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Abstract: 

In recent yeers a growing soholarly 
debate has ar!sen in ref~rence to the study 
of international crieis. The importance of 
this debate can be esid to extend beyond 
academic cireles to the actuel p,roblems of 
crieie behavior: an explanation of sueh 
behavior being a ne~essary prerequisite to 
crieie management. , 

This thesis proposee to examine the crieis 
debate. 'The point of focua ie the deeision
making approaéh to foreign policy behavior, 
by far the Most important in,number of 
contributors to the study of crisis. Three 
basic researon goals provide direction to 
the thesis:(l) to define the decision-making 

-
approach through a theoret1cal compariaon with 
the otner principal approach to forelgn policy 
behavior, in genersl and crisis behavior in 
,articular, the aystemic approach;(2) to define 
the decision-making approach by means of an , 
empirical applieation of t~at approach to the 
Berlin Wall crisis of 1961;(3) to determ1ne 
the mechan1es of a possi~le syntheaia o( the ~ 

decision-mating and systemic approaches. 
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Reaume: 

RI, "',, 1(''' eoernment un debat academique s'est deve10ppe 
autour de l'etude de la crise internationa e. " . % 
L'importance de cet debat ~t'tend'au-de1a du 

d J .", "" mon e acaaemique. Le prob1eme reel du controle 
des orises exige une explication de cet 

/ ...... phenomene. 
...... , 

Cette theae examinera le debat academique. 
Le cientré d'int'r~ sera la 'decis1oQ-making 
approach' , l'approche qui contribue le plus 
~ 11~tude de la crise intern~tiona1e. Trois 
objectifs principals orientent l'eXallination:' " 1 

(1) d'&finir la t:decision-making appro!clft ~ travers' 
une comparaison tHeorique avec l'apprOChe 
SYst~que.; (2) d1!finir la t decision-making 
approàch' par une application empirique .~ la 
crise du Berlin de 1961; (3) ~va1u.er la possibl1i le 
d'une synth~Be des deux approches. 
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IHRODUCTIONs 

In ~a1 ot 1nt~oductlont the atudy ot international 
criais may be co~.ld.r.d in ret.rence to two 

~ . prob1.m levela ; th. praot1eal and the theoretlcal, 1 
",~a distinction wh1Ch dOla not dlny th,lr ~nterr.latednes8.· 

" At th. practlcal le •• 1 are the real dangera ~ 

'Il 

po 'nt1al to a oriei8 aitua~lon. The •• dansera t.ke 
on g a~ a1gni~icanc, when those involT.d are 
identi ed a8 higa poli01 d.c1a1on-makér~. 

hey as.wae extraordlnary.nde 
sutieanol when the indivlduala 

ar national l.aders and the 
e~n~xt la that. ot • 00nt •• pora~1 
international criaisad,oa th. 
ab11ity of national 1.a~er. t~ 
cepe nth situations ot intenal 
st~esa May depend the llv~. ot 
ailllonS'11t not the future Dt 
mank1nd." . 

'he etudy of lntlrnation~l criai. promials to 
proTide an explaaatioft erauch crisla·beha~or. 
thi. explanatloD i. a neclasary prerlqui.itl t • 

J 

. criei. management. 
, . 

At th. th •• r.tic.l leTel • en. enootintlrs a 
growiag 8oho1arl1 debat •• !er th~ dirlotlon. to be taken 
by thl atl141 of ~nt:ern.ttonal ons18, a debate 
tUl11ed Dy ~he wort. ot among othe~., Oh4rl" Her.aann, 
01, Ho~.~i and Ohazol ••• e01I11ed. It 18 ilet,worth3'. 
that t. th, pre •• nt littla real co •• 'nlua bas be.n 
aOhieyed Iy,n ia teria. et conoept detinl~i'D , l,t . . 
allne with relard te the 'eTelop.ent"of .~plan.tor1 
P1"tP'8~ tion •• 
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"POlioy maters , jou~nalists, 
and academios all hâTe undertaken 
desoriptioIls and analysee of' 
international crises. But one 
re .. rkable qual1ty about mosi 
studiee of' ori •• s' has been their 
taI1ure to proTide cumulati •• 
knQwledse .bout the2claSB of' events 

,they inTestigate." , 
!his ihesis proposes to· examine the criais 

debatt •. In a. deillS , the thesie will aIse. 
speak to the preblem ~r orisis management, a8 
thi. examine ti'OIl should proTide ~olle 1J:ld!ca tien 
of' the level ot explanation schleTed 1_ the 
siudy of' internatlonal'crisis. The point of t,eus 
ls the 4eoi81oa-making approach , by tar the 
aost imp.rtant ia .uaber .t ooniributore t. the . 
study ot criaie. Three ~.s10 reeearoh ,oals 
proTlde direction i .• the theeis: (1) t. d.f:la.e 

1 

the decielon-.~king a,proa~h t~ough • th •• retical 
co.parison wl~h the ether 'p~nc1pal approaca to 
!oreisn poliey behaTier in ,eneral and orisls' 
bihavior i. parti~ul.r , the Iyateaio .pproach, 
(2) to d.n.is. tu deo'ilion-utins appr ••• h by Ileans 
.t an emplrleal application of that approac~ te the 
Berlt •• all orl11s et 19,61& (~) t. deteNin. the 
,.e.h~os et,a ,0.llbl. Iynthe.ia of the dtèial.n-makia, 
aad '7~~ .. i. ."roaoh ••• 

, th •• retioal' .,.par.laoa ot th. d.e18i~n-.akinl and 
17st.a1~ a"ro •• he. will in~el •• aB i_Teetigatioa .,' 
of ba.1. th~.retio.l co.pene.ta.' I. eao ••• ~. a 
Il.ila~ set et qu •• tio.. 1. tap ••• d. He. i. th. 
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criele pheao •• nos defined? What are th. uaderlyin~ 
&8euaptioft8 and th. key variabl.e ef the eaueal model? 
Wbat kiade of -reeearch qU.stiOA. are sskeà? What 
.ethedelo~ical teeh.JitAu.s are eDl,loy.d?"\The reeponses 

-' ~ 

to these questions should preTide ffndinls 
eufficient to paint a baaie theoretical euili ••• 

Th. Br.eher , Steinber! , Stei. rr .... ork.of 
tere1,_ ,0110y behaviOr3, aad the Her.. •• definition 
ot a' perceived orisis, S1tu~tl0.4 ,r~v1de the basic 
!uidell.e. for the •• p1r10a1 app1icati •• of th. 
deeision-aakia! approach:1t Will tecu. specif10ally 
upon Uaite' Stat •• ,tereisa ,olloy.behavior dur.i.! 
the B~:rlla Wall 'rtei.. Thie decieion-makin! etudy 
le divided 1nt. t.e ,art., a oa.e 8t~dy analysie and 
the t~stin! et hypotheses. The ca.e etudy ta brok •• 
de •• int. feur ~aak8=(1) a de •• ri,tiom of the forei~ 
,e11ey syate.;' (2) the e,.rationalizat10n et 
Her.aaa'. een.ept ef a or1a~8 ~ituat1.ft; 
(3) .. e~ .. 1nation ~t the 1n,uta to t.re1~. ,0110y 
, •• ïa1e.s; (4) .... a11.' • • t t •• te.dbaek proee ••• 
The •• o •• t ,art et the Qec1eien-aak1nl atudy iDcludee 
the te.tt,ll! ef a,proxiaa tely tort;' hypoth.,.,.a all ot 

u • 

whi.h relate .~an,ea 1a e~ther"dec1ai.n-.. ke:rs: 
,ero.,tt... er the dec!ei.. ,r.ceae t. ohan,.s in 
pero.ive' situati.n. 

I. kts .~UQy et international crieieJ "Ko4ell1tt& 
a.d Janaiin! e~ IDt~r.atioftal O •• tlieta Th. B.rlin ~ 
Cri •••• ~5 "" •• 4 T .. t.r .ont.naa th.t • ey~th.sia 
et th,' 4eol.1 .. -uJdA' aad ay.t.pd.. a,proache. will 
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inerea~. the explanatory oapacity or research. 
WAile •• ~ questioning the d.sirability .of sucn 
a s,n~h.sie of the tw. approach.s , th1s thee1s 
dOle question how synth.sis 1s to be aohieT,4. 
Th. qu •• tiln of bo. leade ~he disous8ion t. c.nsider 
J ... s Ros.nau's ,roposal of a pre-thtory of forei!A 
pOlicy6, tblD t. exaaine Raya.nd Ta.ter's syntheeie 
of event/interaction and orgaaization pr •••• eee, 

and tinally t •• x,lore the p08sibili~y of a. 
alternatiTI proposal. 
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THEOMTIC.A.L COMPAIgSON 

As eet fert. t. the 1atr.(uotton , the firet of 
tAre. baste rese.rch se.le of thte thests 18 te 
defiRe the d.eis1eft-.ak1ng approa.a thr.U&A • 
the.reti.al ••• paris.n with the aystemie apprGaoh 
t. foreis- poliey behaYior 1. ' ..... 1, a.d t. 
crisis behaTi.r in ,artieular. 

Th •• ystemi. appreaoh t. f.rel~ p.1ioy behaTior, 
internati.nal syetea a.alysta , r.cuees upen unit-stat. 
iateracti •• , that ia • th. interplay .~ •• ti •• -reap.ns • 

. occurrins De' ..... uni "a il!!. th. int.rnatienal ayate •• 
The strueture .r th. int.rnat1enal,.1ste. 18 .aid 
te he defimed Dy th •• e pa't.rAB .f untt t.t.raotten. 
S, •• ifi.a111 , i.tormat~on as to the qua.tlty •• ar1.ty 
.Ad ttraotto •• ~ lAt.ral.tioA nowe ls s.uCht 1 •• rd.r 
to •• llio ... e a •• tailed. della •• tion ••• ,.st ... tru.tuzo. 
AI eueh , a i'e~e task of 1nt.rnat1 ••• 1 syat.aanalys1e, 
.t the 'e •• ript1.1 1e ... e1 , 1. th •• a,piDC or th.a. 
lat.ra.ti.. flo.e. n.p •• t •• t11 , th. st2Uoture .t the 
international syat •• ls o.a •• iyeà to b. traAsiti.na1, r 

J a ••• a.qu ••••• f .hanses iJII int.raott •• n.ws .... el' 
, tille. lPuJl'thel'llor., at th. le ... el ef ex,lanatiol'l a ia.io 

a •• umptio. ie that ,attirAS of tat.r.cti •• at 
tl •• (t) .a. b •• xpla1 •• , la r.f.r.n •• t. pre ... l.u. 
,atterae .f 1.teraotl ••• t tlme (t-1). Sim11arily, 
patt.r •• • t interact! •• at tlm. (t) ,re41et t. 
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su_aèquent patterD! .t time (t+l). 
What are th. deseri,tiY. &ni .xplaaator,r 

i.pli.atio~s ot this system~~ approaoÀ tor th. 
!tu4y of orieis? Th ••• mal i. stat.d «eDeralll: 
(1)' the syst'Ili. pe1"8pectiY. ide!!ti!! •• cril!lia 
a8 a ,al"tioulal" eet ef interacti •• patterns 5 

(2) it 121 hy,oth.sls,. that criais ,atterDe t.ad 
t. l"epeat theaselyes &ad e.ns.qu.~tly may be 
.xplai •• d and ~r.dl.t.d 1. ret.ren •• to preYious 
orisil patteras. Th •• ,.'iflOAtion of thes. 
state.t.ta)l •• d! t. di •• ussi.as of •• alyticel 
foous , •• nee,t •• finition a •• ree.arch qu.stions. 

Th. aYli.a1. a"r ••• h 0.. b. said t~ i.,o~e 
a limitiD! f •• ua upon th, stuty .r oriais. O •• 
as,eot or tbis r •• ua 18 th. 'Il,halls up'Jl 
1nt.~ual' pre •• sl.s. la hi. 'Y."~' studl 
ot lAt.rnation.l cr1s1s,(1972_)"The B'ci .. 1ns, 
Du~ti.a &Bd Abatem.gt or Interaati.nal Cri •• SI 

O •••• r1.o. la T;. 0~fl1.t Ar .... "~ Ch&71e •• c01011aBd 
.x.lutt. retereno. t. tatre-unit 'r.c •••• s, aotai17 . 
,.roe,tu.l and erl&Disatloaal yariabloa: theae . 
yari._Ie. h. a •• isns t\ th. d •• ~.i.A-.. kin! .,proaoà • . 

"The ays~ea1. ap)roaoh t.llowed ia 
the r.,ortilll ot rea •• roh iA tlt1e 
.h&,te~ 1&a'~" th. impact et ,ub11. 
opia10n, tll. .rt •• ta et bformal .. 4 
•• a-s.ye~.ntal p7Issur •• , .. d the 
,art ,laye4 -, the ers .. isatlonal,n 
,.rc.J~l ••• tiTat1oD.l, .. d ,tr.eon.1ity 
a.p.~t. ot orlai. \ehaYler. Ne att •• tle. 
ts liY'. t. th.- ,r •• es8" of Jl&k1JtS ' 
4e.I.1 ••• w1thi~ c.y,rament. uater criet8 
oe.tltie!!.. !h. t.eui 1. e. th. interflow 
et acti •• s ~d2re~,.n8 •• • t th. c~Bie 
,utlelptJlts. ft 

...... 
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As sUlh , and tAis 1e of ,artleular importance i. 
distl.cul~h1ng tlle t.e approachls "Meelellaad ou 
it s.id t. 'blaekbex' all yariables iAtar.al t. the 

u.lt state:the oa~sal Bodel identifl~~ en~I~1At~\it 
,reees.ee, as explaa.tery Tariables. ! 

A S8,' •• aspect et t~e systemi. teous implse. 
u,on ;he etudl et crisis by M~Cl.lla.d le 
a-hi~t.rical a.alys!e. TAi. ia A.t te arcu. that 
a ~yetem1e etudy of ,riais doee ~~t refer te 
histori •• l eyente. He.'Ter, la Wh ... alysill ef 
thase eyents clasaifieatien ie determln.d Aet 
aCQording t. thelr partleular historieal •• ntent , 
but by 'ebjeotiye' measurement. er quantity and Tsriety. 
!Ye assumptle.s a.,1, h.re: (1) international eyents 
are all ameA_bl, te iaterpretatien by quantlty 
and yariety m •• sur.ment .. ; (2) tk., art oomparable 
regardleBs ot historioal cent.xt. 

"la • word, th. str.am of aotiO., 
••••• has Deen detine' a •• tre.t.. J 
teohnieally rathtr t~ .. kister1oally." 

It will •• argue4 1A lat.r di •• uslie.s that it 
1. tais 'e~jeotifioatien' .t .risis and .et th • 
•• phasi.-upoa inter-uait proe •• se. whi,h oon~tituteB 
the real barrier •• ,arating the ayat_mio &ad 
deel.ion-maklng appr.aoh'8~ 

He. ta the o.neept .~ orieis detined at the 
system1e level? llth,u&A McClelland d.is net attempt 
a. 0'lxp1ie1 t 4.:tlJ11 tte •• ~ oriais 1. t •• earlier " 
s~udi.e ,{1964)"Aotion St~.tu~.s a.d C ... unioatien 
in Twe Interaati.nal Cl"laesIQu_11 aad B.r11n"~ and 
(1968)".0' ••• t. B.~11n:!AI Qu .. tity and Var1ety·.f 
Ey •• ~ •• 1948-l963"~ uaderlyiÀc b.th 1e an in1tial 

• 
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aseumptteA that .ri~is semehew refere te a 
'chan,e et etate' la ta. ,attern ot tatar-unit 
behaTier, the flow ot iAteractions within th. 
internatien.l ayst.m. More epeoi1ically, there 
be .. ide.titiable change from a pre-exi.tin! 
·statue que' pattern e1 tAteraotie •• Tae term 
statuè que ie partieularly eigaltioant ia~hat 
ite use impliee aA attempt to account for the 
motlTatieft ~eh1nd patterns 01 interaotle •• 

~ 
01'81'11 a 
~f ol'1.1s 

"It De c.onceiTed that st th. aotiTe 
be«inftln! et an acute international 
orieie , ene aide or the other 
.ould hold a position 01 eUlh 
charaoter te put the problem e1 
reepondin! - decidi.~ w.at to de 
next - •• it •• ppo •• at. Â8 1 •• , 
a. th •• ppena.t le u ... l. t. lope 
with hi. ,r.blez e1 as eftectiTe 
res,onee, it is aseumed that a 
tte.,o~.~ statue que' 1. ia ~el.! and 
dominated Dy the initiatiag !OTernment. O... the party upen who. th. 
rt.poAsib11ity tor the nex~>.oTt makes 
"04 hi. cIal. aad chan,.s the 
situati •• , the preblt. 01 the next mOTe 
ie shifted te the trstwhil ••• 1der 
et the !AitiatiTe. !h, _ebaTter of 
the latter must ohan,e until he e&ft 
put the buri.n of peep.... .aek en 
hia e,poBent.,The ... uata ot Ihift 
i. thil a.e-aaw motien .are eho.ta 
t. d.marcat. the atat •• et th. cri •••• n7 

ma3.r d1ftilulty with the aboyt interpretation 
, / 

patterna 1 •• la.k of e,.oi11c1ty. A 
ree.rd ef ~ ehittins eee-saw motion r.mai •• 
p.r~lou1arly ~.«U' without , te~ example, Any 
l'eteren •• te l'Tel~ 'of lAt.nal '11 or ti.e. Thi. 
rai •• a a aumber ot questiona inelud1n,: 

J 
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D.IS aftl •• difieation of the temporary status quo 
indicate 'a crieie? C.n •• ivably in oue case there 
May be sli~ht shifte-reoorded Gver a tl. year 
period , wAil, in another, Ti.lent shi:tta may oc,cur, 
1. a period of days. Are ihee. b.ih examples-
If orisie? 

KoOI.llaftd'e (1964) 8tu4~ inc~rporat.s th1e 

'fi 
applieati.n to the Qu •• ~y aad Blr11ft Blook.de 
crises. ra tAis siudy the basic reeearoh ~oall 
ie to idlntify the oharaoterieiioB tf oriais 
interacti •• ; hO.lver, R' quantitatiTe techniqui 
are employed - intensity l.vele arl not tapp.d. 
The demar.ai1'n of c~sis ,haeee ls aehieyed 

Interpretation aAd attempts a comp.rati.1 

", by .ssentially jud«em~nt.l historieal reconstruction. 
C.nsequ.ntly , the research findin~e are not tound 
t. be readily comparable and n~ eonoept def1nit1'D 
.f crieie amerges. 

Meellll •• d's (1968) study e.ploye me.surements 
et qua_tity aad Tari.ty to map yearly and mo.thly 
p.tterns ot interaetilA. This re.~a.nts a 
.'ftsiderab1e adyance on the earlier study • to the 

'decree ~t thlsl teohnique. permit MeC1elland t.: 
(l~atitY .rieie p.tter~8 of interaotion; 
~/ " ••••• u~bll chan,. et etat. takea 
~ plae. 1. the transitiln fr.m a· • 

// ••• -orieis situation t •• criaie Situation. nB 
/ 

,// (2) ... par. orieis ,atterna et interaction ia 
terms et leyela of intlDei~1 &Ad tta •• 

"Thl tlaares for both Tolum. aAd 
Ta~.ty BUgslst tbat the Bleek.', 
.. d W.l1 cri •••• ere intena. 
' •••• m.A. fer ,only .h.rt'p.~.d.-

.! 
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three DQnthe would seem
9

to 
he about the duratiln." 

Emplq1in~ 8imilar meseurement techaiques but 
in a .emparisln of the Taiwu and Berlin Wall' 
_lnfliotarln8s , l4oClell_d' a (1972b) study 
olntains .. explicit definition of crieis 
consistent with the (1968) findin~s. 

" ••• ~t is a particular klnd of alteration 
If the patterns Gf the lnterflowin~ 
actions between conflict parties. 
Thl ohafise tak.. placi 1_ a .hort time 
and is largl enoulh t. be recosnized. 
••• thl uptrend stage of a crisis 
shluld establlsh a chang. frlm thl 
nlacrisis conditloA to the criais 
oonditiln aAd the do •• trend should 
be another change tG etete i_ the 
~nte~cti .. tll •• " 

Ihat diati_«uish.s th. (1972b) etudy is the attempt 
tl more pre.lsely ide.tify crisis ,hases -
ta distinguiab criai8 from nlnorieis ~onfli.t patterns 
through a o.mp~a.n of the ·up-de .. tluctuatlofts 
teund in eaeh. The' res.a~ch tindings Ibtained de 
differenti.t. arisie trlm noneris!s patt.rns. 
Mest proble .. tl. hO.ITer, are the silAiflcant 
dif~er.neeB reoord.a acroas the two clnf11ct arenas. 

• ••• tà. ,atterAs threughout 
i. t~tf! conflict are.as are 
u_Iire· 

Thie tinding points tl a .Iakness underlying 
CODOI,tUa! dlTelopmeat in th~ atudy ot crieis at 
tho sylt.mie 10Tel , that la , a low leT~1 of 
eomparabillty. Tho eonaoquoft.' 1a that the cene.pt 
ot orisi. at th. ayatemie 10.01 ~emaina at a Tery 
h1!h 1 •• el ef !enoral1satioa. 1 
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What ki.de er researoh questions liTe direction 
te the atudy or cri81s .~ the ayatemie l.Tel? 
la hie (1972b) atudy Obarl •• M'Clelland proposes 
tw. important preblems for arisis researoh. The 
tiret • a 'aeie de •• r1ptiTe taet, ia to identity 
orieie patterns et interacti •• : t. tietiacuiah 
bet",ee. real and psued. en.is, ,atterns. It 115 
hy,atheeized that ce~ta1n patterns of interaction 
lead to ",ar, etàere de note 

"TA. ~el.ti.aa between hostile and 
•• ntendin! nations May bec.m. 
exaoerbat •• at tim.s a. that .b •• rTera 
charaeteriz. the reaulting interchanges 
as eTideace that a criais exists. 
Thes. 1n.tanoes may be , •• ly tluotuat1oaa 
ift·the amount .r type .r conrrontati.n 
and ~ould Aot prDperly be a.ll.d crises. 
o. t~ •• 'ker hADd, it 1a posaiDI. that 
a aerieue &Ad 1mportaat a.quenoe or .x.haa,.. betwe.. th. parti.. t. a 
l.n~-atand1n& international confli.t 
will ocour a8 a tinal .xplorati •• 
• f ,.aiti •• a betora th. 'ulttmat.' 
.t., .f .,neert.d warrar. ie aadertak.n. n12 

Th ••••••• '~.bl.m , .. explanat.ry ta.k , ia t. 
d.termine why 8ome'cri.oa a.mm •••• and th •• are abated, 
wail. _ther. lead' t. war. Of the tw. problems 
MeOl.llaadta atudy~addr.e8ea enly th. rermer. The 
rea.arch queetio.a whioh dir.ct the etudy are of a 
d.ecriptiTe nature, that ia th.y are ooncerned with 
pattern identification and dittereneea. 

"j». ta.re aay ,artioular patterns 
.~ o •• binatt.aa et actfjand reeponsea 
peeuliar t. a eriala?" 

"I. tÀ.~' aaything t. b. teund 1. th. 
data wh10h would permitf •••• uremertta 
et- .ri.ia ab~te ••• t prooa8.es aJa1n8t 
the u,.aad1low. fluctuatioDs of n •• orisia 
•• nfiict?" -;1 

• 

\ 
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Thil il •• t te im,ly that ~he eyste~ie a,proach 
il without implicatione at the explanatory l~Tel 
rer the study or crisis. la the earlier (1968) etudy 
MoClelland employa meaeures er variety a. indirect 
measurea ,or meti va tion,. 

