United States in Hungary
when he noted that the United States' purpose was to Mstrengthen the lave
of liberty everywhere — and to do all within our peacefui power to help
its champions."9

The New York Times reported that "some observers noted that the

President's charges of violation of a treaty and of rights guaranteed by
the United Nations Charter were of a type that sometimes precede a formal
complaint before the United Nations.n10

Friday, October 26.--The State Department disclosed that the

United States was consulting with Britain, France and other friendly
governments on the Mfeasibility and advisability of bringing the situation
in Hungary before the United Nations."11 One of the major questions

under consideration was the legality of the presence of Soviet troops

in Hungary under the Warsaw Pact.'2 The State Department was evidently

of the opinion that the Soviets did have a legal right to be in Hungary

but the legitimacy of the use of their forces to put down an internal

8New York Times, October 26, 1956, p. 2.
%1bid.

10ibid.

TINew York Times, October 27, 1956, p. 1.

12The Warsaw Pact is a Soviet version of the North Atlantic Treaty
Organization. Under the Pact's provisions Soviet troops had remained in
Hungary, a member nation, to safeguard her security.
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rebellion was gquestioned.'3 The State Department was still frustrated
at this time by a lack of information from Hungary and had to rely
almost entirely on press reports from correspondents in countries adjacent
to HUngary.14

President Eisenhower met with Secretary Dulles and Senator Walter
F. George (D - Ga.), in a forty-five minute conference to receive a
briefing from Senator George after his return from a tour of NATO instal-
lations. 11 was reported, however, that the Wunrest behind the Ilron
Curtain came up only incidentally during the White House conference."15

Saturday, October 27.--Secretary Dulles confered with President

Eisenhower during the morning and advised him of a military mobilization
in Israel.'® The President then sent a message to Premier Ben Gurion of
Israel in which he charged Ben Gurion to Mtake no steps endangering
peace.“17 Later in the day the President entered Walter Reed Hospital
for a physical examination and Secretary Dulles flew to Dallas, Texas
to make a speech before the Dallas Council on World Affairs.18
The First Secretary of the Hungarian Legation, Tibor Zador, was
summoned to the State Department and conferred with Deputy Under Secretary

Robert Murphy. Secretary Zador defended the use of Soviet troops to put

down the revolt in Hungary and said such intervention was Mquite legal®

13New York Times, October 27, 1956, p. 1.

4)pid.

151bid.

16John R. Beal, John Foster Dulles (N. Y.: Harper Brothers,
1957), p. 277.

T7New York Times, October 27, 1956, p. 1.
18|bid.
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under the Warsaw Pact. Murphy closed the conversation by lodging a firm
protest about the fact that our diplomatic representative in Hungary
was completely cut off from communication with his government.'-"19

In his speech in Dallas, Secretary Dulles touched on the situation
in Hungary and offered economic aid to the Mcaptive people of Eastern
Europe."20 However, no hint of military intervention was given. United
States Ambassador to the United Nations, Henry Cabot Lodge, Jr., together
with the representatives of the Governments of France, Great Britain, and
Northern lreland, presented a letter to the President of the United Nations
Security Council requesting an "Murgent meeting of the Security Council

for the consideration of the Hungarian situation. . . ."2]

Sunday, October 28.--Intelligence reports reaching the State

Department on Sunday indicated that the Israeli mobilization was complete
and that military action was imminent. Herbert Hoover, Jr., Acting
Secretary of State in Dulles! absence, went to confer with President
Eisenhower at Walter Reed and informed him of the Iatest.developments.
Hoover returned from his conference with the President with two messages.
One was a personal note to Fremier Ben Gurion warning him against any
"forceful initiative in the Middle East."2 The other contained instruc-
tions to arrange for the evacuation of Americans from‘the potential war

area.23

During a special session of the United Nat‘ons Security Council,

19Department of State Bulletin, XXXV (November 5, 1956), 701.

20ipid., p. 695.
21Department of State Bulletin, XXXV (November 12, 1956), 757.
22New York Times, October 29, 1956, p. 1.

23Beal, op. cit., p. 277.
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the Soviet representative, Arkady A. Sobolev, charged the United States
with fomenting the uprising in Hungary with agents and funds. Ambassador
Lodge categorically denied such allegations and said, ®, . . the United
States has not done one single improper thing in this case at any time."24
Upon returning to Washington from Dallas that afternoon, Secretary Dulles
dismissed the Soviet charges as “tommyrot."25 l.ater that day Dulles
called in the Israeli Ambassador to discuss the reasons behind Isreal's
mobilization. Dulles also conferred with British and French diplomatic
officials and informed them that if fighting broke out in the Middle East
the United States would probably ask the United Nations io try and stop
ite Dulles asked the support of the British and French Governments and
the officials promised to request instructions from their foreign offices.26

Durfﬁg the afternoon the President returned from Walter Reed
Hospita! and conferred with several of his advisers. John Emmet Hughes,
one of those to whom the President talked, offers a penetrating insight
into Eisenhower's feelings with regard to the Suez situation. Hughes
noted that, "The whole Middle Eastern situation obviously /left/ him
ZEisenhowqﬁ7 dismayed, baffled, and fearful of great stupidity about to
assert itself."27 Hughes relates the following comments by Eisenhower:

] just can't figure out what the Israeli think they're

up to. « « « Maybe they're thinking they just can't survive
without more land. . . . But | don't see how they can survive

without coming to some honorable and Egaceful terms with the
whole Arab world that surrounds them.

25New York Times, October 29, 1956, p. 7.

26Beal, op. cit., p. 278.

27 John Emmet Hughes, The Ordeal of Power: A Political Memoir
of the Eisenhower Years (New York: Atheneum, 1963), p. 212.

28 |pid.



56
Regarding the news that the French were conspiring with the [sraelis,
Hughes states that Eisenhower said:

Damn it, the French, they're just egging the Israeli on--
hoping somehow to get out of their own North African troubles.
Damnit, they sat right there in those chairs three years ago,
and we tried to tell them they would repeat Indochina all
over again in North Africa. And they said, '0h, no! That's
part of metropolitan France!'--and all that damn nonsense.2?

Later in the day when reports came in indicating that the British too
were possibly encouraging Israel, Hughes says that Eisenhower's ®affec-
tionate regard for the British Zﬁaq§7'him incredulous.™ And the
President said:

| can't believe they would be so stupid as to invite on
themselves all the Arab hostility to Israel. Are they going
to dare us--dare us--to defend the Tripartite declaration?3

The State Department at this time was still basing its estimates

of the Hungarian situation on press reports because the United States
Legation in Budapest was cut off from direct contact with Washington.
The Department did, however, get one message during the day from the
United States Legation in Hungary which came via the Hungarian Legation
in Washington. The message contained no factual information of the
uprising but did say that the Legation was ®considering evacuating

dependents."31

Monday, October 29.--President Eisenhower was in Florida for

a round of campaign speeches when the news of the Israeli invasion of

29pid.

30)pid., p. 213.

31New York Times, October 29, 1956, p. 1.
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Egypt reached the White House.32 The President was informed of the
Israeli action as he boarded a plane for Richmond where he was scheduled
to give another speech. When given the information he commented that
f'the news was not good but that he would continue to work for peace."33
While the President was returning to Washington the State Department
received further word from the Middle East that the British Mediterranean
fleet had set out for Cyprus from Malta. Secretary Dulles immediately
called a conference of senior departmental officers and then sent for
the British and French charge§.34 He informed the two diplomats that
the United States desired to take the Israeli situation to the United
Nations and asked them to query their governments for approval.35 When
President Eisenhower returned to Washington about 7 o'clock in the
evening he scheduled an emergency meeting at the White House to discuss
the Israeli invasion. The President met with Secretary of State Dulles

and six other top officials3® and, after the meeting, the following

statement was released by the White House:

32This refutes Beal's account in his book John Foster Dulles,
op. cit., p. 280, where he noted that the President was in Florida on
October 30, 1956, and received word of the British-French ultimatum as
he boarded a plane for Richmond. The New York Times, October 30, 1956,
and Public Papers of the Presidents, 1956, (Washington: Federal Register
Division), pp. 277-79, support the contention that the President was in
Florida on October 29, rather than the 30th, and that he received the
news of the Israeli invasion, not the message regarding the British-French
ultimatum, as Beal! contends.

33New York Times, October 30, 1956, p. 1.

34Beal, op. Cit., p. 278.
351bid.

36gthers at the meeting were: Charles E. Wilson, Secretary of
Defense; Admiral Arthur W. Radford, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff;
Sherman Adams, Assistant to the President; Herbert Hoover, Jr., Under
Secretary of State; Allen W. Dullies, Director of the Central Intelligence
Agency; and Wilton B. Persons, Depu%y Assistant to the President.
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At the meeting the President recalled that the United
States, under this and prior administrations, has pledged
itself to assist the victim of any aggression in the Middle
East.

We shall honor our pledge.

The United States is in consultation with the British
and French Governments, parties with us to the Tripartite
Declaration of 1950, and the United States plans, as contem-
plated by that declaration, that the situation shall be 37
taken to the United Nations Security Council tomorrow morning.

Later in the evening, when it was learned that |sraeli forces
had penetrated seventy-five miles into Egypt, the decision to act without
further waiting was taken. At 11:30 P.M. the United States Ambassador
to the United Nations, Henry Cabot Lodge, submitted a request for an
emergency meeting of the Security Council to deal with the Middle East
situation.38
John Emmet Hughes reports that he talked with President Eisenhower
at about 5 P.M. The President's conversation with Hughes is important
in that it gives a clear picture of the President's thinking at this
critical juncture in the decisional period. According to Hughes
Eisenhower said:
I've just finished writing an answer to an informative
cable from Eden this morning, saying | understand and even
sympathize with him on the problem he faces-~but just hope
he's figured out all the risks. . « . I'm not at all optim-
istic.e I1'™m afraid the British'll come out of this with more
loss of face._ What are they going to do~-fight the whole
Mos lem wor Id?3 '

In regard to the 1950 Tripartite Declaration Eisenhower stated:

| think that problem will take care of itself if the
Israeli stop fighting, and I'™m pretty sure they will, with

3Tpepartment of State Bulletin, XXXV (November 12, 1956), 749.

38New York Times, October 30, 1956, p. 1.

3%ughes, op. cit., p. 216.
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this ultimatum from the British. I'm quite confident that'l|
be over within 24 hours.

When aske: whether the United States would join Nasser against
the allies if the fighting did not stop, the President said:

Hell, | don't know where we'll be at. . . . You see,
London and Paris say now they regard the pledge as void because
of Nasser taking arms from the Russians. But that doesn't go
in my book. Nobody told me the pledge was void--and if it was,
why didn't they say so before this? Well, if the Israeli keep
on fighting, we'll be in a hell of a fix. And | suppose the
other two powers, Britain and France, don't support the Tripartite
Resolution, we would be justified in taking that into account in
not supporting it ourselves. « « . | don't know. . . . Maybe
we'll just have to get off the hook by talking about Russian
arms going to Cairo. I've just never seen great powers make
such a complete mess and botch of things. . . . Of course,
there's just nobody, in a war, {'d rather have fighting along-
side me than the British. . . . But this thing! My God!

Tuesday, October 30.--The President was in consultation most of

the day with Secretary Dulles. When news of the British and French
ultimatum to Egypt and Israel reached the White House the President sent
personal messages to Prime Minister Eden and Premier Mollet urging them
not to use force until the United Nations had an opportunity to act on
the crisis. Secretary Dulles called in the British Charge! d' Affaires,
J. E. Coulson, and expressed his "extreme displeasure™ about the failure
to try to concert British and United States policies in advance.42 A
statement issued by the White House regarding the ultimatum said in part:
The President expressed his earnest hope that the United
Nations Organization would be given full opportunity to settle

the items in the controversy by peaceful means instead of
forceful ones.

*01bid.
411bid., p. 217.

42New York Times, October 31, 1956, p. 1.
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This Government continues to believe that it is possible
by such peaceful means to secure a solution which would restore
the armistice conditions between Egypt and Israel, as well as
bring about a just settlement of the Suez Canal controversy.43
In the United Nations, the British and French vetoed two separate
proposals by the United States and the Soviet Union calling for a cease-

fire in Egypt.44
Wednesday, October 31.--This was the day on which the British

and French began their air attack on Egypt. The President met with
Dulles most of the day while they prepared Eisenhower's speech to be
given that evening over radio and television.® In New York the United
Nations Security Council called an emergency session of the General
Assembly to make recommendations on the actions undertaken against
Egypt.4®

Eisenhower delivered a 15 minute speech over radic and television
in the evening and pledged no United States involvement in the fighting
in €Egypt. He said the aim of the United States would be ™o do all
in its power to localize the fighting and to end the conflict.®™7 |p
his address the President pinned his major hope for ending the war on
the United Nations General Assembly. The United States statement made
on Monday, October 29, to come to the aid of those attacked under the

Tripartite Agreement of 1950 was not referred to in light of the fact

that Britain and France were now involved in the conflict.

43pepartment of State Bulletin, XXXV (November 12, 1956), 749.

44New York Times, October 31, 1956, p. 1.
45Beal, op. cit., p. 281.

46New York Times, November 1, 1956, p. 1.
471pid. 48)pid.
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Thursday, November 1.-~Top level discussions proceeded for most

of the day on the subject of what actions, if any, the United States
should take beyond the United Nations move. The National Security Council
met during the morning and Eisenhower conferred later with Dulles. There
was no indication from the discussions that the United States would do
anything in the way of coming to the aid of Egypt except through the
United Nations.

The President asked Dulles to go to the United Nations to present

the United States propasal for a cease-fire in Egypt. In his speech that
night at the United Nations Dulles said that the United States position
had been reappraised "in the highest quarters™ and despite the United States
ties with Britain, France, and Israel, we could not agree to the use of
force except in self-defense or with United Nations authorization.49
During the evening, in Philadelphia, the President delivered his
final speech of the campaign and touched on both the Hungarian and Suez
situations,

Friday, November 2.--Dulles met with the President and Under

Secretary of State Hoover after Dulles returned from New York just before
noon. From the meeting emerged an offer of $20,000,000 worth of food and
medical supplies to Hungary. Dulles, commenting on his conference with
the President, said they had discussed means of "following up®™ the United
Nations action on the Suez crisis. He indicated that "™the follow up would
be up to Mr. Hammarskjold®™ and that, while the question was Munder very

active consideration,® no decision had been reached.50

49ew York Times, November 2, 1956, p. 7.

50New York Times, November 3, 1956, p. 1.
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At the United Nations the United States resolution calling for
a cease-fire in Egypt was passed but no decision was reached in the
Security Council on a course of action to take in Hungary.51
Late in the evening Secretary Dulles was striken ill and taken
to Walter Reed Army Hospital where it was determined that he would have
52

to undergo surgery.

Saturday, November 3.--President Eisenhower conferred with

Secretary Dulles by telephone during the morning before the Secretary
was operated on at Walter Reed. During the day the President met with
Herbert Hoover, Jr. and other top-level advisors to discuss the Middle
East situation. After the meetings the White House issued a statement
which said:

The United States will today propose to the General
Assembly of the United Nations two additional resolutions
with respect to the critical Middle Eastern situation,

« o o The additional resolutions which will be presented
deal with the necessity of seeking promptly solutions to
basic problems which have given rise to the present conflict.

The first resolution will propose a new approach to the
settlement of major problems outstanding between the Arab
States and Israel « « «»

The second resolution will deal with means of finding a
solution to the Suez Canal controversy. It will seek the
earliest possible.opening of the canal and the working out
of permanent arrangements for the functioning of the canal.

The resolutions will be presented to the General Assembly
by Ambassador Henry Cabot Lodge, head of the United States
delegation.33

The tone of the resolutions presented indicated that the United

States appeared at this time to be taking a more moderate stand on the

51bid.

52}pid,

23pepartment of State Bulletin, XXXV (November 12, 1956), 749.
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Middle East controversy.>4

Sunday, November 4.--farly in the morning the Soviets moved new

forces into Hungary to crush the rebellion. At the United Nations the
General Assembly voted for an investigatfon of the Hungarian situation.

President Eisenhower conferred with top-level advisers and
released the following statement:

| met today with the Secretary of State at Walter Reed
Hospital and later with the Acting Secretary of State, some
of his staff, the Director of the Central Intelligence Agency,
and some of his staff to discuss the ways and means avail-
able to the United States which would resuit in:

1. Withdrawal of Soviet troops from Hungary.

2. Achieve for Hungary its own right of self-

determination in the choice of its own government.

| have sent an urgent message to Premier Bulganin on these

points.o5

Eisenhower's message to Bulganin read in part:
| have noted with profound distress the reports which
have reach~d me today from Hungary. . . «
| urge in the name of humanity and in the cause of
peace that the Soviet Union take action to withdraw Soviet
forces from Hungary immediately. . . .26
The President, in his statement on Hungary, also discussed the
Middle East and noted that ™there was a . . . thorough review of the
Middle East situation and the measures . . . under way in the United
Nations to restore peace in that area and lay the groundwork for construc-

tive solutions to its problems."57

Monday, November 5.~-The United Nations voted to create an inter-

national United Nations Command Force to supervise the cessation of

S4New York Times, November 4, 1956, p. 1.

551bid., p. 1080.

56|bid., p. 1080.
57New York Times, November 5, 1956, p. 1.




64

hostilities in the Middle East. Britain and France announced they would
institute a cease-fire after the acceptance of the police force proposal
by Eqypt and lsrael. Egypt appealed to all nations to send arms and
volunteers to repel the British, French and Israeli forces. The Soviets
responded with the offer of ®volunteers™ and the United States warned the
Soviet Union that it would oppose any effort by them to intervene in the
Middle East. Ambassador Lodge again derounced Soviet suppression of the

Hungarian liberation movement.58

President Eisenhower held conferences with his staff and advisors

during the day and Secretary Dulles called Herbert Hoover, Jr., to his

bedside at 'i-'ter Reed for briefings on the Middle East situation.59

Tuesoa,, November &.--The President conferred with Herbert Hoover,

Jr., and Alien W. Dulies during the morning and then journeyed to his home
at Gettysburg to vote. He returned to Washington for more talks in the

afternoon and conferred with Secretary Dulles by telephone.60

During the afternoon the British and French announced the acceptance
of the United Nations cease-fire proposal and Egypt withdrew her appeal for

"volunteers."61

Wednesday, November 7.--During the marning President Eisenhower

conferred with Herbert Hoover, Jr., and with Secretary Dulles at Walter
Reed Hospital. In the afternoon a conference was held with Admiral Radford

and Secretary of Defense Wilson. The President sent a personal message to
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Premier Ben Gurion of Israel appealing to him to withdraw Israeli forces

from Egypt.62

By November 7 the decisional period was over in so far as this
study is concerned. The British and French acceptance of the cease-fire
proposal and the Soviet victory in Hungary represented the turning points

in the decisional period and the end of the crises.

62New York Times, November 8, 1956, p. 1.




CHAPTER V
THE BASIC DETERMINANTS OF DECISION MAKING:

EISENHOWER AND DULLES

In order to analyze the decisions made by Eisenhower and his
advisers relative to the Hungarian and Suez crises an attempt will be
made here to categorize the basic determinants of competence, motivation,
and information-communications and relate these to the top-level decision-
makers.,

Since it is evident from the data available on the period in
question that Eisenhower and Dullies were the key decision;makers in the
Hungarian and Suez decisional unit, they will be represented as the key
Mactors™ in the situation.

First the general pattern of competence, motivation and inform-
ation - communications of Eisenhower and Dulles will be established.

Then an analysis of the decisions themselves will be made by adapting
the factual propositions on the behaviors and activities of the two men

as implied in the variables.

Sphere of Competence: Eisenhower
The sphere of competence or organizational role of President
Eisenhower was based in large part on his experiences as an Army officer.

He came to the White House with a military man's view of organization

66
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and administration. As a result of his many years in the armed forces
he quite naturally embraced the concept of a staff organization which

1 One

resembled the type of system with which he had worked for so long.
of the President's first steps after taking office was to create the
position of Staff Secretary. This job he gave to the late General Carroll.
He then appointed Sherman Adams to the post of Special Assistant to the
President and thereafter frequently referred to him as ®my chief of staff.n?
Eisenhower's staff system, in which were spelled out all the functions and
responsibilities of each individual, provided for a fixed order and sequence
of procedures from the President down. Within the staff itself there was
more formality, both in working procedures and personal contacts than had
been true in the Truman Administration where no set pattern had been
established.>

The departmentalization and specialization of roles which Eisenhower
created in his staff organization provided for routine assignment of functions
and decisions. With the type of organization which evolved Eisenhower was
left free to concentrate his energy where he believed it was most needed--
with the important issues that required Presidential decisions. The Presi-
dent did not look upon this as an abdication of his authority but rather as
a sharing of this authority with the men around him. This approach reflected

the President's basic attitude towards government. He believed that the

democratic process provided for a diffusion of power and, because of this

IMerriman Smith, Meet Mister Eisenhower (New York: Harper and
Brothers, 1955), p. 124.

2ypid.

3New York Times, March 16, 1963, p. 6.
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conception, he did not want to be the final arbiter of policy. While he
did not want major decisions to be taken out of his hands entirely, he
did refuse to use his power arbitrarily. Merlo Pusey, President Eisen-
hower's biographer, commenting on this aspect of the President's character
noted that,

o o « While the President loves system, he is not a one-

man show by either nature or by training; rather, he operated
as a sort of supercaptain of many interlocking teams. Instead
of brilliant improvisation, he believes in good organization,
through staff work and an orderly play of many minds upon every
important issue before it is resolved.

President Eisenhower's personal conception of his job gives a hint
as to his sphere of competence. The President regarded his job as consist-
ing of four distinct parts: 1) Chief of state; 2) Head of government;

3) Ceremonial chief of state; and 4) Head of political party. The role
which is most important in this study, that of Chief of State, President
Eisenhower defined as, "largely concerned with foreign affairs policy,
which the President determines and turns over to the Secretary of State
for execution."® These concepts of his role were embodied in his Mstafft
and "team" concept of organization and displayed by his close adherence
to the spirit and the letter of the Constitution.

Eisenhower, unlike some Presidents who have bypassed their Cabinets,
relied heavily on his to assume full responsibility for the offices they
held.? From the beginning of his Administration Eisenhower regarded the

Cabinet and the National Security Council as bodies for candid discussion

and debate.8 His unprecedented Cabinet meeting at the Commodore Hotel in

5|bid., p. 87. Ssmith, op. cit., p. 298.

7John M. Brown, Through These Men (New York: Harper and Brothers,
1956), p. 98.

8Robert J. Donovan, Eisenhower: The Inside Story (New York:
Harper and Brothers, 1956), p. 98.
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New York City, on January 12, 1953, before his inauguration, was a preview
of the reliance he was to place on his Cabinet. At this meeting the
President-elect read a draft of his inaugural speech to his newly appointed
Cabinet in order that they might criticize and, if necessary, make needed
changes to it.9
Eisenhower's relations with Congress followed the traditionalist's
conception of the separation of powers. He brought with him to the
Presidency a genuine respect for Cbngress and its Constitutional role.10
In addition, Eisenhower undoubtedly had a bipartisan point of view regarding
politics which may have been engendered in part by the aura of charisma
with which, some say, the public had endowed him in the 1952 elections,!]
He wanted very much to carry this bipartisanship over into his relations
with Congress - a desire which was largely fulfilled in the field of
foreign affairs during his first four years. His campaign speech in
Convention Hall, Philadelphia on November 1, 1956, reflected President
Eisenhower's image of himself as being Mabove™ politics when he said,
« « « now though | am a party member, before all else | am

your President -~ responsible not to Republicans or to Democrats,

but to all Americans. And | believe it is fitting - in this,

my final address of this political campaign - to speak to you

in this role and this spirit.s | speak to you of the faith and

convictions that have guided me - and this Administration - in
these past four years. . . .12

%ibide, p. 2.
10bid., p. 83.

11 )ames €. Davies, 'Charisma in the 1952 Campaign,® The American
Political Science Review, XLViI|I (December, 1954), 1083.

12npddress in Convention Hall, Philadelphia, Pa., November 1,
1956, by President Eisenhower,™ Public Papers of the Presidents, 1956,
op. cit., p. 1066.
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Motivation: Eisenhower

A study of the motivational factors and their relevance to the
decisions made by President Eisenhower leads the researcher immediately
and irrevocably to the paramount motive of the President - that of bringing
peace to the world. Pusey aptly described this trait when he wrote:

It may be truly said of Eisenhower that he is a man of

peace by instinct, training, conviction, and experience. He
refuses to regard any people as an enemy. He looks upon war
as the greatest catastrophe, other than the loss of freedom,
that can befall any country. Consequently, he refuses to use
war as an instrument of policy, except as a last {gsort to
save our way of life from threatened destruction.

President Eisenhower's actions as well as his public statements
from his inauguration up to the time of the Hungarian and Suez crises
reflected the genuine and sincere interest in peace of the military man
who has seen the horrors of war. His conclusion of the Armistice in
Korea, his Atoms-for-Peace program, his support of the Geneva conferences
and of disarmament, as well as his Open-Skies plan for effective control
of disarmament, and his actions regarding Quemoy and Matsu all bespoke
his deep conviction that peace could be brought to the world.14 A study
of the President's public statements leads one to the same conclusion
regarding his desire for peace.

In his Inaugural Address delivered in Washington, on January 20,
1953, the President said:

In pleading our just'cause before the bar of history and

in pressing our labor for world peace, we shall be guided by

certain fixed principles.
e « o Honoring the identity and the special heritage of

13pysey, op. cit., p. 86.

149 jver Benson, Mhe Foreign Policy of the Eisenhower Admin-
istration,™ in The McNeese Review, VII| (Spring, 1955), 19.
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each nation in the world, we shall never use our strength to
try to impress upon another people our own cherished politica:
and economic institutions. ‘

.« « o Appreciating that economic need, military security,
and political wisdom combine to suggest regional groupings
of free peoples, we hope, within the framework of the United
Nations, to help strengthen such special bonds the world over.
The nature of these ties must vary with the di fferent problems
of different areas.

« « o Abhorring war as a chosen way to balk the purposes
of those who threaten us, we hold it to be the first task of
statesmanship to develop the strength that will deter the
forces of aggression and promote the conditions for peace.
For, as it must be the supreme purpose of all free men, so
it must be the dedication of their leaders, to save humanity
from preying upon itself.

e « o Respecting the United Nations as the living sign
of all people's hope for peace, we shall strive to make it not
merely an eloquent symbol but an effective force. And in our
guest for an honorable peace, we shall neither compromise, nor
tire, nor ever cease. . . 15

In an address before the General Assembly of the United Nations
in December, 1953, President Eisenhower voiced his convictions regarding
the peaceful settlement of differences between nations when he said:

Never before in history has so much hope for so many people
been gathered together in a single organization. Your deliber-
ations and decisions during these somber years have already
realized part of those hopes.

But the great tests and the great accomplishments still lie
ahead. And in the confident expectation of those accomplish-
ments, | would use the office which for the time being, I hold,
to assure you that the Government of the United States will
remain steadfast in its support of this body. This we shall
do in the conviction that you will provide a great share of
the wisdom, the courage, and the faith which can bring to this
world lasting peace for all nations, and happiness and well
being for all men.

e« o« « My country's purpose is to help us move out of the
dark chamber of horrors into the light, to find a way by which

15pwight D. Eisenhower, MInaugural Address, January 20, 1953,"
Peace With Justice (New York: Columbia University Press, 1961),

p. 30.
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the minds of men, the hopes of men, the souls of men every-
where can move forward toward peace and happiness and wel |
being.

Throughout the statements made by President Eisenhower we find
this sincere desire for peace with justice. He was convinced that the
only hope for a complete and lasting peace was based on justice through
the instrument of the United Nations organization. His basic policy
kejectedtthe use of force to bring about peace and therefore he advocated
that the settiement of contraoversies between nations be accomplished
through the United Nations. President Eisenhower believed that, ™the
United States was strong because its government was founded on a deeply-
felt religious faith "7 He repeatedly expressed the belief that the
foundation of a durable peace had to be strong moral values based on

resolute faith.

In an address to the American Jewish Tercentenary in 1954 the

President reiterated these convictions:

The pursuit of peace is at once our religious obligation
and our national policy. Peace in freedom where all men dwell
in security is the ideal toward which our foreign policy is
directed.

Our nation, because of its productivity and power, both
existing and potential, holds a prime responsibility for maintain-
ing peace.

The following avenues must be trod as we make our way toward
our peaceful goal.

First, we must tirelessly seek, through the United Nations
and through every other avenue open to us, every means to estab-
lish the conditions for an honorable peace.

Second, we must promote the unity and collective strength
of other free peoples.

Third, we must maintain enough military strength to deter
aggression and so promote peace.

1®1pbid., pp. 54-59.

17smith, op. cit., p. 220.
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Let us then, each of us, resolve anew that we shall
strive for peace with all our hearts and minds. From country
seat to the conference table among nations; let us talk for
peace from the classroom to the Congressional hall.

Peace was the theme again at an address at the Annual Luncheon
of the Associated Press in New York on April 25, 1955, when the President
said:

Two great American objectives are mountain peaks that
tower above the foothills of lesser goals. One is global
peace based on justice, mutual respect and co-operative
partnership among nations. The other is an expanding economy
whose benefits, widely shared among all our citizens, will
make us even better able to co-operate with other friendly
nations in their economic advancement and our common
prosperity.

The principle objective of our foreign policy, therefore,
as we search for peace, is the construction of the strongest
possible coalition among free nations. The coalition must
possess spiritual, intellectual, and material strength.19

President Eisenhower's reliance on the United Nations as the
instrument through which world peace could be athieved was reaffirmed
in an address at the Tenth Anniversary Meeting of that organization in

San Francisco on June 20, 1955:

| am privileged to bring you a special message from the
Congress of the United States. Last week the Congress unani-
mously adopted a resolution requesting me to express to all
of you here, on behalf of the people of the United States, our
deep desire for peace and our hope that all nations will join
with us in a renewed effort for peace.

e o« o It seems fitting that |, today, speak principally
in terms of my country's unswerving loyalty to the United
Nations and of“the reasons for our tireless support of it.

So, with the birthday congratulations | bring, | reaffirm
to you the support of the Government of the United States
in the purposes and aims of the United Nations, and in the
hopes that inspired its founders.

18peace With Justice, op. cit., pp. 80-90.

191bid., pp. 102-103.
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| can solemnly pledge to you here, and to all the men and
women of the world who may hear or read my words, that those
who represent the United States, will strive to be thus loyal,
thus dedicated. For us of the United States, there is no
alternative, because our devetion to the United Nations Charter
is the outgrowth of a faith deeply rooted in our cultural,
political, and spiritual traditions.

We shall work with all others - especially through this
great organization, the United Nations, so that peaceful and
reasonable negotiations may replace the clash of the battle-
fielde In this way we can in time make unnecessary the vast
armaments that, even when maintained only for security, still
terrify the world with their devastating potential and tax
unbearably the creative energies of men.20

Again, at the Geneva Conference in July, 1955, the President

reaffirmed his hopes for peace saying:

We cannot expect here, in the few hours of a few days, to solve
all the problems of the world that need to be solved. Nevertheless,
we can, perhaps, create a new spirit that will make possible
future solutions of problems which are within our responsibil-
ities. And equally important we can try to take here and now
at Geneva the first steps on a new road to a just and durable

peace.
+ « o there is the problem of respecting the right of people
to choose the form of government under which they will live; and

of restoring sovereign rights and self-government to those who
have been deprived of them. The American people feel strongly
that certain peoples of Eastern Europe, many with a long and
proud record of national existence, have not yet been given the
benefit of this pledge of our United Naﬁ{ons wartime decoration,
reinforced by other wartime agreements.

