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Abstract: .

"' In recent years a growing scholarly

debate has arisen in reference to the study

of international crisis. The importance of

this debate can be said to extend beyond \)
academic circles to the actual problems of

crisis behavior: an explanation of such

behavior being a necessary prerequisite to

crisie management.

This thesis proposes to examine the crisis
debete. The point of focus is the decision-
making approac¢h to foreign policy behavior,
by far the most important in number of
contributors to the study of crisis. Three
basic research goals provide direction to
the thesis:(1l) to define the decision-making
approach through a theoretical compaiison with
the other principal approach to foreign policy
behavior in genersl and crisis behavior in
perticular, the systemic approach;(2) to define
the decision-making approach by means of an
empirical application of that approach to the
Berlin Wall crisis of 1961;(3) to determine
the mechanics of a possible synthesis of the 4
decision-making and systemic approaches.
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Résume:

Récémment un debat académique s'est dgieloppi
autour de 1'®tude de la criae‘internationjy@.
L'importance de cet debat s'%tend au-dela /du
monde acad®mique. Le probleme reel du controle
des crises exige une explication de cet
phénoméne.

Cette thése examinera le debat academique.

Le cdentré d'intéret sera la 'decisiop-making
approach' , l'approche qul contribue le plus

& 1'%tude de la crise internationale, Trois
objectifs principals orientent 1l'examination: .
(1) d8finir la*decision-making approach® & travers
une comperaison tiEorique avec l'approche
systémique;(2) d8finir la 'decision-making
approdch' par une application embirique'é la

crise du Berlin de 1961;(3) €valuer la posaibilif@
d'une synthése des deux approches,
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INTRODUCTION:

In way of introdustion, the study of international
crisis may be considered in reference to two

problem levels , the practical and the theoretical, ?(
\\\F distinction whic¢h does not deny their ;nterrolatedness.
. At the practical level are the real dangers X

potential to a orisis situation. These dangers take
on great significance when those invelved are -
identified as high policy decision-makers.

hey assume extraerdinary. wide

gnficance when the individuals

. are national leaders and the

- context is that of a contemporary
international erisisiuipon the
ability of national leaders to
cope with situations of intense .
stress may depend the lives of
nillions,lif not the ruturo of
mankind, ™

The stndy of international crisis promisoa to )

provido an explanation of such e¢risis bohay;ora

this explanation is a necessary prcroquilito to

- oriesis management, -
At the theoretical level , one oncountors a

growing scholarly debate over the direoction to be taken

by the study of ;n{brnational orisis, a debate

fuelled by the works of among others, Charles Hermann,

Ole Holsti and Charles MeClelland. It is neteworthy.

that te the present little real comsensus has been

achieved even in terms ef concept definitien , let

alene with regard te the dovolopncnt of oxplanatory \

prepesitions. . ‘

»
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"Poliecy makers , Jjournalists,

and academics all hdve undertaken
descriptions and analyses of
international crises. But one
remarkeble quality about most
studies of crises has been their
failure to provide cumulative
knowledge about the_,class of events
-they investigate.,”

This thesis preposes to examine the crisis
debate. In se deing , the thesis will alse . ‘
speak t& the preblem of orisis management, as
this examination should provide some indicatien
of the level of explanation achieved im the
study ef internatienal crisis. The point of focus
is the decision-making approach , by far the
most impertant im number of eontributors te the
study of orisis, Three basie research goals
provide direction te the thesis: (1) %e define
the decision-mgking approach through a theerstical
comparison with the ether principal approach %o
foreign policy bshavier in general and crisis
bshavier in particulur y the systenie approach;

(2) to define the dooision-naking appreash by means
of an empirical application of that approach te the
Berlin Wall orisis ef 19613 (3) te determine the

-

.meshanics of a possible synthesis of the decisien-making

and systemie approaches.

A theeretiocsl esmparison of the decisien-making and
systemic approaches will invelve an imvestigation »°
of basis theeretical components. In each case a
similay set of questions is impesed. Hew is the

)
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crisis phenomenon defined? What are the underlying
assumptions and the key variables ef the eausal model?
What kinds of resesrch questions are asked? What .
methedelogical techiﬂhufs are employed? \The responses
to these questiéns should previde findings
sufficient to paint a basie theoretical eutline,

The Bresher , Stoinbirg s Stein framework of
fereign poliey behavior>, and the He¥mamn definition
of a perceived erisis‘aituqtion4 provide the basic
guidelines for the empirical applicatien of the
deeision-making approach:it will fecus specifically
upon United States fereigm policy behavior during
the Berlin Wall srisis. This decision-making study
ies divided inte twe parts, a case study analysis and
the testing ef hypotheses, The case study is broken
dewn inte feur tasks:(l) a deseription of the foreign
pelicy syatem; (2) the eperationalizatien ef .
Hermann's coneept of a erisis situatien;

(3) an examination of the inputs te foreign poliey
decisiens; (4) an amalysis of the feedback process.
The secend part ef the decisien-making study includes
the testing ef approximately forty hypotheses all of
whieh relate changes in e;theiadeeision-nakers'
pexraeptiens oxr the decisien precess te ehangce'in
perceived situatien.

In his study ef internaticnal crisis, "Modelling
and Managing ef Intermational Cemfliet: Thé Berlin K
Crises ”;5 Raymond Tanter e¢ontends that a synthesis

of the decisien-making and systemis approaches will
. . ' . \
\ »
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incregso the explanstory ecapacity of research.
While net questioning the desirability ef such
a aynthesis of the twe approaches , this thesis
does question how synthesis is to be achieved.
The questien ©f how leads the diascussion te censider
James Resenau's proposal of a pre~theory of foreign
policys, then te examine Raymend Tanter's synthesis
of event/interaction and organmization preeesses,
and finally te explore the possibility of an
alternative proposal. ) ’
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THEORETICAL  COMPARISON

2k S

- 4 (a) Systemise Alproachi

] As set forth im the intreduction , the first of
three basic research geals of this thesis is te

& define the deeisiem-making approach threugh a
theeretical semparisen with the systemie approach
j te foreigm poliey behavior im gemsral, and to
crisis behavier 4in partiesular.

The systemie appreach te foreigm peliey behavier,
internatienal system analysis , fecuses upon unit-state
H i interactien, that is , the interplay eof astien-respense
“eccurring between units in the internatienal system.

The strueture ef the internatienal system is said
teo be defined by these patterns eof unit imteractien.
Speeifically , information as te the quantity , variety
and dirsctien of interastion flows is seught im erder
te ashiove a detailed delimeation ef system strusture.
As sueh , a basie task of internatienal syatem. analysis,
at the deseriptive level , is the mapping ef these
interastion flows. Impertantly , the structure of the
international syaton'ia sonceived to be transitienal, ’
{& oensequence of ohanges in interactiem flews over
time. Furthermore, at the level of explanatieon a baszie

3

~.

assumption is that patterns of interaction at

time (t) eam be explaimed in referense te previeus
o patterns of interactiom at time (t-1), Similarily,
patterns ef interactieam at time (t) prediet te
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subseéquent patterns at time (t+1).

What are the descriptive and explamatory
implieations of this uystem%k approash for the
study of erisis? These may be stated generally:

(1) the systemie perspective identifies crisis

as a particular set ef interaction patterns;

(2) 4% is hypothesised that orisis patterns temd
te repeat themselves and consequently may bde
explained and predieted im reference te previous
erisis patterns, The specification of these
statenente leads te diseussions of analytical
fesus , cencept definition amd research questions.

The systemie appreach can be said te impose
s limiting feeus upen the study ef erisis. Ome
aspect ef this foeus 4is the enphasis upen
inter-unit preeesses. Ia his aystemie study
ef international crisis,(1972b)"The Begimning,
Duratien and Abatement of Internatienal Crises:
Conparison in Twe Cemfliet Arenas") Charles McClelland
exeludes reference te intra-unit precemsses, motabdbly
porccptual'and erganizational variables: shease
variables he assigns th the deeision-naking approach.

"the systemie approach fellowed in

the reporting of research im this

shapter 1%norcl the impact of publie
epinien, the effests of infermal and
aen-gevernmental pressures, and the

part played by the erganmizational,-
perceptual ,métivational, and persenslity
aspects of crisis behavier. Ne attentien
is fivon te the proeesses of making ’
decigions within gevernmenis under crisis
conditiens. The feeus is ea the interflow
of actiens and _respenses ef the crisis
partieipants,.”

i
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As sueh , and this is of partieular importance in
distinguishing the iwe approaches , MeClelland can
be said te *blaskbex' all variables intexrnal to the

urit state:the eaﬁaal modsl 1dentifir¢\on1{/;nté§:‘nit

processes as explamatery variables.

A aoy@nd aspect of the systemie feous impesed
upon }ﬁo study ef crisis by McClelland is ,
a-histerical amalysis. This is net te srgue that |
a systemie study of srisis dees not refer te /
historieal events. Hewever, im the anmalysis ef
those events classifieation is determined net
acocording te their partieular historical eentent ,

but by 'ebjective' measurements ef quantity and variety.

Twe assumptiens apply here: (1) international events
are all amenable te imterpretatien by quantity

and variety measurements; (2) they are somparable
regardless of historieal centext.

"In & word, the stream of actionm.
ecsee has bepn defined amd $reated 3
technieally rather than histeriocally.”®

It will be argued in later discussiens that it
is this 'edjectification' ef erisis and met the
emphasis ‘upon inter-unit prosesses whish constitutes
the real barrier meparating the syastemis and
decision-making npproachoaf

How is the cencept of crisis defined at the
systemie level? Altheugh McClelland dees net attempt
an ‘explicit definitien of crisis im twe earlier °
studies ,(1964)"Acsion Strustures and Cemmuniscation
in Twe Intermatienal Crises:Quemoy and Borlin"% and
(1968)"Acsess te Bexlin:The Quantity and Variety ef
Events , 1948-1963“9 underlying beth is an initial

oo
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assumptien that erisis semehew refers te a

'change eof state' in the pattern of inter-unit
behavier, the flow of interactions within the
internatienal systém. More specifically, there must
be an identifiable change from a pre-existing
rstatus que' pattern ef interactien. The term
status que 1s particularly significant in that

its use implies an attempt te account for the
motivatien behind patterns of interactien.

"It was conceived that at the active
beginning of an acute internatienal
erisis , ene side or the other
woeuld held a position of sueh
charscter te put the problem ef
respending ~ deciding what to de
next - on its epponent. As leng
as the eppeneat is umable te sope
with his preblem of an effective
response, it is assumed that a
'temporary status que' 4is im being and
dominated by the initiating government.
Onee the party upen whom the
responsibllity for the next move makes
good his claim and changes the
situatien, the preblem of the next move
is shifted te the erstwhile helder
of the initiative, The behavier of
the latter must change until he ean
put the burden of response baek en
hia epponent. The ameounts eof shift
in this see-saw metien were eshosen T
te demarcate the states of the crises.,”

Clearly a majer diffisulty with the above interpretation
of orisis patterns is a laek of specificity. A

record of a shifting see~saw motion remains '
particularly wvague without , fer example, any

referenee te levels of intensity er time. This

raises a number of questions ineluding: '

T
I
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Dees any modifieation of the temporary status quo
indiecate 'a erieis? Ceneeivably irn one cass there
may be slight shifts -reecorded over a tem year
period , while in another,vielent shifts may eccur
in a peried of days. Are these beth examples-

of oxrisis?

MoClelland's (1964) study. incorporates this
interpretation and attempts a comparative »
applicatien te the Quemoy and Berlin Bleckade
crises, Im this astudy the basic research goai'
is to identify the characteristics of erisis
interactien; however, ne quantitative technique
are empleyed - inténsity levels are not tapped.
The demareatien of crisis phases is aghieved

. by essentially judgemental historical recenstructien.
Cenmequently , the research findings are net foeund
te be readlily comparable and no eoncept definitien
of crimis emerges,

MeClelland's (1968) study cmploys _measurements
of quantity and variety to map yearly and momthly
patterns of interastien., This represents a
censidersble advance on the esarlier study , teo the
-degree that these teshnigques permit MeClelland te:
(1) entify exrisis patterns of interactions

- "a measurable chango of state takes
//// plaee in the transitien freom a
e nen-erisis situation te a crisis sxtuation.

; e (2) eempare erisis patterns eof interaction im
terms of levela of intensity and time,

P nPhe figures for both velume and
¥, variety sggfost that the Bleckade
‘ . and Wall ses were intense

o o g R S A A T £ T

R e FT A

phenemena for only short perieds-
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three months would seemgte
be about the duratien."

Employing similar measurement techmiques but
in a eemparisen of the Taiwan and Berlin Wall
eonflict arenas , MeClelland's (1972b) study
centains an explicit definition of crisis
consistent with the (1968) findings.

",eolt 18 a particular kind of alteration
of the patterns of the interflowing
actions between conflict parties,

The change takes place im a short time
and is large enough te be recognized.
«sothe uptrend stage of a crisis
sheuld establish a c¢hange frem the
nencrisis condition to the crisis
conditien and the downtrend should

be another change 26 state im the
interaction flew."

What distimguishes the (1972b) study is thHe attempt

te more preeisely idemntify crisis phases -

to distinguish crisis from nenerisis confliet patterns
through a eemparisen of the up-dewm fluctuations
feund in each, The research findings ebtained de
differentiate erisis frem nonerisis patterns,

Mest preblematie however, are the significant
differences recorded acress the two cenflict arenas,

"...the patterns threughout
in t t!! cenflict aremas are
unld "

This finding points te a weakness underlying

coneeptual development in the study ef crisis at ' )
the aystemie level , that is , a low level of

semparability. The eonsegquenee is that the cencept

of erisis at the systemic level remains at a very

high level ef generalizationm. ’
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What kinds ef research questions give direection
te the study of crisis at the systemic level?
In his (1972b) study Charles Md(Clelland preposes
twe impertant preblems for arisis research. The
first , a basic deseriptive task, is te identify
crisis patterns eof interactiem: te distiaguish
between real and psuede crisis patterns, It is
hypothesized thit certain patterns of interactioen
lead to war, ethers de not.

"The relatiens hetween hostile and
contending nations may beceme
exacerbated at times se that ebservers
charasterize the resulting interchanges
as evidence that a crisis exists,

These instances may be ‘enly fluetuations
in. the ameunt er type ef confrontatien
and geuld mot properly be called erises,
On the ether hand, 1t is pessible that
a serieus and importamt sequence of
exehanges between the parties te a
long~standing international confliet
will ocour as a final expleratien
of poesitiens before the *ultimate’
step of concertéd warfare is umdertaken.

The seeond predblem , am explanatery task , is te
determine why some crises cemmense and them are abated,
while ethers lead te war. Of the twe problems
MeClelland's utudy}addrosaes enly the former. The
research questions whieh direct the study are of a
deseriptive nature , that is they are concerned with
pattern identification and differences,

"Arve there any particular patterns
or cembinatienz of act!3and responses
peculiar te a erisis?"

"Is there anything te be feund im the

data which would permit: measurements

of erisis abatement processes against

the n)_andlgown fluctuations of nemexrisis
senflict?" .

nl2
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This is net te imply that jho systemis approach

is without implications at the explamatory lével

fer the study of erisis. In the earlier (1968) study
MeClelland employs measures ef variety as indirect
neasures of metivation.

"Seme indireet evidence in support of

the routinizing tendeney appears in

the researeh. The genersl trend toward
decreasing veriety in the actions of

both parties...are piesces of supporting
evidemes.,.The underlying principle 1is .
that a siftuatien which becomes increasingly
& 'knewn'quantity' will be dealt with in
inereasingly reutinized fashien. The
administrative approach , at its

ultimate is to dispateh a preblem by
dealing with it as a type gnd by

solving it by a formula, "l

Of course thies interpretation raises the question

of whether evidence of underlying motivatien eanm

be built inte sueh measures, whether a parsllel
inves%igation of intre- unit processes, specifically
erganizational processes is not required? All ef
whieh is suggestive of a possible linkage between
the systemie and decision-making approaches, Indeed,
thig partieular linkage of event/interastion and
erganizatienal prooiaeoa underlies Rn}nond Tanter's
attempted synthesis-ef the twe approashes to crisis ,
the subjeet of a later disoussiem.l .

In eomelusien the basie features of the systinic
approach te erisis may be suxmarized as follews:
(1) the systemic approach imposes a limiting focus,
the twe prineipal aspeets being an exelusive
' ' preecsupatiom with 1nter-un1§ processes, amd an
a~-histerical analysis; (2) measurements ef quantity
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and variety identify crisis as a partieular set of -
intersotien patterns;(3) researsh questiens are
mestly of a descriptive nature, that is they are
concerned with pattern identificatien and differences,

iy

(b) Desisien-Making Appreach:

A survey eof fereign poliey studies sugéests that

- those prececupied with intra-unit phenemena may be

o~

brezdly categorized inte twe greupinge. the first,
as exemplified by the work , of ameng oethers,
Rudelph Rummel , considers national attributes
as relevant for explaining feoreign poliey behavioer,
specifically , Rummel esleulates the relationship
between natienal attributes and foreign cenflict
behavior%7!ho seeond greuping identifies processes
internal te the unit-state as an explkanation of
foreign pelicy behavior. The desisiea~-making approach
whieh fecuses upon the deeision proeess internal to
the unit can be lesated within this greupingl®
In this approssh the descriptive task is to identify
the elements., internal ahd external, amd. connecting
linkaébs which cemprise “the foreign poelicy system,
The resesarcher preceesds to explain foreign policy
behavior in terms of the dynamic interaction of
these elements as they 'pass through' the formulatien
and implementation stages of the deciaien-proccss.lg
Basie te the decisien-making approach is the
intrusien of the perceptual varinblo?OSpocifioally}
individuals and/or groups acting as autheritative
deeision-makers beeome the fecal point of'invostigation.
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Givin; direetion to this investigation is the assumption
thet these decisien-makers act net in direct \
response te the so-called ‘ebjective reality' of the
envirenment , but accerding to their perceptions
of that reality. This assumption leads the researcher
te explore decision-makers' perceptions as an éxplqnatiod
of foreign policy behavier.