"Seme indirect eTidence in support or 
the routl=izin~ tend.ncy appears in 
the researeh. The cene raI trend toward 
dlcreasing TBriety in the aotions or 
both partiel ••• ar. ,i •• ea .r eupportin~ 
evid ••••••• T •• underlying principle is 
that a sitaati •• which becomes increseingly 
a 'kn ... ·quaatity' will b. dealt with in 
inereasingly r.ut1aized raehi.n. Th. 
adm1n1etratiTe approach , at ite 
ultimate ie to diepateh a probl.m by 
d.aling with it as a type and by 
s.lTing it .y a rormula. nl, 

or couree thie interpretatioa raises the question 
ot whether evidance of underlyin~ motivati.n ea. 
be built iat. eu.h messureB, whether a ,ar.llel 

f 

investigation of intra- unit praoesses, speeifically 
~rg.nlzation.l prooe8ses lB not requlred1 AlI et 
whieh is lu~cestive or a poesible linkace bet.oea 
the eyete~. sad ~eoi.i.n-makiAg a,pro •• hol. la ••• " 

th!, parti.ular linkace .r event/int.ra.tion and 
, --

.r~&Dlzati.nal pro.esses underll.s Rayaond Ta.t.r's 
attem,t,d synthesisd.r the tw. a,proa.hes t. cri.is • 
the subject or a la~r dilcussi ••• 16 

l. • ... lu.i.. the basi. reaturea .r 'th. syst.mio 
a,pro.ch t. orisis may be aummariz.d as folle •• : 
(t,) th. 8y .... l1i. 'appro.ach lDJPo •• e a liml ting focus, 
ta. tw. prinGipa! 4ap.ot. belA& aD .xelueiv. 
pr •••• up.ti •• with 1ater-unit ,roc •• e.e, aad an 

,,- < 

a-tieter1oal a.&lys!s; (2) •• aaurement~ et quantity 

-,/ 

" 
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and variety identify crieis as a partleular s.lf~-- ~ -
interaoti.n patterns;(3} reeear.à qU.sti'DS arl \ 
m.stly et a d.scri,tiTI nature, that 18 they arl 
eonclrn.d with pattera id •• t1fica~i'D,aDd ditferenoes. 

1-
(b) D •• 18l •• -Mak1a, À"rl.cÀ: 

A sU~IY If f.rei&Q ,oli.y studi~ augeeete that 
thosi preoecupi.ed w1 th lntra-uni t ,hen.meDa may be 
broa4ly cat.,er1zed inti tWI Ir.upiass. !he tirst, 
as Ixemplifild by the work , of amlng ethers, 
Rudll,h Rummel , considera national attributls 
as rlllTant for ex,lainittg forei~ ,01iey behaTiort 
I,.eiti,.lly , Rumm.l .aleulates the relationahip 
betweeJl na.tilna1 at'\riiutee &Jld ferei&n conflie' 
beh.Tier~7the se.end Irlupi., identitiee processes 
intern~l t. th. uAit-$tate as an exp)&ttation ~f 
forei~ ,eliey behaTior. Tàl de.i8i.a-making approach 
which tleuses upon the decision pro.,sa internaI to 
the unit can 'I-l •• at.d w1thin th!a ,rlupin,~8 
la thi •• ,proa,. the delcriptiYI t.ekis to identlfy 

, 

the elements., internal a.d external, aa~-connectln~ 
I1nka«~e whioh oomprise ~he forelln policy aystem. 
The ree •• raher ,r.e.ede to explai. torei&n pOliey 
behavior in terme ot the dynamic interaetion of 

1 these .lements &1 th.y '''S8 throulh' the tormulation ,.. . 19 
and implementatien etages of the d.cie1oft-pro •• ss. 

Baai, t. the deciaien-makine .pproaeh 18 the 
intrusion of the per.e,tua1 Tari.bl,~OS"eiti.ally·, 
lndi~dual • .. (/~r ,rou,. a.ting al ~uth.ritat1TI 
d •• laien-matera b ..... thl tl.al point of 1nTtlt1!atien. 

,. 
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GiTinl di~eotion to this inTestigation la the assumptlon 
that thle. deoielon-makers aet n.t in dlr.ct 

, 
. -

respoae. t. the 81-oa11.d tobjectiTe realityt ef the 
eaYlrenment , but aceording to th.lr perceptiôns 
of th~t reality. Thi. assumption leads the researoher 
te explore deci'l!!lion-makers' ,ereeptions ae aa e%pl~atiori 
ef forei~ ,olley behaTler. 

The ex.leratlon ff deaision-makera' ,.rc&ptions 
ia basie t. tKe .edlated sttmulue-response, model, 
a psycholoslcal stimul~-reBpoAs. model applied to 
inter-state Dehavlor. 21 The •• del (see iiacr" d-1) 
tellowi a 8ystéll in,put-.utput dlsiga: the acte and worde 
ef .a. etate b.aome inputs t. aaother. Im,ertaetly, 
it diTerges fre. th ••• medele whi.h expIai. foreiga 
polioy behaTior enly in terme of .ction-r.s' .... (S-R), 
wi~ ••• consideration ot internaI proless.s. Twe 
intermediat. stepe. pereeption (r) and expre.si&n (a) 
are i.elud.d ia the •• diated stlmulus~respons •. mod.l. 
Aa au •• , toreign poliey behaT~or (1) 18 to be .xplained 
Dot by (8) , • physllal or TerD8l aot taklnl plaoe. la 
t ••• nyir.nm •• t , but DY (~), .. actor'a peroeptioa of 
that' act,22 and by (8), the exp~es.1e. ot the actor's 
attitude and behaYior toward the ether actor, the 
inlt1at.r ef tbat act. 23 

. 
A •• ,u14 ~I .xpected the tOQUS imposed by th. 

1 

dlctai.a-making a,,~laoh up •• the study of orisis is 

•••• n'ti.1Iy d11silli1ar ~:r" "that imposed DY' ,othe 
\ r 

,aystem. approa.b. ' •• ""8 t.1 1. tter in.1ud,a enly 
t 

int.r-unlt ph.n •••• a aDd dierelarda intra-un1t •• ur.e • 
• f iAternatilnal eYe~t8, th. fo~e~ .lile n.t 
.xcludial Intlr-unit ,hln.mena empha.~lea internaI 
proceas.. as an ex~laftt1on .t tor.isn poliey b.h.Tl.~. ~. 

~-------~~~~p~~--=-=~"~"~--------------------------~. 
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3-!:!!-E Interaction Model . 

3TATE A '. . STATE B 

- r S r 8~ () 

Percept- Express- Percept- Express- ~ 

ion of . ion of ion of ion of , 
Bb t·ttt- A te Atti- A's Atti- Bts Atti-
tud and tude and tude and tude and ,.., Behavior Behavior R S- Behavior Behavior a. ~ towllrd toward J toward towllrd 7 

A B Output 13 A 1 

Behavior Output ~ 
/ l .,., 

diap;ram 2,-1-

l, 1 .) 
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\~ 

,Peràa»a Eoat ai&nif1cantly ~t ie remembered that the 
ayatemie approaoh ide.titi.' cri~is as an 'lbj.etiTe' 

TI'!" • 
,heno.en~D , a partieular pattlrn et iat.racti~n 
dltermined by techaiea1 .I.sureme.ts. Th. decieion-~kin! 
s,pro.lh proTides a ,erceptual • 'luijlotiTe' '; , 

detin1tlonl Charles H.~n. d~fines crisi! as • 
~ituation whieh, ~ 

"(1) threat.ne hilh-priority !Oa18 of 
thl dlciaien-making unit, (2] rlstriets 
ta. amlunt Ir ,time àTa1laàle for . 
ree,onse befor. the dlci.ion 18 
transformld aAd (3) .~riees the 
mlmhere of the dlci.i.n-"king 
unit by itl .oourrenc,." 

Threat , tlme salieney &ad surprise are indicators 
1 

which cann.t De mlasured indep*ndently of 
tIt. ' 

part1cipallts' ,eroeptions. Tll1. is tl be oontra,eteci 
with t •• ayatemie de!inition whieh 11 ol.ârl~ , 
ind.pendlnt et sUlh plrceptions. 

Th. Hlrman. detinitien is • basil el~ment 
.r the de.i.ioa-makin« appreach te crisis. H.~ 
hyp.th.s1s.s that the imp •• t of situat10A u,.n 
th.'decisioa,precl •• will be si&nif1cant~y dirterent 
wbln all th~ee ellmente of his definition are present 

~ 

than waln I.e or aIl ~~e aba •• t. ! ~IT1.w,~t ~.I 

ki.torieal 11~erature 1 •• da suppert ,te th1a hypothesie. 
Th. importanee of the .l.m.nt of t1me , tir e~ample, 
'ia emp ... leI4 Dy T.' So •• naon in hie analyaià of' 
'he Cult .. nlaile crisi's. 

/ 
"ae ka •• leds_ that timl was runninl 
eut a.m1Aat •• eur dia.ussioDS aad 

) 

.. te,,, ua ••• tb, lat. lnt'. the nipt. 
~~e s •• "ed up U-2 111"i8 kad apparently 

-..t\ 

.' ) 
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Dot alerted the SeTiete to our 
dieooTery. But .0 hai to rormulate 
and dec~ar. our position, said 
the President, before thoy kne. we 
'len.w, 'before the matter leak,d c:>u t 

.. to th&"-publio and bafore the 
miesile.'b.came eperational.,,25 

The !reat .alue of this threefold definitien ia 
~ 

that it ie both axpllcit and specifie: s,ecifie y 

proDises the formulation of rigorouB relat 
etatemente. Ho.e.er, specifieity ie not _.hieTed 
without oomplications. This th~ •• t~l definitt.n 
requiree ~ot only tbat eaeh clément e identified, 

hese elemente 
aSi,n! tlu'ea t 

,. 
but that the interrelationehip of 
be determined. Peroepiions of in 
might, fqr example, lead to pèrcep'tiàne ()f .. ' 

increeaing time salienay whren lQÀ:Y in turn serTe 
te helghten the leTels ,~ ,ercelTed threat. 
Furthermore, OTar a giTen period of tlme lt le 
~oncei.able (alt.ou~un1ike1Y) that the le.e18 of 
perceiTed threat and time salienoy ~y folldw 
opposing tendenolés, or what is more likely , ene 
leTel mày increase while the other remaine constant. 
One .Guld exp.ct the impact on the dlciaion proeess 
in the latter ex&mple , te be difterent from a 
period ift whioh-bath 1e.ele record inoreaees. Ae 
Bueh a,cor.llary to the Hersa •• ."othesie ehould 
read: ••• a whe. aIl .1em.~ are preeent the impact 
.n the deoision proces8 may differ aecDrd~n~ to the 

~ 

patterD et that p~.seBc •• 
What are tà. important res.arch 

te the deei.ien-.akin~ a"roaoh te 

questions- related' 

orillis? la th~" 

- . 
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studies by Heleii, Nerth and Bredy , "~roeption 

and Aoiie. in the 191~ Crieis", and ".e~8uring 
Affect and Action in International Reaoiieft 
Medela: Empirieai M~terlals trom the 1962 GuDan , 
Crieis", the basio ~.aeareh question lnvestigated 
ia the relationshi, between the ~erception ~t 
hostility by decieion-makers and levele of Tielenoe 
in et.te actien. 26 In hie Iater study ot crisis, 
"Crleie,Escalatiea,War", Ole Helat! identifies the 
central research question ef he. decision-makers, 
individuals and/or gr~ups , re.pond t. the preseure 
and teneien of a peroeiTed orieis situation: the 
Helsti etudy is in tact oonoerned with a twe part 
relationehi, , (1) pere.ptie. of crisis situation 
leadin~ te stres6, (2) the impact of streee upon 
deoision proeesses and outputs. (see dia~ram d-2) 

"~h. • •• iral Qonoern of this book la 
'~. te explere the possible consequences 

.~ et crisis indueed stress oa individusl 
and e~,anizationa1 performan •• that 
are Most likely te affect the process8s27 and .uteemes Gf tor.ip-pelicy matin,." 

Of ceurse it May be ar~od that stress as aa 
lnterTening variable may or may not bo critiosl 
te ohan«es in the deoision proeesa and/er decision 
eutput. The Iledel of crisis b,ehaTlor as i t a,pears 
in diasram d-) exaludes the interT.nlng stress 
yariaole aad expresses the relati~nahip simply i. 
terms ef peroept1~~ ot situati.a --+ de.1aion praoeas/ 
d •• isio. eutput. 28 la reteronoe t~ this model, 
research questlena rolatin~ situation to ehang.a in 
declaien pr •• esa _an be elustered 1nte twe br.ad 
cate~.riea, structure and prece •• :(l) or~aa1zati.nal 

l 
,~ 

\ 
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Cri9is Dehavior Models 
(witl1 Gtrc88 on on interveninf, varinble) 

, 

SITUATIon' 

PercePt 
tian Threat 
af 1 

_ .. Si tua-I Time 
tian f Surp-

1 rise 

diogram d-2 

Fee back 

(withaut an intervening variable) 
E;TrrTTA'Pron , 
Percep~ 
tion l'rhreat 
of 1 

~ ~ Si tlla-ll'ime 
tion jSurp-

1 rise 

Fe/ec:back 
'\. 

diar:ram 2,-} 

Decision 
Process 

Output 

DeCi~;-1 
Proce:3s 

~ '-
Output 1 

.. 
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Criais Behavior Uode1 
(with perception as an interveni1g vartab,le) 

.sITUATIon 
- , ---- -- ---

Perccp-, 
tien Thred; 
of 
3i tua- f Time 
tien 1 Surp-

rise 

diagram Q.-! 

Percep 
tion 

Feed ack 

Output 

) 
• :J 

!; 

j 
f 
1 
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B~ructurl ÂB the ,eroeiTed crisis blcames more 
intlnse will the number er par~ieipante in_decisions 
tend t. inoreael? (2) .~,anizational procese -
ÂS the perceiTed orisis beoomls more intense will 
there be a ~reater tlndeney tG rely UpOD 

extraordinary or improTised cha.nels et cemmunication? 
\ .. 

A t.~r4 model ot criais behaTior 1s one 
whie~\l •• ludes perclptions both as an independlnt 
and interTening Taria\l •• (see «la,ram d-4) 
By th. lattlr le mesnt chan~es ln the p~~ceptiens 
ef deo18i.~-makers in resard t. I.vironm.nt and selt: 
(1) lR terme et enTironment; Âs the I~sis bec.mes 
more intense will de.ieien-makers perceiT' the ranI' 
.t alternatiTls .p •• t. thlm Aarrewing? 
(2) i. terms ot self a As the ,ri.is b.comes morl 
inte.sl will decision-makers tend to supplement 
1ntormat1en about the ObjlctiT' 8tat.~t .tt~irs with 
information drawn from their own p~ exp.rien.l? 
It is ay,othls1aed that theae ehang.s wl11 haTe an 
im,act upon de.is1on-prellse/deolsioa·.utput. 

Im,ortaAtly, meth.delollcal roadblocke not 
eaeouDtarad 1. the eyetemle appreaeh29 are 
laber.nt te r.s.aroh Qu.stiene whleh roquir. 
perc.ptua,l data au,h a. thea. ab'T'. Ceastrainte 
t.oth. ,ath.rins et _.ta .oourat. and euff1ai •• t 
perc.ptnal data are nwa_.eus. P.r.enal interTi.wa 
a~e .ttea not po •• ible •• 4 data tram friTate •• moire, 
wk.n BUlh •••• i~8 .xist, are .tt,n ef un'Tea qua11ty 
and trequently •• ntra4iet.ry. 0 ..... 17 researchers 
mu.' rely .n· publie stat, •• nts whi,h relardl.s8 ef 
th. ..pkisti •• ti.. ~t the analytical t •• haiqu.s 
us.,lPemalft,1ndire.t\ •• u~C&S ef p.~.eptual d_ka, 
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which May net aocurately represent the perceptions 
of dec1sien-makers~31 Cen.equent1y, and this is a 
weakness of the deeisien-makin, approaoh te crisis, . 
research findlals m$Y not acliieTe the levei of 
speeiti'city del1anded by researoh questioas. 32 

la the a,plicatien ot the decision-Making 
.pproaeh te criels .• prier ste, te the 1nTestlgat1oa 
ot reeearch questlons-la the orderlng et toreie
p.11ey data. lni.ed ardering must be censldered 
a neeessary prerequ1site. What 1s requlreà ls a 
de.1s1QD-mak~n, tramewerk e.,able et both class1tying 
and relati~g tereign pelicy data. The Breoher, 
Steiabers, Stein fere1gn polioy trame.ork)) 
(see dialZ" d-5) iapeses a syst •• ie erdering: 
__ ta are t1tted 1nte the set et eomponents •• mprisia, 
ta. terel~ polley syst.~, emYiro .. eat3! actors, 
structures and pro.esses, aIl ot w.ioh are located 
w1thin thre. deeisional phases, input, preoesa and 
eut'qt.Il1pll." ia thi. orderin, ls an engoin, 
interrel~tedneBs - the continueus fIe. et polioy 
Laputs , p.11ey procese and pe110y outputs. A 
basie aS8umptien i8 th.t system10 .rde~n! .110ws 
for the 1nvestiiépion Dt cause-etfeet relations, . ~ .. 
8S weIl as , tha deteotioD ot re!Ular patterns 
et state beh_Tiar. 

, 
Witheat.at this point attemptin, a turther 

de •• ription ot th.-Breo.er et al. research tramewerk 
(this will _. pre.ented in detail in ,th. followiml 
ehapter), ~:tt •• tiel1 1. direoted 1;0 ba.le attribut •• 
wh1eh re.der the tramewerk partieu1arly suit_ble 
te the deoi8ion-matine a"roaoh t. the ,study ot 
oriei. as outlined aboTe. J1rstIy , tà. tocus et 
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.. 
Il 

the f~amework i8 upon the intra-unit deeision procese, 
although it doee ineorporate extra-uAit Tsriablee 
as 1-npute to thie prooess. Seectndly, the framework 
identifies the decision-makin, e1ite , indiTiduals 
and/er ,r~ups authorized to decide in matters of 
high po1ioy , as the. basic component of the 
deoision-making prooeaa: the l~gea of this elite 
are oonaidered to be the decleiTe input t. th. 

foreiga po11cy syatem. The Dasic underlying assumption 
la that, 

"4eoiaioa-matere aet in 
ao.ordanoe with perception of 
rea1ity , not in3~e8P.nse to 
reality i~ael:r." 

As suoh , the notion ~f criais ae a pereeiTed 
situation is proYided for. 

In ~.nelu.i'À, thia ehapt.r has attempted, 
al bei t 'brieny, t. detin. the theoretical fru.work 
of th. deoi8ion-making a,preaoh to orieis: 
i •• e dei., , ln prepa~ation fer subsequ.nt cbaptera, 
layinl th. the.r~lc.l creundw.~k fer am e.plrioal 
applicatien of that approa.h. In a t.e.retioa1 

, •• mpart.oA with the ayat.mie appro.ob twe basic 
aapecta di8t1a~iah the d •• iaion-making approach, 
~rat 1. a f.ous .mpha.i.in! intra-unlt pro.easesi 
I~oond ~. a ,.roeptual,· ••• J •• tiY.', defini~ie • 
• t,orlsi •• Da,.~tant11, the •• tw. aspeota oa. b. sa14 
t~-~I;.ct'~ .... i.l ...... kiD' researoll t. a, •• itio 
anal1ti~al taakls at ta. •••• r1ptiT. 1eT.t - ,. 
d.li •• at. the forei.- ,.li01 syst ••• ad t. safber 
and oate,.ris. t.~.1 .. poli01 .ata, includlnC 
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pereeptual data; at the explanatory leTel -
to determine the causal sequences within the 
intra-unit proo.eses lead1ng to terei&a pe11cy 
outputs , includin~ the imp •• t ,et p.ree1Ted situatien. 
These ~ tae tasks te wh10A the tollow1n~ 
ohaptera address the.selT •• in &A application 
of the deeiaion-mak1ng approaeh te th. Berll. 
Wall cri.ia. 

.. 
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Pelit1... New York: Free Pie •• , 1968, 
p. 161 1 

4 See t •• die.ussion of eynthe$ia lB Cha,t.r Peur. 
5 MoClel1an4, Charl.s,A.,-Aotien Struotur •• and 
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16 Se. the ti •• u.ai.n .t synthe,l. 1. Ohapttr "ur. 
17 Ruamel, Rad.l,k. -Th. Relatie •• atp bl~een Natienal 

Attri~u.es and Porel .. Oent11et ~T1.r", ia 
Dartd lin.er ( .. ~). Ql.lutitatlTeiatematiollal 
Pel1tio •• Nt. Yé~kz Prii Ilia., 1969, p,. 1e7~214 

18 Ii .ieald ~. noted, and this will be •• me apparent 
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et. ,al framework , that the deolaion-makint fiCUS 
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19 N0t all d •• isien-making etudies are equally 
eoncerned with ,Iliey tormu1atien and implementation. 
For .~pl., in "The neoi.i.n-Makia& .. ' .... h to 
the Study et International PGlities"(Se. Bii1icgraphy), 
Synder, Bruck and Sa"n emphasizi te~latie •• 

20 Clearly n.t aIl dec18i.n-making studies tmphasize 
th. perceptions of ,utboritatiye deeision-makere. 
Graham Jllison's .r«anizational proclsete modtl, 
ter txamp1e, considere organizational reutine as 
an explanation of tereign pOlioy behaT1er. Se. 
'Allis'ft, G. T. in bl'blioçaphy. 

21 Osse.d, Charlee, -Behayior Thlory and the Social 
S.1In'ls", in Roland Yauns (ed.) , A.'iroaeh.e 
te th. Study .f Pe1itie •• Eyanet~n, 1.2 
WirlEieëliin UüiY. Press, 1958. 

22 (r) als. rtfere t. the deeision-makers' ieti.itien 
ot the situati.n. , 

23 See th. articles by Reiert JerY1. and Roiert N~rth 
in K.Kaerr and J. Roslnau ( •••• ). C •• tlndinc 
~roache8 te lAtemational p.litie,. Prinoeton: 

n.tten UnIT. !res , 1969, t.r a aebatt et the 
strengths and we.kne s.s ot the 3-~I.-R mod.l. 

24 He~nnt C.l., "Iat rnational. Crilie al a Situational 
Variable". in Jame N. Rosenau, Int,matienal Pe1itios 
and lerei'i Polic ,rev. ed. New tork:Jree Press, 
l'9'6'9, pp. 0-

25 S.r.n ••• , Th •• d re, C., Keaaldy. N~w York: 
Har,.r and Row, 1965 1 p. 680 

26 ael.ti,Ol. R.,R.bert c. No~tk and Riokard Â. Bredy, 
"Pe~tptl'A and Acti •• in th. 1914 Cas.," in , 
J.DaYid Sin,.r,(.d.) 9!antltat1Ye lnt.rnatlena1 
Pellt1ol. New Y.rk:P,r.e !riss, 1968, pp. 123-158 
aelatl,dl. R.,Ro.ert C. Hezth aad Riohard A.. Bredy, 
·Atf •• ~ and Actien lA Iaternati.nal Reaot1en Modela", 
Jea~al of P •••• ae.!!fhh, n •• )-4, 1964. 170-190 
X .Aa.a-iillpailsttn or • O1l~u &111 1914 crises- held 
th.-pre.i •• of important resea~ch tlndings , 

- - ~ifioally i t p*mi ttecl a .Gllpar1 ••• o'~ two 
,ath~1o~, tk. eDe le.d1ftS t. war, the 
other 1ead1ns t.~t ro •• lntien. 

