
- .,~~'Vlt't~~";~-'lf". ~ ... ~ ... Iflt 'l1'1"4ô1\'~~1"-v~.."..>C ... "\(~ .... I'qft,T'1"'Ç·,"~ ~~~ ... 1')" 

, . 

V' 

• 

\ 

/' 

/ 

, /, 

\ 
PEARL HARBOR: WHY SURPRISE? 

by 

Indira Vidyalanka~ 

, ' A thesi 5 submi tted to the Fa cult y of Graduate 
Studies and Research for the Degree of Master of Arts 

\ 

/ 

~ . '\ 

.. 

Î 

, \ 

Department of Pol itical Science ~\ February, 1980 
McGi 11 Uni vers i ty 

, Montreal ~ Canada 

l' 1 .. 

~ 
f 

'1 
1 



s 

" .. 

~O 

-'\ 

PRECIS 

\ 

Bien que la surprise soit ùn problème omnipr~sent dans les 

relations internationales, on retrouve frêquement dans la 

littêràture des explications contradictoires et complimentaires 
. 1 

de ce phénomêne. Aprês avoir revu les principales th~or;es 

défendues dans les explications actuelles de la surprise on' . \ . 

examinera le~r utilit~ dans la comprehension de la surprise 

américaine lors de l'attaque Japonaise a Peafl Harbor. 

La thèse se propose d'analyser quatre principales variants de 

la surprise des croyanc~s on images incorrectes, des habitudes 

organizationnelles, de rivalités bureaucratiques, enfin la 

falsification de l'informatio~. On reunira systematiquement les 

donne~s dont disposaient les responsables Americains. Par la 

suite on evaluera l'impact de tous ces facteurs- sur les prévisions 

Americaines quant a la~probabilité d'une attaqwe Japonaise. 

A l'encontre des interprétations généralement reconnues la 

thèse ne se satisfait pas,de l'explication communé~nt appelé~ 

'signal-noise ' • Elle ne 'peut se contenter non plus des rivalités' 

bureaucratiques ou d'une mauvaise administration de l'information. 
\ 

Le facteur central fut la strategie ~aponaise de Ifdesinformation ll
, 

s'ajoutant a un· _ manque flagrant d'attention face aux capacités 

militaires du Japon. Ce,s deux facteurs, ensemble, explïquent la 

surprise Americaine. 
J 
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ABSTRACT 

Although surprise has been 'a pervasive problem in 
" 

international relation~·. a nurrber ?f contr~~;ctory and 

comiJ;,lementary explanations of its causes are c~rrent in the 

literatu\-e: This study begins by" ~eviewing current explanations 

to s'peci fy thei r arguments and th en exam; nes the; r useful ness 

in explaining American surprise when Japan attaéked Peat1 Herbor. 

", The thesis analyzeS four major hypotheses of surprise. 

faulty beliefs and images, organizational routines. bureaucratie ., 

, pol~tics and deception. It then surveys systemadcally the' 
> ( 

informâtion available ta American decision makers and assesses 

,the "imp~ct of each of' these several 'factors on Ameri can èstimates 

of the probabi 1 ;'ty of a Japanese attack.' 
" 

IContrary ta prèvailing interpretation, the thesis does not 
;!) 

find the 'signal' ... noise' explanation convincing. Nor were -

, bureaucritic poli tics or information mismanagement important 
1 • 

factors. The central factor was Japan's strategy of disfnformation 

whi ch bu; lt on i nadequate attenti on ta Japan 1 s capabil ities. ihese 

two factors togethe~ explain Ame~ican:surprise. 
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CHAPTER 1 

, INTRODUCTION 

When the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor on December 7, 194J, they achieved 

astunning tactical surprise. Because it wasthe costliest naval disaster in 

the history of the United States, ~nalysts were 1.ed to examine the causes of 

the surprise. Frequently~ the underlying purpose of the analysis was to find 

scapegoats for the di sas ter. The heari ngs' before the Joint Committee of 

Congress, the most elaborate and exhaustive investigation, laid the blame 

squarely on the field conmanders - Admiral Kinmel and General Short - who 

'were promptly relieved from conmand. These investigations, however, did not 

. provide il satisfactory explanation of the surprise. 