The expleration of desision-makers' perceptions
is basie te the mediated stimulus-response model,

' a psychological stimuld%-responsn model applied te

inter-state behavior, 2l The medel (see diagram d-1) .

fellows a system input-eutput desigm: the acts and words
of ene state become inputs te anmother. Impertantly,

it diverges frem those models whieh explain foreiga
policy behavior enly in terms of action-respemse (S-R),
with ne conslderation of internal proeesses, Twe
intermediate steps, peresption (») and expreasion (n)
are ineluded in the mediated stimulus-responsn model.,

As sueh , foreign policy behavior (R) is to be explained
not by (S) , a physieasl or verbal act taking place im
the envirenment , but by (r), ar actor's perception of
that.act,22 and by (s), the expreasien of the actor's

‘attitude and behavior toward the ether actor, the

initiator of that act.Z>

As weuld be expected the fosus imposed by the

decisien~-making appreasch upon the study of ocrisis is -

essentially dissimilar zrdn that imposed by the
systenis approach. Whortls the latter ineludes enly
inter-unit phenemena and disregards intra-unit seurses
of internatienal events, the formey while net
excluding inter-unit phenemena emphasizes internal

processes as an explantion ef foreign policy behaviex. ’/\

{
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S-r:s-R Interaction Model
STATE A et STATE B
r s r 8 \
Percept- |Express- Percept- |Express- |>
ion of . ion of ion of ion of
"IBs Atti~ A Atti- A% Atti- |B's Atti-
. tude and |tude and tude and |tude and
3 IBehavior [Behavior Behavior |[Behavior |R
toward toward toward toward
‘ A B Output B A
Behavior Output 7
/ L J
N
diagram d-1 -
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Perhaps most significantly it is remembered that the
systemio approagh identifids crisis as an 'ebjestive!
phenonenbn y & pnrtioular pattern ef interaction
determined by techmical measurememts. The decision-making
approaech provides aﬁparccptuu; , 'suhjeetiva'\)
definitions Charles Hexrwmana defines ecrisis as a
gituation whieh, "

"(1) threatens high-priority goals of
the decisien-making unit,(2) restriets
the ameunt of time available for .
response before the decision is
transformed and (3) surprises the
members of the docibion-gzking
unit by its eccurrsnee."

Threat , time saliency and ?urprise are indicaters

!'whieh cannet be measured independently of

participants' perceptions. This is te be contrasted
with the systemic definition whieh is clearly €,
independent ;f sueh perceptions;

The Hermana definitien is a basie element
of the deeision-making appreach te crisis. Hermann
hypothesises that the impast of situation upen
tho'deciaiol,procosa‘will be significantly different
when all three olomenta of his definition are present
than when ene or all aro gbsent. A review.of the
historical literature lemds suppert te this hypothesis.
The importanee of the elemens of time , feor example,

'is emphasised by Ted Serensen in his analysis of

the Cuban Missile erisis, " ey
*2he knewledge that time was running ’
< out deminated eur diseuasions and ¢ -

, kept us meeting late inte the night.
Tho stepped up U-2 flights had apparently
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. net alerted the Soviets te eur
discovery. But we had te fermulate
and declare our positien, said
the Preasident, before they knew we
‘knew, Before the matter leaked out

N “te thé& public and before the 25
‘ misaslles became operational."”
The great valye of this threefold definitien is

that it is both explicit and apecific: specific

but that the 1ﬁterrelationahip of Khese elements
be determined. Perceptioens of in as{ng threat
might, for example, lead tc\pé?ceptions of
inereasing time saliency whieh may in turn serve
te heighten the levels af perceived threat.,
Purthermore, over a given period of time it is
eonceivable (olthouq&unlikely) that the levels of
percelived threat and time saliency may folldw\
opposing tendeneciés, or what is more likely , ene
level may increase while the other remains constant.
One would expeet the impact on the decision proeess
in the latter example , te be different from a
period in whieh both levels record inoreases, As
sush a corellary to the Hermann khypothesis should
read: even when all ulomen#g are present the impaect
en the decision process may differ according to the
pattern of that presono;. ’

What are the importent research questions related

te the deeisien-making approach te crisis? Im tht\\\\\\”

~

!
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studies by Helsti, Nerth and Bredy , "Perception
and Actiem in the 1914 Crisis", and "Measuring
Affect and Action in International Reactien
Medels: Empirical Materials from the 1962 Cuban
Crisis", the basic pesearck question investigated
is the relationship between the perception of
hoatility by decision-makers and levels of vielence
in state actien,?26 In his later study of c¢risis,
"Crisis,Escalatioen,War", Ole Holsti identifies the
central research question ef hew decisien-makers,
individuals and/or groups , respond te the pressure
E and tension of a perceilved crisis situation: the
Helsti study is in fact eoncerned with a twe part
relationship , (1) perceptiem of crisis situation
leading te stress, (2) the impact of stress upon
deeisioen proeesses and outputs, (see diagram 4-2)

"The eentral concern of this booek is

. te explexre the possible consequences

™ of erisis induced stress om individual
and efrganizational performanee that
are most likely te affeot the processes,,
and eutcomes of foreigm-pelicy making."

Of ceurse it may be argued that stress as an
intervening variable may or may not be eritical
te changes in the decision process and/er decision
output. The model of crisis behavior as it appears
in diagram d-3 excludes the intervening stress
variable and expresses the relatiaenship simply inm
terms of perception of situatien f-é deciaioh process/
deeision output.28 In reference to this model,
| B research questiens relating situation to eﬁangou in
ki decisien preesss tan bhe dluatered inte two bread
’ categeries, structure and preocess:(l) erganizatienal
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Crisis Behavior Models
Twith stress ao an Intervening varinble)

SITUATION

I
Percepr Decision
tion Threat
of ¥ Process
J Situa- Time . E o .
— tion | Surp-
[ s ///
. | T18¢€ Output
Feegback
<
diagram d4-2
(without an intervening variable)
SITUAT%QN
Percep#t s
tion |Threat g;gzz;gn
of |
{ Situa~; Time \\55; 7 ' —
tion |Surp- ////’ —
rise
! Output
Fquback
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Crisis Behavior llodel

(with perception as an intervening variable)

SITUATION
Percep-,
tion Thred Decision
of ‘ Process
Situa- ! Time Percept
”‘ﬁ tion 1 Surp-}—N tion %;; T
y Tise
' Ontput

Feeqyack
~

diagram d-4
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structure - As the pereeived crisls becomes more

intense will the number of participants in decisions

tend te inerease? (2) erganizational process -

As the perceived crisis becomes more intense will

there be a greater tendency to rely upon

extraordinary or improvised chamnels of cemmunication?
A third model of orisis behavior is one

whioininclndea perceptiens both as an independent

and intervening variable.(see diagram d-4)

By the latter is meant changes in the perceptiens

~ of deeisien-makers in regerd to emvironment and self:

(1) in terms of enviremment; As the erisis becomes
more intense will deeisien-makers perceive the range
of alternatives epem te them narrewing?
(2) im terms of self; As the erisis becomes more
intense will decision-makers tend te supplement
informatien about the objective state 4f affairs with
information drawn frem their own pad!r:xperienoo?
It is hypothesised that these changes will have an
impact upon decisien-preeess/desisiom -sutput,
Importantly, methedelogical roadblocks net
encountered im the systemic npproach29 are
inherent te research questiens whieh require
perceptual data sueh as those abeve. Censtraints
te-the gathering of both accurate and sufficient
perceptual data are numbesus, Persenal interviews
are often net possible and data frem private memoirs,
when such memeirs exist, are eften eof uneven quality
and frequently eentradietery, Cemmenly researchers
nust rely en publie statements whieh regardless ef
the sephiaticatien ?f the analytical teehniques
used3femain indireet ‘seurces of perceptual dasa,
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whieh may net accurately represent the perceptions
of deciaion-makers,31 Censequently, and this is a
weakness of the deeisloen-making appréach te crisis,
research findings may not acliieve the level of
specificity demanded by research quostiols.32

In the application of the decisien-making
approash te crisis a prier step te the investigation
of research questions-is the ordering of foreiga
peliey data. Indeed ordering must be censidered
a necessary prerequisite. What is required is a
deeision-making framewerk eapable ef both classifying
and relating fereign pelicy data. The Brecher,
Steimberg, Stein foreign policy framework -
(see diagram d-5) impeses a systemic erdering:
data are fitted inte the set of esomponents eomprising
the fereign poliey systenm, environmont3? actors,
structures and prosesses, all of which are located
within three deeisional phases, input, precess and
eutput, Implied im this ordering is an ;ngoing
interrelatedness - the continueus flew ef poliey
inputs , pelicy proeess and pelicy outputs, A
basie assumption is that systenic.ardering allows
for the investiéﬁﬁion of cause-effect relations,

_as well as , the detection of regular patterns

ef state behavior, :
Witheut. at this point attempting a further
deseription of the -Brecher et sl, research fraﬁowork
(this will e presented in detail in ,the fellowing
shapter), attemntien 1s direoted to basie attributes
whieh render the framewerk partieularly suitable
te the decision-making approach te the,atn&y of
orisis es outlined abeve. Firstly , the fecus ef

1
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the fPamework is upon the intra-unit decision protess,
although it does inecorporate extra-unit wvariables

as inputs to this proeess. Seeondly, the framewerk
identifies the decision-making elite , individuals
and/er greups authorized to decide in matters of

high pelicy , as the.basic component of the
decision-making progess: the images of this elite

are considered to be the decimsive input te the
foreign policy system. The basie underlying assumption
is that,

"deoision-makers act in
aceordance with perception of
reality , not in ;esponso to
reality itself."

As msuch , the notion of crisis as a perceived
situetion is provided for.

In eonclusieri, this ehapter has attempted,
albeit briefly, te define the theoretical framework
of the desision-making apnreach to erisis:
in se deing , in preparstion fer subsequent chapters,
laying the theergqtiical greundwerk fer an empiriocal
applicatien of that approaeh, In a theeretical

" eomparison with the systemic appreach twe basic

aspects distimguish the desision-making approachq

Pirst is a fooeus emphasising intra-unit processes:

Second is a perceptusl,'subjective’, definitien

of arisil. Importantly, these twe aspects camn be said

to dlroet deeision-masking research te specific

analytical tasks: at the deseriptive level - to i S
delineate the foreign peliey ayefcn and te gather

and categorize fereign poliey data, including

¢




perceptual data; at the explanatory level -

to determine the causal sequences within the
intra-unit processes leading to fereign peliey
outputs , including the impaet.ef pereeived situatien,
These are the tasks te which the following

chapters address themselves in an applicatien

of the deeision-making approaeh te the Berlin

Wall crisis,

t
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19 Not all deeisioen-making studies are equally
eoncerned with peliey formulatien and implementation.
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CHAPTER TWO

BERLIN WALL CRISIS - A CASE STUDY

Historical Preface:

The historical background ef the Berlin orisis
of 1961 is best characterized as ene of pretracted
conflict. This eonflict had its roots in the
post-war occupation of Germanys by the four ‘allied’

pewers, Berlim situated in the middle of the Soviet

Y

sene proved to be partieularly vulnerable to access
eontrols. The first major Berlin erisis erupted eon
June 23 , 1948 when the Soviet Unien, pretesting
ecurrency- reforms undertaken by the United States;
Britain and Pranee in the Western zenes , sealed
off all Western access routes to Berlin with the
exeeptlion of the air corrider. The bleeckade endured
eleven menths., Its impesitien preveked the
'institutionalization' ef hestility toward tho
Seviset Union by the Western Pewers: em April 4,
1949, the Nexth Atlantic Treaty was signed, this
treaty formalized a eollective defense arrangement
directed against Cemmumist ineursions in Eurepe.
The blockade -officially came te an end with the
Paris .Agreement of June 20, '1949: the Paris
Agreement oontained pPledges by East and West not to
reatriet Berlim-genal and 1nterzonal traffie and
sexmunicatiens, :

The locond major Berlin erisis was 1n1tiatod in
Novmlhor of 1958 when the Seviet Unien demanded that

~
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the United States, Great Britain and Prance
withdra;‘their troeps from West Berlin, The~
Soviet leader, Khrushchev, propesed that Berlin
become a free city, He furthesr threatened te
turn over conirol of access routes te the East
German government within six months if the ‘
Western Powers refused te accept his proposal.
In respense, the Ameriean Secretary of State,

_ Dulles, premised military retaliatiem should

access to Berlim be blocked. An apparent

downturn in the crisis came in June of the

following year. In notes to the Western powers

in which the Soviet Unien rejected their claims

to centinued eccupation of Berlin and restated the
proposal for a free city, there was ne reference

to the previously deslared six months deadline,
Purthermere, the Soviet¥s now declared themselvea to
be receptive te Allied modifications., Thle crisis
effectively ended en the twenty-seventh of September,
1959 , when in a jeint ¢ommunique issued .during the
Khyushchev visit to the United States, the American
and Seviet leaders agreed te reepen negetiations en
Berlim and Germany. The fellewing day it was announced
that the Seviet ultimetum en Berlin had been drepped.
The reprieve was short lived however, and renewed
Soviet-Ameriean intransigense over Berlin in the
spring ef 1960 was elimaxed by the cancellatien of
the Paris Summit meeting. - -

It was ageinst this histeriesl backﬂrqp»cf
econtinuing Soviet-American antagonism ever Berlin that
the new administration under Jehn Kennedy teok effice
in Jiauary 1961, '

L
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Introduection:

The application of the dgcision-making approach
to the Berlin Wall crisis is divided into two parts,
a case study snalysis and the testing of hypothesis.
The case study, the subjgct of thiq?chapter,is
directed by four tasks; ’

(1) a description of the foreign policy system,

in particular , te identify the members of the
decision-making elite and their roles in the
decision-making process;(Is it possible teo

identify an individual or group as the key
component of the .foreign policy system?)

(2) the operationalization of Hermann's cencept

of a crisis situation;(Can the Berlin Wall crisis
in fact be clasasified according to the Hermann
definition as a crisis situation?)

(3) an examination of the inputs to foreign poliey
decisions , that is to determine the key inputs

to the decision-flow;(Are particuiar inputs present
consistently throughout the decision flow? What

ia the impact of situation?)

(4) an analysis ef the feedback processy specifically
to determine the consequenceas of the Beilin crisis
decisions for the operational and psycholegical
environments and the lmpaet, upon subsequent dccisiqna;
(Did the deeisions taken during the Berlim crisis )
have an effect on later decisions?)

Importantly, the analysis which follows does not
&
empley quantitative techniques: there 1is ne
quantitative content analysis of primary data.
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In this sense the study may well be criticised
for its lack of rigor, In response. to this
eventual criticism it sheuld be stated that the
absence of quantitative analysis does not imply
a rejection of quantitative teehniques, It does
however, reflect the judgement, which of course
remains open to debate, that the available data is
better suited to qualitative analysis. Basieally,
the available sourees of primary data are limited
to a few public statements and for the most part
the study must rely upon the later writings of
those involved, writings which at best provide a
partial and often contradictory account.

In reference to this incompleteness of available

sources,'Tod Sorensen in his text,"Konnody“l,

indicates his awareness ef the difficulties involved.

"At the urging of the eminent
historian on his staff, Arthur
Sehleainger, Jr., he (Kennedy)
agreed that proeedures should
be established to reeord the first-
hand reeollections of partiecipants
in crucial events while our
memories were still fresh,

But he never found time to
do it. He arranged for the
comprehensive transcriptien of

g majer deliberations, and at times

he dietated memoranda of conversations
for the files. But he eommunicated
many of his key decisions by veics
instead of in writing, by telephone -
instead of %otter and to one instead
of many..."

Frem all of this it should not be inferred "that no
attempt is made to achieve a rigorous, aystematie
analysis, despite the abaence of quantitative téchniques.




e U

R T

it LRy

eI AN gy

O

- 34 -
Deeision-Making Elite:

Undexr the heading of decision-makers the
Brecher et al. frameWork identifies ™individuals
or groups with authority to decide in the sphere
of external behavior."1 To this general
identification a number of specifications must
be attached (1) the authority to decide refers to
"authorization sanctioned by the conventions of
the BYBtem."? (2) these individuals or groups are
involved with -decisions of high policy (3) the
decision-making elite includes individuals and/or
groups whose images of the operational environment

can be said to 'shape' decisions (4) the decision-making

elite is 'categorically' separated from the
bureaueratic environment which surrounds it.

The latter is placed under the heading of institutional

interest groups.

In reference to this last specification, the
separation of the decision-meking elite from its °
bureaucratic environment may preve difficult in terms
of an empirical study. In regard to the American
decision-meking process during the period of the
Berli® crisis it may be argued that this separation
is indeed possible, Furthermore,the relevant weight
of individual and group contributions within the
decision-making elite may also be determined. This
argument draws support frem three sources:

(1) President Kennedy's assertiem of control over the
bureaucracy as demenstrated by his redefinitien of«
the deeision-making environment;3(2) the nature of
the President's redefinition;(3) the degres of

-
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President Kennedy's personal involvement in
the decision-making process.
(1) Redefinition of the Enviromment - A basie
component of the deecision-making environment 1is
what Graham Allison refers to as the *aetion-channel'.

