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PRECIS
\ - ; ’ \
. Bien que la surprise soit un probléme omniprésent dans les

<

TS =

7

relations internationales, on retrouve fréquement dans la

litt&rature des explications contradictoires et complimentaires

\

. /
de ce phénoméne. Apras avoir revu les principales théories N

o

i et (LI

défendues dans les exp1ic?tions actuelles de la surprise on’
examinera leur utilité dans la comprehension de la surprise

’g américaine lors de 1'attaque Japonaise 3 Peafl Harbor.

~

La thése se propose d'ana]yser'quatre principales variants de
la surprise des croyances on images incorrectes, des habitudes

{

-(4}‘ ‘ organizationnelles, de rivalités bureaucratiques, enfin la
falsification de 1'information. On reunira systematiquement les
. donness don; disposaient les responsables Americains. Par 1la

suite on evaluera 1'impact de tous ces facteurs sur les prévisions |

Americaines quant a 1a“probabi11té d'une affaque Japonaise.

A 1'encontre des interprétations généralement reconnues la
thése ne se satisfajt pas de 1'explication cémmunément appelé
' 'signal-noise'. Elle ne feut se contenter non plug des rivalités'
bureaucratiques ou d'une mauvaise administr§tion de 1'information.
,,~ Le facteur central fut la strategie Japonaise de "desinformation",
s'ajoutant a un _ manque flagrant d'attention face aux capacités

militaires du Japon. Ces deux facteurs, ensemble, expliquent la

1 ~
¢ ' \

" surprise Americaine. N
) | ‘
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ABSTRACT

A

Although surprise has been a perv\:asilve problem in
international relations, a number ?f contrﬁr\li ctory a\nd
complementary eiplahations of its causes are current in the
Ht’eratu\'e.\ This study begins by“ reviewing current explanations
to specify their arguments and then examines thgir usefulness

in explaining American surprise when Japan attacked Pearl Harbor.

5 The thesis analyzes four major hypotheses of surprise,

faulty beliefs and images, organizatioﬁal routines, bureaucratic

- politics and deception. It then surveys systematfcany the’

- > (
information available to American decision makers and assesses
bthe«imp\act of each of these sevéral factors on American estimates

of the probability of a Japanese attack. -

W

Contrary to prevailing interprgfatioh, the thesis does not

~

find the 'signal-noise’ epranati;n convincing. Nor were
' bureaucrdtic politics or information mismanagement inlportqnt

faqtors. The cen'tral factor was Japﬁn's strategy of disinformation
\which built on inadequate attention to Japan's capabilities. These

two factors toge'&her explain American.’ surprise. \ BN
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_:Nar‘, China's attack on India, the Yom Kippur War - to mention only a few.

-

CHAPTER I - :
* INTRODUCTION

{

When the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor on December 7, 1941, they achieved
a stunning tactical surprise. Because it was the costliest naval disaster in
the histdry of the United States, a\naﬂysts were 1‘ed to examine the causes of
the surprise. Frequentlxy, the underlying purpose of the analysis was to find -
scapegoats for the disdster. The hear%ngs‘ before the Joint Committee of
Congress, the most elaborate and exhaustive investigation, laid the blame
squarely on the field commanders - Admiral Kimmel and General Short - who
‘were promptly relieved from command. These investigations, however, did not

‘provide a satisfactory explanation of the surprise.

1 Scholarly interest in the explanation of surprise, a complex and ubig-

in'fous phenomenon, persists. There have been numerous instances of surprise - °
Hitler's attacké on Russia aw Norway, the Chinese intervention in the Korean -
, \
Also, the consequences of surprise in an era of advaficed technology would be I
even more devastating. Thus, Pearl Harbor andlother surprises have been the
subject of extensive study and various explanations have been put forward.

_ Before examining fhese explanations, it is necessary to establish that
American decision makers were in fact surprised wheﬁ the Japanese attackgd

Pear'l Harbor. This 1s necessary because there is a large body .of literature -

" the revisionist histories of the Second World War - that contends that the

attack on Pearl Harbor was not a surprise at all, and that the Roosevelt

administrafion had 'a sinister design' in provoking Japan to attack the

1

United States.' It argues that Roosevelt 'tried to create an incident' that

would draw the United States into the European War. After the outbreak of

war in Europe, Roosevelt had 'ta'ken one step after another to provoke Hitler
= :

3
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to attack the United States. When he did not oblige, the lioosevelt adminis-

3

tration increased pressure on the Japanese till they had no altternative but

ot

PN

to attack the United States. This argument is not consistent, however, with

the evidence. \

The evidence indicates that although American decision makers did expect

N S ETh T R

a Japanese attack of some sort; even that they considered it probabTe'in the

bt

inme'diate future, they did not expect Japan to attack Pea(ﬂ Harbor. As
Wohlstetter has pointed out, "There was absolutely nothirJlg in magic that
established such a Japanese intent clearly and firmly. And even if there
had I\K‘een, there Wf)u]d still have been doubt as to whether‘ Pearl Harbor was
to be included in the Japanese plan of att’ack."2 American leaders were

surprised that the Japanese chose Pearl qubor as a target in the first place,

( ) and that they chose an-air attack rather than sabqtage. At the very least

L.

then, the attack on Pearl Harbor was a tacficah if not a strategif: surprise.
It is evident, therefore, that the revisionist explanation of the attack
. on Pear1 Harbor is not fully satisfactory since it does not address, ﬁor can
it explain the tactical surprise that occured. |
’ Hraving established that the decision makers in Washington were ind_eéd

surprised when the Japanese attacked Pearl Harber, this study turns to

examine the 1iterature vlrith regard to the e&planation of the surprise attack.

Most of the explanati'ons of surprise have relied primarily on psychological
ar-guments.3 They refer to images, beliefs, ideological biases, wishful

thinking, all of which play a part in determining which facts the observer

will notice and which he will “ignore, the weight he will attach to the
selected facts, the patfern 1th0 which he will fit them and the conclusions

'Y . ) he will draw from them.? Psychological explanations have at least two

ot obee

\
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variants , the first emphasiges the 'contént of beliefs' and the 'image of B
the obponent', and the second refers to its cognitive dynamics.

The 'content of beliefs' refers to the background image or the long term
component of the protagonists' views of each other, one's goals and mili tary
pptentia] relative to the opponent's aims and ultimate military potential, —
and tnha likely outcome of the conflict. The 'image of the opponentm:

of the opponents' current intentions and capabilities.\ Both beliefs and

‘images act as a screen through which information about the opponent passes

and is selectively interpreted and assimilated to _conform to preexisting
expectations of tﬁe adversary's behavior.5 This explanation suggests that
American decision makers believed themselves to be the legitimate defenders
of the status quo in the Far East, and that it was,JapaJ'n, aligned as it was
with Germany and Italy, who was threatening to disrupt the balance of power
and American security. They also believed that their cababﬂities were

so much greater that it would be unrealistic for Japan ‘to attack the Unlited
States, since the outcome of the conflict would be so disadvantageous to the
Japanese. In the context of the current crisis, American decision makers
pe;’ceived Japan to be a small and weak adversary whose aggressive posture
was a bl u'ff. If Japan did harbor aggressive intentions, it would avoid
being involved in war directly with the United States. Therefore, they did
not anticipate an 'attagk on Pearl Harbor. In other words, théir beliefs and
images were res;ﬁon‘sib'le for the failure of American decisionmakers to

3

anticipate an attack on Pearl Harbor.

1

The second variant of the psychological explanation of Pearl Harbor
emphasizes information processing and.its cognitive dynamics. Jervis has

detailed numerous biases of information processing: (a) Information by )

\
+

-




itself is frequently ambiguous and derives its meaning only when it 'is

" A interpreted aga*jnst one's beliefs and images. (b)" 'Information is 1nterprefed
in reference to one's current concerns. (c) Information is interpreted
against hisforical analogies, usually first hand experiences. (d) Information
is interpreted according 'to one's desires and expectations. (e) When the :
flow of informatj?n contradicts estab]isheé beliefs and images, it is either
(i) ignored, d1‘sm’issed or denied; (ii) reinterpreted to fit the established
picture; (iii) the source is discredited; (iv) if the source is "trus;:;l;rthy,

. the information is accepted as such, but images and eipectations are not

\
updated; (v) there is search for more information that supports one's ' e

!

expectations; (vi) when discrepant infémation gets too uncomfortable, 'only
margina.] readjustments are made in one's beliefs and expectatlion.6 Janis
and Mann refer to additioﬁﬂ biases in information processing - viz. congruence - é
seeking and defensive av0'idance.7 ‘ '

This explanation argues that information about Japan's intentions was
amb1'gquous and lent itself to several plausible in‘terpretatiqns given this‘
ambiguity. American decision makers selected those interpretations that were
congruent with their préex‘isting beliefs and images. Consequently, they did
not consjfjer the probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor at aﬁ. In other
wor‘:ls, thé failure of American decision makers to anticipate an attack on
Péaﬂ Harbor was a result of "the conditions of human perception and stems -
from ur;certainties so basic th\at they are not Tikely to be eliminated,

though they might be r-educed."8

The variant emphasizing beliefs and images is static in that it assumes
incoming information about Japanese intentions was irrelevant "to the decision

makers and did not affect their beliefs and images. The variant referring to

o




e information processing and 1its cognitive dgmamics is more dynamic in its

stress on the ambiguity of the ‘:informat'ign,)bu”t neverthe]ess: ignores a wide
i range of potentially relevant factors. Both these variants of the psyghologié\al -
explanation suffer from what Ben-Zv;"reférs to as "the reductive vfaHacy - the

tendency of the cognitive-perceptual fralnjework to reduce sur‘pr'_"ise to a single

¥

)

matrix of m‘ispei‘cgption" and to "overlook an entire complex of relevant
9
"

g 0t

! factiors that are unrelated to the question of human perception.”” Thomas

Schelling has explained the complexity of the phenomenomn of surprise as

follows: ‘

e "Surprise, when it happens to a ﬁovernment is likely —
to be a complicated, diffuse bureaucratic thing. It
includes neglect of responsibility, but also respon- L
! sibility so poorly defined or so ambiguously delegated
that action gets lost. It also includes gaps in :
(‘} intel1igence, but also intelligence, that 1ike a string :
of pearls too precious to wear, is too sensitive to e
give to those who need it. It also includes the alarm
~ .that had gone off so often that it has been disconnected. i
It includes the inalert watchman, but also one who knows ]
R he'11 be chewed out by his superior if he gets his L
higher authority out of bed. It also includes the
contingencies that occur to no one, but also those that -~
. everyone assumes somebody else is taking care gf. It -,
includes straight forward procrastination, but 1so1 0 N
decisions protracted by internal disagreement...”

T

Drawing on §che1h‘ng‘s argument, -this study now turns to Took.at other
plausible explanation; of surprise and then construct a more satisfactory
explanaé‘lon of the failure of Americam decision makers to fnticip;te and --
prepare for a Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, |

One of the plausible explanations of surprise refers to institutional

factors. It has at least two variants: (a) organizational procedures and
(b) bureaucratic politics. The var'ian/t referﬁhg to organizational procedures .

\ ¢
deals with the impact of standard operating procedures on information pro;:essirlg.1

PN
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; Incoming information is processed in routine fashion and does not reach the
central decision makers in time. Because of routine processing,}'potentia]]y

vital information' loses its urgency and results in a low estimate of-the

\
probability of an attack.1]”

In the context of the Japahese-American conflict, this exp]anat1on

-

1mp11es that 4he 1ntelligence gather1ng agencies of the Amer1can government
did have information about Japan's intention to attack Pearl Harbor. Such
information as might have indicated Japan's intention to attack Pearl Harbor,

~—

‘ / Tost its urgency in the maze of organizational routines and was delayed in

reaching\the central 'decision makers, who consequently considered- an attack ‘

on Pearl] Harboué improbable. .

The variant involving bureaucratic-po1itiés argues that bargaining

f ( "} among -the~competing bureaucracies was responsib]e for their suppressing

information about the adversary's intentions which resulted in an est1mate

of a Tow probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor. 12 This variant 1mp11es, ‘

in the context of the Japanese-American conflict, that the relevant bureauc-

racies of\fhe American government had conflicting interests and that at least
some‘suppressed information about Japan's fntentions in order to enhance ‘ !
their qun interests. ‘Consequenfly, the estimate was the result of bargaining

among the competing bureaucracies. P

[
ES

Another plausible explanation of the surprise attackAat Pearl Harbor

focuses on deception - j.e., a deliberate stratagem of the adversary to

T

dece1ve the recipient decision makers. This explanation argues that surprise.

H

H

occurs, not because of ambiguous 'signals' and distracting ‘néise', but %
because the adversary ca]cﬁ]atedly transmits disinformation about its intentions® z.

S . ) . X
( N) in order to make the recipients certain but wrong. . Given: this disinformation, %
~ | : i

/
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“on Pearl Harbor. Drawing on these explanations, this study will now develop

f

irrespective of their beliefs and images, they would make a very Tow estimate

13 This explanation implies that the Japanese f

At e P emintTT

of thtle probability of an attack.
dehberate]y transmitted disinformation about their 1ntent1ons and Amer‘ican

decision makers used this information- as the bas1{s of their Tow estimate of

the probability of an attack on Pear1 Harbor. This disinformation helped

reduce the ambiguity, gonfusion and uncertainty about Japanw"s intentions and \ .
made American decision makers certain and wrong. .

The f.or‘egoing discussion has introduced several p?ausib'le exp]a/nations

of the fa'ilure of American decision makers to anticipate a Japanese éttack‘ R

a set of hypotheses for the explanation of the surprise and test their

validity against emp;‘rica1 evidence and seek to provide a necessary and

1

sufficient explanation of surprise. These hypotheses are:

/ \ .
I. Faulty beliefs and images -> poor information processing -> low estimate

5
o i

of the probability of an attack. ' .

To ;/alidate this explanation, emp1r1ca1 ev1dence must show that the decision

makers did in fact have information about Japan's intention to attack Pear] é’

Harbor, but due to faulty beliefs and images, 1;hey ’ignored'o’r discounted its \ '
) ; !

significance.

<

B - \ '

II. Defective organiz;tiqnal procedures -> routine information processing ->
Tow estimate sof the proba})ﬂity of an attack.

This hypothegis would be a valid exp]anat;'\on of §urpr1‘se if empirical evidence :
indicates théx'g information of an impending attaqk on Pearl Harbor was in °

a

fact available to the intelligence gathering a‘gencies, but due to defective ,

organizational’ procedures, the information was delayed in reaching the central 2

t
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. decision makers, who therefore made a low estimate of the probability of an

attack.
'q -

IT1. Bureaucratic politics -> biased‘lhformation processing -> low estimate
of the probability of an attack. | \
To validate this hypothesis, emp1r1ca1 evidence must show that there was
competition among the relevant bureaucrac1es and that they deliberately
suppressed information about Japan's intentions in order to maximize their
agency's interest and consequently, the low estimate of the probability of
an attack on Pearl Harbor was a result of bargaining among the competing

v

bureaucracies. ¢ o ‘
[T
i

¥

IV. Deception -> optimal information processing -> intended low est1mate of

i:S,«

the probab111ty of an attack.

Th1s hypothesis will be a valid explanation of syrprise if-empirical’evidence
shows that Japah calculatedly transmitted disinformation about its intentions
which led American decision makers, using optimal information processing
procedures, to make the intended 1ow;estimate of the probability of an at%ack
on Pearl Harbor.

Having suggested several plausible hypotheses for the explanation of tHe
surprise attack\on Pearl ﬁarbor3 this study will attempt to establish criteria
of a conyincing explanation, 'since the diScovery of somé supporting evidence
does not est551ish the validity 'of one explanation or the other, especially

when the investigation is restricted to a single case study. One has to

establish that the most plausible explanation is also "a necessary and

sufficient" dxplanation of surprise. Alexander Geérge has identified two

alternative strategies - 'congruence' and 'process tracing' -, for establishing

o Ry s L - L
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a necessary and sufficient explanation.
The first strategy = congruence - provides for the establishment of a
fit between the deductive logic of the explanation and the empirical evidence.
George warns agé%nst prematurely conc]uding'that an explanation is necessary,
since the critical question is whether surprise could have occurfedin the X
absence of this explanation. His solution is, either to construct én
experimental design which would allow for the testing of other possible

explanations, or to look for cases in which surprise occurredas a result of

[ .
other factors. ) ]

’ He recognizes the Timitations of single case studies and recommends that
the 1nvestxgator should perform 'mental experiments' or conductkmenta1

rehearsals in his own mind in which he varies the critical variables in order

=

¢ =

to estimate the variance in results; . Again, hg cautions that the most an \
investigator can claim is that a given explénation may be a necessary condition
and may be a more (rather than less) plausible explanation.

George then discusses the criteria of a sufficient explanation and warns
against assuming that any explanation would be able to account for'all the
ehpiriba] evidence. The relevant question therefore is, how much power to
pittributé to any single factor. The investigator would have to assess the
6éntribution_of other independent vafiableé as we]i in orde# to assign causal
weight to ‘the most favored' explanation. The congruence procedure may be
able tp establish the importance of an independent variable; it will not be
éb]e to suggest whefher another outcome would also be/consistent with the

\ 4
same exp]anatory var1ab1e. Single case studies tend to overlook the fact that

“

several other outcomes cou1d be consistent with the given explanatory or

\gwipdependent variable. The explanatory power of the independent variable is

~

\

i
§
3
i
1
H
;
5
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b ) f
enhanced if it is consistent with one an& only one value of the dependent

variable, \

Again, George suggests a process of mental experimentation (1) to
asse;s the explanatory power of other variables - j.e., to ascgrtain that
the dependent variable is consistent with the given explanatory variable and
(2) to assess the probability that another outcome (dependent variable) may
be consistent with the explanatory variable. In other words, the task is
to ascertain thaf the given explanatory variable is not consistent with any

other outcome.

| Having established the nnthodo]oéy for testing tﬁe hypotheses, this )
study will, in subsequent chapters, ‘(1) examine the historical background

of the Japanese-American conflict }2) test each of the four hypotheses[and B
(3),estab1ish,(by‘the process of elimination, a necessary and sufficient

explanation of the failure of American decision makers to anticipate an

TN X Y2

attack on Pearl Harbor.
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\ CHAPTER 11

The Japanese attagk on Pearl Harbor can be apalyzed as a failure of

é') -
deterrence. This observation implies that the United States was pursuing
a policy of deterrence toward Japan and fhat the attack on Pearl Harbor was

a result of the failure of the deterrence policy. This discussion will

{

providg an analysis of the phases of America's deterrent polNcy from its
origin during the Manchurian crisis in 1931 to its failure whick culminated
in the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor in 1941. For this purpose.\this

{ ~
discussion will address the following duestions - (1) What is deterrence?

(2) What are the conditions of deterrence success/failure? (3) What wa

America's deterrent strategy? (4) Why did it fail? Fimally, a Tink wil} be
drawn between deterrence failure and the surprise attack at-Pearl Harbox.
Deterrence is a comonly used strategy of war prevention in a nation's
security policy. It is directed toward potential aggressors with the aim of
preventing the outbreak of hostilities.] A]thoudh deterrence is generally
referred to in. the context of nuclear weapons, it has been used as a J
strategy of war prevention in earlier historical periods when conventional

o ~ o
weapons were used in warfare. Despite extensive theoretical writing on the

subject of deterrgnce, there is no consensus among scholars as to the precise

meaning of deterrence. Patrick Morgan has referred to the confusion in the
usage of the term by pointing out the numerous definitions of deterren;e.2
These definitions Yary from an attempt "to induce éhe adversary to do some-
thing, or refrain from doing something by threatening a penalty for .non-
combliance" to "frightening a state out of attacking, not because of the

s

difficulty of launching an attack and carrying it home (because.of strong

1 |
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4; (:} _ . defense)¥ but because the expected reaction of the opponent will result in
“Si5he's own severe punishment."3 Another variant of the definition is that
the potential attacker calculates "the cost and benefit" of the consequencé§ ‘i
of the actions the defender isﬂyrying to prevent and "must‘ratiéna]ly bbnclude
‘not to attac‘k.“4 _ ‘ |
To overcome the dilemma of defining deterrence, theorists and practi-
tioners refer to deterrehce in its broadest possiﬁle sense to mean “dis;
couraging the enemy from taking military action by posing for him the prospect
, of cost and risk outweighing his prospective gain."5 This formulation applies
'to both, nuclear as well as conventional attacks. This discussion, however,
- will focus on conventional deterrence.
Deterrence has be%n the concerﬁ of stafesmen and sfrategfsts since the
beginning of organized warfare. Its use had different policy imp]icatiops
for different situations. They varied fromxthe show of force to making

aggressive action costly ?nd‘risky, to balance of power techniques in the 4

P A R

form of elaborate a11§ances which would make the potential belligerent

abandon his objective in the face of a superior combination off force without

+

. loss of esteem. These po]iEy implications also included mobilization of

L A

) one's forces and the exchange of military observen% designed to strengthen

"

one's alliance a

ETIr L

'signal' to the adversary one's preparedness. In the face
\ :

s 5

of such deterrgnt policies, potential adversaries would have to calculate

the cost-benefit ratio bf carrying out an attack.