Scholarly interest in the explanation of surprise, a complex and ubiq-
; , 

.. 

uitous j}henomenon, I?ersists. There have been numerous instances of surprise 

Hitler's attacks on Russia a. Norway, the Chinese intervention in the Kore,an 

War', Chinais attack on India, the Yom"Kippur War - to mention only a few. 
,/ 

Also, the consequenc.es of surprise in an era of adv~ceê1 technology would be 

even more devastating. Thus. Pearl Harbor and other surprises have- been the 
1 

subject of .extensive study and various explanations have been put forward. 

Before examining th~se explanations '/ it is necessary to establ ish that 

American decision makers wére in ,fact surprised when the Japanese attack~d 

Pearl Harbor. This is necessary because there is a large bOdy,of literature -
, 

the r:-evisionist histories of the Second World War - that contends that the 

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

administration had 'a sinister design"in provoking Japan ta attack the , 

'United States. l It argues that ROQsevel1: 'tried to create an incident' that 
1 

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

war in' Europe, Roosevelt had ta'ken one step ·afb:!r another to provoke Hitler 
1 \ • 
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, 
to attack the United, States. When he did not oblige, the Roosevelt adminis-

The evidence indicates that although American decision makers did expect 
, . 

a Japanese attack of sorne sort; even that Uley considered it probable in the 

ime'diate future, they did not expect Japan to attack Pearl Harbor. A~ 
, \ 

Wohl stetter has pointed out, "There was absol utely nothing in magic that 

establ.;shed such a Japanese intent clearly and firmly. And even if there 

had ~~ent there ~uld still have been doubt as to whethe~ Pearl Harbor was 

to be included in the· Japanese plan of attack ... 2 American leaders were 

surprised that th~ Japanese chose Pearl Har,bor as a target in the first place, 

and that they chose an~air attack rather than sabotage. At the very least 

then, the attack'on Pearl Harbor was a tactical, if not a strategie surprise. 

It is evident, therefore t that the revisionist explanati'on of the" attack 

on Pearl Harbor is not fully satjsfactory since it does not address, nor can 

it explain the taetical surprise that occured. 

Having éstablished that the decision makers in Washington were ind.eed 

surpri sed wh en the Japanese attacked Pearl Harber, thi s study turns to 

exami ne the li terature ~ith regard to the e'kp l ana ti on of the surpri se a ttack. , . 
Most of the explanations of surprise have relied primarily o~ psychological 

arguments. 3 They tefer to ima.ges, beliefs, ideological biases, wishful 

thinking, al1 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 

selèctel' facts, the patt~rn into which he will fit them and the conclusions 

he will draw from them. 4 Psychological explanations have at least two 

( 
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variants, the first emphasizes the 'content of beliefs' and the 'image of 

the opponent', and the second refers to 1ts cognitive dynamies. 

3 

The 1 content of bel i efs' refers to the background image or the long term 

component of the protagonists' views of each other, one's goals and military 

potential relative ta the opponent's aims and ultimate 'military potenti~--­

and tne 1 ikely outcome of the eonfl iet. The 1 image of the opponent~n~ists 
of the opponents' current intentions and capabi1ities.\ Both beliefs and 

\ images aet as a sereen through which information about the apponent passes 
"' 

and 15 selectively interpretedoand assimil~ted ta conform to preexisttng 

expeetations of the adversary' s behavior. 5 Jhis expl anation suggests that 

American decision makers believed themselves to be the legitimate defenders 

of the status quo in the Far' East, and that it was Japan, aligned as it was 
"_ ' f 

with Germany and Italy, who was thr~at~ning to disrupt the balan~e of power 

and American security. They alsQ believed that their capabilities were 
, 1 

so much greater tbat it would be uQrealistie for Japan 'ta attack the United 

States, since the outcome of the co~flict would be 50 disadvantageous to the 

Japanese. In the context of the current crisis, American decision makers 
r 

perceived Japan ta be a small and weak adyersary whose aggressive posture 
, 

was a bluff. If Japan did. harbor aggressive intentions, it would avoid 

being involvèd in war directly with the United States. Therefore, they did 

not antieipate an "attaçk on Pearl Harbor. 
\ 

In other words, their beliefs and 

images were respon'sible for the failure of American decisionmakers ta 

anticipate an,attack on Pearl Harbor. 