Peace with justice and a rejection of the use of force was a part
of President Eisenhower's State of the Union Message in January, 1956,
when he said:

Our world policy and our actions are dedicated ta the
achievement of peace with justice for all nations.

20pepartment of State Bulletin, XXXI11 (July 4, 1955), 3-6.

21nstatement at the Geneva Big-Four Conference, July 18, 1955,"
Eisenhower, Peace With Justice, op. Cit., pp. 123-124.
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The sum of our international effort should be thiss:
the waging of peace, with as much resourcefulness, with
as great a sense of dedication and urgency, as we have ever
mustered in defense of our country in time of war. In this
effort our weapon is not force. . . .22

His speech opening the 1956 Presidential campaign for re-election,
delivered over radio and television, on September 19, 1956 was also on
the subject of peace:

« « » | want to talk of one word - and of many things.
The word is Peace, and the many things are its many and
momentous meanings.

« « o« we face, in these days another grave crisis
concerning the Suez Canal. We have spoken with care and
restraint. We cannot yet know whether the issue can be
settled with justice and fairness to all. But we can know
that the world will know that America has spared no effort
to save peace.23

In his speech of November 1, 1956, Eisenhower, referring to the
Suez invasion and the Hungarian uprising, said:

I, as your President, am proud--and | trust you are
proud-~that the United States declared itself against the
use of force in, not one, but both cases.

And now, a few words about the principles that we have
followed in making particular decisions.

First, we cannot and will not condone armed aggression--
no matter who the attacker, and no matter who the victim,

We cannot-—-in the world, any more than in our own nation--
subscribe to one law for the weak, another law for the strong;
one law for those opposing us, another for those allied with us.

There can be only one law or there will be no peace. . . 24

While it is fairly simple to establish Eisenhower's motivation
in regard to peace, justice and the United Nations, it is very difficult

to define his attitude regarding the election in progress at the time

22ugtate of the Union Message Delivered to the Congress of the
United States, January 5, 1956," Public Papers of the Presidents, 1956,
op. cit., pp. 4-9.

23ngpening Speech of the 1956 Presidential Campaign, September 19,
1956," Public Papers of the Presidents, 1956, op. cit., pp. 779-784.

24maddress by President Eisenhower in Convention Hall, Philadelphia,
November 1, 1956," Public Papers of the Presidents, 1956, op. cit., p. 1071.
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of the Hungarian and Suez crises. On the one hand, it would seem
logical to assume that election-year exigencies and public opinion
might have had a ﬁearing upon his decision. This contention is based
on the assumption that so long as the possibility of re-election exists,
it is doubtful that a politician will commit what amounts to political
suicide by ignoring the domestic political "facts of life."2> 0On the
other hand, however, it is also logical to assume, in light of Eisenhower's
public utterances placing himself ™above® politics, that he acted in
accord with his own basic convictions and that any influence the election
may have had was secondary.

Therefore, it appears that arguments can be posed for both propos-
itions; 1) that Eisenhower exploited an international crisis to strengthen
his domestic political position, and 2) he conducted his foreign policy
in spite of the Presidential campaign.

It is of course impossible, lacking a definitive statement from
Eisenhower himself, to determine which hypothesis is the correct one.
Needless to say, such uncertainty in the case of motivation is one of the
major deficiencies inherent in studies such as the present one. The most
the researcher can do is to make a thorough empiriEal study and then make
a value judgment based on his findings. With this qualification then, it

. must be concluded that politics was not part of Eisenhower's motivation

25The political "facts of life" in this case had to do with the
Republican Party and their efforts to run Eisenhower and Nixon on a
platform of "Peace and Prosperity®™ to demonstrate to the American ‘people
that the United States was a better place in which to live after four
years of Republican leadership. Consequently, the Republicans were more
than eager to settle the Suez dispute and not become embroiled in the
Hungarian situation since such an international state of affairs would
have upset the American voters and would have served to denigrate the
Republican's peace and prosperity program.



77

and if the Presidentiél election campaign and public opinion affected
Eisenhower's decision, the effect was to invigorate the pursuit of a
policy which would have evolved even in the absence of a political domestic
campaign.

It is possible from the study up to this point to state several
general characteristics of Eisenhower which are relevant to an analysis
of his foreign policy decisions; first, he rejected force as an instrument
of foreign policy; second, he placed a great deal of reliance upon the
United Nations as the means for obtaining peace; third, he denounced aggres-—
sion; fourth, he considered himself Mabove'™ politics; and fifth, he placed

the objectives of peace and justice above all else, save freedom.

Information-Communications: Eisenhower

In the field of information-communications several observations
concerning President Eisenhower's methods of keeping informed on foreign
affairs are relevant to this study.

President Eisenhower relied heavily on his staff to bring his
attention to important matters.2® Soon after taking office the President
created the position of Special Assistant to the President for National
Security Affairs and this assistant became the President's chief liaison
with the National Security Council. Rather than sit in on daily National
Security Council meetings the President relied on daily briefings on the
Council's activities from his staff man.2’ These briefings, along with a

daily roundup of significant world developments which came to him from

26smith, op. Cit., p. 126.

27Donovan, op. cit., p. 69.
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the Central Intelligence Agency, and a digest of news dispatches, columns
and editorial opinion prepared by the government information services,
constituted the major sources of foreign affairs information for the
President.28 President Eisenhower preferred to have his reports reduced
to single page memoranda which he could deal with guickly. Usually he
had his advisors report in person in order that he could acquire additional
information if necessary. To save time the President often consulted with
Congressmen, Cabinet members and his advisers by telephone.29 It is also
relevant to note that Eisenhower was a rather haphazard reader of the

daily newspapers and liked his staff to point out important articles that

he should read.30

Eisenhower relied on the "hard®™ inteiligence data furnished by the
traditional sources of the Executive department: the Central Intelligence
Agency, the intelligence organizations of the State Department - which
included embassies - the Department of Defense, the Atomic Energy Commission,

and the Federal Bureau of lnvestigation.31

In general it seems that Eisenhower's creation of a staff organ-
ization resulted in a communication-information pattern usually associated
with the military services, i.e., one where the commander-in-chief relies
almost entirely on his subordinates to provide him with information through

a compiicated ™chain of command.™ The situation which evolved as a result

28smith, op. Cit., p. 127.
29%uysey, op. cit., p. 86.
30smith, op. cit., p. 126.

314, F. Haviland, The Formulation and Administration of United
States Foreign Policy (Washington: The Brookings Institution, 1960),
“p. 92,
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of this pattern of information-communication became significant at the
time of the Hungarian and Suez crises and will be dealt with in more

detail later.

Sphere of Competence: Dulles

Turning now to an examination of the organizational role of
Secretary of State John Foster Dulles a quotation from J. R. Beal's
biography of Mr. Dulles seems appropriate:

John Foster Dulles took office with a mind sharply

focused and a record of having been thinking, writing, and
speaking continuously, consistently and imaginatively about
the problems faced by the United States in international
relatiors since 1907 when, as a Princeton junior, 19 years
old, he accompanied his grandfather to a world peace confer-
ence at the Hague.32

Perhaps as a result of his many years of experience in foreign
affairs or because of President Eisenhower's attempt to delegate to his
subordinates a large measure of authority, Secretary Dulles considered
himself a one-man Department of State. He tended to rely more on his
own judgment than on the advice of his staff33 and divorced himself from
the day-by-day operations of policy formation and execution. Hans
Morgenthau has noted that Dulles "shut himself off from the regular
" channels of departmental information and advice bu17 kept a monopoly

on major policy decisions and took an unprecedenteﬂly large part in

certain phases of their execution. . . 34

3ZBeal, op. cit., p. 16.

33¢, L. Sulzberger, What's Wrong With United States Fbreign
Policy, (New York: Harcourt, Brace and Company, 1959), p. 46.

344ans J. Morgenthau, ™What the President and Mr. Dulles Don't
Know, ' New Republic, CXXXV (December 17, 1956), 16.
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Joseph Harsch, writing of Dullest! abhorrence of the bureaucratic
State Department structure, notes that shortly before taking office as
Secretary of State, Dulles expressed a wish that he might have an 'ivory
tower' office off in some aobscure corner of the White House where he could
just "think about foreign policy, and not have any formal connection with
the vast, complex, heirarchical structure of the Department of State.m35

Actually, Dulles wanted the job of executive director of the
National Security Council rather than that of Secretary of State because
he reasoned that he could devote his time to foreign policy instead of
administration. However, when it was pointed out to him that he had no
assurance of being able to influence policy effectively without risking
major conflict with whomever was named Secretary of State, together with
the fact that the prestige of the Secretary of State's post would make
the world listen when he spoke, he decided to take the job.36

Secretary Dulles! conception of a one-man Department of State was
reflected in his personal diplomacy.policy. He was considered the most
traveled Secretary of State as a result of his attempts to carry out the
foreign policy of the United States on a personal contact basis.>’ It
was often said that Dulles Mcarried the foreign poilicies of the United
States around in his coat pocket,"38 and as a result, the secondary offic-

ials in the Department of State tended to become merely executors of his

35Joseph C. Harsch, ™John Foster Dulles,™ Harper's, CCXI ||
(September, 1956), 29.

36Beal, op. cit., p. 136.

37Henry M. Wriston, "The Secretary of State Abroad,™ Foreign
Affairs, XXXIV (July, 1956), 531.

38Harsch, op. cit., p. 29.
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policy. With this dimunition of authority the rank of ambassador became
one of decreasing importance.

Dulles, who had been a lawyer for many years, came to the State
Department with the lawyer's eye and the lawyer's tools for the formation
and manipulation of foreign policy.39 The technique of making a case for
a client was carried over into his conduct of American diplomacy. As each
situation arose it was treated as a case and dealt with as a legal case
would be. The lawyer's particular opposition to long-range planning was
an integral part of this case method because once a particular case had
been dealt with it was considered over. Treating such situations as cases
precluded the necessity of looking into their antecedents or planning for
future contingencies once the case was finished.40

This examination of Dulles' sphere of competence, though brief,
will be particularly relevant later in this study when an analysis of the

Hungarian and Suez decisions is made.

Motivation: Dulles

The prime motive underlying Secretary Dulles! actions as President
Eisenhower's chief Cabinet member was, it seems, a firm conviction that
peace could be brought to the world if the United States identified ifself,
by moral persuasion, with the universal longing for peace. Secretary Dulles
evidently had a genuine conviction that the Soviet menace was the greatest

peril that the United States faced in its guest for this Ieace.41

39%bid., p. 28.

40Morgenthau, op. cit., p. 17.

41John W. Spanier, American Foreign Policy Since World War I,
(New York: F. A. Praeger, 1960), p. 100.
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Dulles once said, ™| want to make my life count for something
in the world for Peace,"2 and one of his basic beliefs seemed to have
been that the door should always be left open for peaceful change. For
it was only through such peaceful change that the legitimate aspirations
for freedom and self-government could be realized throughout the worid.
While it may be true that Dulles' methods for achieving this peace which
he desired may at times have seemed paradpxical, viz. his policy of
"brinkmanship,™ he was convinced that the only way to achieve lasting
peace was by "drawing a line so clearly that the enemy would be left in
no doubt as to what would happen if he crossed it.m3 He believed that
by going to the "brink of war the United States would be able to deter
aggression.“44

Dulles renounced the use of force to achieve peace unless such
force were needed to prevent aggression. This idea was a thread with
which many of his public statements were tailored:

A first phase of our quest for peace must be to restore

our moral influence . . . the United States must make it

clear, clear beyond a doubt, that it has no thought of using
economic or military might to impose on others its particular

way of life, 4
And again:

| believe that the United States should adopt every honor-
able course to avoid engagement in war. Indeed, | have devoted
my whole life to the pursuit of a just and durable peace. |
believe however, that there are basic moral values and vital
interests, for which we stand, and that the surest way to avoid war
is to let it be known in advance that we are prepared to defend
these principles, if need be by life itself.

This policy of seeking to prevent war by preventing miscal-
culation of a potential aggressor is not a personal policy . . .

42peane and David Heller, John Foster Dulles: Soldier for Peace,
(New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1960), P. 32.
43spanier, op. cit., p. 104. “bid.

4SHeller, op. cit., p. 120.
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it is a national policy.
My views with respect to peace have been made known on
many, many 0CCasiOnNS. « . .46

Dulles reiterated these convictions in an article he wrote for

Foreign Affairs in April, 1954,

The heart of the problem ZEf peacg7iis how to deter attack.
This, we believe requires that a potential aggressor be left
in no doubt that he would be certain to suffer damage outweighing
any possible gains from aggression.

Our national purpose is not merely to survive in a world
fraught with appalling danger. We want to end this era of danger.
We shall not achieve that result merely by developing a vast
military establishment. That serves merely to defend us and to
deter attack. . . .

The way to end the peril peacefully is to demonstrate that
freedom produces not merely guns, but the spiritual, intellectual
and material richness that all men want.47

Like President Eisenhower, Secretary Dulles rejected force as an
instrument to achieve peace and relied more on the United Nations and law
to settle controversies. Speaking from the White House over radio and
television regarding the Suez controversy he said:

« « o it is inadmissible that a waterway internationalized
by treaty, which is required for the livelihood of a score of
more of nations, should be exploited by one country for purely
selfish purposes.

To permit this to go unchallenged would be to encourage
a breakdown of the international fabric upon which the security
and the well being of all peoples depend.

Now there were some people who counseled :mmed:ate forcible
action by the governments which felt themselves most directly
affected. This, however, would have been contrary to the
principles of the United Nations Charter and would undoubtedly
have led to widespread violence endangering the peace of the
world.

| believe . . . that most people pay decent respect for
the opinions of mankind when they are soberly, carefully, and
deliberately formulated. And because | believe that, | am
confident that out of this conference there will come a judgment

461hid., p. 321,

47 John Foster Dulles, "Policy for Security and Peace,"™ Foreign
Affairs, XXXI1 (April, 1954), 357.
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df'such moral force that we can be confident that the Suez

Canal will go on, as it has for the last one hundred years, for
the years in the future to serve in peace the interests of
mankind.

In his speech to the United Nations General Assembly at the time
of the British-French invasion of Suez Secretary Dulles again expressed
his faith in peaceful processes and denounced the use of force:

| doubt that any delegate ever spoke from this forum with as
heavy a heart as | have brought here tonight. We speak of a
matter of vital importance, where the United States finds itself
unable to agree with three nations with whom it has ties, deep
friendship, admiration, and respect, and two of whom constitute
our oldest, most trusted and reliable allies.

The fact that we differ with such friends has led us to
reconsider and re-evaluate our position with the utmost care,
and that has been done at the highest levels of our Government.
Even after the evaluation we find ourselves still in disagree-
mente o« o &

We are not blind, Mr. President to the fact that what has
happened in the last two or three days comes out of a murky
background. But we have come to the conclusion that these
provocations, serious as they are, cannot justify the resort
to armed force which has occurred within the last two or three
days and which is still going on tonight. . . .

e o o« Mr. President and fellow delegates, there seemed to
be peaceful processes that were at work and which, as | say,
had not yet, it seemed to us at least, run their course. And
while, Mr. President, | would be the last to say that there never
can be circumstances where resort to force may not be employed -
and certainly there can be resort to force for defensive purposes
under Article 51 - it seems to us that, under the circumstances
which | described, the resort to force, the violent armed attack
by three of our members upon a fourth, cannot be treated as
other than a grave error, inconsistent with the principles and
purposes of the Charter and one which if persisted in would
gravely undermine our Charter and undermine this organization.49

Perhaps the best summation of Secretary Dulles! motives come from

48nRadio-Television Address by John Foster Dulles from Washington,
D. C., August 3, 1956, Department of State Bulletin, XXXV (August 13,
1956), 260-261.

49"Speech to the United Nations General Assembly by John Foster
Dulles, November 1, 1956, Department of State Bulletin, XXXV (November
12, 1956), 751-755.
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his biographer J. R. Beal who wrote, fJohn Foster Dulles was a peacemaker
at heart and he sought actively to apply the virtue and the might of the

giant world power in a quest for durable peace."5°

Information - Communications: Dulles

The information-communications structure which evolved in the
State Department during Secretary of State Dulles® tenure of office
reflected his personal approach to foreign affairs.o!

His repeated absences from his post for travel abroad had an
adverse effect upon the communication-information pattern in that it
led to a “diffusion of powers“52 within the State Department and, as
a result, communications upward largely broke down. The fact that
Secretary Dulles evidently believed that he had little need of expert
advice led him to be cut off from such advice by his staff.53 A good
example of this was his reduction of the functions of the Policy Planning
Staff, which was supposed to plan for future contingencies. This staff--
set up by Dean Acheson during the Truman Administration--fell into disuse
and did not even have a position paper drafted for the likely event that
Egypt might seize control of the Suez Canal.%4

An important need regarding intelligence--that of servicing the

20geal, op. cit., p. 322.
51Benson, op. cit., p. 17,
>2Wriston, op. Cit., p. 531.

53william H. Hale, ™The Lonliest Man in Washington,™ Reporter
XV (October 18, 1956), 11-16.

54sulzberger, op. Cit., p. 46.
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decision-makers with comprehensive and sustained long-range analyses
of future contingencies~-was not fulfilled as a result of Dulles!
apparent disdain for advice. The deterioration of this essential link
in the foreign policy process became quite evident at the time of the
Hungarian and Suez crises.>> President Eisenhower learned during those
twin crises that the machinery for liong-range United States policy planning
lacked depth in the planning staff. Secretary Dulles' hospitalization at
the height of the Suez crisis dramatically pointed up the fact that the
State Department was a one-man agency. Dulles! downgrading of the role
of his ambassadors by his personal diplomacy also caused this critical
link in the foreign policy chain to break down. His ambassadors—-who
should have been his eyes, ears, and voice in foreign countries, and the
primary source of information and intelligence~-~were so stripped of prestige
that they delivered haphazard and fragmentary reports from their posts.56

Another consequence of Dulles! absences was the transformation of
the top echelons of his Department into a collective leadership with the
resultant haphazard administration. His attempts at bipartisanship, as
evidenced by his appointment of members of the Democratic Party to posts
in the State Department had a divisive effect upon the State Department
staff. Those members of the Department who were Democrats naturally did
not see eye;to-eye with the Republicans and the radical differences resulted
in a "hodgepodge of different policies and debilitated the whole formation."57

While the pattern of necessary communications and information in

S5Haviland, op. cit., p. 97.
561bid., p. 110.

57Morgenthau, op. cit., p. 17.
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the State Department did not break down completely during Secretary
Dulles' tenure, the fact that the United States was caught almost
completely by surprise by both the Hungarian uprising and the invasion

of Suez certainly is fndicative that all was not as it should have been,



CHAPTER VI

THE ANALYSIS OF THE HUNGARIAN - SUEZ DECISIONS

The first step in analyzing the decisions that were made in regard
to Hungary and Suez will be to state several general empirical character-

istics of the decisions and to suggest possible alternative courses of

action.
Characteristics of the Hungary and Suez Decisions
1. These decisions were what can be termed M"crisis™ decisions
in that the eventual outcome could have been World War |il.

2. The decisional period was of relatively short duration.
While, in the case of Hungary, several days elapsed after the initial
uprising before it became apparent what course of action the United States
would take, the initial statements of President Eisenhower indicated that
the United Nations would be utilized.! In the case of the Suez invasion
the decision as to what action the United States would take was made almost
immediately after the British and French invasion.

3. The decision relative to the Hungarian uprising had a certain
amount of influence on the Suez decision in that Eisenhower had already

condemned the Soviets for their military intervention in Hungary and he

1See Chapter 1V, above.
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felt that, morally, he could not do anything but denounce the British

and French actions as well.

5. The decisions in both cases were unprogramed. From the data
studied it is evident that no firm course of action had been formulated
before the necessity for the decisions was thrust upon the decision-

makers.

Alternative Responses

While it has not been possible to obtain information relating to
the alternative courses of action which the decision-makers might have
perceived and considered, a set of alternative solutions is hypothesized
here to show how they might have been ruled out by the determinants of
decision-making under study. What probably happened in the decisional
process was that a single course of action evolved from the definition
of the situation and then this response was subjected to a critical
scrutiny in the context of values and outcomes rather than in comparison
wifh other alternatives.2

There were at least five courses of action or alternative decisions
which were available to the decision-makers in both situations:

In Hungary; a) The situation could have been disregarded

entirely.
b) Indirect military intervention in the form
of M™volunteers®™ and supplies.

c) Direct military intervention to aid the

insurgents.

2Snyder suggests this as being the case in the Korea decision and
it would seem applicable here also. See Snyder, op. cit., p. 247.
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d) A referrdl of the situation to the United Nations.
e) An offer to the Soviets to pull United States
forces out of Western Europe in return for a
Soviet withdrawal from East Europe.

In Egypt;

a) The situation could have been disregarded.

b) Indirect military action in the form of

volunteers.m

c) Direct military intervention on the side of Egypt.

d) Support of the British and French.

e) A referral of the situation to the United Nations.

It is evident that some of the alternative courses of action which
have been suggested can be dispensed with out-of-hand as being incompatible
with United States' interests in respect to the world situation at the
time. However, some of the alternatives which on the surface appear entirely
unrealistic, may have had some merit. For example, Richard Lowenthal

writing in the New Republic3 contended that the offer to match Soviet

withdrawal from Eastern Europe by American withdrawal from Western Europe
would have given encouragement to the freedom movements in the Soviet
satellites, added to the calculations of the Soviets, and could have been
the one consideration which might have induced them to capitulate. Such
contentions are of course academic questions at this time but they do fit
into this scheme inasmuch as they make it possible to indicate how such
courses of action were raled out by the sum of the motives+perceptiont

information, and therefore point to the logical decision when given

3Richard Lowenthal, ™Hungary - Were We Helpless?® The New
Republic, CXXXV (November 26, 1956), 10~15.



9N

these variables.

Major Characteristics: Eisenhower

The next step in analyzing the decisions that were made will be
the listing of the major characteristics of President Eisenhower and
Secretary Dulles which are relevant to the decisions under study. These
characteristics are inferred from the data already set forth under the
heading of "determinants of decision-making.™ |t is contended that the
sum of these variables resulted in the decisions that were made.
Therefore, certain hypotheses will be drawn from each characteristic to
be applied to the explanation of the decisions.

Characteristic 1. He placed a great deal of reliance on his
Cabinet--especially his Secretary of State.

Specific hypothesis. The reliance the President placed on his
Cabinet and Secretary of State led to Secretary Dulies! tendency to formu-
late foreign policy on his own rather than to merely execute the foreign
policies which the President formulated.

Characteristic 2. He was a traditionalist President and endeavored
to adhere to the Constitutional powers of the Presidency.

Specific hypothesis. The traditionalist concepts of the Presi-
dency held by President Eisenhower precluded his overstepping his Consti-
tutional powers.

Characteristic 3. He thought of himself as being non-partisan
and above politics.

Specific hypothesis. Eisenhower's conception of himself as a
non-partisan politican seems to rule out the infiuences of the election

on the decisions taken.
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Characteristic 4. He had a genuine desire for peace.

Specific hypothesis. His desire for peace ruled out courses of
action that could not be readily identified as peaceful.

Characteristic 5. He believed that the only hope for a lasting
peace was a peace with justice.

Specific hypothesis. Eisenhower's conviction that lasting peace
could only be obtained through justice led to a narrow outlook regarding
the world political situation.

Characteristic 6. He believed that the best way for peace with
justice was through the United Nations.

Specific hypothesis. The President's reliance on the United
Nations to settle controversies prevented any decision on the Hungarian
and Suez crises which did not include the United Nations.

Characteristic 7. He rejected the use of force as an instrument
of foreign policy.

Specific hypothesis. His rejection of force resulted in a priori
submission of the Hungarian and Suez controversies to the United Nations.

Characteristic 8. He had a deep religious conviction and felt the
Government of the United States was founded on strong moral values and
based on resolute faith.,

Specific hypothesis. His religious convictions and strong moral
values supported his desire to achieve peace in the world without resort
to force.

Characteristic 9. He denounced aggression by any country.

Specific hypothesis. His indiscriminate denunciation of aggression
caused him to take a one~-sided view of foreign policy which in turn prevented

him from choosing a course of action in the Suez controversy which might
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have been more beneficial for the United States.
Characteristic 10: He relied on his staff almost exclusively
to furnish him with information.
Specific hypothesis. His reliance on his staff to furnish him
with information resulted in his being supplied with information that
they thought was important and thus placed too much emphasis on his

staff's interpretation of relevancy.

Major Characteristics: Dulles

Characteristic 1. He, like President Eisenhower, was sincerely
desirous of achieving peace in the world.

Specific Hypothesis. Dulles?! desire for peace limited the courses
of action which could be followed in the Hungarian and Suez decisions.

Characteristic 2. His legal training was carried over into his
handling of foreign affairs.

Specific Hypothesis. His legal training led him to utilize the
case method in handling foreign affairs. As each case arose it was treated
as a case would be and disposed of as such. This approach did not always
embrace courses of action which would best serve the interests of the
United States.

Characteristic 3. He indiscriminately denounced aggression.

Specific hypothesis. His indiscriminate denunciation of aggression
did not allow for the support of allies who were cast in the role of
aggressor.

Characteristic 4. He considered force as a weapon to be used aonly

from the standpoint of its potentiality and rejected the use of direct force.
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Specific hypothesis. His rejection of force left the United
Nations as the most logical instrument to settle controversies.

Characteristic 5. He held a conception of himself as a one-man
Department of State.

Specific hypothesis. His one-man Department of State concept
resulted in a diffusion of powers in the department and a subsequent
breakdown in the foreign policy planning structure.

Characteristic 6. He was reluctant to take the advice of his
subordinates.

Specific hypothesis. His failure to take the advice of his
subordinates resulted in his being out of touch with certain aspects of
foreign affairs and also led his staff to be rather haphazard in their
collection and dissemination of information.

Characteristic 7. His conception of the Secretary of States' job
did not include an administrative function.

Specific hypothesis. His disdain of administirative tasks further
atomized the communication-information structure within the State Department.

Characteristic 8. He placed a great deal of reliance on personal
diplomacy.

Specific hypothesis. His personal diplomacy policy and its failure
in the case of the Suez controversy, from the time of Nasser's national-
ization of the Canal until the invasion, resulted in the decision by the
British and French leaders to take action without consulting the United

States.
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The Decision-Maker's Perception of the Situation

Before proceding to a general examination of the decisions made
relative to Hungary and Suez it is necessary to state, on the basis of
the data studied, the perceptions and definitions of the situations which
the decision-makers held. This is essential because these factors
naturally exerted a strong motivational influence on the final decisions
made.

The decision-makers pereeived of the Hungarian uprising as being
the result of a general feeling of dissatisfaction among the Soviet
satellite nations. They evidently thought of it as the beginning of a
breakdown of Soviet influence among these nations which would gain momentum
and become widespread without the need for direct military assistance from
the United States. Rather than use military force the decision-makers
defined the situation as one which could be helped by bringing world opinion
to bear on the Soviets through the United Nations. It is evident that the
decision-makers also perceived of the situation as one which could lead to
World War 1!l if overt military support were given the insurgents. The
decision-makers also must have feit that the uncommitted nations of the
world and the other satellite nations were looking to the United States,
as the champion of freedom, to take some kind of action on the Hungarian
guestion. In addition,.it is evident that the decision-makers felt a
certain sense of responsibility for the revolution because of the broadcasts
of the Voice of America and Radio Free Eﬁrope which may have encouraged

the revolt.4 With the alternatives of not taking any action at all ruled

43ee Beal, op. Cit., p. 314, where he describes the investigations
of the Voice of America broadcasts by the State Department, after the
Hungarian revolt began, to see if the United States was guilty of inciting
the violence in Hungary.
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out by these considerations and the alternatives of direct or indirect
military intervention made impossible by the concept of the rejection of
force and the motives for peace it became logical for the decision-makers
to perceive of the situation as one which it would be natural to submit
to the United Nations.

When the Suez invasion took place Eisenhower had already denocunced
Soviet intervention in Hungary and with the uncommited nations of the
world looking on he could not then reverse himself and condone such actions
by Britain and France. Eisenhower perceived of the situation and defined
it as one where the United States caould not remain silent or support its
allies without risking world condemnation. At first the decision-makers
looked at the situation as one which had to be settled in accord with the
Tripartite Declaration of 1950. Then, as their definition of the situation
changed, this value was downgraded and pushed into the background. Again,
as in the Hungarian decisions, the perception and definition of the situ-
ation by the decision-makers, combined with the other variables mentioned
in this study, pointed to the United Nations as the logical course of

action.

Sumnation
It is evident from the study thus far that the decision to take
the Hungarian and Suez situations to the United Nations for settlement
was the only possible course of action President Eisenhower and Secretary
Dulles could have taken within the framework of their competence, their
motivation, and their information-communications structure. While it may

seem anticlimactic in a sense to recount these factors again in detail,
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several points still remain to be clarified and summarized.

One of these points has to do with the question of who actuall&
made the decisions. Part of the problem in such a determination stems
from the type of relationship which existed between Eisenhawer .and Dulles.
The unique affiliation between the two men makes it exceedingly difficult,
if not impossible, to determine which one actually made the decisions
relative to Hungary and Suez. The root of the problem concerns Eisenhower's
almost complete reliance on Dulles in foreign affairs matters and his
broad delegation of authority to Dulles in making foreign policy decisions.

An effort was made to resolve this problem by asking several
persons involved in the Hungarian and Suez decisions who they thought
actually made the decisions. The question was not answered, however, and
consequently a determination must be made on the basis of supposition.

Lacking any definitive statement from those involved in the decisions
then, it would seem logical to assume that Eisenhower probably actually
M"approved®™ the decisions in question but that he was influenced to an
incalculable degree by his Secretary of State. Since the basic matives
of the two men seem to have been almost identical and since Dulles clearly
had the opportunity to influence Eisenhower, possibly the best answer to
the question would be that it was a joint decision; a decision which repre-
sented a coalition of the motives and competences of the two men.

Proceding with the summation then, it can be said that the desire
for peace with justice which was manifest throughout the public lives of
both President Eisenhower and Secretary Dulles certainly ruled out the
alternatives in the Hungarian and Suez situations which would not bring

peace to the world. The rejection of force as an instrument of foreign
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policy adds further weight to this premise and lends credence to the
assertion that direct military intervention did not constitute an
acceptable alternative.