/ . j

Having examined the meaping of deterrence and its use in preventing an

. H
, this discussion now turns to identify the \

t
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adversary from deciding to atta

conditions of deterrence success/failure. George and smoke® and Robert Jervis?
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have identified several conditions when an initiator is erly to challenge

\ L g N ”

the defender's deterrent posture - i.e., when deterrence is likely to fa%]. .
They are c]ass-ified under major categories: Major - (1) when the initiator
is uncertain about the defender's. commitment. (2) when the initiqtou; regards
th‘at his action is calculable and lcontroHab1e - j.e., whén there is little
risk of events getting ou£ of hand. Minor - (1) when the ini?tiator is\n?t
onv'i nced of . the adequacy and qppropriateness of the defender's capabilities,
regardless of his commitment. In other words, the initiator might consider:
the defender's deterrent threat to be a bluff. (2) when -the initiator does
not ‘reqogm'ze the motivation of the defender's commitment. Th'i"}s may be
because the initiator is‘not convinced fhat the defender's commitment is
free from the constraints of domestic or allied opinion. (3)‘ when the
initiator feels that force.ar]one will Br‘ing about the desired change in’the
status quo. (4) when the jnitiator feels that he is undér severe time -~ - .
pressure - i.e., that there is very little time in which he can affect a

chinge in the status quo, he is likely to challenge it. (5) when the initiator
has a strong motivation to challenge the status quo. (6) v;hen the initiator

s unwilling to accept compensation for his demands elsewherfa. o \

The above mentioned conditions( indicate that deterrence may fail for

. one ot more reasons. Consequently, states that seek to deter the initiator

from ht-tackingz must carefully consider not only the importance of the actions §
and event‘ua'l'itiexs they want to deter, but also the cost of deterrence failure ]
befqre making a threat or a commitment. In other words, they must unambiguously :
specify what exactly they are trying to deter and wha’t vJou]d the expeﬂacted 2

punishment be should the initiator choose to challenge their deterrent posture.




]
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PN - The deterrent Posture itself should be designed to accomodate all the possible

options that an initiator is likely to have in challenging the deterrent
B

posture. Ahother possibility that decision makers should consider is that

1

deterrence failure can be prevénted by changing the pay off structure of the

A e P P <

O

initiator so as to make the existing statu§ quo a more attractive proposition
than the new one. |
- ] _ Decision makers, however, usually ‘concern the?nse]ves with ways of making
theiri commitments and deterrent threats more credible. They identify 'those )
. actions that they regard as chal]énges to their commitments and specify the "
' expected response to the challenge of their deterrent posture. This they do:
by increasing their stakes in the maintainen ‘

\ <
'burning all their hridges' or 'making an irratignal comm*tment' so as to

of the deterrent posture by

¥ (} | 'signal’ to the adversary that the commitment being\made is so vital that no
response would be too costly to defend it.8 The problems of daterrence -

faﬂure, however, lies, not on]y in the failure to make a commitment, but also

M

in thé fact that the adversary may not recogmze it as such, or that he may

see no alternative to forc1b1i a]termg the status quo.

, t It is in light of ‘these observations about deterrence failure that this
g ‘

discussion turns to examine a very expensive instance of deterrence failure

in American history which led to the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. It will

analyze the development of the conflict of interest between :the two protagonists,

|
1 identify America's deterrent strategy and explain why it failed. The discussion
! of the developing conflict and the American response to it will spe divided

! @

nto three phasesb corresponding to the phases in Ameirica's deterrent strategy.

In order to analyse this deterrent strategy however, it will be helpful to

- '
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' ( examine briefly Japanesé-American relations with the aim of identifying
American commitments in the Far East and the reasons why Japan chose to
challenge them.

The Japanese and the Americans had formally come into contact after

3 Commodore Perry's visit to Japan in 1853. Commercial relations grew between
s t v .
them as each country found a market for its products in the other: Japan

o e e e ey

exported silk to tf]e Upited States and the United States exported cotton and

top\ajf:co to Japan. But this trad;e alone could not support Japan's growing

#ndustries and population. Japan therefore turneéd-westward in search'bf “food,
‘ o raw materials and living space,'and securit‘y against the European powers »
stationed in China. For these reasons, Japan fought a war with China in 1894 !
and acquired Korea, Formosa, Pescadores Islands and parts of Southern Manc'hur'ia ‘
as well. After the war, z!:he European powers forced Japén to return ‘Manchuria ‘

EQ

"Sv
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' \to China, but Japan kept all its other acquisitions.

In these acquired territor‘ieg, Japa/n proceeded to develop industry, |
mining and transportation as the other European powers had done. At this stage,
‘the United States stood apart from these developments since it was preoccupied

A with struggles npearer home between the Cuban rebels and the Spaniards. There
. was fighting agéinst the Spaniards in the Philippines, Guam, ﬁuerto Rico and
> Hawaii as well. The American fleet stationed in China was able to intervene

i ’

and defeat Spain in the Philippines, and by a treaty sigr;ed in 1898, the i

. United States acquired Philippines, Guam, Puerto Rico, and Hawaii. These .

acquisitions: provided the United States with a substantial interest in the

O s

preéervation of the status quo in the Far East. Also, these acquisitions were '3

considered to be a stepping stone for increased trade with the vast Chinese

(‘ | market. It was to protect these opportunities and interests that the then
\ ‘ ' \;
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) Secretary of State, John Hay, enunciated the famous 'Open-Door' policy °
in 1899. I%; po]_icy attempted to prjot_ect land e)gpénd American i n'tere'\s_ts
thh;)ut the use of force. This poljcy later came to be associated with

‘the equality of commercial opportunity' and the 'maintainence of the admin-

\

istrative and&?teﬁritorlial integrity pof China.'
) The Japanese govermment did not regard this policy of the United States
as a threat to its own position in Kore)a.ﬂ And- it gained Britain's recog- | ;
m‘tion\ for its special political, commerciai and industrial interest:s~ in
Korea by negotiating the Anglo-Japanese alliance in 1902. Thjs alliance
”ﬂeutmﬁzed the strategjc threat to Japan from the British Navy. HNow
Jépan consid&ere;di the principal ‘threat to its sequri;y to emanate from ;
the advance of Carist Russig into Southern Manchuria. The projected
construction of the Trans-§iberian Railway was seen as jeopardizing
Japanese control of Korea. Military planners in Japan considered the

'independence' of Korea as the basic premise of Japan's-security. It was

therefore essential to establish Japan's authority in Korea in order to

a
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prevent Russia from acquiring "the dagger ‘at the heart of Japan".

Japan fought a war with Russia 'in 1904-1905 in order to prevent it

from expanding its influence in Korea and to protect what had a]réady i
recégniZ\ed as its 'special interest'. <\fhe United States played th.;.' role
of mediator-between the protagon{sts ho signed the Portsmouth Treaty in
1905. Japan had agreed to particifate in negotiations Qith Russia only

> after the United States recognized Japan's dominant position in Korea. ]

In 1909, Japan gained Russian acceptance of its Pdomq';‘hant position in Korea
v A El -
- .by negotiating an entente. Thus when Japan formally annexed Korea in
' DR A °

’
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1910, there were no objections or. reservations on the part of any of -,

.

the Western powers. The status quo now establis:hed was reinforced by

- the Lansing-Ishii agreement between Japan and the United States in 1917,

and, Japan was recognized as a formidable Pacific Power. .

It was the recognition of Japan's status as a major ppwe;‘ that
enabled it tol participate in the Washington Conference of 1921-22. The
signatories of the Nine Power Treaty including Japan and the United States, -,
resolved among other thin§s to (1) respect the sovereignty, the jndepen—
denée /and the admin‘istraltive integrity of China\ (2) provideghe fullest
and mostﬂ unembarrassed opportunity for China to develop and maintain “for
herself an effective and stable government (3) use their influence for the
purpose of effectually estabiishing and maintair_n'ng the principle of Léqua]
opportunity or‘ the commerce and industry of friend]j/ states througkout the
territory of Chinma and™to (4) refrai\p from taking advantage of conditions
in China in order to seek special rights and privileges which would abr:idge
the rights of subjects or citizens of friendly states and form countenancing
acti’on inimical to ’the security of §uch states.9

At the strafegic level, a Five Power Treaty was also signed at the

same conference, which fixed a 5:5:3 ratio in capital ships (battleships

‘and cruisers) and aircraft carriers between the United States, Britain

and Japan respectively (France and Italy obtained a 1.75 limit each’) and
imposed a moratorium for 10 years on the bin’fd?ng of new vessels. The
signatories also agreed to impose a halt on further fortification of various

potential bases in the Western Pacific.1? The Japanese government had

- Y
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signed the Washington Treaties because they implicitly recognized the status

o -

duo in the Far East - i.e., Japan's special inteﬁesgs in Korea and Manchuria.
For defgnsivekpurposes, the five to threé ratio plus the refrain from
fortification agreement was considered an adequate guarantee of Jépan's
security in its home waters. ‘

The desire to maintain the status quo prompted the major powers‘tdf
sign the Kellog-Briand Pact (also known as the Pact of Péris) in 1928. The .
signato}ies agreed to renounce war as an instrumept of national policy and

’ §
to seek "the settlement or solution of all disputes or conflicts of what-

“ever nature or of whatever origin they may be, which may arise among them...

by Pacific means."12  The Japanese government became a signatory of this
Pact as well because the other powers recognized Japan's claims in

Manchuria - a region where, by reason of its close propinquity, more thaﬁ
i

“anywhere else, Japan had a vital interest.

It was the growth of Chinese nationalism; however, that presented
the main challenge ‘to the s;atus quo that had been formalized by the |
various‘agreehents among the Powers involved in China. Chinese intellectuals
and students, as well as peasants and workers rallied behind the nationalist
leadership to demand the recovery of. full jurisdiction and tariff powers
on their own soil. The outburst against the treaty powers was encouraged
by the Soviet Union in return for Nationalists' recogn1t1on of Soviet
influence in Northern Manchur1a Japan felt part1cu1ar1y threatened by

this joint assault on its special interests in Manchuria; the Nationalists

demanded tariff autonomy, abolition of extraterr1tor1a11ty and the

¥
', revision of commercial treaties. The Great Depression, which affected

N -
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all fhe industrialized countries, was parficu'larl_y severe on Japan and
therefore it becam‘e all the more ‘important for Japan to ‘#etain its
control over Manchuria so as to cope with its economic difficulties. .
It is against this background, and in the light of the respec\t\ive
postions of both Japan and the United States in China that discussion
turns now to an examination of the Manchurian crisis whic‘w marked t;1e
beginning of America's deterrent strategy. |

Japanese interests, both economic and strategic,”were overwhelmingly
concentrated in China and above all in Manchuria. The Depression a/nd
intensified Chinese nationalism, assisted and encouraged by the Soviet
Union, heightened Japanese concern. There was a renewed l;oycott of ’
Japanese goods and a sharp fall in the revenues of the Japanese-co\ntroﬂed
South Manchurian Railway because the Chinese had established a parallel
railway to it. While the gravity of the threat was recognizéd by all
concerned in i]apan, there were serious differences between the civilian ’ \
and military factious of the government about how to deal with it,

The civilian leaders regarded economic development as the most
effective means to secure Manchuria and advocated gradual development
of th; territory. They recognized the region as C-hinese territory and
were opposed to direct control of Manchuria. The Army, on the other
hand, which was responsible for the security of the Lease territory ;nd
the Raﬂ\yéy Zone, advocated a policy of rapid development of Manchuria,
if necessary, by the use of force. fts‘ offic\\ers were opposed to\the

civilian leaders' 'soft' China policy; they believed that growing Chinese

nationalism threatened Japan's power and prestige on the ma\i nland. Each

i
+
{




new act of defiance by the Chinése‘of‘Japanese hegemony in‘Manchuria"was
viewed as an affroni to Japan's national pride. It was the Army's special
obligation to ﬁaintain peace and order in Manchuria because of Japan's
"special interests and national defense needs.
On September 18, 1931, an explosion occured on the track of,ﬂle
South Manchurian Railway near Mukden and the Japanese railway gquards saw
! Chinese soldiers fleeing from that area. They pursued the Chine%é who
fired at them and were fired at in return. This incident provided the
dissatisfied Japanesg Army with a pretext for beginning a skirmish with
the Chinese troops and enlarging operations thereafter. Soon the Japanese
troops had occupied Southern Manchuria and taken its admiqistration in to

their hands.

American Strategy<17Phase I: Deterrence Through Moral Suasion

The swiftness with which the Army tonk action came as a surprise to
the civilian authorities in Japan. They were deep]f distressed because
this action would discredit their laborious efforts of a decade at moderate
diplomacy. The American government too was surprised; this was@reflected

in its caution reaction to the incident. Secretary of State Stimson noted,

. "Trouble has flared up in Manchuria. The Japanese,
- apparently their military elements, have suddenly
made a coup. They have seized Mukden and a number
of strqtegic towns centered along and through
Southern Manchuria. The situation-is confused and
it is not clear whether the Army is acting under
a plan of the government or on its own."13 ,

&

And the fapanese éovernment ihformed the State Department that the whole

sjtuation in Manchuria had arisen from "a desire to avenge Japan from the -
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Japan. As Secretary Stimson noted, . ' o

24

indignities due to unsettled cases and in particular, the alleged exegution

of a Japanese military officer on active duty.".|4 The United States was

<
O e

assured that Japan

/

"harbors no. territorial designs in Manchuria.
K What we desire is that the Japanese subjects
shall be enabled safély to engage in various
peaceful pursuits and be given an opportunity
for participating in the development_of that
. Jand by means of capital and labor."15

G1:ven its initial diagnosis, reinforced by Japanese assurances, the
reaction of the American govermment was to wait. and see how the si’tuation
unfo]d\ed. The 'Am;rican response was determined by a calculation of its .
objectives and interestsin the area. Its most important concern was
domestic - i.e., dealing with the Depression. In the internationa] arena,
its interest was in the maintainence of the status quo established by
the treaties of 1922 and 1928. In the crisis at hand, no Americ!n material
interests werre &ir“ect]y involved although there was sympathy for China,
was embodied in the 'Open Door' policy and the Washington treeties .
There was no question, therefore, of despatching American troops to
preserve ’China's integrity. Mor-eo{/er; the Ameir'ican government recbgm‘zed
that Japan had been a signatory to the treaties of 1922 and 1928, and had
abided by its commitments in the past because of the efforts of 1ts

civilian leadership. Therefore, it decided not to take any action that

. A . -
might jeopardize the precarious position of the civilian government in

y
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"We knew he (Shidehara) had been laboring hard
for moderation against the pressures of the army
leaders in Manchuria. We reached the conc?usitn
that those leaders had engineered this outbrea
. without his knowledge and certainly against his \ .
will. It seemed clear to us that no steps should ’
be taken that would make his task more difficult
‘because certainly our gest chance of a successful
-solution lay in him."1

But the 'dincident' eclipsed the control of the civilian authorities
and led to the fall of the civilian government in Tokyo in December 1931

as army officers pushed for a 'positive’ foreign policy in Manchuria.

! !

The Army set up the 'independent' regime of Mancbukuo in the areas under
Japanese control in 1931. Although American decision makers changed their "
perception of the situation, they did not diagnose a threat to American. ‘

interests. President Hoover defined the situation as follows:

"Neither our obligation to China, nor our own

interest, nor our dignity require us to go to . S
war over these .questions. These acts do not

imperil the freedom of American people, the .

economic or moral future of our people."

Therefore, American stretegy towardlthe Manchurian crisis was embodied

in the 'non-recognition doctrine'. It was designed to: (1) punish

on

Japan for its aFtionéuin Manchuria and (2) deter Japan from violating
the international treaties that guaranteed China's territorial and

. \ N
administrative integrity and denounced war as an instrument of national

3

“ .
policy. Secretary Stimson explained the intent of America's strategy[

‘ \

as follows: It was
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"a moral weapon, a-moral sanction...designed
fomgmaﬂy less as amethod of bringing the \
) Japanese reason than as a method of reasserting
th erican conviction that no good whatever
would come from the breach of treaties."18

Al though t(he rimary objective of America's strategy was to deter

further violations, the moral pressure invoked was unlikely to be

adequate to the task. Stronger measures, however, would run the risk of

provocat’iQn and further escalation. Caught between the fear of escalation
and the need to deter, the Amer'ican strategy of moral suasion failed.
Japan established “its contro] over Manchuria and formalized it by tn?
s1gmng of the Tangku Truce in May 1933. Its subsequent policy in Chma
was enunciated in what became known as the Amau.declaration of 1934.

By this declaration, Japan unilaterally took responsibility for keeping
peac'e\ and order in East Asia. It announced that, "we must act even

alone, on our own responsibility and it is our duty to perform it 19

- It reiterated that Japan would oppose "any joint action on the part of

foreign powers, that tends to militate against the maintainence of peace
and order in Eastern Asia."20 In pursuance of the policy outlined in the

Amau declaration, the Japanese continued to police North China; this led

A

to skirmishes with the Soviet Union which continued until 1939. More

seriously, intensified Chinese resistance, albeit with the assistance
l \
of foreign powers, led to spor[‘ad'tc fighting culminating in the outbreak

of the undeclared war wi th China in July 1937.
\

. Even while Japan continued to vio]ate China's administrative and

territorial integrity, America’'s strategy of deterrence through moral

¢

26

%




-

0
27

L

suasion remained uﬁbhan‘ged. American dééision makers recognized that
their strategy was failing; but they were unable to prevent failure by
en]argin§ the‘ scope of the threat in\‘/olved to ensure its success. There
had been a resurgerice Iof isolationism in the United States which made it
difficult for the American government to threaten the use of force to

AN
make such a threat credible. Confronted with the dilemma of escadlation,

if stronger action was taken, or deterrence failure if Stronger actions
were not taken, American leaders avoided the conflict by ignoring the

dilemma. Again, their strategy was to end in failure.

American Strategy - Phase II: , Deterrence Through Methods Short of War

The outbreak of the undeclared war in China was precipitated by an
s
incident on the Marco Polo Bridge\on July 7, 1937. The fighting between
the Chinese and the Japanese soon spread to Shanghai and the lives and
property of American nationals was endangered. In response, America's
strategy changed. First,its objectives\\cha;ged: in addition to preserving
the status quo, there was now an emphasis on preventing further harm to
the Tives and property of American nationals. Second,there was an indication
that the American government was considering more serious action than
- \
BN
protest and moral sanctions. This was evidept in President Roosevelt's
i :
famous 'gquarantine speech' in which he said,
"....It seems to be unfortunately true that the
epidemic of world lawlessness is spreading.
. When an epidemic of physical disease.starts to
spread, the community approves and joins in a
quarantine of the patients in order to protect

the health of the community against the s(pread
of the disdase."Zl . .

¢
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A similar change in emphasis was indicated by Secretary of Staté

Q})\CerdeH\HuH, who explained this new strategy as putting,

"as much pressure on aggressor states as we :
! reasonably could ... make ourselves strong
militarily so that our words and peaceful
. actions carried weight ... without involving
| the United States in war and ... urge upon
\ all nations the true pr1nc1p1e of right
\mtiernatwna'l conduct."22 *

Both these §taﬂements indicated that the American govermment had begun
considering steps to reinforce its strategy toward Japan. But again,
the contradiction between failure to fulfill commitments and deterrence

was left unresolved. President Roosevelt referred to it in a speech in

i
January, 1939, He said,

!

. "The mere fact that we rightly decline to
intervene with arms to prevent acts of
aggression does not mean that we must act

: as if there is no aggression at all. Words
) may be futile, but war is not the only means ‘
of commanding a decent respect for the opinions :
of mankind. There are many methods short of - .
war, but stronger and more effective than mere
\ words, of bringing home to the, aggressor

govermments the a Jgregate sentiments of our

own people."<3

I

President Roosevelt's reference to "methods short of war" characte‘ri’zed
the American government's interpret;tjon of deterrence at this time. It
adopted several measures to reinforce deterrence - viz., a request tt;
Congress to revise the Neutrahty Acts to allow for the export of arms
and ammunition to the be'lhgerent natlons (principally Britain and France),
an increased pace of reampment and a notice to Japan indicating the

termination of the Treaty of Commerce and Navigation between the two countries.
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These‘;easures had a\two fold effect: firstly, they strengthened
deterrenf:e by invoki ng more than moral sanctions and secondly, they
strgngthéned\American defense by increasing rearmament and aiding countries
who were fighting Amgrica's enemy - Japan. While these measures were
cert/ain]y'str'onger than the invocation of moral sanctions in the previous
phase, they were inadequate to deter Japan. "The use of such Timited '
measurés reflected the attempt ’to avoid provocation and escalation to a
war that America wanted desparate]yltp avoid.