"petion-channels, i.e., regularized ways
of produeing action concerning types

3 of issues, structure the game by
pre-selecting the major players,

J . determining their points of entrance
into the game and distributing
particular qdvantages and disadvantages
for each game..."

Control over the fashioning or refashioning of ///fa
action channels permits the President , in part,
to shape the bureaueratic outlook according to
his own values, In way of an example , although
he would become disenchanted with the performance
of the State Department during the Berlin crisis ,
it remains that this department's hierarchy was
dominated by Kennedy picked men, among them
Secretary Rusk , Under Seeretary Bowles , UN
Ambassador Stevenson and Assistant Seocretary
Willi;ma. To this extent at least Kennedy's values
can be said to have penetrated the State Department,
the prineipal institution of the foreigm policy
bureaucraecy.
(2) Nature of the Redefinition - The nature of -
Kennedy's redefinition was largely determined by
what he considered to be the principal requisites
. of the decision-making process. Speed, ecoordination,
informal personal contset, these requirements account -
for the important role accorded the National Security

TG
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Council staff, the Berlinm task force,and

White House ,assistants. tially it was these
groups and individuals who woulXl come to define

the alternatives from among whicl Presidential
deeisions ultimetely developed. Ihdeed if

one argues that definition of alternatives

implies aetive participation in decisien formulation
then one may inelude these groups and individuals
within the decision;:aking elite as previously

defined: their imagegs of the operational
environment would shape American foreign policy
decisions, ' )

The National Security Couneil staff headed by
MeGeorge Bundy constituted the coordinating link
between the Whiteé House and the State Department.

*But,if the National Security Couneil
played a diminishing role , the

National Seeurity staff was indispensable.
Bundy saw hig functien as that of

the olarifieation of nltergatives

set before the President,.”

In point of feet the functions of the N3C staff

were never formally delineated, but evolved in

part as a consequence of President Kennedy's intensive
involvement in national security affairs and in

pert as a result of what the President viewed as

State Mepartment inadequacy. The Bundy staff, in

an effort to furnish Kennedy with information and
analysis , pemetrated the internal activities of
governmental departments and agencies, Material was
provided at a speed which State Department responses
did not mateh. Inereasingly, the Dspartment was unable
te measure up to Presidential expectations. '

<
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"The President was discouraged with
the State Department almost as soon
as he took office, He felt that
it too often seemed to have a
built-4in inertia whieh deadened
initiative and that its tendency
toward excessive delay obscured
determination. It had $eo many
voices and too little vigor.It
was never clear to the President
(and this continued to be true even
after the persennel changes) whe
was in eharge, who was clearly
delegated to de what, and why his
own policy line seemed cogaistently
to be altered or evaded,"

Accordingly the size of the Bundy sgtaff and the
scope of its activities increased. In this way the
basic task of inter-agency coordination initielly
considered by the President to be a State Department
function came more and more to be performed by the
NSC statf,

Task forces created under the Kinncdy administration
were problem-oriented ad hoe¢ bodies made up of
representatives frem a number of departments, one
of whom was given the duty of formulating
recemmendatiens. The task force was an instrument
designed to speed and coordinate the deeision-making
process, Im partieular, the Berlin task force,
appointed in June 1961 under the chairmanship of Paul
Nitze, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for
International Seeurity Affairs was a response to
the inability of the State Department te fermulate
an effective response to the developing crisis situation.

Nembers of the White House staff were also heavily
involved with questions of foreign policy. This
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involvement was not restricted to poliey advice,
Not only did staff members provide independent
criticisms of department recommendations , they
also attempted to draw out ideas directly from
middle level officials and attempted to determine
whether Presidential directives were being
followed.

The Kennedy redefinition also brought about the
decline in importance of two ﬁreviously influential
groups, Specifieally. , antipathy for deeision
by committee motivated a reappraisal of Cabinet
and National Seecurity Council functions.

"He was not interested in unanimous

committee recommendations whieh

stifled alterngtives to find the ~
lowest commoy denominator of

compromise,"

He abandoned the practicé of the &
Cabinet's“and the National Security
Couneil's making group deecisions 8
like corporate boards of directors."

Aocording to Sorensen few matters of importence in
foreign affairs were discussed in Cabinet amd no
deeisiona of importance were taken, Sshlesinger
notes that the President convened the National
Security Couneil only when he was at the point of
doeision.9 In contrast to the Eisenhower adminiatratioﬁ
the Cabinet and the Ratiopal Security Couneil were to
play mueh diminished roles in the decision-making
precess,

(3) Presidential Invelvement - Any diseussion of
the deciéf@p-nnking‘procass taking plase during the
Berlin crisfs must take into consideration the
extent of the President's personal involvement in

A
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foreign affairs, Sohlesinger writes that Kennedy came
more and more to direct the daily affairs of Ameriecan

foreign policy personally. Partiecularly in the aftermath

of the Bay of Pigs fiasco the President was unwilling
to depend entirely upon bureaucratiec infermation

and analysis and was apprehensive about poassible
bureaucratic initiatives., Kennedy was determined to
mgke his own decisions before the force of events
deprived him of the authoxrity to choose, In view of
this predisposition to active invelvement in the
direction of American foreign poliey it is har&iy
surprising to discover that the President lmmersed
himself in and took personal charge of the Berlin
aperation. ’

"His seeond basic decision was to

take complete charge of the

operation., For months he saturated

himself in tke problem. He reviewed

and revised the military contingency
plans, the conventional force build-up,
the diplomatie and propaganda initiatives,
the Budget changes andlfhe plans

for economic warfare.m

Clearly the deminant presence of the President must
be regarded as the significant component of the
foreign poliey system.

In terms of the orisis behavior model displayed
in chapter one (diagram d-3) this means that
Kennedy's perceptions of the situation should be
considered as the key detexrminant of decision process
and- foreign policy output. This will be the assumption

underlying the operationalization of the Hermann

ooncept of crisis im this case study:employing |\,
Kennedy's perceptions as a basis for determining

¢
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both the presence of a erisis situation and
its impaest, MY

Deeigion-Flow: Framework of Analysis

In this anelysis of the decision-flow occurring
during the period of the Berlin crisis , the
Breeher et al. research framework emphasizing
three systemic phases - input , process and
output - is imposed upon the available empirical
data.

Inputs may be indirect environmental stimuli
which imprint upon the decisional setting or they
may be direet environmental stimuli which provoke
a deeision.l Inputs are broadly classified according
to source and ares further subjected to ordinal
secale ranking.2 -

Prosess comprises two stages, formulation and
implementation. Formulation involves the selection
among specified alternatives leading to the choice
of a particular option. This choise is referred to
as an output or decision. Deeisions are classified
as gstrategic or tectical on the basis of the
gravity of consequences intended and perceived,
as well as , on the basis of their definition of
objectives and/or acceptable elternativés with
reference to preeeding and subsequent decisiona.3,
Deeisions are also classified acoerding to cdntent
and placed within one or moxre of the four briad
issue areas whieh include , Hi{;jary-Soourity,
Pelitical~Diplomatie, Economic-Develepmentel, and

Culturel-Status.
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Subsequent 50 the ect of formulation 1is
the aet of implementation , the carrying out of
a decision by word or deed, Implementation acts
in that they impact direetly upon the operational
environment provide a vital feedback link to
subsequent deeision-flows.

A basie difficulty particular te crisis analysis
is the specification of marker points indicating
the eommencement of the pre-crisis , crisis, and
post-crisis phases of the decision-flow, Although
the Hermanntypology* does provide fer the
differentiation in static terms of a c¢crisis and
non-crisis situation, Hermann's study of crisis
as a situational variable fails to come to
grips with the developmental gqualities inherent
to a erisis situation. As sueh, the Hermann
study does not provide a solution for the immediate
problext, that of locating the initial time point of
the pre-erisis phase.

One possible avenue of approach invelves the
recording of events taking plece in the 'operational
environment': an event er series of events denoting
greater levels of intensity wouldﬂindicate the
commencement of the prs-erisis phase.

However, it may be argued, and with some justification,
that in order to remain consistent with the Deeisien-making
perspective two requirements must be imposed:

(1) changes in environmental intensity must be
recognized as such by the decision-makers;

(2) ehanges in environmental intensity should be
iriterpreted by the decision-mekers to mean increasging

N
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levels of threat. .

A complicating fector well represented in the
Berlin setting is the historical presence of
protracted conflict, In this setting the mean level
of threat experiencedover the previous fifteen
year period ia assumed to be considerably higher
than that found in e setting free from a legacy
of protracted conflict., It may be stated though,
that in both settings the same basic indicator
can be used to determine the commencément of the
pre-c¢risis phase,That indicator is the perception
by the decision-maker(s) of inereasing levels of
threat.

In terms of this study , the beginning of the
pre-c¢risis phase is located approximately in the
first week of Pebruary 196l1l. It was then that
President Kennedy , in receiving Ampassador
Thompson's dispatches forecasting a toughening
stand by Khrushchev over Berlim , perceived an

. increasing level of threat to the existing balance

of power and to world peace.s

Pre-Crisis Phase: Introdustion:

The pre-crisis phase of the decision-flow
sxtended from February 1, 1961 to June 3 , 1961,
It was characterized by a reappraisal of American
policy toward Berlin , specifically , s reappraisal ,of
the American response to threatened Soviet initiatives.
Three principal factors dominated: (1) as perceived
by Ameriean decision-makers , the increasingly

.#‘
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exigent Soviet demands for a settlement of the
German-Berlin question; (2) President Kennedy's
image of American military capability, in partiecular,
the nesd to develop a massive conventional response
to Cemmpnist incursions worldwide;{(3) Kennedy's
desire for a personal meeting with Soviet leader
Khrushchev 1n order to assess Soviet objectives
and to avoid miscalculation which he perceived could
lead to nuclear war,

The prevcrisis phase was marked by four decisions

of significance to Berlin: .
Pebruary 11, 1961 ~ This was a 'political-diplomatic’
decigion to have United States Ambassador to the
Sowxiet Union Llewellyn Thompsen deliver a personal
message to Soviet Premler Khrushchev suggesting
a meeting of the two state leaders.
Marech 10, 1961 - This wes a 'political-diplomatic’
decision to publiely declare United States' policy
toward Berlin as no longer bound by concessions made
by the previous administration.
March 28, 1961 ~ This was a 'military-security’
decision which redefined basic defense policy,
a redefinition emphasizing flexible military response
and requiring an additional $650 million in
expenditures, ’
April, 1961 -~ This was a 'political-diplomatic!'
decision to reinforce the bonds of the Western
Allianse through personal contacts with Western leaders:
& reinforcement being necessary te assure a concerted
response to Soviet initiatives directed at Berlin.

P ia
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; The decisions of February 11, and March 10 are
i classified as "preceding tactical decisions' (p).
Neithersdecision can be placed within the
1 boundaries of a prior definition by the Kennedy
administration of basic objectives and/or
ﬁ acceptable alternatives in regard to Berlin,
As well, that of Maash 10 explicitly stepped
outside of the previous administration's definition.
The two decisions are not cousideréd to be
strategic as in themselves they contain ne
definition/redefinition of basic objectives
" and/or acceptable alternatives, only partial
reorientations, Furthermore , in terms of the
i decision~-makers' perceived and intended consequences~
they cannot be labeled as grave.
Tho decisions of March 28 and . April are classified
as strategic, The decision of March 28 did involve
a rgdefinition of basic defense policyéto emphasise
’ massive conventionsl response, Decisjon-makers elearly
intended and perceived important consequences in )
terms of American military capability., The classification
of the April decision does raise certain difficulties, .
This decision was in part designed to implement a
previously defined defense policy and in this sense
cannot be labeled as:.strategie. However, tg}a
decision also incorporated basic political objectives
whieh though interrelated with military policy may
be considered as distinet from it, Again , the \(\%N
as,

-

giﬁ‘ : decision-makers intended and perceived important
' consequences in terms of military capability, as well
in regard te bilateral relqtionships.
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Co: o
Pre~Crisis Phabe: dperational Environment -~ Soviet
- Behavior:

] ﬁZbruary 17, 1961 - A memorandum from Soviet

i . Premier Khrushehev was delivered to the West

é German Chanesllor Konrad Adenauer. This

. memorandum contained a redefinition of the Soviet

| ? . position vis-a-vis the Berlin problem: the

Sovief position taken at Geneva in 1959 was to he

] publicly discarded. The memorandum also demanded \
thet any solution to the Berlin problem provide

' . for the eventual demilitarization of the city,

as well as , its transformation into a 'free city’.
Khrushechev further 'suggested' that Soviet-West

German negotiations should take place in regard to

v e settlement of the Berlin problem and the signing

of & Soviet-German peace treaty: this {ireaty would
sanction the existence of two German stetes. Most

; importantly , pervading these S A et demands and

} proposals was an insistence upon immediacy.

"It is now obvious ,-that all the
time limits have expired for
understanding the need to sign
a peace treaty and thereby solve
the problem of occupation status

oi}:oug Berlin , making it a free

> 7 chMty."

‘March 31, 1961 - A Warsaw Pact Communique , the
output of the annual session of the Warsaw Paet's
Political Consultative Committee , identified West Germany
as the major danger spot in Europe and potentially
the principel enemy of the Warsaw Paet members. The
eemmunique did contain a pledge of peaceful
coexistence with the West; however, this pledge was

£ - e r
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juxtaposed with demands relsting to a proposed
solution of the Berlin problem. These demands
included the signing of a peace treaty with both
German ststes and the transformation of Berlin into
a free city.

April lg, 1961 - In an interview with Walter
Lippman (New York Herald Tribune) Khrushchev
emphasized his determination to press for a prompt
settlement of the German problem. The Soviet Union
was not willing to accept indefinitely the existing

Btatus quo. Expressing his fears over the

probability of West Germany obtaining,nucié§L
weapons , .the Soviet leader reasoned ﬁpaf the
U.,S.S.R. must obtain a peace treaty wijhfyeat Germany
before this occurred., Such a treaty wob%ﬁ_gﬂarantee
the present borders and recognize the existence of
the East German state. The Soviet leader implied

thet Soviet strategy in Berlin was directed toward
this end.

May 3, 1961 - Soviet Poreign Minister Gromyko indicated

to U.S. Ambassedor Thompson a Soviet interest in a
Khrushchev-Kennedy meeting.

Pre-Crisis Phase:Decision-~-Flow:

T
L)

Tactical Deecision (lp) -~ Pebruary 11, 1961.
This was a 'political-~diplomatic' decision to have
United States' Ambassador to the Soviet Union

Llewellyn Thompsen deliver a personal message to
Soviet Premier Khrushchev suggesting a meeting of the
two lesders,
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The ,decisive input to this decision were
warnings from the U.S., Ambassador to the Soviet Union
forecasting a toughening Soviet stard on Berlin,(DBp)
In 1light of these warnings Kennedy perceived an
increasing level of threat to the existing balance
of power and to world peace. Importantly, the exact
nature of this threat , specifically , the exact
content and direection of Soviet policy remained
unclear to the American decision-makers. As such
this decision may be interpreted as a response to the
unknown quality of threat, a response which reflected
a desire on Kennedy's part to avoid ‘'war by

B W"p}.

miscalculationt,

The American political structure (PS) specifically,
the transferal of authority to a new decision-making
elite may be considered an important input.

The newly installed Kennedy administration , in the
process of defining its position in regard to the
Soviet Union and Berlin, required a re-evaluation of
the international situation.

In summary the inputs were Dominant Bilateral
Relations (DBp) (Rank 5) and Political Structure
(PS) (Rank 3).

Implementation of Tactical Decision (1p)
L4

RS mawrmmm P 3

May 4, 1961 - President Kennedy agreed to meet with

the Soviet leader in June, &
June 3, 1961 - Kennedy met with Khrushchev in Vienna

for a general exchange of views covering major
international issues including Berlin.

0\‘\\/
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Tactical Decision (2p) - March 10 , 1961,
This was a 'political-diplomatic' decision to publicly
declare United States' policy toward Berlin as no
longer bound by concessions made by the previous
administration,
The Soviet memorandum of February 17 announcing
a redefinition of the Soviet position taken at
Geneva in 1959 should be ranked as an important
input to this decision. A 'new' Americen policy
response was required to meet the Soviet redefinition.
The dominant input however, was the desire to
dissociate the Kennedy Adminisfration from the previous
administrationts policy.

"eesHarriman in his March debut aéi

roving ambagsador had said that

"all discussions in Berlin must

begin from the start."This was s

move to disengage Kennedy from the
concasseions the Eisenhower administration
had made in 1959 and even more

from the ones we had been informed
Eisenhower was ready to make a; the

1960 summit meeting in Paris.”

In summary the inputs were PS (Rank 5) and

Strategie Deeision (1) - March 28, 1961.
This was a 'military-security' decision which
redefined basic defense policy, a redefinition

‘smphasizing flexible military response and requiring

an additional $650 million in governmental expenditures.
Specifically it was determined that United States®
military capability was to be used to deter war, \*~mq
to provide support for diplomatic efforts, to

O Tl b ek
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provide an adequeste bargaining power for ending

the arms race. Given that the principal threat

to 'Free World' security was perceived to be
essentially non-nuclear in form , an adequate
American response required a considerable conventional
forece build-up.

“Those units of our forces which

are stationed overseas, or designed
to fight overseas , can be most
usefully oriented toward deterring
or confining those eonflicts which
do not Justify and must nog lead to
a generxral nuclear attack."