27 Sel_ti. 01. R., Cri.tI, I.iila~.r •• entreal: 
•• q111-Qqe.ns Unl ... r ty M'B, t lr.--lL~ _ 

28 It la t. \. neted that .s represente' in d1ag~ 
d-2 threuah 4-4 by the .Alar«.d arr •• , 1t ~8 
oon •• lyabl. that sltu~tieB May haTe aD 1mpact upon 
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dee1s1on output with.ut any changea haTing taken 
pla •• in the deeleion proelss. This ia aot to 
argue that deolaion process d08S not ,recede 
decision output sequentially , but it la to argue 
that decieion procese may not alwsye set as an 
intervenlng variable. 

29 This 1e not to su!gest thst there are no 
methodologiesl problems enoountered st the systemie 
1eTel. Thes. would certainly include Inoompleteneee 
of da~a and relianee upon sin!le sources. S •• 
loCl.Il.nd, C.A., "A ••• sa t. Berlin ••• " 

30 Se. Helsti, D.R., C.nt.nt AnalfSiS for the Sooial 
Soiences and Humaaltle •• Re.1 ng, g.ss:-Iddlson-Wesley, 
.1969. - " 

31 This 1e .ne et Rebert Jervis's majer criticisme of 
the S-~:.-R Modele S •• Jarvis, R., -!he Coste of 
the Quantitative Study of International Relations", 
in xn.rr, K., and Ra.ensu, J. (eQs.) Centendln, 
tIl,eaChes to Int.rnati~nal Polltl.s.!i1aceton: 

Dolt.n Uftrv. Pi ••• , i9&g. pp. 181-201 
32 See the ceallusion of Cha,ter Three of this thesis 

for a confirmation ot these remarks. 
33 Breeher, M., B. Steinberg, and St.in J., 

nA Pramework for R •• earch on ~.r,isn Pelicy B.haTior", 
J!Mlnal ot Centlict Reeolutlen, XIII, 1969.pp. 75-102 

34 ". liiaii.ri aitterent1ates between th •• ,erational 
and psyehole!ical envlrenments. The .p.rational 

·.nTironm~nt refers t. the S.ttiDI ln wh1eh toreign 
,.liey decl~ion8 are __ de. Br •• htr .,.aitles that 
thia lnclud ••• ,.tantiall,. releTant tactol'~ and'~ 
o.nditions whiah •• uld att.et a st.t,'. ext.rnal 
ieha.ier." The p.yoh.loslcal •• vll'onment eentains two 
related oomponenta. ~he attltudlnal pr1sm groupa 

-societal and personallty fact.rs. Thl. pr.videe 
the lens through whieh the seoend cemponent, elite 
ima!es of the &perational enTireament are tilterad. 

35 Brether et al., wA Pramework tor Besearch ••• " ,. 84 
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CHAPTER TWO -
BERLIN ~ CRISIS .. ! ~ -.S ... TUD ....... Y 

H1atoricaI Pratace: 

The historiea1 background ef the BerIiA eriaia . 
of 1961 ia beat character1zed aa .ne of protracted 
coaflict. Tais oenf1iet had ita r~ots in th. 

post-war occupation of G.rm~iy the four 'al1i.d' 
,powers. B.~li. aituated in the middl. of the SoYiet 
•• n. praved to be partieularly vulnerab~e ta aceeSB 
eontro1s. Th. tirst major Berlin .~isis erupted en 
June 23 t 1948 wh.n the SOTi.t Uni •• , protestin~ 
eurrency· reforma undertaken by the Unite. States~ 
Britain and Jrafiee in th. WesterD zanes , sesled 
off aIl West.rn access routes to B.rlin wità the 
ex.e,tien of th. air carrid.r. The il •• kade endur~d 
eleT'. months. It. ia,e.ttion pre.ok.d th • . , 

'institutionalizatian' of ~ •• ti1ity t.ward the 
SeTi,t Uni •• \1 th. W •• tern P .. ers: e. April 4. 
1949. the He~tà Atlantio freat7 ... sien.d, thia 
treBty forma11sed a eolle.ti..,.' d.toaae arrusement 
4ir.èted againat C~ .. uai.t laeur.ioDa 1n Buro,e. 

, - , 

!ho ~lockad •. efticia11y ~am. t. an end with the 
Pari •. ~e.llent of Jun. 20, 1949: tae :raria 
Aer •••• nt oent.lned pleis.s ~l East ani W.st Bot to 
restrict B.rlia-•• nal and inter.onal traff1. and 
e~i •• t1.n8. 

!k •••••• ~ .. jor Be~l1a triai a .. a 1nltiated in 
N.T •••• ~ .t 1958 when the SOTie' Uniea d ... ndtd tbat 

\ 
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the United St~tes, Great Britain and Prane. 
" 

w1 thdraw their troepa trom West Berlin. Th .. ,· 
SOTlet leader, KhrushcheT, p~~p.8ed tha~ Berlin 
become • free city. He fUrth.r threatened t. 
turn OTer control ot ac'.eSB routes te the East 
German government within six monthe it the 
Westera Pe.ers retused t. accept his proposaI. 
In resp.a.e, the Amerioan Secretary ot state, 
Dulles, p~emieed military retaliatieft should 
acceBa to Berll. be Dlooked. An apparent 
downturn in the crisis came in June ot the 
following year. la notes to the weatern ,~wers 
in which the SOTt.t Uniea reject~d their clalms 
to centinued occupation of Berlin and restated the 
proposaI tor a frea city, tbere waB ne ret.rence 
to the preTiouely deolared'six months d •• d1ine. 
Purthe~.re, the SoTie._ now declared themselves to 
be re •• pti.e te Jlli.d aedit1cations. T~ c~lsls 
e!tectiTely ended .n the twenty-seTenth ot se,t.aher, 
1959 , when ln a jeint èQmmUni~ue 188ued.during the 
KhJ'usllehe ... visit to the United states, the Amerioan 
,nd SeTiet leaders mereed ~. re.pe. Begetiations on 
BerliJa and Gel'l18ny. !he tellew1ng day it .. s aunotWeed 
that the SeTiet ultimatum en Berlin hat _een drepped. 
'rh. ",rie .. e ...,a short 11 vect' howe'f:er, and renewe,d 
S~et-!aer1.an 1ntransi,en.. G ... er Berlin ln th. 
spr1ng et 1960 was Ilim8Xe./.)y the cancel1at1en of 

.a,.#",,.-

the. Pan. Suait .meetinl.:- ._": 
It .. e aca1Det this hiat.rioal baekdro.;.f 

cont1nu1ng SOT1et-jMer1can antagonlam .Ter Berlia that 
the ne. administration UDder J.eha Keane" teok effi.e 
ift Ju1lUY 1961. 
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Introduction: , 
The application of the declslon-making approach 

to the Berlin Wall orieis ia divided into two par1s, 
a case atudy analys1e and the teating of hypothesls. 
Th. cas. atudy, the $ubject of thi~ehapter,lB 
dlrected by four taeles, " 

(1) a description of the foreign po11cy system, 
in partlcular , to lden~lfy the members of the 
decie1on-making elite and thelr roles in the 
decision-makin~ proeesa;(Ia it possible to 
identify aD individual or ~roup 8S the key 
component of the #torei~ policy systell?) 
(2) the opera.tionaI'izati'on of Hel'll1ann' s c.neept 
of a crieis situation;<Can the Berlin Wall criais 
in fact be clas8i!ie~ aecording ta the Hermann , 
de~inition as a crisis situation?) 
() an examination of the inputs to foreign policy 
decisioDs • that 1s ta determine the key inputs 
ta the decision-fiow; (Are particu'lar inputs present 
consistently throughout the declsion flow? What 
i. the impact ot situatlo~?) 

ç 

(4) an analysis of th. feedbaek proce8s~ speclflcally , . ~ 

to determlne the consequences of the Berlin criais , , 

deeisione tor the operational and psychol.gicsl 
environmenta and the impact" upon subsequent decisions, 
(Did th~ 'decislons ta.ken durinS the Berli. oriais ,~ 
ha'Ye an' effect on later deciaione?) 

Importantly. the analysis which tollows does not 
~ 

.~lGY quantltetiTe techniques: there i8 ne 
quantitative content analys1a of primar,y data. 

, 
1 
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la th1s Bense the study may weIl be criticised 
ror its lack ~f rigor. In response, ta thie 
eventual britieism it eh.uld be stated that the 
absence of quantitative analysie does not imply 
a rejection ot quantitat1ve teohniques. It doea 
ho.ever, re!lect the judgement, which of course 
remains open to debate, that ths available data 1a 
better suited ta qualitative analyste. Basi.ally, 
the avsilable eourees of primary data are limited 
to a few public statements and tor the Most part 
the study must rely upon the Ister writings ot 
those involved, writings whieh at best provide a 
partial and otten contradictory aceount. 

In reterenoe to this incompleteness of available 
B ourees,. Tad Soren.on in hie text t "Kennedynl • 
indicatee his awareness of the ~ift1culties involved. 

"At the urging ot the eminent 
hiatorian On h1e etaft, Arthur 
Schle8in~er, Jr., he (Kennedy) 
acr •• d that procedures should 
he eatab11shed to record the first
hand recollect1ona o~ participants 
in crucial avente while our 
memoriss .ere still ~relh. 

But he never found time ta 
do it. He arranced for the 
cŒmprehensive transcrlptl.n of 
major deliberations, and at times 
he dietated llel10randa ot conversations 
tor the ~ll'8. But he ea.municated 
maay of h1e key dec1.1~na by voiee 
1nstead o~ in ~t1n~, by telephone 
inatea4 o~ 2etter and to one instead 
01 many ••• " 

PT .. aIl ot thia it should not be interred-that no 
attempt ie made tb achieve a rlgorous, systemati. 
analys1s, desp1te the absence of quantitat1Te têehn1quea. 

1 
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Decision-Makins Elite: 

Under the heading of decision-makers the 
Breoher et al. rrame~ork identifies ftindividuala 
or groupa with authority to decide in the sphere 
of external behavior. n1 To th1s ,enara1 
identification a number of specifications must 
be attaehed (1) the authority to decide refers te 
"author1zation aanctioned by the oonventions ot 
the 8Y8tem."~ (2) thes. individuala or !roups are 
involved with -deeisiona of higb polioy (3) the 
decision-making elite inc1udea individuals and/or 
~roups whose images of the operational environment 
ean be said to 'ahape' deciaiona (4) the decision-making 
alite ia 'oBtegorioally' separated from the 
bureaueratic enTironmant whioh surrounds it. 
The latter 1. placed under the heading of institutionsl 
interest groupa. 

In referenee ta thia last speoification, the 
separation of the decis1on-maki~! e1ite trom 1ta 
bureaueratic environment may proTe diftioult in terme 
of an empi~ical study. In re!ard to t~e Amer10an 
decision-making proeeSB durin! the pe~od of th. 
Ber1i1t criais it may b. argued that this separation 
i8 indeed possible. lUrthermore,the releTant weight 
of individua1 and group contributions within the 
deci8ion-makins alite may a1eo be d.ter.mined. This 
argument drawa 8npport rrem three sources: 
(1) Pr •• ident Kennedy's a ••• rt1en of control over the 
bureaneracyas deaoDstrated by h1s'redefinitien or~ 
th. decision-making environment;3(2) ~he nature of 
the Pre.ident'. redefinition;(J) ~he 4.cre. of 

.. 

~ ,. .-
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PreSident Kennedy'! 
the deolalon-maklng 

(1) Redefini tian 

persona1 involvement ln 
process. 
of the Envirommen1 - A basic --component of the decision-makin~ environment 1e 

what Graàam Alllaon refers to aa the ·a~tion-channel'. 
"Acilen-channela, i.e., regularized ways 
of produclng action concernlng types 
of issues, structure the game by 
pre-selecttng the major players, 
determining thelr pointa of entrance 
into the game and distributlng 
particular ~dvant.gea and disadvantages 
for sach ggme ••• " 

Control over the faBhionin~ or ref8shlonin~ of 
action channels permtts the President, in part, 
to shape the bureauoratie outlook according to 
his own values. In way of as example , althou&h' 
he would become dlsencbanted iIth the performance 
of the st.te De.artment durln~ the Berlin crisis , 
it remaina that thla department's hierarchy was 
dominated by Kennedy picked men, among tham 
Secretary Rusk , Under Se.retary Bowlee , UN 
Amba88ador Ste~eneon and Aaaistant Seoretary 

-, 

W111iam8. To thi. extent at least Kennedy's valuee 
can be aaid to have penetrated the State Department', 
the principal in8t1tution of the foreiga policy 
bureaucracy. 

(2) Wature o~'the.R.àefinition - The nature of --Keanedy'. redeflnition W&B largely determtned by 
what he cons1dered tG be the pl1nc1pal requ1sites 
of the decié1on-making pracesa. S •• e~t coordination, 
1nfo~al personal contact. these requlrements account 
for the ~portant rol. accorded the National Securlty 

t, 
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Ceuncil staf!, tAe Berli. task foree,and r 
White Houae>assistants. , , ~_~tially i t wa8 these 
groups and individuals who wouI come to def~ne 
the alternatives from among whic Presidenti.l 
decisions ultimately develope •• l deed if 
one argues that definition of alternatives 
impliee active participation in deci.ion formulation 
then one may include theae groups and individuals 
within the deOisioDf.king tlite as previously 
d.flned: their imag s of the operational 
environm.nt would sh pe Amerioan forelgn policy 
deelei..oDB. 

The National Security Counetl staff head.d by 
MeGeorse Bundy constituted the coordlnating link 
between the whit. House and the state Department. 

-But,if the National Seourity CGuneil 
plalad a d1mlnishln& role t the 
National Se.urity staf! waa indi8pensable. 
Bundy saw hl. tunction as that of 
th. olarifi •• tien of alteroativee 
set betor. the P~esident.n' 

In point of tact the tunctiona of the NSC staff 
.ere never form~lly delineated, but evolved in 
part as a consequence Gf Pre.ident Kennedy's iAtenslve 
involvement in national security affaire and in 
part as a result of what the Pre.ident viewed as 

, state ~partment inadequacy. The Bundy etaff, in 

an effort to !urnish Kenne4y wlth information and 
anallsis , peaetrated the 'internaI activities of 
&overnmental department8 and ageneies. Material ... 
provided at a speed wh1ch Stat. Dlpartment response. 
did not match. Ia.reas1ncly, the Depart •• nt was unable 
te maasure up to Pre.ld.ntial expectations • . ' 

~ • ~ f 4 .... ', 
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"The Preaident waa discoura~ed with 
tbe S~ate Department almost as soon 
as he took o~~ice. He ~e1t that 
it too often seemed to baTe a 
built-ln inertia which deadened 
InitiatiTe and that its tendency 
toward excessive deley obsoured 
determination. lt had teo man~ 
voices and too li~tle vigor.lt 
.as neyer alesr to the Preaident 
(and this oontinued to be true even 
after thè personn.l chan!es) whe 
.. s in charge, who wa8 c1early 
dele~at.d to d. what, and why hia 
0W'!l po1ioy line aeemed coga1atent1y 
to b. a1tered or evaded." 

Aocording1y the size of the Buniy etatt and the 
acope of its aotivities increased. lB this way the 
basic task of inter-~!ency coordination initially 
oQnsidere~ by the President to b. aState Department 
~unotion oame more and more to be performed by the 
NSO statt. 

~ask forces created under the Kennedy administration 
ware problem-oriented ad hoc bodies M4de up ot 
repreaentative8 ~r •• a number of departments, one 
ot who. waa !iTen the dut Y ot fo~u1ating 
recemmendatieAs. The •• sk force was an instrument 
desi!Ded to speed and cQordlqate the deciaion-makin~ 
proeess. la ,artiea1ar, the Berlin task torce, 
appointed in June 1961 under the chalrmans~ip of Paul . , 

Bl~.e, the Assistant Secretary of Dafenae tor 
latemational Se.urity Altaira W8S a response to 
th. inabi1ity ot the state Department to tormu1ate 
an ~t~ectiTe re8ponae to the deTeloping criais situation • 

• e.~er. ot the White Ho~.e staff w.re a180 heavi1y 
1nvolved with questions of tor.i~B po11cy. Tb1. 

" 
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involvement was not res~rioted to policy advice. 
Not only did staff membere provide independent 
criticisms of department recommendations , they 
aleo attempted to draw out ideas directly from 
middle level officiaIs and attempted to determine 
whether Pre.identl.1 directives were being 
followed. 

The Kennedy rede~inition also brought about the 
decline ln importance of two previously influentlal 
~roups. Specifioally. , antlpathy for declsion 
by co.mmittee mot1vated a reappraisal of C •• lnet 
and National Secu~ty Couneil functioDa. 

IIHe .. s not interested in unanill.ous 
committee recommandations which 
stlfled alternatives to find the 
lowest commo, denominator of 
compromise. ft 

~
He abandoned the practlcé of the 
Ca_iuetts·and the National Seourity 
Coun.il's m.k1n~ group decisions 
like oorporate boards of directors."B 

Aocording to Soren.en fe. mattere of importanoe in 
forei~ affairs wera diacussed in Oabinet sad no 
deciaions of i~portance wera taken. SIhlea1nSer 
notes that the President cGnTened the National -
Seourity Couneil only when he was at the point of 
deeision. 9 In contraat to the Eiaenho.er adminiatratioh 
the Ca_lnet and the Nati~pal Se curi t y Counoil were to 

, . 
play auch 4iminished'roles in the decision-making 
preeeas. lO 

(3) !re.id.nti.l In.81 ••• ,nt - ~ d1aeusa1on of 
the deeiéi"o.p-makin!' pJ'oees8 takinr; pla.a during the 
Berlin cr1~s muat taka lnto consideration the 
extent of the Prea1dent's ~erBonal involvament in 

2 .3 . ~ .. -
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forei~ atfaiTs. Sohlesinger writes that Kennedy came 
more and more to direct tbe daily a~fairs o~ American 
foreign policy personally. Particula~ly in the aftermath 
of the Bay of H!s fiasco the President ne unwilling 
to depend entirely upon bureaucratie into~ation 
and analysie and wa8 appreheneiv. a.out possible 
bureaucratie initiatives. Kennedy waa determined to 
make hie own deeisione before the force of events 
deprived him of the authority to choose. In view of 
this predisposition ta active inv.lvemeat in the ., 
direction of American foreign policy it ie hardly 
eurprisin~ to discover that the President immersed 
hlmself in and took personal charge of t~e Berlin 
operation. 

"Hia second basie deeieion wss to 
tak. complete charge of the 
operation. For months he saturated 
himself in tà,"problem. He revi •• ad 
and rensed the mili t.ê;ry eontin!ency 
plana, the eonvention81 foree build-up, 
the diplomatie and propaganda initiatives, 
the Budget changea an~the plans 
for .conomic warfare. n 1 

Clearly the do~inant presence of the Pre.id.nt muet 
be regarded as the signlflcant companant of the 
foreign policy syst ••• 

In terms of the criais behaTior model dieplayed 
1. ehapter one (d1agraa d- 3) th1 •• eana tha 't 
Kennedy'_ peroeptions of the aituation should be 
oonsidered as the key d.terminant of decision proeess 
and'foreign polie1 output. This ~ll be the assumption 

, underlyins the operattona1ization ot the Hermann 
o~ncept of erisia 1. th1s oa •• study: •• ,loyinS ~ 

Kennedy's .eroeptions as a bas!s for determin1ns 
," , 
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, 

both the presence of a crieis situation and 
ite impaot. 

n •• 181oa-!!2!: Framework !! Anallsia 

In this analys1e of the decision-flow occurr1n~ 
during the per10d of the Berlin crisia , the 
Br.aher et al. rea.arch framewort .mphasizin'& 
three systemio phases - input , proo.ss and 
output - is imposed upon the available empirical 
data. 

Inputs May be indirect environmental stimuli . 
which imprint upon tRe decisional aetting or thay 
May be direot environmental stimuli which provot. 
a decision. l Inputs are broadly classified accordin& 
to source and are further subjected to ordinal 

2 -
scale rankin~. 

Proeess oomprises two sta&es, formulation and 
implementatton. Formulation involv.s the selection 
among specified alternatives leadin& to the choie. 
Gf a particular option. Thi. choie. ia referred to 
a8 aD output or deeislon. ne.talons are classified 
as strategie or tactlcal on the ~asls of the 
&ravity of conaequenoes intended and peroelTed, 
as weIl as , on the basis or th.ir de~init1on or 
objectives and/or acceptable alt.rnativ~s with 
rererence to preeedin~ and subsequent decisiona. 3 . 
De.isi·~.s are also classlried accèrdlnc to eôntent 
and plaoed within one or .o~ of the four braad 
issue areaa which include •• ilit.~-Se.ur1ty, 

/"" 
Polltical-Dl,lomatle, Eeonom1c-DeT.l.~en'al. an. 
Oulta.&l-Statu •• 

/ 
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Subsequent to the Bot of formulation ia 
o 

the aet of implementation , the carryin& out of 
a decieion by word or deed. Implementation acts 
in thet they impact direotly upon the op.rational 
enviranm.at proTide a T1t~l feedback I1nk to 
subsequent decision-flo.a. 

A Dalic diffieulty particular t. crisie analysie 
ie the specification of marker pointa indicatin! 
the commencement of the pre-criaia , crisis, and 
post-criais phases of the deeision-flow. Altboulh 
the HermanntypolG~4 does provide fer th. 
differ.ntiation in static terms of a'criaie and 
non-criais situation, He7manD's atudy of crisis 
as a situational variable fails to come to 
~rip8 with the dev.lopm.ntal qualitiea inherent 
~o a criais situation. As such, tae Hermann 
etudy d088 not provide a solution for the immediate 
prable~, that of locating the initial time point of 
the pre-criais phase. 

Oat ,os8i.le avenu. of approach inv.lv.s th. 

recordin! of eventa taklng pIao. in th. 'opérational 
enTironment'a an event .~ aeries of events denotin! 
!reater levels of int.naity would indicate the 
c.mmencement of the pre-triaia ,hase. 

Rewever,. it may be ar.gued, and with some justification, 
that in arder to ramain conaiatent with the ne.laien-making 
perspeotive two requirementa must be im,osed: 
(1) ohangea in e,nvironmental intenai ty must be 
recognized as such by the deoie1.n-makers, 

~ (2) ohanS •• 1. environmental intensity should be 
1nterpreted by the dec18ion-makers to .ean increa.ing 
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levels of threat. 
A eomplieating factor we1l represented ln the 

Berlin settin! is the historieRl presence of 
protraeted confliet. In thie a.ttin! the Mean level 
of threat experieneedover the praTious fifteen 
year period ia aBaumed to be eoneiderably hl~her 
than that found in 8 Betting frée fram a legacy 
of protracted conflict. It May De stated thou~, 
that in both settinge the same basic indicator 
can be used to deter,mine the comme~c.ment of the 
pre-crisis phase.That indicator ie the perception 
br the deciaion-maker(s) of increasing levels of 
threat. 

In terma of thie study , the beglnning of the 
pre-criaia phase ie loeated approximately in the 
first week of ,Pebruary 1961. It was then that 
Pre.ident Kennedy , in receiv1ng ~a8.ador 
ThODl,8on,' s di9patches forecasting a tou~hen1:n! 

stand by ~8hchev over Ber11m , p.~ceived an 
, incr.aeing level of threat to the existing balanoe 
ot power and to wor1d peace. 5 . 