The indiscriminate denunciation of aggression embodied in the
President's and the Secretary's concepts of their competence precluded
anything but a condemnation of the Soviet actions in Hungary. Then,
because justice was also a value held, és well as the fact that Britain
and France were considered aggressors, those two countries were also
condemned. Dulles! Iegalbconcepts regarding the handling of foreign
policy came into play here also. Britain and France were evidently
condemned not on the basis of a reasoned calculation of what was best
for the United States but rather because this was a case and a case had
to be treated as an entity in itself. No considerations were }elevant
which did not enter into the immediate settling of the case. Long-range
planning as to what would be best for the United States once the issue
was settled as well as a consjderation of the antecedents of the situation
were not relevant in the lawyer's settlement of the case. The lawyer's
peculiar opposition to long-range planning was thus brought into the field
of foreign affairs. The methaod employed by Dulles seems to have been to
settle the case at hand and then treat each new situation separately as
it arose. Such a concept would, when combined with the motives for peace
through justice and the denunciation of aggression, rule out the other
alternatives.

The lack of information at the outset of each crisis created a
f'vacuum® in so far as proper planning was concerned and this, coupled with

the need for immediate decisions, further impeded the selection of other
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alternatives and necessitated action based on pridr, learned responses
rather than on prepared'policy. The lack of information, as the data
indicates, was due to a number of factors brought about by the President's
staff system and Secretary Dulles' concept of personal diplomacy. Dulles’
handling of the Suez dispute prior to the invasion led to a loss of faith
by the British and French leaders in his ability to handle the situation.
This further resulted in their determination to settle the controversy in
the manner they thought best and without advising the United States of
their actions. The breakdown in the information-communication structure
of the State Department as a result of Dulles' reluctance to accept his
staff's advice contributed to the lack of information in both situations
and consequently narrowed the choice of alternatives available to the
decision-makers. The lack of information and proper planning in the Suez
situation was well illustrated by the extremely critical statements made
by Eisenhower and Dulles when the British and French invaded Suez. These
were then followed by a more moderate position after a few days had elapsed.
The first reactions were what could be termed learned responses based -
solely on established motives and values. Then, when the opportunity for
discussion and sober reappraisal was presented and the best interests of
~ the United States could be considered vis 5 vis our allies, a more moderate
stand was taken.

The many public statements of both Eisenhower and Dulies regarding
their faith in, and dependence upon, the United Nations as the primary
instrument for settling international controversies made it almost a foregone
conclusion that, if the sum of the variables ruled out other alternatives,

the twin crises would be referred to the United Nations for settlement.



100
The President continually reiterated that the United States was dependent
on the United Nations and he gave the appearance of believing that the
strong moral values and resolute faith on which the United States was
founded could best be furthered through the United Nations.

Within the context of this analytical scheme then, the decisions
that were made relative to the Hungarian and Suez situations were consis-
tent with the empirical determinants of decision-making as embodied in
this study. The decisions were made because the decision-makers were
authorized, motivated, and prepared to act when presented with the deci-
sional situation. The decisions which were made reflected the spheres of
competence, the motives, and the information~communication structure of
the decision-makers. The staff system of the President, the personal
diplomacy policies of Secretary Dulles, the motives for peace with justice,
the denunciation of aggression, the rejection of the use of force, the
legal concepts of Dulles, faith in the United Nations, the lack of inform-
ation, and the way inwhich the situations were perceived and defined by
the decision-makers, all represented a summation of variables which led
directly to the most logical decision in both crises — the settlement of

the controversies through the United Nations Organization.



CHAPTER VI |
CUBA: THE PREDICISIONAL EVENTS

Introduction

The present chapter deals with what can be termed the %pre-
decisional events.®™ In general, the presentation here attempts to
accomplish two purposes. First, it furnishes the reader with a brief
historical sketch of events in Cuba from the time of Castro's takeover
to the time of the actual Cuban crisis of 1962. Second, the overview
allows both the researcher and the reader to gain an insight into the
environment in which the decision-makers acted prior to the time when
the actual decision had to be made relative to the Soviet missile buildup.
Hopefully, such an insight will enable the researcher to characterize thé
decision-makers' perception of the situation at the time of the crisis
in order to more adequately analyze the decision itself.

The basic hypothesis here then is that a knowledge of the
environment and the problems faced by the decision-makers, as actors
in the situation, prior to the time when an actual decision had to be
made, is necessary for a clearer perception and explanation of the

decision itself.

Castro's Rise to Power

Fidel Castro's rise to power in Cuba can be traced back to the
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first expedition he led against the Fulgencio Batista government at
Santiago de Cuba on July 26, 1953, This first effort of Castro to
overthrow the Batista regime was unsuccessful, however, and Castro was
captured and imprisoned. Upon his release in 1955 he immediately left
Cuba and traveled to Mexico where he began raising a force in prepar-
ation for another offensive.

In December, 1956 Castro led about eighty men in a landing in
Cuba's Oriente Province. Castro's force was met by a much larger number
of Batista troops and a fierce battle ensued. Castro, with only twelve
survivors of his eighty-man contingent remaining, escaped into the
Sierra Maestra mountains. Once there he set up a headquarters and
subsequently was successful in recruiting a revolutionary army.1 With
sympathetic support from the United States he waged a two-year-ilong
campaign against the Batista government which culminated in the over-
throw of the Batista regime on January 1, 1959.2

While Castro was probably not a communist at this time, the
overthrow of the Batista regime opened the way for the Communist Party
of Cuba to assert itself.

Within a few hours after the fall of the Batista Government the
Communists, who had been somewhat suppressed by Batista, seized control
of the Batista party headquarters in Havana and hung out their own party

signs. Union headquarters were also taken over by the Communists who

INicolas Rivero, Castro's Cuba: An American Dilemma (New York:
Van Rees Press, 1962), p. 36.

2R. Hart Phillips, Cuba: lIsland of Paradox (New York: McDowell,
Obolensky, Inc., 1959), p. 408.
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declared themselves in control of all unions in Cuba. The Communist
newspaper Hoy began publication on January 7, 1959 for the first time

in six years and many Communists who had been forced to leave Cuba

began returning.3

Castro and the Soviet Bloc

The United States recognized the Castro Government on January
7, 1959 with aniexpression of confidence that the new government would
honor its international obligations.

During the first months of the new revolutionary government
Castro did not appear to be hostile to the United States. On the
contrary, he outwardly courted the United States in an obvious effort
to elicit aid and assistance with which to further his many schemes
for improving the economy of Cuba.

Castro's flirtation with United States friendship did not survive
for many months, however, and during the summer of 1959 he began a campaign
of confiscation of United States owned property. Despite such provocations
the United States endeavored to work for a continuation of friendly
relations between the two countries. On September 10, Assistant Secretary
of State Roy Rubottom informed Castro that the United States was still
favorably disposed toward the Cuban Government despite the hostile actions
taken by that government during the previous nine months.

Further pravocations followed this proferment of United States

3New York Times, January 8, 1959, p. 16.

4Department of State Bulletin, XL!, (October 26, 1959, 597,
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friendship. On October 26, the Cuban Government passed a law imposing

confiscatory taxes on the United States' owned Nicaro nickel facility
and Castro, in announcing the new law, openly denounced the United States
before a rally of 300,000 persons.

On October 27, Philip Bonsal, the United States Ambassador to
Cuba, informed the Cuban Government that the Minited States awaits a
resolution by the Cuban Government of the issues involved . . . and an
observance of international law. . . .M

Sources inside Cuba--close to Castro--said at this time that
his campaign of anti-Americanism was being carried on by orders from
the Soviet Union. Castro's role, as far as the Kremlin was concerned,
was evidently to provoke the United States into taking overt action
against the Cuban Government which would provide the Soviets with propa-
ganda to be used against the United States. The Soviets were evidently
still troubled by the adverse propagenda they had received as a result
of their suppression of the Hungarian revolt in 1956 and, no doubt,
would have liked to see the United States cast in the role of an
aggressor too.

By the end of 1959, the Eisenhower Administration was sharply
divided over the question of what action the United States should take
with regard to Cuba. Vice-President Richard M. Nixon submitted a proposal
at that time which suggested that the United States help Castro's oppon-
ents to overthrow him. Others in the Administration, however, including

President Eisenhower, opposed Nixon's proposal.6

5Degartment of State Bulletin, XLI,(November 16, 1959), 715-718.

6Charles L. Markmann and Mark Sherwin, John F. Kennedy: A Sense
of Purpose (New York: St. Martin's Press, 1961), p. 165.
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Castro at this time began replacing some of his leaders with
Communists. This was done unobtrusively, however, and he endeavored
to keep his personal involvement with communism from the Cuban people.
While Castro himself denied being a Communist, various steps were
taken early in 1960 which brought Cuba and the Soviet Union closer
together.’

Soviet First Deputy Premier Anastas |. Mikoyan arrived in Cuba
early in February, 1960 and a few days later it was announced that
Cuba and the Soviet Union had signed a trade agreement. Under the
terms of the pact the Soviet Union agreed to buy one million tons of
Cuban sugar in each of the next five years and Cuba received a $100
miilion credit for the purchase of equipment from the Soviet Union.B

In the ensuing months Castro signed trade pacts and entered
into diplomatic relations with other Communist bloc countries. On
February 20, Castro signed a trade and payments agreement with East
Germany. Cuba established diplematic relations Qith Czechoslovakia
on May 16; and with Poland on June 15. On July 23, Cuba and Communist
China signed a five-year trade and payments agreement which provided
for the Chinese purchase of 500,000 tons of Cuban sugar in each of
the next five years. In September, Hungary signed a trade agreement
with Cuba, and North Korea established diplomatic relations with the
Castro Government during the same month. Bulgaria and Romania fol lowed

suit in October and by the end of 1960 Castro was either trading with,

"Phillips, op. Cite, p. 417.

8New York Times, February 15, 1960, p. 1.
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or carrying on diplomatic relations with, virtually the entire Sino-Soviet
bloc of nations.®

By June, 1960, within Cuba itself, the Communist takeover was
definitely established and clearly evident.10 By this time the Commun-
ist Popular Socialist Party was faithfully following the Castro line
and it was evident that Castro looked to the Soviet Union for political
guidance and support. Soviet methods were employed to insure suppression
of all opposition, political prisoners crowded the jails, and secret
police carried out a careful surveillance of the populace. The Castro
Government had, by this time, assumed control of the press and radio and

television and had declared it a crime to make unfavorable comments about

either the Communists or the government.11

The Soviet involvement in Cuba was further clarified on July 9

9New York Times, February 21 - December 31, 1960.

10while official United States declarations at this time were
still relatively bland in denunciation of Castro, various periodicals
in the United States carried articles which reflected a keen perception
of the threat the Castro-Soviet alliance presented to the Western
Hemisphere. An article entitlied, MCommunist Takeover,® in the June
20, 1960 issue of U. S. News and World Report, outlined the various
moves the Soviets could be expected to take in Latin America. The
prognostications are especially interesting in light of subsequent events.
The moves which the article predicted the Soviets would take were: 1)
Promote the Communist takeover of the powerful Oil Worlers Union in
Venezuela; 2) Back the forces in Panama demanding the takeover of the
Panama Canal; 3) Provide armed backing for forces of revolt in Ni<aragua,
the Dominican Republic and Guatemala; 4) Agitate for the removal of the
United States Naval Base at Guantanamo; 5) Utilize Cuba as a Soviet
submarine and missile base; and 6) Use the Cuban embassies in Latin
America as centers of Communist activity.

TINew York Times, June 30, 1960, p. 11.
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when Soviet Premier Nikita Khruschev stated: ™Speaking figuratively,
in case of necessity, Soviet artillerymen can support the Cuban people
with rocket fire. . « « ® Khrushchev followed this statement with
one a few days later in which he pledged to help Castro oust the United
States from the Guantanamo Nawal Station.!2

Khrushchev's declaration of support for the Castro regime at that
time was in response to the Central Inteiligence Agency's training of
rebel forces for action in Cuba. The CIA had, for several months, been
preparing rebel forces in various Central American countries. Soviet
Intelligence undoubtedly discovered these preparations and transmitted
the information to Castro, who, on September 26, took the floor of the
United Nations General Assembly to deliver a four-and-one-half hour speech
accusing the United States of planning aggression against Cuba.13

Relations between the United States and Cuba grew steadily worse
during the fall of 1960. Castro continued seizing United States owned
property in Cuba and Soviet-bloc arms and ammunition continued to flow
into Cuba. On December 19, Cuba and the Soviet Union issued a joint
communique whereby Cuba openly aligned itself with the domestic and foreign
policies of the Soviet Union and indicated its solidarity with the Sino~
Soviet bloc.14

Castro took the final step in his anti-United States crusade
on January 2, 1961. On that date the Cuban Government announced that

it was limiting the personnel of the United States Embassy and Consulate

12New York Times, July 13, 1960, p. 14.

13pepartment of State Bulletin, XLIII (October 17, 1960), 621.

14New York Times, December 20, 1960, p. 1.
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in Havana to eleven persons and forty-eight hours was granted for the

departure of all except those eleven persons.

President Eisenhower replied to the Cuban ultimatum on January

»

3, when he said:

This unusual action on the part of the Castro Government
can have no other purpose than to render impossible the
conduct of normal diplomatic relations with that Government.
Accordingly | have instructed the Secretary of State to
deliver a note to the Charge d' Affairs ad interim of Cuba
in Washington which refers to the demand of his Government
and states that the Government of the United States is hereby
formally terminating diqlomatic and consular relations with
the Government of Cuba.!?

The United States, in severing diplomatic relations with Cuba,
turned the handling of its affairs over to the Swiss Embassy. It was
stressed at this time, however, that the termination of United States
diplomatic refations with Cuba had no effect on the status of the
Naval Station at Guantanamo and that the treaty rights under which
the base was maintained could not be abrogated without the consent of
the United States.'®

During the early months of 1961, delegations of Cuban adminis-
trative people that had been sent to Russia for training began returning
and Castro undertook a reorganization program aimed at revamping the
Cuban government to make it more closely resemble the Soviet model.

A new Ministry of Industry was created and avowed Communist Ernesto

Guevara was put at its head. Guevara was given widespread power over

mines, petroleum, manufacturing, and sugar mills and had the authority

1Spepartment of State Bulletin, XLIV (January 23, 1961), 103.

16Rivero, op. cit., pp. 98-99.
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to modify all state industries. Castro borrowed the idea of economic
plans from the Soviets and called for a four-year plan to begin in
1962, The main objective of this plan was to be the industrialization
of Cuba which would end its dependence on sugar as a major industry.

After President Kennedy's inaugurétion in January, 1961, Castro,
despite his growing friendship with the Soviet bloc, made some tentative
gestures to determine Kennedy's willingness to resume normal relations
with Cuba. Kennedy replied through the State Department indicating that,
while the United States endorsed the professed éims of Castro's revolution,
it was more concerned by the fact that the revolution had obviously been
captured by anti-democratic forces; consequently, Kennedy said that only
the full restoration and guarantee of freedom for the Cuban people could
establish the necessary climate for the resumption of normal relations.17

At the end of March, Congress extended for 15 months the embargo
on Cuban sugar. Castro retaliated a few days later by ordering a gunboat
to intercept and detain a Western Union cable-repair ship which was sailing
in international waters. The captain of the Western Union vessel radiod
to the Guantanamo Naval Station and a United States destroyer and several
aircraft were dispatched to the scene. No action was taken other than
survei |l lance, however, and after a few hours the ship was released.

Coincident with this latest Castro provocation, the United States
Government published a State Department White Paper entitled gggg]e

which outlined the history of Cuban-American relations since Castro's

1’Markmann and Sherwin, op. cit., p. 167,

18cuba, State Department White Paper, Publication 7171, (Wash.:
Office of Public Services, April 3, 1961).
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revolution. The pamphlet was both an indictment of the Castro regime
and a call to action for the other nations of the Western Hemisphere
to join together in opposition to the Soviet threat to the hemisphere.
The State Department paper expressed the opinion that the
situation in Cuba presented the Western Hemisphere and the Inter-American
system with a grave and urgent challenge. The paper emphasized, however,
that the challenge did not arise from the fact that the Castro government
established itself by revolution but rather from the fact that the leader-
ship of the revolution betrayed their own movement - delivering it into
the hands of Malien powers."19
The State Department document described Castro's revolution thusly:
What began as a movement to enlarge Cuban demacracy and
freedom has been perverted, in short, into a mechanism for the
destruction of free institutions in Cuba, for the seizure by
international communism of a base and bridgehead in the Americas,
and for the disruption of the inter-American system.
It is the considered judgment of the Government of the
United States of America that the Castro regime in Cuba offers
a clear and present danger to the authentic and autonomous
revolution of the Americas--to the whole hope of spreading
political liberty, economic development, and sowial progress
through all the republics of the hemisphere.
The tone of the paper was clearly critical of the Cuban leader-~
ship and its courting of the Soviets; but explicit in absolving the Cuban
people themselves from the responsibility for such involvement; or for

overthrowing the Batista regime in the first place:21

191bid., p. 2.
201bid.

21The publication of this document, coming as it did just two weeks
before the United States~sponsored Bay of Pigs invasion, could very well
have been an effort to justify that invasion as well as an attempt to gather
the necessary support of the Cuban people for an overthrow of the Castro

regime as a concomitant of the invasion. The fact that the paper presented
an indictment of the Castro regime, while carefully justifying the principle
of revolution as a device to overthrow a tyrannical regime, certannly fends
credence to such an assumption.
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The character of the Batista regime in Cuba made a violent
popular reaction almost inevitable. The rapacity of the
leadership, the corruption of the government, the brutality
of the police, the regime's indifference to the needs of the
people for education, medical care, housing, for social
justice and economic opportunity -- all these, in Cuba as else-
where, constituted an open invitation to revolution.

« o o S0 far as the expressed political aims of the revolution
were concerned, the record of the Castro regime has been a record
of steady and consistent betrayal of Dr. Castro's prerevolutionary
promises; and the result has been to corrupt the social achiev-
ments and make them the means, not of liberation, but of bondage.

The history of the Castro Revolution has been the history
of the calculated destruction of the free-spirited Rebel Army
and its suppression as the main military instrumentality of the
regime by the new state militia. It has been the history of the
calcuiated destruction of the 26th of July Movement and its super-
cession as the main political instrument of the regime by the
Communist Party.

O 00000 OG6OCOSIONOSOIEEOSISEOROENOCOPISISOEDODTOTSDS

The Cuba of Castro, in short, o “ers the Western Hemisphere
a new experience —- the experience of a modern totalitarian
state. « « « The Castro regime is far more drastic and compre-
hensive in its control than even the most ruthless of the oldtime
military dictatorships which have too long disfigured the
hemisphere.

An awareness of the Soviet military buildup in Cuba was reflected
in the State Department's thorough discussion of the magnitude of the
arms shipments to Cuba. The paper noted that 30,000 tons of arms with
an estimated value of $50 million had poured into Cuba from Soviet bloc
nations since the middie of 1960. Referring to a military parade held
in Havana on January 2, the pamphlet observed that various kinds of Soviet

tanks, assault guns and field guns had been in evidence and that it was

apparent that the Cuban armed forces had been equipped and were dependent

upon the Soviet bloc for the maintenance of their armed power. Besides

22cyba, State Department White Paper, op. cit., pp. 2-17.
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the equipment itself the State Department noted that Soviet and Czech
military advisors and technicians had accompanied the flow of arms. The
consequences ofithis arms buildup were summarized in the paper with the
comment that Cuba had, at that time, except for the United States, the
largest ground forces in the hemisphere. |t was further noted that these
forces were at least ten times as large as the military forces maintained
by the Batista regime. The size of the Cuban armed forces was estimated
at between 250,000 and 400,000 men.23

The State Department's indictment of the Castro regime concluded
with a review of Castro's activities in support of armed invasions of
Panama, Nicaragua, the Dominican Republic and Haiti. The failure of
Castro's ventures, the pamphlet noted, resulted in the adoption of more
indirect methods as a means toc provide revolutionary situations in other
Latin American republics, ®through the indoctrination of setected
individuals from other countries, through assistance to revolutionary
exiles, through incitement to mass agitation, and through political and

propagandized operations of Cuban embassies. "4

Nine days after release of the State Department's Cuba pamphiet
President Kennedy, on April 12, not only repeated his pledge not to send
American troops into Cyba but added that he was opposed also to the
mounting of an offensive against Cuba by Cuban exiles in the United States.
Conspicuous by its absence from Kennedy's statement, however, was any

declaration that the United States would cease supplying aid and military

231bid., pp. 21-23.

24|bid., p. 26.
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training to Cuban refugee groups outside the United States.2?

On April 15 a number of Cuban airfields were bombed and Cuba
protested the same day in the United Nations charging that the pilots
of the hostile aircraft were "mercenaries® of the United States. United
States Ambassador to the United Nations Adlai Stevenson categorically
denied the Cuban charges and other Administration officials refused
to disclose whether they had any advance knowledge of the bombing
raids.26

On April 17 the abortive "Bay of Pigs" fnvasion of Cuba began
with United étates assistance and sﬁpport.27 The invasion was a complete
failure and some 1,113 Cuban rebels were captured by Castro's forces
shortly after the landing.

On April 18 Cuban Foreign Minister Raul Roa charged in the
United Nations that Cuba was being invaded by mercenaries who had been
trained by the Central Intelligence Agency.28 On the same day the Soviet
Union released the text of a message to President Kennedy which accused
the United States of backing the PPombing of Cuban towns and of landing
revolutionaries under the protection of United States aircraft and ships.
The Soviet position vis 5 vis Cuba was made clear in the letter from
Soviet Premier Khrushchev when he said:

We will extend to the Cuban people and its government

all the necessary aid for the repulse of the armed attack
against Cuba. We are sincerely interested in the relaxation

of international tension, but if others go in for its
aggravation, then we will answer them in full measure. . . .

25Dgpartment of State Bulletin, XLIV (May 8, 1961), 661.
26Markmann and Sherwin, op. Cit., p. 172.

27support and assistance which, it must be added, lacked the United
States air cover necessary for a successful invasion.

28pepartment of State Bulletin, XLIV (May 8, 1961), 668.




114

| hope the United States Government will take into consider-
ation these reasons dictated only by concern that steps
should not be permitted which might lead the world to a
catastrophe of war.29

President Kennedy replied to Khrushchev's allegations in a letter
dated April 18, Kennedy said:

Mr. Chairman: You are under a serious misapprehension in
regard to events in Cuba. For months there has been evident
and growing resistance to the Castro dictatorship.

There are unmistakable signs that Cubans find intolerable
the denial! of democratic liberties and the subversion of.the
26th of July Movement by an alien-dominated regime. It cannot
be surprising that, as resistance within Cuba grows, refugees
have been using whatever means are available to return and
support their countrymen in the continuing struggle for freedom.

| have previously stated and | repeat now, that the United
States intends no military intervention in Cuba. In the
event of any military intervention by outside force we will
immediately honor our obligations under the inter-American
system to protect this hemisphere against external aggression.30

The Cuban and Soviet charges of United States complicity in the
Bay of Pigs invasion were answered in the United Nations by Adlai Stevenson.
In his statement Stevenson reviewed the threat presented by Castro to the
Western Hemisphere, saying:

Three years ago American citizens looked with sympathy on
the cause espoused by Castro and offered hospitality to his
fallowers in their battle against the tyranny of Batista. We
cannot expect Americans today to look with less sympathy on
those Cubans who, out of love for their country and for liberty,
now struggle against the tyranny of Castro.

| do not see that it is the obligation of the United States
to protect Dr. Castro from the consequences of his treason to
the promises of the Cuban revolutiaon, to the hopes of the Cuban
people, and the democratic aspirations of the Western Hemisphere.

| repeat again . « » No invasion has taken place from Florida
or any other part of the United States, and we are opposed to
the use of our territory for landing a military attack against
any foreign country.

29 bid., p. 662.

30ypid., p. 661.
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The whole world knows and no one denies that, since Dr.
Castro betrayed his revoiution, there has been a rising tide
of discontent and resistence both inside and outside Cuba;
sabatoge, violence and gquerrilla fighting within Cuba have
been daily news for months. But it is not true . . . that
this has been caused by aircraft proceeding from United States
territory and piloted by Americans. . . .31
While the full details of the invasion are still not available
at this time, it is certainly evident that the United States was, in fact,
involved and that as a result of the failure of the invasion the United
States and the Kennedy Administration suffered a loss of prestige through
its direct and indirect complicity. Valuable lessons were no doubt
learned, however, lessons as to the need for decisiveness and for firm

and resolute action. These were to serve the Administration well when

the time for decision in Cuba arose again.

Stepped-Up Communist Infiltration During 1961

After the Bay of Pigs invasion in April, Communist infiltration
of Latin America was stepped up as Soviet and Red Chinese propaganda
publications and broadcasts Qere increased. The Soviets promoted an
ever-increasing amount of trade with the Latin American nations in an
effort to gain a foothold there. Bolivia, for example, was offered $150
mitlion in aid by the Soviets to help develop its oil and tin resources
while, at the same time, a barter deal was proposed with Uruguay, Argentina,
and Chile.32

Late in 1961, as the pattern of Soviet infiltration of Cuba becaﬁe

more apparent and the threat it presented to the rest of Latin America

31ipid., p. 673-676.

32cyrrent History, XL (Apri:k, 1961), 221.
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was realized, the Organization of American States called a conference
for the purpose of establishing their position on Castro.

The conference was convened at Punta Del Este, Uruguay, on January
'22, 1962. At the conference the QAS declared unanimously that Tthe
Castro-Communist’offensive in this hemisphere ZWa§7 a clear and present
danger to the unity and freedom of the American Republics."33 The DAS
further resolved that the Castro Government was incompatible with fthe
principles and objectives of the inter-American system and therefore
should be excluded from participation in the inter-American system."34

The foreign ministers at the conference also established special
machinery within the DAS to block Communist subversive activities before
they reached the level of insurrection or guerrilla war.

Within the Kennedy Administration the growing threat presented
by the Soviets in Cuba was the subject of a Department of State public-
ation released on January 3, 1962. The document, entitled The Castro
Regime in Cuba,35 contained information on the extensive ties of the
Cuban Government with the Sino-Soviet bloc and the threat posed by the
Castro regime to the independent governments of the Western Hemisphere.
It noted that from the time the Castro regime came to power it had
deliberately tried to undermine the established governments of Latin
America in order to destroy the inter-American system. In the process,
the Castro regime had, the statement said, Massociated itself with the

Sino-Soviet bloc in an active partnership and adopted totalitarian policies

33pepartment of State Bulletin, XLVl (February 19, 1962), 267.

341pid. It should be noted, however, that the resolution did not
pass unanimously, It was affirmed by a 2/3 majority vote.

35Department of State Bulletin, XLVI (January 22, 1962), 129-130.
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and techniques to cement dictatorial control over the Cuban people.™
The State Department publication further charged that the Castro regime
had established such extensive and intimate political, mil!itary, economic,
and cultural ties with the Soviet Union, Communist China and the countries
associated with them as to render Cuba an M™appendage of the Communist
system.” In conclusion the State Department said that Cuba:

As a bridgehead of Sino-Soviet imperialism within the inner

defenses of the Western Hemisphere . . . represents a serious
threat to the individual and collective security of the American
republics and by extension to the security of nations anywhere
in the world opposing the spread of imperialism,

In February, President Kennedy announced an embargo upon trade
between the United States and Cuba. He stated in his proclamation that
the embargo was being imposed in accordance with the decisions of the
recent meeting of foreign ministers of the inter-American system at Punta
del Este, Uruguay. On humanitarian grounds, exports of certain foodstuffs,
medicines, and medical supplies were exempted from the embargo. The
President pointed out that the reason for the embargo was to deprive
Cuba of the dollar exchange it had been deriving from the sales of its
piroducts in the United States. It was hoped that the loss of this income
would reduce the capacity of the Castro regime to engage in acts of
aggression, subversion and other activities which endangered the security
of the United States.3’

The growing awareness within the United States of the Soviet
threat in Cuba was further displayed in a State Department summary of

Sino-Soviet military aid to Cuba issued on March 27. The State Department

361pid.
37pepartment of State Bulletin, XLVI (February 19, 1962), 284.
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press release surveyed the preliminary attempts of the Cuban government

to obtain Soviet bloc arms in 1959 and noted that no firm military aid

pacts were concluded until the summer of 1960. The release stated that

the military aid pacts were an outgrowth of First Deputy Chairman of the

USSR, Anastas |. Mikoyan's visit to Cuba in February, 1960, and that from

that time on ™a massive bloc trade and aid program . . . gained momentum

throughout 1960 as US~Cuban relations deteriorated.n38 Commenting on

the period from 1960 to early 1962 the State Department release noted

that:

For about a year and one-half the Sino-Soviet bloc has
supplied Cuba with large~scale military assistance. Bloc
military deliveries—-primarily from the USSR and Czechoslovakia
--have included a wide assortment of land armaments ranging
from smal | arms through heavy tanks. Bloc aircraft supplied to
Cuba include MIG jet fighters, helicopters, transports and
trainers. Extensive military training has been provided both
in the bloc and in Cuba. Communist military aid has turned the
Cuban military establishment into one of the most formidable in
Latin America, and it has introduced a military capability hitherto
not present in any of the Latin American countries in the Caribean
area. However, there is no evidence that the Soviet Union has
supplied Cuba with missiles or that missile bases are under
construction in Cuba.
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From the autumn of 1960 until the late summer of 1961,
bloc arms deliveries were made regularly to Cuban ports.

00000000 PB0CORSOSOCESSIBIS

The capabilities of the Cuban ground forces have increased
steadily since the introduction of bloc equipment and training

in the autumn of 1960.
The groundforces are estimated to number 300,000. All
units are eguipped with bloc smal!l arms and many have heavier

equipment.3

That the Administration was keeping a close surveillance of Soviet

bloc shipments to Cuba was reflected in the itemization made by the State

38pepartment of State Bulletin, XLVI (April 16, 1962), 644-645,

39 bid.

———
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Department of arms and military equipment which the Department said
included: 50-75 MIG jet fighters, 150-250 medium and heavy guns, 50-100
assault guns, 500~1000 pieces of field artillery, 500-1000 anti~aircraft
artillery weapons, 5,000 mortars, 200,000 small arms and a number of

patrol Qessels and motor torpedo boats.40

increasing Soviet Aid To Cuba

During the summer of 1962 Soviet shipments to Cuba increased
dramatically. €arly in 1962, at about the time that the Punta Del Este
Conference was concluding its work, the Soviets evidently decided to
move into Cuba on a large scale. After the large shipments of arms in
1960, Russian aid to Cuba had become sporadic; probably due to the fact
that the Soviets were not certain that Castro was permanent as a leader,

In the spring of 1962, howeVer, Cuba was upgraded to full-fledged member-
ship in the Communist camp and late in July, the Soviets resumed heavy
shipments of military equipment to that country.

By September it was estimated that $175 miilion worth of arms
had been shipped to Cuba — a total of 400,000 tons. The arms consisted
of everything from jet aircraft, destroyers and torpedo boats to electronics
equipment, missiles and tanks. Along with the military equipment came
Soviet technicians to operate the missiles and radar equipment. These
Soviet military advisors were different in several respects from those
that had arrived in Cuba during 1960. Whereas the first Soviet technicians
were sent as individuals to give lectures and night courses in factories

and clubs, those that arrived during the summer of 1962 came as complete,

40)pid., p. 645,
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self-contained units and were quartered in separate camps where they
had no contact with Cuban forces. Reports from Cuba at the time indicated
that these Soviet technicians were Keeping control of missile and radar

instatiations and that such sites were ®off {imits" to Cubans .41

Controversy Within the United States Over Cuba42

Obviously, the buildup of Soviet forces and weapons in Cuba did
not go unnoticed in the United States. Many influential persons within
the government voiced their concern over the Soviet's actions there.
Chief among these persons was Senator Kenneth B. Keating of New York who
played a major role in alerting the Administration to the menace presented
by the Soviets.