"But our objective now is to increase

our ability to confine our response to
non-nuclear weapons, and to leasen

the incentive for any limited aggression
by making clgar what our response will
accomplish.™

i

A number of inputs must be considered in regard to
this decision, The dominant input was undoubtedly
American military capability (M) , specifically ,
Kennedy's concern over the deteriorating state of
oonventional response,

"Kennedy was appalled to discover

a few weeks after the inauguration

that if he sent 10,000 men to

Southeast Asia , he would deplete the
strategic reserve and have virtually
nothing left for emergencies elsewhere.

t

nl10

A review of American military capability by
Defanse\Secretary MoNamara provided detailed support
for Kennedy's initial impressions. McNamara's

. investigation began on the first of March.
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"By March 28 the review had advanced
sufficiently for Kennedy to send a
special message asking Congress
for an additional ﬁsglmillion for
the defense budget.'

The Dominat Bilateral input , the insistency of
Soviet demands, impressed a sense of urgency upon
military redevelopment.

"But eireumstances do not permit a
postponement of sll further action
during the many additional months
that a full reappraisal will require.
Consequently we are now able to
present the most urgent and obvious
recommendations for igclusion in the
fiscal 1962 Budget."

The Political Structure may be considered s
consequential input. The neglect of conventional
forces could be traced to the Eisenhower
Administration's emphagis upon massive retaliation.
A public statement advocating strategic pluralism
would clearly dissociate the Kennedy Administration
from the past poliey.

In summery the inputs were Military Capability (M)

(Rank 5), DB2 (Rank 3) and PS (Renk 2).
Implementation of Strategic Decision (1)

May 25, 1961 - In a message te the Congress, President
Kennedy requested further additions to the fiscal
1962 budget in order to meet the *ncreasing costs of
militery build-up. S

Strategic Deeision (2) - April, 1961.
No specific date is entered for this decision as no
available source provides actual evidence of deeision

“a,
b
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formulation. The decision is inferred from a
number of implementing acts beginning with
Seeretary of State Rusk's address to the NATO
Council on May 8, 1961.

This was a 'polit1c§1~diplomat1c' decision to
reinforce the bonds of the Western(Atlantic)
Alliance through personal contacts with Western
leaders: a reinforcement being necessary to assure a
concerted response to Soviet initiatives in Berlin.

The general military strategy decided upon in
March by the Kennedy administration emphasized =&
flexible military response., The implementation of this
strategy required a considerable build-up in conventional
forces, In respect to European defense, the éxpected
cogst atteched to the strengthening of conventional
forces was not considered , by U.S, decision-mekers,
to be solely an American responsibility. As such
their task was to persuade members of the Western
Alliance , in particular the recalecitrant national ist,
Prench President de Gaulle, in to accepting the direction
and:costs of the American military strategy. This proved-
to be a difficult task. In his meeting with Kennedy
on June 1 De Gaulle emphasiged that,

",.in Burope the revival of netionsal
pride, especially in Prence , meant
that integrated defense under Amerisan
command was no longer acceptable,”

The Dominant Bilateral component provided a
significdnt setting variable , specifically the
perception of a eontinuing Soviet threat to Berlin,
Kennedy considered this threat to be a menace to all

-

of Weatern Europe.
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"The pressure on West Berlin was
the first move in a Soviet

. effort to break up NATO. The
Soviet campaign left the United
States no .cholice but to resist
- or to sgee our position in
Western Europe disintegrate... ,
But if we don't meet our commitments

~ in Berlin , it will mean the \

destruction of NATO and a dangerous
situation for the whole world. All 14
Burope is at stake in West Berlih."

A second setting variable of significanee to
this decision was the historical pattern of
consultation and 'public' unity among the Western
powers in regard to Berlinm , (B1/2/3)15 .
Thisg pattern dated baeck to the initial division
of Germany. In the face of a determined Soviet
challenge Kennedy considered that it was essential
to achieve not only military but gplitical unity.
The Joint Statement issued June 5 ending discussions
between Kennedy and Prime Minister Macmillan confirms
this.

L g IO Ty gy m"' b e N d
.

"The situation in regard to -
Germany was reviewed and there
: was full agreement on the
’ néicessity of maintaining the
rights and obligations of the 16
allied governments in Berlimn."

A final setting variable of importance to this
decision related to Ameriecan involvement in Western
Burope. Americaen military involvement in Western
Burope was formally integrated under NATQ command,
Although American leadership was clearly the dominant
component of ‘the ofganization, nevertheless,the
parameters of the organigation did impose the burden
of collective planding. Q

-4
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In summary the inputs were M (Rank 5),
DB, (Rank 4) , By /5,y (Rank 4), Suvordinate
System (S) (Rank 3).

Implementation of Sirategic Decieion (2)

May 8, 1961 - Secretary of State Rusk addressed

the NATO Couneil in Oslo and emphasized a concerted
response to any Soviet threat against Berlin.

He assured the members that the United States would
act with its sllies.

May 29, 1961 - The New York Herald Tribune reported
that U.S., British and Freneh military staffs had
prepared a contingency plan to meet a new Soviet
blockade of Berlin,

May 31, 1961 - President Kennedy and de Gaulle

held talks in Paris . A principal subject of
discussion was the Soviet threat to Berlin. The
nature of the Allied response and\%he future of

the Atlantic Alliance were alse discussed.

June 4, 1961 ~ Kennedy and Prime Minister Maemillan
held talks in London. Soviet demands in regerd to
Berlin and the nature of the Allied response were
the chief topics of discusailon.

Pro-Criéis Phase: Summary:

Pour decisions of significince to the Berlin
problem marked the pre-crisis phase.(as indicated
in disgram df-1) The DB, input, in partieular ,
Kennedy's perception of Soviet demands and the threat
of nueclear war, is considered relevant to all of

N
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these decisions, What should be emphasized is

the increasing level of the Soviet threat in
determining the impact of this input upon the
American foreign policy decisions. The M input,
what Kennedy felt was the need to develop a massive
conventional force response , is ranked as the
deecisive input to both the strategic decision

of March 28 and that of April. The interrelationship
of the military and diplomatic is clearly apparent
in this latter decision. The importance of the
military input was in part s consequence of the
increasing level of threat:the apparent need for

a substantial military build-up. Finally, the

PS input, essentially the desire to break away from
the previous administration's policies, 1is
mentioned in reference to three decisions , but is
considered as relatively much less important

in determining the foreign policy decisions during
the pre-crisis phase,

Crisis Phase: Introduetion:

The fourth of June, 1961 marks the beginning of
the crisis phase which continued through to the
seventeenth of Octeber, 1961, Marker points are
besed upon the Hermsnn typology of erisis and non-crisis
situationa., That is to say, the American )
decision-meking elite perceived grave threat, short
time and surprise simultaneously with regard to
the Berlin issue for the first time on June 4.
The precipitating event was the Soviet Berlin
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Pre- Crisis Chart
(Summary of decision-flow)
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ultimatum containing a six month deadline. Doecumented
evidence of this 'erisis perxrception' is provided
by Arthur Schlesinger.

"Berlin held the threat, if not
* the certitude,of war, Filled with
foreboding, the President flew on
. to London. Itlvns & silent and
1 ' gloomy trip."

The crisis phase ended with Khrushchev's withdrawal
1 of the Soviet ultimatum on Berlin: the level of
] threat as perceived by American decislon-makers
was greatly redueed,

"While inconclusive talks began

_ between Gromyko and western
officials , Khrushochev took the
occas-~yion to report 1in a
gsix~ho apeech to the 22nd
Congress of the Sovies Communist
Party on October 17 that
"the western powers were showini
some understanding of the situation
and were inclined to seek a solution
to the German problem and the issue
of West Berlin." If this were
80, "we shell not insist on
signing a peaee treaty absolutely
before December 31, 1961.'1$he
erisis was suddenly over."

° The crisis phase can be said to have been

characterized by three basic features: (1) the
Kennedy Administration's definition of a .
Berlin strategy; (2) the eonstruction of the Berlin
Wall; (3) the initistion of Soviet-American
negotiations refarding Berlin. '

w5 . ! Pour fastors 2 dominated during this phase:

a (1) the formalization of the Communist threat, in
partieular the Soviet Berlin ultimatum of June 4,

|
}
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and the building of the Berlin Wall beginning \
August 13; (2) President Kennedy's image of
American militery capability, specifically the
need for the development of a conventional
response to the Soviet ehallenge;(3) President
Kennedy's fear of war by miscalculation which
motivated him to insist upon the preparation
of a diplomatic strategy;(4) allied disunity,
in particular the French refusal to accept
American ﬁroposals for negotiations with the
Soviet Union.

Five decisions of significance with reference
to Berlin will be examined.
July 25 , 1961 - This was a decision related to
both the *military-security' and the 'political-
diplomatic' issue areas. The decision
incorporated military and negotiating strategies,
specifically in regerd to the Soviet ehallenge
over Berlin. In essence this decision amounted
to the Kenhndy Administration's definition of a
Berlin strategy. ’
.August 15, 1961 - This was a 'political-diplomatic*
decision to protest in Btrong diplomatic terms the
erection of the Berlim barricade. ‘
August 18, 1961 - This was a two part 'poelitical-
diplomatic' decision involving (1) the sending of
Viee President Jqﬁz;on'to West Berlin as a
Presidential emi®sary, (2) the ordering of a 1500
man battle groyzhfron West Germany'io West Berlin,
August 30, 1961 - This was & ‘'political-diplomstic’
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decision to dispatch General Clay to West Berlin
a8 the personal representztive of the President.
It was intended that Clay become a symbol of the

'American commitment.

Sop€ mber 1 , 1961 - This was a 'political-diplomatic’
decigion to invite the Soviets te commence negotiations ,
on the Berlin problem.

Tﬁo July 25 decision is classified as strategic ~
because it meets the requirement of grave consequences \\\
intended and perceived by the decision-makers;
and as well , the decision involved the definition of
basic objectives and acceptable alternatives in ‘
regard specifically to the Berlin asituation. The
four subsequent decisions are classified as tactical,

Relative to the July 25 decision the intended and

perceived consequences were considerably less grave, 5
Purther , none of these decisions involved the
definition of basic objectives and/or acceptable
alternatives in regard to the Berlin situation.

Crisis Phase:0Operational Environment - §oiigt Behavior

June 4, 1961 - A SBeviet memo issued at the
concluaion of the Vienna Conference threatened

that the U.,S.S.R. would sign a separate peace treaty
withiEast Germamy unless the two German states achieved
a negotiated settlement on the Bexrlin matter within

8lx months,

*In order not to drag out the

peace settlement it is necessary

to establish deadlines within which
the Germans must explore the
possibilities of agreements on
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) questions falling into their
Y internal ‘competence, The Soviet ~
government regards & period not
exceeding six moaahs adequate
for such talks." ’ '

June 15, 1961 -~ In his report to the Russian
people on the Vienna meeting with Preasident T e
Kennedy , Khrushchev restated the ultimatum
contained in the memo of June 4.

June 15 , 1961 - At a press conference the East
German leader Walter Ulbricht warned the Western
powers thatthey must renegotiate agreements
regarding access to Berlin, p

",eif they do-not wagf traffic
to be interrupted,”

June 21 , 1961 - In a speech marking the 20th
anniversary of the Hitler invasion of Ruasia ,
Soviet Premier Khrushchev insisted that the Western
powers must .come to recognize a change in the

- World baleance of power.

"It is necessary at long last

t0 understand that the land of

Soviets has now changed, the

world has changed, the correlation 20
.o0f forces and armaments has changed."

He indicated further that Soviet military capability

was sufficient to punish aggression.

", ..bscause’'a great deal depends on
rocket troops. It-is their devasting
power which deters in the first
instance any potential aggressor from
attacking us and our allies, Their
sapacsity to strike a.retalistory.blow
is the force which will inevitably
punish an aggressor if he nevertheless
decides on 53 act of folly and unleashes
"8 nOW wWar,"

R )
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The speech also contained a reiteration of the
Berlin deadline.,

June 28, 1961 - At a Kremlin reception in honour
of North Vietnamese Premier Pham Van Dong,
Khrushehev stated that the Soviet Union was
prepared to negotiate an Kast-West accord on
Germany. He warned however, that Western strategies
designed to deter Soviet attempts to achieve a
German solution would not be tolerated,

"I1f the enemies of...peaceful

coexistence call a mobilization

veeey we shall not allow them to

catech us unawares. We...,if need

be, shall take additional atggs *
to strengthen our security. ’

July 8, 1961 -~ At a Kremlin meeting of military

academy graduates the Soviet Premier announced that
planned troop reductions had been shelved and that
defense expenditures for 1961 would be increased

by twenty-five percent,

August 7, 1961 - In his reply to President Kennedy's
apeech of July 25, Khrushchev reasserted the Soviet
determination to sign a peace treaty with East Germany.
Criticising the threatening tone of the Kennedy address,
Khrushchev warned that continuing NATO pressures

might necessitate a westward movement of Soviet troops.
August 13 , 1961 -~ The border between East and

West Berlin was i%osed to all citizens of East Germany,
and the construction of the Berlin Wall began,

August 23 , 1961 - In notes to the American , British and
Freneh embassies in Moscow , the U,S.S.R. protested
ageinst what it considered to be Western provocations

in Berlin.
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August 27, 1961 - In an interview with columnist
Drew Pearson, Krushchev indicated a readiness to
negotiate with Western leaders. f}ff

".o.she was "ready at any moment" to
negotiate with Western leaders on
a “"réalistie settlement of the
German problem on a mutually
acceptable basis,"" 25

August 29, 1961 -~ The Soviet Union announced its
decision to resume nuclear testing in the atmosphere.

#
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Crisis Phase:Deciaion-Flow:

Strategic Decision (3) - July 25 , 1961.
This was a decision related to both the 'military-
security' and the t'political-diplomatic' issue areas.
The decision incorporated military and negotiating
strategies, specifically in regard to the Soviet
challenge over Ber}in, In essence this decision
amounted to the Kennedy Administration's definitdion
of & Berlin strategy. '

The decision contained: (1) a request for a
of the military preparstions already underway ,
a request designdd to communicate a strong American

ommi tment to Berlin and by this discourage Soviet

\\\\:\itiatives; (2) a negotiations option, the second

- o TTA 3L
€ S T

cdmponent of the Berlin strategy , intended to
ommunicate both a desire for continued dialogue to

avoid escalation by misjudgement and the Ameriean belief

in negotiations as the only acceptable road to settlement,
In discussing the 'Berlin strategy' decision of

July 25 a valusble first step is to examine the two

basic alternatives proposed durfing the formulation process.

i

i
\
__,\J .

T~



N -

o

T

na e v AT

- - A TR e -

Y

-

- 62 -

The 'mixed-option' strategy which ultimately emerges
can then be disgussed in terms of these two basic
altérnatives, This should provide the analyst with
an indication as to the weight of the warious
decision inputs,

The militery option, specifically that contained
in the June 29 report prepared by the special
advisor to the President , Dean Acheson, emphasized
the build-up of conventional and nuclear forces./

The report proposed a contingency plan to respond to

a Soviet interruption of militery access to Berlin.

In later discussions, most notably during the

National Security Council meeting of July 13,

Acheson would further press for an immediate build-up
of massive proportions calling for a defense budget
increase of five billion dollars . Thies eould

be achieved with a proclamation of nationgl emergency.
The military optien outlined by Acheson was admittedly
one of high risk designed to impress upon Soviet
decision-mekers the extent of the Ameiican commi tment.
SIEhifioantly » the report econtained no discussion of
the broader'political objectives to be achieved by this
military g%rategy. As well, negotiation was not considered
as either a prior or as an alternative response,

Serious criticism of the Acheson report emanated from
two groups. MgGeorge Bundy and the NSC staff questioned
the*dangerous rigidity of the strategic war plan® ?6
which heavily biased American response toward nuclear
attgck upon the Soviet Union. White House advisors
ch?;giﬁig;jhﬁﬁayes and Kissinger in their memorandum
to the President reiterated the McBundy criticism.
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In particular , they deplored the absence of =a
political definition of the situation.

"What political moves do we
make until the crisis develops?
If we 8it silent, or confine

7 ocurselves to rebutting Soviet
contentions...we permit Khrushchev
to cstablish2§he framework of
discussion."

"It is essential to elaborate the
cause for whigch we are prepared

to go to nuelear war, Where do

we want to comozgut if we win this
test of wills?®

At the July 8 meeting with Rusk, McNamara, and
General Maxwell Taylor , Kennedy , cognigant of the
serious political omissions in the Acheson report
now voiced strong dissatiafaction over the existing
strategy. Acheson would be asked to develop a
political strategy for Berlin, while Secretary of
State Rusk worked out a program fer negotiations,

At the July 13 meeting of the Na¥ional Security ‘
Ceuneil Rusk confirmed Achesen's arguﬁbqt against
immediate nepotiations, For his pert, Acheson becked
by Lyndon Jehnson now sdvised a proclamati of .
nationel emergency. Hewever, oppesition te a
proclamatiopn of ngtional emergemey was widespread
among membery oY the council and others. Secretary
of State Rusk and Defense Secr tary McNamara remained
sf;ptical a8 to the advantages of this scheme., Criticisms
came also from the Counail of Ecenomic Advisors which
discouraged the tax inerease implied by an immediate
jump in the defense budget. A memorandum written by
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Ted Sorenson representing the opinion of the
White House staff, viewed the Aeheson proposal
a8 8 needless provocation which could

"..sngage Khrushchev's prestige %o

a point where he felt he could

not baek down from a showdown and
provoke further or faster action

on his gart in stepping up the arms
race."2 -

Sorenson records that by July 18, President
Kennedy had decided upon the essential elements
of the American response., The 'presidential
strategy' did not eompletely abandon the Acheson
formula , 3t did however, introduce considerable
alterations., Prineipal among these alterations
was an empMasis upon the continuing , but gradual
build-up of United States' military capability,
as well as & recognition of the importance of a
negotiating option.