Pre-Cr1ais Phase: Introtuetion: -
The pre-crieis phase of the decision-flow 

extended from F~bru8ry 1, 1961 to June J , 1961. 
It was characterized by a reappralsa1 of Amer10an 
po1iey towa~d Berlin , 8P~cif1Qally , a reappra1sa1 tot 
the Amer10an reeponse to threatened SOT1et ln~tiat1v~s • 

Three ~r1nc1pal factors doa1nat.d: (1) a. percelved 
by Amer1ean 'e.ta1on-makers , the 1nereaeingly 
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exigent Soviet d.m~ds tor a aettlement or the 
German-Berlin question; (2) President Kennedy's 
image of American military capability, in particular, 
the need to deTelop a massive convent1onàLresponse 
to C.~niat incurs~ons wor1~wide;~ Kennedy'. 
desire tor a peraohal" meeting with Soviet leader 
KhrushcheT in order to assess Soviet Objectives 
and to aToid miscalculation wh1eh he perceived çou1d 
lead to nuclear war. 

The pre~criai8 phase was marked by four deoisions 
ot signif'ieance to Berlin: • 
'eb ry 11, 19~1 - This was'. 'politica1-diplomatic' 
dee ion to have United States Ambassador to the 
So iet Union Llewellyn Thompaen deliver a personal 
messa e to Soviet Premier Khrushchev au~ge8ting 
a meeting of the two etate lèadere. 
March 16, 1961 - This was a t,olitical-diplomatic' 
"decision to publio1y deelare United States' policy 
toward Berlin as no longer bound by concesaions made 
by the preTioua administration. 
March 28, 1961 - This W8S a 'm1l1tary-eecurity' 
decision which redet~ned basic defansl pOlicy, 
a redefinitton emphasizing flexible military reaponsa 
and requiring an additional $650 ~llion in 
expendi tures,. 
Ap~l, 1961 - Thi ... 8 a tpo11tica1~diplomatic' 
deci.ion to rein force the bonda of the Western 

, Allianea through persona1 contacts with Western leaders: 
• rein forcement be1ng necessary t. a8su~e a concerted 
response to SoTtat in11iatlyes directed at B.~lin. 

( 
• 1 
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The decislons of February l~, anp Ma~b 10 are 
elassified RS 'preceding taetieal decisions' (p). 
N.ither~~cision can be placed within the 
boundaries of 8 prior definition by the Kennedy 
admln1stration of basic objectiyes and/or 
aoc~ptable alternatives in regard to Berlin. 
ÂS weIl, that of March 10 explicitly stepped 

\.. 

outsid,- of the previous administration'a d.finition. 
The two decisions are not eonsidere.d t6 be 
strategio as in themselvea they ~ontain no 
def~nition/redefinition of basic objectives 
and/or acceptable alternatives, only partial 
reorientations. Furthermore , in terms of the 
d.cision~makera' perceived and intended consequences~ 
they cannot be labeled as grave. 

The deci8ioDS of Mareà 28 and.April are classified 
aa strategie. The deoi8ion of Marop 28 d1d involTe 
B r~definition of basic defense pOlicytto emphaslze 
massive eonventional response. Deciaion-makera clearly 
intended and perceived important consequences in 
terms of Amariean military capability. The classification 
of th. April deoi8ion does raise certain difticulties. 
This dloiaion W8S in part designed ta implement a 
previously defined defense policy and in th1s se~8' 
cannet be labeled ascstrategio. However, thi8 • dec1.sion also incorporated basic ~olitical objectives 
whieh theugh Interrelated with military policy may 
be cons1dered as distlnet trom it. Ag.in , the " 
clec1"sion-aakera in"tended an4 percei~ed important ~ 
consequences in term, ot mil1tary capabl11ty, as weIl as, 
in regard te bilateral relationships. 

......... ~ , " • f~ • or ..., ~ • ' 
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!!!-Cr1s1a Pha~.: d,erationa1 EnviroDment ~ Soviet 

BehâTIor: 

Fèbruary 17, 1961 - A memorandum from SoYlet 
Premier Khrushehev W8S de1ivered to the West 

) 

German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer. Thil 
memorandum contained a redefinition of the Soviet 
position vis-A-vis the Berlin problem: the 
Soviet position taken at Geneva in 1959 was to be 
publicly diacarded. The memorandum a1so demanded 
that any solution to the Berlin probl.m provide 

• for the eventual demili tariza tio~ of the city, 
v , 

as weIl ae , its transformation into a t~ree oit y'. 
Khruahchev further 'Bug~eBtedt that Soviet-West 
German negotiations should take place in regard to 
a settlement of the Berlin problem and the signing 
of a Soviet-German peaee treaty: this treaty. woul4 
sanction the existence of two German etates. Most 

l' . 

importantly , pervading these s~et demande and 
proposaIs was an insistence upon immediacy. 

wlt ia DOW obvious ,·that aIl the 
time limitsl have expired for 
understanding the need to sign 
a peace treaty and thereby solve 
the problem of occupation statua 
O~ •• ~ Berlin , making 1t a free 
c ty." • 

'.arch 31, 19 - A .arsaw Paot Communique , the 
output of the, aAnual session of the Warsaw Paltts 
Polltical Consultative Co.m1tte. , identified'West G~rmany 
as the major da~ger spot in Europe and potentially 
the.principal enemy.ot the larsaw Paet aembers. Th. 
oemaunique dtd contain a ·pIedg. ot peacatul 
c.existence with the W.at; ho •• ver, this pledge wal 

\) 
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juxtaposed with demands relhting to a proposed 
solution of the Berlin problem. These demands 
included the signing of a peace treaty with bath 
German sts tes and H:e transformation of Berlin into 
a free city. 
April 19, 1961 - In an interview with Walter 
1ippman (New York Harald Tribune) Khrushchev 
emphasized his determination ta press for a prompt 
settlement of the German problem. The Soviet Union 
was not willing ta accept indefinitely the existing 
" status quo. Expressing his fears over the 
probabili ty of West Germany obtaining Inue'le'A-

( 

weapons •. the Sonet leader reasaned fj"hap the 
u. S. S. R. must ob tain a peace trea ty wi:t,h', West Germany 

, • \ r 
before this occurred. Such a treaty woh~a_guarantee 
the present bordera and recognize the existence of 
the East German etate. The Soviet leader implied 
that Soviet strategy in Berlin was directed toward 
thle end • 

• 1May 3, 1961 - Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko indicat,d 
to U.S. Ambassador Thompson a Soviet interest in a 
Khrushchev-Kennedy .eeting. 

Pre-Crisis Phase :'DecisioD-Flow: --- ----l', 

Tactical Decision (lp) - Pebruary Il, 1961. 
This was a 'politieal-diplomatic' deeision to haye 

.... 
United States' Ambassador to the SoTiet Union 
Llewellyn Tho.pean deliTer a personal message to 
Soviet Premier Khrushohev Buggesting a meeting of the 
two leaders. 
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The.deoisive input to thie deoieion were 
warnlngs from the U.S. Ambassador to the SOTiet Union 
foreoasting a toughening SOTi.~ stand on Berlin.(DB2) 
In light of these warnings Kennedy perceived an 
increasing level of threat to the existing balance 
of power and te world peaee. Importantly, the exact 
nature of this threat , speeifically , the exact 
content and direetion of Soviet poliey remained 
unclear to the Amerioan deeision-makers. As sueh' 
thia decis10n may be 1nterpreted as a reaponse te the 
unknown quality of threat, a response wh1eh reflected 
a des 1re on Kennedy'e part to avo1d 'war by 

miscalculation'. 
The American political structure (PS) specifically, 

the transferal of author1ty to a new decision-making 
elite may be coneidered an important input. 
The ne.ly installed Kennedy administration , ln the 
proces8 ef defining its position in regard to the 
Soviet Union and Berlin, fequired a re-evaluation of 
the international situation. 

ID aummary the inputs were Dominant Bilateral 
Relations (DB2) (Rànk 5) and Political Structure 
( PS ) ( Rank 3). 
Impl.mentation 2! Tactical Decision (lp) 

May 4, 1961 - President Kennedy agreed to meet with 
the SOTiat leader in June. 
June 3, 1961 - Kennedy met with Khrushchev in Vienna 
tor 8 general exchange of viewe eOTering ~jor 
international issues including BerliD. 

/' 
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Tacitesl Decision (2p) - March 10 , 1961. 
This was a 'po1itical-diplomatic' decision to publicly 
aeclare United States' policy toward Berlin as no 
longer bound by concessions made by the previoua 
administration. 

The SoTtat memoran~um of February 17 announcing 
a redefinition of the Soviet position taken at 
Geneva in 1959 should be ranked &s an important 
input to th18 deeision. A 'ne.' Amerioan po1ioy 
response waB required to Meat the Soviet redefinition. 

The dominant input however, was the deslre to , 

dissociate the Kenne4y Administration from the previous 
administration's polioy. , 

" ••• Harr1man in his Maroh debut aÀ, 
roving ambassador had said that ~ 
"al1 discussions in Berlin must 
begin from the Btart."This wss a 
mOTe to disengage Kennedy from the 
concessions the E18.nhowe~ administration 
had made in 1959 and aven more 
from the ones we had been informed 
Ei.lnhower .as ready to makè 8 7 the 
1960 summ~~ meeting ln Paris." 

lA .ummary the inputs were PS (Rank 5) and 

DB2 (Rank J ~ • 

Strategie D •• iaion (1) - Mareh 28, 1961. 
Thi. was a 'military-security' deci.ion whieh 
redefi~ed basic defense policy, a redefinition 
emphasiz1ng flexible military reaponse and requiring 
an additionsl $650 million in governmental expenditur~s. 
S,ecitically it was determ1ned that United States' 
mi11t.~ capability was ta be u8e~ ta deter wsr, \.,,~ 
to provide support for diplomatie efforts, to 

.. 
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provide an adequate bargaining p'ower for ending 
the arms race. Givan that the principal threat 
to IFree World ' eecurity WBS perceived to be 
essentially non-nuclear in form , an adequate 
American response required a considerable conventionsl 
:roree build-up. 

"Thoae units of our forces which 
are stationed overseas, or d~si«~ed 
to fight overseas , can be Most 
usefully oriented toward deterrin« 
or confining those eonflicts which 
do not justify and must no~ laad to 
a general nuelear attack." 

"But our objective now la to incraase 
our ability to confine our response to 
non-nuclear weapons, and to leasen 
the incentive for any limited aggression 
by making cl~ar what our reaponse will 
accomplieh." 

A number of inputs muet be considered in regard to 
this decision. The dominant input wae undoubtedly 

\~ 
American m11itary capab11ity (K) , spec1f1cally t 

Kennedy's concern over the deteriorating etate of 
oonventionsl response. 

"Kennedy was appalled to diecover 
a few weeke after the inauguration 
that if ha sent 10,000 men to 
South.set ABia t he would deple1e the 
strategie reserTe and have virtually 
nothing left for emergencies elsewhere. IIIO 

A review of American military capability by 
Defense, Secretary McNamara provided detailed support 
for Kennedy's in~tial impressions. McNamara'e 

. investigation began on the firet of March. 
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"By March 28 the r~view had advanced 
sufficiently for Kennedy to send a 
special message asking Congress 
for an addi tional "52lm1llion for 
the defense budget ... 

The Dominai Bilateral input , the insistency of 
Soviet demanda, impressed a sense of urgency upon 
mi11tary redevelopment. 

"But eireumstancee do not permit a 
postponement of aIl further action 
during the Many additiona1 months 
that a full reappraisa1 will require. 
Consequently we are now able to 
present the most urgent and obvious 
recommendations for i~clusion in the 
fiscal 1962 Budget. te 

The Po1itica1 structure ffiay be considered a 
consequential input. The neglect o~ conventional 
forces could be traced to the Eisenhower 
Administratlon's emphasis upon massive reta1iation. 
A public statement advocating strategie pluralism 
wou1d c1early dissociate the Kennedy Administration 
from the past policy. 

In aummary the inputs were Mi1itary Capability (M) 
(Rank 5), DB2 (~nk J) and PS (Rank.2). 

Implementation ~ Strategio Decision (1) 

May 25, 1961 - In a message to the Congress, Pre$idant 
Kennedy requested further additions to the fiscal 
1962 budget in order to meet the fncreasing coste of 
mi1itary build-up. 

Strates!c Deo1sion (2) - April, 1961. 
No specifie date is entered for this decision as no 
avai1able source, provides actua1 evidenee of decision 

r 
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formulation. The deciaion ia inferred from a 
number of implementing acts beginning with 
Seeretary of State Ruak's addresa to the NATO 

Counai1 on May 8, 1961. 
" This was a 'politlcal-diplomatic' deci.ion to 

rèinforce the bonds of the Western(Atlantie) 
Alliance througb personal contacts with Western 
leaders: a reinforcement being necessary to assure a 
concerted response to Soviet initiatives in Berlin. 

The general military strategy deeided upon in 
March by the Kennedy administration emphaaized a 
flexible military response. The implementation of this . 
strategy required a considerable build-up in conventional 
forces. In respect to European defense, the expected 
cost attached to the strengthening of conventional 
forces was not considered , by U.S. decision-makers, 
to be solely an American responsibility. As Bueh 
their task was to persuade members of the Western 
Alliance, in particular the recale1trant natio~alist, 
French President de Gaulle, in to accepting the direction 
and ':eosts of the Amerioan mili tary strategy. This provèà' 
to be a diffieult taek. In his meeting with Kennedy 
en June 1 De Gaulle emphasized thst, 

" •• in Europe the revival of national 
pride, especially in France , meant 
that integrated defense ,under Ameri5an 
comman~ was no longer acceptable.~ 

The Dominant Bilateral eomponent provided a 
signif1cant setting variable , speeifioally the 
perception of a eontinu1ng Soviet. threat ,to Berlin. 
Kennedy eonsidered this threat to be a menace to aIl 
of Western Europe. 

.' 
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"The pressure on We:st Berlin was 
the firet move in a Soviet 
effort to break up NATO. The 
Soviet campaign left the United 
States no ,choiee but ta reeist 
- or to see our position in 
Western Europe disintegrate' ••• 
But if,we don't Meat our eamm1tments 

~ in Barlin, it will Mean the 
destruction of NATO and a dangerous 
situation for the whole world. AlI 14 
Europe 1s at stake in West Berlih." 

A second Betting variable of significanee to 
this deeision was the historieal pattern of 
consultation and 'public' unit y among the Western 
powers in regard to Berli •• (BI/2/3)15 
This pattern dated back 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 i,olitical unity. 
The Joint Statement issued June 5 ending discussions 
between Kennedy and Prime K1niater M&cmillan confirms 
this. 

"The situation in regar,d ta 
Germany ... reviewed and there 
was fUll asreement on the 
n~essity of fu81ntalning the 
r1~ts and obligations of the 6 
allied governments in B.rllA. nl 

A tinal Betting variable of importance to this 
deeision related to Aaerioan involvement in Western 
lu~ape. Amerioan military involvement ln We.tern 
Burope waB formally integrated under N1TQ o.~nd. 
Although American leadership was clearly the dominant 
c9QlPonent of "~he otganization. nevertheles"a, the 
parameters of the orsani&ation 
of coll.otiTe planrllns. 

• d1d impose the bu rd en 
~ 
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lA ~ary tae inputs were M, (Rank 5), 
DB2 (Rank 4) f B1/ 2/ 3/(Rank 4), Suaordinate 
System (S) (Rank J). 
Iaple.entatio. ~ Strate5io Deci8ion (2) 

May 8, 1961 - Secretary of stat. Rusk addressed 
the NATO Couneil in Oslo and emphasized a conoerted 
response to any SOTiet threat against Berlin. 
He assured the members thst the United states would 
sct with its allies. 
May 29, 1961 - The ~ ~ Bera1d TXibune reported 
that U.S., British and Fren.h m11i~ary staffs had 
prepared a contingency ~lan ta 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 SoTiet threat ta Berlin. The 

,-

na ture of the Allied re.ponse and the futur. of ' 
the Atlantio Alliance were a1so diseuss.d. 
June 4, 1961 - Kenn.dy and Prime Minister Macaillan 
bald ta1ks in Lon.on. Soviet de.ands in resard to 
Berlin and the nature of the Allled reeponae were 
the chief topies of discussion. 

1!!-Or1si8 Phase: Swœmary: 

Four deoisions of si~ificanoe ta the Berlin 
~oblem marked the pre-criais phase.(a8 Indloated 
in diagram df-l) The DB2 inp~t, in partieular , 
Kennedy's perception o~ SOTi.t demanda and the threst ~ 

of nuelesr war, 1s considered relevant ta aIl of 
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these decisions. What should be emphasized is 
th. incre8ain~ level of the SoYiet threat in 
determinin« the impact of thi8 input upon the 
American fore~~ polioy dec1810ne. The K input, 
what Kena8dy felt was the need to d.~elop a maaBive 
conventional force response , is ranked as the 
decisive input to both the etrate~c dec1sion 
of March 28 and that of April. The interrelationship 
of the military and di,lomatic ie clearly apparent 
in this latter decision. The im,ortance of the 
military input was in part a consequence of the 
incr~asin, level of threat:th. a,parent need for 
a substantial military build-up. Finally, the 
PS input', .ssentially the' desire to break away from 
the previous administration's po1icies, is 
mentioned in rerlrence to three decieions , but i8 
considered as relatively much les8 important 
in determining the foreign policy decisions during 
the pre-crisis phase. 

Criai. Phal': Introduction: 

The fourth of June, 1961 marks the beginning of 
the criais phase which contlnued through to the 
seventeenth of Octeber, 1961. Marker pointe are 
based upon the He~n typo1ogy of erieie and non-crieis 
situations. That is to say, the American 
decision-makin~ elite percelved graTe threat, shqrt 
time and surprise slmultaneouslY with resard to 
the Berlin issue for the tirst time on June 4. 
The ,r.o1pitatln~ event was the SOTiet Berlin 

\ 
\ 
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Pre- Crieis Chnrt 

( Summary of cieci sion-flow) 

DGCISIOU- FLOW 
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ultimatum,containing a six month deadline.' Documented 
evidence of this 'criais perception' is provided 
by Arthur Schlesinger. 

"Berlin held the threat, if not 
the certitude, o'f war. F1lled ri th 
foreboding, the President flew on 
to London. It1,as a ailent and 
~oomy trip." 

The crieis phase ended with KhrUahchevts Withdrawal 
of the SOTiet ultimatum on Berlin: the level of 
threat aB perceived by American decision-~akers 
was greatly reduced. 

"Whil. inconcluaive ta1ks be~an 
between Gro~ko and western 

(( 

officiaIs, Khrushohev took the 
oecas~on to report in a 
elx-ho~ speech ta the 22nd 
Consreas of the SoTie. Cammunist 
Party on October 17 that 
"the .estern powers were ahowing 
some underetanding of the situation 
and were inclined to eeek a solution 
to the Ge~ problem and the issue 
of West Berlin." I~ this were 
so, li.. sllall not inslat on 
sl!Ding a peaoe treaty absolutely 
before Deoem.er 31, 1961. w1ehe 
oriais w&a sudden1y over." 

The cris:$,a pha'se can be a.id to have been 
characterized by three basic features: (1) the 
Kenned7 Adminiatration's definition of a 
Berlin atratelY; (2) the oonstruotion of the 
•• 11, () the initiation of SoYi.t-Am.rican 

Berlin 

o 
negotiationa refsrding Berlin. 

~ Pour Itao1fora 9 dominate4 dunns this phase: 
(1) the f~a11zation of the Co~un1at threat, in 
parti.ular 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 mi1itary eapability, spacifical1y the 
need for the deve10pment of a eonventiona1 
reeponee to the SoYiet Ghallenge;(J) President 
Kennedy's fear of war by miscalculation which 
motivated him to insiat upon t~e preparation 
of a diplomatie strategy;(4) al1ied dieunity, 
in partieular the French refusal to aecept 
American proposaIs for negotiatione with the 
SoYiet Union. 

FiY. decisio~s of si!nificanee with ref.rence 
ta Berlin will be examined. 
July 25 , 1961 - Thi8 was a~~ecislon related to 
both the 'mi1itary-aeeurlty' and the 'pplitical
diplomatie' isaue ar.a~. The deciaion 
inoorporated military and negotiating s'trate~es, 
specifically in regard to the SOYiet ehallenge 
over Berlin. In 8ssence this decision amounted 
ta the Ke~8dy Administration's deflnltion of a 
Berlin strategy • 

. AulUst 15. 1961 - This w}la a 'po1itical-diplOJDatic'
declslon to protest ln,strong diplomatie terme the . . 
ereetion' of the Ber1u barricade • . 
AUSU8t 18, 196L - ~~. waa a,two part 'polltlcal-
diplomatie' deCiai1n lnvolvlnt (1) the s.nding of 
Vi,e Pre ai dent Jo~ •• n·to West Berlin as a . 
Presid.ent1al em~sary, .( 2) tae ord.e"ring ot a 1500 
man battle groip tram West aermany to West Berlin. 
Ausuat 'JO, 19J1 - 'l'his was a, tpo1it1cal-dlp1omatic' 

- "'if:-:-;' r::- 'II r ~, • ...,. of . . 
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decision to dispatoh General Clay to West Berlin 
as the personal representative of the President. 
It was intended that Clay Decome a symbol of the 
American commitment. 
sep~imber 1 t 1961 - This was a 'political-diplomatic' 
deoi ion to invite the Soviets to commence negotiations 
on t e Berlin problem. 

, 

The July 25 deeision ie elassified as strategie 
becaUBe it meets the requiremen~ of grave oonsequ~nces 
intended and perceived by the decision-makers; 
and as weIl, the decision involved the definition of 
basic objeotivee and acceptable alternatives in 
regard specifically to the Berlin situation. The 
tour subsequent deoisiona are claseified as tactical. 
Relative to the July 25 deoiaion the intended and 
perceived eonsequences were considerably Iess grave. 
Further , none of these decisions involved the 
definition of basic objectives and/or acceptable 
alternatives in regard to the Berlin situation. 

Crisis Phase:Op.rationa1 Environment - §oyi.t BehaTior 

June 4, 1961 - A SeTtet memo iSBued st the 
cono1usion· of the Vi.nna Conference threatened 
that the U.3.3.8. would sign a eePQrate peace treaty 
withtEaat Germaay uniess the two ~erman ~tat&s aohieved 
a negotisted settiement on the Berlin matter within 
six months. 

-In ard.r Dot to drag out th. 
p.ace B.ttiement it la D.c.seary 
ta establish àeadlines with1n which 
the Germens must expIor~ the 
posslblIlt1es of agreements OD 

, 
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question~ falling into their 
internaI 'co~petence. Th. Soviet 
gOTernmen~ regards l period' not 
.xc~eding aix mo~Ôhs adequate 
for auch talke."· " 

June 15. 1961 - In his report to the Rus.ian 
people on the Vienna meeting with President 
Kennedy, Kftrushcbev reatated 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 thattbey must renesotiate agreements 
regarding acceSB to Berlin~ 

fi •• if they do -not wa~t traffic 
to be interrupted. fI 

June 21 , 1961 '- In a speech sarking the 20th 
anniversary of the Hitler invasion of"Ruasia , 
Soviet Premier Khrushchev ineisted that the Western 
powere must ,come to recognize a change in the 
World balance of p~wer. 

nIt i8 necesssry st long lest 
to underatand that the land of 
SoTieta ha. now changed, the 
world haa changed, the correlation 22 

. of forces and ermaments has changed." 
He indicated further that Soviet military capabil~ty 
was sufficlant to punlsh asg~esslon. 