The second variant of the psychologic~l explanation of, Pe~rl H~rbor 

emphasizes information processing and~its cognitive dynamies. Jervis has 

detailed' numerous btases of inform~tion processing: (a) Information by . \ 
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itself is frequently' ambiguous and derives its tœaning only when it 1S 

fnterpreted aga!nst one's beliefs and images. (b) Information fs interpreted 
<-

in reference to one 1 s current concerns. (c) Infonnation i s i nterpreted 

against historical analogies. usual1y first hand experiences. (d) Infonnatipn 

is interpreted according 'to one's desires and expectations. (e) When the 
\ 

flow' of infonnation contradicts establ ished beliefs and images. ft is either 
..,r,if 1 

Ci) ignored. dismissed or denied; (fi) reinterpreted to fit the established 

pict~re; (iii) the source fs discredited; (iv) if the source 1s 'trustworthy. 

, the information fs accepted as such, but images and expectations are not 
\ 

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

expectati~ns; (vi) when discrepant information gets too uncomfor:table~ only 

marginal readjustments are made in one' s bel i efs 'and expectation. 6 Janis 

and Mann refer to additional biases in informa't'lon processing - viz. congruence 

seeking and defen;tve avoidance. 7 

This explanation argues that informa,tion about Japan's intentions was 

ambiguous and lent itself to several plausible interpretations given this 
" 

ambiguity. American_ decision makers selected those interpretations that were 

congru;ent with their preexist1ng beliefs and images. Consequently, they did 

not cons~der the probabflity of an attack'on Pearl Harbor at al1. In other 

words. the failure of American decision, makers to anticipate an attack 'on 
~ 

Pearl Harbor was a result of "the conditions of human perception and stems 

from u~certainties so basic th~t they are not 1 ikely to be el imi~ated, 
though they might be reduced. 1I8 

The variant emphasizing bel iefs and images is static in that it assumes 

incoming infonnaM~n ,about Japanese intentions was irrelevant "to the decision 

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

l _. ,- . _, __ . , 
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information processing and its cognitive dynamies 1s mre dynamie in its 

stress on the ambiguity of the .informatign,)but nevertheless ignores a wide 

5 

, "\ 
range of potentially relevant factors. Both these variants of the PSYÇhOl09iC~1 
exp,lanation suffer from what Ben-Zv; refers to as ';the reductive fallacy - the 

If.. ~ ~ ,r 

tendency of the cognitive-perceptual fra~work to reduce 5urp~ise to a single 

matrix of misperc~ption" and to "overlook an entire complex of relevant 

fac~ors that are unrelated to the question of human percept~on. ,,9 ,Thomas 

Schelling ha~ explalned the complexity of the phenomenoR of surprise as 

foll OW5: 

'''Surpri se, when i t happens to a government i s li ke 1-y 
to be a complicated. diffuse bureaucrati"C thing. It 
includes neg1eet of responsibl1ity, but also respon­
sibil ity so poorly defined or 50 ambiguous1y delegated 
that action gets lost. It also inc1udes gaps in 
intelligence, but also intelligence, that ltke a string 
of pear1s tooo precfous to wear, 1s too sensitive to 
give to those who need H. It also includes the alann 

r ,that had gone off so often that it Ms been disconnected. 
It includes the inalert watchman, but also one who knows 
he '11 be chewed out by hi 5 super;or if he géts hi s 
hi gher authority out of bed. It al so ~ nc l udes the 
conti ngencies that occur to no on~, but al so those that 
everyone assumes somebody el se is taking care Q,f. It 
includes straight forward procrastination, but~lso10 
decisions protY'acted by internal di sagreement ... " 

Drawing on ~chellingl s argument, ,this study now turns ,to look/at other 

plausible explanations of surprise and then construct a more satisfactory 

explanation of the failure of American' decision makers to lnticiP~te and,· 

prepare for a Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. 

One of the plausible explanations 'Of surprise refers to institutional 

• 1 

'. factors. It has at least two va,..ial'lts: (Cl.) organizational procedures and 

(b) ,bureaucratie politics. The variant referrillg to organizational procédures 
. ! 