DB,, specifically Khrushchev's Berlin deadline
of six months, first contained in the Sovietmsmo
of June 4 , must be considered as the critilal
input. Acheson viewed the Soviet demands on Berlin
as a test of American will, an attempt to shatter
American influence worldwide. Kennedy accepited this
interpretation. ’

"West Berlin,..But above all it has now
become - as never hefore - the great
testing place of Western courage and
will, a focal point where our solemn
commitments stretching back over the
years since 1945, and Soviet ambiﬁbonu
new meet in basic confrontation.®

, /
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It was elegar to Aoheson that Soviet objectives
were unlimited. The target area extended far
beyond Berlin. Kennedy shared this perception of
Soviet goals. '

"Soviet strategy has long been aimeqd,
not merely at Berlin, but at
dividing anglneutralizing all of
Europe, gfrc ng us back on our own
shores."

American wiliingness to negotiate, reasoned Acheson,
could only serve to embolden Soviet initiatives.
Kennedy did not entiYely reject this reasoning.
During their meeting in ILondon oﬁ*Juno 4,

"He and Mscmillan then agreed that . e
western proposals for negotiaiion

over Berlin would be taken in

Moacow as a sign of weakness

unless the situation grew so much

worse that therszseemed imminent

danger of war,"”

Kennedy was however, influenced by Ambassadors
Thompson and Harriman to the extent that he felt
that Soviet leaders would be impressed less by

an American refusal to talk than by a tough
negotiating position. Acheson contended that
Khrushchev dared provoke the fest over Berlin
because he no longer feared the American nuclear 4
threat. The essential task , concluded Acheson, was
to convince the Soviets of the credibility of that
threat, Kennedy though, feared that American
determination would be misinterpreted.

"But,while Kennedy wanted to make @
this resolve absolutely c¢lear to Pl

Moscow ', he wanted to make it

equally clear that we were not, a§3

he once put it to me, "war-mad©".,"
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Militery CepMility was undoubtedly a significant
input into the Jaly 25 decision, Indeed military
needs recelved top priority. The military component
of the Berlin strategy was essentially a continuation
of the build-up decided in March, although this
build-up was now to proceed at a more rapid pace.

"A first need is to hasten progress
toward the military goals which

the North Atlantic allies have set
for themselves...The supplementary
defense build-ups that I asked from
the Congress in March and May have
already started moving us toward
these and other defense goals,,.These
measures must be speeded u34and still
others must now be taken.” .

The Economic Capability input appeared as a
constraining factor to rapid military build-up.
The Counecil of Economic Advisors strongly advised
against any proposal to increase taxes, Such an
increase , it was argued , would set gff an inflationary
spiral., This input provided strong evidence against
a proclama£ion of national emergencye.

Institutional Interest Groups , in particular
groups within the State Department and the Defense
Departmeht can be said to have had an important
influence upon the July 25 decision. For his part,
UeS. Ambassador to the Soviet Union , Llewellyn
Thompson 'lobbied' for a negotiations response,
Secretary of Defense McNamara and General Maxwell
Taylor 'informed' the Presggent of the requirements
of military build-up and the logic of military
confrontation, ‘ ,

,
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Bilateral Relations , and by this is meant the
impact of French, British and West German leaders,
are considered to have had marginal impect. In fact
the Allles were deeply divided.

"The French were dgainst all
negotiations; the British were
against risking war without
negotiations; and the Germans
as their autumn elections drew
nearer were against both of
these positions agg seemingly
, everything else,"

Competing Elites, the final input of note ,
must also be ranked as marginal. There is only
scent evidence to suggest that President Kennedy
was greatly influenced by Senate Majority Leader
Mike Mansfield who publicly argped for a free city
status for Berlin , or by the public criticisms of
Senators Fulbright and Humphrey.

In summary the inputs were DB, (Rank 5) ,

M (Rank 4), Economic Capability (E) (Rank 3),
Institutional Iaterest Groups (IG) (Rank 3),
31/2/3 (Rank 2) , Competing Elites (CE) (Rank 2).

Implementation of Strategic Decision (3)

July 31, 1961 - The House of Representatives approved
the reserve bill.

August 1, 1961 -~ Sixty-four Air National Guard and Air
Reserve units were placed on alert.

August 2, 1961 = The House of Representatives
-authorized $950 million for thé arms build-up.

August 8, 1961 - Three army training divisions ;re
converted into combat-ready units for deployment overseas

if necessary. !
«a
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Subsequent Tactical Decisions: \\

A series of subsequent tactical decisions (a)
related to the military and diplomatic components
of the July 25 decision can be traced across the
succeeding two month period.

Tactical Deeision (la) - August 15 , 1961
This was a 'political-diplomatic' decision to
protest , in strong diplomatic terms , the erection
0f the Berlin barricade.

DBz, the construction of the Berlin barrier
provided the critical input. The diplomatiec
form of reaponse was adopted because the Kennedy
Adninistration did not percelve the East German action
as a teat of its Berlin strategy. The Rusk statement
of August 13 made it quite clear that the events
then occurring in East Berlin fell outside of
what he defined as United States' intengsts.
Sorenaon records total agreement withinsthe administration
in regard to this interpretation.

"Not one responsible official -~ in
this country ...suggested that AlDied
forces should march intp East G 33
territory and tear the Wall down."

Tactieal Decision (2a) - August 18, 1961 \\\
This was a twojpert *political-diplomatic' deecision
involving (1) iho-sending of Viee President Johnson
to West Berlin as a Presidential emissary, (2) the
ordering of a 1500 mén battle group from West Germany
to West Berlin, o

The Dominant Bilat!gal input , the building of
the Berlin Wall , must be considered as a significant
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underlying fector. The immediate input however
emanated from U.S. - West German relations, ( BB)
In his letter to the President dated August 16,

the Mayor“zf West Berlin, Willy Brandt, criticized
the weakness of the/;estern response, This response
had contributed on%& to the demoralization of the
city's population and invited further East-German/
Soviet initiatives,

‘e e Mayorn Brandt warned that

"more defensive tactics"

would give the Soviets the

impression that it was only

"g matter of time" until they

could sever West Berlin's 3
connections to the Pederal Republic," 7

This decision of August 18 was essentially an
attempt to appease West Berliners. It clearly
did not step outside of the basic definition of the
Berlin strategy.

In summary the two inputs of note were
By (Renk 5) and DB, (Rank 4).

Tactical Decision (3a) - August 30, 1961
This was a 'political-diplomatic' decision to
dispatch General Clay to West Berlin as the
personal representative of the President., It was
intended that Clay would become a symbol of the
the American commitment.

In reference to the Dominant Bilateral input, ®he
initial construction of the barrier was followed by
a Soviet note on Auguet 23 menacing the interruption
of air access., The critical event however, was the
Soviet announcement of August 29 proclaiming the

"
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resumption of nuclear testing.

The further deterioration of morale in
West Berlin (B3) must also be considered as an
important input into the August 30 decision.

In summary thesinputs were DB, (Rank 5) and
By (Rank 4).

Tactical Decision (4a) - September 1, 1961
This was a 'political-diplomatic' decision to
invite the Soviets to commence negotiations,

Following the public presentation of the Berlin
strategy on July 25 , the Kennedy Administration
attempted to piece together a negotiating formula.
These attempts first encountered Allied dissension
at the Western foreign ministers' meeting on
August 5th., The second major obstacle was the
building of the Berlin Wall. Nevertheless,

Kennedy wes determined to follow up the diplomatic
option,

The Dominant Bilateral Relstionship , U.S. - Soviet
Union , provided both setting and immediate inputs.
The setting was one of increasing military build-up
on both sides , a pattern of response whi¢h Kennedy
feared would ultimately lead to nuclear war., Of
immediate importance were the Soviet actions of August
23 and August 29, both apparently in response to
Americean actions , both evidence , for Kenno&y y Of
dangerous brinksmanship,

American attempts to enlist Allied support (B1/2/3)
for negotiations proved to be particularly difficult
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in the face of French opposition and German
hesitancy. Only the British offered eager support.
French and German leaders reasoned that the
Khrushchev strategy was one of bluff from which
he would retreat in a showdown,

(I&)Sorenson writes that, the State Department's
‘slowness in responding to Kennedy's demands for
the formulation of negotiation proposals was
indicative of a continuing resistance to negotiations.
Implied in this resistance was the belief that,

".esany willingness to negotiate on
anything other than obviously
unattainable proposals wds a sign
of weakness; that there was nothing
to negotiate about since the Sovietis
had no legitimate interests in -
Central Burop® that we could concede
and. the west wantgh no chaagee that
the Soviets could accept."

For its part , the National Security Council staff
4 strongly endorsed immediate negotiation initiatives.

"On August 14 , the day after f(
the first crossing points were :
closed, Bundy reported to the
President unanimity in his
immediate staff.for the view
that we should take a clear
.initiative for negotiation 39 -
withih the next week or ten days.”

In summery the inputs were DBo (Rank 5),
B, /5/3 (Rank 4) and IG (Rank 4).

Implementation of Tactical Decision (4a)

»

September 1, 1961 -~ President Kennedy requests that
Ambassador Thompson invite Soviet leaders to begin

!
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negotiations, ' : '

September 21,27,30 - Secretary of State Rusk

met with Soviet Forelign Minister Gromyko in an
effort to review poasible negotiations on Berlin,
Oectober 6 , 1961 ~ President Kennedy and Soviet
Foreign Minister Gromyko held exg}oratory talks in
reference to the Berlin problem,

Crisis Phase: Summsyy:

In summary the cQ?BTBﬁphase of the decision-flow

(as indicated in diagream df-2) was dominated by the
strategic decision of July 25 in which President
Kennedy estsblished his Berlin strategy. By far the
two most important inputs to this decision were
DB,, Kennedy's perceptions of Soviet actions, in
particular the Berlin degsdline and a continulng
military build-up, and M, Kennedy's image of American
ﬁilitary capability -~ the need for a large conventional
response.The impact of perceived situation 1B most
evident in reference to the DB, input. While “
in the pre-crisis phase the perception of an 1ncreas}ng
threat tfrom the Soviet Union confirmed the need for
2 substantiel military build#up , as well as, 1increased
diplomatic efforts to avoid nuclear war by miscalculation.
In the crisis phase this threat was greatly intensified
both by the surprise of the Berlin deadline and the

_ time limit (actual and psychological) that it “imposed, -
Consequently the gecision of July 25 way to intensify
both the military+build-up and the search for a

\;\\“ijfgtiated solution to the Berlin problem.
i




l =

it

- 13 -

Crisis Chart
d . (Summary of decision-flow)
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Feedback: Introduction

Clearly a8 most important attribute of the
Brecher et 8l, framework is its incorporation of
| dynamic interaction. This incorporation is
achieved through an emphasis upon the continuous
neture of the decision flow ' from inputs to
perceptions , to the formulation of decisions,
to their implementation, and to the feedback effect
on various envirommentsl components, operational
and psychological, in the futura."l A basic task
in this decision-making study of the Berlim crisis
is the opexrationalization of the concept of feedback,
This task requires the tracing of consequences
through the components of the operational environment,
through the psychological environment of the decision-
! makers and finally to subsequent decisions,
In reference to the series of decisions made by
. erican decision-makers during the Berlin crisis of
‘ﬂm R e feedback process is to be treced through
five components, three external - DB2, 32, S 4 two
internal - M, IG, across both the operational and
psychological environments.2
S - . 2§2 - Operational Environment:
The Berlin crisis of 1961 did not conclude with
an agreement between the Western powers and the
Soviet Union. Indeed, not only had there been no

-7 .
Y negotiated solution, no meaningful negotiations had
even taken place. Foreign Minister Gromyko would only
. reitel the-Soviet position on Berlin in his talks with

sk and Kennedy in late September and early October 1961,
L J
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Evidently American proposals for ﬁegotiations,

a basic component of Kennedy's Berlin strategy,
did not achieve their intended goal of a more
conciliatory Soviet }esponse.*COnventional force
build-up, the other basic combonent proved to be
equally unsuccessful: it did not prevent the
construction of the Berlin Wall; i1t did provoke

"hostile Soviet reactions th the form of troop

build-ups and the resumption of nuclear testing i
in the atmoaghere.3

How did Khrushchev perceive4 the consequences of
this crisis period?5 In the face of Western force
increases the Sovi%t Union had demonsjprated that it
could not be intimidated. In the case of the Berlin
Wall, its successful construction did reinforce
the East Germen regime. In regard to the international
strategic balanee , although the U.S.S.R. had not
been able to force the Western powers into accepting
an alteration of the status quo , the United States
hed been persuaded to enter into negotiations,
Importantly , as later demonstrated by his Cuban Missile
strategy, Khrushchev was not yet prepared to abandon
his belief in the efficacy of military power to extract
Western concessions, '

DB,~ Psychological Environment:

Kennedy interpreted the Soviet‘doctrino of
coexistence to mean continuing Cémmunist ineursions
against the existing international balance of power,
Ruling out the conversion of these forces he sought to
achieve a global standstill. The principal obstacle to
the realization of this. ocbjective , as perceived bj Kennedy,
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proved to be Khrushchev's intransigence. The Soviet

leader's reaponse to American offers of negotiation
was particulerly discouraging, although Kennedy
remained convinced that the Soviets did not intend
war.

"When Rusk commented to the President
on September 5 that Moscow,was
- showing 1ittle interest in negotiations, ,
Kennedy replied grimly , "It isn't time . _|
yet., It's too early. They are bent on >
scaring the world to death before they )
begin negotiating, and they haven't
quite brought the pot to boil.""6

The fear that most haunted the American President
was the fear of Soviet miscalculation. Despite the
experience of face to face contact at Vienna , the
hostility of Khrushechev's reaction to Western force
buildwup , his unwillingness to adopt a more conéiliatory
position in response to offers of negotiation, ’ ~
indicated to Kennedy that the Soviet leader continued
to misinterpret American intentions.

"§hat worried him was that Khrushchev
might interpret his reluctance to
wage nuclear war as a aymptom of an
Ameriean loss of nerve, Some day,
he said, the time might -come when
he would have to run the supreme risk
to convince Khrushehev that coneiliatian
did not mean humiliation."If Khrushchev
wants to rub my nose in the dirt,%....
nit's all over."But how to convince
Khrushchev short of a sBhowdown?"That
son of a bitch won't pay any attention
to worda," ‘the President said bitterly
on another occasion."He has to sees you
move,""7 .

.
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Kennedy's hope that Soviet leaders, 'being
rational men', would at least recognize the necessity
of moderating the cold war, was not supported by '
Soviet behavior during the Berlin crisis. Particularly
alarming to the American President was the Soviet
announcement on August 29 of a decision to resume
nuclear testing in the atmosphere, This decision
was clearly in conteadtrtion to statements made by
Khrushchev at Vienna in June.

In a future decision , that in response to
the consi{ruction of Soviet missile sites in Cuba
in October of 1962 , Kennedy would agafp encounter
‘what he perceived to be Soviet intransigence,
brinksmanship (apparent irrationality), and the danger
of miscalculation., However, in October 1962 the
American President did not emphasize a diplomatic
reaponse,

"While he desired to combine diplomatic
moves with military action, he was not R
willing to let .the UN debate and

Khrushchev equivocatg while the missiles
became operational.”

Past experience , and the Berlin crisis was a case in
point, had demonstrated the ineffectiveneass of
diplomatic action in achievihg a more conclliatory
Soviet reaponse.

B, and S - QOperational Environment:

The period of the Berlin crisis was marked by
an increasing deterioration in Pranco-American relations.
This deterioration cannot be explained solely in . C
reference to the immediate Soviet threat on Berlin:
throughout the crials De Gaulle did remain firm in

°
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his opposition to Soviet demands, It syas over the
long term though that the French President refused
to accept the continuation of American military and
political dominance in Western Burope. ‘It was the
reconcilietion of these two policies, the immediata,
and the long term , which determined the French
response to Kennedy's Berlin strategy.

For the immediate , De Gaulle's ‘firm commitment

to the maintenance of the Western position in Berlin

was coprunicated by word and deed, At his June meeting
with Kennedy , the French President insisted that
Khrushchev be made to understand that Soviet militery
initlatives in Berlin would provoke a general war.

In his address to the French nation on July 12,

1961, De Gaulle sternly qgrned the U.S.S.R. against
unilaeteral action on their part.

"Mais , dés lors qu'en remuant le
tonnerre dans la coulisse on
manifeste l'intention de dispoger

de Berlin , comme s8i trois grandes
puissances n'y avaient pes les

roits qul sont les leurs et comme

si les Berlinois ne devaient pas

etre maitreg dteux-mémes , on prend
d'avance & don compte le responsabilite
des graves aonaequencea qui pourraient
en resulter,"9

Frence also participated with Great Britain , the
United States, and West Germgny in Berlin crisis
contingency planning: planning included all aspects

of the Berlin problem, political, military, economic.
At the military level, specifically in regerd to the
proposed American Autobahn strategy of gradual, probing

,estalation , the French were prepared to predelegate

-
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authority in the initial preparstory stages.
The committing of combat ferces wou}d however,
require governmental approval,

For the long term, De Gaulle could accept neither
the military, nor the diplomatic aspects of Kennedy's
Berlin strategy. The formér although it d4id hold out
the promise of a NATO nuclear force refused any
consideration of an independent force under French
control. The latter the French President interpreted
a8 being tantamount to a capitulation in the face of

Soviet blackmail tactics. A brief investigation of ' .

De Gaulle's global perceptions and objectives provides
certain insights into his rejection of the American
gtrategy. .

De Gaulle percelved the Superpower relationship as
the greatest danger to the preservation of the nation-
state: the nation-stete being the basic component of
internatioﬁal stability and legitimacy., This Superpower
relationship promiéed to evolve in either of two
directions , global war or mutual accord., Both
directions would prove harmful to weaker states,
In the instance of global war these states would be forced
to exchange thelir gutomomy for guarantees of security.
In the instance of mutual accord the states would be
subjected to Soviet-American direction.