" ••• because'a great deal aepends on 
rocket troopa. It~is their dev8stlng 
p,ower which deters im the firet 
instance any potential ager.asor trom 
attecklng us and our alli ••• Th.fr 
oapacity to strike a\retallatory~blow 
1. the force .11ieh will ineTitabIy 
'punish an agçesBor if he neverthtless 
decideâ on tu Bet of tolly and unl,aahea 

-.. ne. war." ) 

• 

.. 
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The speech a1so conta!ned a reiteration of the 
Berlin dead1ine. 
June 28, 1961 - At a Kremlin reception in honour 
ot North Vletnames8 Premier Pham Van Don~, 

Khrushohev stated that the Soviet Union waB 
prepared to negotiate an East-West accord on 
Germany. He warned however, that Western strategies 
designed to deter Soviet attempts to achieve a 
German solution would not be tolerated. 

"If the enemles of ••• peacefu1 
coexistence calL a mobl1ization 
••.• , we shal1 not al10w them to 
catoh us unawares. W •••• ,if need 
be, ahal1 take additional st~~s 
to strengthen our securlty." 

Ju1y 8, 1961 - At a Kremlin meeting of military 
aoedemy gradua tee the Soviet Premier announoed that 
p1anned troop reductions had been shelved and that 
defense exp8Ddi tures for 1961 wou1d be increased 
by twenty-five percent. 
Au~st 7, 1961 - In his rep1y to President Kennedy'e 
speech of Ju1y 25, Khrushchev reasserted the Sov~et 
determinatlon to s1gn a pesee treaty with East Germany. 
Critlciaing the threatening tone of t~e Kennedy address, 
Khrushchev aarned that continuing NATO pressures 
might necessitste a westward movernent of SoTtet tr~ops. 

Au!Ust 1) • 1961 - The border batween East and 
we~t Berlin was ~osed to aIl citizens of East Germany, 

o 

an~ the construotion of the Berlin Wall be~an. 
August 23 , 1961 - In notea to the American , British and 
French embassies in Moscow , the U.S.S.R. protestad 
against what it considered to b. Western provocations 
in Berlin. 

1 
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August 27, 1961 - In an interview with columnist 
Drew Pearson, Kruehchev indicated a readiness to 
negotiate "i th '\~eBtern leadère. 

If ••• he wae "r,eady at any moment" to 
negotiate w~~h Western leaders on 
a "réalistie Bettlement of the 
German problem on a mutually 
acceptable baBis."n 25 

August 29, 1961 - The Soviet Union announced its 
decision to resume nuc1ear t~sting in the atmosphere. 

Crisis Phase: Deoision-Flow: 

Strate~ic Deciaion (3) - July 25 • 1961. 
This was a decieion related to both the 'military
security' and the 'politica1-diplomatic' issue areas. 
The decision incorporated military and negotiating 
strategies, specifically in regard to the Soviet 

/ 
/ 

challenge over B,erlin .. In eSBence thie deCiSiO~ 
amounted to the Kennedy Admini~trationts definit on 

of a Berlin strategy. ~"'-~'" 

The decision contained: (1) a request for a -up 
of the military preparations already underway , 

ommitment to Berlin and by this d1scourage Soviet 

~
1 it1atives; (2) a negotiations option, the seoond 
oomponent o'! the Berlin strategy , intended to 

ommanicate both a desire for oontinued dialogue ta 
avoid esca1ation by miajudgement and the American beliet 
in negotiations as the only acceptable road to eett1ement. 

lu disoussing t~e 'Berlin strategy' deoision of 
July 25 a valuable firet step i8 to examine the two 
basic alternatives proposed durfng the formulation proc.ss. 

\ 
. \ -~~ 
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The tmixed-option' etrategy which ultimately emerges 
can then be diB~ussed in terms of these two basic 
altèrnatives. This should provide the analyst with 
an indication as to the weight of the various 
decision inputs. 

The military option, specitically that contained 
in the June 29 report prepared by the special 
advisor to the President, Dean Acheson, ,emphasized 
the build-up of conventional and nuel.ar forces. 
The report proposed a contingency plan to reapond ta 
a Soviet interruption of military aecess to Berlin. 
In later discussions, MOst notably during the 
National Security Council meeting of July 13, 
Acheaon would further press for an immediate build-up 
of massive proportions call1ng for a dafense budget 
increase of five billion dollars • This eould 
be achieved with a proclamation of nation~ emergency. 
The military option outllned by Aohason .as admittedly 
one of high risk designed to impress upon Soviet 
declsion-makere the extent of the American commitment. 
Si~if1cantly , the report contained no'discussion of 
the broader politica~ objeçtives ta be achieved by this 
mllitary ~rategy. As weIl, negot1ation was not considered 
as either a prior or as an alternative r.esponse. 

Seriou$ crit1cism of the Ache.on report emanated from 
two groups. MIGeorge Bun4y and the NSa staff questioned 
the.dan~erou. rig1dity of the strategic war plan- ;6 
whlch heavily bias.d American response to.ard nuclear 
attack upon the Soviet Union. White House advisoTS ----
Schl.8ins.r.;-~ and K18s1nser in their memorandum 

""-to the President relterated the McBundy criticism. 

-,S'," .. ~.. -;;-,' . ~';' ,.~.- 1'" -_ 
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ID partioular , they deplored the absenoe of a 
politlcal definition of the situation. 

Wlhat political moves do we 
mak. until the crieis develope? 
If we ait ailent, or confine 
ouraelves to rebutting Soviet 
oontentions ••• we pennit Khrushchev 
to establish21he framework of 
discussion. n 

Wlt 18 essential to elaborate the 
cause for wh1~h we are prepared 
to go to nuelear war. Where do 
w. want to come2But if we win this 
test of rills?" 

At the July 8 meeting with Ruek, KcNamara, and 
General Maxw.ll Taylor , Kennedy , oognizant of the 
.~rious ,olitieal omissions in th. Acheson report 
now yoiced etron~'dls8atlsfaction over the axiating 
strategy. Aoheson would be aaked to d.velop a 

political strategy for Berlin, whil. Secretary of 
State Ruek worked out a program f~r negotiatione. 

At th. July 13 meeting of th. Nalional S.ourity 
" "-Caunell Rusk eonfirmed Aoheeon'a &r!UD~t against 

Immediate n'lOtiation~. For hi. part, AC~80n backed 
by Lyndon Johnson now adT1s.d a preclamati~ of. 
national emerg.ney. Hewev.r, _,p.sition t. ~ 
proc18l1atlop of n,'tional a.ers .... ,. ne wid.spread 
among lle.b.~W'f th. eOUllcil and others. S.cr.tu,. 
Gf Stat. Ruak and Defens. Seerrtary McNamara remained . 
~eptical a8 to th. advantages of this sch.me. Criticisme 
.ame 81so fram the Counoil of Eeenomic Advisora whieh 
discouraged the tax iner.as. implied by an Immediat. 
jump in the defana. bud~.t. A m~orandua written by 

\ 
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Ted Sorenaon representing the opinion of the 
White House eiaff, viewed the Aohason prop~8al 
as a needless provocation which could 

" •• enssse KhruahcheT's ,resiige ta 
a point where he felt he could 
not baek down from a showdown and 
provoke further or faster action 
on his2~art in steppirtg up ihe arma 
race." -

Sorenl9D recorde that by July 18, President 
Kennedy had decl~ed upon the e.8enti~ elements 
of the Amer10an re.ponse. The ',reaidential 
atrategy' did not compietely abandon th. Ache.on 
formula , it did ho.ever, introduce considerable 
al tera tions., Principal llDlong theee al teratione 
wae an emp~si8 upon the continulng • but graduaI 
build-up of United stat •• ' military capability, 
aB weIl ss a recognition of the importance of a 
negotiating option. 

DB2' specifica11y Khruehchev'e Berlin d.adline 
of six montha, riret contained in the Sovletmtmo 
~r June 4 , muat be considered as the critilal 

l ' 

input. Aeheson viewed the Soviet demanda on Berlin 
as a test of Am.rican will, an attempt to ~atter 
American influence worldwide. Kennedy accep~ed this 
interpretation. 

1 

"Weet Berlin ••• But above aIl it has now 
become - as neTer betore - the gre_t 
testing place of Western courase a~d 
will, a ,focal point where our 8ole~ 
eommitmenta stretching back OTer the 
ye$ra ainee 1945. and Sovi.t ambitÔQDe 
n~ maet in basic confrontation_"J 

1 
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Tt was ele~r to Aoheson that Soviet objectives 
were unlimited. The target aree extended far 
beyond Berlin. Kennedy shared th1s perception of 
Soviet goals. 

"Soviet strategy has long been aimeq, 
not merely ~ Berlin, Dut at 
dividing and neutralizing all of 
Europe, fïrc ng us back on our own 
shores.") 

, 

American willlngness t9 negotlate, reasoned Acheso~, 
could only serve to embolden Soviet initiatives. 
Kennedy did not enti~ely reject thi8 reasoning. 

)1.-., 
Dur1n~ their meeting in London oD' June 4, 

"He and Macmillan then a8reed that 
western proposaIs for negotia.tion· 
over Berlin would be taken in 
MORCOW as a eige of weakneSB 
unless the situation grew so much 
worse that ther~2seemed imminent 
danger of war." 

Kennedy was however, influenced Dy Ambassadors 
Thompson and Harriman to the extent that h. lelt 
that Soviet leaders would be impressed Iees by 
an American refusal to talk than by a tough 
negotiating position. Achason contendad that 
Khruahchev dared provoke the jeet over Berlin 
_ecauee he no longer feared the Amerlean nuelear 4 
threat. The essentisl taek , coneluded Acheaon, WBS 

to convinee the Soviets of the credibility of that 
threat. Kennedy though, feared that American 
determination would be ~sinterpretad. 

"But,while Kennedy wanted to make 
this resolve absolutely clear to 
Moacow " he ~anted ta make ft 
equallY olesr that wa ware not, a'3 
he once put i t ta me, "war-mad"." 

-'--~------ " 
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Military Cap~1lity was undoubtedly a signif1cant .., 
input into the July 25 decision. Indeed military 
needs received top priority. The military oomponent 
of the Berlin atrategy 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 themaelves ••• The supplementary 
defense build-ups that l 8sked from 
the CongreBs in March and May have 
a~ready started moving us toward 
these and other defenee goals ••• These 
meRsures must be speeded u~4and still 
other.e muet now be tameo." • 

The Economic Capability input appeared as a 
constraining factor ~o rapid military build-up. 
The CQuncil of Economie Advisors strongly advised 
against aoy proposaI to increase taxes. Such an 
increase , it ~aB argued , wou1d Bet ?ff an inflationary 
spiral. This input provided strong evidenoe against .. 
a proclamation of national emergency. 

Institutional Interest Groups , in parttcular 

groupa within the State Department and the Defense 
Department oao be said ta have had an important 
influenoe upon the Ju1y 25 decision. For his part, 
U.S. Ambassador to the Soviet Union, L18we11yn 
Thompson 'lobbied' for a negotiations response. 

Seoretary of Defense McNamara and General Maxwell 
Taylor 'informed' the President of the requirements 

~ 

of military build-up and the, ~og1c of military 
confloonta tion. • 

J 
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Bilateral Relations , and by th1s le meant the 
impact of French, British and West German leaders, 
are considered to have had marginal impact. In tact 
the Allies were deeply divided. 

"The French were agalnst all 
negotlations; the British ware 
against risking war without 
negotlations; and the Germans 
as tbelr autumn elections drew 
nearer were against bath of 
these positions a~g seemingly 
everything aIse." 

Competlng Elites, the final input of note , 
must also be ranked as marginal. Thare ie only 
seant evidenee to suggest that President Kennedy 
was greatly influenced by Senate Majority Leader 
Mike Mansfield who publicly ar~ed for a tree city 
status for Berlin , or by the public criticisme of 
Sepators Fulbright and Humphrey. 

In summary the inputs were DB2 (Rank 5) , 
K (Ran~ 4), Economie Capab11ity (E) (Rank 3), 
Institutional Iatereat Groups (IG~ (Rank 3), 

Bl/2/3 (Rank 2) , Competing Elites (CE) (Rank 2) • 
Implementation 2! strategio Deoision (3) 

July 31, 196'1 - The House of Representa ti vas approved 
the reserve bill. 
August l, 1961 - Sixt y-tour Air Nattonal Guard and Air 
Reserve unite were placed on alert. 
AUlUst 2, 1961 - The House of Representatives 

'autborized $950 million for thè arms build-up. 
August 8, 1961 - Three army training divisions are 
converted lnto combat-ready units for deployment overseas 
if neoessary. 
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Subsequent Tactica1 Decisions: '\ 
A series of subsequent tactica1 decia10na (a) 

re1ated to the military and diplomatie components 
of the Ju1y 25 dec1sion can be traced aeroas the 
succ~edlng two month periode 

Tact1cal Decision (la) - August 15 , 1961 
Th1s:w8e 8 'po1itical-dip1omatlc' dec1sion to 
protest , ln strong d1.,lomat1e terms , the er.etion 
of the Berlin barricade. 

DB2 , the oonstruction of the Berlin barrier 
provided the critical input. The diplomatie 
form of response was adopted because the Kennedy 
Administration dld not perceive the East German action 
as a test of lts Berlin etrategy. The Rusk atatement 
ot August 13 made it quite clesr that the events 
then occurring in East Berlin tell outs1de of 
what he detined as United States' inte~ate. 
Sorenaon records total agreement within \the administration 
in regard to thia interpretation. 

"Not one responsible off1cial - 1n 
thia country ••• su~ested that Al~ied 
foroes ehould march intp East G~~ 
territory and tear the 'a11 down." 

taoti •• l Decision (2a) - August 18, 1961 
This was a twojpert 'political-d1plomatic' decision 
involving (1) fh. sending of Viee President Johnson 
to West Berlin as a Presidential emissary, (2) the 
orde~ing of a 1500 m~n battle group from West Germany 

to West Berlin. 
The Dominant Bilat1f8l 

the Berlin la11 , must be 

'-

input , the building of 
considered ~a a signit1cant 

r 
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underlying factor. The immediate input howèver 
emanated from O.S. - West German relations. ( BJ) 
In bis latter to the President dated Auguat 16, 
the Mayor/Of West Berlin, Willy Brandt, criticized 
the weakness of the/Western response. This response 
had contributed onf~ to the demoralization of the 
citi'a population tnd invited further East-German/ 
Soviet initiative~. 

" •• MaYOt Brandt warned that 
"more efensive tac tics" 
would ive the Soviets the 
impression that it was only 
"a matter of time" until they 
couli sever West Berlin's 
connections to the l'aderal Republic,,,37 

This decision of August le 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 
BJ (Rank 5) and DB2 (Rank 4). 

\ 
Tact1cal Decision ()a) - August JO, 1961 

This was a 'poli tical-diplomatic t . deo1sion 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 ta the Dominant Bilateral input, ~e 
initial construction Of the barrier was followed by 

a Soviet note on August 23 menac1ng the interruption 
of air access. The critical event however, WBS the 
Soviet announoement of August 29 proclaiming the 

'\.. 

•• _~ •. ~~tf.IJ!·.<=",,:1~:Ü;,~i1i·"iit ~Z.~ ..... ~*ild ••• til'i~t iiii'A~h3t ••••••• lltl'.E1·}EI· œtê'l"i[IW7 •• Eœ~ ..... -~-

1 



. ' 

1 

~, 

,~ 

- 70 -

reBurnption of nuclear testing • 
The further deterioration of morale in 

West Berlin (B3) must also be considered as an 
important input into the August 30 deeisio~. ' 

In summary th~input8 were DB2 (Rank 5) and 

BJ (Rank 4). 

Taotioal Decision (4a) - September 1, 1961 
This was a 'political-diplomatio' deoision to 
invite the Soviets to commence negotiations. 

Following the publie presentation of the Berlin 
strategy on July 25 , the Kennedy Administration 
attempted to piece together a negotiating formula. 
The~e attempts first encountered Allied dissension 
et the Western foreign ministers' meeting on 
August 5th. The second major obstacle was the 
building of the Berlin Wall. Nevertheless, 
Kennedy was determined to follow up the diploma~10 
option. 

The Dominant Bilateral Relaiionsbip , U.S. - Soviet 
Union , provided both setting ànd immediate inputs. 
The setting weB one of increasing military build-up 
on both sides , a pa1tern of response whiQh Kennedy 
feared would ultimately leed to nuclear war. Of 
imrnediate importance were the Soviet actions of August 
23 and August 29, both apparently in response to 
American actions , both evidence , for Kennedy , ot 
dangerous brinksmanship. 

Amerioan attempts to enlist Allied support (~/2/3) 
tor negotlations proved to be particularly ditticult 

, , 
~ 
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-in the face of French opposition and German 
hesitancy. Only the British offered eager support. 
French and German leaders reesoned that the 
Khrushchev strategy was one of bluff from which 
he wouid retreat in a showdown. 

(IG)Sorenson writes that,the State Department's 
slownese in reeponding to Kennedy's demande for 

( 
the formulation of negotiation proposaIs was 
indicative of a continuing resistance to negotiations. 
Implied in this resistance was the belie! that, 

" ••• any willingness to negotiate on 
anything other than obviously 
u'nattainabl~ proposaIs de a sign 
of weakness; that there was nothing 
to negotiate about since the Soviets 
ha4 no legitimate intereste in . 
Central Euro~ thaj we could concede 
and,the ~Bt wanted no cha~§es that 
the Soviets could accept." 

For its part, the National Securlty Couneil staff 
strongly endorsed 'lmmediate negotiation initiatives. 

"On August 14 t the day after 
the firet ,crossing points were 
closed, Bundy reported to the 
President unanimity in his 
immediate staft~for the view 
that we shou1d teke a clear 

~ 
( 

\ 

.initiative for negotiation 
withi* the next week or ten da~s •• 39 

In~ummary the inputs were DB2 (Rank 5), 
Bl/2/3 (Rank 4) and IG (Rank 4). 

rm!lemeDtatipn 2! Taotical Decision (4a) 

September 1, 1961 - President Kennedy requests that 
Ambassador Thompson invite Soviet leaders to b.~in 
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September 21,27,)0 - Secretary, of State Rusk 
met with Soviet Poreign Minister Gromyko in an 
effort to review possible negotiations on Berlin. 
October 6 , 1961 - President Kennedy and Soviet 
Foreign Minieter Gromy~o held ex~oratory talks in .., 
reference to the Berlin problem. 

Criais Phase: Summa17: 

In summary the cr~haee of the deeision-flow 
(aa ind1cated in diagram df-2) was dominated by the 
strategie decision of July 25 id whieh President 
K.nnedy establiehed his Berlin strategy. By far the 
two moat important inputs to thie deci8ion ware 
DB2' Kennedy's p'erceptions of Soviet action~, in 
particular the Berlin d8~dIine and a continuing 
military bu11d-up, and K, Kennedy's image of AmeriQ8D 
~ilitary capability - the need for a large conventions1 
response.The impact of perceived situation i~ most 
evident, in reference to the DB2 input. Whil~ ~ 

in the pre-crieis phase the perception of an inereasing 
1 

threat trom the Soviet Union confirmed the need for 
a substantiel military build~p , as weIl as, incressed 
diplomatie efforts to avoid nuelear war by miscalculation. 
In the criais phase thia threat WBS greatly inteoslfied 
bath by the surprise of the Berlin deedline and the 
time l1mit (actuel and psychological) tbat it--4.JD,posed. '" -

I~ .. ""-

Coneequentl,y the ~ecision of Jul,. 25 wa,., to intensity 
both the m11itar.y~bu1ld-up and the search for a 

,,~~tiated solution to the Berlin problem. 

.' 
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1 

Feb. lst 

ISSUE 
~ 

f,lili ta 

Securi t' 

FEB. 

, \ 

dial?jram df-2 

DEC! SION- FLOW -
1 

" June 4th 
Pre-Crisis - .... 

• 

MARCH APRIL 

\ 
1 

1 ~ 

Criais 
,. 

AUGUST 

/ 

\.. 

OcL 
I1th 

3EPT·1 

\ 

• 



.. 

" 

1 

-( 

\ ", 
1 

( 

- 74 -- . 
Feedback: Introduction 

Clearly a most important attribute of the 
Breeher et al. framework is its incorporation of 
dynamic interaction. This incorporation ie 
achieved through an emphasia upon the continuous 
ne ture of the decision now .t .. from inputs to 
perceptions , to the formulation of decisions, 
to their impl~mentation, and to the feedbeck effect 
on variou8 environmental components, operational 
and psychologieal, in the futll-re. ,,1 A basic task 
in this decision-making study of the Berlin erieis 
i9 the ope~ationalization of the concept of feedback. 
This task requires the tracing of consequences 
through the components of the operationsl environment, 
through the psychologieal environment of the deelsion-

/ makers and final1y to subsequent decieions., 
In reference to, the series of decisions msde by . 