Despite America's strategy, \the Japanese govermment demanded that
the 'Vichy government allow a r/nih‘t'ary mission to operate in Indo-China ' ‘ ’
and asked the Dutch East Indies government to guarantee the supply of raw
materials to Japan. It also asked the British govermment to withdraw )
its troops from Shanghai, close i:he frontier between Hong Kong and China
and to close the Burma Rbad. But most imponsan‘tly, Japan concluded a
Pai:t with Germanyq and Italy in Sebtember 1946.

AH‘ these act'ions were evidence that the America's‘ strategy on
deterrence had failed. 'The methods short of war' were inadequate to
deter it from further vio]gtions of international treaties and America's
interés\ts. The methods were in'adequate because of the overriding interest
of the American govermment to avoid war with Japan. Th1:s constraint,
more than any other, was responsible for the weakness and failure of

1}

" pmerica's strategy.

But the failure, once again, of Amerjica's strategy toward Japan did
not result in its alteration. On the contrary, the scope of the strategy

was expanded from deterrence to compellance. The objective of this strategy
f

i
'

\\

i
S
¥
3
3
é




()

was not only to pfévent furthet vjo1at1‘ons of international treaties and
harm to the life and property of American nationals, but also, to compel
Japan to abandon its gains in China and plans of conques% in South East
Asia. In the pursuit of this more complicated and ambitious objective,

Y A = \ .
the American government adopted new measures of economic sanctions. Even

- the widehing of the scope of America's strategy and the strengthening

of its credibility were not sufficient, however, to prevent the failure

of deterrence.

2

American Strategy - Phase I11: Deterrence and Compeﬂancejhrough Punishment

Japan's increasing pressure on the F\nch Dutch and British colonies
and 1ts formalizing of the Tripartite Pact w1tQ Germany and Italy marked _
the begmmng of a new phase in America's strategy toward Japan. It began
with the imposition of restrictions on the sale of scrap iron and steel.

This measure was designed to indicate to Japan that the United States was

strengthening its deterrence as well as punishing Japan for its past
aggressive behavior. However, the restrictions wére not as- yet extended
to Japan's supply of oil because Summer Welles (of the .Far Eastern Division
of the State Department) referred to the contradiction between America's

deterrent and punishment strategy as follows:

' ™“If the United States did anything just then

that bore vitally on Japan's power to carry
on war with China, the result could not be
predicted. A total ban on 0il shipments
would force it into a decision. Rather than
desist, Japan, using our action as causs and
reason, might move against the Indies."

! S -

Again, the contradiction within American st\rategy was left unresolved.
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“strategy,
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On the one hand, there was a gradual-increase in economic pressure both

to punish and deter Japan; on the other, the scope of economic pres r(:re

\

was ]imited so tha& Japan would not be provoked into attacking Sou

East Asia in order to ensure its supplies of raw materials. Initially,

this strategy combined with economic pressure appeared tdb be successful.
Although Japan protested that the regulations establishing licensing
restri‘ctions were discriminatory, it postponed any movement to/ard the
South, even when the. British reopened the Burma Road. Secreta;'y Hull

noted with satisfaction that,

"Having occupied a few bases in French Indo-
China and dispatched troops into China through
the French colony, she refrained from the full
scale military dccupation that the Nipponese
Army had in mind. She ‘tried to obtain $weeping
‘economic concessions in the Netherlands East
Indies, but postponed any project of occupying
them militarily."25

-

In fact, Japan appeared to be interested in negotiating a peaceful

settlement with t ited States. The Japa;\ése indicated that if the

United States re Japan's 'security', they would be wiﬂi'n}g
to respect /the status i ar East.

* The United State’s accepted Japan's proposal to open negotiations\
toward a peacefu)settlement. The objectives of America's expanded
wever, were not only to punish Japan for its past aggressive
behavior ¢nd to deter further violations of the international treaties‘
and loss of American life and property, but also to gompel Japan\to

abandon its gains in China and plans for expansion into South East Asia.
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This became the cornerstone of America's negotiating position viz-a-viz )
Japan and was embodiedl in‘Hull's Four Points: (1) Respect for territorial
integrity and sovereigntyT of each and all nations/ (2) Sﬁpport for the
principles of non-interference in the internal affairs of other c0untrie\s
(3) Support for the pﬁnciple of equality, including equality of commer-
cial opportunity (4) Non-disturbance of the status quo in the Pacific
except as the status quo may be' altered by peaceful means. 25

Japan, on the other hand, insisted 'that the'United States should
persuade Chiang-Kai-Shek toenter into negotiations with Japan in order
to; end the China Affair; resume the supply of those commodities that had
béen restricted by export licensing and resume normal trade relations
undelf a new trade treaty. The United States, however, was adamant that
Japan would have to withdraw from China compl ete]y~and abandon its plans
to acquire the resources of South East Asia. While the negotiations were
becom)ing deadlocked, Hitler launched an attack on Russia on Jt;ne 22, 1941.

Hitler's a\ttack on Russia and the impasse in the negotiations between
Japan and the United States led the Japanese governmev\lt to reconsider
its course of action. After long deliberations, it decided to concentrate
on obtaining the resources of South East Asia, by negotiations if possible,
if not, by force. The decision was partly 1mp1emented on Ju1_y 24, 1941, |
when the Japanese goverpment announced that it had reached an agreement
with the Vichy government to station troops and occupy naval and air bases

in French Indo-China. Subsequ,ently, Japanese troops moved in.

/
This action of the Japanese government confronted American decision
L _ / ‘
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makers with evidence that their expanded strategy of deterrence and
compellance through punishment was proving inadequate. Japan was doing
exactly what they wanted to prevent. They had to reconsider their ’ : ’
strategy. The unresoived dilemma between étrengthening their strategy’
of déterrence while not provoid“ng Japan into attacking South East Asia )
reemerged. There was considerable disagreement among policy makers R
N
about the most effective way of preventing Japan from attacking South
\Zasf Asia. Some - Secretaries Stimson and Morgenthau - emphasized
ihe need to',, through increased punishment, deter and com;/e] Japan : d
' ’ v
advocated a total embargo of all trade with Japan. They believed\that ;
. ’ \ . :
"Japan has historically shown that -she can
misinterpret a pacifist policy of the United
. \ States for weakness. She has historidally
G* ‘ shown that when the United States indicates P
' .by clear language and bold aims that she ’ :
h . intends to carry out a clear and affirmative 4
policy in the Far East, Japan will yield to ‘ 4
1 - that policy even though it conflicts with her ’ -
- owln Asiatic policy and conceived interests."27 "W R
: h A ! -
/ 3

They reasoned that, confronted wi\th the choice of abandoning its plans
~

of attacking South East Asia’and defying tkne American trade embargo,

¢

Japan would choose to abandon its plans rather than fight a war with
| the United States:
Other decision makers - Secretary Hull, General Marshall and

|
"Admiral Stark - .were.more concerned with not provoking Japan. They -

'r_ggommended that the United States freeze Japanese assets but refrain
from imposing an immediate embargo on the export of oil which would

, Iy ) '
push ‘Japan to attack South East Asia. The American government decided

. ‘
i -~ ‘
! ) 4 . -
i ¥ vor
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that its more important objective was to punish Japan for occupyinlg French
lnd;)-(:hina and to deter further enc]roachments on South East Asia and
froze Japaneée assets or; July 26, 1941. It had the effect of embargoing
‘Jépan,'s supp'ly of 0i1. Even tholgh their strategy had proved unsuccessful
in the past, _‘they did not consider a new strategy. They persisted with
_ deterrence thr\ough' pum‘}shment by imposing the embargo on 0il and insisted l
that Japan abandon its gains in China and plans of expansiéﬁ in South{‘
East Asia in the/ir negotiatigns. Secretary Hull maintained, .
"It will be difficult for me to get this
. gavernment/ to go a long way in removing
T the embargo unless we believe Japan has .
definitely started on a peaceful course
and ha's renounced purposes of conquest."28
G ~ Fated with this expanded strategy of deterrence and. compellance
through punishment, the Japanese government had to decide whether it
would obtain continuéd supplies of 0il by reaching an agreement with
- the United States, or by forcibly acquiriﬁg 0il from the Dutch%East
Indies. A complicating consideration in this d;cision was the‘estimate
,Of the Navy that in the event of war with the United States, there
was no certainty that Japan would win. The Japanése govermment decided
. On a two stage approach. | In the first stage, it would try through
4 negotiation tc; pe‘rsuade the United States to 1ift .the oil embargo. If,
by the middle of October, ﬁegotiations had- proved fruitless, it would
-make preparations to acquire supplies of oil by force. In order to
facilitate the process of negotiations, the Japanese government proposed

a direct meeting between President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Kor_noye.

o "~
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The United States, however, rejected this proposal because Japan

had not agreed to abandon its gains in China«and plans for expansion

. ] \,____
in South East Asia. Secretary Hull saw in this proposal a parallel

S S

with Munich and noted, "I was opposed to the first Munich and still more

to a second Munich."29

p Unable to persuade the United States to 1ift its oil embargo, the

Konoye government resigned on October 15, 1941. The new government, ' *

i
headed by General Tojo decided to make one final attempt at reaching a ,

settlement through negotiation. Its negotiating position was stated

—_—
e

in two proposals - Proposal A and Proposal B. Proposal A was a restate-
ment of Japan's general position with the aim of a complete restructuring
of Japanese-American relattons. Proposal B tried to establish a modus

G vivendi, which would serve as a stop gap arrangement till a comprehensive

/ agreement could be reéached. The United States,“however, was intent on
combe]h‘ng Japan to reverse its policies of ten years before it reached

any agreement. It therefore rejected both these proposa—{s.\(_fs Secretary

%

Hull pointed out,

"...AgreeiJ\g to these proposals would mean
condonement by the United States of Japan's
past agressions, assent to future courses
of conquest by Japan, abandonment of the
most essential principles of our foreign-
policy, betrayal of China and Russia, and
acceptance of the role of a silent partner
aiding and abetting Japan in her effort to
create a Japanese hegemony over the Western
Pacific and Eastern Asia."30

e
2.

It responded with a Tist of proposals of its own - i.e., the Ten

( ) X ’ | |

35



. e -

Tt oy o w an

o et sy

ﬁ

36

Point Note - which the Japanese found unacceptable. Having failed in
persuading the United States to 1ift the oil embargo, Japan's 1ead¢rs
decided on war. Their war p1an‘was premiséd on thg certainty of‘Amerié%n
involvement. Therefore, the greatest benefit would come from neutralizing
the United States first. Inlpursuance of their choice to secure the
resources of South East Asia, they decided to launch simultaneous

attacks on Malaya, Philippines, Dutch East Indies and aone all, on =
Pearl Harbor on December 7-§, 1941, thus drawing the United States in the
war it had tried so desparately to avoid.

The attack on Pearl Harbor signalled the unequivocal failure of
America's strategy of deterrence and compellance. %vgn more striking
than the failure was American surprise at the failu#e. They did not expect
Japan to launch an attack onh Pearl Harbor. This' gives rise to two critical
questions: (1) Why did the American strategy fail? (2) Why were American
decision makers'surprised_ét the failure? The discussion of America's
deterrent strategy toward J;pan has indicated that America was pursuing
conflicting objectives. In its first phase, the emphasis was on
deterrence through moral suasion, a measure too limited fo¥ the scope
of the policy. Japan was undeterred by moral sanctions and not only
consolidated: its position in Manchuria but also extended its fighting
to China. In other words, the American‘strategy failed because the
punishment that had been invoked was too weak to deter Japan; the cost of
moral approbium was outweighed by the benefit of further action.

\

.In an effort to correct the weakness of the earlier strategy, the
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United States began to pue heevﬁer emphasis on deterrence through punish-
ment. However, the tension between the'consequences of punishment and )
deterrence wéé left unresolved. Although the punishment invoked was
stronger than moral sanctions, it was constrained.neverthe]ess, to avoid
provoking Japan into violations of the status que in South East Asia.
The emphasis was on ‘methods short of war'; the-measures invoked, however,
in order to punish were too weak to deter. Therefore, once again; the
strategy of deterrence through punishment failed because it was pursuing
conflicting objectives which reeulted in its weak application.

Rather than reconsider its strategy which haelfailed twice, the
United States expanded it to 1pc]ude cdmpe]]ance as well. Not only did
it want to deter Japan from fu%ther violations of the s%atus quo in ;buth ;

East Asia, it also wanted to compel Japan to abandcn its gains in China.

These two objectives and the means chosen to pursue them, conflicted

PR T

with the objective of cont%ol]@ng escalation, but the tension was left
unresofeeva The punishment 1n;oked when Japan occupied French Indo- China -
i.e., the 01] embargo - Was expected to be so severe that it would not i
only deter Japan from occupying South East Asia, but also compel it to
abandon its gains in China. The probability that such a severe pun?shment i
might in fact provoke Japan into dping exactly what it intended to deter
was not evaluated seriougly. This time, Japan challenged America's
expanded strategy because the issue 4t stake'was so vital that Japan's
leaders- could see no alternative but the use of force.

In thé first two phases then, American’strategy failed, in bart, not

because Japan did not recognize America's commitment to the status quo, but
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because the means chosen tq signal that commitment were disproportionate
to the values at stake. Japan noted American;disb]easure at its
acquisi}ion of Manchuria but disreéarded the moral sanctions as harm-
less. Even the 'methods short of war' were not a sufficient deterrent.
In the last phase, however, the commitment was very credible and the
punisﬁment invokéd so severe, that Japan calculated that only the use.
of forcelwoq]d change the status quo and during this last phase, Japan
felt itself under severe time pressure. In other words, the motivation
to alter thg status quo was so strbng that Japan chose a cha]lgnge as
the least cost[y‘among available opt%dns. Finally, American strategy.
did not attempt to offer Japan an incentive which could have changed

its ieqsf—cbst calcu]aiion. By then, American decision makers estimgted
that such an offer would only signal to Japan America's acceptance of
its aggressive behavior. In short, deterrencg;fai]éd at first, because °
the means used were inadequate and failed in the last phase because the
punishment w3s too effective.x

i

In the last weeks before the attack on Pearl Harbor, it was obvious

i

to American decision makers that their strategy was failing and they had
a fairly accurate idea of Japan's intgntion to Taunch an attack on Soutb
East Asia. They knew war was coming’and coming soon, but were surprised
when Japan attacked Pearl Harbor. They had concentrated on deterring an -
attack on South East Asia, not on Pearl Harbor. Japan's attack on Pearl
Harbor, when it came, therefore, was a surprise to American decision

makers.

The next'chapter will examine in detail Japan's intentions and plans
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and the information about these plans that was available to American

decision makers in 1941. .
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Deterrence is also used to prevent escalation once hostilities have
broken out. )
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CHAPTER III

1

The last .chapter briefly examined Japanese-American relations prior
to the attack on Pearl Harbor and analyzed America's deteTrent strategy
toward Japan. It also explained why that strategy failed and noted
American surprise when the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor. This chapter
will examine Japan's plans and intentions and wﬁat American decision
makers kné; about them. For this purpose, this discussion will be
div;Aed into th parts: (a) what were Japan's plans and intentions
before its attack on Pearl Harbor? (b) "how much did American decision

makers know about them?

Japan's Intentions and Plans Prior to the Attack on Pearl Harbor

The outbreak of war in Europe,ih 1939, and more particularly, the
swift victories of Nazi forces over most of Western Europe created a |
situation of uncertainty in the Far East, where these European countries
had colonial possessions. This uncertain situation provided Japén with
én opportunity to reduce the pressure created by the economic s;ngtions
imposed by the United(States. It could strquthen its own\supp]y of raw
materials! by takipg control of the resources of these colonies. Soon
after France and ‘the Nether1and; surrendered to Germany, the Japanese
gévernment outlined its intentions in a document known as "Gist of the
Main Pointslin Regard to Dealing with the Situation to Meet %he>Chapge
in World Conditions.” This document was adopted on July 27, 1940. It
stated that tQ:PJapanese gbvernment would (1) main%ain a firm attitude

toward America‘on the one hand; affect on the other hand, a sweeping
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readjustment of Japanese relations with the USSR as well as a political
combination with Germany and Italy, (2) Take stronger measures against
French Indo-China, Hong Kong and foreign concessions in China looking to
the prevention of aid to the Chiang regime, (3) Practice more vigorous

diplomacy toward the Netherlands East Indies in order to acquire vital
1 \ )

‘

materials.

In pursuit of the intentions outlined in the policy document of July

27, 1940, the Japanese government tock steps to complete the political

ri\combination with Germany and Italy. There had been extensive discussions

-on the impact of any agreement on Japan's relations with other countries,

a4

notably the United States. At the Imperial Conference (the formal decision

making body in Japan) that. finally épproved the decision to sign a pact
i )
with Germany and Italy, doubts and reservations about the utility of the

4 o
pact for Japan were expressed. The principal objection was voiced by
{ ) .

Yoshimichi Hara, the President of the Privy Council, who said:

"When Japan's position becomes clear with the -
announcement of the Pact, she (the United States)
will greatly increase her pressure on us, she will
step up her aid to Chiang, and she will obstruct
Japan's war effort. I assume that the United
States, which has not declared war on Germany and
Italy, will put pressure on Japan without declaring
war on us. She will probably ban the export of oil
and iron, and will refuse to purchase goods from us.-
She will attempt to weaken us over the long term so -
that we will not be able to endure the war. The /
Director of the Plannify has said that all available
steps will be taken to obtain iron and oil, but the

' results are uncertain. Also, the Foreign Minister's
statement shows' that we cannot obtain iron and oil
right away, and that in any case the amount will be 2
restricted. You cannot carry on a war without oil."

B}
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Prime Minister, Konoye and Foreign Minister Matsuoka, however, put a
second interpretation on the conéequences of the proposed pact. They saw

the pact as 'defensive.' Konoye explained:

"A German-Japanese treaty is to be concluded for
peaceful purposes, that is the object. There is
no other way."

o

- . | .
Matsuoka reasoned along similar lines when he said:

v :
"The object of the Pact is to prevent the United
States from encircling us...The only thing that
. can prevent an encirclement policy is a firm stand
. on our part at this time...To be sure, the United
States may adopt a'stern attitude for a while, \
but I think she will dispassionately take her
interests into consideration and arrive at a
reasonable attitude. As to whether she will sgiffen
her attitude and bring about a critical situation, or
will levelheadedly reconsider, I would say that the
odds are fifty-fifty." 3

While they recognized the possibility of a stiffening in the American
attitude toward Japan and the harsh consequences for their supply of raw
materials, the Japanese decided to sign the pact with Italy and Germany,
because they ca]cuiated that this was the .best possible solution to the
hrob1em of American encirclement. \

The next important decision, which reflected Japan's intentions, in\
the Tight of the Russo-German War;‘was taken en July 2, 1941. It was
embodigd in a document entitled "Outline of Natfoﬁa] Policies in View of
the Changing Situation." It said, (1) Our Empire is determ%ned to follow
a policy that will result in the establishment of the greater East Asia

\

co-prosperity sphere and will thereby contribute to world peace, no matter
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46
\ :

\wha’t changes might occur in the international situation, (2) Our Empire \
will continue in its efforts to effect a settlement of the China Incident,
and will seek to establish a solid basis for the security and preservation
of the nation. This will ipvo] ve taking steps to advance south, and
dependiﬁg on changes in the situation, will involve a settlement of the
Northern question as well, (3) Our Empire is determined to remove all
obstacles in order to achieve th:e‘above-mentioned ob:jectives.lo' It was also

stated that the Japanese government would enter into negotiations with

~ French Indo-Chinha to secure the right to station troops in that territory

in order to "assure the integrity of French Indo-China." But if
negotiations did not succeed, then Japan would not hesitate to occupy the
territory even if Britain and the United States objected.

This decision indicated that Ja\pan would-try to achieve its ajgns
through negotiations, but would be prepared to use force, if necess?@y.
Therefore, the japanese began to r;egotiate with the Vichy government  and

announced on July 24, 1941 that an agreement had been reached to station

4

-

troops and occupy naval and air bases in French Indo-China. Subsequently,

!