Given this interpretation of the dangers inherent
in & bi-polar system a principal objedtive became France's -
return to global power status , permitting Prance to
assume the role of international critic and balancer.
A necessary first step to the attalnment of global
power status became the achievement of independence,
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specifically independence vis-a-vis the Soviet
Union and the United States: in thisg regard there was
no distinction to be made between enemy and ally.

"Being French and in the French
intereat were defined by the
Gaullist regime as being equally
opposed to the encroachments of
enemies and to the presumption of
allies.™
"Over time , there were nelther
permanent allies nor enemies but
persistent threats, altering
ceaselessly in shape and substance,
to the independence of France and
to the expansion of its global power
and prestige,"10

Employing this line of
the Atlantic Alliance’, dominated £
United States, did /ot serve to extend Fr
it only permitted the continuing subordination of
France both politically and militarily.

President de Gaulle's refusal to enter into
four power ministerial talks in August and again in
September 1961, his public address of September 5
insisting upon a firm stand , all rejections of
Kennedy's negotiations strategy, were all part of a
larger scheme to disengage Prance from American
policy leadership. A similar interpretation could
also be advanced with reference to the French rejection
of. the .American military strategy. - »

Future French deci®ions , the withdrawal of
Prench forces from NATO, the development of an
independent 'force de frappe', were also to be understood
in terms of this incompatibility of U.S. global
strategies and French nsational interestg.

the framework of
't was by the

power,
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.B> and S - Psychological Environment:

How did President EKennedy perceive the
consequences of the American decisions taken
during the period of the Berlin crisis with
reference to Franco-American relations and
the future of the Atlantic Alliance?

In a statement made during his meeting
with President de Gaulle in early June 1961,
Kennedy 4ndicated that American policiles would
reflect an appreciation of the shift in power

relationships.

"He gave a frank appraisal of the
changing shape of problems in
Europe, The poliéies of the late

- forties , he sald, were no longer
"adequate™ for the circumstances
of the sixtiea, "All of the power
relationships in the world have
changed in the last fifteen years,
and therefore our policies must
take these changes into account.”
America had lost its nuclear
monopoly... "1 °

However, this apperent appreciation of the
changing power relationahip did not convince
Kennedy of the need for en independent European
nuclear force. The American guarantee remained

sufficient.

"] consider it an honor, and it
does give me an opportunity to
once agiin restate the basic:
conviction of She people of :
the United States that our .
security is inevitadbly tied up
with the security of Europe,The
United States cannot look forward
to a free existence if Western
Europe is not free,"12

A’:!‘
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However, two attempts by the American President
to reconcile the U,S. and Prench positions, his
proposal for the creation of a2 limited NATO
Multilateral Nuclear Force of June 1961, and in
September 1961 , an agreement with France for
'cooperation on the uses of atomic energy for
mutual defense', failed to elicit enthusiastie
Prench responses, In the succeeding months Kennedy
end his advisers would become convinced that the
existing American military policy was indeed

not reconcflable with French demands, Following

a European visit in March of 1962 , General Taylor ,
President Kennedy's military representative ,
concluded that,

"Every official , American or European,
with whom I. talked was perfectly
cenvinced that de Gaulle would carry
out his plans to get nuclear weapons
regardless of the cost or American
opposition.."13

Althongh'ho‘did not publicly condemn the Freneh
government during the crisis period, Kennedy's

attitude toward French tactics , Particularly

those designed to sabatoge the American negotiations
strategy , became increasingly more intolerant,

"The prolonged , fruitless

consultations on Berlin in 1961,

and the constant criticisms .
emanating from unnamed sources :

im Allied capitals , often

annoyed him. He noted sarcastically

that NATO members who complained
about-U.S, "interference™ in

Buropean security atill expected the

U.S. to bear the brunt of NATO military
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outlays while they failed to
meet their quotas.("A coherent
policy," he said,"cannot call
for both our military presencg,
and our diplomatic absence.m)

Ultimately Kennedy would conélude that talks
if they were to be held ak all would have to be
arried on without Frenchqinvolvement.

"Phe President decided, therefore,
that the United States would jaw,
jaw on 1ts own as a self-appointed
agent for the Alliance."l5

Kennedy did not however, totally abandon hia efforts
to achieve Alliance unity; to do so he felt

would only encourage Soviet ambitiona. Kennedy
remained convinced that in spite of French
dissension the preservation of Alliance unity was
too essential for the achievement of American aims
to be abandoned.

M -~ Operational Environment:

In terms of U.S., military capability , tho‘
consequences of the Berlin crisis decisions were
considerable, Kennedy's military strategy emphasized
a large scale conventional build-up. The army grew
from 14 to 16 divisions, with three of the original
fourteen divieioqg being converted from training to
combat status. In all, total strength of the armed
forces increased by 300,000 men, while 40,000 additional
troops were sent te Burope.16 In support of this
increase the defense budget climbed eight billion ,
Qollars above previous estimates,

i
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M - Psychological Environment:

For Kennedy the most important consequence of
his military strategy was the development of an
adequate non-nuclear response, Under the o0ld policy
Kennedy concluded, the escalation distance from .
conventional , through tactical to &ll-out nuclear
war was dangerously short., It was neceasary te
(1) strengthen the conventional level response -
to match the West's conventional »forces in Europe
the Soviet Union would need to mount an all-out
attack, ¢

"The President did not hope to defeat
an all-out Communist attack on
Western Burcpe by conventional

‘ forces alone , but he doubted that

S the Communists would try an all-out
attack sjnce it would guarantee a
nusclear response,"1l7

(2) reduee reliance upon tactical nuclear weapons -
this would be accomplished through re-organigation of
the army.

IG - Psychological Environment:

The State Department proved unable to measure
up to Presidential expectations during the Berlin
crisis., Charged with the task of formulating a
reply to the Soviet memoire of June 4, the Department's
draft , "a compilation of stale y tedious and negative
phrases,"l8 required over a month to prepare, Kennedy
was plainly dissatisfied with this bureaucratic inability
to meet a situation whieh clear1y4required a quieck

response,
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"The frustrations of the summer
over Berlin/ brought the President's
discontent/with his Department of
State to climax, One muddle
after another -~ tHe Department's
acquiescence in the Bay of Pigs,
the fecklessness of its recommendations
after the disaster...the maddening

- delay over the answer to Khrushchev's
ajde~-memoire and the banality of
the result , the apparent impossibility
of developing a negotiating position
for Berlin - left Kennedy with little
doubt that the State Department was
not yet an instrumentality fully
and promptly responsive to presidential
purpose, 19

Unable to integrate the Department inte the decision
process according to his owh designs Kennedy

came to rely almost exelusively upon the ;ép

staff, his White House advisors and problem task
fgrces.

Conclusion:

What are the principal findings of this case
study analysis?
(1) A decision-making elite , dominated by the
Pregident,is identified as the key component of
the Ameriecan foreign policy system.
(2) The perceptions of the American decision-making
elite, in particular those of the President,to a
large extent determined the make-up‘of the high policy
structurea ; the fashioning of the action channels.
(3) Using the perceptions of this decision-making elite
as a basis the concept of crisis as a perceived
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gituation , is operationalized. However, lacking
developmental qualities the 'static' Hermann
definition must be modified when applied to the
deoision-flow in order teo locate the pre-crisis
phase,

(4) DB, and ¥ , specifically Kennedy's perceptions

of Soviet actions and United States' military
capability were the key inputs to the decision-flow
throughout the crisis. - .
(5) The impact of perceived situation upon foreign
policy deecisions is particularly evident in
reference to the D32 input, While in the pre-crisis -
phase the perception of an increasing Soviet threat
confirmed the need for a substantial military
build-up , as well as, increased diplomatic efforts
to avoid nuclear war by misealculation, in the crisis
phase this threat is greatly intensified both by

the surprise of the Berlin deadline and the time
1imit (actual and psychelogical) it imposed. Consequently
the decision of July 25 was to intensity both the
military build-up and the search for a negotiated
solution to the Berlin problem,

(6) The consequences of decisions made by American
decision~-makers during the Berlin Wall crisis ean be
traced in woth the operational and paychological °*
snvironments of a number of external and internal
variables, Perceptions of Soviet behavior during the
Berlin crisis may have influenced President Kennedy
during the later Cuban Missile crisis,
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A

In reference to strategic and tactical
decisions the problem is twofold:(1l) to -
differentiate a strategic from a tactiocsal
deoision; (2) to relate tactical decisions
and strategic decisions in a decision-flow.

The indicators of differsntiatiom are
consequence and definition or redefinition
of objectives and/or acceptable alternatives.
By consequence is meant the scope and range
of consequences - changes in the operational
environment - perceived or intended by the
decision-makers, By definition or redefinition ‘///
is meant the definition or redefinition of +*
basic objectives and/or acceptable alternatives
Th regard to a given situation.

Strategic and tactiecal decisions are
determined according to the above indicators
in the following manner., In reference to
consequence, the scope and range of a strategic
decision is significantly greater, In reference
to objectives and/or acoeptaple alternatives,
a strategic decision involves the definition
or redefinition of basic objectives and/or
acceptable alternatIves in regard to a given
isjtuation, A *subsequent' tectical decision
(subsequent tp a strategic decision) is a
‘narrow' decision in the sense that the total
space of alternatives has bdeen previously
reduced by a strategic decision so that choice
is now among fundamentally (directionally) consistent
alternatives., A 'preceding' tactical decision
(preceding a strategic decision) is a 'partially
oriented! decision in the sense that this decisien
cannot be placed within the boundaries of a
previous definition of basic objectives and/or
acceptable alternatives in regard to the given
situation., The ‘'preceding' tactical decision cannot
be placed within the boundaries of a previous
definition of basiec objectives and/or acceptable
alternatives either becaunse there was no previous
definition or because the decision has stepped
outside of a previous definitien. :

’
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CHAPTER  THREE

1

BERLIN WALL CRISIS - HYPOTHESIS TESTING

Introduction:

¥
Underlying the Brecher study of Israeli

decision-making, "Deciszions in Israel's Foreign
Poliey", is a basic impulse to theory-oriemted
empirical research: research must not be confined to
the 1limits of a single case study. The development
of generalizations - theory building,‘Breoher
insists , requires that hypotheses be tested agsinst
thé data of a number of comparable case studies,
"Only then can any of these hypotheses be regarded
as valid building blocks for a theory of state
behavior."l By this method the degree ©of internal

"walidity is determined -~ the capacity of hypotheses

to iredict outcomes (probabie) in those case studies
investigated, as 1s the deéree of external vallidity -
the generalizability of hypétheses/; the capacity of

\ hypotheses to predict outcomes in[sim;lar uninvesatigated

studies, (
There are approximately 40 hypotheses tq be tested
against the Berlin 1961 data. These relats changes

in decision-makers' perceptions and the decision-process,
’ \

identified as the dependent variadblkes , to changﬁs
in perceived situation, identified as the independent
variablo?

These hypotheses have been gathered'fron a numbdber
of sources , for the most part previous research efforts
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into the study of\foreign poliey é;:;ea.3 Importantly,
manylof,theae,hypotheees have been subjected -to
reformulation, In each case this reformulation
was dictated by the structural requirements of -
explanatory statemenis, These requir;zsnts are identified
in Eugene Meehan's differentiation of description
and explanation,

"Descriptions may contain a record of
differences over time; the concept of
change is an inference from such
records and not directly observed -

a point we owe te David Hume.,"

"In effect, a description is a static
record, similar to the individual
frame in a moving picture,.” y

"Descriptions are recoxrds of differences,
and over time , records of differences
in particular sets of differences.,”

"Explanatiom always deal with changes
and not with differences;concepts,
and particularly elassifications, are
concerned _with differences and not with
changes."5

On the basis of the above reasoning the following
two hypotheses are considered to be static deseriptians.

"Crisis decisions tend to be reached by ad hoc

decisional units."q

", ..in times of 'national stress' when national

aspirations seemed threatened,. decision-makers

are likely to be leass aware of the complexity

of their environment.*'
Neither example ineorporates the dimension of ‘change.
Neither example contains a relationship of variance.
In r%gard to the reformulation .of theses and other like
statioc descoriptions the basie¢ assumption is that

¢
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A

situation and internal proceéaes possess dynamiec
properties, that is , they evolve through time,

A basic research question asks whether changes
(variance) in situation, (the independent wvarisble)
bring about identifiable changes in the decision-
process, (the dependent variable)? To determine
thHis impact one examines situation/decision-process
at succeeding points along the time dimension. This
should not be confused with a static comparison of
different situations, The focus is upon situational
change , specifically the relationship of variénce

in situation to variance in procesa, (see diagram
h=1) S S —

The Berlin data are not sudbjected to exact
measurement, Consequently ,  hypothesis testing
becomes an eséentially inﬁefpretative , that is
to say, non;pathomatical procedure. Admittedly the
results obtained are especially wvulnerable to
the bias of subjectivity, and this is a possible
basis for criticism. Howsver, this subjective
cpntent cannot be regarded as sufficient baeis for
a total a pridri rejection of all such interpretative
results, So-called mathematical techniques are clearly

not without elemsnts of subjectivity.:

The hypotheses to be tested may‘bp clustered
according to two broad categories of dependent
variables, perceptual and organizational. The former
can be further subdivided 1nyo peféoptions of
environment and of self, The latter breaks down into
structural and functional aspects. (see diagram h-2)
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glpothésis Testing: (S / Support) (NS / Non-Support)

w

A, Threat: °

Hl As threat increases in & crisis situation,
decision-making becomes 1nc£easingly centralised.
(Derived from Lentner 1972¢309,130)

(S) In the face of increasing threat precipitated
by the Soviet memoire of June 4 , the State
Department was unable to measure up to
Presidential expectations. chargoh with the
task of formulating a reply, the Department
produced an unimeginative draft which required .
over a month to prepare., In order to respond
effectively to the crisis Kennedy came to rely
almost exclusively upon the NSC staff, his
White House advisers and the Berlin task force.

|

H2 As threat increases in a crieis situatien, the
number of participants in a decision tends to
increase, (Derived from Hermann 1972¢:311,197)

(S) Oh the 16th of June Xennedy named an outside
adviser , Dean Acheson , to lead a poliey task
force whose assignment it was to prepare
recoxmendations for confronting Soviet initiatives
in Berlin., Retired General Maxwell Taylor was also
appointed as special military representative to
the President in June ef 1961,

.4

H3 As threat incresses in a crisis situation, the
,greater the felt need for face-to-face proximity
among decision-makers. (Derived from Paige 1968:288)
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(S) During the crisis phase members of the
decision-making elite were in almost
continual face-to-face contact. Informal

meetings of the National Security Couneil N .7
occurred frequently throughout the summer
months, The erection of the Berlin bdarricade 3

on August 13 occasioned sround the clock
meetings of the Berlin Task force. Throughout

the crisis phase the President's three

chief subordinates, Secretary of State Rusk,
Defense Secretary McNamara and special

military representative ., Taylor , met regularly’
with the President. As well, White House advisers
and MacGeorge Bundy provided President Kennedy
with daily interpretations,

As threat increases in-a e¢risis situation,
the more the leader's solicitation of
subordinate advice. (Derived from Paige 1968:290)
(S) Kennedy continually seught the advise of

his subordinates. The President repeatedly
requested submission of written reports
providing definitions of the Berlin situation,
United States' objectives and alternative

i

. strategies, In the decision of August 15,

Kennedy depended almost totally on the recommendations
of the Berlin Task force.®

As threat increaseés in a crisis situation, the \
greatéer the acceptanee of rdaponsibility for
action by the leader.(Derived from Paige 1968:289)
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= (S) In his text Sorenson writes that President

H6

H7

Kennedy took complete charge of the Berlin
operation, Kennedy considered the July 25

and August 15 decisions ultimately as‘his
decisions to make, Similarily the consequences
flowing from those decisions he accepted as his
responaibility,

As threat increases in a crisis situation,
performance by ‘the decision-makers generally
worsens., (Derived from Milburn 1972:318,264)
(NS) There is ne evidence to suggest that the
performance of American decision-makers worsened
as they perceived increasing levels of threat:
with reference to publie appearances of the
President there are no reports of grave

" physical or mental fatigue; neither Sorenson
nor Schlesinger indicate a breakdown of
communication or cooperatien within the decision-
making elite.

»

As threat increases in s corisis situation,
the greater the felt need for information.
(Derived from Paige 1968:292)

(S) In his deacription of Kennedy's involvement
in the Berlin operation , Sorenson emphasizes
the President's .interest in and awarness of the
daily information flow. Kennedy sought direct
information , ",..he kept track of all the"

cables , he read transcripta of all the conferené;s."g

g
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As threat 1ncreaée§ in a’ crisis situation,
the greater the propensity for decision-makers
to supplement information about the objective
state of affairs with information dré¥m from
their own past experience. (Derived from
Paige 1968: 295)
(Insufficient Data) .