_~erioan decision-makers during the Berlin cri sie of 
~61 , ~e feedbaek process i8 to be treced through 
five eomponents, three externe1 - DB2' B2t S , two 
internaI - M, IG, across both the operationsl and 
psychologiea1 environments. 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 on1y had there been no 
negotiated solution, no meanlngfu1 negotiations had 
eveu taken place. Foreign Minister Gromyko would on1y 

. \. rei~ the-So?iet po~i tion on Berlin in hie ta1ke wi th 

~~~~ and Kennedy in l~te September and early O.tobor 1961 • 

. ~. __ .----

) 

., 
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, 
Evidently American proposaIs for n~gotiation8, 
a basic compopent of Kennedy'a Berlin strategy, 
did not achieve their intended goal of a more , 
conciliatory Soviet response. i Conventlonal force 
build-up, the other basic component proved to be 
equ~lly unsuccesaful: it did not prevent the 
constructiom of the Ber~in Wall; it did provoke 

. hostile Soviet reaetions fb the form of troop 
build-ups and the resumption al nuclear testing 
in the atmOSRhere. 3 

HOw did Khrushehev perceive4 the consequences of 
this criais pe'riod 75 In the face of Western force 
increas6s the soviit Union had demon~ated that, i t 
could not be ~ntlmidated. In the case of the Berlin 
Wall, its successful construction did reinforce 
the East German regime. In regard to t~e international 
strategie 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 

'" 

had been persuaded to enter into negotiations. 
Importantly , as Iater demonstrated by his Cuban !lssile 
atrategy, Khrushchev was not yet prepared to abandon 
his belief in the efficacy of military power to ~tract 
Western concessions. 

DB2- P8~cholo8ical EnTironment: 
. Kennedy interpreted the SOTie~,doctr1n. of 

coexistencé to maan continuing CÔmmunist incursions 
against the existing international balance of power. 
Ru11ng out the conversion of theae forces he sought to 
a~hi.ve a global standstill. The principal obstacle to 
the real1zation of this.objective , 8S perceiTed by Kennedy, 
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r? 

proved to be Khrushchev's intransigence. The Soviet 
leader's response to American offera of negotiation , 
was particularly diecouraging, although Kennedy 
remained convinced that the-Soviets did not intend 
war. 

"When Rusk commented ta th~ President 
on September 5 that Moscow~waa 
showing little intere~t in negotiatione, • 
Kennedy repl,;1.ed grimly , uIt' ian' t time - '-4 

yet. l·t' s t 00 early. They are ben t on '. "-
scaring the world ta death before they \ 
begin negotiating, and they haven-' t 
quite brought the pot ta bOil. n "6 

The fear that Most ha~ted the Ame~ican President 
wa8 the fear of Soviet miscalculation. Despite the 

Vienna , the 
Western force 

J 

experience of face to face contact at 
hoatility of Khrusbchev's reactian to 
buii~p , his unw1l1ingneaa to adopt a more conciliatory 
position in reeponae to offers of negotiation, 
indicated to Kennedy that the Soviet leader continued 
to mis1nterpret Amarican intentions. 

:a:::A 

"What worried h1m was that Khruehchev 
migbt 1nterpret hie relue tance to 
wag. nuclear war a8 a ayaptam of an 
Aaerlo~ 1088 of nerve. So •• day, 
he said, the time m1!ht 'com~ when 
he would have to run the aupreme riak 
to conTinee Khruahohev that cono11iatiœn 
did not me an humiliation. "If Khruehchev 
wanta to rub my nase in the d1rt,~ •••• 
"it'e aIl over."But how ta conTince 
Khruahchev short of a Bhowdown?"That 
BOD of a bitch won't pay aDy attention 
to .. ords," ·the President said pi tterly 
on another occasion."He ha. to see you 
move.""7 

44hS tu ' .• 
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KennedY'B hope that Soviet leaders, 'belng 
rational men', would at least recognize the necessity 
of moderativ~ the cold war, was not supported by 
Soviet behavior during the Berlin crieis. Particularly 
alarming to the American President was the Soviet 
announce~nt on August 29 o~ a decision to resume 
nuclear testing in the atmosphere. This decision 
was clearly in eont~dttion to atatements made by 
Khrushehev at Vienna in June. 

In a future deeision , that in reaponse to 
the con9~ruction of ~oviet missile sites in Cuba 
in Oatobera! 1962 , Ke~nedy would aga~ encounter 

'what he perceived to be Soviet intransi~ence', 
brinksma~8h1p (apparent irrationality), and the danger 
ot misealculation. However, in October 1962 the 
American President did not emphasize a- diplomatie 
res,Ponse. 

, 
"While he desired to combine diplomatie 
moves with mi~itary action, he wae not 
willing to let~the UN de.at. and 
Khruaachev equivocat~ while the missiles 
became operational." 

Past,experienoe , and the Berlin oriaie wse a esse in 
point, had demonstrated the ineftectiveness of 
diplomatie action in achieving a more conciliatory 
Soviet respOnee. 
~ ~ ~ - 0Rerational Environment: 
The period of th~ Berlin orieis was marked by 

an increasing deterioration 1n Pranoo-American relations. 
This deterioration cannot be explained solely in 1 

reference to the immediate Sovi~t threat on Berlin: 
throughout the orisie ne Gaulle did remain firm in 

.. 

: _. . ",' ..... ...., 
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hie opposition ta Soviet demands. It .as over the 
long term though that t~ French President refused 
to accept the continuation of American military and 
poli ticsl dominance in Western Europe. 'It was the 
reconciliation of these two policies, the immedi8t~ 
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 co~unicated by word and deed~ At his June meeting 
with Kennedy, the French President insieted that 
Khrushchev be made to understand that Soviet military 
initiatives in Berlin would provoke a general war. 
In his addresB to the French nation on July 12, 
1961, De Gaulle sternly ~rned the U~S.S.R. against 
unilateral action on their part. 

"Mais , d~s lors qu'en remuant le 
tonnerre dans la coulisse on 
manifeste l'intention de dispo8~r 
de Berlin , comme s1 trois grandes 
puissances n'y avaient pas les 
qroits qui sont les leurs et comme 
si les Berlinois ne devaient pas 
~tre maitre~ dteux-m~mes , on prend 
d'avance ~ Son compa la responsabilité 
des ~raves 60neequences qûi pourraient 
en rasul ter. "9 

France,also participated with Great Britain , the 
United States, and West Germ~y in B~rl1n criais 
contingency planning: planning included a·ll aspecte 
of the Berlin problem, polit1cal, m11itary, economic. 
At the mi11tary level, specif1cally in regard to the 
proposed American Autobahn etrategy o·f graduaI, probing 

,esealation , the French were prepared to predelegate 
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authority in the initial preparatory Rtages. 
The commltting of combat f~rces would however, 

( 

require governmental approval. 
For the long term, De Gaulle could accept neither 

the military. nor the diplomatie aspecte of Kennedy's 
Berlin strategy. The formèr although it did hold out 
the promise of a NATO nuclear force refused any 
consideration of en independent force under French 
control. The latter the French President interpreted 
as being tantamount to a capitulation in the face of 
Soviet blackmail tacties. A brief investigation of 
De Gaulle', B global perce:pftions and objectives providea 
certain inaights into his rejeotion of the American ~ 

strategy. 
" De Gaulle peroeived the Superpower relationship as 

the greatest danger to the preservation of the nation~ 
etate: the nation-etete being the basic component of 

i 
internatio~el &tability and legitimacy. This SUperpower 
relations~ip promised to evolve in either of two 
directions , global war or mutuel accord. Both 
directions would prove harmful to weaker states. 
In the instance of ~lobal war these states would be forced 
to exohange thelr auto.omy for gusrantees of securtty. 

~ 

In the instance of mutual'accord the etatee would be 
Bubjected to Soviet-American dlrecti.on. 

Given thla lnterpretatlon of the dangers inherent 
in a bi-polar system a principal objec'tive became France' s ~ 
retum to global power 8~atus , permitting Prance to 
assume the role of international cr't tic and balancer. 
A necessary firet atep to the attainment of global 
power status became the achievement oOf independence, 
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spec1fically independence v+s-a-via the Soviet 
Union and the United States:,in thi~ regard there was 
no distinction to be made between enemy and ally. 

Employing 

"Being French and in the French 
intereat were defined by the 
Gaullist regime as being equally 
oppoeed to the encroaehments of 
enemies and to the presumptibn of 
aIlles." 

"Over time , there were neither 
permanent allies nor enemies but 
persistent threats, altering 
ee8se1e88ly in 8hape and substance, 
to the Independence of France and 
to the expansion of its global power 
and prestige."10 

this line of 
the Atlantic Allianc 

the framework of 
it wa8 by the 

United states, did ot serve to extend Fr power, 
it only permitted the continuing subordination of 
France both politica11y and ml1itarily. 

President de Gaulle'e refUsaI to enter into 
four power ministerial talks in August and agai~ in 

September 1961, his public addres8 of September 5 
ineiating upon a firm stand , aIl rejectiofla of 
Kennedy' 8 negotiatione strategy, were aIl p,art of a 
Iarger scheme to disengage France from Amar1ean 
poliey leadership_ A s~lar Interpretation could 

" 

aleo be advaneed with reterenee to the Prench rejeetion 
ot. thenAmlrican mI1itary stratlgy. ~ 

Future ?rench d~i~ions t the withdrawal of 
Prench torces trom NATO, the development of·an 
independlnt 'torce de trappe' •• ete also to be understood 

J
in. terme of this Ineompatibility of U.S. global 
strategies and Frenoh national intereetf-

," 
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'!!2 and §. - Psychologica} Environm&nt: 
How did President Kennedy perceive the 

consequences of the American declsions taken 
du ring the period o~ the Berlin crieis with 
reference ta Franco-American relations and 
the future of the Atlantic Alliance? 

In a statement made during hie meeting 
with President de Gaulle in early June 1961, 
Kennedy Indlcated that American polic~èS would 
refiect an appreciatlon of the shlft in power 
relationehips. 

"He gave a frank appraieal of the 
changlng shape of problems in 
Europe. The poliéiea of the la te 
tortles , he sald, were no longer 
"adequate" for the circumstances 
of the aixties. "AlI of the power 
relatioDships in the world have 
chansed in the lest fitteen years, 
and therefore our polleies must 
take these changes Into account." 
America had lost its nuclear 
monopoly .... "11 . 

However, this appareBt appreciation of the 
changing JOwer relationship dld not convlnce 
Kennedy of the need for an independent European 
nuclear force. The American guarantee remained 
8utticlent. 

wI conslder It an honor, and 1t 
does give me an opportunlty to 
oncè acâin restete the basic l 

connction of jhe people ot " 
the United States that our ;~ 
s8curlty la IneTitably t1ed up 
with the securlty of Europe.The 
United States cannot look forward 
to a free existence if Western 
Europe la Dot free."12 

" • . ,"y,.~1~-· , . , 
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However, two attempts by the Amerioan Preeident 
to reconcile the U.S. and Frenoh positions, his 
proposaI for the creation of a limited NATO 
Multilateral Nuc1ear Force ot June 1961, and in 
September 1961 , an agreement with France for 
'cooperation on the usee of atomic energy-tor 
mutua1 defenee', fai1ed to e1icit Intbusiastic 
French responaes. In tne succeeding monthe Kennedy 

. ' 

and his adY1sers wou1d become oonT1nced that the 
exietlng American~mil1tary poliey waa indeed 
not r~eone.nable with French demande. Fol1owing 
a European Tieit in March of 1962 • General Taylor, 
President Kennedy'e mi1itary repreaentat1Te , 
conc1uded that, 

"Ever,y official • American or European, 
with whom I·ta1ked was perfectly 
cenTinced tbat de Gaulle would carry 
out hie plane to get nuclear .eapons 
regardlesB of the cost or American 
opposi tion •• "1) ... 

Although'he did ttot publicly condemn the Frenoh 
go.ernment durin~ the crisie period, Kénnedy's 
latti tude toward Prench tactica , particularly 

1 those designed to ssbatoge the' Amer1can,negot1atipns 
stratety , beoaae increasingly more intolerant. . -

-The prolon~ed , fruitiess 
cODsultations on Berlin in 1961, 
and the constant criticisas ~ 
emanafing tram unnamed sourcea \, 
ia Allied capitals • ,tten · 
annoyed him. He noted sarcsstically 
that NATO members who 'eomplalned 
about-U.S. wlnterferencew 1. 
European aecurity still expeoted the 
U.S. to bear the brunt of NATO militar)" 

1 
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outlays while they failed to 
meet their quotas. ("A coherent 
policy," he sàiq,"cannot calI 
fpr both our military presenc!4 
and our di)Ùomatic absence.") 

Ultimately Kennedy would conelude that talks 
if they were to be held a~ aIl would have to be 

'l 

arried on without French involvement. 
"Tbe President decided, therefore, 
that the United States would jew, 
jaw on ite own ae a self-appointed 
agent for the Alliance."~5 

Kennedy d1d not however, total1y abandon hie ef~ort8 
te achieve Alliance, unit y; to do so he felt 
would 08ly encourage Soviet ambitions. Kennedy 
remained convinced that in spite of Prench 
dissension the preservation of Allianoe unit y was 
t 00 essential, for the achievement of American aims 
to be abandoned. 

M - Operational EnTironment: 
In terms of U.S. military capability , the .-

consequences of the Berlin crisia deoiainn8 .er. 
considerable. ~nnedy's military strategy emphaaized 
a lar«e scale conyentional build-up. The army «rew 
from 14 to 16 divisions, with three of the .r1~inal 
fourteeu diYision~ bein~ eonverted trom training to 
combat statua. 1; al1, total atrength or the armed 
forces increased by 300,000 m ••• whil,e 40,000 addi tionai 
tro.p ••• re aent t. Europe. 16 In aup,ort of thia 
increa.. the derense bud~et climbed .i~ht billion 
~ollars aboya preTious esttaatea. 

, 
ri 
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M,- Psychological EnTironment: 
Por Kean.dy th. Most important consequence of 

his militer, atrategy was the development of an 
adequat. non-nuclear resJOnse. Under the old pollcy 
Kennedy concluded, the eaca1ation distance from , 
convention&! , through tactica1 to alI-out nuclear 
war wss d8n~8rouel1 short. It was neceeeary te 
(1) strength.n th. conventionsl lev.l responee -
to match the West's con~en'ional~forces in Europe 
the Soviet Union would need ta Mount an alI-out 
sttack. • 

"Th. President dld not hope to detest 
an alI-out Communist attack on 
Western Europe by conventionsl 
forces 810ne , but he doubted that 
th. Co .. uni.ts would try an alI-out 
attack B~nce it would guarantee s 
nuclear reaponse."17 

(2) reduee r.liance upon tactica1 nuclear weapons 
th1e would be accompl1shed throu&h re-organisation of 
the army. 

!Q - PeYCho1og!cal EnT1ronment: 
The State Department proTed unable ta measure 

up to Presidential expeotations dur1n~ the Berlin 
crisis. Char!.d with the task of formulating a 
reply to the SOT1et .emoire of June 4, the nepartment's 

\ 

draft • ". compilation of staie , tedioua and negative 
PhraSes,ft18 rlquired over a month to prepare. Kennedy 
was plainly dissatisfied w!th th!. bureaucratic lnability 
to meet a 8i~uation which clearly required a quick 
responal .. 
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"The frustr~ione of the eummer 
over Berli brou~ht the Presidentes 
diaoofttent with his Department of 
St~te to ~! climax. One muddle 
after anofher - tHe Department's 
acquiescence in the Bay of Pige, 

\ 

the feckleeeneee of ite recommendations 
after the dieaeter ••• the maddening 
delay OTer the an~er to Khruehchev'e 
a~de-memolre and the banality of 
the result , the apparent impossibility 
of developing a ne~otlatlng position 
for Berlin - left Kennedy with litt!e 
doubt that the State Department wee 
not yet an instrumeDtality !ully 
and promptly res~onaiTe to presidèntial 
pu'rJlOS8. "19 

Unable ta Inte~rate tne Department into the deoision 
process acoordlng to hie 0" deel~e Kenn-fY 
came to rely almost exclus1vely u,on the NSp 
staff, his White House adv1eors and problem task 
f'lrces. 

Conclusion: 

, What are the prinoipal findin~1!I of this caee 
etudy analyste? 
(1) Â decil!lion-mak1n~ elite , dominated hy the 
President,ie identified as the key component of 
the American forei!n policy system. 
(2) The perceptions of the Amerloan decielon-making 
elite, in ,artioular those of the Pr8sident,to a 
lar~e extent determined the make-up of th. hita policy 
structuree ; the fseh1onln! of th. aetion c~annele. 
(3) Using the perceptione of thie decieion-making e1ite 
8e a bas1e, t'he concept of crisie,as • perceiTed 
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situation, ie operationalized. However, lackin~ 
developmental qualitiee the 'static' Hermann 
definitlon must be modified when applied to the 
deoi8ion-flo. ln order to locate the pre-cri aie 
phase. 
(4) DB2 and M , specifically Kennedy's perceptions 
of Soviet aotione and United States' military 
capability were th. k.y ln,ute to the decision-flow 
throu~hout the criais. 
(5) The impaot of perceived situation upon foreign 

" policy de,ciBions i8 particularly evtdent in 
referenee to the DB2 input. While in the pre-criele ,. 
phase the perception of an increasing Soviet threat 
conflrmed the need for a Bubstantial military 
build-up , a8 weIl as, increased diplomatie efforts 
to avoid nuelear war by mlecalculation, in the criais 
phase thie threat la ~reatly intensified both by 

the surprise of the Berlin d.adlin. and the ti •• 
lim1t (actual and psychologie.1) it lmposed. Consequently 
the decision of July 25 was to int.naity both the 

, mill tary build-up and the eeareh for a negotlated 
solution to the Berlin proile •• 
(6) The oonsequeneea of deeieiona made by Ameriean 
deeision-makers during the Berlin Wall cri8ie ean he 
traoed in ltotlt the opera tional and psychologieal • 
enTironments ot a number of externai and internaI 
variables. Perceptions of SO'Yiet beharlor dur1n~ the 
Berlin crisis'may have intluenced ~8ident Kennedy 
during the later Cuban Mlea11e crieis. 
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J In reterence to strategie and tactical 
decieions the problem ia twofold:(l) to r 

ditterentiate a'strategie t,rom a taotical 
decieion; (2) to relate taotical deeieions 
and etrate~ie decieions ln a decision-flow. 

The ind1cators of differentiat10. are 
coneequence and definition or redefinitioB 
of objective8 and/or acceptab~e alternatives. 
By consequence is meant the ecope and ran~e 
of consequences - changes in the o~erational 
enTironment - perceived or ~ntended by the 1 
deci~on-.akers. By definition or redefinition, ~ 
ie meant the definition or redefinition of ~
basic objeoti.e8 and/or aooeptable alternati.e. 
1n re~ard to a given 8ituation. 

strategie and taotical deci8ione are 
determined acoording to the agove indlcators 
in the following manner. In reference to 
ceneequence, the scope and range of a strAtegie 
decision le si~ifioantly grester. la reference 
to o~jectlve8 and/or aooepta~le alternatives, 
a strategie decision involTes the definition 
or redefinition of basic objectives and/or 
acceptable alternatives ln regard to a ~iTen 

aaituation. A 'su.sequlnt' taotieal deci.ion 
(suhsequent t, a strate~10 decision) is a 
'narrow' deoision in the sens. that the total 
spaoe of alternatives ha. been prev1ou8ly 
reducea \1 a strategie dec11ion 80 that choice 
is now aaong fUndamentally (d1rectionally) consistent 
alternati •••• A 'precedlns.'tactical decision 
(preceding a strategie decilion) is a 'partially 
oriented' deci8ion in the sense th~t th18 decision 
oannot be placed within the boundaries ot • 
,reTious definition of basic o_jtcti.ea and/or 
aoceptable alternatiTes ~n re~ard to the fiven 
situation. The 'preoedin,' tactical decis on cannot 
~. placed _ithin the boundarie. of a preTioua 
definition of basic objectivee and/or acceptable 
alternatives either bec.use there _as no previons 
definition or becau8e the decislon hae stepped 
outeide of a pr.vioua defini\len. 

..-1" 
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CHAPTER THREE 

BERLIN ~ CRISIS - HYfOTHESIS TESTING 

IDtroduction: 
) 

Underlying the Brecher etud1,Of Israeli \; 
decision-makin~, "necisions in Israel's For.i~ 
Policy", ls a basic impulse to theory-orie.ted 
emplrical research: research must not be oonfined to 
the limits of ,a sin~le C8se study. The development 
of !eneralizations - theory building, Brecher 
insists , requires that hypotheses be tested against 
thé data of a number'of compara~le case etudies. 
"Only then oan any of the.e hypotheses be regarded 
as Talid building blooks for a theory of etate 
behaTior_ nl By this method' the degree ~f internaI 

.. Talidi ty is- determined - th. ô.paci ty ot hypotheses 
, 1. 

to ,rediot outoomes (proi.ble) in tho.e oase etudies 
investigated, 8S is the de~ee ot external validity -

\ 

the generalizability of hyp~taeees-~ the capacity ot 
hypotheses to predict out~~es in simi18r uninvestlgated 

• , ~, f 1 

studies. 
There are approxim~taly 40 hypotheses to be testad 

against the Berlin 1961 data. These relate ohanges 
in decision-makers' peroeptions and the decision-proces8,l 

, \ 
identitied 8S the de,endent v8r18b~s , to chan~s 
in perceived situation, identltied 8S the independent 
Tariable~ 

These hypotheses have been gathered from a nuaber 
of sources , for the *ost part previous research efforts 

./ 
/ 

/ 
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\ ' ~ . 
1nto the study of forei~ policy crises.) Importantly, 
manylof, thel!Je .hy,othesee have been subjected ·to 
rèfbrmuIat10n. In eeoh caee th1s reformulation 
was dictated 'by the structural requi~,ments of . 
explanatory etatement,s. These :requir~ents are identifi~d 
in Eusene Meehan's differentiation of description 
and explànation. 4 

"Descriptions may contain a reoQrd of 
difterences over time; the concept ot 
chanse is an inferenoe tram such 
recorda, and not direotif ObS'rT8d -
a point w. OW8 to DaTid Huae." 

"In effeet, a description is a etatic 
record, similàr to the indiYidual 
frame in a moving pioture •• " 

"DeSCriptions are reo~ds of differ8nces, 
and OTer time , records ot ditterences 
in particular sets of difterences." 

"Ex,lanatiom always deal with changes 
and not with difterenc.slconcepts, 
and perticularly olassifioations, are 
concerned

5
with 41ft.rencee and not with 

Changes." 
On the basis ot the ab OTe reaeoning the follow1n~ 

two hypotheses àre conl!Jidered to b. static descriptions. 
"Cri sie decisions tend to be reaohed oy 8d hoc 
deoieional units."~ 

" ••• in times ot 'national strese' when national 
aspirations see.ed threatened,.decis1on-makers' 
are likely tO be'less aware ot the complexity 

_of 'their 8n'Yironment." 7 

Neither exampie inoorp~rates the dimension of ~hanie. 
, . 

Neither example containe a relatlon8hip ot Tariance • .. 
In resard to the r.fo~ulat1on~or these and other,like 
statio descriptions the basio asaumption 1s that , 

\ 
'> 
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1 

situatlon and internal proeesses possess dynamio 
" 

prop~rtiee, that is , they eTolve throu~h tlme. 
A basic research question aeke whether ohan~eB 
(variance) in situation, (the independent variable) 
bring about identifiable changea in the deciaion
proeese, (the dependent va~able)? To deter.œine 
this impact one examines 8itu8tion/declsion-p~ocess 
at suceeedin~ points slong the time dimension. This 
should not be contused with a statio comparison of 
different situations. The rocus ls upon situational 

o 

ehange , epeeifieally the relationship of variance 
in situat~on to variance in process. (see diagram 
h-l) e_~ • ~' 

The' Berlin data are not eubjeoted ta exact 
meseurement. Consequently ,'hypotbtais testlng 
becomee an e8aentlally Interpretative , that le 
to say, n~n;math.mat.ical prooedure. ,Admittedly the 
results obtained are tepecially vulnerable to 
the 9i88 of subjectlT1ty, and this ie a p08sib~e 