A further indication of Japan's intentions was available in the

decision of the Imperial Conference of September 6, 1941, The immediate

’reason for this decision was the growing stringency of the é\i] embargo

imposed by the United States, Britain and the Netherlands. As Prime Minister

Konoye explained: : . h \
. p
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"The international situation in which we are involved
has become increasingly strained, and “{n particular,
the United States, Great Britain and the;guetherlands
have come to oppose our Empire with all ayailable
means...If we allow this situation to continue, it '
is inevitable that our Empire will gradually lose

the ability to maintain its national power and that
our national power will lag behind that of the United
States, Great Britain and others. Under these
circumstances, our Empire, must, of course, quickly
prepare to meet any situation that may occur, and at
the same time, it must try to prevent the disaster of
war by resorting to all possible diplomatic measures.
If the diplomatic measures should fail to bring about
favorable results within a certain period, I believe
we cannot help but take the ultimate step im order to
defend .ourselves." 5

The Army Chief of Staff, Sujiyama observed: ’

o

v
"If we ‘remain idle and mark time in these pressing
circumstances, and if we let ourselves be trapped
by the intrigues of Great Britain and the United
States, our national defense capability will decline
as time goes on; by contrast, the military ‘.
preparedness of Great Britain and United States,
and other countries will be gradually strengthéned.
Then it will become more difficult to carry out our
military operations, and it is likely that we might
eventually be unable to overcome the obstacles posed
by Great Britain and the United States." 6

*

The policy that the Japanese government adopted was. referred to as

"The Essentials for Carrying Out the Empiré‘s Policies.”" This document

stated:

1
o

“In view of the current critical situation, in
particular, the offensive attitudes of such countries .
as the United States, Great Britain and the Netherlands,
are taking toward Japan, and in view of the situation in
the Soviet Union and the condition of our Empire's
national power, we will carry out our policy toward the

*
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South, which is contained in the Qutline of National,

Policies in View of the Changing Situation as follows: .

(I) Our Empire, for the purposes of self-defense and
self-preservation, will complete preparations for war
with the last ten days of October as a tentative
deadline, resolved to go to war with the United States,
Great Britain and the Netherlands if necessary; (II)

Our Empire will concurrently take all possible diplomatic.
measures vis-a-vis the United States and Great Britain,
and thereby endeavor to attain our objectives...; (III)
In the event that there is no prospect of our demands
being met by the first ten days of October through the
diplomatic negotiatidns mentioned above, we will - -
immediately decide to commence hostilities against the
United States, Great Britain and the Netherlands." 7

/

When the deadline for tW& completion of negotiations passed and

there was no sign of a favorable response to their demands, the Japanese

government extended the deadline to November 5, 1941 to give negotiations

additional time. But if they did not reach an agreement by December 1,

Japan would go to 'war with the United States, Great Britain and the

Netherlands.

Its plans and intentions were outlined in a document

3
entitled "Essentials for Carrying out the Empire's Policies." It stated:

|

I. Our Empire, in order to resolve the present <«
critical situation, assure its self-preservation
and self-defense, and establish a New Prder in ©
greater East Asia, decides on this occasion to go
o war against the United States and Great Britain.
and takes the following measures: (1)'the time
for resorting to'force is set at the beginning of
December, and the Army and Navy will complete
preparations for operations; (2) Negotiations with
the United States will be carried out in accordance
with the attached document; (3) Cooperation with
Germany and I[taly will be strengthened; (4) Close
military relations with Thailand'will be established
just prior to the usg,force. '

14
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II. 1If negotiations with the United étates are

successful by midnight of December 1, the use

of force will be suspended."”

The negotiating position of the Japanese government was outlined in

the two Proposals - Proposal A and Proposal B.9 The first proposal spelled
out the outstanding issues between the two countries with the aim of a
complete restructuring of bilateral relations. The seco;; one was termeq
a modus vivendi and it sought to restore the conditions that existed before
the Japanese advance into Southern indo-China which had provoked the United

States into imposing the oi1 embargo. The discussion that preceded the

approval of this decision brought to the surface the calculations of the

oty 0"

Japanese government. The new Prime Minister, Tojo, explained: -

"...While maintaining close coordination between
political and military considerations, we have made
a special effort to achieve success in our diplomatic
negotiations with the United States. In this interval,
we have endured what must be endured in our efforts
to reach an agreement, but we have not been able to
% get the United States to reconsider. During the,
negotiations, there has been a change in the Cabipet...
As a result, we have come to the conclusion that we
must now decide to go to war, set the time for military
action at the beginning of December, concentrate all
., our efforts on completing preparations of war, and St
| the same time to break the impasse by diplomacy.” !

Rt e R R T e D VTl e T 5

The operational considerations for this decision were made explicit

by the Army Chief.of Staff, Sujiyama. He explained:

B
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"From the staffdpoint of operations, if the time for .
commencing war is delayed, the ratio of armament
between Japan and the United States will become
more- and more unfavorable to us as time passes and
particularly, the gap in airsarmament will gnlarge

' rapidly. Moreover, defensive operations in the
Philippines, and other American war preparations
will make rapid progress. Also, the common defense
arrangements between the United States, Great Britain,
the Netherlands and China will become all the more
close, and their joint defensive capability will be
rapidly increased. Finally, if we delay until after
next spring, the weather will permit operational |
activities in the North, and also there will be a |
higher probability that our Empire will have to face
simultaneous war in.the South and in the North. Thus
it would be very disadvantageous for us to delay, and
it is feared that it might become impossible for us to
undertake offensive operations. In addition, weather
tonditions in the area where important operations are
going to take place, are such that no delay is possible.
Accordingly, in order to resort to force as soon as -
preparations we contemplate are completed, we would like
to set the target date in the early part of December." 11

<

The Japanese government recognized that the failure to reach an
agreement with the United States meant war and that it wom\ﬂd be a Tong *
war. But it reasoned that the only alternative in the circumstances was'
the decline of the Empire. There,f"ore, when it reccleived the American
response to ‘its final proposal - {he Ten Point Note - it found ié "clearly
unacceptab'lé." On December 1, 1941, the Imperial Conference f\ormaﬂy
decided to go to war with the United States, Great Britain and the

Netherlands. The Foreign Minister reviewed the course of the informal

conversations with the United States and concluded:

g B
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"In short, one must say that it was virtually
impossible for us to accept their proposal;
and if we were to continue negotiations on the
{ _ basis of this proposal {in order to get the

quted States to withdraw it, it would be
‘ \almost impossible for us to obtain what we seek."

12

The President of the Privy Council pointed out that:

’ \
"the United States is being utterly conceited,
obstinate and disrespectful. It is regrettable |
indeed. We s1mp1y cannot tolerate such an attitude.
If we were to g1ve in, we would give up in one stroke
not only our gains in the Sino-Japanese and Russo-
Japanese wars, but also the benefits of the
Manchurian Incident.| This we cannot do. We are
~loath to compel our people to suffer even greater
hardships, on top of |what they have endured dur1ng
v the four years since{the China Incident. But it is
- clear that the existence of our country is being
i o threatened, that the|great achievements of the
. . Empffror Me131 would all serve to nought, and that ——
‘:? - there is noth1ng else we can do. Therefor, I believe
] that if negot1at1ons with the United States were <
hopeless, then the commencement of war in accordance
) with the decision of |the previous Imperial Conference
: is inevitable." 13
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Although the chances, of sucgess of the course the Japanese chose

A

were at best uncertain, they choge it bqugga/théy/caTcu1ated that the

L cost of war was 1ess€ijggy14me’iaét of continugd dependence and decline
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of national honor through attrition. While the formal decision to go to

war was made by the Imperial Conference, the operational details of the

: N war were planned by the Supreme Command of the Japanese Army and Navy.

The Supreme Comm?nd had begun thq‘planning of the operation just after

’Germany attacked the Soviet Union in June, 1941. It was givén further

impetus by the imposition of the oil embargo by the quted States, Britain
(.} N and the Netherlands. It was only toward the end of October, after long
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. (' h deliberations, simulations and war games, that the final plan was put
together. At this stage, there was no mentlon of the plan to attack

Pearl Harbor. It was called the Basic P1an for the Greater East Asia

1

War and it consisted gf three phases:

1. The seizure of southern areas which are rich in resources;
and the strategic areas and positions far the establishment of a perimetér
for‘ the defense of the Southgrn Resources Areas and the Japanese Mainland.
The area to be seized was within the ‘line wﬁiqh jm’ns the Kurifles,

\Marshalls (including Wake), Bismarcks, Timor, Java, Sumatra, Malaya and

' Burma. .
II. Consolidation and strengfﬁening of the defensive perimeter.
IIT. The interception and destruction of any attacking strength '
O which mig"ht threaten the defensive perimeter or the vital areas within
the perimeter. Concurrently.with interceptcoperations the.activation of
plans to destroy the Um’t\ed States will to 1‘1'9;1:"14 ) _ \
If the| three phases of this plan were successful, the Japanese hoped to
attain their goal of self SUfﬁmency
' The plan to attack the Amgrican fleet at Pearl Harbor was conceived
by Admira] Yamamoto, Commander-in-Chief of the Japanese Combined Fleet.
He was the most vig.orous advocate ‘of neutralizing the American fleet
because he reasoned that thf whole plan of conquest in South East Asia
would be endangered if the ﬂeet\at\\Pearl Harbor was noz déstroyed. Ha
had Eéen opposed to fighting a war with the United States, but if it had

to be fought, this was the only way he would agree to it.

o

H
é
;
¥
:



53

b

' ‘

‘Thekpossibility of destroying the American fleet stationed at Pearl
Harbor had occurred to Yamamoto when he saw the manoeuvers of naval pilots
operating ffom aircraft carriers. He thought that if this manoeuver were

tried against an unsuspecting fleet, the success would be even gréater.‘

The feasability of this manoeuver was demonstrated when, in vaember,(1940,
the British Navy attacked the unsuspecting Italian fleet anchored at its .
base in Taranto andlsuccessfu11y used aerial torpedoes in the shallow

waters of Taranto. u

Yamamoto carefully examined the reports of the successful attack at

l
Taranto and began to study the feasability of such an attack on Pearl Harbon.

He enlisted the help of Rear Admiral Ohnishi and Commander Genda who worked |
B » 1 K

on the details of the Hawaiian operation. Both struggled with two problems:

!

(:} (1) the shallow waters of Pearl Harbor and (2) the imperative of surprise.

They estimated that their plan had only a sixty percent chance of success.
Dﬁspite these problefas, however, Yamamoto decided to implement this plan

and began extensive training for it. Emphasis was placed on shallow water

i iarinde SR oS Brtame | voenie

R

torpedo drops, on horizontal and dive bombing and on refueling exercises.

ht

Inspite of intensified training and the carefully workedogt plan that—

Yamamoto put before the Naval General Staff, there was vigorous opposition to

T Vg '«i*

7
%

it for two main reasons. Firstly, the Naval General Staff had comp]e%ed a
detailed plan for the deployment of the entire fleet in Southward operations. -

Besides, the chances of success were at Teast sixty percent. The Chief of

\

Staff reasoned: =~ .

) "Why stir up America...Let us take the rich East
; Indian island of Java. Then when the U.S. Pacific
\ . fleet approaches Japan to counterattack it can be
_annihilated in home waters."”

\
() ‘ 1
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| But the most important objection wa§ that the plan was too risky. It could
‘only succeed if it took the American fleet by surprise. If it failed, the

,\gt'tack woulq be a\ major disaster. ,
But Yamamoto insisted that the5 only chance of success for Japan's- |
operations\ in the South would be first to meutralize the American fleet at
Pearl Harbor. anen in late October he received another list of objections

from the Naval General.Staff, he sent them a message which stated:

"The presence of the U.S. fleet in Hawaii is a
dagger pointed at our throats. Should war be .
declared, the length and breadth of our southern
operations would immediately be exposed to a ‘
serious threat on its flank. The Hawaii operation
is abso]ute]y indispensable., Unless it is carried®
out, Admiral Yamamato has no confidence that he can
v fulfil his assigned responsibility. The pumerous .
difficulties of this operation do not make it \
impossible. Weather conditions worry us most but
as there are seven days in a month when refuelling
at sea is possible, the chances of success are by
no means small. If good fdrtune is bestowed upon us
we will be assured of success. Should the Hawaii Cos
+ operation by chance end in failure, that would merely
imply that fortune is not on our side. That should 16
also be the time for deﬁmtely halting all operatmns

ANN
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He threatened that if the Naval General Staff did not agree to his'plan,

hé would resign his position and return to civilian life.
Faced with this threat, the Chief of Nava1\ Staff reluctantly agreed to

Yamamoto's plan oﬁ November 3, 1941. Yamamoto then issued a 'series of

operational orders, putting the plan into effect.”' The Pearl Harlbor striking

force was ordered to assemble at Hitokappu Bay for refuelling on November 22.

|
The order read: "The Task Force, keeping its movements strictly secret,

1118

shall assemble in Hitokappu Bay/by November 22 for refeulling. The next .

impertant order was 1ssued on November 25, whi ch stated:

3 S FERNECV TN ]
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\ "The Task Force, keeping its movements strictly secret
and maintaining close gquard against submarines and
aircraft, .shall advance to Hawaiian waters, and upon
the very opening of hostilities shall attack the

e " main force of the United States fleet in Hawaii and
deal it a mortal blow. The first air raid is plapned
.for the dawn of X-day (exact date to be given by'later
order). Upon completion of the air rajd, the task-
force, keeping close coordination and guarding against
the enemy's counterattack, shall speedily leave the
enemy's waters and then return to Japan. Should the
negotiations with the United States prove successful,
the task force shall hold itself in readiness forthwith
to return and reassemble." 19 -

i |
The final operational\order was issued on December 2 which stated:
"Execute Attack X 8 December designated as "X" day. w20 "

Yamamoto's plan to -attack Pearl Harbor was known only to the senior
members of the Naval General Staff. Among the éivih‘an leadership, only
theiE_mperor and the Pri@e Minister were told that Japan would 'open hostilities
agsinst ‘the Anglo-Saxon countries by Taunching-an attack on the American
fleet at Pearl Harbor on December 8, 1941 (Tokyo time). The details of the

“\ T
plan were withheld from them. This part of Japan's war plan was kept

»

completely secret because its success depended so heavily on surprise.

|
The foregoing discussion analyzed the steps that the Japanese

gm‘/ernment took in deciding to initiate war against the United States and
noted that the formal decision to go to war was taken only on December 1,
1941. But more importantly, the discussion emphasized the fact that the
plan to attack Pearl Harbor was only finalized on November 3 and was
withheld from the civilian lead;ers in order to mé;imi ze the effect of
surprise. Only the Emperof and the Prime Minister were informed of it on
December 3, 1941. Having analyzed Japan's plans and intentions before the
attack on Pearl Halr'bor,~ it is now possible to review the sources ar\ud

N\
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content of informa*:ion about them that was available to decision makers

in Washington.
v s

&

) ‘ % ;o )
Sources and Content of Information Available to' American Decision Makers

American decision makers received information of Japan's intentions
¥ SR . and plans through several sources. Thege sources can be distinguis;hed at
three levels:. The first Tevel of information c‘onsisted of the formal
i | ;f\dipT:)matic contact bet\:leen the two countries - i.e., the assessment of
Japan's intentions and plans prov\ided by Ambassador Grew and the contact
' through the Japénese Ambassador, who r'epresent\:ed the Japanese government's
official positioon in Washington. This level alse included other public
‘ sources such as official contacts with other diplomatic missions, notably
{ of Britain, the Neth‘erlands and China. The second level of informationl
. [ C}‘ came from the intercepfion of Japan's diplomatic and military messaages -
Magic. The third xleve] of information‘ was provided by newspaper reports

4
of Japan's intentions from Japan and all over Southeast Asia. ‘ >

\{}_ The United States had been sensitive to Japan's wish to alter the
status quo in the Far East ever since the Manchurian Crisis in 1931, but
’.4_ ... the_outbreak of war in Europe, and-particularly- the-defeat-of—France—and- -- -~ — -

| the Netherlands, had created an opportznity for Japan to make itself self-

| sufficient if it se:i.zed the resources of the French and Dutch colonies in

the Far East. American decision makers were informed of Japan's intentions
> ——in_this regard when it made a formal announcement to that effect. A
i statement was issued by the Japanese government on August 1, 1940 which

stated: | : ‘
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‘i’ . "...Japan's for‘esign policy, which aims ultimately at

Ph - the construction of a new order in greater East Asia,

e R will be directed, first of all, toward a complete

settlement of the China Affair, and the advancement

of the national fortune by taking a far sighted view

of the drastic changes in the international situation
and formulating both constructive and flexible measures."

i ) R
o

21

T

sy TSI

. Further evidence of Japan's intention to exploit the situation in Europe

was provided by the announcement of the Tripartite Pact signed between
Germany, Japan and Italy. The signatories decided "to stand by and
cooperate with one another in regard to their efforts in greater East Asia

!

and the regions of Europe respectively wherein it is their prime purpose

[

tolestablish and maintain a ne\); order of things calculated to promote
mutual prosperity and welfare of the peoples concerned."22
The next piece of evidénce that American decision makers got was the

G - signing of the Neutrality Pact with the Soviet Union in April 1941. The

Prime Minister announced the Pact 'on April 14, 1941 and explained i\ts
k | intent as follows: k

v

\

"...It is my belief that this Pact has epoch-making
significance in the relations between Japan and the
‘ ‘ Soviet Union and that it will greatly contribute
O ‘ toward the promotion of world peace."23

\

It indicated that Japan was abandom’ng,‘ for the time being, its intention
. | ‘ g
~,0f attacking the Soviet Union. At the same time however, the Japanese

\ and American governmer'ltsﬁbecz'ime involved in informal conversations with

,x the aim of mainta{ning peace in the Far East and resolving their differences.
Nilth the outbreak of the Russo-German‘War in June 1941, Ameri‘ca’n

dec\ision makers became aware of a duplicity in Japan's intentions. At~the

C} official diplomatic level, Japan appéared to be desirous of maintaining

i . y
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peace in the Far East and this was evident from‘the series of proposals

that were presented to American decision makers by the Japanese Ambassador.

o

But\from reading the intercepts of Japan's secret diplomatic messages,

_they 1eaﬁhtlthat Germany was pressuring Japan to honor its obligation to

the Tripartite Pact and attack the Soviet ﬁnion, and that Japan was

insisting that Germany make France and -the Netherlands accept Japan's

33 \

demand to be allowed to station troops in French Indo China and to obtain
an assured supply of oil from_the Dutch East Indies. A message intercepted

on July 8, 1941 stated:

\ "1) Imberia] Japan shall adhere to the policy- of

contributing to world peace by establishing the
greater East Asia Sphere of Coprosperity,

regardless of how the world situation may change;
2) The Imperial government will continue to effect
a- settlement of the China Incident and seek to
establish a solid basis for the security and the
preservation of the nation."24

L4
N

Another message from Tokyo to Washington intercepted on the same day read: \

:ﬁPreparations for southward advance shall be
ﬁxéinforced and the policy already decided upon
-'with reference to French-Indo China and Thailand |,
skall be executed. As regards the Russo-German
War, although the spirit of the Three-Power Axis
shall be maintZined, every preparation shall be
made at present and the situation shall be dealt
with in our own way."25 '
AN
2

An intercept from Canton toajokyo datgd July 14, 1941 stated:

"The immediate object of our occupation of French
Indo-China will be to achieve our purpose there.
Secondly, its purpose is, when the international
situation is suitable, to launch therefrom a rapid
attack. : This venture we will carry out inspite of

t

;h

$ et 2t

Ty we sy

%
i
Py




5 g o e

-

\\ * 5 A A &

\

any difficulties which may arise. We will
endeavor to the last to occupy French Indo-
. China.peacefully, but if resistance is offered, Co
we will crush it by force, occupy the coumtry ™
and set. up martial law. After the occupation
of French Indo-China, next on our schedule is.
- the sending of.an ultimatum to the Netherland
Indies." 2 . '

-

N
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The intercepts of‘Japan's diplomatic messages were regarded by American

decision makers as evidence of Japan's -determination to proceed with its
intentibn of invading Southeast Asia and they imposéd an oi] embargo on

Japan on July 26, 1941. This move strengthened Japan's determination to

N

attack Southeast Asia and American decision makers learned of this renewed
determinatioA from an intercept from Tokyo“tokwashington dated July 31

which stated: ¥

"Commerical and economic relations between Japan
and third countries, led by England and the
United States, are gradually becoming so horribly
strained that we cannot endure it much longer.

_ Consequently, our Empire, to save its very life, 5
must take measures to secure the raw materials of
.the: South Seas. Our Empire must immediately take
steps to break asunder the ever-strengthening
chain of encirclement which is being woven under
the guidance and participation of England and the
United States...That is why we decided to obtain
military bases in French Indo-China and to have
our troops occupy that territory." 27

At the official diplomatic lebel,!however, the Japanese gowsynment

maintained a conciliatory attitude and offered to "neutralize Fre Indo- *

China and Thailand," 28 but more importantly, proposed a meeting between
Roosevé]t and Koﬁbyelzgv A similar attitude was maintained in subsequent
pr%pqsals as well. Ambassador Grew also informed the American government

I '
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the, United States."

5

of Japan's desir.e to continue negotiations and wrote in support of the

proposed Roosevelt-Konoye meeting, stating that if the meeting did not

o

take place: ‘ ' .