\ \ 
deal s with the impact of standard operating procedures on 1nfonnation pro~ess1ng. 
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Incoming information is processed in routine fashion and does not reach the 

central decision mak,ers in time. Because of routine processing, 'potentially 
D J. 

vital information' loses its urgency and results ir;t a low estimate ofothe 

probability of àn attack. lt. 

In the context of the Jap~ese-American eonflict, this explanation. 
, 
implies that .the intelligence gathering ageneies of the American government 

did have informat~on about Japan's i~tention to attack Pearl Harbor. Such 

inform~tion as mjght have indicated Japan's intention ta attack Pearl Harbor, 
, 

lost its urgency in the maze of organizational routines and was delayed in 

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

on Pearl Harbour improbable._ 

The variant involving bureaucrativ politics argues that bargaining 

amo~ -the'competing,bureaucracies was responsible for their suppressing 

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

of a low probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor. 12 This variant implies, 

in the context of the Japanes~-Ameri'can confl iet, that the relevant bureauc-
..... 

racies of the American government had conflicting interests and that at least 
, 

sorne suppressed infonnàtion about Japan's intentions in order to enhance 

their qwn interes~s. ,Consequently, the estimate was the result of bargaining 

among the competing bureaucracies. 

Anpther plausible explanation of the surprise attack at Pearl Harbor 

• focuses on deception - i.e., a del i berate stratagem of the adversary ta 

deceive the recfpfent decision makers. 'This explanation argues that surprise. 

occurs, not because of ambfguous 'si~nals' and distract!ng 'nbise', but 

,. 

because the adversary calc~latedly transmits disinfor~ation about its intentions~ 

1n order to' mate the recipients certain but wrong. Given,this disinfonnation, 

, 
.J 
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irrespective of their beliefs and images, they would malce a very low estimate 

of the probabil i ty of an attack. 13 Th; s expl anation impHes that the Japanesê 
1 ......... /~<. f,_r _1 ~r~",_~f..,.. ............ ,,~ 

delib~rately transmitted disinformation about their intentions and American 

decision makers used' this information' as the basis of their low' estimate of 
1 

the probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor. This disinfonnation helped 
~ 

J 

reduce the am~iguity, confusion and uncertainty about Japan 1 s intentions and 
~ 0, 

made American decision makers certain and wrong. 
, . 
The foregoing discussion has introduce~ several p~ausible explat"ations 

of the fa\ill,Jre of American decision makers to anticipate a Japanese attack 

on Pearl Harbor. Drawing on these explanations, this study wi11 now devel,op 

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

validity aga1nst empirical evidence and seek to provide a necessary and 

sufficient ~xplanation of surprise. These hypotheses are: 

1. Faulty beliefs and images -> poor information processing -> low es~imate 

of the probabi li ty of an attack. 
,~~... ,-Jo, J • 

l' C 

To validate this explanation. empirical evidence must show that the decision 

makers did ·in f~ct have information about Japa'n1s intention to attack Pearl 

Harbor, but due t~ faulty beliefs and images, they J~gnOredcor discounted its '\ 

significance. 
. \ 

II. Defective organizati~tial procedures -> routine information processing -> 
\ 

low esti,mate lof the probabllity of an attack. 
6' 

, . 

This hypothesis would be a valid explanation of surprise if empirical evidence 1 

indicates th~t informat,ion of 'an impending attac~ on Pearl Harbor was in '" i 
fact available ta the intelligence gathering agencies, but due to defective 

organizational' procedures, the information was delayed in reaching the centr~l 
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deeision makers, who therefore'made a low estimate of the probability of an 

attack. 

III. Bureaucratie polities -> biased;,nformation processing -> low estimate 

of the probability of an attack. 

To validate this hypothesis, empirieal evidence must show that there was 

competition among the relevant bureaucracies and that they deliberately 

1 suppressed information about Japan 's intentions in order to 'îiîaximi ze their 

agency's interest and consequently, the low estimate of the probability of 
~ 

an attack on l,Pearl Harbor was a resul t of bargaining among the competing 

bureaucraties. 01 

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

the probabi 1 i ty of an a ttack . .. 
This hypothesis will be a valid explanation of surprise if empirieal evidenee 

1 

shows that Japah ealeulatèdly transrnitted disinformation abo~t its intentions 

which led American decision rnakers, using optimal information proeess1ng 

procedures, ta make the intended low-estimate of the probability of an at~ack 
, 

on Pearl Harbor. 