basis for oriticism. However. this 8ubjectl~e 
~ntent c~nnot be regarded 8~ suttloient basle for 
a total a pribri rejeetloD of aIl sueh Interpretative 
resulte. So-call.d mathematieal t~ehniquea are olearly 
not withollt elellents of aubjeetlrlty.' 

Th~ kypotheses ta be t.sted may.b~ elustered 
aoe~rding to two broad oategoriea o~ depend.pt 
Tariabl.s, perceptual and or~anizattonal. The former 
oan he further 8ubdlT1ded 1n~o perception. o~ 
enTironment and of self. The latter breaka down ~nto 
atructural and tunotianal aspecta. (aee dlâgram h-2) 

. .' 
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Situntion/Process 
(DiRgramattc Representation of Relat1onship) 
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Hypotheses Clustering 

Environment. ~ 
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ORGAr.1IZATIO~AL 
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Hlpothesis Testing: (S / Support) (NS 1 Non-SŒ,port) 

A. Threat: • 

Hl As threat incr.ases in a crisis situation, 
deciaion-makin~ becomes incre.singly centralis.d. 
(DeriTed tro~ Lentner 19721309,1)0) • ' 

(S) I~ the face of inoreasing threat precipitated 
hy the So~iet memoire oi June 4 , the state 
Department wae unable to measure up to 
Presidential expectat1ons. Charged with th~ 

H2 

tawt of formulatin~ a reply, the Department 
produced an unimaginatiTe draft which required 
o~er a month to prepare. In order to respond 
effectiTely to the criais Kennedy came to rely 
almoat exciusively upon the NSC staff, his 
White House ad~ieers and the Berlin task f9rce. 

As threat inoreases in a crisis situation, the 
number of participants in a dec1aion tends to 
increase. (DenTèd trom Hermann 1972,c:31l,197) 

(S) Oh the 16th of June Xennedy named an outsid. 
adTiser , Dean Aoheson , to lead a pOliey tast 

.. force whose, 8s.signment i t was to prepare 
reoo ... ndations for controntipg So.tet initiatives 
1n ~erl1n. ~et1red Gen_ral .axwell Taylor .. s a1so 
appointed as speoial militar,t representatlve to 
the Preaident in 'June et 1961~ 

Hl As threat inere.s8s ia a orisis situation, the 
I~eater the felt aeed for face-to-faoe proximity 
.. onl decision-maters. (D8ri~ed fra. Pais' 1968:288) 

\ 
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( S)' Dur1n~ the criais phsse members ot the 
deci81on-mak1n~ elite were in almost 

1 

continuaI face-ta-face contact. InformaI 
me.~in~s of the National Security Coune!l 
aoourred frequentl,. throllghou,t the !11DDDer 
months. The ereotion of the Berlin barricade ~ 

on Au«uat 1) oCCJ1sioned aroW1d the clook 
meetings of the Berlin Task force. Thr0ll:~hout 

the criaie phase the Presiderit's three 
ohier subordinates, Secretary ot' St.te Ruak, 
Detense SecretaJ'1 IIcNamara and speoial 
mi1itary repreaentative 'f Taylor, met resu1ar1y' 
with the Preaident. As w.11, 'h1t. House adTiaers 
and KacGeorge Bundy provided President Kennedy 
with dai1y interpretations. 

, II4. As tuest inoreaaea in- a orisis ai tuation, 
the'more the 1eader'a solicltatioD of 
subordinate adTic •• (De~Ted trom-Pai«e 1968:290) 

(5) Kennedy oontinual1y sousht the adT1se of 
his eubordinatea. The -President repeated1y 
requeeted ~ubm1eaioD ot written rep~rts 
lII!'oTid1ng detin1"tione 01' the Berlin ei tuation, 
United States' objeot1T" and alternat1Te 
stratepes. ln t~e deci.ion of August 15, 

, 
Kennedy depended almoet total1y on the reoommendations 

H5 

or the B~r11n fast torèe. 8 

As threat 1ncreas~8 in a o~iai8 ,ltuation, the 
greatér the aocèptan •• ot r'spoDs1b1lity for 
action by th. leader. (Der1.ed troa Pa1~e 1968:289) . , 

, .... 
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(S) In his text Sorenson WTites that President 
Kennedy tbok complete charse of the Berlin 
operation. Kennedy eons1dered th~ July 25 
and Au~st 15 decisions ultimately as his 
declsions to make. S1milarily the consequencee 
flowing from those decieions he aceepted .8 his 
reepoD81bilit)'. 

H6 As threat,inoreases in a crisis situation, 
performanoe, b)' ,the decision-makera genera11y 
worsens. (Derived from Milburn 1972:318.264) 
(~S) There is no eTidenoe to suggest that the 
performance of American deciaion-makera woreenad 
as they perceiTed increasing leTels of threat: 
with reference to public appearances of the 
President there are no reports of gr~Te 

'physlca1 or mental fatigue; neither Sorenaon 
nor S~hleeinger indieate • breakdown of 
communication or cooperation rithln the deci.,ion
making elite. 

• 

H7 As threat 1noreae'ee in • crieis *1tuation, 
the grester the fe1t n.ed tor information. 
(Derlved !rom Palge 19681292) 

(S) In hie de8cri~t1on of Kennedy'. inyolTement 
in the Berlin operation , Soreneon emphaeizes 
the President'e .interest in and awarness ot the 
dail)' information flow. Kennedy .sought direct 
information, • ••• he kept track ot aIl the~ 
cables , he reaa transcri~ts ot aIl the conteren;ese n9 

'. 
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. " As threat increasee in a criais situation, 
the greater the- propenaity for decision-makera 
to eupp1eme~t information abou~ the opjective 
state of affairs with information drâin rra. - . 
their awn past expertence. 
Pai!e 1968: 295) 

(Insuffieient Data) 

( Deri ved frOJl 

As threat increases in a c~sl$ situation, the' 
more information about it tends to be elevated . 
to the top of the orsaniBational hierarchy. 
(Derived fram Paige 1972: .305,47) 

(S) In his description of Preaident Kennedy's 
1nvo1T~ment in the Berlin operation Sorenson 
emphàsizee the Preeident's iriterest in and 
awareness of the daily information flow. A 

• 1 _ 

!ood deal of this information with referenèe 
to Berlin, reached the President directly , 
without prior ihterpretation from within'the . 

i 

State Department or even by White "Houee adTiaers. 

HIO As threat inereases in a crisis situation, the, 
ràte of oo.aunieatioft bya Bationts deois1on-makers'· 

~ , 
to international actors outside their"oountr,y will 
inore.se. (perived trom Hermann 1972c:3l2,202) 

(S) President Kennedy"regarded close personal 
contact as an important ~trate&y to aohieve 
Allie4 unit1 in the face of the 1ncre.sing Soviet 
thre.t. The .eetings with British Prime Min1ater 
Macmillan on June 4 and 5 are representat1ve of 
Kennedy's .~~orts to communieate with an ~lied 
leader in an èffort to deal with the apparent criais. 
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HII As threat increaeea in a criaia situation, 
the influence of the armed forces in the 
making of decisiona beeomeB greater. 
(Derived trom Brecher 1974b:174) 

(NS) Although retired General Maxwell Taylor 
waB appolnted 8S m11itary representative 
to the Preaident in June of 1961, there ia -no evidence to 8uggeat that thla, appointment 
wes indicative ot or resulted in ap inereasin~ 

influence of the armed forces in the making ., 
of deciaiona. Indeed the July 8 meeting ~early 
demonatrated a strong tendency by the Prea\dent 

\ 
awsy from an emphasis on milltary atrategy a~ the 
'only' option. 

H12 As a threat to survival increases in a criais 
situation, the influence of the eeonomio variable 
on deeiaions tends to decrease. (Derived from 
Brecher 1974b:175) 

(NS) In reference to the Ju1y 25 decialon the 
economlc variable appeared as an important 
conatraint to any rapid military build-up. 
The Council of Economie Advisors voiced strong 
opposition to any measu~es necessitatlng an 
int1ationary tax increase - ft view wh1ch Kennedy 
ap~arently heeded. 

Hl3 As,threat lncreasee in ft criaie situation, 
deoiaion time becomes more iMpOrtant in 
determ1ning how many alternatives will be 
oonsidered. (Derived trom a~~nn 19720:312,199) 

(Insuftlcient Data) 
r 
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B. 11!!!: .. 
H14 As time sa1ience increaseelO in a crisis situation, 

the greater the like1ihood of deoisiona1 unit 
consensus. (Derived trom Pai~e 1972:305,52) 

(8) The d,ecision of August 15, 1961, in reaponse 
to the ereotion of the Berlin barricade, wa8 

a product of continuons around the c10ck 
disoussiQns. Sorenson records total agreement 
within the Administration in regard td the eontent 
of that decieion. 

H15 As time salienee incresses in a orisis situation, 
the number of participants in a decision tends 
to decreaae. (Derived ~om Hermann 19720:312,197) 

(Insuffieient Data) 

H16 As time sa1ienee increases in a erisis situation, 
the 1esser the consultation with persons outside 
the oore deoisiona1 unit. (Derived from Paiga '1972:30~52) 

(NB) The formulation of the Au~st 15, 1961 decision 
to proteet, in etrong diplomatie terme , the 
ereotion of the Berlin barricade, did involTe 
consul tation among the ~oTernmente of -the Western 
powers. 

Hl7 As time salience incraeses in a crisis s~ation, 
the l8sser the aearch ~or a1ternatiTes. (D~r.1ved 

Iro. Robinson 1972:304, 23) 
(Insu t'fieient Data) .. 

• 
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HIS Aa time salience increases in a criais situation, 
lesa alternative courses of action are conaidered. 
(Der! ved fram Pai~e 1972: 306, 52) 

(NS) ThroughOl1t the oriais Kennedy refused to 
paraeive response in the narrow terma of a 

single strategy, Relative to the July 25 deaiBion, 
the deoision time for the Âugust 15 deoision 
wes peraeived to be extremely limited and yet 
a number of alternatives, bath military and 
non-mi1itary were oonsidered. 

Hl9 AB time salienee 1noreases in a crieis situation, 
the greater the inputs of oral versus written 
information and interpretation. (Derived t'rom 
Paige 1972: 305, 52) 

(Insuffioient Data) 

H20 As time salience increases' in a oriaia situation, 
the greater the efforts to oommurticate wItb 
allies on a faae-to-face basis. (Deri"ftd :trom 
Paige 1972: 306,52) 

(S) 'ollowIng hia European vielt in June 19p1, .. 
President Kennedy dld not again pere~nally meet 
~th A11ied leaders during the crisis periode 
HoweTer, oonstant communication did take place 
among the Allies: the Berlin eontin&ency planning 
.8ss10ns provided one forum for interohange of 
idees. \~ ... 

H2! As tlme 88l1enoe inoreases in a crisis sItuation, 
shifta ln the value bases desi&Ded to legitimate 
the crisis .8sponsea will tend to decrease. 
(DeriTed fro. P8i~e 1972: 306.52) 



o 

- 104 -

(S) Throu~hout the criaia there i8 not 
any indication of a ahirt in the value 
bases underlying the Ame~can responsee. 
Kennedy remained firm in his eommitment to 
arrest Communist penetration and pravent the 
outbreak of nuelear war. 

• 
H22 Ae ti.e salienee increases in a oriaia situation, 

the ~reàter the inveatment or emotional a:t'~ect 

by decislon-makers in po1icy and personal 
differences.( Derived fram Paige 1972: 305,52) 

(S) In his text Schlesinger writea that Kennedy 
W8s)preocoupied with the Berlin problem 
throughout the summer or 1961.' nHe's imprieoned 
by'Berlin. n1; remarked the aecretary of the 
Interior , Stewart Udall. Kennedy was determined 
that the United StateswDuld not yield to 
Soviet threats. However, his :t'ear of prompting 
a nuclear war inclined Kennedy toward a 
bu11d-up of conventional ~orces and to in-Blet 
upon the importance 
the,OnlY~CePtable 

c. Intensi tlz 
, ~ 

of negotiation8 a8 in tact 
al terna ti ve. 

H23 As the criais becomes mOre inten8el~ the «reater 
the centralisation of authdri ty iil the dec1.8ion
mak1ng prooesse ( Der.ived from Milburn 1972:319,266) 

(S) Soren8on,1nd1cates that President 'Kennedy took 
oomplete charge of the Berlin operation. Although 
the President .nooura~.d' any number of oral and 
written aubais8ions 1t was he who drew troa these 

\ t' ~r 1 l. 
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sources to conatruct a Berlin atrategy. The 
July 25 dec!sion was in this sense not a 
a committee decisipn. 

" 
H24 As the crieis becomes more intense, the deeision 

process tends te b. deminated by! ad hoc , 
decisionsl units. (Derived tram Paige 1968:281) 

(s) The State De'partment dld not mea.ure up 
to Kennedy's expectations during the criaie 
phase. rte apparatus proved unabl. to deliver 
quiet , decisive responaea. Ad hoc deciaional 
unite inoluding the Berlin Task torce , and 
Whit. House advisera becama the basic oomponents 
of the decision proeasa. 

H25 As the criais becomes more intense, the leas 
complex the form of behavior. (Derlved trom 
K1lburn 1972: 318,265) 

(NS) There is no indication that as.the criei. 
becam. more int.nse th. perc.ptual abilities of 
American d.cision-makera declinad. Throughout 
th. criais K.nn.dy demonstrat.d a keen awsrenesa 

, of the eomplexlaty of the ai tuation. Nor la 
there endenee of the aimplification of the 
moti?8tional proo.sses. The basic aU~Tal ne.da 
wer~ of course present,but thés8 did not replace, 
on th. one hand, the commi tm.nt to a negotiated 
solution, and en the other hand, the sense ot 
commitment to the tPree Wor1d t • 
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H26 As the crieie becomea mor intense, the r 

heavier the overload of; hannels of communication., 
(Derived from Holsti 19 28:307,73) 

(Iosufficient Data) 

H27 As the crieis beoom s more intense, the greater 
the tendenoy to r y nJoo extraordinary or 
improTised chaon la of communication. 
(Derived from Holati 19728:307,15) 

(5) A su~etantial amount of the communication 
BIlon!" the Western powers bypassed normal . 
diplomatie channelse fhese extraordinary 
ehannels included peraonal eontaot among 
the leaders, Berlin oontingency planning 
groups and foreign ministers' meetings. 

H28 Aa the criaie becomes more intense the etron~er 
the tendeney for ruaour to be-transmitted as 
fact. ,(Derived fr~. North et al. 1963: 165) 

; 

(Ins.ff1ci~nt Data) 

H29 As th. criais becomes more intense, decision-makers 
are likely to be less awar~ of the comp1exity 
of their environment. (Derived fro.~ Pruitt 1965:411) 

(HS) During the crisis phase United States' 
dec1aion-aakers remained co~izant of the 
oomp1.xlty of the operationa1 enTironment. ID 
partioular t President Kennedy a,preciated the 
interrelatedness of the SoT1et challenge in Berlin, 
United Stat.a~ relations in Western Europe and the 
Amerioan position worldwid •• 

• . 
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H30 As the orieie beoomes more intense, the more 
attention deoision-makers will giTe to 
domeetio eODstraints on choice. (Derlved from 
Brecher 1974b: 174) 

vS) In response to arguMents ~or a proclamation 
of national emergency the Council of Economie . 
Advisors couns.1led the President to a.oid 
inflationary tax increaees. This warning 
provided a etrong case aga1net any dramatic 

\ 

force build-up 8S suggeeted by Acheaon. 

H3l As the orieis becomas more intense, the raIe 
of intereet groups ae transmittere of demanda 
to decision-makera becomee greater. (Derived 
!ro. Brecher 1974b~l75) 

(NS) Although institutionsl intereet groupe, 
in particular, ~roups within the state Department 
and the Defense Department did influence the 
July 25 deciaion, "to some extent, the role of , 
institutional interest groups actually declined 
during the criais: witneas the deoline o~ th. 
State"Department. 

" H32 As the crisis beco.e, more intense, the influence 
oi competing alites deoreaeea. (Derived from 
Brecher 1974b:174) 

(S) In reterenoe to the July 25 deoision there 1e 
"littl. eTidance to Buggest that President Kennedy 
was greatly influenced-by competing polit1cal elites 
inoluding Senat. Majority leader Manefield .h~ 
public1,. ar~ed ~or a rree oit Y status for Berlin. 
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HJ) As the crisis becomee more intense, decision-mekers 
will become ineressingly ooneerned with the 
1mmediate rather than the distant future. 
(Derived trom Holati 1965:226) 

(NS) The empha8is upon the broader politiea1 
eontext contained in the July 25 deci8ion 
indieates that the decision-makera continued 
to be mueh eone.med with the fUture situation. 
The August 15 deci8ion to pDte~t in atrong 

~~dip1omatic terme , but not to reBpond militarily, 
J~ , 
. revealed an appreeiat10n ot th~ Wall as one event 

within a eontinuing confl1ct, an avent not 
important enough to risk aIl future solutions. 

HJ4 As the crieia beeomes more intense, decision-makers 
are 1ikely to eonsider fewer alternatives. 
(Derived trom Prui~t 1965: 411) 

(NS) A number of alternatives eontained within the 
broad headings of mi11tary and negotiating 
strategies were eonsidèred as possible respon8es 
to the Soviet thre8t~ ~hroughout the criais 
Kennedy refused to perceive American response 
simply aS a ehoiee amon~ m11itary options. In 
retarenee to the August 15 deeision, the Berlin 
~ask foroe eon8idered numero~s a1ternatiTes ranging 
trom the seTering ot interzonal trade to an 
alteration 'of interzonal passes betore reeommending 
a strong diplomatie response • 
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HJ5 AB the criais becomea more intense, the 
decision-makers will perceive the range of 
alternatives open to themeelves to become 
narrower. (Derived trom 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 conventiona1 reaponse and the 
formulation ot a mixed-opti~n strstegy. 

H)6 As the criaia becomes more intense, decision-makers 
are 1ikely to ohoose among alternatives with 
less adequate review of their consequences. 
(Derived fram Pru1tt 196~: 411) 

(NS) Thro~ghout the criais Kennedy considered 
negotiations as the only acceptable alternative, 
in terms of consequences, to a solution in Berlin. 
At the July 8 meeting President Kennedy, 
troub1ed by what he consldered as an lnadequate 
appreeiatlon ot politieal consequences, Qrdered an 
exhaustive review of alternative strategies and ' 
thelr probable consequences. rhe 4e018ion ot 
August 15 not to iDTOké strong measures of 
retaliati9n , i.e. se~ring of interzonal trade 
or military intervention, indicated an appreciation 
of the consequenoes of Bach measures. 

H37 As the criais becomea more intense, various costs 
and side ~tfects of a preferred option tend to 
be neglected. (ner1ved trom Milburn 1972: 319,273) 

t 
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(3) Despite a recognition-by'Kennedy that 
American offers of negotiatloD would probsbly 
be regarded by Moscow as a oign of w.alDess, 
the Preside~t came to insist more and more upon 
the negotlations option. 

Conclusion: 

As noted in the discussion of the decision-making 
approach in chapter one , because of the oonstraints 
to the gathering of perceptual data , rese'arch findings 
may not1achieve the level of specificity demanded by 
research questions. To some extent the above findings 
May weIl he cri ticized for this failure.' To 
the discussion in chapter one tt could be added thst . 
hypotheses may not be testable due to an insufficiency 
of data. (Perhaps ~ne could also fault the absence , 
of quantitative content analysis.) Certainlyany 
aS8eBsm~pt of thia chapter must take note of the fact 
that Beven hypotheses tall into this category. 
Nevertheless, 80% of the hyJOtheaes did prove to be 

. testable and of th.se , sixt y percent did' support 
80.e klnd of relationah1p between the independent 
variable , perc.ivpd situation and the dependent ' 
variable, eitherl,erceptual or organiza~ional. ~8 
such, thia chapter doe. proTide a-nuaber of fairly 
specifie and comparable research ttndinta, which in
general conf1~ that crials as a situational variable 
is an 1.portant explanator7 variable i~ reference to 
foreisn policy behaTior. 
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\ 
HlPotheees Summary 

Support1ng. ~ !2! Support1ng Insu!fic1ent Data 

l 6 8 
2 Il 13 
J 12 15 
4 16 17 
5 18 19 
7 25 26 

~ 9 29 28 
10 31 
14 33 (7) = 18% 20 34 
21 35 
22 36 

( 23 
24 
27 (12) = 33% ~ 
30 • 
32 
37 

(18)= 49% 

) Total Support 2! Testable Hlpotheeee 

= 18. 60% 
j'tT 

diagram !!-1 
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FOOT NOTES - CHAPTER THREE 

1 Brecher, M.,Decisions in Israel's Foreign Policl 
p. 518 -- - -- -

2 Refer to the criais behavior models in.the 
discussion of the decisïon-~aklng approach, in . 
chapter one. . 

3 See Appendix in Hermann, o.r. (ad.), International 

'5 
6 
7 
8 

Crisis. New York:P.ree Press, 1972. 
4 1&86&., Eugene J., The Poundations of Po11tica1 

Anallsis. Homewood,-rrlinols:The Dors.; Press, 1971. 
Ibid., ,. 48 
~pothe81s 24 
Se, Hypothesis 29 

,. 

Responses to hypotheses four and· ten may be 
orit1cized for not stating whether inoreas,s 
occurred over time. The difficulty here ia that 
high levela of subordlnate sollicitatioç and 
oommunieation to for,lgn actore are reeorde,d. 
throughout tl'!e' crieis. . , 

9 ' Soreneon, /~., Kennedy. p. 586 , 
10 "Increaslng t1me sallenee" meane the perception 

by deô1a10n-makere of less ttme i~,whieh to de~ide. 
11 Schlesinger t A.K. , Jr., A !housand DaY;. pp. 390-391 
12 "Increaeing Intensity of ertala" refere 0 a . 

comblnat'ion of perception of increasing threat and 
~erception of inereasing time sallen ce. \ 

, , 
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CHAPTER !QY.R 

! SYNTHE SIS Qf !!Q APPROACHES 12 CRISIS? 

In his (1972b) study of international crieie , 
Charles MeClelland Indlcatee that decision-mating 
and eyatemie analysés of orisia - the one he depiota 
as being preocQupled with 1ntra-unit procesees , the 
other wi th inter-uni t processes - a·hould ul timately 
~e brought together in a s1nthesis. Notably, 
no elaboration of a soheme to achieve synthesis 1e 
proYided by McClelland~ AB Inch • even if one were 
to accept the intra/inter distinotion ae a basis 
for aynthesis , in the absence of such aacheme 
the critiaal queetion of 'hoy' remaina UDBnswered, 
that ls , how la synthe.,ls to be aehleTed? In 

, partlcular, what are the meohanlsme of linkage? It 
18 to th1s' question that the ~inal chapter ot thia . ' 

tbesls addreeses 1 teelf. 
leClel1and's reterence to a synthesis 01' approaohee 

ia not without precursors in the literature on tore1gn 
polier behavior.".la one example , the idea ot a 
synthesia underlt.a Jaœee N. Roeenau's proposed 
de'Yelopment 01' a pre-theery of torelgn polieyl. 
li'or Rosenau a neceesary tasle is to •• rge intra and extra 
u~i t analyses, 'l'he prob!e. ia to construct, some sort 
of ineorporating framawork. 

ft!. r ecocnl •• that toreign polley 
18 sbape4 " internaI a8 weIl al 
.xternal factorà la not to 
oomprehend ho. th. two int.~x or 
to lndlcate the condition. und.:r 
which o~e predominate8 o'Ylr th. 
other. " 
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Rosenau deYiaes a pre-theory structure to incorporate 
~orelgn pollcy vari,bles • variables whioh 
have been previously elassified into five groupings: 
four he'oonsidere as lntra-unit - Idiosynoratic, 
role , governmental and sooietel; the flfth Inélude$ 
any systemic variable8~3 The formulation of this 
pre-the ory of foreign pol~cy requlres an assessment of 
the relative potenei~s of the variable grouplngs. 

"That Is, one has to decide w~1eh set 
of variables contributes Most to 
external beh_vior , which ranks next 
ln influence and 80 on through aIl 
sets. "4 

To be noted hert 18 an imv~lcit 8ssumptlon , one 
to whlch this dlBcusBio~ will return la ter, that 

" these flve sets of vari'ablea are comparable. 
- , , 

Unfortunately, ' Rosenau fails to elaborate the mechanics 
of comJBriaon; a failur. which Roaenau attributes to 
the purpose of his study. 

-There la no need her.oto .1aboratà 
st ltngth on th. rèasoning 
underlying eaoh ran~ng. The point 
la not to de.onat~~t. the .. lid1t$ 
of th. rankinga but rather to ' 
indlcat. wbat the oonstruction ot 

" a pre-theory of tor.1gn pollcy 
invol vee .-ft 5 

Whether juatif1ed or not, It remains that .h1~. 
he does indicate the bases, for synthesla, Rosenau 
does not a.tist" the question of ho. - the mechanisms 

. "-of ayntheais. ' ,. 
To this -,point 1 t _ ha. been este blished that both 

.oUlelland and Roa,enau fail to sp,oiry how synthesls 
ia to b. achi."ed.', Bo'th also in theIr elaboratlons f 

\ 
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1 

of the bases of synthesiB portray the prinoipal 
approBchee to foreign policy behavior esse'ntially 
in terms of intra/inter-unit variables. Drawing 

'" upon the earlier discussion of' the systemic and 
decision-making approaches in chapter one, it May 