"...the alternative would be a reconstitution of the
present government or a formation of the new

/ government for the purpose of confiding Japan's
future destiny for a do-or-die all-out attempt to
establish the hegemony of Japan over all greater East « |
Asia, which would carry with it the inevitability of
war with the United States." 30 -

‘ . \

Later he reported his conversations with the Foreigh Minister and noted

a

. again'that if the Konoye government did, not succeed in obtainidy an

agreement, "the logical outcome of this vln‘H be the downfall of the Konoye
gover:nmerlt and the formation of a military dictatorship h{hich will lackh
e):.ther‘ the disposition or the t%nperarﬁent to avoid colliding head-on with
3 -

But the American governmenj:‘discourited Grew's assessment because it
learnt from the intercept of August 20, 1941 of Jar}ap;'s 'real’ intentions.
The intercept stated: | |

"due to the Russo-German War) there is the i

possibility of a third power being implanted
in the Far Eastern Soviet Russia...and
consequently the security of both Japan and
Manchukuo being threatened, we need to prevent
such a thing from happening. The Japanese
government has decided to increase the Japanese

- forces in Manchukuo to the minimum number 30
. - necessary to cope with such a possibility.” ) )
When the Konoye government was unable to reach an agree with the
Uni ted Stafesr it was replaced by General Tojo's governmenf. Once again,

Grew reported that the new government was desirous of avoiding war with
) \
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the United States by reaching a settlement, but decision makers in
Washington learnt from an intercepted message, that Japap had decided to
make no further concessions and engage in no further negotiations. The

intercept dated October 23 stated:

\ \

"Our country has said practically all she can say
.in the way of expressing of opinions and setting v
forth our stand. We feel that we have now reached
a point where no further positive action can be
taken by us. except to urge the United States to
reconsider her views...we urge, therefore, that
= choosing an opportune moment, either you (Nom ra)
or Wakasugi (Céunselor of the Embassy) let i be
known to the United States by indirection that ' I
) country is not in a position to spend much ré& t1me.
- discussing this matter." 33

\
In the month of November, the Japanese government put forward its

last "offer to the United States. This offer was outlined in two proposals

- Proposal A and Proposal B - which was presented to Secretary Hull on

=3

November 7 and 20. At the same time, American decision makers learnt of
Japan's desperation and anxiety from frequent intercepts which stated that
these proposals were Japan's final effort to reach a set,t’lenﬁnt with the

United States. The intercept dated_November 2 read:

"I am very sorry that Japanese-American relations
have lately been growing worse and worse. If
this continues, I fear that unfortunate results
will ensue. For six months, negoatiations have.
been dragging along, and our people are growing
impatient. Therefore, I hope a speedy sett1ement
will be reached." 34

!

A

The intercept of November 4 stated:

"Conditions both within and without our empire
dre so tense that.no longer is procrastination

o
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possible. Yet in our sincerity to maintain

pacific relationships between the Empire of
dapan and the United States of America, we have
decided, as a result of these deliberations,

to gamble once more on the continua of t

parleys but this is our last eff in

name and in spirit, this counter-proposal of ours,

is indeed the Tast. I want you to know that.

If through it we do not reach a quick accord, I
am”sorry to-say the talks will certainly be ruptured.
Then, 1ndéed will relations between our two nations
“be on the brink of chaos." 35 N

From November 5, there were repeated mentions of a "deadline."

mé;sage intefcepted on November 5 stated:

»

e

P

AN : . *
An intercepted-message from Tokyo to Hong Kong dated November 14 read:

Another méssage intercepted on November 11 read:

»

.

"Because of [various circumstancdes, it is absolutely
necessary that all arrangements of the signing of.
this agreement be comp]eted by the 25th of this month.
I realize that this is a difficult order, but under

‘the circumstances, it is an unavoidable one. :Please

understand this thdroughly and tackel the problem of
saving the Japanese=U.S. relations from falling into -

" a chaotic condition." 36

-

i

© F)

"The Imperial government has made the maximum
concessions she can in drawing up its final
proposal...Our domestic political situation
will permit no delays...The fact remains that
the deadline set forth is my message #736 is
absolutely immovable under present conditions.

It is a definite deadline and therefore it is -,
essential that a settlement be reached by about
f:hat time." 37 R
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+ "The empire's foreign policy as it has been
. decided by the ®abinet, insofar as it pertains +
to China is: (a) We will completely destroy -
British-and American power in China, (b) We
will take over all.enemy concessions and enemy
important r¥ghts and interests (customs and
minerals, etc.) in China, (c) We will take over
all rights and interests owned by enemy powers,
even though they might have connections with
the new Chinese government, should it become
necessary. In realizing these steps in China,
we will avoid as far as possible, exhausting
our veteran troops. Then we will cope with a
world war on a long-time scale. Should our .
) . ) reserves for total war and our future military
strength wane, we have decided to reinforce
them from the whole Far Eastern area. This 38
has the whole fundamental goh‘cy.of the empire."

P

The phrases "crisis is fast approaching,” and "time is short" were.

. ®abundant in the intercepted messages. An intercept of November 15 stated:

i N
N

G “In view of the fact that the crisis is fast approaching no subsidiary

complications can be countenanced even when considering the element of time

&

’ _2lone. Sl;!,ch an eventuality would make impossible the surmounting of the

n 39

crisis. Anothér intercept of the same date read: "The fact remains

that the date set forth in my message #736 (message of November 5) is an

| abs'olutely. immovable one. Please, thereforg, make the United States see

: : the light, so as to make possible the signing of the agreement by that date." 40

A message intercepted on November 16 said: ’ ‘

{ ' ’ ° L
“In your opinion we ought to wait and see
what turn the war takes and remain patient.
However, 1 am awfully sorry to say that the
situation renders it out of the question.
I set the deadiine for the solution of these
negotiations in my #736, and there will be no
- ’ change...You see how short time, therefore,
do not allow the United States to side-track
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us and delay negotiations any further

Press them for a solltion on the basis of
proposals, and do your best ta bring about |
an immediate solution." 41

The intercept of November 19 §tated:

o

"we think the only way to reach a full solution

, Is to conclude an agreement now on a few
absolutely essential items in order to prevent
matters from going from bad to &orse by long-
view political adjustments, thus first of all .
avoiding the danger of an outbreak of war... .
the transfer of troops from Southern:French
Indo-China to the northern part, is an important
concession 'we would venture to make for the sake ’
of speeding the agreement..."

The situation referred to in the intercept of November 22 was

o

indeed very tense. The Japanese government was very’anxious to reach a
settlement with the United States and therefore extended the deadline of
November 25 to November 29. It informed the negotiators in Washington

that:

"It is awfully hard for us to consider changing the’
date set in my #736. You should know this, however,
I know you are working hard. Stick to our fixed
policy and do your very best. Spare no efforts and
try to bring about the solution we desire. There are
reasons beyond your ability to guess why we wanted to
settle Japanese- American relations by the 25th but
if within the next three or four days you can f1n1sh

+ your conversations with the Americans; if the signing
can be completed by the 29th (let me write it out for
you - the twenty-ninth); if the pertinent notes can be
exchanged; if we can get an understanding with Great
Britain and the Netherlands; and in shdrt if everything
can be finished, we have decided to wait until that date.
This time we mean it, that the deadline absolutely
cannot .be changed. After that things are automatically
going to happen." 43 \

64
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Having read these deadline messages, American decision makers were aware
!

of Japan's desperation and desire to reach an understanding with_the United

States' as soon as possible. But they responded to the modus vivendi

proposal of November 20 with a counter-proposa]44 - The Ten Point Plan -

~which was delivered to the Japanese ‘on November 26. This response was \
considered to be completely unsatisfactory and the Japanese government

\‘ advised its Ambassadors in Washington accordingly. The message was intercepted

on November 29 and it stated: '

e

"Well! you two Ambassadors (Nomura and Kurusu) have ,
exerted superhuman efforts, but, inspite of this, ~
the United States has gone ahead and presented
this humiliating proposal. This was quite unexpected
and extremely regrettable. The Imperial government
can by no means\ use it as a basis for negotiations.
“Therefore, with a report of the views of the Imperial
Q ' government.on this American proposal which I will

: send you in two or three days, the negotiations )
will be defacto reptured. ‘This is unevitable. However,
I do not wish you to give the impression that
négotiations are broken off. Merely say to them that
you are waiting for instructions...”

o

. \ ,
American decision makers also learned that Tokyo had informed Berlin that

negotiations with the United States were ruptured. An intercept from Tokyo _
< /

to Berlin dated November 30 stated:

N "The conversations begun between Tokyo and
\ . Washington last April during the administration
of the former Cabinet...now stand ruptured. In
the face of this, our Empire faces a grave
situation and must act with determination. Will
Your Honor, therefore, immediately interview
Chancellor Hitler and Foreign Minister Ribbentrop
' and confidentially communicate to them a summary

: !
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© of the developments...say very secretly to them

that there is an extreme danger that war may
- break out between the Anglo-Saxon nations and .
Japan through some clash of arms and add that !
the time of the breaking out of war may come
quicker than any one dreams." 46

Another intercept from Hahoi to Tokyo dated November 25 indicated

that Japan's preparations for war had been completed. It read: X

"If the U.S.-Japanese negotiations are brought
to a successful termination, the various enterprises
shall be launched in accordance with the plans which
have been laid down in advance. Should however, the

' negotiations not end in success, since practically
all preparations for the campaigns have been completed,
our forces shall be able to move within the day."

'

Another intercept from Canton to Tokyo, dated December 2 stated: "If

hostilities are to begin we here are all prepared. The army has completed -
. \

all preparations to move immediately upon Thai. Should the British resist

fo the bitter end, it is understood ihat the army is prepared to go as far

as to militarily occupy the country." 18 - &
The next important piece of evidence‘was provided by a series of

last minute intercepts which indicated th;t a break in Japanese-American

re]a;ions was imminent. These intercepts are referred to as "the pilot

_message," Mthe fourteen part.message,“ “the one o'clock or time delivery

message," and the final "code destruction message." The pilot messgge

) stated:

"This separate message is a very long one. I will
send it in fourteen parts and I imagine you will
receive it tomorrow. However, I am not sure. The

\ situation is extremely delicate, and,when you receive

{ . . \
; . s .
> . 1]
v
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it T want you to keep it secret for the time

being. Concerning the time of presenting this

memorandum to the United States, [ will wire

you in;a separate message. However, I want R
you in' the meantime to put it in nicely drafted

form and make every preparation to present it

to the Americans just as soon as you receive

instructions.”

N ! [
\ | { |
\lge/%ourteen part‘message was a restatement of Japan's views on how the

|

United States and Britain had obstructed -Japan’s efforts for peace in the
Far\East. The fourteenth pért formally informed the United States pf the
termination of ne otiations. It stated: "The earnest hope of the
Japanese government to ddjust gapanese-American relations and to preserve-
and promote the'peace of tﬁe P;cific through coopqratiqn with the American
government has been finally lTost. Tﬁe Japanese government regrets to have
to natify hereby the American government that in view of the attitude of
the American government, it cannot but consider that it is impossible to:

w 50 The one o'clock

reach an agreement through further negotiations.
message read: "Will the Ambassador please submit to the United States
government (if possible to the Secretary of State) our reply to the

n 51 1he final code

United States at 1:00 p.m. on the 7th, your time.

destruction message stated: "After deciphering part fourteen of my #902

and also #907, #908 and #909, please destroy at once the remaining cipher

machine *and all machine codes. Digggse in like manner also secret ‘

P

documents." 52
The last source of information available to American decision mﬁkers

was intelligence and espionage reports. These reports were interspersed

among the diplomatic intercepts cited earlier. They indicated that Japan
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had started preparing for war with the United States as early as August
1941. The espionage intercepts from then on showed‘fhat the Japanesel
were gathering inﬁormation about ship movements from ports poth in the *
Far East and the United States. The most important of these messages
with regard to Pearl Harbor was inte;cepteﬂ on Séptember 24. It asked the
Japanese agent in Honolulu to divide the waters of Pearl Harbor into five
sub-areas: "Area A: waters betw;en Ford Island and the Arsenal. Area B:
waters adjacent to the Island south\and west of Ford Island. Area C:
Easthyoch. Area D: Middle Loch, Area E: MWest Loch aquphe communicating
water routes. With regard to wqrships and aircraft carriers, we would like
to have you report those at anchor (these are not so important), tied up
at wharves, buoys, and in docks. (Designate fypes and classes briefly. If
. possible, we would Tike to have you make mention of the fact when there
are two or more vessels alongside the same wharf.)" 53

The next important message relating to ship movements at Pearl Harbor
was intercepted on November 15. It stated: "As relations between Japan

and\the United States are mos t critical, make your “ships in harbor report"

irregular, but at the rate of twice a week. Although you al?eady'are no

doubt aware, please take .extra care to maintain secrecy. Another

. "\
request intercepted on November 29 read: "We have been receiving reports |
from you on ship movements, but in future will you also. report even when

w 55 In the last two days before the attack on

- there are no movements.
Pear] Ha(bor. additional espionage messages from Honolulu to Tokyo, on the
location of ships in Hawaii and the level of preparedness at the base,

were intercepted, but thay were not translated until after the attack

I




on Pearl Harbor. 36

An additional piece of evidence about Japan's intentions was proVided
by espionage intercepts that indicated the arrangements Japan had made in

case of an\emergency. A message intercepted on November 19 stated:

“In case of emergency (danger of cutting off our
diplomatic relations), and the cutting off of
international communications, the following
warning will be added in the middle of the daily
Japanese language short wave news broadcast.
(1) In case of Japan-U.S. relations in danger:
Higashi No Kaseame (east wind rain). (2) Japan- '
USSR relations: Hitanokaze Kumori (north wind

. cloudy). (3) Japan-British relations: Nishi .
No Kaze Hare (west wind clear). This signal
will be given in the middle and at the end as a
weather forecast and each sentence will be i
repeated twice. When this is heard please destroy

all code papers etc.' This is as _yet to be a l

completely secret arrangement. w5

=3

A second intercept slightly modified the wvnds code arrangement It read:
|

"When ou# diplomatic relations are becoming
dangerous, we will add the following at the
beginning and end of our general intelligence
- i ( broadcasts: (1) If it is Japan-U.S. re]at1ons,
"Higashi.” (2) Japan-Russia relations, "Kita."
’ * (3) Japan-British relations (including Thai,
‘ Malaya and N.E.I.), "Nishi." The above will '
, be 'repeated five times and included at the
i x beginning and end." 58
N !I’ .
The preceding discussion was a detailed examination of Japan's

w

\ :
ﬁ Iintentions and plans before the attack on Pearl Harbor and the sources
and information that decision makers in Washington had at their diSposa1.
It shows that none of the pleces of 1nformat1on that was ava11ab1e to them

indicated clearly Japan's intention to attack Pearl Harbor. As Michael
N
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% Handel has pointed out: "One reason,that we rarely obtain clear signals

% from the enemy is simply that few such éignals exist." 59 He re{ers to

% several reasons for the absence of clear signals of Japan's infention to

%' attack Pearl Harbor, two reasons are relevant. Firstly,: the plaq to

%' aitack Pearl Harbor was not fina;f;ed till the beginning of November.

g And secbndly,kthe Japanese kept the plan completely secret because it was: ® |

necessaqy for its suscess.“ }n other words, there were no clear signals

of Japan's intentions and thé information that was available, was subject
to several interpretations. The next two chapters wi[] exémine how the ‘ ;
information available was inte}preted by American decision makers, and

what estimates of the probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor were made. , '?
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CHAPTER 1V

The last chapter examined i‘n. some deta\‘n'] Japan's intentions and plans

before the attack on Pearl Harbor, and the information about these intentions

that was availab]e_to American decision makers. This chapter will examine
one of the principal 'hypotheses - i.e,, a psychological explanation of the
k , failure of‘ American decisionﬁakers to anticipate an attack on Pearl Harbor.
? ’ 'I’n‘other \;}ords, why were they surprised? For this purpose,’this discussion
will be divided into four parts - (1) a restatement of the explanation i
(2) an analysis of the changing in;a\ge of Japan in th:e minds of American ‘ é
N ( [ decision makers (3) an analysis ofgthe impact of these images on the’%r i
estimates of Japanese¥intentions just prior to the attack on Pearl Harbor

0

and (4) an analysis of the congruence between the hypothesis ar_wd the

Q evidence, . g -

The Logic of the Explanation 1

JJﬁéam-u it

This explanatmn states that fauh:y beliefs and 1mages 'Iead to poor s

f° ' information processing which ‘resuIts in low estimates of the' probabitity

&

e

of an attack. Beliefs are composed of 'images' of the past, present and

- ‘ future and include "all the accumulated, organized knowledge that the
organism has about itself and th‘e world. u ‘They serve as "a priém that
influences the actor S perceptipn and the diagnosis of the flow of political
events, his defini tions and the estimates of the particular situation.” 2
These beliefs may hold conflicting and even contradictory elements which
remain as"long as they art; not questione’d by 1n1com1ng information. They
constant]y interact with new infqrmation and there is a tendency among

(i‘ : individuals to maintain cognitive consistency when cha'llenged by discrepant

¢ \
| : l ‘ ‘
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information. Robert Jervis has suggested some of the techniques by whi::h
beliefs interact with discrepant 1n;’ormat1'on. When such information is
received, (i) it is either ignored, dismissed or denied; J(ii) it is
reinterpreted'to ‘conform to uprelexistinng beliefs and 1trn§es; (iii) the source
is discredited; (iv) if the source is trusf‘wor;hy;tﬁe information is accepted
as such, b'ui befliefs and images are. not upd_ated; (v)uthere is search for
more inf:ormation that supports pr:eexjs?m,g be'Hpefs and- images; (vi) if
however, discrepané information becomes to unéomfortable, only marginal
‘adjustments are made in beliefs and 1mqges.3

Tl":e scope of adjusﬁnent in the beliefs and images is a funi:t‘ion of o

whether their structure is 'open' or 'closeci'. If their structure is open,

a mderate amount of discrepant information will Tead to at least a

s, Y

reconsideration, if not change in their content. If however, their structure -

is closed,‘ it will take inordinately large amounts of discrepant information

to affect even a marginal adjustment in content.

The Changing Image of Japan -

Before analyzing the changing image of Japan as perceived by American

-

‘decision makers, 1t is necessary to construct a framework for its analysis.

The f‘namework for ana1ysis i§ derived from Ho'l sti's variables drawn from

.~ his es,s_ay "Evaluative, Assertions Ana‘lysis."“ These variables are appHcable :

to’ any‘dimension defined as a continuum of polar oppos1tes. Although
numerous polar opposites can be 1dentified. this analysis wm use only

four. of these variables. They are positive-negative. friendIy-hostﬁe.

b d

< strong-weak and ecti ve¥passive. These dimensions pertain to the 1mage of the

)

1nten;cfon§ and capabilities of an opponent. The positive-nagative and

!
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, ‘ friendly-hostile dimensions of .the image ,refer to assessment of 1intentions
‘and the stfong-weak and active—passive dimensions refer to the capavbih't‘i es
of the adver§ary. The positive-negative dimensioﬁ refers to the changing

- _image in terms of vzﬂu‘es - i.e,, the similarity or dissimilarity of beliefs
and goals. The friendly-hostile dimension applies to the corgppatibﬂ.ity
° | or incompatibility of interests. The strong-wegk dirpension applies to the
potency or effectiveness of the adversar{y and the active-passive dimeﬁsit;n
applies to the strength or weakness of the adversary. These categories of
© the image interact with new information about the adversary and may change
un%form'ly or unevenly in relation 1‘;o each other.’ The subsequent discus;1 on .
will analyze the impact of new information dn each of these categories for
. each, of ‘the principal decision makers.
iﬁ : ' | Before the eruption of the Manchurian crisis in 1931, Amerfcan qecision
makers had a positive jmage of Japan and perceived it as a friend. This 0

perceptwn was based on the percei ved simﬂarity of be'Hefs and goals and .

" a cqmpatibﬂity of interests which was evident from Japan's adheren’te to

the 1nternationa'| commitments 1t had entered during the 1920'5. This friendly

and positive image of Japan was cha]lenged first when American decision makers

g Sals LR 2;,‘-,;:17.“ s R o RS P

\ were confronFed with information that Japan had 1nit1ated fight‘mg against
the Chinese in Manchuria. Although they did not deny the information, it

L e in]
.
T

did not change their image of Japan. They were sympathetic toward Japan'_s ,
problems 1nﬂ Manchuria and accepted Japa‘n's explanation of the initiation of
hostilities. President\l-loover justified £his symathe%ic attitude toward
Jgpan as follows: "There is something on the side of Japan. Qurs has been-
a long and deepseated friendship with her, and we should in friendship

IIS

(.,/ .+ consider her side also.’ The Secretary of State, Henry Stimsdn, too,
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expreésed his perception of Japan's friendliness in his observation that,

“The Japanese government has thus for ten years
given an exceptional record of good citizenship in
the 1ife of the international world. Shidehard was
still in office, We know he had been laboring hard
for moderation against the pressure of the army
leaders in Manchuria. We reached the conclusion
that those leaders have engineered,this outbreak
wi t?oqtshls knowledge and certainl J{ against his .
will.'