On August 31, Keating made the first of ten Senate speeches on
the subject of Cuba. Keating said in his first speech that he was "reli-
ably informed™3 that between August 4 and August 15 over ten Soviet
vessels had unloaded uniformed Soviet troops in Cuba. Keating reported
on movements af Soviet convoys and on evidence that missile base
construction was underway in Cuba. He urged that the matter be placed

before the Organization of American‘States for settlement and pleaded with

4 eo Savage, "Castro's Foreign Legion," The Reporter, XXXVII
(September 27, 1962), 34-91.

425¢e pavid L. Larson, The Cuban Crisis 1962: Selected Documents
and Chronologqy (Boston: Houghton Mifflin Co., 1963), for an excellent
coverage of this period.

43It is interesting to note here that the author, during the prepar-
ation of this paper, contacted Senator Keating and asked him if he would
care to divulge the sources of his information at the time of the Cuban
affair. Keating cordially acknowledged the request but replied; ™nfor-
tunately, | do not believe it would be right for me to say any more now than
| have in the past--namely, that my sources were in the government, although
not at the highest level. The careers of certain employees would be
Jeporized /sic/ even now if the full story were revealed and for that
reason | am not prepared to provide any names or other specifics."
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the Administration to take Myigorous and concerted action to meet this
threat . . . to the security of the United States.n¥4

President Kennedy confirmed the existence of Soviet military
men, material, and anti-aircraft missiles and sites in Cuba on September
4. Kennedy's statement, however, denied that there was any evidence
either of an organized combat force in Cuba from any Soviet bloc country
or of any military bases provided to Russia. He also denied that there
was any evidence which indicated that offensive ground-to-ground missiles
were in Cuba or that there was any other M"significant offensive capability
either in Cuban hands or under Soviet direction and guidance.®™ Kennedy
reaffirmed the United States ﬁosition on Cuba which held that the Castfo
regime would not be allowed to export its aggressive purposes by force
or the threat of force.®

While the Kennedy Administration seemed at this time -- at least
as far as outward appearances were concerned -~ to be unaware of the
growing Soviet threat in Cuba, indications are that the Administration
was not as uninformed as many Republican opponents seemed to think. U-2
flights, which had been going on at the rate of two per month, were doubled
in early September and a close surveillance of shipping lanes was
inaugurated.46

During September and early October agitation for action to meet
the threat in Cuba was intensified by the Republican leaders in Congress.

On September 7, Senator Everett M. Dirksen and Representative

44y.s., Congressional Record, 87th Cong., 2d Sess., 1962, EVII,

18359. .
45pepartment of State Bulletin, XLVII (September 24, 1962), 450.

46New York Times, November 3, 1962, p. 1.
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Charles A. Halleck, the Republican minority leaders of Congress, issued
separate statements urging a stronger United States policy toward Cuba.
Both Congressional leaders proposed a joint resclution giving the
President the authority to use troops, if necessary, to defeat Communism
in Cuba.4’

The same day that Dirksen and Halleck introduced their resolutions,
Kennedy requested authorization from Congress to enable him to call up
150,000 reserves for a limited period. However, the President maintained
that this call for reservists was dictated more by the Berlin situation
than by the Cuban problem.48

The Soviet Union entered the controversy on September 11, when
that Government issued a statement warning that any attack by the United
States on Cuba or upon Soviet ships bound for Cuba would mean war; and
the implication was that such war would be nuclear war.49

President Kennedy answered the Soviet declaration on September
13, with a strongly worded statement reaffirming his earlier assertions
that the United States would move quickly against Cuba if necessary to
defend the security of the United States. However, he added that military
action at that time seemed neither necessary nor justified.50

While the Soviet Government accepted, with reservations, President
Kennedy's declaration that United States military intervention in Cuba
was not required or justifiable at that time, the statement did not meet

with such sympathetic acceptance among Republican foes of the Administration.

47New York Times, September 8, 1962, p. 6. “Bipid.

49New York Times, September 12, 1962, p. 1.

5°Department of State Bulletin, XLVII (October 1, 1962), 481-482.
(Read by the President at his press conference on September 13).
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Senator Barry qudwater of Arizona charged on September 16, that the
Kennedy Administration had a "do nothing policy" in regard to Cuba
and maintained that Kennedy virtually promised the Communists a free
hand there. Goldwater, along with Senators Strom Thurmond of South
Caroline ~~ although a Democrat, still a Kennedy Administration opponent ——
and John Tower of Texas, suggested that a blockade be initiated against
Cuba to stop all shipping to that country.sl

Goldwater was joined the next day by other Republicans urging
some form of economic and military blockade to screen out the military
build-up in Cuba. Senator Jacob Javits also urged Kennedy to demand
that the Soviet Union stop extending military assistance to Cuba and if
the Soviet Union refused, to take whatever action was necessary.52

Former Vice President Richard M. Nixon added his protest to that
of his fellow Republicans on September 18 when he called for a Mquarantine™
of Cuba to halt the flow of Soviet arms. Nixon urged Kennedy to take
stronger action and pledged his support to the Administration if such a
course were undertaken. Nixon suggested that such a program could involve
a naval blockade of the island and a commitment from the United States
allies that their ships would not be used by the Soviet Union for shipments
to Cuba.”3

The Kennedy Administration at this time still held publicly to the
view that the Soviet arms deliveries to Cuba were essentially defensive

in character and that stronger action was therefore not justified.

5New York Times, September 17, 1962, p. 1.

52)bid., September 18, 1962, p. 16.
53New York Times, September 19, 1962, p. 1.
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On September 19 the Senate Foreign Relations and Armed Services
Committees approved the text of a joint resolution on Cuba sanctioning
the use of force, if necessary, to defend the Western Hemisphere against
Cuban aggression or subversion. The Senate passed the resolution the
next day with only one dissenting vote —- that from Senator Winston L.
Prouty of Vermont who did not feel that the resolution had gone far
enough.24 The House of Representatives passed the resolution by an
overwheiming vote a few days later and, here again, the only objection
of those who dissented was that the resolution was not strong enough.55

The Soviet reply to the Senate resolution came on September 21,
when Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei A. Gromyko issued an official statement
for his government which contained a warning that any attack on Cuba by
the United States would mean war between the Soviet Union and the United
States.”® The United States answer to the Soviet threat was issued in
the United Nations by Ambassador Stevenson wha charged that Mthe threat
to the peace in Cuba comes not from the United States, but from the Soviet
Union.m7

The multilateral exchange of threats, counter-threats, criticism
and position-pronouncements between the Kennedy Administration, the
Soviet Union, Cuba, and Congressicnal opponents of the Administration
was discussed by Secretary of State Dean Rusk in an interview with ABC
News correspondent John Scali on September 29. Rusk, in answer to a

quesfion put to him by Scali régarding the Cuban situation and United

54U.S., Congressional Record, 87th Congress, 2nd Sess., CVii|,
1962, 18892-18951.

551bid., 19702-19753.
56New York Times, September 22, 1962, p. 6.

571bid.
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States reluctance to use force to resolve the issue, replied:
Well, | think « « « it is clear that the power of the United
States is such that you could put armed forces ashore in Cuba,
but that means a lot of casualties and it means a lot of Cuban
casualties; it means bloodshed. And if we could find an answer
without that, we should try to do so.”8

The position of the Kennedy Administration with regard to the
"offensive™ versus "defensive™ weapons controversy was summed up by
Rusk in this same interview when he said:

Now | don't think we ought to play with words on this

question of defensive and offensive weapons. Any weapon is
offensive if you are on the wrong end of it. But the config-
uration of the military forces in Cuba is a configuration

of defensive capability. What we are concerned with is the
development of any significant of fensive capability against
Cuba's neighbors in the Caribbean, or against this country,
and we are keeping a very close watch indeed on just that
point.

During the first days of October, the Kennedy Administration,
subjected to persistent attacks by its foes in the United States, decided
to take action to prevent the use of American, allied, and neutral shipping
for the delivery of weapons to Cuba. In line with this decision, President
Kennedy issued an order on October 4, excluding any ships engaged in this
trade from using ports in the United States and penalizing all shipowners
who transported Soviet bloc supplies to Cuba. The plan included closure
of United States ports, restrictions on the use of United States ports
to countries that traded with Cuba, and prohibition of United States flag
ships or United States-owned ships from trading with Cuba.®0

On October 8, President Osvaldo Dorticos Torrado of Cuba, in an

58pepartment of State Bulletin, XLVI1 (October 22, 1962), 595-98
(Department of State press release 590, dated September 29, 1962).

591bid.

60New York Times, October 5, 1962, p. 1.
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address before the United Nations General Assembly, condemned what
he called the United States ™naval blockade™ of Cuba.®! United States
Ambassador Adlai Stevenson immediately replied to the Cuban charge
contending that they were ™neither original nor true."™ Stevenson justi-
fied the sanctions placed on shipping to Cuba on the ground that the
Castro government had been penetrated by an '"alien®™ government whose
arms offered a threat to the security of the Western Hemisphere.62

Congress, on the same day that Dorticos was attacking the United
States in the United Nations, announced that it was withholding, under
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, military assistance from any country
which sold goods to Cuba or permitted its ships to carry Soviet bloc
goods to that country.63

During the first weeks of October, United States aerial surveil-
lance of Cuba and of ships bound for Cuba, continued but was restricted
somewhat by adverse weather.54 Pictures taken by these reconnaissance
aircraft revealed that Soviet Illyushin 28 jet bombers had been shipped
to Cuba early in October. However, there was still no evidence that any
ground-to-ground missiles had been introduced.

While the high-altitude photographs did not show any missiles
in Cuba, Senator Keating, on October 10, said on the Senate floor that

he had confirmed reports of intermediate~-range missile sites under

6TNew York Times, October 9, 1962, p. 3.

620epartment of State Bulletin, XLVII (November 5, 1962), 706-08.
(Read to press correspondents outside UN General Assembly hall.)

63New York Times, October 9, 1962, p. 7.

64Between October 3 and Octaber 14, a hurricane in the Caribbean
area and a dense cloud cover obscured high-altitude photographs. It was
evidently during this period that work on the missile launch sites was
increased.
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construction there.5? Keating's information was subsequently confirmed
by U-2 photos taken on October 14 which showed that missile launching
pads were indeed under construction in the San Cristobal area of Cuba.66
The photographs taken on October 14 offered the first concrete
intelligence data showing Soviet ground-to-ground missiles in Cuba and

set in motion a chain of events which was to bring the worid to the

brink of war.

Summat ion

For the purposes of this study the pre-decisional period ended
on October 14 when proof of the missile base construction was finally
obtained by the Kennedy Administration.

The general pattern followed thus far of describing the crisis
events separately from the account of what the decision-makers did during
the crisis will be modified somewhat at this point. Instead of describing
the events in the crisis and accounting for ihe decision-maker's activities
in separate chapters, as was done in the Hungarian and Suez studies, a
description of both will be included in the same chapter in the case of
Cuba. This is being done in order to prevent duplication. The fact that
the Hungarian and Suez crises were situations in which the United States
was not a direct participant, that is,not one of the protagonists, made
the separation of the historical accounts of the crises from the description
of the United States! decision-maker's activities, both necessary and

practical. However, in the case of the Cuban blockade, the United States

65y.s., Congressional Record, 87th Cong., 2nd Sess., CVIII,

22957,
66new York Times, November 3, 1962, p. 1.
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was, of course, a direct participant, a protagonist. Thus, the description
of the crisis events in conjunction with the account of the decision~
maker's actions seems to be a more logical and practical method of organ-
ization for increasing clarity and understanding. At the very least it

will dispense with the duplication which was necessary in the previous

studies.



CHAPTER V111

CUBAN CRISIS: THE DECISIONAL EVENTS

Introduction

This portion of the study deals with the decisional period and
with the decision-makers themselves. As in the case of the Hungarian
and Suez studies, it has been separated from the actual analysis of the
decision in order to facilitate reconstruction. No attempt will be
made here to account for events not in the decisional period--this will
be left for the analysfs of the decision. For the purposes of this study
the decisional period will be from October 14 to October 28, 1962
inclusive. |

The description of events in the decisional period will be
confined, for the most part, to things said and done by those connected
with the Cuban decision. However, as was noted earlier, a general

description of the crisis events will be included.

Day by Day in the Crisis

The decisional period for what has become known as the Cuban
missile crisis can accurately be said to have begun on October 14, 1962,
for it was on that day that a U-2 reconnaissance plane gathered the
first concrete intelligence data showing medium range ballistic missiles
in Cuba. The photographs taken by the U-2 in its high-altitude flight

129
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over Cuba marked the beginning of a crisis period which the late President
John F. Kennedy said might very well herald ™an important turning point
in the history of East and West."!

Monday, Octaber 15.—~While the first really fruitful photo mission

was flown on Sunday, October 14, it was not until Monday evening that the
preliminary analysis of the films was completed.

The photos, when processed, revealed that the San Cristobal area
of Cuba had been transformed into a Soviet medium range ballistic missile
site complete with launch pads, service roads, 3 motor pool, troop tents,

and missile-ready buildings. The piece de resistance of this sequence

of photographs was a picture of an intermediate range ballistic missile
lying out in the open near a launch pad.2

The photo~intelligence findings weré first coomunicated to General
Marshall S. Carter, Central {ntelligence Agency Director John McCone's
deputy, who was filling in for McCone during the latter's absence from
Washington. General Carter immediately called the United States intelli-
gence Board, composed of all federal intelligence agencies, into emergency
session. Defense Secretary Robert McNamara was informed next and an
informal meeting was called at the home of Chairman of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff, Maxwell Taylor. Presidential Special Assistant McGeorge Bundy
was called at about 8:30 P.M. and advised of the intelligence findings.

Secretary of State Dean Rusk was informed of the missile build-up at

1Stewart Alsop and Charles Bartlett, "In Time of Crisis,™
Saturday €vening Post, December 18, 1962, p. 16.

2"Cuba, the Missile Crisis,™ NBC White Paper, Broadcast over
NBC Television, February 9, 1964. A copy of the script was furnished
the author by NBC.
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9 P.M. while attending a black-tie dinner in the State Department dining
room.> Later, top Department of State officials held a midnight meeting
in Under Secretary of State George W. Ball's conference room.4

President Kennedy was not told of the intelligence report that
night. McGeorge Bundy said later that he did not advise the President
immediately for three reasons; first, he wanted to be absolutely positive
of the information before he alerted the President, second, all the
people who the President would have had to call in for advice were at
dinners all over Washington and if the President had called these people
away frﬁm such gatherings, the secrecy of the matter would have been
compromised, and third, since the President was tired from campaigning
and could not do anything about the situation that night anyway, Bundy
thought it would be better for the President to get his rest.5 Thus,
Kennedy was not told of the missiles until the next day.

Tuesday, October 16.--President Kennedy was informed of the Soviet

missiles in Cuba at about 8:30 A.M. McGeorge Bundy took the intelligence
report and photographs to the President's bedroom where the Chief Exec-
utive was eating breakfast. According to Bundy, the President's first
reaction to the news was one of skepticism. Kennedy indicated that the

information would have to be confirmed, then, if it were true, action

3pepartment of State Bulletin, XLVII (December 17, 1962), 908-11.

4F letcher Knebel, "™Washington in Crisis: 154 Hours on the Brink
of War," Look, December 19, 1962, p. 49.

Eﬂgp White Paper, op. cit., The third reason for not advising
the President seems to have been the most compelling. Theodore Sorensen
in Decision~Making in the White House (New York: Columbia University
Press, 1963), p. 31, comments on this aspect, noting that ffuntroubled
Presidential sleep is an all too rare and therefore a carefuilly guarded
commédity.”
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would have to be taken.®
After Bundy's briefing with the President, events began to move
swiftly. The President's special counsel, Theodore Sorensen, was calied
in and advised of the intelligence report. He was told by the President
to "think abaut it"™ and to check all the previous statements Kennedy had
made as to how the United States would respond to such a threat.7
President Kennedy, after talking to Sorensen, summoned his
appointments secretary, P. Kenneth O'Donnell, informed him of the news,
and asked him to call an urgent meeting of his key counselors for 11:45
that morning. The President's advisers began arriving at the White House
at 11:30 A.M. and included: Attorney General Robert Kennedy, Treasury
Secretary Douglas Dillon, State Department Soviet Expert Liewelyn Thompson,
Secretary of State Dean Rusk, Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff
Maxwell Taylor, and Vice-President Lyndon Johnson. Defense Secretary
Robert McNamara was delayed and arrived late. Theodore Sorensen was
among those present and later described the conference:
Those present constituted the group which was later called
the Executive Committee of the National Security Council.
There was no such formal designation at that time. It was
simply those people in the government whose judgment the Presi-
dent wanted and who had some jurisdiction over the matter. We
met that morning with the President. We discussed first of all
the range of alternatives beginning with doing nothing at all

and going all the way up to all out war.

It appears that there were at least six major courses of action

6NBC White Paper, op. cCit.

T1bid.

8lbid.
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discussed at the conference.’

First, the alternative of doing nothing at all was considered.
This course of action -- or inaction —- was ruled out as being contrary
to the pledges the United States had made to the free world. It was
argued that such an action would destroy the credibility of our pledges
in the eyes of the world and allow the Saoviet Union to make an immense
political gain in Latin America.

The second alternative actually included two subh-alternatives;
a diplomafic track of protest and complaint in the United Nations or a
bublic diplomatic process with the Soviet Union directly. This course
was rejected as too weak and ineffective a response to the immense threat
the missiles in Cuba presented.

The third alternative considered was an all-out invasion of Cuba.
This response was not too popular among most of the President's advisors,
due to the belief that it would injure the moral position of the United
States in the world and also because it might give the Soviets an excuse
for counter-action in Berlin or in some other trouble spot in the worid.
Llewelyn Thompson, the State Department's Soviet expert, was one of those
not in favor of the invasion alternative and warned that Khrushchev, if

suddenly faced with precipitate action on the part of the United States,

might respond on impulse.

9The alternatives which the President and his advisers considered
were gathered from a variety of sourcess Those that seem to have been
the most authentic were: NBC White Paper, op. cit.; Knebel, op. cit.;
Alsop and Bartlett, op. cit.; and E. W. Kenworthy, Anthony Lewis and Max
Frenkel, "™Cuban Crisis: A Step by Step Review,®™ The New York Times,
November 3, 1962. Knebel, Alsop and Frenkel were all contacted by the
author and each of these gentlemen indicated that they interviewed the
members of President Kennedy's advisory group at the time of the Cuban
crisis and based their articles on the first-hand information they obtained
from those persons.
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The fourth alternative was actually an attenuated version of
the invasion proposal since, instead of invasion, it called for
"selective™ air strikes on the missile installations. This response
seems to have been the one which was most favored by that group of
advisors who believed that some sort of positive military action should
be taken. The air strike alternative was not dismissed as a possible
option during this first meeting and was, in fact, given serious consider-
ation for the next several days.

The fifth alternative, a blockade of maritime traffic entering
Cuban waters, was thought by some at the meeting to be too weak a response
to the immense threat presented by the missiles in Cuba. It was also
argued that a blockade would seriously irritate the members of NATO who
were maritime powers. In addition, the critics of this course of action
contended that such a response would not insure the removal of missiles
which were already in Cuba.

The sixth alternative discussed was a |imited blockade in the
form of a M™quarantine™ which would stop only those Soviet ships delivering
missiles. This response was thought by many to be even less desirable
than a full-scale blockade.

While this first meeting of President Kennedy and his National
Security Council E£xecutive Committee did not yield a firm consensus as
to the best course of action to deal with the Cuban situation, it was
productive in that it had-the effect of defining the alternatives and
focusing attention on the.possible consequences of each response. In
addition, the meeting did produce several immediate decisions. |t was

agreed that air surveillance of Cuba should be intensified and that
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action should await further intelligence findings but should not be
delayed longer than absolutely necessary. Along with this decision to
delay action for the time being, it was decided that when dis;losure
of the missile build-up was made public the President would also announce
his contemplated action to meet the threat. In keeping with this latter
objective, President Kennedy ordered absolute secrecy until plans were
formulated and, as part of this strategy, normal routines were ordered
continued,10

The meeting produced one additional decision. The President
ordered that the armed forces be put on alert and that Operation X, the
contingency plan for the invasion of Cuba be activated.]1 The Executive
Committee of the National Security Council met at 10 A.M. at the State
Department. The President was absent from this and subsequent meetings
during the day. He had, in Keeping with his order to carry on normal
routines, left for Connecticut during the morning to campaign for Demo-

cratic candidates in the forth-coming elections.12

10New York Times, November 3, 1962, p. 6.

110peration X had been drawn up by Presidential order in October,
1961. The plan specified exact times for attack waves to hit Cuba:
At gero hour in early morning fighters from Florida would strafe missile
sites and airfields with rockets and machine guns — but no atomic weapons.
They would be given 15 minutes to knock out the missiles so that Castro
could not touch off a nuclear war. Navy warships and Air Force attack
bombers would level coastal defenses along the invasion beaches and then,
after this first strike, three divisions of troops would hit the island.
Chief of Naval Operations Admiral George Anderson was designated Operation
Commander and ordered to update the plan.

12New York Times, November 3, 1962, p. 6.
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The meeting of the top-level planning group was an informal one
which lasted most of the day and night. The various altérnative courses
of actian to meet the missile threat were again discussed and, by the
end of the day, it was apparent that the two most favored responses were
a selective air strike or a blockade. All-out invasion was ruled out
as being too dangerous from an escalation standpoint as well as from a
world opinion point of view. It was argued by those opposing such a
course of action that a surprise invasion would cost America dearly in
friends and allies both in Latin America and Europe. In addition, such
an assault would kill Russians without warning and might impel the impulsive
Khrushchev to start a nuclear war. Robert Kennedy was most influential
in opposing such action and said at one point; "™y brother will never
be a party to a Pearl Harbor.n13

An added sense of urgency was injected into the deliberations when
new photographs were developed which revealed that the Soviets had at
least forty medium range missiles in Cuba. The photos also showed addi-
tional intermediate range sites under construction in the Guanjay area
between San Cristobal and Havana.!4

The President returned to Washington about midnight and was briefed
15

on the day's events by his brother Robert and Ted Sorensen.

Thursday, October 18 -~ President Kennedy met during the day with

Soviet Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko. Gromyko told the President that

he had been instructed to make it clear once again that Soviet assistance

13Kknebet, op. cit., p. 50.

14New York Times, November 3, 1962, p. 6.

15Knebel, op. cit., p. 50.
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to Cuba was "pursued solely for the purpose of contributing to the defense
capabilities of Cuba," and that M™raining by Soviet specialists of Cuban
nations in handling defensive armaments was by no means of fensive,n16
The President listened patiently to Gromyko's statement but did not, at
this meeting, refute Gromyko's claim by confronting the Soviet diplomat
with the United States intelligence findings. While the President has
been criticized in some quarters for not doing so, he said later that he
did not advise Gromyko for several reasons. First, he did not consider
his information complete at that time. Second, he had not yet decided
what action to take. Finally, Kennedy said he feared that, in the face
of a warning, the Russians would not really back off, but would take sbme
evasive action to blunt the effect of the eventual decision. |In light of
these circumstances, the President said he Mconsidered it unwise to inform
Gromyko in detail of what he knew.m17

During the evening, Secretary Rusk played host to Gromyko at a
State Department dinner. In the same building, at approximately the same
time, the Executive Committee was meeting to discuss the still secret
crisis. Alternative courses of action were still being considered ;t this
time and the President's key advisors began to focus on a naval blockade
as the most favored response. An air strike had been practically ruled
out as a possible move because it was felt that it had the same drawbacks

as an invasion. Robert Kennedy, while opposed to invasion, nevertheless,

161address by President Kennedy, October 22, 1962," Department
of State Publication 7449, Inter-American Series 80 (Washington: Office
of Media Services, October, 1962).

17NBC White Paper, op. cit.
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outlined the disadvantages of a biockade: It would not get rid of the
missiles or halt the construction of sites; it would offend maritime
countries; it might kill Russians if Soviet ships had to be halted by
gunfire; it could provoke a counter~blockade of Berlin; and it prolonged
the agony of the whole crisis. Even with .such disadvantages, however,
the President's brother swung his support behind a blockade.18
While no definite decisions were reached regarding action which
should be taken it was agreed that there was a need for a solid legal
basis for any moves which might be taken. Deputy Attorney General
Nicholas Katzenbach, a former international law professor, was given
the task of building a good legal case for the United States response.19
The President seemed to favor a blockage, or as he called it,
a "quarantine,” but he did not attempt to influence his advisers. In
fact, President Kennedy purposely absented himself from a number of
meetings in order to give his advisers an opportunity to more freely
voice their opinions. Ted Sorensen, interviewed on NBC television after
the crisis, offered an insight into the President's thinking at this
time when he said:
The air strike or an invasion automatically meant a
military attack upon a Communist power and required, almost
certainly, either a military response from the Soviet Union
or an even more humiliating surrender, which would have
cost them heavily in their prestige ail over the worlid,
particularly in the other underdeveloped countries they were
trying to build their relations with. The blockade, on the
other hand, had the advantage of giving Mr. Khrushchev a
choice, an option so to speak. He did not have to have his

ships approach the blockade and be stopped and searched. He
could turn them around. So that was the first obvious

18knebel, op. cit., p. 50.

19New York Times, November 3, 1962, p. 7.
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advantage it had. |t left a way open to Mr. Khrushchev,
In this age of nuclear weapons that is very important.20

While deiiberations were taking place during the day. other, more
deliberate, steps were taken to cope with the crisis. A considerable
military deployment was set in motion. The Defense Department announced
that additional aircraft had been sent to the southeastern United States.

The New York Times reported that a long scheduled Navy-Marine amphibious

exercise, which involved 5,000 marines and forty ships and was called
Philbriglex-62, was taking place in the Caribbean area. The purpose
cf the excercise was to liberate the mythical "Republic of Vicques" from
the rule of a tyrant named Ortsac--Castro spelled backwards.2]
Friday, October 19.--President Kennedy flew West During the morning
to keep a scheduled cémpaign commijtment, While the President seemed
reluctant to leave, the feeling was that if this Iong—planneﬂ trip were
called off, the Soviets would have a clear warning that a move was underway.
Before departing, Kennedy indicated to his advisers that he tentatively
approved of the blockade idea.22
At 10 A.M. the Executive Committee met at the State Department. Deputy

Attorney General Katzenbach, not a reguiar member of Ex Comm, was present

20NBC White Paper, op. Cit.

2INew York Times, November 3, 1962, p. 6. While the exercise was
eventually cancelled and the ships used for blockade duty, the operation
at the time was evidently interpreted by the Soviet Union as a show of force
and certainly must have served to alert them to the fact that a decision
relative to Cuba was in progress. In any event, the Soviets did use the
operation for propaganda purposes in their radio broadcasts to Latin America
and Europe. See Edward D. Wilson, The Cuban Crisis: An Analysis of
Political Communications of the Soviet Union, unpublished Master of Arts
thesis, the University of Oklahoma, 1963, for a penetrating analysis of
Soviet propaganda broadcasts at the time of the crisis.

22New York Times, November 3, 1962, p. 7.
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at the meeting and gave a brief statement of his legal views regarding
a blockade. Katzenbach and the rest of the group agreed that a resolution
by the Organization of American States would provide strong legal support
for such an action. However; Katzenbach thought that even if such a
resolution were not forthcoming, a unilateral order for a blockade could
be justified on legal grounds.23
The Executive Committee still was not in complete agreement at
this time as to what action should be taken. There was some talk of an
air strike instead of a blockade, or an air strike combined with a blockade.
About 7 P.M. more photographs were shown to the President's advisers
which showed work on the missile installations proceding rapidly. The
Executive Committee decided that the situation was growing critical and
that action would have to be taken no later than the following Monday.
Robert Kennedy called the President in Chicago that evening and advised
him of the latest developments. The President then instructed Ted Sorensen
to begin work on the first draft of a Presidential address to the nation
which he tentatively scheduled for the following Monday.2*
Attempts at secrecy were still being undertaken as late as Friday
evening when, at 8:30 P.M., the Pentagon issued a statement denying that
any alert of United States armed forces had been ordered or that any
ehergency mi litary measures had been set in motion. The statement further
noted that the Pentagon had no information indicating the presence of

offensive weapons in Cuba.2d

23Knebel, op. Cit., p. 52.

241pid.

251hid.

———
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Saturday, October 20.--At 9:35 A.M., the President's Press

Secretary, Pierre Salinger, announced in Chicago that Kennedy was
returning to Washington because of a one-degree fever and an upper
respitory infection.=2° .

The President flew from Chicago to Andrews Air Force Base where
he transferred to a helicopter for the short trip to the White House.
Meanwhile, Vice-President Johnson, who was in Hawaii, cut short his stay
and flew back to Washington. The deepening crisis also caused Secretary
Rusk to cancel several speeches in Virginia in order that he might be
available.27

President Kennedy met with his advisers most of the afternoon
in the Oval Room of the White House., The President listened to the
consensus of his advisers and at 4:30 P.M. he gave his tentative appfoval
to a blockade. ' Kennedy told his advisers to go ahead with blockade
preparations subject only to a final word from him the next day.28 Kennedy
and his advisers agreed that the announcement of the blockade would be
combined with an appeal to the United Nations Security Council demanding
that the Soviets get out of Cuba. Due to this consideration, as well
as to the fact that the President wanted our allies informed of the

impending blockade, it was decided that it could not be put into effect

until at least October 22.29

26The New York Times, November 3, 1962, p. 6., notes that the
story of the President's cold was false and that it was used merely as
a cover story to enable him to return to Washington without alerting
the Soviets that a major decision was imminent.

27New York Times, October 21, 1962, p. 1.

28NBC White Paper, op. cit.
29bid.
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Later in the day, McGeorge Bundy worked with Rusk on a new draft
of the speech the President planned to make to the nation informing the
American people and the world of the crisis in Cuba. Messages were
drafted for all United States Embassies and letters to the heads of
other governments were prepared advising them of the President's decisian.
An approach to the 0AS was also drawn up, as well as a letter to Khrushchev
which would accompany a copy of the blockade speech.

Sunday, Octobef 21.——After attending Mass at St. Stephen's Catholic

Church in Washington during the morning, the President met at the White
House with key officials. Secretary McNamara showed the group the latest
intelligence photographs of Cuba which indicated that the Soviet missiles
would be operational in a matter of days. The information contained in
the lastest intelligence report evidently confirmed the President's belief
that action had to be taken immediately. The President made his decision
final; a blockade, to be called a M"quarantine,® would be the United States
response to the Soviet missile buildup. The hour of the President's
Monday evening speech was dubbed "P-hour,®™ and all plans were aimed at
that moment.3!

At 2:30 P.M, the statutory National Security Council, with the
Office of Emergency Planning represented for the first time, met at the

White House to coordinate the operation.32

30New York Times, November 3, 1962.

3TNew York Times, November 3, 1962, p. 6.