be argued that these portraits are incomplete. 
Speoifically ,they disregard B seoond critical 
aspect , that ls , the perceptual variable , 
included in the decision-making approach , excluded 
by the systemic approach. Indeed , if the difterences 
were simply those of lntra/lnter-unit fooi then 
the Brecher et al. research framework which inoorporates 
both intra and extra unit variables could be preaented 
as a fra~work of syntheais. But it ia not presented 
preciael~because its basic mechanism of incorporation 
lB the perceptions of decision-makers. 

Significantly , thia argument 8eems to have found 
acceptance in Raymond Tanter's study of international ~ 
crises , in partlcular his elaboratlon of a aynthesis 
of the systemic and deoiaion-maklng approaches , an 
elaboratlon in which he confronts both aspects. 

In hi. stlldy, nllodell'ing and lIanaging International 
Conflicts:The Berlin Criaea", Raymond Tanter seta 
forth three basic goals ~t inquiry: (1) "ta explain 
the level and varlablllty of East-West confllctlve 

~
lntenSitY on th~ basls of three attributea -allianëè~ 
conflict and phase; (2) to explain East-West conflictive 

• ~ntensity on the basls ot two parameters - event/interaction 
; d organisational proeesses - within the context set 

/ by the alliance, conflict and phà.e attributee; 
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(3) to infer from the explorations some 
implications for conflict modelling and management 
in other situations_ n6 

In terms o'f thi B discussion 1 t is the seoond goal 
with its promise of synthesis which receiv~ 
particular attention. Related to this goal are 
two principal aBsumptions. The first assumption 
appears in the form of a working hypothesia: the 

~...." 

i~tenaity of Allla)ce behavior et 8 given point 
in time (t) la a consequence of the previoua behavior 
of its opponent st time (t-l) , and ~he previoua 
behavior 01 the Alliance itself- ita organizationel 
proces8, at time (t-l). (see diegram a-l) Essentially 
the Tanter syntbesis involves a comblning of the 
eystemic approach with Graham Allison'a 'model,7 of 
organizational proc8sses. 8 Without et this point 
entering into a discussion o~~~e bases of this synthesis 
ft certainly may be argued that the Allison organizational 
processes model is not truly repreaentative of the 
deoision-making approach. Going beyond the persistent 
crtticism of ita limited applieability outaide of the 
United States' foreign policy decision-prooeas , it is 
not entlrely olear, as stephen Krasner indicates, that 
the model proTides an acourate representation even in 
-this ae~t-eaee.9Krasner ls willing to ooncede that 
organizational proeessea May indeed dominate in periods 
of Incremental policr change; however, in periods of 
directional , non-1ncremental policy ehange it is the 
values of the authoritatlve decision-make~s (thes. 
dec1sion-makers aet aocording to a rational deoision-making 
process) whioh aocount for forei~ policy decisions. 

• 
________ IIIIii2U:::, .~j .~-----:r~-, 
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Tanter Hypothesis 
(event/interaction-organizational processes 
synthesis) 

( t-l) NATO " 
",/1 

Organi~ona1 
. Pr099'Sses ' 

/' 

// 
// 

~/~ 

WTO (t-l) 

rganizational 
roc esses 

Event 1 Interaction 

// 
'/ 

,/ 
/'" // 

'WTO (t) 

Waraaw Treaty Organization 

diagraDl 8-1 - -

l 
'-' 

(t) NATb 

North Atlantic Treaty 
Organization 
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If accepted , the Iraener argument i8 particularly 
damaging to the Tenter study. One of the study's 
basi~ research questions , "do the event/interaction 
processes dominate alliance conflictive behavior 
during the orieis phase, and do organllational 
processes dominate in pre- and post-criais Phasea;"l~ 
clearly excludea any possibllity of a.rational 

l 

deolsion-msking prooess, in the Krasner sense. 
The Krasner ar~ument would suggest that with the 
deoline of organizational dominanoe during a crlais 
period the authoritative dec1sion-makers would come 
into their own. The Tanter study does not provide any 
basis for a rejection of this statement , it simply 
faila to desl with it. 

The second related assumption ls that in 
oombinlng the Bystemic and deolsion-making approaches 
the oapaoity of the research for explanation 1e 
increased. Tenter indicates three bases for this 
synthesis. (1) "The concepte of organizational 
rati~al~ty and learninflProvi~e one theoretical 
basis ~r the linkage." Tanter proTides two 
indicators of organizational rationa11ty which 
he definee in ter.ms of ratipnal adaptation. The firet 
ls the tendenoy to repeat learned behavior as ex,ressed 
by standard opera~ing procedures.12-The second i8 th. 
searoh for ne. solutions whic~ more adequately re~pond 
to the external envlronaent than those proTided by • 
exlstlng procedures. Tanter hypothesises that Allianoes 
engage 1n organiKat1onal 
situations aad that this 
reciprooal intensity.13 

s.arch prpcesses in ~sls 
account~or patterns of high 
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"In ehort • standard operating 
procedures mey be an inadequate 
basis for crieis decision-making 
and thus an alliance engages in search 
for more innovative solutions to 
a criais situation. As a result 
patterns of high reciprocal lntensity 
should occur during the crisis phase, 

'whieh indioate both inoreased 
organizational search and, thU!4 
heightened event/interaction." 

Certain questions must be directed toward the 
ab ove interpreta~ion of organizational ratlmnallty 
and related stetements. From where doee the impulse 
for seerch come? If the souroe of th1a impulse lies 
'outside of the organizational structure can one 
~lmpute adaptiTe rationality to the organization? 
In his application of the or~anlzational praoesses 
~odel to the Cuban Missile Crisis , Graham Allison 
Indicates that th,e role of governlilental organlzations 
was ta specify previously est~~9hed alternatiTes. 

"Deliberations of leaders in ExCemm 
meetings .produced broad outlines of 
alternatives. Details of the 
alternatives, and blueprints 

1 for their implementatlon, bad to 
be specltied by the organization 
that would be responsible for 
execution. These organizational 
outputs efte~tively &newered the 
question: What, speeifically, 
could be done."15 

Purthermore , it ls not at aIl evident why a 
search pracesB should neoessarily mean increaeing 
reclprocal Intenslty. Indeed a search period may be 
charecteriz,d br a catttious non-committal strategy, 
with state leaders b~lng unwilllng to proeeed blindly.16 
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Il , 

(2) "Analogies from psychology, economic8 and 
political science give another basis •• "17 As a 
basis for a psychologicsl analogy Tanter draws upon 
the concepts of other and inoer-direction developed 
by David Riesman. 18 

"According to Riesman, other-directed 
pereona11ties base thelr actions on 
their perception of the goals and 
Yaluee of others, while inner direeted 

~erBonalit~e8 are motivated by 
/.r--~' internalized goals and values. The 

/-- same individuel , however, may exhibi t 
~ both other- and inner- directed 

-~ tendenclea, depending upon the 
eituation."19 . 

Similarily, argues Tenter, alliances may also 
alternate between other and inner direction according 
to the situation. He bypothea1sea that duripg the 
pre- and post-criaie phases both alliances , the 
W~d NA~O were 1nner directed, while,' 

nDur1ng the crieis phase, each coalition 
become$ more aware of the other 
eoalition's behavior and one eoalition's 
behavior beeomes more a responae to 
the other'. actions."20 

A problem lnherent to su ch analogies ls that of 
cross-level distortion: the comparability of'an 
individusl to an alliance. Tanter does admit to 
the problem;however. this admission does not 
absolTe his argument from a major analytical 
incons1stency. Acoording to Ri.aman, the actions , 
of other-directed personalitiee ~re based on theiT 
perception et the goals and values of others; in the 
Tanter application an other-d1reoted alliance responds 
to the actions of the other. Re.poDae to another'a 

, 



j 

o 

/ 
- 121 -

actions i8 not the same as responae based on the ) 
• perception of another's goals'and values. 

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

"Inïr-dire~tion imPliea difficulty 
in ~ali g with change beoause values 
an go s beoome1internalized to the 
exten that the changing environment 
offers a threat to the very existenoe 
ot the inner-directed actor. As 
standard operating procedures oeaee 
to be adequate in a ohanging environment, 
the organization should redefine its 
behavior sa that it May continue to 
function. Thie adaptatio~ in turn may 
cr.ate ne" standard operating procedures, 
ne. i~ternalizations and new reinforoed 
patterns of behav1or~n2l 

Tenter impliee that it ie the organization whioh 
eetablishes ne" values and goals and in this way 
redefinee i te behavior. Again reterring to the 
thesis advanoed by Stephen Kr_aner, one might argue 
that this redafinition ia in tact diotated by 
'new' Talues and goals of authoritative decision-makers 
outside of the organizational structure. This argument 
suggests that the psycho1ogiesl analogy, an apparent 
attempt to impart cogniti.e qualities( to organisations, 
ls mi.placed. 

l ' 

(J) -A tuther baste of the synthests co •• s trom 
the tentatl~e flndlngs of em,irical research.-22 

Tanter regards the findings of the IcC1elland et al. 
(1971) etudy23 ae supportlTe of a aynth.sis. The etudy .. 
exaatnes three e%planations of SoTiet-Ameriean ,interactions. 

, 

Model l aasum.a that Soviet-Amer1can interactions 

. 
] 

1 , 
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are random. The second model assumes that 
~oviet-Americart behavlor is total1y reclprocal, 
and model III assumes 1imited reclprocity. On 
the basie of the reaearch findings it ls determined 
that limited reciproclty proTides the best 
explanation of the historical Soviet-American 
relationehip. 

"The limited reciprocal simulation 
thue providee an empirlcal basis 
for th. combined mode1 of the 
present etudy. Th. Tà1·idi ty of their 
li.ited reciprocal simulation 
indicatea that both event/interaction 
(complete reciprocity) and 
orKanizational proeesaes (no 
reciprocity) may be operatlng, 
thu8 euggestlng a synthe81a.~~4 

One May certalnly question whether no reciprocity 
is a consequence of organizational procesees, and 
whether 11mited reciprocity cao be explained on1y 
in terms of event/interaction and organizational 
procesees. le 1t not possible that Soviet and American 

~ . 
interactions J'ere in part responaea to the actions 
of other states? Mor~ importantly, Tanter excludes 
any reference to the impact of internaI actora oth~r 
than organlzations. 

The final aspect of the theoretical framework to 
be apecif1ed by Tanter 1a the role of perQeption 
in the explanàtion of foreign pOlicy behavior. 
Perception appeara aa an iDdependent variable affixed 
to th. e •• nt/interaction hypotheaial 

.. 

ft •• current 1fTO aotions are a r.èul t 
of prior NA!O actions and lfTO 
perceptions of' NATO actions and 
Tice veraa."25 
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The placing of the perceptua1 variable in this 
hypothesis 18 particular1y significant as it 
imp1ies that response is both directly (action
response) and indirectly (perceptual mediation) 
linked to stimulus, and further that perceptions 
and actions are additive phenomena:methodo1ogical1y 
perceptions are coded as event data and subjected 
to measurements of intensity and frequency. 

The logical inconelatency revea1ed in the aboye 
statements la inescapab1e. The action-response and 
aetlon~peroep~ton-reeponse processes which 
distinguish the eystsmie and decision-making 
approachee are qua1itative1y difterent procesees. 
How then can response be both directly and indirect1y 
linked to stlmulus? PUrthermore, to take perceptions 
and code them as event data ie to strip those perceptions 
ot their content. Ho. then can the impact of .. 
perception on forelgn po11cy behavior be ac~rate1y 
determined? 

In conclusion it may be steted that the significant 
achievement of the Tanter study lie8 in the realm ot ' 
intention: antattempted synthesis ôf the aystemic and 
decision-making approaches. Without in the leBat denying ... 
the truly impressive inventive qualities ot the 
study it must be concluded that the theoretical bases 

-~ 

tor synthesis remain insufticient for the reasons 
expressed above. 

However d18couraginllY the above conclusion ~ay 
resd it ahould not be lnterpreted 8S a statement of 
abandonment before an apparently inaurBountable barrier. 

l 
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Indeed an approach to syntheeis in terms of levels 
or analysis may yet prove useful. It Is remembered 
that in his elaboratlon of the bases for synthesis, 

Il 

Tanter hypotheelsee that Alliances engage in 
organizational aearch procèBses in criais situations 
and that thie accounte ror \patterns of high 

reciprooal intensity. In fa6t wÀat Tanter had done 
ls to llnk the explaDtion or intra-unit organizational 
processee With the deecr1~tive patterns or inter-unit 
behavior. One mlght propose a syntheele whicb while 
drawing upon Raymond Tanter's attempted marriage of 
the two approaches aeroes two levels of anal,sis, 
rederin~8 that marriage union. This redtfinition 
would exolude rull partnership , that le each approach 
being assigned a partieular analytical role. Full 
partnership Is replaeed by a supplementary relationship: 
the systemic approaeh providing a desoriptive 
supplement to declslon-making ana1ysie. While crisie 
wou1d be detined iDterms, of decision-makera' perceptions, 
and. foreign polièy behavior explained in reference to 
these perceptions, the systemic approach wou1d specify 
the senera! patterne of Inter-uni t behavlor ase\oeiated 
with a perceptual1y determined orieis situation. 

Clearly , the fUnction of the systemic approaeh 
~ . 

in this sche.e i8 ee8sntialliathat of an appendage to 
a decision-making .n~ysi8 of crisis. Pnrthermore, this 

" seheme does not provide for a synthesis in the KcCle1land 
or Rosenau Benet of the term. It 1a not entirely 
without merit however, for even though It cirCUEvents 
the perceptua1/mon-perceptual barrier it dosa 1ink 
the two approachea to the aaal pheno •• non and thsreby 
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establish an additive base. To this extent the 
scheme might promise a certain advance. 

Raymond Tanter contenda that a ayntheaia of ~-' 
the decision-making and systemio approaches will 
increaae the exp1anatory capacity of rssearch. 
This chapter haB not debated that S8sumption per se. 
It has however, questioned ho. such 8 aynthesis 
ie to be achieved , and in queationing, discovering 
the perceptual/non-perceptual barrier separating 
the two approachee to be the major obstacle. 
Certainly the recognition of this barrier ie 
essential for any attempt st eynthesis even if .the 

~ ultimate .Oluti~. to circumvent it. 

i 

, 
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1 Rosenau, James N., "Pre-~heoriel and Theories 
of Pore1gn Po11cy", in R. Barry Farrell (ed.), 
mroaches to comfaratlve and International Po1itics •. 

nston:Northwes ern Unlv:-Press, 1968. 
2 Ibid., p. JI 
l ml:' p. 43 
5 ma., p. 47 . 
6 !anfer, Raym~nd, .od.111ng and ManaginttInternat1ona1 
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Contliot: 1'he Ber1In dHaes -::-lreiterî ey Ils: Sage 
PûbllcatioM, 1914, p. 12 
In employing th~ term 'model' the statement 
follows Allison's us~ge.!hie doe8 not imply 
an agree~ent with the use of the term~ only 
an att~pt to avoid confnsi.n. 
Alliaon,G.T., Essence of Deo1s10n:Exp1aln1ng the 
CUban Miaaile CriaIs. !Oston: Little,Brown, 191!. 
In hIa discussion ot the bureaucratie paradigm, 
conta1ned in Krasner, S.D., "Are Bureaucracies 
I.portant?", Pore1gg P911CiuNO. 7, Summer 1972, 

.pp. 159-179, krasner ls ac a11y dea1ing with 
two modela , the one the organizatlon proeess model, 
the other the bureaucratie po1ities model. The 
lnad'quac1ea of the bu~eauoratie paradiga ae 
determined by Kraener may be traeed to hie inter
pretation of the decislon-making procels. 
(1) !he basic determinants of foreign poliey are 
the values of the deeision-makers although the 
behavior of states ean reflect satisfactory and 
not optimal outoomes.(2) The Ameriean government 
canhot be described.in terms of a balance of power 
syste •• A ~nimal representation would be that of 
a 100 •• hièrarchical system.(J) The h1erarchical 
pattern of th. American government culm1nates in 
the oftiee or the Pr.aident, an oftiee wh1ch 
posaessea an unrinled 8upenori ty of power. 
(4) In this csse (aeaumptio~ three) the concept of 
power isdnd1eatad by the abl1ity to fash10n a 
bureaucra io enTironment. S .. e1fically, the President 
choosea~ reau chiets, structures action chaonels 
and estab11ehes st~tory powers.(5) In that It la 

" the Presid.ent who ter.ates' the bureaucratic 
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envirenment, this environment necessarily 
~ reflects his values. That is to say, 

independent po1icy-making on the pert 
of governmental organizations is Dot 
attributable to the independent powers 
of these organizations, but to the 
'failure' of the chief decision-makers 
to assert control. (6) Establisbed, bureaucratie 
procedures do constrain the President in 
regard to the implementation o~ policy. 
However t programs are highly fungible 
and the President doee have the power to 
direct organizations toward specific taské. ~ 
(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. 

10 Tanter, Raymond, Modelling and Managing., p. 21 
Il Ibid. ~ ---
12 lIIrson, G.T., Essence of Decision., p. 77 
13 Tanter does not aswume tnat there exists a 

1inear relationship between seerch activity 
and rislng levels of conflict intensity. He 
,describes 1t as a curvi11near relationship. 
See page 31 of the Tanter study. . 

14 Tanter, Ràymond, Modelllng and Managing., p,31 
15 Allison, G.T., Essence of Dëër8!on."p~23 
16 SeeCbapter Two for evldëiice ot thls. . 
17 Tanter, Raymond, Modellins and Managing. , p.2l 
18 Rieaman, D., The Lonell CroiG; le. Haven, Conn: 

Yale Univ. Press, 1950., . 
19 ~ante~, Raymond, .Modellint ~ .aneging.pp. 31-32 
20 Ibid., p.32 
21 l."5'I'<r. 
22 ma.! p. 21 
23'~e land,'Charles, et al., The Manatement and 

~AnalFolS of Event Data: A Comiiüterlze Slst .... 
-. for oiltOi=:\ng and-prc)1eëtlng EVent Hows • 

Los Lige!.s: UnIT." or !outhern cal. Press, 1971. 
24.Tanter , Rayaond, Kodelllns ~ Manag1ng.~ 37 
25 Ibid., p. 4[ ,Q 

26 ~ough the focus ~f thia discussion 18 upon a 
, 'eummar.r and cr:l tique of the theoret1cal ttamework 

ot the Tanter synthes1s, a brief note on 
method01ogy and date; collec·tion should be included 
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given the extensive development of a 
research design. The research des1gn 
ineorporates quantitative comparative 
analysie across two case etudies, the 
Berlin crises of 1948 and 1961. Data 
employed are event data, eonfliet1ve 
words and deeds from NATO-WTO 1nte~aetionB 
during the Berlin Blockade 'and Berlin . 
Wall conf1icte. These data are Bubjeeted 
to meaBurement by the Coraon conf1ict 
indioator and Boaling soheme whieh 
provides intenBity sea 1nge. Intensity 

.readingB a~e fi egated from the 
national to alliance level. A second 
step ls the aggregation of average intensity 
scores by time., The ~sic techntque of 
analysis is etatiatical. Analysis of -
variance ia employed to determine the effect 
of alliance conflict and phase on act10n 
intensity. Regression analys1s ia uBed ta 
dete~ine the strength of association 
between Alliance behavior on the on. 
hand, and pr10r Alliance and opponènt 
behavior on the other. A number of 
methodologieal critieisms ahould be considered. 
(1) In relying almost totally upon the New 
York T1mes ae a source of data are research 
fin.dlngs not liable to con'taln stl"ong 
ethnocentrie bias? (2) The measurement 
re11ab1lity of the Cors on soal. 18 low. 
(3) Can me.surements of ·event 1ntensity 
be aggregated trom the national to the 
alliance levei without â1storting these· 
measurements? (4) There 18 nO control for 
the impact of extraneOU8 .ariables, Buch 
ae events oceurring outa1de of the iMmedi~te 
cont11ct, upon aotion intenslty. 
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CONCLUSION: 

Three basic research goals directed this 
theBis. TheBe W~re: (1) to define the decision-making 
approach through a theoretical comparison/with 

! 
the other principal approach to foreign policy 
behavior in general and criais behavior in 
particular, the systemic approach; (2) to define 
the deciaion-making approach by means of an 
empirical application of that approach to the 
Berlin Wall crisis of 1961; (3) to determlne 
the mechanics of a possible syntheaie of the 
decision-making and systemic approaches. 

A theoretical,comparison of the systemic and 
deciaion-making approaches to criais revealed two 
basic distinctions. Pirstly, the systemic focus 
ls preoccupied exclu8ively with inter-unit procesa88: 
criais patterns of interaction are explained in 
reference to previouB patterns. The decision-making 
focus wbil. not totally limited to intra-unit 
processea doea explain foreign policy in reference to 
these procesaes. Secondly, in the systemic approacb 

~ 

criBis becomes an 'objective' phenDmenon to be 
determined by measures~ot frequenoy and variety. 
In the dec~sion-making approach criais is a perceptual 
'subjective' phenomenon which is determ1~ed by the 

"-
perceptions of the aotual deci,sion-mE{kers. 

From the empirical application of the decision
making approach to the Berlin Wall crisis , specifically 
a case study analysis and ~ypothesis testin~, come 
a number ot research findings: (1) the images of the 
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i 

t, , 

• 

! 
- 130 -

decision-making e1ite dld to a large extent 
determine the structures o~ 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 eepecially by the surprise o~ , 
and time limitations imposed ~y the Berlin 
deadline, and later the building of the Berlin 
Wal1;(3) criais as a percelved situation was 
particularly evident in reference to the DB2 
input and did have an impact (of varying degree) 
upon foreign policy output, decision-makers' 
perceptiorta, and decision-process;(4) 1n the 
form of feedback, the consequenoes of the 
decisions taken during the Berlin crieie can 
be trac,ed through external and internaI variables, 
and to la ter crieis decla'iona. 

In questioning how a synthesis of the decieion
making and systemic approaches might be achieved 
it was determined that while the differ1ng 
preoccupations with intra and inter-unit proces8es 
held, at tiret glance, a promise of linkage, the 
perceptual/non-perceptual barrier proved quite 
insurmountable. Charles MoClelland and James 
Rosenau appear not to have coneidered this obstacle, 
whereas Raymond Tenter confronts it head on. This 
confrontation doea not however, meet with the 
desired succeas. In response to thia lack of success 
an alternative proposaI ia advanced. The merit of 
this proposaI 1s that it does t1e the two approaches 
to the same phenomenon. Admittedly however, the 
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linkage la achleved by circumventing the 

perceptua1!non-perceptual barrier. 
Finally, Tiewed in reference to the two 

prob1em 1evels , the theoretical and the practieal: 
at the theoretica1 1evel this theais revee1s 
a criais debate aharply divlded by the 
decision-making and systemic approachee. Wlth 
the nature of the perceptual!non-perceptual 
~arrier even a consensus on concept définition, 
a fUndamenta1 etep, i8 not possible; at the . 
practieal level thls theels revaa1s what ia 
et best uneven and eS8entially low levels of 
explanation in the atudy of international 
crieis - c1early insuffieient ae a prerequlsi te 
to criais management. AS, sucb i t May be concluded 
that the study 61' interdationa1 crisls,at,present, 

at either prOvid&fno satisfactorY; solution 
problem evel. \ 
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