\
|

4 °

Despite some. disconfirming information, the image of Japan as perceived

by American decision makefs still was friendly and positive. This image of

- Japan was challenged however, by information that indicated that Japan had

“occupied lérge areas of North China and established the independent regime

of Manchukuo, The positive and friendly iinage of Japan began to decline.

Ja{pgm was identified as a violator of -international treaties and there was

perception of an incompability of interest between Japan and the United States.

In fact, Stimson saw the possibility of incompatibility becoming active

hostility and noted, ‘ | » K

"At .present it seems to me that if Japan keeps up

this attitude in which she is now, we are shaping

up an issue between two great theories of civilization

and economic methods. It Jooks a 1ittle as if Japan

has made up her mind that industrialization and ,
foreign trade will not be enough for her if she

cannot hold it, and is yielding to her temptation

and thinking that she can make markets for herself

in China by force, which means that she must

permanently exploit China and impose the_suzerainty

of a dominant race upon another race.,." 4

Clearly then, Stimson and!other decision makers too, had begun to
perceive Japan as antagonistic (though not hostile as yet) and negative,

though passi ve and weak and they did not see any dar‘ger to the United States.
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= In other words,\ they were uheasyL?:out Japan's intentions but did not

anticipate any di%'ect threat to rican security. The change in their

. perception” had occured only after they had been confronted vn‘tha a large
amount of disconfirming evidence of Japan's intentions. The magnitude
of change was small; it only changed from positive to negative. The
negative, antagonistic and passive jmage of Japan was shared by President
Roosevelt, who sudceeded President Hoover, in 1933, This is evide}nt from
his repeated warnfngs of the danger inherent in the vfolation of inter-
~national 'treatie/s,( which omitted, however, any direct reference to Japan

b .
because Japan's violation of international treaties was not viewed as

7 . \
endangering American security. In qne address then, he stated,

‘ ~"... We are deeply concerned about the tendencies
* . of recent years among many of the nations of other
. continents. It is a|bitter experience to us when
: the sgirit of agreements to which we are party is
not lived up to. It|is an even more bitter experience
‘for the whole company of nations to witness not only
the.spirit but the l¢tter of the international
agreements is violated with impunity and without
regard to the simple principles of honor. Permanent
2 friendships between nations and between men can be
sustai neg only by scrupulous respect for- the pledged
word  J.."

-]
This image of a negative, antagonistic and passive Japan persisted when
‘war broke out between Chin\a and Japan in 1937. Roosevelt did not perceive

any direct danger to American sedurity. He .fo;:used on the danger inherent

in war, but did not refer to Japan directly. He noted,

¥... The present reign of terror and international
lawlessness began a few years ago. It began through
the unjustified interference in the internal affairs
of other nations or the invasion of alien territory
in violation of treaties, and now has reached a stage

i ) %
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"relatively passive image of Japan's capabilities was contrasted by his

80

where the very foundations of civilization are
seriously threatened. The landmarks and traditions
which have marked the progress of civilization
toward a condition,of law, order and justice are !

being wiped away.."9 3

!

~

His statement suggests that Roosevelt continued to perceive Japan as ”negative

and antagonistic but passive since Japan's intentions were not seen as

\ \

N

directly endangering American secm'*ity. ‘
Roosevelt's image of Japan underwent a small change when he learnt that
Japan had signed the Tripartite Pact with Germany and Italy. Novy Roosevelt |
perceived Japan's intentions as negative and hostile a\nd‘there was some
change in the dimension referring to Japan's capabilities as well. In other

words,\ Japan's intentgons were clearly perceived as negative and hostile ;

t because it had aligned itself with Germany and Italy and thereby also "%

|
increased its capabilities s]igihtly. However, this slight increase in
R \
Japan's capabilities was not perceived as a direct and immediate threat to
American security. ' l :

Roosevelt's negative  and hostile image[ of Japan's intentions, but ‘a 4

e

negativle, hostile, active and strong image of Germany's intentions and

s o g 53 4

capabilities. This is evident from his reference .to an immediate danger

from Germany. . In an address he noted,

"It 1s now clear that Hitler—has begun his campaign
3 to control the seas by ruthless force and by wiping
) out every vestige of 1 nternationa]l law and humanity.
His intention has been made clear ..., This attack on
the Greer was no localized military operation in the
North Altantic. This is no mere'episode in a struggle
between two nations. This was one determined step
‘ toward creating a permanent world system based on
force, terror and murder ... The Nazi danger to our
. N

’

\ ~
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; western world has long ceased to be a mere possi-
bility. The danger is here now - not only from
a military enemy but from an enemy of 8” law, all
! liberty, {all morality, all rehgwn.

" As is evident from Roosevelt's stetements, his image of Japan as negative

and hostile was relatively passive because he did not perceive an immediate

threat from Japan to American security, but perceived German capabilities

and intentions as posing an immediate danger. This “relatively passive

& image of Japan's hostility persisted until before- the Japanese attack on

g rear] Harbor. Over a period of time, Roosevelt's image of Japan had changed
when it was confronted with d1screpant information about Japan's intentions,
but the amount and scope of change was smaH. Besides, there was cnange
along the dir\nensions referring to} Japan's intentions, vbut the change in the

Q * cepabﬂities dimensions was neg]\i’,"gible(. In other words, prior to the
. ) Japanese a'ttad; \on Pearl Harbor,/ Roosevelt)"s 1ma§;e of Japan was negative and
' hostile but relatively passive.. \

Unlike Roosevelt, Secretary of State Cordell Hull perceived Japan as

negative and hostile even as _he came to office in 1933, He had long been

suspicious of Japan's intentions and noted his perception of Japan as

\

follows: "Japan s dip‘lomatic record was that of -a highway mbber ... When

LB il e S s b

Japan 1nvaded Manchuria in 1931 and set up a puppet regime called Manchukus

..o fit) thereby created a world danger extending beyond the cOnfinLed of a
conflict between Japan and c 1] Given this 1n1t1a1'ly hostile and

’,/

negative image of Jap p Hul 1 1nterpreted subsequent 1nform&t10n of- Japan s,

violation of jpt r ational treaties in such a manner that-his image ?f

Japanie*fostil{ ty became more active. Even before war broke out in Europe
: O #in 1939, Hull perceived Japan as the enemy alqng with Germany and Italy, who

Vo
\ ' .
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|
posed a threat to international peace which was guaranteed by the tredties,

| ‘ \
He explained his negative, hostile and active image of Japan in an observation

about the growing violation of international treaties as follows,

v

"Japan had won a war in China; Italy in Ethiopia;
Spain, the mother country of most of the Latin
American Republics, was in civil war' with Italy,
Russia and Germany intervening; Germany and Japan
“linked in a virtual alliance, Hitler was violating
one treaty after anotl;;er'..."1 P /o
l |

P

/
. - ‘ \ ‘
Hull's image of Japan as negative, hoséﬂe and active led him to pergeive

a close correlation between~the treaty violations in Europe and Asia, with

J
 Japan taking advantage of the war situation in Europe, He noted,.

ol v
¢

"The other manifestation of Japan's menacing
came (when) .., Japan lai tlaim to sovereignty
over a huge sea' area within which were the Spratly.
Islands, about seven hundred miles southwsst of
Manila, and a vast number of other islands
reefs. The Spratly Islands were likewise clajimed:
by France. The outlines of Japan's expansioniist .
ideas were becoming clearer. This was the tive
of Europe's preoccupation over Hitler's swallowing
| of Czechoslovakia, and Japan, as she always did,
i took advantage_of Europe's troubles to advaﬁce her

 own_ fortune.. " 13 . :

This, and other actions of Japan resulting in the consolidation of 1t\s control
over Chinalwere perceived by Hull as evidence which confirmed his negative,
Iiwstﬂe and active Iim,ége of Japan S 1ntentions and capabilities.

Huﬂ's perception of a close correlation between events in Europe and
Asia ]ed him to expect close cooperation between Japan and Germany. long
before there was a formal alliance betwe|en them, Therefore, when the
Tripartite Pace was signed by Japan, Germany and Italy, 1t‘ only cdanfirmed
his perpeption of a negative, hostile and activg)Japan who was now a fu,n

3 !
é
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partner in Hitler's plans to dominate the world. He observed,

4
- N

"The relations among Germany, Italy and Japan, \

each country having a common objective in \
conquering certain areas of the world and ‘each

\ pursuing identical policies of force, devastation

and seizure, have been on a basis of complete

understanding and of mutual cooperation during

récent years. The recent announcement was simply

part and parcel of a chain.of related events."14

!

‘Hull's negative, hostile and active' image of Japan persisted until just prior

to the Japanese lattack on Pearl Harbor. Over a\ period of time, Hull's 'ima'ge

. \
of Japan underwent only a slight change in the dimension referring to Japan's

" capabilities ;-ifter it announced its ti'eaty with‘Germa\ny and Italy. His °

perception of Japan's intentions, however, remained negative and hostile
since t;e interpreted new i nfbrmatiop in such a manner that ‘it confirmed his
im';;ial image. Despite his negative, hostile and active ,i{t‘age of Jagap,
there is 1ittle evidence of Hull's perception of 'direc’t danger to the United
States., ‘ '

As the perception of danger from tregtx violations grew,' decision makers
in Hash'i ngton began to adopt measures to increase American secugi;y. 'The\
decision making circle was enlarged_ to include Henry> Stimson as&éc'retary
of War and Frank Knox as Secretary of Navy. Although bo‘rt'h<men viewed the
danger arising from the violation of international treaties with alarm and
advocated strong measures to deal with the violators, Stimson was the more
outspoken of e two. His image of Japan in 1940 had® changed .considerably
since ‘his involvement in the Manchurian crisis, when he had hopet; that Japan
would realize that. it cpulpd not violate international law without hurting
ftself mi]litarﬂy and economically. He had noted then that,

. \ » o
.~ \ - '\\
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“"There is rational ground to hope that much sooner
than now seems likely that Japan will again realize B
that her own interest is more dependent upon .
friendly commercial and political relatiomns with
.o China than with any other nation; that such relations
. cannot be cultivated by forcible exploitation of
‘ China; and that in the equitable settlement which
may then be attained, the optnion and judgment of
the world as expressed unanimously in 1933 will be,
v whether publicly admitted or not, a potent factor.”

15

This optimism had been based on Stimson's positive and friendly image of"

Japan. He perceived Japan ‘to be sensitive to the good opinion of the world

and hoped that, "“the judgment at Geneva may be a strong influence tending

to bring Japan into her norma'l position in internationa'l Hi"e.".'6 In other

words, he dismissed Japan's occuption of Manchuria as an aberration and

believed that- Jaﬁan would certainly betowe a good citizen of the world 9

. y [
. again. Stimson's image of Japan continued to be positive and fmend'ly.

i
.
A
i
.

The continuation of the fi ghting in China however, cha]ienged .

- Stimson's positive and friend]y image of Japan. But instead of changing

his image in rcisponse to this evidence‘ ,,he merely acknowiedged the p0551-
bility of a conﬂict of interest develdping between Japan and the United

States. He hoted "At present it seems to me t%;t if Japan keeps up this
attitude in which she is now, we .are shaping up an issue between two great

a7 1

i ' theories of civilization and economtc .methods. -other words, despite/ \

\ discrepant information, Stimson made only a marginhii adjustment in his
' , .n friendly and positive imnge of Japan. . . |
\ ‘ Stimson'é friend'ly and positive image of Japan was challenged again
by infonnqtion that Japan had become involved in fful'l sca1e wari’are with
China. This piece of \infomation brought about a drastic change in his

o' 7
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perception of ;]apan. Now he perceived Japan's intentions as negative and

hostile because it had joined Germany and Italy in the violation of treaties

\

and indiscriminate aggression. He expressed his perception of a negative

and hostile Japan in a letter to The New York Times as follows:

e
"Simultaneously, events have been occuring in
the outside world which might well make Japan \
think that her opportunity has arrived for a new
attack on China. Thé fascist dictators of Italy , .
and Germany have boldly and successfully carried
through coups involving Ethiopia, the Rhineland
and Spain, acts of treaty violation and indefensible
aggression."18

g R R e R S, o
.

|
i

-

Stimson!s perception of Japan's negative and hostile intentions was

!

superceded by his perception of greater and more immediate danger to,

\ . .
' American security from fascism i n Europe. This p\erception was expressed

o=

- .
in a forceful Tetter to The New York Times in which he. outlined the magnitude'!

of the perceived danger as “follows: . L B
"Fascism ... is a radical attempt to reverse
entirely the long evolution out of which our’ -
« . . democracies of Europe -and America have grown,
~ and ... it constitutes probably the most serious - .
attack on their underlying principles which these, .
principles have ever. met ... Furthermore, fascism
- has evolved a serious moral deterioration, an' |
. ‘ increasing and callous disregard of the most
| formal and explicit international obligations
’ and pledges; extreme brutality toward helpless
. groups of people; the complete destruction
« within their jurisdiction of that freedom of .
speech, of thought, and of the pérson which has
been the priceless goal of many centuries of .
\ struggle and the most_distinctive crown of our, :
. md\:: civilization."19 v ;

1

Stimson's observation of the magnitude of danger arising from European

fascism is in direct contract to his reference to fapan's 1nt?ntioﬁs~,“which

~

4 . : e
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tRough they were negative and hostile, were not seen as an immediate .

r

threat to American security.

Stimsoq's negative and hostile image of Japa% persisted until the
\Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. Over a period of time, h;s,image of Japan
changed froﬁ positive and friendly to negaiive and hostile.. There was
however, no evaluation of Japan's capabilities. The amount ang scope of
change in _his perception of‘Jap;h's intentions was abrupt aﬁd uneven. In
the first iﬁstance, information of Japan's occupation of Manchu;ia did not
bring about a change jn his positive and fridndly Qmage. There was merely
an acknow1e&gemeht of Japan’s aggregsive behavior, but the image remained
upaltered. But information of Japan's involvement in the undeclared war in
China, in conjunction with the treSty violations and agéression in Europe,
changed his image of Japan completely. Now Stimson percg%ved Japan's .

- . \
intentions as negative and hostile. As mentioned before, there was no

|
_ consideration of Japan's capabilities.

The foregoing discussion.analyzed the changing image of Japan as -

" perceived by American decision makers just prior to the attack on Pearl o

-4

*Harbor, \It also examined the d¥fferentes in the amount and scope of change

in. their images. Now this discussion will analyze the impact of these

.different images on processing of 1nformat10n about Japan's last minute

intentions and on their estimates of the probability of an attack on Pear]

Harbor.

\
Information Processing and Estimates of the Probability of an Attack on

-
As the preceding discussion has 1nd1cated by 1940, pr1nc¢pa1 decision

Pearl Harbor

makers - in Nashington perceived Japan's 1ntentions as negative and hosti1e-

o

&
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by the potency of their image however, differed from one decision maker to
another. Both Roosevelt's and Stimson's images of Japan were negative and
P ’ ’ hostile and relat{vely passive coﬁpared to their perception of Germany
because they expected greater danger to American security from Germany.r
When they were confronted with 1nformat1on that Japan was eager to resolve
their differences by, negotiations, Roosevelt accepted that information and
instructed the State Departmeot to enter into negotiations with Japan. ‘Given
his negative and hostile though relatively passive image of Japan, Roosevelt
“ eccepted\this‘piece of information, but dio not change his image. Stimson,
on the other hand, whose imege of Japan was similar to that of Roosevelt,
dismissed this information as aﬁ*attempt by Japan to deceive the United

- States and acfiver searched for information which would confirm his negative

s

and hosti]e”image of Japan. -
1 - \ )
When however, Roosevelt and Stimson were confronted with information

that Japan was preparing to attack Southeast Asia 1n order to obtain the |
resources that had been embargoed by the United States, bomp estlmated a
very high probability of an attack on Southeast As1a. Roosevelt noted this
estimate in a letter to Wendell Wilkie on December 5, 194f,¥n which he-

[

wrote, \
y

) “The sftuation is definitely serious and there
might be an armed clash at any moment {f the
. + Japanese continue their forward progress against
the Phillipines, Dutch Indies or Malaya or Burma.
Perbaps the next four or fiye days will decide
the matter."20

T .
Stimson too, estimated a very high probability of the Japanese initiating

hostilities in Southeast Asia and noted,

A}
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"Inspite of the risk involved, however, in
letting the Japanese fire the first shot ...
" it was desirable to make sure that the Japanese
be the ones to do th1s and that there remain
‘no doubt in gvyone s mind as to who were the
aggressor N

Given both Roosevelt's and Stimson's ;')erception'of Japan as hostile, negative
and ae]atively passive, tr:ey estimated a hiﬂgr; probability of a Japanese ‘
attack on Southeaost Asia, but considered the probability of a-direct‘- Jap‘aneée
attack on the United "States to be so low taat the probability of an attack
on Pearl Harbor was not considered at all. ’ g

Cordell Ht;l'l"s image of Japan was negaoti ve, hostile and. active.\ When
he received information that Japan was eager: to settle its differences with
~the Um‘ted States through negotiations - 1nfor~matzio~n that was contrary to L
“his perceptwn of Japan's 1ntentions - he accepted the infomtion as such,
bat did not change h1s image of Japan. He became invol ved in conversations
with Japan but did. not coniider that a negot'i ated settlement was 11ke1y . He
noted that "there was not one change in twenty, or one in fifty, or even one

in a hundred (of an agreement with Ja;gan‘)."22

v
9
.

However, when Hull was vc_on"fronted with information that Japan was preparing

to attack Southeast Asia, it confirmed his negative, hostile and active image
of Japan and. led him to estimate a very high probabi 'th of an attack 1n
Southeast Asia. He notad his estimate ‘of the probability of an attack in a

‘meeting of the War Counc1 1 on Novenber 25, 1941, as follows, \

“"The Japanese are likely to break out at any

time with new acts of conquest by force .,. . N
any ‘plan for our military defense should

include the assumption that the Japanese

might make the element of surprise a central

point in their strategy. They might attack X .,
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~ is that Amenﬂ:an decision makers had.an overwhe'lmmg amount of mformation

“ insufficient gttehtion,%o the evaluation .of Ja 2]

. Japan’ \s intentions, but made jdentical high estimates of the probability of

‘of an attack on Pe&rl Harbor. This argument wi‘n be explored further

o !
at various points simultaneously with a view )
of .demoralizing efforts og defense and ’ |

coordination of defense." ¢ . .
. .

Despite, his negé\ti ve, hostile and,active image of Japan, Hull es“'t;ngtf_:d a:

very high probabi Tity of an attack on Southeast Asia, lzut a very low

probability of an attack on Pearl “Marbor. In fact, his es%imate of the

probability of an attack on Pear1 Harbor was SO low that he did not consider '

"t at aH . " 5 ¢
The foregoing analysis noted that different decision makers had |

UB.

different images of Japan, different ways of processing 1nfomtion about P

The important question is - why did American
0 { a ,}
decision makers, despite di fferences in their images and procedures. for

an atatack on Southeast Asia.

1nformation processing. make identical high estimtes of the probabﬂity

of an attack on Southeast Asia, but a very low gstimate of the probab'i th

5 .
o AR e o o < Mo S St e P

of an a{tack on Pearl Harbor? The most\ plausible answer to this questioﬁn
\ Lo 7 2

which pointed in the direction of' Southeast AsKa and none i’ the direction
%

of Pearl Harbor., In other words, 4t was the overwhelming wei,ght of

information that led- them to make a Mgh estimate of the probabi'th S ‘

of an attack on Southeast-Asia andpa very low pstithe of the probab"ﬂi;y

(N}
ql \\

1n the next” chapter. o o .