32)pi4,
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General Maxwel| Taylor held four meetings of the Joint Chiefs
of Staff during the day and Sunday night Pentagon officials began to
sleep in their offices.33

President Kennedy was in constant conference during the day with
the Executive Committee and later in the afternoon the White House announced
that it was preparing an executive order to Mhamper®™ Soviet shipping to
Cuba.34 No announcement was made, however, of the Presidentt!s planned
speech,

Monday, October 22.--At noon Press Secretary Salinger announced

that the President would make a speech of "the greatest urgency by radio
and television at 7 P.M."3°

All during the day Congressional leaders from both parties arrived
in Washington after having been called back from campaign trips by the
President. Late in the afternoon Kennedy met with these leaders and told
them of his decision. At least two Senators, J. W. Fullbright af Arkansas
and Richard Russell of Georgia, felt that the contemplated action was not
strong enough. House Minority Leader Charles Halleck, however, commented
that he was "standing by the President."36

Later in the afternoon ambassadors representing our allies, our
adversaries, and the neutrals were informed of the President's decision.
The general reaction among these men seems to have been one of displeasure

at not having been told sooner. At 6:45 P.M. Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin

arrived at the State Department and was told of the blockade decision

33Knebel, op. cit., p. 52.
34New York Times, October 22, 1962, p. 1.
351bid.

36NBC White Paper, op. Cit.
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by Secretary Rusk.37

At 7:00 P.M., in a speech of extraordinary gravity, President
Kennedy told the American people and the worid that the Soviet Union,
contrary to promises, was building offensive missile and bomber bases
in Cuba. The President told of his plans to impose a strict naval and
air quarantine on Cuba and made it clear that the United States would
not stop short of military action to end what he called a "clandestine,
reckless and provocative threat to world peace."38 The President said
that he was directing that'™the following initial steps be taken

immediately:™

First: To halt this offensive build-up, a strict quarantine
on all offensive military equipment under shipment to Cuba is
being initiated. All ships of any Kind bound for Cuba from
whatever nation or port will, if found to contain cargoes of
offensive weapons, be turned back. This quarantine will be
extended, if needed, to other types of cargo and carriers. We
are not at this time, however, denying the necessities of life
as the Soviets attempted to do in their Berlin blockade of 1958.

Second: | have directed the continued and increased close
surveiliance of Cuba and its military build-up. The Foreign
Ministers of the Organization of American States in their
communique of October 3 rejected secrecy on such matters in
the Hemisphere. Should these offensive military preparations
continue, thus increasing the threat to the Hemisphere, further
action will be justifiede | have directed the Armed Forces to
prepare for any eventualities; and | trust that in the interests
of both the Cuban people and the Soviet technicians at the sites,
the hazards to all concerned of continuing this threat will be
recognized.

Third: 1t shall be the policy of this nation to regard any
nuclear missile faunched from Cuba against any nation in the
Western Hemisphere as an attack by the Soviet Union on the
United States, requiring a full retaliatory response upon the
Soviet Union.

Fourth: As a necessary military precaution | have rein-
forced our base at Guantanamo, evacuated today the dependents
of our personnel there, and ordered additional military units
to be on a standby alert basis.

Fifth: We are calling tonight for an immediate meeting of

37pepartment of State Bulletin, XLVII, (November 17, 1962), 909-11.
38pepartment of State Bulletin, XLVII, (November 12, 1962), 715-20.
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the Organ of Consultation, under the Organization of American
States, to consider this threat to hemispheric security and

to invoke articles six and eight of the Rio Treaty in support
of all necessary action. The United Nations Charter allows for
regional security arrangements — and the nations of this
hemisphere decided long ago against the military presence of
outside powers. Our other allies around the world have also
been alerted.

Sixth: Under the Charter of the United Nations, we are
asking tonight that an emergency meeting of the Security council
be convoked without delay to take action against this latest
Soviet threat to world peace. Qur resolution will call for prompt
dismantling and withdrawal of all offensive weapons in Cuba,
under the supervision of United Nations observers, before the

quarantine can be lifted.

Seventh and finally: 1 call upon Chairman Khrushchev to
halt and eliminate this clandestine, reckless, and provocative
threat to world peace and to stable relations between our two
nations. | call upon him further to abandon this course of
world domination and to join in an historic effort to end the
perilous arms race and transform the history of man. He had an
opportunity now to move the world back from the abyss of destruc-
tion — by returning to his Government's own words that it had
no need to station missiles outside its own territory, and
withdrawing these weapons from Cuba — by refraining from any
action which will widen or deepen the present crisis — and then
by participating in a search for peaceful and permanent solutions.>®

After the President delivered his speech, Ambassador Stevenson
delivered a letter to Valerian A. Zorin, head of the Soviet delegation
to the United Nations, who was the October President of the Security
Council, caliing on him to summon an urgent meeting of the Council.

in addition to the letter a draft resolution was submitted calling
on the Soviet Union to dismantle and withdraw the missiles under UN
verification. The resolution stated that after the missiles were withdrawn

under supervision the United States would end the quarantine.41

39"Address by President Kennedy over radio and television, October
22, 1962;™ Department of State Bulletin, XLVilI (November 12, 1962), 715-20.

40ny, s, Request for Convenfhg U.N. Security Council," Department
of State Bulletin, XLVI| (November 12, 1962), 724. R

41my,s, Draft Resolution Presented to the U.N. Security Council
October 22, 1962," Department of State Bulletin, XLVIi (November 12, 1962, p. 1.
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Thus it was on this, the ninth day of the missile crisis, that
the world was informed of the United States' awareness of the Soviet
build-up and of the decision to take action to insure that the missiles

and bombers were removed.

Tuesday, October 23.;-Moscow's first reaction to President

Kennedy's speech came at 8:00 A.M. Eastern Daylight time. The statement
issued by the Soviet Government was accompanied by a letter from Premier
Khrushchev in which the United States was accused of — among other
things — ™Mviolating international law," committing ®piracy,®™ and "taking
provocative acts which might lead to thermonuclear war."2 ussRr Deputy
Representative to the United Nations P. Morozov presented the Soviet
Government statement in the United Nations and called for a Securify
Council meeting to examine the question of "the violation of the Charter
of the United Nations and the {hreat to peace on the part of the United

States., . ."43

Moscow's reply to the blockade proclamation was interpreted by
the President and his advisors as an indication that the Kremlin had
been caught off guard. The Soviet statement was assumed to be a delaying
tactic designed to give Khrushchev an opportunity to formulate a more

definite response.

At 9:00 A.M. the Council of the Organization of American States

met in Washington to consider the Cuban question,

42U.N., Security Council Document 5/5186, October 23, 1962, p. 1.

43|pid.

——

44New York Times, November 3, 1962, p. 6.
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Secretary Rusk represented the United States and offered a
resolution to authorize the use of force, individually or collectively,
to enforce the blockade. Rusk cited the Rio Pact of 1947 as justification.®

The meeting of the Council lasted most of the day and just before
5 P,M., the resolution submitted by the United States was approved by a
vote of 19-0.46

Meetings between the President and his key advisers continued
throughout the day and tension rose as intelligence reports came in noting
that at least twenty-five Soviet ships had been sighted moving toward
Cuba.47

At the United Nations, Soviet Ambassador Zorin presented a reso-
lution calling on the United States to withdraw the blockade and to stop
interfering in Cuba's domestic affairs.4® sStevenson had presented the

United States resolution earlier which charged the Soviets with actions

4SDgggrtment of State Bulletin, XLVII (November 12, 1962), 720-22.

461t should be noted here that the OAS decision was important for
a number of reasons. First, the unanimity of the Council in opposing the
Soviet Union's move undoubtedly surprised the Russians and accounted for
much of their diplomatic confusion during the week. Second, it was the
first time that the American States had authorized the use of armed force
under the Treaty of Rio de Janerio. Finally, the decision was important,
as far as the United States was concerned, since it put the blockade
action on a much firmer legal footing. That the President considered
the OAS resolution important, is attested to by the ract that he waited
until after the Council made a decision before he signed the official
blockade proclamation. Whether or not Kennedy would have done differently
in the absence of an DAS endorsement is, of course, problematical.

47New York Times, October 24, 1962, p. 1.

4.BU.N., Security Council Document S/pv 1022, October 23,

1962.



148
which threatened the peace of the world and called upon them to remove
the offensive missiles from Cuba.4?
At 7:06 P.M. President Kennedy signed the official proclamation
ordering the blockade. The M"quarantine®,as it was called, was scheduled

to begin at 10:00 A.M, the following day.20

Wednesday, October 24.--The blockade of Cuba went into effect at

10:00 A.M.

Coincident with the commencement of the blockade, Secretary of
Defense McNamara issued a press release describing the action the United
States intended to take regarding the stopping of ships bound for Cuba.
He stated that all available means would be used to stop vessels far
search and inspection. Force, however, was to be used only as a last
resort, McNamara said, and then only in such an amount as to achieve a
minimum of damage.2!

In an atmosphere of tense anticipation the Executive Committee
met at 10:00 A.M. at the wWhite House. CIA Chief John McCone started the
meeting with an intelligence briefing on the latest developments. The
planners were told that the Soviet ship nearest Cuba should make contact
with the blockade by about 7:30 P.M. that evening.22 McCone advised the
group that low-level reconnaissance flights over Cuba were needed to
accurately assess the extent to which work on the missile sites was proceding.

The President immediately ordered such flights and they were flown later

49Department of State Bulletin, XLvii (November 12, 1962), 723-34.

S0pepartment of State Bulletin, XLVII (November 12, 1962), 717.

5TNBC White Paper, op. Cit.

52This ship evidently altered course or slowed down, however, since
no contact was reported by the blockading vessels on Qctober 24.
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in the day by Navy P-8U's.>>

At the United Nations during the day, Secretary General U Thant
made a statement, on behalf of forty member nations, urging President
Kennedy and Premier Khrushchev to suspend for two or three weeks both

the blockade and the arms shipments while negotiations were held.>4

Thursday, October 25.-~The Defense Department announced the first

interception of a Soviet ship bound for Cuba. According to the Department
of Defense statement, thé encounter took place at about 8 A.M. but the
ship, the oil tanker Bucharest, was allowed to continue without being
boarded after it was ascertained that it had only petroleum aboard. The
Defense Department also disclosed that twelve other Soviet ships bound
for Cuba had altered course.2>

The Soviet decision to alter the course of the vessels headed
towards Cuba was interpreted in Washington as being a cautious move on
the part of the Soviets which was taken to give them time for serious
consideration of the United States challenge. Such actions fitted in
well with President Kennedy's obvious desire to avoid a direct confront-
ation while at the same time showing the Soviets that the United States
was determined to take whatever action might be necessary. It is clear
that President Kennedy wanted to give the Soviets an opportunity to back
down and consequently he did not want to put them into a position from
which they could not honorably or peaceably extricate themselves.

Later in the day Premier Khrushchev agreed to Secretary Thant's

53New York Times, November 3, 1962, p. 6.

S4ynited Nations Press Release §G/1353, October 24, 1962, pp. 1-3.

S5New York Times, October 26, 1962, p. 1.
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proposé] made the day before which called for a suspension of the blockade
in return for a promise by the Soviets to stop shipping missiles to Cuba.2®

President Kennedy in his reply noted, however, that while he
appreciated the spirit which prompted U Thant's message, he could only
agree to discuss the matter, not suspend the blockade.>?

While the President's letter did not specifically outline his
objections to U Thant's proposal, officials in Washington made it clear
to the press that U Thant's offer, as it stood, was unacceptable, even
temporarily. The ultimate objective was the removal! of the missiles and
nothing else would suffice. Neither would unverified removal of the
missiles be acceptable.58 The feeling among Kennedy and his advisors
was that the proposal, if accepted, would only serve to thwart the positive
action already undertaken by the United States in instituting the blockade.
If, as was expected, negotiations failed, it would then be difficult, if
not impossible, to set in motion another blockade which would have such
widespread support from United States allies. In short, Kennedy felt
that the United States had gained an immense psychological and military
advantage on the Soviet Union with the blockade and he did not want to
chance losing this upper-hand until substantive action had been taken to
remove the missiles.,

During the eariy evening hours Ambassador Stevenson confronted
the Soviets at the United Nations with the evidence the United States had

showing Soviet missiles in Cuba. Stevenson's indictment was specific and

56New York Times, October 26, 1962, p. 16.

57ggpartment of State Bulletin, XLVII (November 12, 1962), 740.

58New York Times, November 3, 1962, p. 16.




151
backed up by overwhelming substantiation of the missiie build-up.
However, the Soviet representative would not admit that there had been
such an introduction of Moffensive®™ missiles even when asked quite
forthrightly by Stevenson, who said:
All right sir, let me ask you one simple question: Do you
Ambassador Zorin deny that the U.S.S5.R. had placed and is

placing medium and intermediate-range missilies and sites in
Cuba? Yes or no -- don't wait for the translation -- Yes or

no.29
When Zorin refused to answer, Stevenson made a statement that was classic,

saying, ™| am prepared to wait for my answer 'till hell freezes over if

that's your decision.®0

Friday, October 26.--At 7 A.M. President Kennedy was informed that

the Navy was tracking a Soviet ship bound for Cuba. The President gave
the order to board and search. At 7:50 A.M. the United States destroyer

Joseph P. Kennedy, Jr. ordered the Soviet cargo ship Marucla to heave to.

The Soviet vessel complied and was boarded and searched. No prohibited
material was found, however, and the ship was allowed to proceed on course
to Havana.®!

The President's Executive Committee met during the morning to
discuss the latest developments in the crisis. At this meeting Ambassédor

Stevensan was instructed to make it "unmistakably clear to Mr. Thant that

the United States was immovable in its determination to get the missiles

59Department of State Bulletin, XLVII (November 12, 1962), 737-40.

60ypid., NBC White Paper, op. cit., states that Stevenson said
this in the United Nations on Tuesday, October 23. This is not the case,
however, Stevenson did address the United Nations Security Council on
October 23, but did not make the Mhell freezes over®™ statement until October

25.

61New York Times, October 27, 1962, p. 6.
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out of Cuba.m62

Later in the afternuon, amid reports in the nation's press that
the United States was contemplating more direct action to meet the
crisis in Cuba, the White House released a statement on the situation.
The press release stated that the development of missiles sites in Cuba
was continuing at a rapid pace in an obvious effort to achieve a ®full
operational capability as soon as possible.™ The White House statement
concluded that there was no evident intention on the part of the Soviets
to dismantle or discontinue work on the sites.t3

At the United Nations, during the early evening, U.Thant made
public the replies of President Kennedy and Premier Khrushchev to his
latest appeal for a settlement of the crisis. Again, while both heads
of state accepted the proposal in essence, neither would agree to the
terms which called for cessation of the blockade and removal of the
missiles.b4

At about 9 P.M. an important turning point in the crisis began
to develop. It was at that hour that the first part of a four-part letter
from Premier Khrushchev to President Kennedy began arriving at the State
Department via teletype from the Moscow Embassy.®5

The first and third sections of the letter arrived first and
were read to the Executive Committee by Secretary Rusk. President Kennedy

was then given the news and, after reading parts one and three, he remarked

62New York Times, November 3, 1962, p. 7.

63pepartment of State Bulletin, XLVII, (November 12, 1962), 740-41.

64Department of State Bu]letin, XLVIl (Naovember 12, 1962), 740.

65NBC White Paper, op. cit.
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that he saw nothing new in them and went to bed, leaving instructions
not to be awakened unless there was something really new in the other

parts.66

The President's advisers studied the remainder of the letter as
it was transmitted to them later in the night. By éarly morning the
letter was complete and it was agreed by those who were analyzing
Khrushchev'!s message that he had changed his position. While the letter
still has not been made public by the State Department, various officials
subsequently commented on parts of the message making possible a reasonably
complete reconstruction of its main points. The letter, it was said, was
"long, rambling, emotional and contradictory."®7 But for the first time
Khrushchev acknowledged the presence of Soviet missiles in Cuba. He argued
that they were defensive in nature, but conceded that he understood the
President's feelings about them, since a missile was like a pistol and
could be used for defense ar offense depending upon the intentions of the
user. Khrushchev compared Kennedy and himself to two men pulling on a
rope with a knot in the middle; if both men went on tugging, Khrushchev
said, the knot could only be cut with a sword.%8 Therefare, Khrushchev
proposed that if Kennedy would stop pulling on his end, he, Khrushchev,
would also stop the tug of war. |In effect, Khrushchev was backing down
and seemed to be implying that he would remove the missiles from Cuba under

United Nations supervision if the United States would pledge not to invade

66Alsop, op. cit., p. 16.

67hid.

681bid.
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Cuba,69

Saturday, October 27.--As the Executive Committee convened at

10:00 A.M. to consider a reply to Khrushchev's letter of the night before,
a new letter from the Soviet Premier began to come into the State Depart-
ment. In this message Khr;shchev proposed that the Soviet Government
would remove their missiles from Cuba if the United States would take

its missiles out of Turkey and Greece.’0 This was unwelcome news to the
President and his advisers since they had interpreted Khrushchev's earlier
letter as being a proposal for a favorable soclution to the crisis. Now,
with Khrushchev's latest proposal, they were presented with a dilemma. It
could be construed as an effort on Khrushchev's part to play for time
while the missile installations were completeds Or it could be taken as
an indication that Khrushchev had been overruled by some in the Kremlin
who were opposed to negotiation. Bundy later said that, while the proposal
to trade bases with the Soviets was a possible solution to the crisis, it

was "the gravest kind of political danger for us because if we had done

that . . . the Atlantic Alliance might well have come unstuck.n’?

69NBC White Paper, op. cit. After the Khrushchev letter was finally
complete there is some disagreement over whether the President was informed
of its contents that night. The NBC White Paper states that he was informed
and that he agreed that the letter seemed to indicate unconditional accept-
ance of the:United States' terms by the Russians. The Alsop-Bartlett
article on the other hand, states that after reading the first and third
parts, the President said he Msaw nothing new in them,™ went to bed and was
not awakened that night. The New York Times, November 3, 1962, article,
however, noted that the President was given the entire letter at 11:00
P.M. and read it "with relief.™ Whether or not the entire letter was given
to the President on Friday is of course, not too important. The noteworthy
fact is that the letter itself represented a turning point in the crisis
and indicated a willingness of Khrushchev's part to resoive the crisis.

"Opepartment of State Bulletin, XLVI! (November 12, 1962), 741-743.

7INBC White Paper, op. Cit.
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It was agreed that Khrushchev's latest proposal was unacceptabie
and a terse White House statement was drafted by the Executive Committee
and released to the press. While the statement did not formally reject
the Turkey-Cuba proposal, it did make it clear that the first requirement
for any negotiation over Cuba was an agreement by the Soviet Union to
halt work on the Cuban missile bases. After the missile installation
work was halted the White House statement noted that efforts for a Msensi-
ble negotiation' could proceed.72

When the Executive Committee reconvened after lunch they were
confronted with still more bad news. During the marning a U-2 had been
shot down by Soviet anti-aircraft missiles while on a reconnaissance flight
over Cuba. This was the first time one of the Soviet missiles had been
fired at a United States aircraft over Cuba and the President and his
advisers agreed that definitive action had to be taken immediately.

Various answers to Khrushchev's two letters were considered by
the President and ExComm. According to one report, it was the President's
brother, Robert, who suggested the reply which was subsequently adopted.
It is said that Robert Kennedy proposed that the President simply interpret
the Friday night letter as a proposal for an acceptable deal, ignoring
all other implications.73 The President agreed with his brother's proposal

and drafted a letter to Khrushchev which said in part:

"2pepartment of State Bulletin, XLVI| (November 12, 1962), 741.

73Alsop, op. cit., p. 18, writes that Robert Kennedy suggested
what has since been dubbed the "Troilope ploy.® The name comes from the
Victorian novelist, Anthony Trollope who had a standard scene; a young
man with no marital intentions makes some imprudent gesture toward a
marriage-hungry maiden —- he squeezes her hand, even Kisses her. The
lady instantly seizes the opportunity by shyly accepting what she chooses
to interpret as a proposal for marriage.
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It was agreed that Khrushchev's latest proposal was unacceptable
and a terse White House statement was drafted by the Executive Committee
and released to the press. While the statement did not formally reject
the Turkey-Cuba proposal, it did make it clear that the first requirement
for any negotiation over Cuba was an agreement by the Soviet Union to
halt work on the Cuban missile bases. After the missile installation
work was halted the White House statement noted that efforts for a Msensi-
ble negotiation' could proceed.72

When the Executive Committee reconvened after lunch they were
caoanfronted with still maore bad news. During the morning a U-2 had been
shot down by Soviet anti-aircraft missiles while on a reconnaissance flight
over Cuba. This was the first time one of the Soviet missiles had been
fired at a United States aircraft over Cuba and the President and his
advisers agreed that definitive action had to be taken immediately.

Various answers to Khrushchev's two letters were considered by
the President and ExComm. According to one report, it was the President's
brother, Robert, who suggested the reply which was subsequently adopted.
It is said that Robert Kennedy proposed that the President simply interpret
the Friday night letter as a proposal for an acceptable deal, ignoring
all other implications.73 The President agreed with his brother's proposal

and drafted a letter to Khrushchev which said in part:

72pepartment of State Bulletin, XLVII (November 12, 1962), 741.

73Alsop, op. cit., p. 18, writes that Robert Kennedy suggested
what has since been dubbed the "Trollope ploy.®™ The name comes from the
Victorian novelist, Anthony Trollope who had a standard scene; a young
man with no marital intentions makes some imprudent gesture toward a
marriage-hungry maiden —— he squeezes her hand, even Kisses her. The
lady instantly seizes the opportunity by shyly accepting what she chooses
to interpret as a proposal for marriage.
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As | read your letter, /of October 26/ the key elements of
your proposal--which are generally acceptable as | understand
them--are as follows:

1) You would agree to remove these weapons systems from
Cuba under appropriate United Nations observation and super-
vision; and undertake, with suitable safeguards, to halt the
further introduction of such weapons systems into Cuba.

2) We, on our part, would agree-——upon the establishment
of adequate arrangements through the United Nations——to ensure
the carrying out and continuation of these commitments; (a)
to remove promptly the quarantine measures now in effect and,
fb) to give assurances against an invasion of Cuba. | am
confident that other nations of the Western Hemisphere would
be prepared to do likewise. 4

The letter was published and delivered to the Russians at about
the same time, 7:00 P.M.7>

The Executive Committee continued their meeting until late
Saturday night discussing what actions shouid be taken should Khrushchev
reject Kennedy's proposal to end the crisis. |t was agreed that, in
light of the continued work on the missile installations, as well as the
fact that reconnaissance planes were now being shot at, it might be
necessary to carry out selective air strikes on the missile sites after
all. All agreed that such strikes would have to take place before the

following Tuesday, when it was estimated the missile sites wouid be

74pepartment of State Bulletin, XLVil (November 12, 1962), 743.

?Sin the light of subsequent criticism of the Kennedy Administration
by Presidential candidate Barry Goldwater during the 1964 campaign, several
points about Kennedy!s letter to Khrushchev should be noted. Kennedy was
criticized for giving a ™o invasion pledge®™ to Khrushchev and therefore
tying the hands of the United States as far as action against Castro is
concerned. Such is not the case, however, as it is clearly evident that in
this letter Kennedy made such a pledge conditionally. That is, he pledged
not to invade Cuba if the missiles were removed under United Nations observ-
ation and supervision. The Soviets subsequently did remove the missiles,
of course, but Castro would not agree to allow observation teams from the
United Nations to make on the spot inspections in Cuba. Therefore, since
the sine gua non of the agreement was not specifically fulfilled, it is
evident that the United States is not bound by the agreement not to invade
Cuba.
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completed. |t was equally apparent to all present that air strikes
against Cuba would be the next rung on the ladder to cuclear war.’®

Sunday, October 28.--The Soviet's answer to President Kennedy's

message of the previous day was broadcast by Moscow radio at 9:00 A.M.
Eastern Standard time. The statement was in the:form of a letter from
Premier Khrushchev to President Kennedy. In his message Khrushchev said
that he had ordered work on the bases stopped and for the missiles to be
crated and returned to the Soviet Union. Khrushchev promised that repre-
sentatives of the United Nations would Yerify the dismantling.® Khrushchev
further noted that he accepted the statement made by Kennedy in the October
27 message that there would be "no attack, no invasion of Cuba, and not
only on the part of the United States, but also on the part of other nations
in the Western Hemisphere."77
President Kennedy, in conference with his advisers, immediately
set about drafting a reply to Khrushchev's letter. About noon Kennedy's
statement was broadcast over the Voice of America facilities while a
formal reply was sent through diplomatic channels te the Soviet Premier.’8
President Kennedy in his response to Khrushchev noted that he
welcomed the M"statesmanlike decisions to dismantie the bases in Cuba
and return the offensive weapons to the Soviet Union under verification.!

Kennedy said, this was a "welcome and constructive contribution to peace."

The President also noted that he considered his letter of Saturday and

76Alsop, op. cit., p. 18.

77Department of State Bulletin, XLVI| (November 12, 1962), 743-45.

78Degartment of State Bulletin, XLVII (November 12, 1962), 745.
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Premier Khrushchev'!s reply as ®firm undertakings" which should be
"nromptly™ carried out. The President expressed hope that the necessary
measures for United Nations inspection would be taken Mat aonce' so that
the United States could lift the guarantine.’®
With Khrushchev's acceptance of the United States! terms and
Kennedy's reply to the Soviet Premier the immediate crisis ended —— all

that was left to be accomplished was the actual removal of the missiles.

The Crisis Cools

For the purposes of this study, as far as the decisional events
are concerned, the Cuban crisis ended on October 28 when Khrushchev
formaily announced that he would remove the missiles. While it is true
that the world was confronted with a few anxious hours in the weeks that
followed the crisis, as negotiations for the removal of the missiles went
forward, no problems of comparable magnitude faced the decision-makers of
the United States during this time.

During the weeks after the crisis period the Soviet Union did,
in fact, remove the missiles and aircraft from Cuba and, while no on site
inspection plan was agreed upon,80 the United States was evidently satis-

fied that aerial surveillance of the missiles leaving Cuba sufficiently

79pepartment of State Bulletin, XLVIlI (November 12, 1962), 745-46.

80castro proved to be the stumbling block as far as inspection
was concerned. In a letter to Secretary General U Thant on November 15,
1962, Castro made his position clear, saying: ™™e have given you--and
we have also given it publicly and repeatedly——our refusal to allow
unilateral inspection by any body, national or international, on Cuban
territory." Castro remained adamant in his refusal and no on-site
inspection was ever carried out. See United Nations Press Release SG/1378,
November 16, 1962, pp. 1-4, for the text of Castro's letter.
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verified their exit.81
President Kennedy lifted the quarantine officially on November
21, 1962.82 The day before he had made a statement to the press in
which he outlined the post-crisis deveiopments. The President said in
part:

| have today been informed by Chairman Khrushchev that all
of the [L-28 bombers now in Cuba will be withdrawn in thirty
days. He also agrees that these planes can be observed and
caounted as they leave. Inasmuch as this goes a long way toward
reducing the danger which faced this Hemisphere four weeks ago,
| have this afternoon instructed the Secretary of Defense to
lift our naval guarantine.

In view of this action | want to take this opportunity to
bring the American people up to date on the Cuban crisis and
review the progress made thus far in fulfilling the understand-
ings between Soviet Chairman Khrushchev and myself as set forth
in our letters of October 27 and 28. Chairman Khrushchev, it

"will be recalled, agreed to remove all weapons systems from
Cuba which were capable of offensive use, to halt the further
introduction of such weapons into Cuba, and to permit appropriate
United Nations observation supervision to insure the carrying
out and continuation of these commitments. We on our part agreed
that, once these adequate arrangements for verification had been
established, we would remove our quarantine and give assurances
against invasion of Cuba.

The evidence to date indicates that all known offensive
missile sites in Cuba have been dismantlied. The missiles and
their associated equipment have been loaded on Soviet ships.

And our inspection at sea of these departing ships has confirmed
that the number of missiles reported by the Soviet Union as

having been brought into Cuba which closely corresponded to our
own information, has now been removed. In addition the Soviet
Government has stated that all nuclear weapons have been withdrawn
from Cuba and no offensive weapons will be reintroduced.

Nevertheless, important parts of the understanding of

81November 8, 1962, the Defense Department released a statement
which noted that, as a result of aerial surveillance, the United States
had photographs which indicated that all known MRBM and IRBM missiles
bases in Cuba had been dismantled. See the New York Times, November
9, 1962, p. 3, for the text of the statement issued by Assistant Secretary
of Defense Arthur Sylvester.

82pepartment of State Bullietin, XLVI| (December 17, 1962), 9mB.
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October 27 and 28 remain to be carried out. The Cuban Govern-
ment has not yet permitted the United Nations to verify whether
all offensive weapons have been removed, and no lasting safe~
guards have yet been established against the future introduction
of offensive weapons back into Cuba,

Consequently . . . this Government has no choice but to
pursue its own means of checking on military activities in Cuba.
In short, the record of recent weeks shows real progress.

» « o« The completion of the commitment on both sides and achieve-
ment of a peaceful solution to the Cuban crisis might well open

the door to the solution of other outstanding problems.83

In the months following the dramatic missile confrontation hetween
the Soviet Union and the United States, the crisis atmosphere gradually
subsided until, finally, the issue, overshadowed by other more immediate
problems, was all but forgotten by a world which had, for 14 long days
in October, 1962, stood on the brink of nuclear war and stared into the

frightening abyss.

83Department of State Bulletin, XLVI| (December 10, 1962), 874-~75.




CHAPTER 1IX

THE BASIC DETERMINANTS OF DECISION-MAKING:
JOHN F. KENNEDY

Introduction

The objective of the present chapter is the same as that of
Chapter V which dealt with the determinants of decision-making in the
Eisenhower Administration. As in that chapter, it is an attempt to
categorize the basic determinants of decision making by focusing on
spheres of competence, motivation and information-communications, as
these factors relate to the top-level decision-maker.

One deviation from the preVious study should be noted here,
however., While in the case of the Hungarian-Suez decisions it was
evident that Eisenhower and Dulles shared a certain amount of the power
to decide, it is equally apparent that no such sharing of authority
existed in the Kennedy Administration when the Cuban decision was made.
The Secretary of State, in this case Dean Rusk, did not have the influence
and delegated authority regarding foreign policy decision-making that
Secretary Dulles had. This is evident, in fact, from the study of the
very determinants which we are here attempting to categorize and witll
be shown in the course of the present analysis. Therefore, after analyzing
the data available, the author has excluded a study of the Secretary of

161
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State as far as the basic determinants of decision making and the relation
of these factors to his position in the decision-making structure are
concerned, This exclusion of the Secretary of State from the present
analysis should not be taken to mean that the writer thinks Rusk was
not influential in the decision-making unit. On the contrary, Rusk was
quite influential, however, the contention is that Rusk's ideas and
wishes regarding decisions did not influence President Kennedy to the
degree that Secretary Dulles! did President Eisenhower. This will be

shown quite clearly as the study proceeds.

Sphere of Competence: John F. Kennedy

Ideally, of course, the most precise way in which to characterize
a President and how he views his powers, his Mrole®™ and his responsi-
bilities, would be to look at the public statements of that President
and observe what he has said regarding his competence. Fortunately,
such statements by Kennedy are rather numerous and, as a result, a reason-
ably exact picture can be reconstructed.