"~

As threat increases in a erisis situation, the’
more info;mation about 1t tends to be elevated
to the top of the organizational hisrarchy.
(Derived from Paige 1972: .305,47)

(S) In his description of President Kennedy's
involvement in the Berlin operation Sorenson
emphasizes the President's interest in and
awareness of the daily information flow, A
good deal of this information with reference
to Berlin, reached the President directly ,
without prior interpretation from within the
State Depar%ment or even by White House advisers,

7

As threat increases in a crisis situation, the -
rate of communication by a nation's decision-mskers .
to international actors outside their country will
increase, (Derived from Hermann 1972¢:312,202)

(S) President Kennedy regarded close personal

contact as an important strategy to achieve

Allied unity in the face of the increasing Soviet
threat, The meetings with British Prime Minister
Macmillan on June 4 and 5 are representative of
Kennedy's efforts to communicate with an hlliod
leader in an effort to deal with the apparent crisis.
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H1l As threat increases in a crisis situation,

H12

H13

the influence of the armed forces in the

making of decisions bhecones greater,

(De}dved from Brecher 1974b:174)

(NS) Although retired General Maxwell Taylor

was appointed as military representative

to the Preasident in June of 1961, there is

no evidence to suggestvthat this appointment
was indicative of or resulted in an increasing
influence of the armed forces in the making

of deécisions, Indsed the July 8 meeting dlearly
demonstrated a strong tendency by the Preéigeht
away from an emphasis on military strategy ag the
‘only' option,

As a threat to survival increases in a crisis
situation, the influence of the economic variable
on decisions tends to decrease., (Derived from
Brecher 1974b:175)

(NS) In reference to the July 25 decision the
economic variable appeared as an important
constraint to any rapid military build-up.

The Council of Economic Advisors voiced strong
opposition to any measures necessitating an
intlationary tax increase -~ a view which Kennedy
apparently heeded. ,

As.threat increases in a crisis situation,
decision time becomes more important in
determining how many alternatives will be
considered. (Derived from Hprhann 1972¢:312,199)
(Insufficient Data)

A
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B, Time: *

Hl4 As time salience increaseslo in a crisis situat{on, h
the greater the likelihood of decisional unit '
consensus. (Derived from Paige 1972:305,52)

(S) The decision of August 15, 1961, in response
to the erection of the Berlin barricade, was

a product of continuous around the clock
discussions. Sorenson records total agreement
within the Administratioh in regard td the content
of that decision,

H15 As time salience increases in a crisis éituation,
the number of participants in a decision tends
to decrease, (Derived from Hermann 1972¢:312,197)
(Insufficient Data)
H16 As time salience increases in a ecrisis situstion,
the lesser the consultation with persona outside
the core decisional unit. (Derived from Paige 197230552)
(NS) The formulation of the August 15, 1961 decision
to protest, in strong diplomatic terms , the
erection of the Berlin barricade, did involve

consultation among the governments of the Western
powers,

H17 As time salience increases in a crisis sfituation,
the lesser the search for alternatives. (Derived
from Robinson 1972:304, 23)

(Insuffieient Data)
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H18 As time salience 1ncreasea'in a crisis situation,

H19

H20

H22

less alternative courses of action are considered.
(Derived from Paige 1972: 306, 52)

(NS) Throughout the crisis Kennedy refused to
perceive response in the narrow terms of a

single strategy, Relstive to the July 25 decision,
the decision time for the August 15 decision

was perceived to be extremely limited and yet

a number of alternatives , both military and
non-military were considered.

As time saslience increases in a crisis siiuation,
the greater the inputs of oral versus written
information and interpretation. (Derived from
Paige 1972: 305, 52)
(Insufficient Data)

As time salience increases in a crisis situation,
the greater the efforts to communicate with
allies on a face~-to-face basis. (Derived from
Paige 1972: 306,52) '

(S) Pollowing his European visit in June 19513
President Kennedy did not sgain personally meet
with Allied leaders during the crisis period.
However, constant communication did take place
among the Allies: the Berlin contingeney planning
sessions provided one forum for interchange of

idess, \\i&

As time salience increases in a crisis situation,
shifts in the value bases designed to legitimate
the ¢crisis responses will tend to decrease.
(Derived from Paige 1972: 306,52)
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(S) Throughout the crisis there 1s not

any indication of a shift in the value

{ bases underlying the American responses,
Kennedy remained firm in his commitment to ¥
arrest Communist penetration and prevent the
outbreak of nuclear war,

SO e 54 1

1 H22 As time salience increases in a crisis situation,
' the greater the investment of emotional affect
by decision-makers in policy and personal
differences.( Derived from Paige 1972: 305,52)
(S) In his text Schlesinger writes that Kennedy
waS)preoccupied with the Berlin problem
throughout the summer of 1961, "He's imprisoned
by’Berlin."l} remarked the secretary of the
Interior , Stewart Udall. Kennedy was determined
that the United States would not yield to
Soviet threats., Hoﬁever, his fear of prompting
a nuclear war inclined Kennedy toward a
build-up of conventional forces and to insist

‘ vupon the importance of negotiations as in fact
* the.only wecepteble alternative,

D

C. Intensity: 9
12

H23 As the crisis becomes more intense”; the greater
the centralization of authdérity in the decision-

e making process. ( Derived from Milburn 1972:319,266)
’ (8) Sorenson indicates that President Kennedy took
e complete charge of the Berlin operation. Although
Eg*: the President encouraged any number of oral and

" written submissions it was he who drew from these
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.- sources to construct a Berlin strategy. The
July 25 decision was in this sense not a
a committee decision.

e i B

H24 As the crisis bYecomes more intense, the decision
process tends to be dominated byfad hoe
decisional units, (Derived from Paige 1968:281)

‘ (S) The State Department did not measure up

: to Kennedy's expectations during the crisis

phase, Its apparatus proved unable to deliver

| “ quitk , decisive responses. Ad hoc decisional

units ineluding the Berlin Task force , and

; i White House advisers became the basic components

of the decision process,

H25 As the crisis becomes more intense, the leas
( complex the form of behavior. (Derived from
{ { Milburn 1972: 318,265)

\

!

;

(NS) There is no indication that as,the crisis
became more intense the perceptuasl abilities of
American decision-makers declined. Throughout
the crisis Kennedy demonstrated a keen awareness

"of the complexisty of the situation. Nor is
thers evidence of the simplification of the

r motivational processes, The basic survival needs

were of course present,but these did not replace,
on the one hand, the commitment to a negotiated
solution, and on the other hand, the sense of

. commitment to the 'PFree World'.
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H26 As the crisis becomes mor¢ intense, the ~
heavier the overload of fhannels of communication.,
(Derived from Holsti 19/2a:307,73)

i (Insufficient Data)

H27 As the crisis becomgs more intense, the greater
the tendency to rely upon extfaordinar& or
improvised chann€éls of communication,

(Derived from Holsti 1972a:307,75)

(S) A substantial amount of the communication
among' the Western powers bypassed normal
diplomatic channels, These extraordinary
channels included personal contact among
the leaders, Berlin contingency planning
groups and foreign ministers' meetings.

H28 As the crisis becomes more intense the stronger
the tendency for rumour to be transmitted as N
fact. (Derived from North et al. 1963: 165)
(Insafficient Data) ;

H29 As the crisis becomes more intense, decision-makers

are likely to be less aware. of the complexity

of their environment. (Derived from Pruitt 1965:411)
\\\ (RS) During the crisis phase United States!'
< decision-makers remained cognizant of the
complexity of the operational environment. In
particular , President Kennedy appreciated the
| B ' interrelatedness of the Soviet challenge in Berlin,
@f‘* United States' relations in Western Europe and the
- American position worldwide,

-
’
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H30 As the crisis becomes more intense, the more

attention decision-makers will give to
domestic constraints on choice. (Derived from
Brecher 1974b: 174)

(8) In response to arguments for a proclamation
of national emergency the Couneil of Economic
Advisors counselled the President to awoid
inflationary tax increases, This warning
provided a strong case against any dramatic
force build-up as suggested by Acheson,

H31 As the orisis becomes more intense, the role

. H32

0f intereast groups as transmitters of demands

to decision-makers becomes greater. (Derived

from Breecher 1974b:175)

(NS) Although institutional interest groups ,

in partienlar, groups within the State Department
and the Defense Department did influence the

July 25 decision, to some extent, the role of
institutionel interest groups actually declined
during the erisis: witness the decline of the
State Department.

As the crisis becomes more intense, the influence
of’competing eliteés decreases. (Derived from
Brecher 1974b:174) ,

(S) In reference to the July 25 decision there is
‘1ittle evidence to suggest that President Kennedy
was greatly influenced-by eompeting political elites
including Senate NMajority leader Mansfield who.
publicly argued for a free city status for Berlin,
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Hj} As the crisis becomes more intense, decision-mekers
will become increasingly concerned with the
1 immediate rather than the distant future.
(Derived from Holsti 1965:226)

(NS) The emphasis upon the broader political
context contained in the July 25 decision
indicates that the decision-makers continued
to be much concerned with the future situation.
The August 15 decision to potest in strong

jygiplomatie terms , but not to respond militerily,

" revealed an appreciation of the Wall as one event
within a continuing conflict, an event not
important enough to risk all future solutions.

T R

/) H34 As the crisis becomes more intense, decision-makers
f are likely to consider fewer alternatives.
(Derived from Pruitt 1965: 411)

(KS) A number of alternatives contained within the
broad headings of military and negotiating
strategies were considered as possible responses
to the Soviet threat, Throughout the crisis

B Kennedy refused to perceive American response

o . . simply a8 a choice among military options. In
reference to the August 15 decision, the Berlin

" ®ask force considered numerous alternatives ranging

from the sevaring of interzonal trade to an '
alteration of interzonal passes before recommending

.l - a strong diplomatic response.

i 4
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As the crisis becomes more intense, the
decision-makers will perceive the range of
alternatives open to themselves to become

narrower, (Derived from Holsti 1972a:307, 70)

(NS) As the crisis became more intense Kennedy
actually perceived an enlarging of the range

of alternatives, This occurred with the development
of a large conventional response and the
formulation of a mixed-option strategy.

As the crisis becomes more intense, decision-makers
are likely to choose among alternatives with

less adequate review of their consequences,
(Derived from Pruitt 1965: 411)
(NS) Throughout the crisis Kennedy considered
negotiations as the only acceptable alternative,

in terms of consequences, to a solution in Berlin.,
At the July 8 meeting President Kennedy,

troubled by what he considered as an inadequate
appreciation of political consequences, ordered an
exhaustive review of alternative strategies and
their probable consequences. The decision of
August 15 not to invoke strong measures of
retaliatign , i.e. severing of interzonal trade

or military intervention, indicated an appreciation
of the consequences of such measures.

As the crisis becomes more intense, various costs
and side effects of a preferred option tend to
be neglected. (Derived from Milburn 1972: 319,273)

e »”v " r;#f“’
s e e Tl
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(S) Despite a recognition-by Kennedy that
American offers of negotiation would probably
be regarded by Moscow as a sign of weakness,
the President came to insist more and more upon
the negotiations option.

Conclusion:

As noted in the discussion of the decision-making
approach in chapter one , because of the constraints
to the gathering of perceptual dats , research findings
may not achieve the level of specificity demanded by
research questions. To some extent the above findings
may well be ecriticized for this failure. To
the discussion in chapter one it could be added that
hypotheses may not be testeble due to an insufficiency
of date. (Perhaps one could also fault the absence
of quantitative content analysis.) Certainl& any
asgsessment of this chapter must take note of the fact
that seven hypotheses fall into this category,
Nevertheless, 80% of the hypotheses did proio to be

. teatable and of these , sixty percent did’ support

gsome kind of relationship between the independent
variable , pereei;ﬁd situation and the dependent
variable , either/perceptual or organizational, As

such, this chapter does providé a number of fairly
specific and comparable research findings, which in-
general confirm that crisis as a situational variable
is an important explanatory variable 13 reference to
foreign policy behavior,
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Hypotheses Summary

3

Suggortingqu Rot Supporting Insufficient Data
1l 6 - 8
2 11 13
3 12 15
4 16 17
5 18 19
T 25 26
9 . 29 28
10 31
1 —e
gg %2 (7) = 189
21 35
\ 22 36 .
23
24 — .
27 (12) = 33%
30 ’
32
37 G
(18)= 49%
! _ Total Support of Testable gxpothesoé
= 18 _
i 60%
A
diagram h-3
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POOTROTES - CHAPTER THREE

Breg?gr, M. ,Decisions in Israel's Foreign Policy
P.

Refer to the crisis behavior models in .the
discussion of the decision-making approach in-
chapter one,

See Appendix in Hermann, C.¥®., (ed,), International
Crisis, New York:Free Press, 1972.

Weehan, Eugene J., The Foundations of Political

Analysis. Homewood, II1Tnols:The Dorsey rress, 1971.

ey D. 48
See Hypothesis 24 .
See Hypotheais 29
Responses to hypotheses four and ten may be
criticized for not stating whether increases
occurred over time, The difficulty here is thet
high levels of subordinate sollicitatiop and
communication to foreign actors are recorded
throughout the crisis,

' Sorenson, T<C., Kennedy. p. 586 '
"Increasing time sallence" means the perception

by decision-makers of less time in which to decide,
Schlesinger , A.M, , Jr., A Thousand Days. pp. 390-391
"Increasing intensity of crisIs®™ refers to a )
combination of perception of increasing threat and

Rerception of increasing time salience.

J .
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CHAPTER  FOUR

A SYNTHESIS OF TWO APPROACHES T0 CRISIS?

In his (1972b) study of international crisis ,
Charles McClelland indicates that decision-making
and systemic analyses of crisis - the one he dopicta
as being preocaupied with intra-unit processes , the
other with inter-unit procssses - should ultimately
be brought together in a synthesis. Notebly,
no elaboration of a scheme to achieve synthesis is
provided by McClelland., As such , even if one were
to accept the intra/inter diatinction as a bdasis
for synthesis , in the absence of such ascheme
the critical question of 'how' remains unenswered,
that 1s , how is synthesis to be achieved? In

. particular, what are the mechanisms of linkage? It

is to this question that the final chapter of this
thesis addresses itself, :

McClelland's reference to a synthesis of approaches
is not without precuisora in the literature on foreign
policy behavior. ks one example , the ides of a
synthesis underlies James N. Rosenau's proposed
development of a pre-theery of foreign policyl.

For Rosenau a necessary task is to merge intra and extra
unit anelyses, The problem is to construct some sort
of incorporating framework.

"To recognisze that foreign poliecy
is shaped by internal as well as
sxternsl factors is not to :
compreshend how the two intermix or
to indicate the conditiona under
which oge predominates over the
other."

L T R e T
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Rosenau devises a pre-theory structure to incorporate

foreign policy variables , variables whieh .

have been previously classified into five groupings:

four he considers as intra-unit - idiesyneratic,

role , governmental and societal; the fifth includes N
- any systemic variables,3 The formulation of this

pre-theory of foreign polliecy requires an assessment of

the relative potencies of the wvariable groupings. ¢

"That is, one has to decide which set
of variables contributes most to
external behavior , which ranks next
in influence and so on through all

‘ gets, "4 ,

To be noted here is an implicit asgumption , one
to which this discussion will return later, that
" these five sets of varihbles are comparable,
Unfortunately, Rosenau fails to elaborste the mechanica
of comparison: a feilure which Rosenau attributes to
the purpose of his study. ‘

"Theres is no need here to elaborate
at length on the reasoning
underlying each ranking. The point
is not to demonstrate the walidity
of the rankings but rather to

‘ indicate what the construction of p
s "8 pre-theory of foreign policy
. involves, "5 ¢ \

Whether justified or not, it remains that while
he does indicate the bases for synthesis, Rosenan

Cf does not satisfy the questi&h of how ~ the mechanisms
y ;éa of aynthesis, . ™ ’
e To this point it has been estsblished that both
" " MoClelland gnd Rosenau fail to specify how synthesis 5

is to be achieved, Both also in thelr elaborations ¥
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of the bases of synthesis portray the principal
approaches to foreign policy behavior esséntially

in terms of intra/inter-unit varigbles. Drawing

upon the earlier discussion of the gystemic and
decision-making approaches in chapter one , it may

be argued that these portraits are incomplete.
Specifically ,they disregard a second eritical

aspect , that is , the perceptual variable ,

included in the decision-making approach , excluded

by the systemic approach. Indeed , if the differences
were simply those of intra/inter-unit foei then

the Brecher et al. research framework which incorporates
both intra and extra unit variables could be presented
as a frgm work of synthesis. But it is not presented
precisel,fbecauee its basic mechanism of incorporation
is the perceptions of decision-makers.

Significantly , this argument seems to have found
acceptance in Raymond Tanter's study of international *
crises , in particular his elaboration of a synthesis
of the systemic and decision-making approaches , an
elaboration in which he confronts both aspects,

In his study, "Modelling and Managing International
Conflicts:The Berlin Crises", Raymond Tanter sets
forth three basic goals of inquiry: (1) "to explain
the level and wvariability of East-West conflictive
intensity on the basis of three attributes -alliance’
conflict and phase; (2) to explailn East-West conflictive
intensity on the basis of two parameters - event/interaction
d organigational processes - within the context set
by the alliance, conflict and pﬁﬁse attributes;
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(3) to infer from the explorations some
implications for conflict modelling and management
in other situations."6

In terms of this discussion it is the second gosl
with its promise of synthesis which receiveg
particular attention. Related to this goal are
two principal assumptions. The first assumption
eppears in the ggrm of a working hypothesis: the
intensity of Alliapce behavior at & given point
in time (t) is a consequence of the previous behavior
of its opponent at time (t-1l) , and the previous
behavior of the Alliance itself- its organizational
process, at time (t-1l). (see diagram s-1l) Essentially
the Tanter synthesis involves & combining of the
systemic approach with Graham Allison's 'model'7 of
organizational processes.8 Without at this point
entering into a discusasion of the bases of this synthesis
it certainly may be argued that the Allison organizational
procesases model is not truly representative of the
decision-making approach. Going beyond the persistent
criticism of its limited applicability outside of the
United States' foreign policy decision-process , it 1is
not entirely clear, as Stephen Krasner indicates, that
the model provides an securate representation even in

this se}ec%—ease.gxrasner is willing to concede that

organizational processes may indeed dominate in pexriods

of incremental policy change; however, in perliods of
directional , non-incremental policy change it is the
values of the authoritative decision-makers (these
decision-makers act aceording to a rational decision-making
process) which account for foreign policy decisions.