Another plausible answer is that Nnerican‘l decisfon mekers over-
emphasized the intentions dimension of their image of Japan, but paid

's capabilities. In
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fact, an exami natibn of their memdi rs and puﬁjic papers indicateg that . .
none of them systemaficaﬂy evalugted Japan's intentions.relative to °
its capabilities. In othgr words, it was not distortio?u of information,
but inadequate attention to the capabilities dimension which accounts for
the low estimate of thé probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor.
If all American decision makers made 1dent1ca1 hlgh probabﬂny
estlmates of an attack ‘on Southeast Asia, but a very low estimate of the
-~ probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor, regard\'leSs of the differences in
th‘eir images an& procedures f_or information processing, then this explanation
‘ which states that faulty beliefs and irfxaqes lgad to poor information |
© processing which results in low estimates of the probability of an attack °
L is inadequate. _ In other words , empiritcal evidence does-not validate this
- ' éxp]anat\ion. %ince The psycho]gg‘ica] explanation does not adequately . .
‘ explain the faﬂuré of American &ecision makers to'a;nticipate an attack
on Pear'l Harbor, the next chapter will explain the organizational .procedures, "l
bureaucratic po'|1t1cs and deception exp1anat1ons 1n order, to provide a more
sat1sfactory exp]anation of American®surprise when Japan attack Pearl 3

-
[y

Harbor. ) J
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CHAPTER 1V
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_CHAPTER V ‘

. - The previous chapter examined cognitive explanations of the failure of
i ‘ American decision ;akers to anticipate the Japanese attack dn Pearl Harbor. It
i ‘ ‘ analyzed their changing perceptions of Japan, the impact of these perceptions
5, on the processing of\information about Japan's intentiong, and on their
%\ .estimates of the probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor. This chapter will
: gxamiqe three alternative explanations of the failure of American decision
N ‘ makers to anticipate thé Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. These explanations
~are (1) organizational procedures, 52) bureaucratic politics and (3) deception.
\ For the purpose of analysis, the discussjon of each of the explanations will
be divided into two parts: (a) a restatement g? the Togic of each of the
explanations and (b) an examination of the impact of each of the explanations

on the processing of information about Japanese intentions and the estimates

of the probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor. -

\

Organizationai Procedures: The Logic of the Explanation

An explanation of organizational procedures states that standard operating

proquures in organ1zat1ons lead to routine information pr%fess1ng These
N

rout1nes permit the loss of important information,and the 'burial' of potent1a11y

e

. ,x1t§1 1nformat1on which becomes less urgent; consequent]y decision makers

.- develop low estimates of the probability of an attack. In the context of the

surprise attack on Pearl Harbor, this explanation suggests that the standard

operating procedures withjq the intelligence gathering organizations were
responsible for the routihe processing of information abouf Japanese intentions
i : which resulted in a delay in the transmission of potentially vital information
(i\ﬁ _to central decision makers in Nashi?gton. \The result of this delay was that

- . they made a Tow estjméte of the probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor. In

. ¢ -
\ “ N
\
N
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order to validate this explanation, this discussion will reconstruct the
standard operating procedures within the intelligence organizations dealing
with the processing of information about Japan's intentiens and analyze their

\

impact on the probability of an attack on Pear]l Harbor made by American
decision makers.

Beio e recoystructing the relevant operating procedures however, it is _

“important to define precisely these standard operations. ;Standard operating

procedures are rules af thumb devised in large ofr'gariizationﬂ that permit
concerted action by a large number of individuals, each respond'ing to basic{h
cues . They contain rehearsed sefs of actions or 'programs' for situations as
they arise. Because they adre' developed over‘a Tong period of time they cannot
change very easily when new and uncertain situations develop. In fact, they

are designed to reduce uncertainty and deal with suchﬂ situations in an o‘rderly
fashion.] Therefore, when situations of uncertainty do arise, standard operating

procedures are inadequate and inappropriate and cause unnecessary delays. This

analysis will focus on reconstructing those routine procedures that were developed

~ by American intelligence agencies in order to process information about Japanese

A

intentions gathered prior to the attack on Pearl Harbor.
Before~the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor, the task of gathering secret -
Jinformation about Japan's intentions was performed by the intelligence units

of the Army and the Navy. An Army intelligence officer had succeeded in

breaking the Japanese gover‘ﬁme t's to -prjority dip]ogatic code - Purple -

in August 1940. The information opfained from the deciphem’ng of the diplomatic

code enabled Amemcan decision makers to learn of Japan's 'true iptentions,

Diplomatic messages were mtercepted a tions 1in several parts of the

United States, Hawaii and the’ Phﬂippines. THe intercepts were then forwarded °

Y R
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’ to the Signal Corps of the War Departmer\lt and the Commmications Security

of the Navy Department for processing because only they had all the keys for
. the translation of the intercepts. .The intercepts were then eva{uated by the
Far Eastern sections of the Military Intelligence Division of the War Depart-
ment and the Office of Naval Inte'lh‘gence of the Navy Department. Although
each unit evaluated the intercepts forwarded by its own intercepting stations,
there was c1osg cooperation between the two departments and they ré’gulér]y
exchanged files of their evaluated messages. The evaluated intercepfs were
flinally ;hown to cenfral decision maker8 in Washington.

The intelligence pr’ocessing units in Washington had devised a routine /
with regard to the processing and evaluation of the intercepted messages which
c]és/ew corresponded to the priority established by the Japanese government.

Since the diplomatic code - Purple - was regarded by the Japanese as their .

most important code, the intelligence units followed the same priority in

processing those intercepts. Messages transmitted in other codes were considered

S Y gz ag b

to be less important and were therefore given lower priorii_y. Thjs routine
resulted in a backlog oif messages that wer:e transm%tted in less impor}:ant codes.
As the crisis between Japan and the United Sta;;es\deep\ezned, the volume of
unprocessed message's grew. The backlog resulted igI/:a de%y in the processing
of~those intercepts, a delaf which varied from sevéra) hours to severa? weeks .
This _is evident from the record of the decoded espionage intercepts, the most
timportanfc egxamp]e of the delay in’inforimatien ‘processiﬁug being the intercept

of September 21, 1941 (referrved to as the 't;omb° plot' message) which was

?

processed on October 9, 1941,

Despite the delay caused by the established roufine of processing the
- ¢

diplomatic 1 ntercgpts first, the testimony of the princi\baI intelligence officers

A
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in Washington indicates that only ‘the intercepts transmitted in the espionage
code between December 5 and 6, 1941 were not processed before the Japanese

attacked Pearl Harbor. These messa'iges 'were -
3

December 5, 1941 - Honolulu to\ikTokyo: 1) During Friday morning,

the 5th, the three battleships ;nentioned in my n;essage #239 arrived
; here. They have been at sea for eight days. 2) The Lexington
and five heavy cruisers ieft port on the same day. 3) The

following ships were in port on the afternoon of the 5th:
8 battleships, 3 light cruisers, 16 destroyers. Four ships

of the Honolulu class and (unreadable) were in dock.’ - .
. ) . ' \

December 6 - Tokyo to Honolulu: Please wire imnediateiy re the i
latter part of my #123 the movements of the fleet subsequent]

to the fourth.

-

@

’,December 6 - Honolulu to Tokyo: Re the last part of your #123: o

5#?-,.«,:‘*»»;1):» P

+ On the Ame¥ican continent in Octob'ery i;he Army began training N
barrage baﬂooné”'tropp’s at Camp Davis, North Caro\ﬁna. Not only L
have fhey ordered four or five hundred balloons, but it is under-'
stoo‘d that they are considering the use of these balloons in the
defense of Hawaii and Panama. Insofar as Hawaii is concerned,
though, investigations have been made in the neighbprhood of

Pearl Harbc;r, they have not sét up mooring equipment, nor have

they selected the troops to man them. Furthermore, there is no
indication that any training for the maintenance of bglloons’ is
being undertaken. In addition, it is difficult to imagine that

\ they have actually ény. However, even though they have agt_ual]y

7 -
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made preparations, because they must control the air over the

A
water and land runways of the airports in the vicinity of Pearl

Harbor, Hickam, Fc;rd, and Ewa, there are limits to the balloon . m
defense of Pearl Harbor. I imagine jthat in a1l probability

( ~there is considerable opportunity left to take advantage of

iy a surprise attack against Pearl' Harbor. 2) In my opipion the

oo | battleships do not have torpedo nets. The details are not known.
- |

@ December 6 - Honolulu to Tokyo: 1) On the evening of the 5th,

EPE AL

‘ among the battleships which.entered porf were (unreadable) and /

e i L
TR o

one submarine tender. The following ships were observed at

anchor on the 6th: 9 battleships, 3 1ight cruisers, 3 submarine

B S

tenders, 17 destroyers, and in addition there were 4 Tight cruisers,

Q . F 2 destroyers lying at docks (ts heavy cruisers and airplane carriers

have all left). 2) It appears that no air reconnaissance is being

conﬂucted by the fleet air ar“m.2 \

A R iy o oo

PRC I

Since these were the only intercepts that cer;tral decision makers did not
receive, it is very 1ittle evidence to validate an' explanation of orgarjzational
procedures. In other words, there is insufficient evidence to validate the
argument that American decision maker§ made a low probability estimate of ,

“ ~an attack on Pearl Harbor because potentially vital information was delayed

WD I ot i

in the information processing routines of the intelligence units. On the
g contrary, it is reasonable to assume that even if this information had been
{ ~ available to the decision makers, they might not have altered their low

estimate of the probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor; similar intercepts

\ (\I requesting information about the movements of the Pearl Harbor fleet had been

-

\




ey
- e
R

=R L\x‘;.

AN S

A
— L e 2

received in the past-and had not led to an increase 1in the probability of an

attack. During the months from September through November 1941, intelligence

~units had processed several messages requesting information on the movements

of the Pacific fleet, but most of the decision makers did not even remember having

seen tham. General Marshall noted in his testimony before the Pearl Harbor

investigations tha /

)

"this information (about ship movements) was coming in
regarding many points in the world. It is very significant
in the~ight of the know]edge of what the Japs actually
did, it i very significant as to that, but at fhat time,
there werd a great many messages about a great many places
and .,. it} did not appear vital at that time ... I did not
have a def§nite recollection of these particular messages.
I must asspme I saw them.. They did not register on my
@ind according to your reaction stated by you (i.e., the
probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor)."

Admiral Starl- similarly testified that "I can only say it went through o‘ur
people, it went through the Army, who were likewise interested in the defense
of Pearl Harbor and I do not recollect anyone having pointed’it out. Th,ere
was literaH‘y a mass of material coming 1'n.‘y We knew the Japanese appetite was
almost insatiable for detail in all respects. The di spatch m1ght have been put

" "4

down as just another example of their great atter‘mon to detai Commander
v o \\

Kramer, the Chief Traﬁshtor in the Office of Nav5\1 Inlcelh'gence, testified
that, "I do not believe it was interpreted by any of those persons (who saw
the intercepts) as being materially different than other messa\ges concerning
ship movements being .rep’orted by the Japanese diplomatic service ...R(rather'
it was seen as) an attempt on the part of the Japanese diplomatic service to
simpli fv communi catinns , >

Given the fact that American dec1s1oﬂ‘ ‘kers had reviewed many Japanese-
/
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’ 'requests for 'information concerning the movements of the Pacific fleet in and )

out of Pearl Harbor and did ot consider these messages as 1ndicators of )

1ntent to attack, it is unlikely that the last minute espwnage messages,

'if they Rad. been available, would have a'ltered their low probability estimate

of an attack on Pearl Harbor. These messages, moreover, did not 1nd1cate that ’

Japan i‘ntended attacking Pearl Harbor:~ Therefore, a;u explanation of organ-

izational routlnes does’ noﬁx adequately explain why Amencan decision makers

made very low probability estimates of an attack on Peaﬂ Harbor., - _5

|
_ « This study now turns to the apalysis of an explanation of bureaucratic

« %

5 politics to explain why American decision makers made a low estimate of the %
i, ‘ ' . . 4
'j;, , .probability of a Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. fv
L o i
- o P ,
Bureaucratic PoJAtics: The Logic of the Explanation ' 3%
7 ]

F:

An explanation involving bureaucratic politics states that the low

o

estimate of the probability of an attack is a result of.bargaining among
central players who suppress information about an adyersary's intentions

in order to support their respective estimates and enhance their relative '
.6

influence within the government.” In the context of the low estimate of the

probab)ﬂity of an attack on Pearl Harbor made by the central decision makers,
of

this explanation argues that the central p1ayers were influenced by their | ;

RIREE e R A A T

N individual preferences and organizational stakes in the buréaucratic game in
& making their probability estimates of the attack on Pearl Harbor, and that
they suppréssed.information about Japanese intentions in order to support

thei‘r respective estimates of the probability of an attack. In order to

e BB

validate this explanation, this discussion will identify the central players
O in the bureaucratic game, their personal preferences and stakes and the effect
)

of their positions on their estimates of pfobabﬂity of an attack on Pear Harbor.
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; The central players in, the bureaucratic game prior to the Japanese attack \

;ﬂ; on Pearl Harbor were PresWdent Roo;evelt; Secretarj of State, Cordell Hull; . )
@z Secretary of War, Hen'ry Stimson; Secretary of Navy, Frank Knox; th‘a Chief
‘«1 of Army St@ff, General Marsr:an; ‘and the Chief of Naval Operafions, Admiral

‘l‘nL . - Stark.7 A few ad hoc players - e.g., Secretary of Treasury, ;Xq\rgorgenthau;

;ff | and Secretary of the Interior, Harold Ickes - were occasionally involved in

; decision making!regarding Japan, but they had no role in‘est]'mating Japan's

ot intentions. Each of the central players had both individual preconceptfons P
! about Japan and in'terest which flowed from their respective organizations. E—

T L R

‘ ' Frequently the interests of the different oi‘dd’m” zations™ were in conflict with

each other and Ted to bi‘tter disagreements -%nong the central p]ayers.B Stimson .

' noted that, "the 1ines of delimitation between those agenciés themselves (which
ﬂ Rdosevelt created to assi%t with t;he war effongt) énd between them and the
«  Departments (are)‘very nebulous. The inevitable resylt is that the Washingtoh

§

atmosphere is full of acn’moniqus disputes over matters of juri sdic'cion.“9

P o LT .

President Roosevelt, because of his constitutional position, represénted

& : ' , .
the government as a whole and acted as an arbiter among -the competing depart-

R

mental interests and his preferences affecteq the outcomes of the bureaucratic
- games. Since the war had begun in Europe,-Roosevelt had perc'ei ved the Nazis
iy as the greatest danger to American security, a perception refiected in his . ﬁ,
: frequent public statements. In_ one address, he warned that, "We know that
é ‘ \ although Prussian autocracy was bad enou,gh, Nazism is far worse. Nazi 'forces
| are not séekding minor mo'diﬁcations in colonial maps or in minor Eurc;pean
boundaries. They operﬁy seek the destruction of all e1ect1\(e systf'zms of

10

government on every continent - including our own." In another address,
fl \

( ) ] he stated that, "The Nazi danger to our Western world has long ceased to be

e e R
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a mere possibility. The danger is here now - not only from a military enemy

but from an-enemy of all law, all liberty, all morality, all r‘eh'gion.".l'I 3

ATthough the perceived Nazism as the principal enemy just p‘rior to the ) J

attack on Pearl Harbor, Roosevelt estimated a high probability of an initiation

of hostilities by Japan in Southeast Asia, Bu“t a very low p\cobabi]it& of an
attack gn Pearl Harbor, In’a letter to Wendell Wilkie on December 5, 1941,
he noted, "The situation is definitely serious and there might be an armed . 4

clash at any moment if the Japanese continue their.forward progress against

e ————

~
1

°

— five days.will decide the matter."'2. This estimate of Japan's “intentions ‘

!

the Phﬂippihes, Dutch Indies, or Malaya or Burmavuﬂephaps—the—ne*t—f—‘wr-‘or '

was based on his interpretation of inforﬁ,;atiof; indicating large sca1e‘ troop i
and ship movements toward Southeast Asia. Roosevelt's estimate of Jap_an's ‘
intention§ and his perception of Germany as the |':rim,ary danger indicates that }
he ;las alarmed by events on both fronts,/but he ef(pected war’f;oa break out in :;5
the Far East. ) \ §

Unlike Roosevelt, Secretary of State, Cordell Hull had long beer; convinced

ST TR

of Japan's expansionist intentions. He considered Japan a "highway robber"

apd believed that Japan had always taken advantdge of Europe's troubles to'

o Ao TR, LS

advance its own fortunes. He noted his suspicions af Japan's intentions in his

A

testimony before a Congressional Committee, as %o]fows, "Previous experience -
and current developments indicate that the proposed 'new order' in the Pacific
area means, politically, {domination by c;ne/country. It means economicaﬁy_,

*

employment of the resources of the area concerned for ihe benefit of that

country and to the ultimate impoverishment of other parts of that area and
the exclusion of the interest of other countr1e§ . It means 'socia'ﬂy, the

destruction of personal‘liberty and the reduction-of all conquered peoples to

<
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/l ‘ ‘
éf ’ ‘ the role of 1nferiors w13 - g f ‘ ‘ :
;%* Despite ‘his m1sg1v1ngs about Japan's intentions and his fears that “there
%é . was not one chance in twenty, Jor one in fifty, or even one in a hundred (of
,ﬁm*: \ ~ reaching an agreement w1th -Japan), 14 he was 1nv01ved in protracted conversations
| . with the Japanese from April;to November, 1941. He justified 1nvo]vement 1n

discussions with -Japan as fo]iows, "Not only was such an effort in accordance

with the traditiona] attitude of the United States, but it was also imperat1ve
wld

—

for our overall concépt of defense against Hitlerism. But more' 1mpo tantly,

it was in his bureaucratic interest to prolong ‘the conversations.

e s s g0 a s
Bl 1?@ W?sﬁ“’x‘“ k4 ’Q: L P
A

It is evident therefore, that there was a conf11ct between Hull's
'oercept1on of Japan and his bureaucratic interest. " He perceived Japan to be
aggressive and did not expect a favorable outcome from these conversations with

-

the Japanese. But his bureaucratic interest in prolonging the conversations

‘required that he discount the probability of a Japanese attack dnywhere in the

ot R

Far East. Yet, Hull made a high estimate of the prgbab111ty of an attack by
b the Japanese at several points in Southeast Asia, but a, very low est1mate of

$ﬁ@the probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor.16 On prima facie eviQence, there

s
R P

.appears a fit between Hull's : low probability estimate of an attack on Pearl

Harbor and the bureaucratic politics egplénation. But this fit'cannot account

iy ¥

“for his high estimate of the probability of an attack n outheast Asia. In

other words, his image of Japan was at variance with his bureaucratic 1nterest
S

but his image, rather than his bureaucraticy¥ﬁteré/t best explain Hull's

i
=

estimate of Japan's intentions. . ' .

2
.
N
4
L
T
i
i
P
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’ Secretary of War, Henry Stiméon, like Roosere]t, perceived Nazi Germany
b , to be the principal threat to Ameritan securtty. In a statement in The New, e
(:j§ York Times, he said, "Fascism ... is a radical attempt to reverse entirely the

)

\//
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long evolution out of which our democracies of Eufope and America have grown,
and ... it constitutes probably the most serious attack on their underfying

17 Stimson's perception of ,

. . \principles which those principles have ever met."
Germaﬁy, rather than dapan, as the principal danger was complemented by

strategic th?nking in the professional Army which was based on the principle

of defensivé warfare in the'Pacific. Also, just prior~to the attick on Péar]
Harbor, the Army was unprepared even to 9ngage’ig¢a defensive war and needed

time in oéder to strengthen the defenses of the Pacific areaﬁ: There%ore, it

was in favor of gaﬁning time and adopting a low profile toward Japan.

Both Stimson's perception of Japan and his bureaucratic interest in gaining
timeh,requirgﬁ that StimSon make a very low estimate of the probability of an
attack anywﬁere in the Far East. In other words, his perception'and hi;nbureau—' ,
trqgichinterest coincided and he interpreted information about Japan's intentions
to:estimate a very low probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor. But this
éoin&*ﬂepce of Stimson':abureaucratic interest with his image of Jépan makes j
o it difficult to evaluate which of the two resulted in his 1ow.estimate of the }
probability of an attack. And since thjs estimate was identical to the estimate
made byitorde1l Hull, there could not have b;;; competition between them.;}In

- !
other words, bureaucratic politics may not be a necessary component of Stimson's
) . ~ ' 4 [

N

Tow estimate of the probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor.
Secretary of Navy, Frank Knox; was’ the other central player in the game of
bureaucratic politics, but there is 1ittle evidence of either his perceptions

” ™~ . .
or even his estimate of the probability of an attack, probably because he was -

overshadowed by the more outspoken Henry Stimson and the more infipentia] Chief ;
r \ . of Naval Operations, Admira1‘Stark.' Stark representedjthe strategic thinkjng g
r <:j) of the Navy (thinking which was similar to that of the Army) in the meetings -

A t
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of the War Council. The Navy too, accepted the principél of defensiVe war-

i fare in the Pacific because it needed time to train the fleet to engage in
defensive warfare. Stark c;ncur}ed(with the Army's strategy of gaining time
and its estimate of J;pan's intentions. He prepared aﬁ estimate of the
probabi1ityJof a Japanese attack along with General Marsha11; the Chief of
the Army Staff. The estimate stated that,

"If the current negotiations end without agreement, ‘
Japan may attack: the Burma Road, Thailand, Malaya,
the Netherlands East Indies, the Philippines, the
- Russian Maritime Provinces. There is little proba-
- bility .of an immediate Japanese attack on the Maritime
Provinces because of the strength of the Russian forces.