President Kennedy, soon after he took office, characterized the
role of the Presidency as being ™a strong and active one.™ Kennedy felt
that the President should be kept intimately infarmed of what was happening
in all fields of government to enable him to be prepared for action at all

times. In his forward to Theodore Sorensen's book Decision-Making in the

White House, Kennedy summed up what. he believed was the central focus
of the Presidency when he said: ™The heart of the Presidency . . . is
informed, prudent, and resolute choice —— and the secret of presidential

enterprise is to be found in an examination of the way presidential
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choices are made.'"!

President Kennedy left no doubt as to who.woﬁld make the decisions
in his Administration. He firmly believed that the President, while he
could derive advice and counsel from his subordinates in the decisional
process, in the end, stood alone. "There stands the decision -- and
there stands the President,”™ Kennedy once wrote.? Indeed, there is an
overwhelming preponderance of evidence which shows that the President
meant exactly what he said.

As noted, President Kennedy intended to be a strong, active, and
independent President and after taking office he moved swiftiy to set up
a Presidential staff system which would allow him to exercise his office
in terms of these conceptions. As Richard Neustadt suggests, Kennedy was
like Franklin D. Roosevelt in this respect and shared Roosevelt's concern
for the distinction between Mpersonal®™ and “institutionalized™ staff.>

Kennedy chose White House staff members -- his ®informal® staff --
not according to political, geographical or other patterns, but rather for
their ability to serve his needs and to talk his language. Flexibilijty
was consciously built into his staffing system by not prescribing precise
"roles™ for his advisors. They were to work with Cabinet officials and
departmental personnel to spot, refine, and define issues for the President.

They were not, however, to replace the role of any Cabinet official nor

1Sorensen, Op. Cite, pe Xiie

21bid.

3Richard E. Neustadt, MApproaches to Staffing the Presidency:
Notes on F.D.R. and J.F.K.,"™ American Political Science Review, LVilI,
(December, 1963), 855-64.
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block access to the President - as was true in other administrations.
Kennedy was explicit in this regard and wanted his advisers to increase
unity rather than "splinter responsibility."4 The President continualily
took pains to build up morale and increase the prestige of his Cabinet
officers by stressing the fact that his Cabinet members were his principal
advisers in their fields of competence. For example, he was careful to
note on several occasions that Secretary Rusk was his chief adviser on
foreign affairs, thereby backing up the Secretary's own author}ty and
image.5

In order to carry out his ideas regarding White House organiz-
ation Kennedy's senior White House staff advisers, Special Counsel
Theodore C. Sorensen,6 and Special Assistant McGeorge Bundy were assigned
broad roles which Neustadt has characterized as M™action-sphere®™ assign-

ments.7

Such action assignments -- as compared with Mprogram area™ assign-
ments -~ allowed Kennedy's White House advisers to range far and wide in
their search for information which he needed. There was a deliberate
attempt to build overlapping areas of responsibility into the White House
staff system and all had direct access to the President. According to
Neustadt, Kennedy's deliberate attempt to structure his staff relationships
in this manner reflected the President's taste for M"competition and alter-

native sources™ of information.8

4Sorensen, op. cit., p. 71,

Slbid., p. 80.

éNeustadt, op. Cit., p. 856, notes that the title, Special Counsel,
was created by F.D.R. for his adviser Samuel Rosenman.

7lbid., p. 861. 8|bid.
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The White House staff members were given responsibility in various
spheres of activity. McGeorge Bundy, for example, had the responsibility
of maintaining channels of information from the State and Defense Depart-
ments and other security agencies. In addition, Bundy monitored all
decisions to see that they were fulfilled.? Kennedy was determined however,
not to be told what decisions he would make. If advice was offered and
he believed it to be misplaced he would veto the advice whether it came
from his brother, Attorney General Robert Kennedy, or anyone else. 0On the
other hand, after he had given an adviser a job, if that counselor suggested
a course of action Kennedy thought had merit he would endorse it. Kennedy,
for example, gave Bundy the responsibility of streamlining the staff organ-
ization of the National Security Council and when Bundy found that the
Operations Coordinating Board, an arm of the Council, was not performing
a useful function, Kennedy abolished the Board. 10

In the end, the job of his advisers as visualized by Kennedy was
to keep him posted, to provide him with choices, so to speak, to allow him
to grasp the "big picture® of the problems which were brought to him.11
President Kennedy was acutely aware of the Chief Executive's major problem,
seclusion from information, and he was determined that his liaison men,
his advisors, would provide him with this vital ingredient of effective

Presidential decisitm—making.]2

I ester Tanzer, The Kennedy Circle (Washington: Luce, 1961), p. 38.

0ypid.

———

Myilliam R. Manchester, Portrait of a President (Boston: Little,
Brown, 1962), p. 43.

12ybid., p. 42.
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In creating his Cabinet and in maintaining relations with them
President Kennedy was determined to break with the traditions of his
predecessor, Eisenhower. In a discussion with John Fischer, Editor in
Chief of Harper's Magazine, Kennedy, before he had been nominated to
the Presidency, outlined his ideas on this subject saying:

| believe every head of a department is overburdened.

My judgment would be that they delegate and rely on subordinates,
so that instead of really getting the best minds of the country
to study a problem without prior commitment to an agency, you're
really getting a staff operation, which gives the President
precompromised final solutions without revealing to him the
alternatives that might have been open. That appears to be the
way President Eisenhower prefers to work. |'™m hopeful it isn't
the way a future President will work because | am convinced that
discussion and differences and new_points of view should be
brought to bear on the President.

According to the President's old government teacher, emeritus
Professor Arthur N. Holcombe of Harvard, "the President did not want a
Cabinet of the traditional kind. What he wanted was energetic and
efficient department managemen'c."14

Kennedy's conception of what the Cabinet should be was reflected
in his choice of Secretary of State. He chose a man whose ideas and
concepts regarding the role of the President were identical with his own.
Dean Rusk, Kennedy's choice for Secretary of State, more than a year before
his appointment, set down in clear detail his perception of the Presidential
role when he wrote:

In @ unique sense the President is the custodian of the

national interest. Elected by a national constituency, he
speaks to Congress and to the people of the needs of the

nation as a whole.

13John F. Kennedy, Strategy For Peace (New York: Harper Brothers,

14Manchester, op. cit., p. 47.
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The crucial, indispensable contribution which the President

can make to the conduct of our foreign affairs is to enter

fully into his office, to use its powers and accept its responsi-
bilities, to lead a people who are capable of responding to the
obligations of citizenship. He holds a unique office in a

unique constitutional system, which offers him vast powers

in exchange for leadership -- powers which are as large as

the situation requires. A Presidential system can not easily
adjust to an interregnum; a nation moving with such great mass
and velocity needs the engineer at the throttle.!

Certainly these words of Dean Rusk were in accord with Kennedy's
conception of his Presidential role —— a role which quite naturally
involved choosing those persons as Cabinet members who believed as he
did and who would be inclined to strengthen and re-inforce his position.

With regard to the Cabinet, Sidney Hyman suggests that Kennedy
was a "strict constructionist®™ in that the President believed that the
Constitution did not create a "committee Presidency, but a one man
President in whom power and responsibility achieve their supreme unity."16
In line with this theory Kennedy felt that, if this constitutional power
of the President were divided by delegating too much of his responsi-
bility to Cabinet members, the President's own power and initiative would
be lost. Kennedy meant to be the secretary in charge of all the secretaries
when essential matters were involved and he hand-picked his Cabinet members
with this thought in mind. There is no doubt that he valued their advice
and delegated a great deal of responsibility to his Cabinet members but

there is equally little doubt that, unlike some Presidents, he reserved the

responsibility for making the organic decisions to himself. Kennedy's

15pean Rusk, "The President,™ Foreign Affairs, XXXvIII (April,
1960), 353-69.

16Sidney Hyman, ™inside the Kitchen Cabinet," New York Times
Magazine, (March 5, 1961), p. 27.
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emphasis on reserving the crucial decisions to himself and keeping his
hand in as many other decisions as possible should not be interpreted
as an implication that he withhelid responsibility from his cabinet members.
On the contrary, it was a conscious policy of Kennedy's to make the
agencies and departments of government more effective by giving them a
great deal of responsibility, but this delegation was not to be carte
blanche. Kennedy insisted upon being kept informed and would not, for
example, allow his Secretary of State to formulate and execute important
foreign policy moves without consulting with him. In short, what the
President wanted was balance and he meant to achieve this rather paradox-
ical state of affairs by establishing a system where there would be a
steady flow of information, alternatives, and proposals between the Cabinet
members and the Executive.

Channels of communication were always kept open between the
President and his top-level advisers. He asked Cabinet members to call
him at any time they felt it was necessary and, if they were in doubt as
to the necessity of such a call, to call him anyway. |t was apparent
that Kennedy wanted to be the ultimate decision-maker on important matters
and at the same time he wanted the advice of his Cabinet on such matters.
However, this advice was not solicited through the traditionai medium
of formal Cabinet meetings.17 As a matter of fact, Kennedy held relatively
few formal Cabinet meetings during his term of office. Instead he preferred

informal, ad hoc, gatherings composed of those individuals in the Cabinet

17Indeed, after over a year in office, Kennedy had held only 15
formal Cabinet meetings as compared with about 45 during Eisenhower's
first year.
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and elsewhere whom he trusted and whose advice he valued. A primary
consideration as far as who was invited to participate in such meetings
"‘waﬁ the field of competence of the individual and the relevance of this
expertise to the problem at hand.

Kennedy, while still a Senator, commented on the apparent paradox
involved in the idea of depending more on Cabinet members while having
fewer Cabinet meetings and, in so doing, he offered an insight into his
own ideas regarding Cabinet meetings. He said, "l think in the future
that we will find the Cabinet perhaps hore impaortant than it has ever
been, but Cabinet meetings not as important."18

Under Kennedy, the Cabinet did indeed become more important, but
not as .a formal institutionalized organization. Rather, the men in the
Cabinet became important in their roles as intimate advisers to the
President. Kennedy dealt with each Cabinet officer as an individual
rather than with the group as a whole. As a result the Cabinet became
important as individuals not as a formal body. Kennedy did, in fact
delegate copious responsibility to his Cabinet members in running their
own departments, but at the same tiine he kept his hand on the pulse of
government by requiring bi-weekly reports from each of his Cabinet members.

This was the Kennedy was and it seemed to reflect an understanding
of the prime danger inherent in improper staff organization; that is,
that if staffs are structured in such a way that alternatives are defined

by them it will mean, in the end, that the staff is dictating executive

decisions.19

18Richard F. Fenng, Jr., "The Cabinet: Index to the Kennedy Way,"
New Yark Times Magazine, (April 22, 1962), p. 13.

19 rederick W. Collins, "The Mind of John F. Kennedy,™ The New
Republic, CXLiV, (May 8, 1961), 15.
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Kennedy's determination to surround himself with those whao could
give him the kind of assistance he needed to carry out his duties as he
perceived them, gradually led to the development of a small "inner cahinet"
and, in the process, some of the more formal arrangements fell into rela-
tive disuse.

The National Security Council, for example, declined in importance.
Kennedy, before his election to the Presidency, indicated his misgivings
regarding the Council when he said:

Every President operates differently. What the Security

Council, of course, is attempting to do is to take these
extremely complicated and far-reaching matters and present

them to the President in a way that will enable him to make some
reasonable judgment on them. So quite obviously the Council is
needed. The questions basically are whether the staff at the
lower levels really develaop the position papers which bring
unanimity at the Council, and whether, for example, the Secretary
of the Treasury has too dominant a voice, and whether a new
President might insist on other groups participating which do
not have the departmental background, perhaps setting up almost
a small inner cabinet with a special responsibility to the
Security Council.20

This inner cabinet which Kennedy mentioned did, in fac{, develop,
It was composed of those he trusted'most and those whose opinion he
valued; Attorney General Robert Kennedy, Special Council! Theodore Sorensen,
Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara, Secretary of State Dean Rusk,
Secretary of the Treasury Douglas Dillon, Special Assistant McGeorge Bundy,
Presidential Military Adviser Maxwell Taylor and Central Intelligence
Agency Director John McCone were some of the members of this inner circle

of advisers. While this small advisory group did not replace the formal

Cabinet as such it did meet much more frequently than the Cabinet to discuss

problems with the President. |t was, however, not given a name or formalized

20Kennedy, Strategy For Peace, op. cit., p. 205,
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as a group until the time of the 1962 Cuban crisis when it became the
Executive Committee of the National Security Council.

Hyman described the ™kitchen cabinet™ of Kennedy's in this
way:

It consists of general practitioners of government drawn
from the members of the White House staff plus selected allies
drawn from the rank of 'Kennedy men' placed at strategic
levels of power elsewhere in the Government. In its motions
it is loose-jointed, enjoys a free interplay with an accessible
President, subdivides into general areas of responsibilities
which require distinctive kinds of energy, but has no formal
chain of command.

Thus far it has not made of itself an 'institutionalized?!
rival or critic of the regular Cabinet. Nor does it act as a
policeman, forcing warring agencies into a show of unanimity
on a debated subject before it reaches the President's desk.

It is, however, deeply involved at every stage in the making of
decisions.

Kennedy's formation of this special group of advisors, while at
the same time consciously keeping the more formal Cabinet and National
Security Council functioning, reflected his basic conviction that a
President must reach out and bring as much information and advice, from
as many sources as possible, to himself in order that he can more effectively
make decisions. Kennedy did not want decisions made before all alter-
natives were discussed nor did he want the alternatives diluted before
they reached him. Commenting on President Eisenhower's staff system
Kennedy once said:

! think President Eisenhower felt he could use his time

most effectively by having the staff co-ordinate things at
the secondary level and then for him to work through the
chairman of the staff. | try tc keep in contact with all
these men individually because | think it enables me to keep

in much greater intimacy with the various responsibilities
we have.22

21Hyman, op. cit., p. 27.

22Tanzer, op. Cit.e, po xvii.
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Kennedy once remarked that he liked to think of the Cabinet
members and White House officials in terms of 2 wheel and spokes instead
of in traditional organizational chart terms. He was the hub of the
wheel and his advisers, the spokes, came directly to him without first
picking their way through a maze of boxes and lines.23 Kennedy, in
effect, cast aside the Eisenhower method of having information and advice
filtered by staff members before reaching him. Kennedy's perception of
the role of the President and how it should be exercised evidently
instinctively showed him that the only way to preserve his power to
make choices was to keep numerous channels open to himself while main-
taining a fluid structure around him.24 Commenting on the role of the
‘National Security Council, Kennedy stated these beliefs when he said:

I think the Security Council and those who constitute its
membership would, of course, continue to function under any
President. But | would hope that there might be cther groups,
less committed to represent a particular department, less
engaged in the great tasks that press on a Secretary -- that
they also could bring to bear some views, some independent
judgments, on the President, so that constant realistic alter-
natives, fully develogped alternatives, on which he could make
a final judgment, could be presented to him rather than merely
a consensus rising from the secondary staff level. Under the
latter system the President gives an endorsement rather than a
judgment.

® 0000000000000 0080800000

e o o the President, constitutionally and practically, is
the man who must make these judgments [Fith regard to foreign
policy/.25

The Kennedy system provided for diversity and flexibility in other

ways as well. For example, in order to create a forum where his foreign

23 \bid., p. xixe

24Fenno, op. cit., p. 13.

25Kennedy, Strategy For Peace, op. cit., p. 205.
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policy ideas could be debated freely and without the inhibition inherent
in a formal meeting with him present, the President encouraged his advisers
to meet separately in informal groups to discuss the proposals which he
gave them.

One of these groups became known as the MTuesday Group! whose
informal chairman was Walt W. Rostow of the State Department. The
assemblage also included McGeorge Bundy, George C. McGhee, Under Secretary
for Political Affairs and Paul N. Nitze, Assistant Secretary of Defense.
Depending on the issue under discussion, other key officials would also
be asked to join the group from time to time. The Tuesday Group and
others like it, in addition to exchanging their views regarding the Presi-
dent's proposals, many times originated policy of their own which would
be passed on to the President and then, if he approved, it would go down
the line to the various departments concerned.

In terms of his sphere of competence President Kennedy left no
doubt as to his conception of his role as President. He meant to make
the important decisions and his advisory bodies were structured with this
objective in mind. His virtual abolition of the Cabinet as a formal joint
council, his abandonment of the formalism of the National Security Council
meetings and procedures, his dismantling of the Operations Coordinating
Board, and his promotion of informal advisory groups all were reflections
of his desire to make the process of decision-making more effective ——
and to keep the control of decisions, and thereby the controi of government,

in his hands. It was clear that Kennedy wanted to be a President who was
in direct control of government, with no assistant President and no board

of directors to interfere with his actions.26

26Col1ins, 0p. Cite, P. 16.
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His preference for small advisory group meetings, formed ad hoc,
to get at the facts of a major problem, to isolate the issues, to examine
possible solutions and consequences, and to make recommendations, mirrored
his belief that decisions could best be made after a frank, open and
informed discussion of the alternatives. This desire to bring the best
minds together for the discussion of policy problems is evidently one
reason that Kennedy did not use formal Cabinet meetings except for coordin-
ation and for Mesprit de corps™ purposes. He seemed to realize instinctively,
as did Franklin Roosevelt, that Cabinet meetings which provide the kind of
clash of policy alternatives among informed individuals which would educate
the President, are a rarity. Kennedy had much the same attitude regarding
formal meetings of the National Security Council. Under Kennedy, the NSC
became a place not for generating big papers or broad objectives, but rather
a place where policy was exposed to final discussion, where the President
confronted a problem and then, finally, made a decision.2’

President Kennedy succinctly summed up his entire organizational
structure when he noted that he was a President "who had no advisers.t
This was the cumulative effect of Kennedy'!s entire staff system. This
paradox of a President surrounded by advisers whe said that he had no advis-
ers. The meaning is evident, however, and in the end, no paradox existed,
for what President Kennedy meant was that the highest functions of his
councillors was to tell him what questions he needed to have the answer to
before making a decision. They were to give him their judgments, conclusions,

opinions, and analyses byt the decisions were to come from the President

himself. This was the Kennedy approach and it was this conception of his

27 bid.

———
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competence which determined the organizational roles and relationships
of his subordinates, as weil as the division of work and the structure
of authority in his administration. (n short, this was the Kennedy sphere

of competence.

Motivation

Motives, as Snyder suggests, refer to "why™ questions —- why does
the decision-maker, the Mactor,® act as he does? Or to put it another way,
why does a decision take a particular form in a particular situation?28
These are the questions to be answered by motivational analysis. In accomp-
lishing this task it must be remembered that motives are not behaviors,
they are inferences drawn from behavior. The task of one who undertakes
motivational analysis then, involves finding what within the individual,
rather than without, incites him to action and leads him to make a parti-
cular response to certain stimuli.

Such an undertaking is, admittedly, not simple. QObviously there
are inherent deficiencies. However, it is contended that an attempt at
motivational analysis is vital to the explanation of a decision.

An analysis of President Kennedy's motivation discloses a number
of prime motives which seem to have characterized his behavior. First,
and probably most important from a behavior standpoint, Kennedy desired
to be a strong President; a President who could preserve the power and
prestige of the Presidential office. Second, he wanted to be an informed,
prudent, and resclute Chief Executive. Third, he wanted to be an independent
President, one whose power would not be diluted by the delegation of too

much authority. Fourth, he perceived that there was a place in the scheme

28snyder, op. cit., p. 140.
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of international relations for negotiation and conciliation. Fifth, he
was motivated by a desire to place the United States in a position of
strength from which negotiation would be both possible and profitable.
Sixth, he desired to carry out what he believed to be the national purpose
and to identify himself with the American people to carry out this purpose.
Finally, Kennedy was motivated by an inherent "intent of action™ which drew
together and brought to fruition thesé other inner needs and desires.

These motives of President Kennedy were, obviously, interrelated
and interdependent. Naturally they cannot be treated in isolation. One
motive cannot be divorced from another motive. For example, Kennedy's
desire to be a firm and prudent Chief Executive cannot be separated from
his obvious wish to preserve the power and prestige of that office. Neither
can the fact that he wanted to be an independent President be detached from
his desire that the power of the President would not be diffused. These
motives then are, in effect, multiple motives; a configuration of motives,
so to speak, which compose a system in the sense that they are related to
one another and expressed in related programs of action. Thus, they must
be characterized with that thought in mind.

There can be no doubt that Kennedy desired to be a strong Presi-
dent, @ President who would return to that office the power and prestige
which he believed had been lost. He voiced this conviction, even before
his nomination, while addressing the National Press Club in January, 1960,
saying:

The central issue [Ef the coming campaigﬂ7. e« o iS not the
farm problem or defense or India. It is the Presidency itself.

The history of this Nation -~ its brightest and its bleakest
pages —-- has been written largely in terms of the different
views our Presidents have had of the Presidency itself. This
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history ought to tell us that the American people in 1960 have
an imperative right to know what any man bidding for the Presi-
dency thinks about the place he is bidding for, whether he is
aware of and willing to use the powerful resources of that
office; whether his model will be Taft or Roosevelt, Wilson

or Harding.

Whatever the political affiliation of sur next President,
whatever his views may be on all the issues and problems that
rush in upon us, he must above all be the Chief Executive in
every sense of the word. He must be prepared to exercise the
fultest powers of his Office —— all that are specified and some
that are not. He must master complex problems as well as
receive one-page memorandums. He must originate action as well
as study groups. He must reopen the channel of communication
between the worfd of thought and the seat of power.

Ulyses Grant considered the President a 'purely administrative
officer.! |{f he administered the Government departments effic—
iently, delegated his functions smoothly, and performed his
ceremonies of state with decorum and grace, no more was to be
expected of him. But that is not the place the Presidency was
meant to have in American life,

If there is destructive dissension among the services, he
alone can step in and straighten it out —~ instead of waiting
for unanimity. |f administrative agencies are not carrying out
their mandate —— if a brushfire threatens some part of the globe
-- he alone can act, without waiting for Congress.

'The President is at liberty, both in law and conscience,
to be as big a man as he can.' So wrote Professor Woodrow Wilson.
But Woodrow Wilson discovered that to be a big man in the White
House inevitably brings cries of 'dictatorship.'

So did Lincoln and Jackson and the two Roosevelts. And so
may the next occupant of that office, if he is the man the times
demand. But how much better it would be, in the turbulent
sixties, to have a Roosevelt or a Wilson than to have another
James Buchanan, cringing in the White House, afraid to move.

Nor can we afford a Chief Executive who is praised primarily
for what he did not do, the disasters he prevented, the bills he
vetoed -~ a President wishing his subordinates would produce
more missiles or build more schools. We will need instead what
the Constitution envisioned: a Chief Executive who_is the vital
center of action in our whole scheme of government.

The above statements by John F. Kennedy, then a United States

Senator, reflected his conviction that Presidential power was a commodity

29maddress by John F. Kennedy before the National Press Club,
January 18, 1960,"™ in John F. Kennedy: A Compendum of Speeches, Statements
and Remarks (Washington: U. S. Government Printing Office, 1964),
pp. 1107-1108. /Jltalics mine/.
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which had to be actively pursued and once gained, preserved and enhanced
through forthright action on the part of the man holding that office.
Determination coupled with a firm resolve to take prudent action
to meet any threat to the democratic system was the theme of Kennedy's
address before the American Society of Newspaper Editors on April 20,
1961. Speaking on the subject of Cuba, the President said:

Any unilateral American intervention, in the absence of an
external attack upon ourselves or an ally, would have been
contrary to our traditions and to our international obligations.
But let the record show that our restraint is not inexhaustible.
Should it ever appear that the inter-American doctrine of
noninterference merely conceals or excuses a policy of nonac-
tion-~if the nations of this hemisphere should fail to meet their
commitments against outside Communist penetration -~ then | want
it clearly understood that this government will not hesitate in
meeting its primary obligations, which are to the security of
our nation.

Should that time ever come, we do not intend to be lectured
on tintervention' by those whose character was stamped for all
time on the bloody streets of Budapest.

No greater task faces this Nation of this Administration.

No other challenge is more deserved of our every effort and
energy. Too long we have fixed our eyes on traditional military
needs, on armies prepared to cross borders or missiles poised
for flight. Now it should be clear that this is no longer
enough ~- that our security may be lost piece by piece, country
by country, without firing a single missile or the crossing of

a single border.

Let me then make clear as President of the United States that
| am determined upon our system®s survival and success, regard-
less of the cost and regardless of the peril.30

Perhaps the best summation of President Kennedy's determination to
lead the nation resolutely was made by him in his Inaugural Address on

January 20, 1961 when he saids

Let every nation know, whether it wishes us well or ill,
that we shall pay any price, bear any burden, meet any hardship,
support any friend, oppose any foe, in order to assure the
survival and the success of liberty. This much we pledge
and more.31

30pepartment of State Bulletin, XLIV (May 8, 1961), 659-60.
[1talics mine,/

3TNew York Times, January 21, 1961, p. 1.
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Kennedy's commitment to the principle of negotiations as a way
to ease the tensions of the nuclear age was enuciated in a speech at
the University of Rochester in October, 1959. In this address Kennedy
outlined the areas where he believed agreement was possible, saying:

First, both the United States and the USSR would like to
be free of the crushing burdens of the arms race.

Secondly, neither the United States nor the USSR wants
a nuclear war. Neither wants to set the fire that may
extinguish civilization as we know it. « .

-Third, neither the United States nor the USSR wants nuclear
weapons -- and the power to initiate nuclear war -~ to pass
into the hands of too many other nations. « +

Fourth, neither Americans nor Russians want to breathe
radicactive air. » «

These are the real areas of potential agreement with the
Russians -~ because these are the real interests we could share
in common. |f we could succeed in reaching practical, enforce~
able agreements in these areas, there would still be fierce
competition. But it would be competition in trade and aid, in
production and propoganda, in seeking friends and building
fences. Our security would be at stake in this competition ——

let us never forget that. We could still not relax our effort.
Mr. Khrushchev would still be out to 'hury'! us. But the world's
very survival would be less endangered —- the Cold War would

be less likely to become hot -~ and the competition woulid be
one that we should accept with pleasure.32

A few months after his Rochester speech, Kennedy, speaking in
wWashington, D.C., reflected the concern of the prudent man for the effects
of nuclear war and reiterated his conviction that negotiation could offer

a solution. He said:

Some say that there is little point in negotiating with
ihe Russians in these terms because they have never abided
by any agreement and never will. But this is another way of
saying that war is the unavoidable fate of mankind. Lenin
used to say this, in the days before war meant the annihilation
of whole peoples, Stalin blindly said it, even after the
atomic bomb had been dropped on Japan. No American should
say it. We who believe in human reason and the possibility
of peaceful change should never lose hopé that even a

32Kennedy, Strategy for Peace, op. cCit., p. 12.
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tough-minded Kremlin politician will see the light -- or
enough of the light to know that war, in the age of the
hydrogen bamb, is no longer a rational alternative.33

A genuine faith that problems could be worked out through peaceful
negotiations while still standing firm to the basic commitments of American
democracy was the subject of a speech Kennedy made in Tulsa, Oklahoma in
September 1959. In criticizing the Eisenhower Administration's policy
regarding Formosa, Kennedy indicated his desire for a firm policy, saying
in parts:

e« o« « let us remember in the future that foreign policy
is neither successfully made nor successfully carried out by
mere pronouncements--and that the use of such terms as
appeasement, Far Eastern Munich, and national unity does not
in itself constitute a policy.

The American people, in my opinion, do not want either
appeasement or war, if either can be avoided through peaceful
negotiations.

The demands of national unity and national security call
upon each of us to stand firm in a moment of crisis.>4

At his inauguration President Kennedy combined the themes of
negotiation, national strength, and nuclear dangers when he said:

Finally, to those nations who would make themselves our
adversary, we offer not a pledge but a request: that both
sides begin anew the quest for peace, before the dark powers
of destruction unleashed by science engulf all humanity in
planned or accidental self-destruction.

We dare not tempt them with weakness, for only when ocur arms
are sufficient beyond doubt can we be certain beyond doubt that
they will never be employed.

But neither can two great and powerful groups ¢f nations
take comfort from our present course —- both sides overburdened
by the cost of modern weapons, both rightly alarmed by the
steady spread of the deadly atom, yet both racing to alter that
uncertain balance to terror that stays the hand of mankind's
final war.

331bid., p. 26.

341bid., p. 104.
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So let us begin anew--remembering on both sides that civility
is not a sign of weakness, and sincerity is always subject to
proof. Let us never negotiate out of fear. But let us never fear
to negotiate.3?

Motivation, as noted earlier, is inferred from behavior and Presi-
dent Kennedy's actions during his term of office reflected his basic
determination to utilize the power and prestige of the Presidency to solve
the problems which confront the United States and the world.

After the failure of the Bay of Pigs invasion in early 1961 --
marking the low point in the Kennedy determination and decisiveness —-
President Kennedy moved rapidly to formulate policy and meet crises as
they arose. He took a firm stand on Berlin in 1961 calling up the reserves
and warning of possible war when United States access rights to that city
were threatened by Soviet intransigence. To meet the growing threat of
Communist takeover in Viet Nam he initiated a counter-guerrilla offensive
there and expanded the conventional warfare capabilities of United States
forces. 1In the Congo he steadfastly backed the efforts of the United
Nations Secretary General Hammarékjold, and of his successor U Thant, to
maintain a united Congo through the use of United Nations troops there,

He was instrumental in bringing about a Geneva Caonference for settiement

of the Laos problem through neutralization. He showed the seriousness of
the United States purpose regarding disarmament by creating the Arms Control
and Disarmament Agency. The 1964 Nuclear Test Ban Treaty, passed after

his death, was a Kennedy-sponsored proposal to do away with testing in the
atmosphere. His efforts on behalf of the Alliance for Progress reflected

his concern for the under-developed countries of the Western Hemisphere.

35New York Times, January 21, 1961, p. 1. ZTtalics ming7.
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On the domestic scene his efforts in the area of civil rights —- first
in sending troops to Mississippi to insure the registration of Negro
college student James Meridith and then in sponsoring the 1964 Civil
Rights Act -- and his handling of the steel companies in their efforts
to raise prices displayed to the nation his resolution to utilize the
powers of the Presidency to settle domestic crises.

In all these instances Kennedy behaved in a manner calculated
to utilize and enhance the power which he believed was inherent in the
Presidential office.

Another facet of Kennedy's inner drive was a sincere desire to
achieve what he perceived to be the ™national purpose.® He identified
this purpose as being:

.« « « what it has been since the nation's founding: to

demonstrate that the organization of men and societies on the
basis of human freedom is not an absurdity, but an enriching
ennobling, practical achievement. Our purpose is to demonstrate
at home that this great continental democracy can solve its
problems by the method of consent -~ by a system of freedom
under law. With respect to the world outside, our purpose is
not only to defend the integrity of this democratic society

but also to help advance the cause of human freedom and warld
law —— the universal cause of a just and lasting peace. 6

Kennedy meant to achieve this national intent by developing a new
"strategy for peace™ that would be relevant to the nuclear age. The chief
ingredients in this strategy were not money and military preparedness but
social inventiveness, moral stamina, and physical courage, which Kennedy
said had not been developed sufficiently. He believed that it was up to

the President as leader of the nation to help the citizens of the United

States develop this sense of purpose and thereby bring about such a successful

36Kennedy, Strateqy for Peace, op. cit., p. 3.
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strategy. According to Kennedy, the Eisenhower Administration had not
helped to achieve the national purpose because Mattitudes, platitudes,
and beatitudes®™ had taken the place of a ®critical and vigilant intelli~
gence marching in advance of events. . . ."37 Kennedy perceived that he
had what amounted to a mandate from the people to carry out this responsi-
bility. Indeed, in speaking of the President's role, he once remarked,
"my desires are those of most of the American people.38 The vigor with
which he carried out the affairs of state certainly leads credence to
the contention that Kennedy was a President who was motivated by a firm
conviction that the Presidential office was an office which could be
utilized to achieve the national purpose.