Having suggested several plausible hypotheses for, the explanation of tHe 
\ , 

8 

surprise attack on Pearl Harbor, this study will attempt to establish criteria 

of a eonvi nc i n9 exp 1 ana ti on, " si nce the di'scovery of somé supporti ~g ev; dence 

does not establish the valid1ty 'of one explanation or the other, especial1y 

when the investigation 1s restricted to a single case study. One has to 
1 

establish that the most plausible exp1anation is a1so lia necessary and 

suff1den;t" ~Planat'ion of surprise. Alexander Ge~rge has identified two 

al ternative strategies - 'congruence' and 'process traci'ng' -, for establishing 
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a necessary and sufficient explanation. 14 

1 

, 1 9 

The fi rst strategy .. congruence - provides for the establishment of a' 

fit between the deductive 109ic of the explanation and the empirical ~dence. 
George warns aga'ïnst prematurely concluding that an explanation is necessary, 

since the critical question is whether surprise could have occurredin the 

absence of this explanation. His solution is, either to construct an 
\ 

experimental design which would allow for the testing of other possiblè 

explanations, or to look for cases in which surprise occurredas a, result of 
1 

other factors. 

He recognizes the limitations of ~ingle case studies and recommends that 

the inyestigator should perform 'mental experiments' or conduct~ mental 
, '.J 

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

to estimate the variance in results ~ : ,,-Again, h~ cautions -that the most an 
" 

investigator can claim is that a given explanation may be a necessa,ry condition 

and may be a more (rather than less) plausible explal'lation. 

George then discusses the criteria of a sufficient explanation and wat'ns 

against assuming that any explanation would be able to account for:all the 
" 1 

empirical evidence. The relevant question therefor~ is, how much power to 
\\\ , 

p attribute to any single fac'tor. The investigator would have to assess the 
) . 

contribution of other independent variables as well in order to assign causal 

weight to 'the most favored' expla~at;on. The congruence procedure- may be 

able to establish the importance of an independent variable; it will not be 
, 
ab)e to suggest whether another outcome would also be ,consistent with the.' " 

same explanatory variable. Single case studie~ tend to ,overlook the fact t{at 
, ~ 

several other outcomes could be consistent with the given explanatory or 

l 
j 

• 1 

~ 

'1Pi,ndependent variable. The E!xplanatory' power of the independent variable 1s 

\ 



1 

enhanced if it is consistent with one ~nd only one value of the dependent 

variab1e. 

Aga;n, George suggests a process of mental experimentation (1) to 
, . 

assess the explanatory power of other variables - i.e., to ascertain that 

the de pende nt 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 o,ther words, the task is 

to ascertain that the given explanatOjry variable is not consistent'with any 
() , 
other outéome. , 

Having established the methodology for testing the 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 
• " 1 

(3), establish, by the process of elimination, a necessary and sufficient \, \ 
1 

éxplanation of the failure of American decision' makers 'to anticipate an 

attack on Pearl Harbor. 

\ " 
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Prediction", Po1itical Studies, VIII (June), 1960; Harry H. Ransom, 
"Strategtc Intelligence", (Morristown, N.J.: General Learning Press, 
1973); Ha'rold ~Ji1ensky, "0rganizationa1 Intelligence, (New York: Basic 
Books, 1967); Avi Shlaim, "Fai1ures in National Inte11fgence Estimates: 
Tne Case of the Yom Kippu~, War ll , World Politics, XXVIII, 3, 1976; 
Ri :hard K. Betts, "Analys is, ·War and Decision: ~Ihy Intel1 i gence F,ai l ures 
are Inevitable''; .wor1d Po1itics, XX'X, October 1978. 

12: This argument is -made by f1orton Halperin. "Bureaucratie Polities and 
Foreign Policyll, (~Jashington: Brookings, 1974); Graham Allison, IIThe 
Essence of Decision", (Boston: li ttle Brown, 1971'h Richard Neustadt, , 
"Presidentia1 power ll (New York: John Wi1ey, 1960); Theodore Sorensen, 
"Deci sion Making in the .\olhite House" " (New York: Col umbia Universi ty 
Pres's 1 1963). 