" Recent Japanese troop movements all seem to have been
southward. The magnitude of the effort required will
militate against a direct attack against Malaya and
the Netherlands East Indies until the: threat exercized
by the United States forces in Luzon is removed.’ Attack s
on the Burma Road or Thailand offer Japanese objectives ’
involving less risk of a major conflict than the others
named, and clearly within the meaps available, if
unopposed by major powers. Attack on the Burma Road
would, however, be difficult and might fail. If
successful the Chinese Nationalist government might
collapse. Occupation of Thailand gives a limited
strategic advantage as a preliminary to operations
against Malaya or the Netherlands East Indies, might
relieve internal political pressure, and to a lesser
extent, external economic pressure. Whether the
offensive will be made against the Burma Road, ghai]and
or the Philippines cannot now be forecast..." 1

| -

In other words,‘ihe probability of ﬂ Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor was
considered to be so low that it was not considered at all.

The very Tow estimate of the probability of an attack on Pegrl.Harbor,
made bofh.by‘the Army and Navy Chiefs, coincided with their bureaucratic ’
interest of attempting Fb postpone the outbreak of the war ahywhere in(the

_Far East. But the coincidence of their estimate of Japan's intentions with

their 'image' of Japan's intentions makes it difficult to assess the importance
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of the two components which could equi]]y explain the low estimate of the
probability of an atgack. Also, this estimate was identical t& th;ééstimateé
made by Hull and Stimson. Bureaucratic politics cannot explain, t éfefore,
convergent Tow estimates of the probability of an'aFtack on Pearl Harbor.
It is evident from the preceding analysis that\on Egimg_jggjg_evidence,
bureaucratic quitics does exp]éin the very 10& estimate of the probability
of an attack on Pearl Harbor. It was in Hull's buneagcratic interest to make

a low estimate because he needed time to negotiate with the Japanese. The

ratic interest of both Stimson and Knox also was to gain time in order
§

to prfepare the defenses of the Far Eastern bases of ﬁﬁe United States; therefore,

-y

de a very low estimate of the probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor.
) -y . l
Frequently, however, the image of the bureaucratic players provides the same
t : estimate §4s does their bureaucratic interest. It was true for both the
o i ’(’

Secretary of War and the Secretary of the Navy. Their‘image of Japan as well

as their bureaucratic interest led them to make a Tow estimate of the probability

] PR S RO 7

s e

6f an attack on Pearl Harbor. This is then, an instance of an overdetermineq

Ly
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explanation since it is difficult to assess the importance of ei;her the image

P

or the bureaucratic interes?. In instances where the image of the bureaucratic
player and his bureaucratic !interest diverge, as it did in the case of Cordell
Hull, then the image provideS a béttér explanation because it accounts for a
part of the estimate at least. Hull's image of Japan was negative, hostile,
active and strong, whicp would Tead him to estimate a high probability of a
Japanese attack anywhere in the Far East. His bureaucratic interest 1n\pt910nging
" negotiations with Japan required that‘he make a Tow!estimate of a Japanesé attack
anywhere in the Far East. If bureaucratic po]ifiéslcan!exp1ain the Tow estimate

i
of a Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, it cannot explain his high probability
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estimate of an attack at several -points in Southeast Asia.

Equally important, there is 1ittle evidence of bureaucratic competition

- among_the decision makers. Although there was considerable disagreement among

the decision makers about how to implement the oil embargo that the United.

'States had imposed upon Japan,

have been unnecessary in view of their convergent interests. In his memoirs,

19 more intense competition among leaders may

Hull noted the careful policy coordination:

AN

<]

"The War Council consisted of the President, the
Secretaries of 'State, War and Navy, the Chief of
Staff and the Chief of Naval Qperations. Convening
once a week or at the call of the President, who .

* presided’'over it in his Oval office, it was a sort
.,0f clearing house for all the information and views
e pad under discussion with our respective contacts
and in our respective cireles. It was one further

® step in solidifying the top-level officials in these
three Departments with the White House ... We were .
quickly exchanging every item of pertinent information |
that came to any of our respective Departments either
individually or officially."20

The Secretary refers to shared interpretation of information and the solidarity

among senior officials. When estimates and interests converge, bureaucratic

competition ig not likely.

to support his own estimate. On the contrary, Hull referred to the frequent
£ |

meetings among the decision makers to exchange pertinent information. The bureau-

cratic interest of each of the'players would have Ted them to estimate a low

probability of an attack anywhere in the Far East. Yet, based on the information

they shared, each considered an attack on Southeast Asia highly-likely— —

|

The hypothesis’that competition and bargaining among the central players

was responsible for the Tow estimate of the probability of an attack on Pearl ’

Finally, there is no evidence of any player deliberately suppressing evidence

M -
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Harbor finds Tittle supporting evidence. This discussion now turns to the

—

thfrd argument, that of deception, in order to explain the failure of American

qecision makers to anticipate a Japanese atgack.on Pear]uyarbor.

— Ny

Deception: The Logic of the Explanation & Qh“ BN
Mt

" Deception as an exp]anatioq/g;'surprise argues that™the incorrect estimates

of the probability of an attack are a result of a calculated attempt by the

adversary to transmit disinformation about its intentions which leads recipient

decjsion makers, using optimal information processing procedures to be certain
about their estimates and whg§3521

a deliberate stratagem by the alversary to reduce the uncertainty of the&“

-In other words, surprise is the resq]t Pf
recipient decision maker;.v In the context of the surprise achieved when the
Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor, this explanation argues that the Japanese
deliberately transmitted disinformation about their intentioné in order to make
American decision makers certain and wrong. In order to validate this explana-
tion, this discussion will ana1yze‘the stratagem a&opted by the Jap;nese %n
order to deceive American decision makers and assess the optimality of their
information processing.

The Japanese employed the stratagem of deception at two levels. The first
1eve1.of the stratagem was active deception which involved a ca]culatgd ploy
by the Japanese to deceive decision makers 1& Washington. They did this
firstly, by trying to create the 1mbression that they were interested in
prolonging their conversations\in order to reach an agreement regarding their
pifferences in the Far East, everr while they were making preparations to atFaék
several parts of Southeast Asia. This was evidgnt in their instructions to
the15/nggot1at1ng team in Washington which read, ") .the situation continue$

to be increasingly critical. However, to prevent the United States from

\
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becom1ng unduly susp1c1ous we have been adv1s1ng the press and others ﬁhat

* though there are wide d1fferences between Japan and the United States, the

22

negotiations are continuing." This pley of deception did not succeed ?

s between November 27
23

because, unknown to the Japanese however, Amér n ‘decisipn makers learnt

from the 1ntércept§ of Japap's secrefjdip]omaéé?jpesg

and 30, 1241 that Japan had tefhinated its conversations: with Washington.
A more succeasfu1 ploy of active deception was aimed at diverting the

attention of American decision makers toward their highly visible war preparations

in Southeast Asia. They made no attempt to disguise the massivé‘troop moveﬁeﬁts

through French Indo China:/southward toward Malaya, Singapore, Dutch East Indies,

and the Ph111pp1nes Thesetpreparations were accompanied by be]]?gerent state-

ments by Japanese Teaders indicating that Japan 1ntended to implement, 1ts\pﬁans

to create a co-prosperity sphere in Southeast Asia and would not tolerate any

y

interferance with their intentions. Shortly before -the attack on Pear1)Harbor,

Prime Minister Tojo was reported as saying,

"Chiang Kai Shek is dancing to the tune of American
and British communism because the United States and

. Britain desire to fish in troubled waters, throwing . 4
Asiatic peoples against each other. This is the
stock in trade of Britain and the United States and
therefore we must purge this sort of action with
vengeance. There are many coggtries engaged in action

hostile toward our co-prosperity sphere and exploit }

Asia at the expense of the Asiatic peoples and thereby
satisfy their greed for possesqions ... Nothing can be
permitted to interfere with thg¢ sphere because the
sphere is decreed by providence." 24

' By making explicit references to the co-prosperity sphere, the Japanese attempted .,

to lead American decision makers to estimate with certainty the outbreak of war
in Southeast Asia\and ignore the probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor.

In another ploy calculated to deceive American decision makers, large

— . o
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4



\ , | ‘ 110

numbers of sailors were granted shore Teave and were seen in Tokyo and in other
f ports.25 Also, the entire Imperial Navy was instructed to maintain absolute
. radio silence. Both these ploys were designed to lead decision makers in
< Nashington|to estimate that the fleet was maneuvering in home waters in prepﬁra-

tion for engagement. of enemy ships nearer home when war broke out. They succeeded

N

— ﬂ%n deceiving American, decision makers who did not regard the fleet's radio

silence as anything unusual $ince the Japanese fleet had observed comblepe radio
o .
silence a few months ago and had in fact been in home waters. Lt. Comdr. Edwin
I .

« Layton, a Naval Intelligence officer noted that,

. "...when ca}riers and other types of ships go
into home waters, home exercise areas, they use
low power radio direct with shore stations. This
is handled normally, on telegraphic land lines to

. prevent our direction finder stations from hearing
‘ * their traffic. During such periods as that we
‘ have always carried those units as 'home waters'’
... (Information of the fleet's radio silence was
interpreted as) the carriers were remaining in
i home waters preparing for operations so that they
“ would be in a covering position in case we moved
against Japan after she attacked, if she did in
Southeast Asia."

oA fete

£
o
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C I “Another ploy of 'active' deception was the despatching of the flagship
'Tatugé Maru'ion December 2, 1941 to vacate Japanese nationals from\the United

States; It was designed to make the decision makers believe that war would
not break out as long as 5 Japanese ship was on high seas. i

St ' . :

¥ The most successful ploy in the stratagem of deception is "passive"

deception which involves withholding information regarding one's intentions.

BT R TRy £ SRR e

’Jdapan used this ploy most effective]y by maintaining complete secrecy about

\its plan to attack Pear] Harbor. Admiral Yamamoto, the architect of the plan,

\
(:} had 'emphasized the necessity of secrecy as the prerequisite of success of the
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plan. ‘Therefore, the operationa1'detai15 of the p1an to attack Pearl Harbor
were known only to the planners of the Naval Genera1§§&aff Even the Emperor,
who made tézéformal decision to 1n1t1ate hostilities, and the Prime Minister,
were told only on December 3, 1941 that hostilities against the An@io Saxon
countries would be initiated on December 8 (Toyko time) by an attack on Pear]
Harbor.. -And the sailors and pilots participating in the Pearl Harbor, attack
‘'were on]y told of their destination once the task force was on its way -to
Pearl Harbor. \}he secrecy of the plan to attack Pear] Harbor was protected by
camouflaging the requests for information about the movements of ghe fleet at
Pearl Harbor among similar requests fﬁQA other Pacific ports as well.

.Both these ploys of ‘passive' deception were suécessfu] because American

decision makers did not consider the probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor.

t ) \ Al1! the information they had was an admixture of authentic information,

disinformation and miéinformation. It waé possible to*iormulate several

plausible hypotheses of Japanese intentions based on' that information. They

gg \ .
;’t

é; were: v -

% I. "Direct attack" hypothesis which argued that the Japanese intended attacking
§'~ Pearl Harbor directly in order to prevent the United States from interfering

% effectively with their plans to icqhire the resources of Southeast Asia. This

é was indeed Japan's intention. )

é‘ II. "Bluff" hypothe§is which argued that the Japanese did not intend attacking
g the United States ét all and were making aggressive pronouncemepts in order to

% ’ make America accede to their demands Fggﬁrding the resumption of oil supplies and

F
G
; ‘

o
e

a settlement in China on their terms. This hypothesis was accepted principally

by Stanley Hornbeck, the Political Adviser on Far Eastern Affairs to thé
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‘ ﬁithholding information about their plan to attack Pearl Harbor. American

I
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Sécyetary of State, who believed that Japan.had no intention o% fighting a

-~

wg} with the United States.

v !
t .

'III; "Indirect attack" hypothesis which argued that Japén intended to attack
the British and the Dutch and therebg creating a dilemma for American, decision
makers ag to whether or not to be involved in war with Japan. This hypothesi@?

of,Japan's inténtiéﬁs was acteeted by American decisjon makers because it

accounted for all the available information.

] \ *
IV. "“Contingency" hypothesis which argued that Japan intended to attack the ,
Russian Maritime Provinces ‘in order to honor their commitment to Germany. This
hypothesis was accepted by the Army intelligence and they estimated that there -

was a greater probability of a Japanese attack northward, rather than southward.

While these four hypotheses‘were logical possibilities and each was consis-

{
tent with parts of the evidence, only one hypothesis was fully consistent with

A Bogea T v

almost all the evidence. In other words, only this hypothesis explained all

the available infdrmation, both genuine‘and false of Japanese intentions.

Consequently, American decision makers, considering Fhe range and variety of }
$§a11ab1e infgrmation chose the hypothesis which was supported by the largest

volume of evidence. The probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor, a competing

hypothesis, was dismissed in large part because the Japanese succeeded in

|

|

leaders, reviewing available information, became increasingly certain and

PR

wrong. Clearly then, there is sufficient evidence to indicate that the Jépanese

. | S i
deliberately withheld information about their plan to attack Pearl Harbor and
. 1‘
succeeded in reducing the uncertainty of American decision- makers. Thérgfqre,
active and passive deception provide the strongest explanation of the American
A ,
AL ;
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failure . to anticipate a Japanese a

-

, Pearl Harbor.

J

The foregoing analysis examined ¥NFEe plausible hypotheses of the failure

of American decision makers to anticipate an attack on Pearl Harbor, and
cbnc}uded that deception explained American surprise best. The critical

question now is - Is deception a necessary and sufficient explanation of

surprise? The next chapter addresses this concluding issue. \
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_South East Asia and none ip the direction of Pearl Hanbé}. In a

CHAPTER VI ‘ . /

The two previous chapters ‘examined fggr.cgmpeting/gxpldﬁations of
. {

o
8 ¢ 1

the failure of American decision makers to anticipate a Japanese attack

on Pearl Harbor ~ viz. faulty beliefs an&“ﬁmages, organizational: routines,
. , %
bureaucratic politics and deception. This discussion will briefly review’

all the explanations and suggest the most plausible explanation of why

“American decision makers were surprised when Japan attacked Pearl Harbor.

The first explanation referred to faulty beliefs and images of
f—‘-

decision makers which led to poor‘ﬁnformation processing and resulted

in a low estimate of the probability of an attack. In testing this
explanation of surprise, the discussion traced the changingimages of_
different decision makers, their different procedufes for informaégon
procéssing and examined their®last minute estimates of Japan's intentions'.
It noted that d%ffgrent decision makers had differing imagé§ of Japan

and different orocedures for ihfgrmation processing, and that despite
these differences, they made identical high estimates of the probability
of an attack on South East Asia and very low estimates of the probabiiity
of an attack on Pearl Harbor. These estimates were based on an over-

——

whelming amount of information about Japan's intentions just prior to/gﬁe\\
, 7 !1 A
attack on Pearl Harbor which pointed in the direction of an attaik/bf/’

dlyzing

, g

that all the decision
g

makers were greatly concerned with information regarding Japan's intentions

/

and that the dimension referring to Jébéﬁ‘s capabilities received much

I ‘
the images of the decisinn makers, it was also noted(

~
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reconstructed the standard operating procedures that the intelligence
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1ess,a£tention. Therefore, the faulty beliefs and images were only
partly/responsible for their low estimate of the probability of an
attack on Pearl Harbor.

The second explanation referred to organizational roﬁiines as
being responsible for the routine processing of the information about
the adversary's intentions which resulted in the low estimate of the
probability of an attack. In testing this exp]anatiLn, the discussion
' \
agencies of the American government had devised for processing fhfor-
‘hation about Japan's intentions and analyzed their impact on processing

J /

that information. It was noted that despite the delays caused due to

the standard operating procedures, only the intercepts of December 5 and

6, 1941, were not processed by the intelligence agencies before the
Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. It was also pointed out that similar
intercepts had“been processed in the‘past and thaé they had not altered
£he estimates of Japan's intentions. It was unlikely that the intercepts
of December 5 and 6, 1941 requesting information concerniﬁg the movement
of the Pacific fleet in and out of Pearl Harbor would have altered thé

estimates at all. The discussion concluded, therefore, that despite

" evidence of delays in the processing of information-about Japan's intentions,

there was insufficient evidence to prove that organizational routines had

been responsible for the low estimates of the probability of an attack on

Pearl Harbor.

The third explanation referred to bureaucratic bargaining and
e +

s

i
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to support their respective bureaucratic interests, it was noted that

. the probability of an attack on Pear! Harbor.
. , e
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'deliberate 'suppression of information by central decision makers as

being responsible for the low estimate of the probability of an attack. N
In testing t}nat explanation, the discussion analyzed the different

bureaucratic interests of the central players and examined how they

processed information about Japan's intentions. It noted that in )
evaluating infbrmation about Japan's intentions, their bureaucratic

interests converged and that there was no suppression of information in

order to enhance their respective bureaucratic interesgss "It was noted also

that when there was a divergence bétween the personal preference and

bureaucratic interest of a central player, the image providéd a better’
explanation olf the estimate made. In the discussion referring to

beliefs and images however, it was pointed out that the image was only

partly responsible for the‘low estimates of .the probability of an attack

that were made. When there was a convergence between the personal

preference and the bureaucratic interest 6f central players, it was %
difficult to estimate the relative weight of the two factors involved. -

|

Since the bureaucratic interests of the central players éonverged and

there was no evidence of deliberate suppression of information in 'order

bureaucratic politics alone could not account for the low estimate of
Fd

"The fourth éxp]anation referred to deception being responsible for

the Tow.estimate of the probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor. The

PR e o Sk 5 < ey s -

discussion analyzed the two levels of Japan's calculated strategy aimed
\
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at dece_iving American decision makers. It poin;‘.ed out t':oth, the active
attempts to divert the attention of decision makers in Washington in

the direction of South East Asia, \and the passive attempt of withholding N
any information pertaining to 1't§ intentions and capabilities with regdard

to an attack on Pearl Harbc;r‘. It also noted that given this strategy

of deception, American decision makers, using optimal inforn!ation processing
procedures, made a low estimate of the probaBi]ity of an attack on Pear]
Harbor. The discuss/ion conr;Iuded that deception was consistent with

most of the information about Japan's intentions and was therefore the

m\ost ‘plausible explanation of why American decision makers failed to
anticipéte an attack on Pearl Harbor.. .-

Having reviewed the four competing explanations, this discussion |

turns to evaluating the explanatory power of deception as an explanation

of the Pearl Harbor surprise. In discuséing the importance of beliefs

‘and images, it was pointed out that American decision makers over-

emphasized the intentions dimension of their image of Japan but paid/
insufficient attention to the evaluation of Japan's capabilities. Trllis
is a particularly dlaring omission on their part considering their
reliance on the strategy of' dete;rrence, which uses both categ(;ries -
intentions and relative capabilities. There was only an indirect reference
to J&pan's capabilities in the joint Army-Navy estimates of Japan's
intentions and even there, the relationship between intentions and

capabilities: was left unspecified. The over-emphasis on the intentions

dimensiéon and an inattention to the capabilities dimension was a result

. of the lack of incentive to do so. In not considering Japan's ca\pabﬂ\ities

°
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‘the implications of this study of the Pearl Harbor surprise for the general

121

s’ v

as part of their image of Japan, it was not distorted information processing

SO much as it was inadequate attention to that dimension of the

image. This complemented Japan's dece\ption strategy of systematically
w‘ithholding .information about both its intentions and capab\ﬂities
concerning an attack on Pearl Harbor,

1t is evident from the preceding discussion that American decision

makers failed to anticipate a Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor ‘not because

of the signal-noise problem as Wohlstetter has suggested, or because of
a deliberate_attempt to provoke Japan as the revisionist historians
arqgue, nor is it because of bureaucratic politics ahd‘ information \mis-
management as Ben-Zvi has it; rathér, it was a result of two factors:
(1) Jagan's deception strategy of completely withholding information
about its intentions and capabilities with regard to an attack on Pearl
Harbor and (2) the insufficient attention paid by American decision

r

makers to the capabilities dimension of their image of Japan. In other .

words, deception, complemented by inadequate attegntion to Japan's 7

capabilities asw part of their image was responsible for the failure of

American decision makers to anticipate an attack on Pearl Harbor. These

two fact;)rs tog‘:ether provide the most satisfactory explanation of the

Pearl Harbor surprise. ‘ ~
The final question to be addressed in this discussion, is - what are

understanding of strétegﬁ: surprise. In other words, what are the 'lessons’ o

to be drawn from this study? Although the arguments emphasizing perceptual

/
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difficulties and intrinsic uncertainty are not ruled out, this study
reemphasizes Whaley's conclusion that often the explanations of surprise
are flawed because of insufficient attentign to the possibility of
deception. This study has, in effect, rejected the two major explanations
of su;prise anﬁ shown that the Pearl Harbor surprise was not so much

the resuif.of ;the conditions of human perception....{that) stem(s)

from uncertainties so Bésic that they are not likely to be e}iminated",

but because Japan deliberatelydisseminated disinforﬁation in order to

deceive American decision makers. The lesson, for all.decision makers,

"of this study are to be conscious at all times of the possibility of

deception which will reduce the chances of surprise, though not eliminate

it. \
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