President Kennedy's personality39 can be characterized as one
which included a compulsive instinct for inquiry —— he wanted to know
everything there was to know about affairs which concerned the Presidency.
His concern for the relevant reached deep down intq the recesses of
government and his interests ranged much farther than the traditional
boundaries of the Presidency. Kennedy's personality and perception of
his role made him insist on making decisions by himself after hearing
what his advisers had to say. Combined with this ability Kennedy had
what could be called an ease for decision which included choosing what

needed to be decided and when. He had a talent for suspended judgment,

37bid., p. 7.

38Manchester, op. cit., p. 206.

39%s was noted earlier, motivation includes personality and
although this determinant is not easily categorized, it is both relevant
and useful to at least attempt to do so.
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which Frederick Coilins has called "an ability to live with chaos,“40
and he tempered this good judgment with a rigorous sense of personal
responsibility.

All of the personality traits of President Kennedy, - his sense
of personal responsibility, his ease of decision, his curiosity, his
ability to identify himself with the aspirations of the American people,
his political sensitivity, his independence, and his instinct for the
relevant, were synthesized and set in motion by what was perhaps his
most outstanding trait, an unremitting intent of action. This sense of
movement, this inner restlessness, inherent in the Kennedy disposition,
added-a new dimension to the Presidency and gave the American people a

new sense of purpose.

President Kennedy, in a speech he was never able to deliver,
appropriately summed up both his motivation, and the sense of purpose
which his personality had given to the citizens he served. He was to

have said:

P00 OCOCSIOIBLOIOELNOSOOPEOSEOEBSONETDOSPOOETPSPES

America today is stronger than ever before. Qur adver-
saries have not abandoned their ambitions--our dangers have
not diminished--our vigilance cannot be relaxed. But now we
have the military, the scientific and the economic strength
to do whatever must be done for the preservation and promotion
of freedom.

That strength will never be used in pursuit of aggressive
ambitions~-it will always be used in pursuit of peace. It
will never be used to promote provocations—-it will always be
used to promote the peaceful settlement of disputes.

We in this country, in this generation, are--by destiny
rather than choice-~the watchmen on the walls of world freedom.
We ask, therefore, that we may be worthy of our power and
responsibility-~that we may exercise our strength with wisdom
and restraint--and that we may achieve in our time and for all
time the ancient vision of peace on earth, good will toward

40C0I|ins, op. cit., p. 15,
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men. That must always be our goal--and the rightecusness of
our cause must always underlie our strength. For as was
written long ago: 'Except the Lord keep the city, the watchman
waketh but in vain.'41

Information-Communications

It should be noted at this point that any attempt to separate
organizational roles and relationships fraom infﬁrmation—communication can
not be entirely successful. Just as much which comes under the heading
of competence includes motivation, so too does a great deal of that which
we call roles and relationships come within the area of information and
communications. The relative brevity of the following description of
Kennedy's information-communication network is accounted for by this fact,
ieesy, that it was impossible to characterize his competence - his roles
and relationships—~ without including a certain amount of data which could
just as properly be classified as communications data. With this qualifi-
cation in mind then we will proceed with a characterization of the inform-
ation-communication structure of President Kennedy.

The most striking aspect of the information-communication structure
in the Kennedy Administration was its diversity. Information flowed to
the President from a multitude of sources and, what was equally important,
it flowed directly to him without being filtered through an elaborate
staff structure and without being digested beforehand by staff members.

The information-communication network which Kennedy established

41Speech to have been delivered by John F. Kennedy in Dallas,
Texas, November 22, 1963, in Four Days: The Historical Record of the
Death of President Kennedy, compiled by United Press International and
American Heritage Magazine, (New York: American Heritage Publishing
Company, 1964), p. 129.
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reflected his basic conviction regarding the Presidential "need-to-know."
Kennedy, perhaps more than any other President before him, realized the
necessity of having a constant and varied flow of information reach him.
He summed up this need himself when he said:
One of the problems of any President is that his sources
of information are limiteds | sit in the white House and |
read in the papers and magazines and memoranda, and things
that | see, that is the sum total of what | hear and learn
So the more people | can see, the wider | can be exposed to
different ideas, the more effective | can be as President. So,
therefore, it is a mistake to have just one person working on
one subject because then you don't get any clash of ideas and
therefore have no opportunity for choice.42
Ideally, of course, the President of the United States is in a
position to know everything, since he has at his command the sources of
information and the ability to communicate with those who collect the
facts. However, while the President is in a unique position regarding
information, he does not always get it unless he actively pursues it.
A President can so structure his information-communication relfationships
that he ends up being exposed to only that information which his staff
decide he should know.
President Kennedy had by nature a compulisive desire to be informed
at all times on all matters and this characteristic led him to create a
system whereby his needs could be fulfilleds Kennedy used official and
unofficial channels to gather the information he considered vital to the
Presidential office. His personal aides on the White House staff were

primarily concerned with keeping him informed as to public opinion, the

state of political affairs, poelicies in progress, and personnel problems.

His Council of Economic Advisers, the National Security Council, individual

42Tanzer, op. Cite, po xviis
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Cabinet members, the Centra! Intelligence Agency, and his Scientific
Adviser, kept him advised on the world of power and diplomacy.43

The President received, on Friday of every week, from every
department represented in the Cabinet and from independent agencies,
a report of activities of the preceding six days. His military aide
reported to him each morning and gave him the intelligence reports that
had come in during the preceding night. In addition, Kennedy was kept
apprised of the latest developments constantly by aides Mcééorge Bundy,
Theodore Sorensen and Kenneth O'Donnel.*4

Kennedy did not rely merely on the official channels of communi-
cation, however. He had many auxillary lines of communication within
the government which furnished him with different views on the same subject
and he aliowed persons who ordinarily did not have direct access to the
White House to bypass the usual channels. n addition, the President
sought information from independent sources outside the government such
as, personal friends, elder statesmen, and journalists. Neither did
Kennedy rely solely on what was personally communicated to him by others.>
He was a rapid and inveterate reader and each morning scanned the pages

of the New York Times, the Washington Post and the Wall Street Journal.

Indeed, James Reston of the New York Times, commenting on Kennedy's penchant

for newspaper reading, once noted that the President "took printer's ink
for breakfast.™> walter Heller, Chairman of the Council of Economic Advis-
ers who once gave the President a twelve-page memorandum on a complex

economic problem and found at a Cabinet meeting an hour later that Kennedy

44pid.

43Hyman, op. cit., p. 17,
45Manchester, op. cit., p. 38.
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was quoting from it, remarked joyfully that "the President read

everything."46

Sorensen, in Decision-Making in the White House, notes that

Kennedy was like Frank!in Roosevelt in that, while he was careful to
rely primarily on responsible officers when an important decision was
involved, he continually sought independent information from a variety
of sources as well.47
Kennedy obviously wanted all the facts and all the viewpoints
and he was not content to have only filtered and strained information.
He wanted to be able to anticipate problems and evidently felt that
keeping informed was the prerequisite for such appraisals. Naturaily
Kennedy did not pay attention to all the information he received, nor
did he remember it all, but what he actually considered and retained was
the key to what he decided. Sorensen writes that the information which
Kennedy did retain and consider,
« » « depended on his cenfidence in the source and on
the manner in which the facts derg7 presented. He Zﬁa§7
certain to regard some officials and periodicals with more
respect than others. He ZWa§7 certain to find himself able
to communicate more easily with some staff members than with
others. He Z§a§7 certain to find that some reports or briefing
books have a higher reliability than others, that some can be
skimmed and some even skipped.48
Kennedy preferred to have his information communicated to him

directly by the individuals concerned and he endeavored to keep the channels

to his desk open at all times. |[f Cabinet officers, aides, Congressmen, or

46Tanzer, Op. Cite, pe Xiiis

47sorensen, op. cit., p. 37.

48|bid., p. 39.
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others he desired information from did not call him, he catled them.
Kennedy placed a great deal of reliance upon information which
came to him as a result of meetings with his advisers. As noted earlier,
he did not hold formal Cabinet meetings often, but he did meet frequently
with his inner circle of advisers who composed his ®kitchen cabinet."
He utilized this smaller cabinet as a device to bring diverse points of
view to bear on problems, to hear alternatives, to expose errors and to
challenge assumptions. He believed, as Sorensen has pointed out, that
the interaction of many minds is usually more illuminating than the
intuition of one.49
The Kitchen cabinet formed a vital part of Kennedy's information-
communications structure and he used it assiduousiy., Sidney Hyman points
out that this inner cabinet was linked in six ways to Kennedy's channels
of communication:
It has tried to make certain, (1) that the departments
understand the:implications of their own proposed policies;
(2) that the departmental proposals--along with the dissents
from them--reach the President in a coherent form; (3) that
adequate means are at hand to back up the final Presidential
decision; (4) that the final decision is gripped by the gears
of the bureacracy and faithfully executed; (5) that the
Congress and the people are brought into the process as each
case warrants; (6) that the final decision is kept under
review to see whether it actually attains the end for which
it was framed.”©
Kennedy's active pursuit of information from many diverse sources,
coupled with his emphasis on keeping the channels of communication open

to him, permeated the Executive Branch during his administration and

resulted in a general strengthening of the entire communications-information

491pid., p. 59.

5OHyman, op. Cit., p. 17.
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structure of that branch. His compulsive desire to know all that he could
about affairs which concerned the President and to find these facts out
first hand, if possible, certainly leads one to conclude that when a
decision was made by him it was a decision which was made with the benefit
of every possible bit of information and with a consideration of every
opinion on the subject. lIndeed, with the information-communications
network which evolved under Kennedy's leadership it is difficult to
imagine that decisions, with the possible exception of the Bay of Pigs
invasion decision, were ever made without adequate prior knowledge and
debate. The Cuban missile crisis decision is an excellent example and,
as will be shown later, the Kennedy method regarding intelligence gathering

was vitally relevant to the successful consumation of that decision.



CHAPTER X
THE ANALYSIS OF THE CUBAN BLOCKADE DECISION

An analysis of the Cuban decision will be undertaken here in order
to determine how the major variables -- the determinants of decision~making
described earlier —— influenced the decision which was finally made.

First, a number of general empirical characteristics of the decision
itself will be listede While Snyder suggests that it may be possible to
formulate hypotheses from such characteristics which would have general
applicability and which could be tested in other cases,! they are listed
here largely for purposes of illustration to show the types of data which
can be derived from a study of this kind. Since the scope of the present
study i§ limited and does not encompass a thorough comparison of the
decisions themselves, no attempt will be made to apply these findings
to the cases under study.2

Characteristic 1. The Cuba blockade decision was a crisis decision.

The fact that it was a decision which had to be made in a relatively short

TRichard C. Snyder and Glenn D. Paige, "The United States
Decision to Resist Aggression in Korea," in Administrative Science
Quarterly, 111, (December, 1958), 361.

2Snyder and Paige, Ibid., list many of the same characteristics
in their Korean study. Such characteristics seem to be common to decisions
of the nature under study.
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time, combined with the cruciality of its nature, warrants its being
categorized as such.

Characteristic 2. The decision was made in relative secrecy.

In fact, the very reason for the decision itself was kept secret until
the decision was announced.

Characteristic 3. The occasion for the decision was one of surprise.
Although events l!eading up to the actual placement of Soviet missiles in
Cuba could possibly have forewarned the decision-makers, it is not Known
at this time whether such was the case —- the inference is that they were
not forewarned.

Characteristic 4. The necessity for the decision was created by
a change in the environment and not spontaneously induced from within the
total foreign poliicy-making organization.

Characteristic 5. The decision was a positive action decision
rather than a policy decision which would have merely established rules
for future contingencies. The action contemplated was real and was
immediately executed.

Characteristic 6. All indications are that the decision was unpro-
grammed. It appears that there was no plan -- other than an invasion plan
~- for dealing with the exigency which arose.

Charc:teristic 7. The decision-making unit was small. Only a
relatively small number of clearly identifiable decision-makers were
involved. It appears that President Kennedy, the Executive Committee of
the National Security Council and the President's immediate advisers --
between 12 and 15 persons —-- made up the core group which was influential

in the final decision.
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Characteristic 8. The decision was not an irrevocable one.

It could have been modified or revoked at any time even after the order
was given to institute the blockade.

Characteristic 9. The decisional period was short. The fact
that the missile site construction was proceding at a rapid rate while
the decision was under consideration injected a sénse of urgency into
the deliberations and necessitated a rapid response.

Characteristic 10. The decision was a high level one in that
all of the effective decision-makers were members of the President's

immediate staff or held the rank of assistant secretary or higher.

Major Characteristics of President Kennedy

Following the general pattern established in the preceding analysis
of the Hungarian-Suez decisions, the next step in the analysis of the Cuban
decision will be a listing of the major characteristics of President Kennedy.
These are inferred from the data set forth under the headings of sphere of
competence, motivation, and information-communications. The basic assumption
here is that certain hypotheses may be drawn from these variables which can
be applied to the decision and thus explain that decision.

Characteristic 1. He desired to be a strong President.

Specific hypothesis. His desire to be a strong President ruled out
alternatives which did not include a positive response to the threat posed
by the introduction of missiles in Cuba.

Characteristic 2. He was an active President, possessing a basic
motivation which can be characterized as an ®intent to action.®

Specific hypothesis. His basic Mintent to action® excluded any

possibility that the Soviet maneuver in Cuba would be ignored.
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Characteristic 3. He was an independent President.

Specific hypothesis. His independence precluded anyone but him
making the final decision relative to Cuba.

Characteristic 4. He was anxious to enhance the power and prestige
of the Presidential office.

Specific hypothesis. His determination to enhance the power and
prestige of the Presidential office increased his desire to make a positive
action decision relative to Cuba in order to make amends for the failure
of the Bay of Pigs invasion.

Characteristic 5. He desired to fulfill what he believed to be
the national purpose.

Characteristic 6. His belief that the United States and the Soviet
Union could find common ground on which to negotiate.

Specific hypothesis. His belief that the United States and the
Soviet Union could find common ground on which to negotiate convinced him
that a measured response to the Soviet ploy -- allowing room for both sides
to maneuver -- was the correct decision.

Characteristic 7. While he had a firm conviction that negotiation
was a solution to many problems, he did not rule ocut the use of force if
it was necessitated by the nature of the problem.

Specific hypothesis. His conviction that negotiation could be a
solution to many problems, coupled with his resolve to use force if necessary,
led to his selection of a response which combined both force and room for
negotiation.

Characteristic 8. He did not rely solely on his staff for inform-

ation.
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Specific hypothesis. The fact that he did not rely entirely on
his staff for information lessened the chance that hi; perception of the
situation would be variegated by his advisers telling him only that which
they thought relevant.

Characteristic 9. He structured his relations with his Cabinet
and his other advisers in such a way as to stimulate debate and independent
inquiry.

Specific hypothesis. His structuring of his Cabinet and staff in
such a way as to stimulate debate and independent inquiry generated an
atmosphere conducive to the clash of many ideas from which he, as the
ultimate decision-maker, could extract those he thought most appropriate.

Characteristic 10. He maintained a fluid and flexible staffing
system.

Specific hypothesis. His maintenance of a fluid and flexible
staffing system in which fixed routines and assignments were lacking
stimulated the "productive tension' which he believed resulted in a.more
independent perspective on the part of his advisers. The overlapping of
assignments and roles inherent in his system also served to broaden the
range of alternatives which could be used in problem-solving and kept
uniformity of advice to a minimum.

Characteristic 11. He endeavored to keep all channels of inform-
ation open to him.

Specific hypothesis. His insistence that as many channels of
information as possible be kept open to him resulted in his being well
informed and enabled him to make a decision in the Cuban crisis which took

into consideration all the intelligence data available.
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Characteristic 12. He had a great respect for the United Nations
but was well aware of its limitations.

Specific hypothesis. His respect for the United Nations, combined
with his awareness af its limitations, led him to use the processes of
that organization to display to the world the Soviet actions in Cuba while
at the same time taking active steps outside the UN to insure removal of
the missiles.

Characteristic 13. He interpreted the role and the powers of the
Presidency ™loosely."™

Specific hypothesis. His loose interpretation of the powers of
the President insured that the decision he made would bring into play all
the powers of the Presidency, whether explicitly delegated or not, to meet
the Soviet threat.

Characteristic 14. He delegated authority regarding important
decisions sparingly.

Specific hypothesis. His parsimonious deleéation of authority to
his subordinates in the making of important decisions insured that a decision
as critical as the one relative to Cuba would not be made by anyone except
himself.

Characteristic 15. He was acutely aware of history and of prior
commitments.

Specific hypothesis. His ;cute sense of history and of prior commit-
. ments demanded that he weigh carefully all relevant factors-~including what
he had previously said he would do-~before making a decision. In lhe case
of Cuba this consideration involved his prior experience relative ta the

Bay of Pigs invasion. An action which he later admitted was ill-advised.
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Characteristic 16. His personality make~up included an innate
ability to get along with the other world leaders.

Specific hypothesis. His personality make up, including as if
did an innate ability to get along with other world leaders, allowed him
to deal with Khrushchev as a peer and to place faith in his opponent's
propensity for moderation.

Characteristic 17. He had a keen faculty for perceiving that
which was relevant.

Specific hypothesis. His faculty for perceiving that which was
relevant included a perception of those things which he and Khrushchev had
in common. This intuitive sense led him to choose a measured response in
the Cuban crisis which would keep the options open and allow Khrushchev

to back down with equanimity.

Perception of the Situation

As Snyder suggests,3 an important element in decision-making is the
way in which the decision-maker perceives of the situation requiring action.
Perception seems to be the key first step in the sequential flow of action
which leads to a decision. The decision-maker, before he can act, must be
stimulated to act. To be stimulated to act he must perceive of the situ-
ation as one requiring action on his part. The decision-maker's definition
of the situation is built around both the projected action and the reasons |
for the action. The basic assumption is that a decision results from the
interrelating of values and situation with attitudes, perception, and

information; all of which can be called ®value relevancy.® The establishment

3ibid., p. 370.
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of value relevancy is brought about by the decision-maker's perception
of the situation together with the calculation of the consequences of
particular values vis & vis a certain state of affairs. The key questions
thus become: how did the decision-maker define the situation and how did
he determine the necessity and urgency for direct and positive action?

In order to understand how President Kennedy and his advisers |,
perceived of the Soviet actions in Cuba it is necessary to recall briefly
the Bay of Pigs decision and note the effect it had upon United States
foreign policy.

President Kennedy had, in April, 1961, given the order to go ahead
with the invasion of Cuba by CIA trained Cuban exiles. The invasion had
been planned during the Eisenhower Administration, however, and Kennedy
seemed to have been suspicious of it from the start. He was new to the
Presidency and anxious to make his first important decisions at the margin,
leaving room for escape. As a result he modified Eisenhower's invasion
plan considerably but did not dispose of it entirely. All indications are
that he would have liked to have discarded the plan but that he let it go
through only because his advisers assured him that if it failed it would
be written off as a minor incident. When it was finally carried out,
United States air cover for the invading force was withheld on Kennedy's
orders and the invasion failed.

Kennedy took full responsibility for the failhre of the invasion
and, as a result, suffered a serious loss of prestige both in the United
States and abroad. Not only did Kennedy loose personal prestige, the
seriousness of the United States purpose became suspect and the credibility

of the American deterrent was jeopardized.4

4patcher, op. cit., p. 83.
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The Soviets evidently decided to exploit what they interpreted
as a failure of leadership in the West. Khrushchev stepped-up his
pressure in Berlin and began a military build-up in Cuba. Kennedy
responded to the Berlin threat, standing firm on United States commit-
ments there, by calling up the reserves in the fall of 1961, and by
warning the American people that war might come if the Berlin question
were not resoived.

As noted previously, the Soviet build-up in Cuba brought Kennedy
under increasing pressure from the opponents of his Administration in
the United States. All during the summer and early fall of 1962 he was
urged to take action to rid Cuba of Soviet forces and denounced when he
would not. Sorensen notes that the President wanted to do something but
was determined not to allow another Bay of Pigs to turn into a fiasco.”
Each rumor to the effect that there were Soviet missiles in Cuba was
checked out by the Kennedy Administration. Specialists on Soviet affairs
assured the President that they believed that Khrushchev would never allow
long range missiles to be stationed on the uncertain island of Cuba.
Kennedy, in a press conference on October 1, 1962, indicated that he
would take action if given the opportunity. He said:

e« o o uUnilateral military intervention on the part of
the United States cannot currently be either required or
justified, and it is regretable that loose talk about such
action in the country might serve to give a thin color of
legitimacy to the Communist pretense that such a threat exists.
But let me make this clear once again: |[f at any time the
Communist build-up were to endanger or interfere with our
Security in any way, including our base at Guantanamo, our
passage to the Panama Canal, our missile and space activities

« « o Or the lives of American citizens in this country,
or if Cuba should ever attempt to export its aggressive purposes

5Sorensen, op. cit., p. 85.
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by force or the threat of force against any nation of this
hemisphere, or become an offensive military base of signi~
ficant capacity for the Soviet Union, then this country
will do whatever must be done to protect its own security
and that of its allies.0

Clearly, Kennedy was both ready and anxious to act; all he needed
was sufficient reason to act. As of October 1, 1962, he still did not have
this provocation and, as Sorensen points out, "no President--whatever others
were saying--could stake the dignity of his office and the securiiy of the
nation on unfounded rumors and exaggeration."7

During the summer of 1962 Khrushchev evidently chose to interpret
Kennedy's inaction as an in&ication of indecision or weakness--or both--
and the Soviet Premier decided to test Kennedy'!s determination and resolve.

It should be noted here that, while Khrushchev's reasons for intro-
ducing missiles into Cuba may have been primarily political, there were
military considerations as well. Khrushchev'!s Cuban adventure was important
militarily because if his ploy had been successful our missile warning
system would have been bypassed, our deterrence capability would have been
dangerously weakened, and the entire strategic balance of power would have
been upset.

In any event, when the missile base construction was finally discowered,
Kennedy interpreted Khrushchev's objectives as both political and military.
He perceived of the situation as one which was a test of United States
determination as well as a test of United States military power. The reason

for action which he had been waiting for to exhibit his strength and

6pepartment of State Bulletin, XLVI| (October 1, 1962), 481-82.

[1talics mine./

7Sorensen, op. cit., p. 85.
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resolution was given to Kennedy in October, 1962 and he was determined

to take advantage of it.
This definition of the situation on the part of President Kennedy

was reflected in his October 22, 1962 speech in which he emphasized that
the secret swift build-up of Soviet missiles in Cuba was a deliberately
provacative change in the status quo which the United States could not
accept. Kennedy further noted that the United States could not let this
threat go unchallenged if our courage and commitments were ever again to
be trusted. Kennedy further stated that the action on the part of the
Soviet Unéon represented a major effort to change the strategic balance

of power and he cautioned that unless the challenge were met, the United
States would invite the Soviets to make similar moves elsewhere and demand
concessions in other parts of the world.8 Leaving no doubt in anyone's
mind that he meant to meet the challenge with determination and firm action

Kennedy said:

The 1930's taught us a clear lesson: Aggressive conduct,
if allowed to go unchecked and unchallenged, ultimately leads
to war. This nation is opposed to war. We are also true to
our word. Our unswerving objective, therefore, must be to
prevent the use o«f these missiles against this or any other
country and to secure their withdrawal or elimination from the

Western Hemisphere.

The opportunity that Kennedy had been waiting for was given him by
Khrushchev. This was the situation having all the necessary ingredients~—
dangerous provgcation, sufficient information, and the means to respond—
which Kennedy had been waiting for to prove his resolve and re-establish his

leadership of the West. He now had both the will to act and the reason to

8taddress by President Kennedy, October 22, 1962,® State Department
Publication 7449, op. cit., p. 2.

%1bid.
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act--all that remained was a choice of means and their implementation.

Perception was important too in the selection of the means which
Kennedy chose to respond to the Saviet threat. He realized that Khrushchev's
action struck at the very foundation of his foreign policy. Kennedy knew
that if he were humiliated a second time in Cuba all hope for world peace
would have been gone and he would have been exposed to the worid as a
weak, indicisive leader. In addition, United States hegemony of the
Western bloc would have been undermined and the way would have been opened
for Soviet dominance. Kennedy's perception included these values and he
decided to respond only after careful, thoughtful deliberation which would
allow the best possible chance for success. Kennedy, the United States,

and the free world could not afford another failure in Cuba.

The Alternatives Considered

In considering the activities of the decisional unit — in this
case the group which was later called the Executive Committee of the
National Security Council — it shouid be kept in mind that although we
have been discussing the Cuban crisis largely in terms of Kehnedy’s motiv-
ation, sphere of competence, and information-communications structure,
such variables necessarily included his advisory group. Thus, in analyzing
the various alternative courses of action within the»context of the deci~
sional unit, it is implied that this decisionallunit was a direct reflection
of the determinants of decision-making as they applied to Kennedy. The
assumption is that the decision-maker's competence includes his advisers,
i.e., they become a part of his competence. Consequently, in diiscussing
what Kennedy's advisers thought, we are, in a sense, speaking of these

determinants. In other words President Kennedy, as the ultimate decision-maker
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influenced his advisers through his leadership. His leadership, embodying
his entire competence, thus was relevant in determining the thinking of
his advisers.

This is not to suggest that Kennedy's advisers had a common bias
in matters of foreign policy--obviously they did not. It is, however,
contended that they had a common bias with respect to Kennedy's competence.
Indeed, the very fact that they were his advisers supports this thesis.
Certainly they did not always say things or present their opinions in
accord with what they thought the President wanted to hear but, more
importantly, when consensus was reached this consensus was in line with
the values held by President Kennedy.

As noted earlier, the decision-makers. considered at least six
major courses of action to meet the Soviet threat in Cuba. Each of these
options was considered in turn and each was either rejected out of hand or
held open as a possible response. All but one, a quarantine of shipping
to Cuba, were eventually ruled out as being incompatible with United States!
interests.

However, to say that the aption that was finally decided upon was
selected because it was in accord with the national interest does not
sufficiently explain its selection. To be more precise it should be noted
that the response selected was chosen because it was more compatible than
any of the others with the sum of the variables of attitude+perception+
values+motives+information, as these applied to the final decision-maker,
President Kennedy. These are the determinants of decision-making under
study here and it is contended that it was these variables which, ultimately,

led to the selection of a course of action. It is within this context that
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the various alternatives will be studied.

Proceding with the analysis then, it can be said that the decisional
unit refiected several of the above mentioned variables grouped under the
heading of Wcompetence." The ideas of President Kennedy regarding organ-
ization and staffing led him to form a special advisory body to study the
Cuban crisis. Kennedy reached outside the formal structure of the Cabinet
and of the National Security Council to select a group of men he knew and
trusted. The group became known as the Executive Committee of the National
Security Council and was composed of eight regular members: Robert Kennedy,10
Theodore Sorensen, John McCone, Maxwell Taylor, Dean Rusk, Robert McNamara,
McGeorge Bundy, and Douglas Dillon. In addition, Kennedy, in accord with
his desire to get diverse points of view on important matters, at various
times during the Cuban deliberation invited others he trusted to sit in on
Ex Comm meetings. Dean Acheson who had served as Secretary of State under
Truman was asked to join the group several times, as were Robert Lovett,
Secretary of Defense under Truman, John McCloy former United States High
Commissioner for Germany, and Adlai Stevenson, United States Ambassador
to the United Nations.

Kennedy gave to Ex Comm the task of considering all the alternative
responses that the United States could take in relation to the Soviet missile
build-up in Cuba. In this sense, Ex Comm held the nation's safety in its
hands. In another sense, and more importantly, they did not, because
ultimately, the President himself had to decide. Kennedy was well aware

of this fact, and at one time during the crisis remarked that, "No matter

10some analysts contend, Stewart Alsop for one, MCuban Crisis,®

op. cit., p. 17, that one of Kennedy's chief motives in forming EX Comm
was o bring his brother Robert into the center of the policy making

structure.
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how many advisers you have, the President must finally choose. . . ."1]

Ex Comm and its method of operation further reflected the Presi~
dent's ideas regarding diverse opinions and the free discussion of ideas.

Sorensen, in Decision MakKing In the White House, offers an insight into

this facet of €x Comm:

Everyone in that group ZEx Cumﬁ7 altered his views as the give
and take talk continued. Every solution or combination of solu-
tions was coldly examined, and its disadvantages weighed. The
fact that we started out with a sharp divergence of views, the
President has said, was 'very valuable! in hammering out policy.

In such meetings, a President must carefully weigh his own
words. Should he hint too early in the proceedings at the
direction of his own thought, the weight of his authority, the
loyalty of his advisers and their desire to be on the winning
side may shut off productive debate. Indeed, his very presence
may inhibit candid discussion. President Truman, | am told,
absented himself for this reason from some of the NSC discussions
on the Berlin blockade; and President Kennedy, learning of his
return from a mid-week trip in October, 1962, that the deliber-
ations of the NSC executive committee over Cuba had been more
spirited and frank in his absence, asked the committee to hold
other preliminary sessions without him.12

The first, and possibly the most obvious, response to the Soviet

missile build up which Ex Comm discussed was the option of doing nothing
at all. Since the information regarding the missile base construction still
had not been made public when deliberations got under way, the decision-
makers could have decided to ignore it entirely. With the November off-year

elections less than a month away, a no-action option should have held a

certain amount of appeal.13 Election-year exigencies, however, did

12|pid., p. 60.

LETTY fact, it is the opposite charge that has been leveled against
Kennedy. Many opponents have said that he precipitated the crisis in the
first place in order to reap electoral gains in the forthcoming election.
This charge, however, seems to have been totally without substance. Indeed,
the timing of the crisis could not have been more unfortunate for Kennedy
who had been saying for months that no threat existed in Cuba. To be
confronted just before the election with proof that such a threat did exist
and to be compelled to admit that he was wrong certainly was not conducive
to political gain. Actually it was surprising that the voters did not
think that Kennedy had made a complete fool of himself and thus vote for
the Republican ¢andidates in the election.
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not seem to be a factor in the discussions. The weight of all the other,
more relevant considerations, far overshadowed political gain as far as
Congressional seats were concerned.

All indications are that the no-action alternative was never
seriously considered by Ex Comm. It was in no way compatiable with either
the President's motives, his competence or his information. As already
pointed out, Kennedy's percgption of the situation indicated that action
had to be taken -- inaction clearly was no substitute. His prior statements
as to what he would do if the Soviet build-up in Cuba was found to be
"offensive,™ and his acute awareness of prior commitments left no room for
an alternative which did not include some action to meet the threat. His
desire to make amends for the Bay of Pigs failure, combined with his basic
motive to be a strong, active and decisive leader, further ruled out
inaction. His sense of responsibility for what he felt was the loss of
prestige of the United States led him to reject any alternative which would
further endanger the United States position of leadership in the West. It
was clear to President Kennedy that ény decision which involved inaction
would be a military and political gain for the Soviet Union and would
destroy the credibility of United States commitments in the world and allow
the Soviet Union to assume the position of leadership held by the United
States.