.-
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Tanter Hypothesis
(event/interaction-organizational processes

synthesis
7
A

Wro (t-1) (t-1) NATO °
NS

Drzanizational Organizational
Processes . Progesses

////////
/‘
v Y
N

‘WTo (%) (t) NAEb

Warsaw Treaty Organization
North Atlantic Treaty
Organization
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If accepted , the Krasner argumént is particularly
damaging to the Tanter study. One of the study's
basic research questions , "do the event/interaction
processes dominate alliance conflictive behavior
during the crisis phase, and do organizational
processes dominate in pre- and post-crisis phasea;"l?
clearly excludes any possibility of a.rational
decision-making process, in thg Krasner sense,
The Krasner argument would suggest that with the
decline of organizational dominance during a crisis
period the authoritative decision-makers would come
into their own, The Tanter study does not provide any
basis for a rejection of this statement , it simply
fails to deal with it,

The second related assumption is that in
combining the systemic and decision-making approaches
the capacity of the research for explanation 1s
increased. Tanter indicates three bases for this
synthesis, (1) "The concepts of organizational
ratio@;i}ty and learninflprovide one theoretical
basis for the linkage." Tanter provides two
indicators of organizational rationality which
he defines in terms of rational adaptaetion. The first
is the tendency to repeat learned behavior as expressed
by standard operating procedures.l2 The second is the
search for new solutions which more adequately respond
to the external environment than those provided by
existing procedures., Tanter hypothesises that Alliances
engage in organigational search prpcesses in crisis
situations and that this accounts_for patterns of high
reciprocal intonéity.l3 ;

L9 ON Cy A

-




~w

e

€ - 119 -

"In short , standard operating
procedures may be an inadequate

basis for crisis decision-msaking

and thus an elliance engages in search
for more innovative solutions to

e crisis situation, As a result
patterns of high reciprocal intensity
should occur during the crisis phase,
-which indicate both increased
organizational search and, thu!4
heightened event/interaction.”

Certain questions must be directed toward the
above interpretation of organizational ratidonality
and related statements. From where does the impu;se
for search come? If the source of this impulse lies

- ‘outside of the organizationsl structure can one
vimpute adaptive rationality to the organigation?

, In his application of the organizational processes

f model to the Cuban Missile Crislis , Graham Allison

/ indicates that the role of governmental organizations

was to specify previously estahpf;hed alternatives,

"Deliberations of leaders in ExCemm
meetings produced broad outlinesg of
alternatives, Details of the
alterneatives , and blueprints

1 for their implementation, had to
be specified by the organization
that would be responsidble for

N - execution, These organizational

: outputs effectively answered the
question: What, specifically,

could be done,"15 L

Purthermore , it is not at all evident why a
search process should necessarily mean increasing
[ reciprocel intensity. Indeed a search period may be
aharecterized by a csutious non-committal strategy,
with state lesders being unwilling to proceed blindly.
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(2) "Analogles from psychology, economics and
political science give another basis.."l7 As a
basis for a psychologicel analogy Tanter drews upon
the concepts of other and inner-direction developed
by David Riesman.18

"According to Riesman, other-directed
personalities base their actions on
their perception of the goals and
values of others, while inner directed

t¥//per50nalities are motivated by
//’“" internalized goals and values. The
P same individual , however, may exhibit
— both other- and inner- directed
—~ tendencies, depending upon the
situation,"19 )

Similarily, argues Tanter, alliances may also
alterﬁate between other and inner direction according
to the situation. He bhypothesises that during the
pre-~ and post-crisis phases both alliances , the

W d NATO were inner directed, while,.

"During the crisis phase, each coalition
becomes more aware of the other
coalition's behavior and one coalition's
behavior becomes more a response to
the other's actions."20

A problem inherent to such analogies is that of
cross~level distortion: the comparability of an
individual to an alliance., Tanter does admit to

the problem;however, this admission does nbt

absolve his argument from a major analytical
inconsistency. locording to Riesman, the actions

of other-directed personalities are based on their
perceptiion of the goals and values of others; 1n'the
Tanter appliecation an other-directed alliance responds
to the actions of the other. heaponse to another's

\
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actions is not the same as response based on the ,>
perception of another's goals and values.

Tracing the anslogy further, Tanter employs the
Riesman concepts to illustrate the inability of
an alliance to adapt to a changing situation.

"In r-direction implies difficulty
eali g with change because values
8 become' internalized to the
ext hat the changing environment
offors a threat to the very existence
of the inner-directed sctor. As
standard operating procedures cease
to be adequate in a changing environment,
the organization should redefine its
behavior so that it may continue to
function. This adaptation in turn may
create new standard operating procedures,

new internalizations and new reinforced
patterns of behavior,."2l

Tanter implies that it is the organization which
establishes new values and goals and in this way
roedefines its behavior. Again referring to the
thesis advanced by Stephen Krasner, one might argue
that this redsfinition is in fact dictated by
'new' ¥alues and goals of authoritative decision-makers
outside of the organizational structure. This argument
suggests that the psychological analogy, an epparent
attempt to impart cognitive qualitiesKto organizations,
is miaplaced.

(3) "A futher basis of the synthesis comes from
the tentative findings of empirical research.® 22
Tanter regards the findings of the McClelland et al.
(1971) study23 a8 supportive of a synthesis. The study
examines three explanations of Soviet-American interactions.
Model I assumes that Soviet-American interactions

- 121 -

S rAagHE St

T T s o rae S W



o

- 122 -

are random, The second model assumes that
Soviet-American behavior is totally reciprocal,

and model III assumes limited rec¢iprocity. On

the basis of the research findings it is determined
that limited reciprocity provides the best
explanation of the historical Soviet-American
relationship.

"The limited reciprocal simulation
thus provides an empirical basis

for the combined model of the

present study. The validity of their
limited reciprocal simulation
indicates that both event/interaction
(complete reciprocity) and
organizational processes (no
reciprocity) may be operating,

thus suggesting a synthesias,"24

One may certainly question whether no reciprocity
is a consequence of organigzational processes, and
whether limited reciprocity can be explained only
in terms of event/interaction and organigational
processes, Is 3t not possible that Soviet and American
interactions pere in part responses to the actions
of other states? More importantly, Tenter exc¢ludes
any reference to the impact of internal actors other
than organigations.

The final aspect of the theoretical framework to
be specified by Tanter is the role of perception
in the explanation of foreign policy behavior.
Perception appears as an independent variable affixed
to the event/interaction hypothesis:

", .current W0 actions are s result
of prior NATO actions and WTO
perceptions of NATO actions and
vice versa,"25

& T
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The placing of the perceptual variable in this

hypothesis is particularly significant as it

implies that response is both directly (action-

response) and indirectly (perceptual mediation) ' \,
linked to stimulus, and further that perceptions

and actions are additive phenomena:methodologically
perceptions are coded as event data and subjected

to measurements of intensity and frequency.

The logical inconsistency revealed in the above
statements is inescapable, The action-response and
action«peroeption-response processes which
distinguish the systemic and decision-making
approaches are qualitatively different processes,

How then can response be both directly and indirectly
linked to stimulus? Furthermore, to take perceptioné
and code them as event data is to strip those perceptions
of their confont. How then can the impact of
perception on foreign policy behavior be acqprately
determined?
L In conclusion it may be ststed that the significant
achievement of the Tanter study lies in the realm of:
intention: an: attempted aynthesis of the systemic and
decisionfpaking approaches. Without in the least denying
the truly impressive inventive qualities of the
study it must be concluded that the theoretical bases
for synthesis remain insufficient for the reasons
expressed above, ’

However discouragingly the above conclusion may
read it should not be interpreted as a statement of
abandonment before an spparently insurmcuntable barrier.
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Indeed an approach to synthesis in terms of levels
of analysis may yet prove useful. It is remembered
that in his elaboratigP of the bases for synthesis,
Tanter hypothesises that Alliances engage in
organizational search processes in crisis situations
and that this accounts for\E?tterns of high
reciprocal intensity. In faét what Tanter had done
is to link the explamtion of intra-unit organizational
processes with the deacriﬁtive patterns of inter-unit
behavior. One might propose a synthesis which while
drawing upon Raymond Tanter's attempted marriage of
the two approaches across two levels of analysis,
redefinés that marriage union. This redéfinition
would exclude full partnership , that is each approach
being assigned 8 particular analytical role., Full
partnership is replaced by a supplementary relationship:
the systemic approach providing a descriptive
supplement to decision-making analysis. While crisis
would be defined interms of decision-makers' perceptions,
and foreign polié¢y behavior explained in reference to
these perceptions, the systemic approach would specify
the general patterns of inter-unit behavior associated
with a‘percoptually determined crisis situation.
Clearly , the function of the systemic approach
in this schene is easentiall;.jhat of an appendage to
a decision-making analysis of crisis, Purthermore, this
scheme does not provide for a a;nthoeis in the McClelland
or Rosenau sense of the term. It is not entirely
without merit however, for even though it circumvents
the perceptual/mon-perceptual barrier it does link
the two approaches 10 the same phenomenon and thereby
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establish an additive base. To this extent the
scheme might promise a certain advance,

Raymond Tanter contends that a synthesis ofk\\
the decision-making and systemic approaches will
increase the explanatory capacity of research.

This chapter has not debated that sssumption per se.
It has however, questioned how such a synthesis

is to be achieved , and in questioning, discovering
the perceptual/non-perceptual barrier separating
the two approaches to be the major obstacle.
Certainly the recognition of this barrier is
essential for any attempt at synthesis even i1f the
ultimate solution ¥s to circumvent it,
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FOOTNOTES - CHAPTER FOUR

Rosenau, James N,, "Pre-Theories and Theories

of Porelgn Policy”, in R. Barry Farrell (ed.),

Approaches to Comparative and International Politics..

E%Enafon:ﬂbffhwes ern Univ, rress, 1968.

Ibid., p. 31
vy Do 43

m', po 47 *

Tanter, Raymond, Modelling and Mmnaging International
Conflict: The BerIin Crises. BeVerley B 175 Sage
Publlcetions, I97%, P. 12

In employing the& term 'model' the statement
follows Allison's usage.This does not imply

an agreement with the use of the term; only

an attempt to avoid confusién.

Allison,G.T., Essence of Decision:Explaining the
Cuban Missile OrIsis. Boston: Little,Brown, 1971.
Tn hls dIscussion of the bureaucratic paradigm,
contained in Krasner, S.D., "Are Bureaucracies

t

Important?", Porei Poliey No. 7, Summer 1972
-PDe 159-179: Krasner 1s ac%hally 50a11ng with ’

two models , the one the organization process model,
the other the dbureaucratic politics model., The
inad@quacies of the bureaucratic paradigm as
determined by Krasner may be traced to his inter-
retation of the decision-making process,

?1) The basic determinants of foreign poliey are

the values of the decision-makers although the

behavior of states can reflect satisfactory and

not optimal outcomes.(2) The American government

cannot be descridbed .in terms of a balance of power
system, A minimal representation would be that of

a loose hierarchiceal system.(3) The hierarchical
pattern of the American government culminates in
the office of the President, an office which
osgsesses an unrivaled superiority of power.

?4) In this case (assumption three) the concept of
power is indicated by the ability to fashion a

bureaucsratic environment., Specifically, the President
chooses bureau chiefs, structures action channels
and establisghes stgtutory powers.(5) In that it is

“ the President who 'creates' the bureaucratic
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envirenment, this environment necessarily
- reflects his values, That is to say,
independent policy-making on the part
of governmental organizations is not
attributeble to the independent powers
of these organizations, but to the
"failure' of the chief decision-makers
to assert control. (6) Established bureaucratic
procedures do constrain the President in
regard to the implementation of poliey.
However , programs are highly fungible
and the President does have the power to
direct organizations toward specific tasks. e
(7) Given these characteristics of the
governmental structure the 'crucial'
analytical questions refer to the
substance of choice and not to matters
of administrative management.
lg Taiter, Raymond, Modelling and Managing., p. 21
11 Ibid. N
12 XIIT¥son, G.T., Essence of Decision., p. 77
13 Tanter does not assume that there exists a
i linear relationship between search activity
and rising levels of conflict intensity. He
,describes 1t as a curvilinear relationship.
2 See page 31 of the Tan{er gtudy. : 3
14 Tanter, Raymond, Modelling and Msnaging., p.,3l
15 Allison, G.T., Essence of Decision.,.p.123
lg SeeChapter Two Tor evidence o 8,
17 Tanter, Raymond, Modelling and Managing. , p.21l
18 Riesman, D., The Lonely Crowd. New ﬁaven, Cconn:
Yale Univ, Press, 1950.
19 Tanter, Raymond, Modelling and Managing.pp. 31-32
20 Ibid., p.32
21 Tvid.
22 T61d., p. 21
. 23 lEU{biiand} Charles, et alé, The !?na ement and
.Ana Eg 8 of Event Data: A Compuferized SysTem
¥ ) < or Momitoring and P?ogect ng ent Flows.
Tos Ingeles: ﬁnI?T of Southern Cal. Press, 1971.
24.Tanter , Raymond, Hodelling and Hanag;ng.g. 37
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ﬁ%ﬁ 26 ough the focus of this discussion is upon a

s ‘summary and critique of the theoretical framework

‘. of the Tanter synthesis, a brief note on °

methodology and datag collection should be included
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glven the extensive development of a
research design. The research design
incorporates quantitative comparative
analysis across two case studies, the
Berlin crises of 1948 and 1961. Date
employed are event data, conflictive
words and deeds from NATO-WTO interactions
during the Berlin Blockade ‘and Berlin
Wall conflicts. These data are subjected
to measurement by the Corson conflict
indicator and scaling scheme which

provides intensity scalings. Intensity
.readings aye fi egated from the

nationsl to alliance level. A Becond
step 18 the aggregation of average intensity
scores by time.. The B;sic technique of
analysis is statistical. Analysis of
variance is employed to determine the effect
of alliance conflict and phase on action
intensity. Regression analysis is used to
determine the strength of dssociation
between Alliance behavior on the one

hand, and prior Alliance and opponent
behavior on the other. A number of
methodological criticisms should be conasidered.
(1) In relying almost totally upon the New
York Times as a source of data are research
findings not llabls to contain strong
ethnocentric bias? (2) The measurement
reliability of the Corson scale is low.

(3) Can measurements of event intensity

be aggregated from the national to the
alliance level without distorting these.
measurements? (4) There is no control for
the impact of extraneous variables, such \
as events ocourring outside of the immediate
conflict, upon ae¢tion intensity.

‘U




CONCLUSION:

Three baslc research goals directed this
thesis. These were: (1) to define the decision-making
approach through a theoretical comparison with
the other princlpal approach to foreign ﬁolicy
behavior in general and crisis behavior in
particular, the systemic approach; (2) to define
the decision-making approach by means of an
empirical application of that approach to the
Berlin Well crisis of 1961; (3) to determine
the mechanics of a possible synthesis of the
decision-making and systemic approaches.,

A theoretical comparison of the systemic and
decision-making approaches to crisis revealed two
basic distinctions. Pirstly, the systemic focus
is preoccupied exclusively with inter-unit processes:
crisis patterns of interaction are explained in
referaence to ﬁrewious patterna, The decision-meking
focus while not totally limited to intra-unit
processes does explain foreign policy in reference to
these processes, Secondly, in the systemic approach
crisis becomes an 'objectfﬁe' phenomenon to be
determined by measures of frequency and variety.

In the decgpion-makingﬂapproach crisis is a perceptual
*subjective' phenomenon which is determined by the
perceptions of the actual decision-m%kers:

Prom the empirical application of the decision-

maeking approach to the Berlin Wall crisis , specifically

a case study analysis and hypothesis testing, come
a number of research findings: (1) the images of the

Nt
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decision-making elite did to a large extent
determine the structures of the U.S. foreign
policy processes and the content of foreign
policy outputs; (2) the decision-making elite
did perceive a situation of grave threat which
was intensified especially by the purprise of
and time limitations imposed by the Berlin
deadline, and later the building of the Berlin
Wall;(3) crisis as a perceived situation was
particularly evident in reference to the DB2
input and did have an impact (of varying degree)
upon foreign policy output, decision-makers'
perceptions, and decision-process;(4) in the
form of feedback, the consequences of the
decisions taken during the Berlin crisis can

be traced through external and internal variables,
and to later crisis decisions.

In questioning how a synthesis of the decision-
making and systemic approaches might be achieved
it was determined that while the differing
preoccupations with intra and inter-unit processes
held, at first glanee, a promise of linkage, the
perceptual/non-perceptual barrier proved quite
insurmountable, Charles McClelland and James
Rosenau appear not to have considered this obstacle,
whereas Raymond Tanter confronts it head on, This
confrontation does not however, meet with the
desired success, In response to this lack of success
an alternative proposal is advanced. The merit of
this proposal is that it does tie the two approaches
to the same phenomenon. Admittedly however, the
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linkage is achieved by circumventing the
perceptual/non-perceptual barrier.

Finally, viewed in reference to the two
problem levels , the theoretical and the practicsl:
at the theoretical level this thesis revesals
a crisis debate sharply diwvided by the
decision-making and systemic approaches. With
the nature of the perceptual/non-perceptual
barrier even a consensus on concept définition,

a fundgmental step, 1s not possible; at the
practical level this thesis reveals what is

at best uneven and essentially low levels of
explanation in the study of international

crisis - clearly insufficient as a prerequisite
to crisis management. As such it may be concluded
that the study of international crisis,at present,
providejzno satisfsctory solution at either

evel, |
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