In terms of the basic determinants of decision-making then, there
can be no doubt but that the sum of the variables under study here categor-
ically ruled out the no~decision option.

The second alternative considered, a diplomatic track of protest

in the United Nations, was considered aimost as inappropriate a response as
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the no-action option. Many of the same reasons that compelled the
decision-makers to reject the latter =»iternative were inherent in their
opposition to the United Nations response. It was evident to ﬁx Comm
that a mere compiaint in the United Nations would be too weak and inef-
fective a response to the immense threat the missile build up constituted.
Such a course of action would be entirely incompatible with Kennedy's
perception of the situation as weil as with his overall objectives and
desires. Kénnedy's faith in the United Nations, as already noted, was
tempered with an awareness of that organization's limitations. It was
quite evident that the smalt and new nations -~ all concerned wifh their
own sovereignty —— would not vote for any action against a small nation
which would endanger their own concept of sovereignty. Since these nations
obviously considered it right and proper for a nation, especially a smail
nation, to arm itself against so-called Wimperialist® powers, they certainly
would not condone any action which would deny this right to Cuba. However,
while Kennedy could not depend entirely on the United Nations, he did not
entirely ignore it. His basic commitment to negotiation and to the concept
of world organization motivated him to utilize the United Nations to bolster
the position of the United States juridically and politically. The strategy
which was finally decided upon included a diplomatic track of protest in
the United Nations in conjunction with a blockade. In effect, the United
Nations protest was an attempt to act in accord with the principles of
legality while at the same time taking more direct action to insure that
the missile build up would not centinue.

The third alternative that was discussed by Kennedy and his advisers,

all-out invasion, seems to have been one of the least attractive of all the
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possible responses. As has been noted earifier, there was already a contin-
gency plan for the invasion of Cuba in readiness at the time the crisis
developed. However, while Kennedy did order that the invasion plan be
deated and kept in readiness, all indications are that he never considered
it a satisfactory response. Invasion was probably less in accord with
Kennedy's values and- attitudes than was any other response save no action
at all. While he was motivated to take strong and resolute action to meet
the Soviet threat, he was also anxious to avoid action which might precip-
itate a nuclear war. Clearly some alternatives would be more dangerous
than gthers. Kennedy and most of his advisers felt that if Cuba were
invaded it would give the Soviets an excuse for counter-action in other
parts of the world. Such a course of action was dangerous not only because
it would give the Soviets an excuse, it was doubly hazardous in that it
might lead the unpredictable Khruschev to act on impulse and precipitate
a nuclear holocaust.

Additional considerations were relevant too. Kennedy, while he
ardently desired to regain for the United States the stature and prestige
he felt was lost as a result of the Bay of Pigs invasion, believed that an
all-out invasion of Cuba would not accomplish that objective because it
would only serve to further tarnish the moral position of the United States
in the eyes of the Latin American and neutral nations of the world. His
sense of history was an important consideration in this respect too, for
he was aware that the United States, in 1956, had chastized Great Britain
and France for their invasion of Suez; and that Eisenhower had in that year,
left the allies of the United States isolated in order to make the point

that no responsible nation should take the law into its own hands. [t was
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evidently clear to Kennedy that an invasion of Cuba, under the circumstances,
would be an abandonment of the United States! policy of adhering to inter-
national law and the United Nations Charter.

Kennedy's faith in negotiation further ruled out a response which
would have given Khrushchev no opportunity to back down gracefully.

Kennedy correctly perceived that a precipitate invasion of Cuba would have
left little or no room for negotiation.

The fourth possible course of action which the United States could
have taken involved selective air strikes designed to destroy the missile
launch sites in Cuba. This alternative, although it was almost as fraught
with danger as all-out invasion, seems to have received serious attention
from Kennedy and his advisers. |[In fact, all indications are that Kennedy's
advisers were divided on whether an air strike or a blockade would be the
best solution. Those advisers who favored an air strike, called fhawks"
by one of their group,14 included McCone, Dillon, Acheson, Taylor and
McGeorge Bundy. Those opposing the air strike, termed the "Mdoves,™ included
McNamara, Robert Kennedy, Robert Lovett, Llewellyn Thompson and Stevenson.
Robert Kennedy and Stevenson seem to have been the leading "doves.® |[ndeed,
the President's brother is reported to have said at one point in the deliber-
ations that an air strike on Cuba would Mbe a Pear| Harbor in reverse.m!®
Stevenson strongly opposed an air strike and suggested instead that a

negotiated settlement —~ involving the trading of bases -- might be worked

14A1s0p, 0p. Citey ps 16,

15sorensen, op. cit., p. 35.
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out with the Soviets. '©

Kennedy, in accordance with his desire to hear all sides to the
question encouraged his advisers to discuss the air-strike alternative
candidly. In the end, however, despite the fact that a number of his
counsellors still clung to the air-strike alternative, Kennedy decided
that the nation's basic commitment to tradition and principle would not
allow an air strike on Cuban military installations without somé type of
advance warning. And, as Sorensen suggests,17 no advance warning could
be devised which would not leave the United States vulnerable to endless
discussion and debate, while allowing the missile site construction to
proceed. Kennedy's desire to keep the options open and maintain a high
degree of flexibility led him to place the air strike proposal in reserve,

to be used should a less hazardous response prove ineffective.

16stevenson was later criticized by some members of Kennedy's
group for his proposal. Alsop, op. cit., p. 16, for exampte, reports
that one official said, ®Adlai wanted a Munich, he wanted to trade the
Turkish, Italian and British missile bases for the Cuban bases.™ However,
others who supported Stevenson's position have said that he merely suggested
that Kennedy might offer to withdraw the U. S. base from Guantanamo if
Khrushchev removed the missiles from Cuba. This latter version of Steven-
son's proposal may well have been the correct one. Fletcher Knebel, Look
magazine's Washington correspondent, who questioned several members of
Ex Comm at the time of the Cuban crisis, believes that this was the case
and that the proposal was actually accepted by Kennedy, then later rejected.
Knebe! offered this opinion in a letter to this writer saying: ™A close
friend of mine swears that he saw Ted Sorensen's original Kennedy speech
draft /to the Nation, October 22, 1962/ which circulated for opinion at the
Pentagon. This draft, he says, included a sentence about both Russia and
the U. S. removing all armed forces from Cuba. He says this definitely
meant that we'd evacuate Guantanamo. Of course, the Pentagon screamed and,
he says, the sentence was dropped.™ ZTtalics mine,,

17sorensen, op. cit., p. 35.
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The same dangers which mitigated against invasion were inherent
in the air strike response and it seems that these, the danger of precip-
itate Soviet action should Russians in Cuba be killed and the expected
unfavorable reaction of the neutrals and the Latin American nations, ruled
out any chance of Kennedy's acceptance of such a proposal.

The response finally chosen by Kennedy and his advisers as the
most appropriate way in which to force the removal of the Soviet missiles
from Cuba was, of course, a blockade, to be called a "quarantine.® By
the time that Kennedy made the final decision to blockade Cuba there was
still a difference of opinion among his advisers as to the advisibility
of such a response. However, Kennedy, leaving no doubt as to who the
ultimate decision-maker was, chose the blockade option.

in making his decision Kennedy was acting in accord with the
determinants of decision-making under study here. The blockade offered
the advantages of strong and:positive action while at the same time leaving
room for negotiation and compromise. In addition, while it was a resolute
action, it had less chance of precipitating nuclear war than did any of
the others. Still it left the options open; the missiles could be destroyed
by an air-strike or an invasion should the blockade fail. Kennedy's desire
to preserve the moral commitments of the United States was reflected in
the decision as well. His attempts to characterize the action as a legal
one points up this fact. Also, Kennedy's belief that the United States
had a national purpose to fulfill led him to emphasize the Monroe Doctrine
as a basis for the blockade action.

Kennedy, interviewed after the crisis, was questioned regarding

the blockade and its implications as far as international law, the Monroe
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Doctrine, and the Organization of American States, were concerned.
His answers offer an insight into his motivation and perception of the
situation and deserve mention here. When asked about the legality of

the United States' action, Kennedy replied:

The guaran*ine was imposed pursuant to a recommendatory
resolution adopted by the governing Council of the QAS in
accordance with the terms of the Rio Treaty of 1947. Cuba
was a party to this treaty and is a member of the O0AS.
Regional organizations and their recommendations of the use
of such measures are entirely consistent with the United
Nations Charter.18 ’

With regard to the Monroe Doctrine, Kennedy said:

The original purpose of the Monroe Doctrine which was to
prevent any extension to the Americas of a despotic political
system contrary to the independent status of the countries of
this hemisphere, has been adopted and supported by the BAS as
a multilateral safeguard for the American Republics. In this
spirit, the OAS Charter and the Rio Treaty —- the Inter-American
Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance ——- provide the means for common
action, if necessary, to protect the hemisphere against inter-
vention or aggression.

Asked what the legal difference between a quarantine and a blockade was,

Kennedy replied:

A quarantine is a selective effort designed to deal with a
specific threat to peace. It must be differentiated from a
blockade which is part of the conduct of war, designed to force
an enemy to comply with the will of the blockading country.

Iin the immediate situation, the United States quarantine was
aimed solely at preventing the introduction of offensive weapons
into Cuba, in order to protect ourselves and this hemisphere.20

Finally, when asked whether the action could be considered aggression,
Kennedy indicated his feelings regarding the legality of the quarantine

saying:

18Department of State Publication 7454, op. cit., p. 7.
19ibids, p. 6.
201bid.e, pe 7e
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Not in any sense of the worde The quarantine is designed
to deal with a threat to the peace by a foreign power on Cuban
soils This determination was made by the US for its own secur-
ity, but it did not act alone. Rather, the international
organization having jurisdiction in the area, the Organization
of American States, recommended action under the Rio Treaty
of 1947, which contains provisions and procedures for collective
defense in the Western Hemisphere. . . « Only then did the
United States issue the proclamation of gquarantine. 1
It is manifestly apparent from these statements by President
Kennedy that he desired to act in accord with the moral principles he
thought inherent in the United States! national purpose. It is equally
apparent that the response he chose to make to the Soviets was a |limited
one which would aveoid a direct confrantation and which would give Khrushchev
an opportunity to back down without losing a great deal of prestige. The
choice enabled Kennedy to gain time in which to seek a political solution
to the problem and was in line with his faith in the processes of nego-

tiation. In the end, of course, this faith was justified and the decision

which he made was emjnently successful.

summary
The basic questions postulated at the beginning of this study--

why a decision at all and why this particular decision--can now be answered
in terms of the determinants identified and analyzed throughout the Cuban

study.

1. The decision was made because a decision-maker authorized to

act, motivated to act, and prepared to act was present.
2. Thi+ decision, rather than another, was made because: a) A

blockade--a positive action decision--having the specific objective of

211pid., p. 3.
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removing the missiles as well as preventing the introduction of more
missiles, was commensurate with the basic values threatened; b) The
blockade could reasonably be expected to achieve the objective without
leading to all-out war; c¢) the blockade was thought to be the best
possible response combining strength with the opportunity for negotiation;
d) The risks and costs cf the course of action were acceptable in terms
of the values at stake; and e) The means for carrying out the blockade
were immediately available to implement the course of action decided upon.

The answers to these questions suggest that Kennedy and his
advisers, in arriving at the decision to blockade Cuba, acted within
the context of two kinds of decision-making processes: organizational
and intellectual.?2 The organizational process determined whose calculations
and discussions would be authoritative and provided the necessary intellectual
process. In turn, the intellectual process resulted in the definition of
the situation and the selection of alternatives.

As implied in the preceding analysis, the organizational process
in this case was relatively uncomplicated. However, several features deserve
mention because of their influence on the organizational process. First,
the decisional unit, the Executive Committee of the National Security
Council, was formed by President Kennedy himself. It was an ad hoc unit
which by-passed both the formal Cabinet arrangement and the National Security
Council. Second, relationships among the members of the decisional unit
were, for the most part, informal and communication was largely oral and
face-to-face. This suggests that a crisis decision which requires top-level

authority necessitates the formation of a key group which can escape

223nyder, op. cit., p. 242.
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organizational formality and normal procedures.23
The conclusion which can be reached here is that President

Kennedy's leadership determined both the membership in the decisional
unit and the distribution of power and responsibility within the group.
It follows from this that his leadership was a relevant factor in the
organizational process.

Within the context of the intellectual process, President Kennedy's
perception of the situation, his desire to take firm-and resolute action,
his determination to leave room for negotiation, and his awareness of the
consequences of precipitate action, were all relevant to the decision made.
The decision, in short, was the result of an interrelating of values and
situation with attitudes and perception; Kennedy was in a position to make
the decision, he had the organizational system within which to act, and
he had a communicative network to carry out his decision. In terms of the
determinants of decision-making under study then, it can be concluded that
the making of the decision consisted of an inter-relating of values+

attitudes+informationtperceptiontsituation, all leading to the final course

of action which Kennedy took.

23Ibid., Snyder noted these same characteristics in his analysis
of Truman's decisional unit at the time of the Korean decision.



CHAPTER XI
CONCLUS I1ONS

|t was noted at the outset of this study that an effort would
be made to draw valid general conclusions from a comparison of the
decision-making activities of Presidents Eisenhower and Kennedy. Such
conclusions, it was stated,would be drawn from the study in order to
form the basis for generalization regarding foreign policy decision-
makinge.

The primary objective of this final chapter then, is a summar-
ization of such general conclusions. In addition, several other purposes
will be fulfilled; first, a typology of each President will be suggested,
second, a recapituldtion of the general characteristics of the two Presi-
dents will be set forth by way of summary, and third, methodological
conclusions, as to the usefulness of the scheme tested throughout this
study, will be drawn. It should be mentioned, however, that no effort
will be made here either to summarize the analyses of the decisions in
question or to synthesize the empirical characteristics of those decisions.
This has already been done in the appropriate sections of the study and

there is no need to duplicate those conclusions here.

Typologies

Snyder suggests that the orderly analysis of foreign policy
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decision-making requifes carefully constructed typologies of the
decision-makers themselves and the way in which they handle foreign
policy. He has noted six of these decision making types: the communi-
cator, the innovator, the traditionalist, the literalist, the power
seeker, and the career servant,] They are noted here merely for
illustrative purposes.

In attempting to cast Presidents Eisenhower and Kennedy into
one of these types, it was discovered that they are a bit too restrictive
to properly typify either of these Presidents adequately. Therefore,

a combination typology is suggested for each President.

Eisenhower could be classified as the Wtraditionalist--career
servant® type. He was a traditionalist in that precedent and long
standing habits of procedure and thought governed his decision-making
actions. In addition, his actions contributed to a slowing up of
organizational change and to rigidities of approach to problems. The
career-servant typology is applicable in that he was the type of
decision-maker who maintained a carefully correct attitude with respect
to role limitations.

Kennedy, on the other hand, can be classified as the Minnovator--
power seeker-—communicator®™ type since he was a risk taker--in a sense
a rebel against the normative order--and an original thinker who was a
catalyst as far as the intellectual processes of decision-making are
concerned. He pressed towards the outer limits of the negotiable area

of his sphere of competence and his position clearly dominated his behavior.

Tsee Snyder, op. cit., pp. 169-170, for a full description of
each typology.
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Kennedy was a leader who had definite skill in translating specialists
to each other and in providing bases on which the di fferent perspectives
of decision-making could be integrated. He further personified this
typology by the fact that he was a leader who took a broad view of his
sphere of competence and tended to personalize his relationships, even
when it meant departing from normal channels of communication.

General Characteristics of the Eisenhower and
Kennedy Approaches

Possibly the most striking aspect of the Eisenhower approach
to foreign policy matters was his delegation of authority to his Secretary
of State, Joﬁn Foster Dulles. There is very little doubt that this
delegation was virtually complete and that policy formulated by Dulles
was rarely, if ever, reversed by Eisenhower. |Indeed, Sherman Adams has
written that such delegation, "included the responsibility of developing
the specific policy « . .+ , the decision where the administration would
stand, and what course of action would be foliowed in each international
crisis.® This aspect of Eisenhower's competence was manifestly evident
in the Hungarian and Suez decisions where careful analysis failed to
resolve the question of who actually made the decisions -- Eisenhower or
his Secretary of State.

All this was in sharp contrast to the Kennedy approach which
placed the Secretary of State in a subordinate position to the President
in foreign policy matters. Where Eisenhower had looked to Dulles for

foreign policy and left its formulation and execution in the Secretary's

2Sherman Adams, Firsthand Report (New York: Popular Library,
1962), p. 92.
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hands, Kennedy did not consider foreign policy to be policy unless and
until it had gone through his hands and had his personal approval. In
fact, under Kennedy, many top policies originated in the White House and
then moved through the policy-making machinery of the State Department
for appraisal and comment. It is true that Kennedy did endeavor to
enhance the prestige of the State Department and the Secretary of State,
however, he did not do this by abdicating his responsibility or authority
in foreign policy matters.

Besides the differences in relation to their Secretaries of State,
Eisenhower and Kennedy had divergent views regarding the staffing of
the Executive Office itself, Eisenhower, relying on his long years of
Army experience, set up a rigid staff system in the White House which
was highly reminiscent of the armed forces system. Eisenhower's staff
system provided for fixed lines of authority and explicit functions for
each member of the staff. Everyone fitted into an orderly and carefully
prescribed organizational system headed by Eisenhower's chief of staft,
Sherman Adams. Only Adams reported directly to the President; everyone
else had to report to the Chief Executive through the chain of command--
much [ike the procedure in the armed forces. Adams, during most of the
Eisenhower Administration, kept a rigid grip on White House affairs as
assistant to the President--some have called him the assistant President—-
and ruled with a firm hand, shielding the President from all but the most
urgent problems. Adams himself has commented on one aspect of this role,
saying:

Because Eisenhower disliked talking business on the
phone, Persons and | and a few other staff members would
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speak for hih on the telephone on many matters that
required his personal attention.

Kennedy, on the othér hand, created a staffing system which
was much less rigid than was Eisenhower's. Kennedy's personal tastes
regarding the Presidential office made it practically a foregone
conclusion that no chief of staff would channel information to him or,
what is more important, speak for him. Kennedy meant to be his own
chief of staff and endeavored to work directly with the individuals
involved in an issue; not through a staff of subordinates. Kennedy
intended to keep his hands directly on the controls of government and
a chain of command system clearly was incompatible with such an approach.
While Kennedy did have trusted assistants, they did not perform the
function that Eisenhower's assistants did in shielding him from matters
they did not consider important. Kennedy's assistants acted more in
the role of intermediaries or liaison men who could keep him informed
of happenings and carry out Presidential directives. Whereas the
channels of communication tao Eisenhower were zealously guarded by his
assistants, no such powers were given to Kennedy's staff men. Lines
of communication were always open to Kennedy and no staff filtered
infaormation or advice before it reached him.

Kennedyt!s attitude towards regular Cabinet meetings to decide
foreign policy matters was another fecet of his competence which was
quite different from Eisenhower's. While Eisenhower relied a great deal
on full, formal Cabinet meetings to discuss important decisions, Kennedy

considered Cabinet meetings a waste of time and energy and preferred to

3ibid., p. 82.
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confer only with those directly invoived in a problem. He placed more
reliance on ad hoc groups formed to consider specific problems and appainted
men to these committees whom he felt could give him the most valuable
advice and counsel. With Kennedy, the nature of the probiem determined
the group with which he would work. Full Cabinet meetings were called
usually only for the consideration of government-wide problems having to
do with domestic affairs. When it came to foreign affairs, Kennedy
preferred to confine Cabinet activity to briefings by Secretary of State
Rusk and other trusted advisers and experts from his White House staff,
the Defense Department, and the State Department.

The approach to foreign policy matters by Kennedy and Eisenhower
can be best characterized by examining their individual participation in
decision-making activities. The way in which each President conceived
of his role and the degree to which he desired to participate in decision-
making predetermined the staffing of the White House, the choice of advisers,
the use of the Cabinet, the reliance each placed on information, and the
channeling of information to the White House. All of these factors, as
well as a multitude of other variables affecting decision-making, either
resulted from, or were caused by, the degree to which each President
conceivéd of his role and participated in the decision-making process. To
put it rather bluntly, participation reflected a passive versus an active
approach to the Presidency. Eisenhawer's was a passive approach, Kennedy's
an active one.

John Emmet Hughes offers an insight in this respect which is quite
relevant in assessing such passivity and activity at the beginning of the

Kennedy and Eisenhower Administrations. Writing about the interval between
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the time of the election of a new administration and its transition to
office, Hughes has said:

This awkward interval between regimes, never easy and

usually untidy, always reveals something of each new regime's
particular spirit and method of work. Thus in 1960, the
incoming Kennedy administration, in such key areas as the
Departments of State, Defense, and Treasury, would go through
elaborate and detailed self-education for the turnover of
Executive power--with days of conferences, and weeks of
contact, between incumbenis and appointees on up to the
Secretarial level. The approach was markedly different

eight years earlier. In all the sphere of foreign affairs
and defense policy, the sum of such educating contacts was
two--one chilly twenty-minute exchange at the White House
between Truman and Eisenhower, and one fifty-minute visit

by Henry Cabat Lodge.4 -

This statement by Hughes serves to support the contention here
that Eisenhower started out with a passive approach to the Presidency
while Kennedy began with an active one. Such an outlook at the beginning
presaged or predetermined the manner in which foreign policy, as well as
other matters, would be handled later.

Eisenhower waited in the White House for situations to develop.
His staff shielded him as long as possible, then presented facts in
outline. Decisions were often deferred until they became necessary.
Kennedy, by contrast, reached out and gathered information, stimulated
situations requiring action, and then acted with determination., Whereas
Eisenhower preferred to have as many decisions as possible made at the
staff level, Kennedy wanted to make all important decisions and at least
know about the less important ones. Eisenhower, never a voracious readagr,

liked to have his staff condense information into one page memoranda and

brief him on developments. Kennedy, on the other hand, liked to read

4Hughes, op. cit., p. 61.
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everything and interpret for himself that which was relevant. Eisenhower
preferred to be pfesented with decisions already worked-out so that he
could say "yes®™ or ™no®™ to the finished product. Kennedy wanted to be
presented with many alternatives in rough form then choose what he felt
was the correct one after he had looked at all possibilities. 1In effect,
Eisenhower had one method of reaching decisions; by initialing decisions
his staff presented him with. Kennedy, however, had at least four
approaches: 1) He might make a decision based upon the recommerdation
of a Cabinet officer without consultation with any members of his White
House staff; 2) He might ask members of his staff to make recommendations
after they had dug through the various departments of Government for the
needed information -- then these recommendations would be discussed with
the Cabinet officer concerned and out of the debate would come a decision;
3) He might use the National Security Council or the Cabinet to discuss
a problem and elicit the views upon which decisions were based; or 4)
He might simply delineate a policy within the framework of which Cabinet
officers and other top officials could make their own decisions. Kennedy,
used, at various times, and depending upon the gravity of the decision,
any or a combination of these methods.

Conclusions Applicable to Foreign Policy
Decision=-Making

Before listing the major empirical conclusions drawn from a comparison
of the decision-making techniques of Presidents Eisenhower and Kennedy several
qualifications should be noted.

Naturally, since generalization rests on comparison, it is best to

draw general conclusions from as many cases as possible. To do so with
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only a limited number of cases is, to say the least, hazardous. It is
conceded that the cases studied here fall into the %l imited™ category,
however, the auther believes that the cases analyzed do offer a sufficient
number of comparable properties on which to base tentative conclusions

which may be valuable. It must be emphasized then, that the conclusions

which follow are of this provisional type and no-attempt will be made to
specify the conditions under which these generalizations will hold true
in every case. They are stated here merely to illustrate the type of

information which may be dérived by utilizing the decision-making approach
as a frame of reference for the study of foreign policy-making.

With these qualifications in mind then, the conclusions are set
forth below:

Conclusion 1: Sweeping delegation of authority by a President to
his Secretary of State, as in the case of Eisenhower and Dulles, leads to
the concentration of foreign policy decision-making in the hands of the
Secretary of State; thereby debilitating Presidential initiative in the
formutation and execution of foreign policy.

Conclusion 2: A Wtraditionalist®™ President, i.e., a President such
as Eisenhower, who views his powers and prerogatives ®narrowly," tends to
define course of action open to him in the same restrictive terms. Such
an attitude on the part of a President necessarily limits the range aof
alternatives available to him in the solving of crisis situations.

Conclusion 3: A President who considers himself as being non-
partisan and ™above™ politics, as Eisenhower often described himself, may
endeavor to reach solutions to foreign policy problems which are so non-

controversial as to be virtually ineffective.
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Conclusion 4: Narrow gauge foreign policy objectives, such as
Eisenhower's Mpeace with justice'™ concept, tend to limit the possible
responses to crisis situations. In Eisenhower's case such limitations
meant that foreign policy problems had to be solved through means which
he identified as peaceful.

Canclusion 5: The rejection of the use of force as a foreign
policy instrument further restricts the possible responses to situations
requiring action. Eisenhower's handling of the Hungarian and Suez disputes,
predicated as it was on such a rejection of force, points up this contention.

Conclusion 6: Too great a reliance on staff and their determin-
ation as to the relevance of information, as in the Eisenhower Administra—
tion, leads to a President being cut off from important information; thus
limiting that President's perception of situations requiring action. Such
limitations on perception in turn leads to solutions to problems which are
not always in the national interest. Eisenhower's decisions in regard to
Hungary and Suez can be placed in this category in that there seems to be
little doubt that information about the impending crises was facking; as
well as some question as to the expediency of the alternative cheosen.

Conclusion 7: A staff system like Eisenhower's which is set up
in a chain of command manner, coupled with a good deal of authority delegated
by the President to members of the organizational system, may lead to
decisions being made at the staff level. Sherman Adams' comments, noted
earlier, tend to bear out this contention as far as the Eisenhower Admin-
istration is concerned.

Conclusion 8;: A staff system with rigidly specific roles and

explicit duties which allow for no cross~currents of opinion, as was true
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in Eisenhower's organizational structure, leads to a dimunition of alter-
natives for the solution of problems.

| Conclusion 9: An accessible President, f.e., one who keeps all
channels of information and communication open to himself, as was Kennedy's
practice, is in a much better position to make decisions based on relevant
information than one who does not. Kennedy's knowledgeable decision with
regard to the Cuban crisis is a case in point.

Conclusion 10: A President who requires his subordinates to submit
important decisions to him before they are finalized and before they are
executed, as Kennedy did, can keep a tighter grip on foreign policy matters
than a President with Eisenhower's approach who might allow staff members
to make decisions on their own authority.

Conclusion i1: Positive response decisions are more apt to be
made by an "independent'™ President, viz. Kennedy, who takes a broad view
of his powers. Such an interpretation of powers increases the range of
alternatives, thus enhancing positivism.

Conclusion 12: Passive response decisions are more likely to result
when the President who makes them, viz. Eisenhower, takes a limited view
of his powers. Such self-imposed limitations on the President and his
capacity to respond limits the range of alternatives, weakens resolve, and
intensifies passivity.

Conclusion 13: Decisions which are based on |imited or incomplete
information are more likely to be decisions which include a passive response
to crisis situations. This is true because a decision-maker, when confronted
with inadequate information, tends to choose alternative courses of action

which leave the most margin for error and which offer the least danger.
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Eisenhower's decisions relative to Hungary and Suez seem to bear out this
contention.

Conclusion 14: Positive response decisions are more likely to
result when complete information is available to the decision-maker.
Kennedy's decision with regard to the Soviet missiles in Cuba was obviously
a case where extremely adequate intelligence was available to the President.
As a result he responded positively after having considered all possible
consequences in the light of such information.

Conclusion 15: Formal Cabinet meetings to discuss foreign policy
matters are more likely to be used by a President who is traditionalist-
minded. Thus, Eisenhower relied a great deal on such meetings while Kennedy
did not.

Conclusion 16; The use of ad hoc, informal groups to arrive at
important decisions, as was Kennedy's practice, is characteristic of a
Presidential staffing system which is flexible as to organization and ro'es.

Conclusion 17: The flow of information to a Presideﬁt is inhibited
by a rigid chain of command staff system. This was a characteristic of the
Eisenhower organizational system and, at least in the case of the Hungarian
and Suez disputes, seems to have been one of the chief reasons why inform-
ation as to the impending crises did not reach the top decision-makers
until after the crises erupted.

Conclusion 18: A fluid and flexible staffing system, |like Kennedy's
in which fixed routines and assignments are lacking, stimulates the type
bf "productive tension®™ which results in carefully worked-out decisions.
Such a staffing system, due to the overlapping of roles and assignments

which is a part of it, broadens the range of alternatives used in problem



228

solving and keeps uniformity of advice to a minimum.

Conclusion 19: The parsimonious delegation of authority to
subordinates in the making of important foreign policy decisions helps
to insure that such decisions will be made at the Presidential level rather
than at the staff level. Such an approach, which was utilized by Kennedy,
necessarily concentrates foreign policy making in the hands of the President
—-where it should be--and serves to strengthen and enhance Presidential
prestige and power.

Conclusion 20: A President who includes prior experience and
long range objectives in his perteption of situations requiring action tends
to make important foreign policy decisions which are more than temporary
solutions. Kennedy'!s settlement of the Cuban crisis was a good example

of such an approach.

Methodological Conclusions

At this point in the study it should be quite evident that the
decision-making approach utilized here is not the ultimate panacea which
will solve all the problems besetting those who attempt to explain and
predict state action. Certainly the approach has its limitations and its
deficiencies; no claim has been made as to its perfectness. However, any
faults which the approach may possess are more than compensated for by its
virtues. Chief among the qualities which make the scheme a useful investi-
gatory technique is its value as an ordering device or frame of reference.

The framework offered as a part of the decision-making approach
is important for two reasons: First, because it specifies the relevant
factors which need to be investigated, it more or less insures that pertinent

components which may have contributed to the decision under analysis will
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not be overlooked or disregarded by the analyst. The systematic classifi-
cation technique embodied in the frame of reference provides for the
categorization of all the variables which may have had a bearing on the
decision and thus provides the analyst with a conceptual framework within
which he may study each of these variables individually; thereby constructing
an empirical explanation far the decision made. Setondly, because the
frame of reference sets the limits and establishes the boundaries of investi-
gation, it provides for parsimony in the collection of data. By limiting
the researcher only to these variables which are most likely to have a
direct bearing on the subject under analysis, the scheme minimizes unneces-
sary research and insures that irrelevant material will not be included in
the analysis. Needless to say, both of the above mentioned advantages are
extremely useful to the researcher who is freguently exposed to such a
formidable array of information that he has difficulty choosing that which
-is relevant,

In conclusion then, it can be said that the decision-making approach
which has been applied throughout this study is a highly useful device which
provides a much needed frame of reference for relating the many aspects of
state action. The scheme, presenting as it does a common frame of reference
which specifies what data ought to be collected and how these data can most
fruitfully be ordered, does away with the random nature of the search for
important variables and greatly facilitates research and analysis. In short,
the decision-making approach introduces a measure of order in a field which
is badly in need of such direction and in this respect it constitutes a

major contribution to the study of international relations.
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