\ \ . ( 13. Barton Hhaley, "Codeword ,sarbarassa", Cambridge, f'1ass:: ".1.T. Press, ~ 
1973), p.242. . 

14. I\lexander George,' "The Causal t~exus Between 'Operational Code' and 
Decision Making Behavior: Prob1ems Of Theory and nethodology", a 
paper presented ta the Annual t1eeting of the International Studies 
Association, February 1978. '~ " . 
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CHAPTER II 

The Japanese attack on Pearl' Harbor can be failure of 
~I \\ 

t) 

deterrence. Th~s observati'on impl i es that the Unit d States was pursuing 

a policy of deterrence toward Japan and that the attac on Pearl Harbor was 
r-

a result of the failure of the deterrence policy. This 'scussion will 
" 1 

provide an analysis of the phases of America's deterrent pol 'cy from its 

origin during the Manchurian cris1s in 1931 to its failure whic cu1minated 

in the Japanese attack on Pearl \Harbor in 1941. For this purpose. this 

dfscussion will address the following questions - (1) What 

Jl2) What are the conditions of deterrence s~ccess/failure? (3) 

Americals deterrent strategy? (4) Why did it fail? Finall), a 

drawn between deterrence failure and the surprise attack at,Pearl Harbo~. 

be 

Oeterrence is a commonly 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. l A1though deterrence is generally 

referred to in, the context of nuc1 ear weapons, i t has been used as a 

strategy of war prevention in earlier historical periods when conventional 
<> 

weapons were used in warfare. Despite extensivè theoretica1 writing on ·the 

sUbject of deterrence, therè is no consensus among scholars as to the precise 
\, 

me~ning of deterrencé. Patrick Morgan has referred ta the confusion in the 
1 

usage of the tenn by painting out the numerous definitions of deterrence. 2 
. 

These definitions yary from an attempt lita induce the adversary to do some-
1 

thi ng. or !"efra in from doi ng somethi n9 by threateni ng a penalty for ,non­

compliànce" toufrighte'ning a state out of attacking, not because of the 

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

""' ....... ' ..... ' """"-...... _-----~. '" '"' 
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._ .,-defensel", but because the expected r'eaction of the opponent w~l1 result in 

\"':~lle 1 s own severe puni shment. 113 Another variant of the defi~ition is that\ 

the potenti al attacker calculates Il the cost and benefi tU of the consequences 
_... 'i 1 

, 

,of the actions the defender ,i~ __ trying to prevent arld "mus t'rationa11y 'conclude 

'not to attack." 4 

To overcome the dilemma of defining deterrence, theorists and practi~ 

tioners refer to d'eterre~ce in its broadest possible sense to m~n "dis~ 

couraging thé enBlly from taking, military action by posing for him the prospect 

of cost and risk outweighi ng his prospective gain ... 5 Thi s formulati ori appT i es 

\to both, nuc1ear as wèlT as conventional attads. This discussion, ho~ever. 

will focus o,n conventional deterrence. 

* Deterrence has been the concern of statesmen and strategists since the 

beginning of organized wa.rfare. Its use had different policy implications 
'. 

for different situations. They varied from the show of force to ,making 

o aggr ssive action cos~ly ?nd risky. to baldnce of ~ower techniques in the 1 

l , 

form 0 elaborate alliances which wouTd make the pO,tential bel~ligerent 

abandon is objective in the face of a superior combination 0 force withput 
• 

loss of es Bll. These policy implications also inéluded mobil'zation of 
\ . 

onel s forces d the exchange 'of Plil ital"'Y observer::s designed to strengthen-

onels alliance a 'sign~' \to the adversary onels preparedne~s. In thé face 

of such deterrent p içies, potential adversari~s ~ould have ta caTculate 
\-

the cost-benefit ratio f carrying out an attack. 
/ 

Having examined the m~ ing of'deterrence and its use in preveniing an 

adversary from deciding t~ atta • this discussion now turns to iqentify the 
, , 

conditions of deterrence suécess/fal1ure. George and Smoke6 and Robert fJervis 7 
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have identified severa" conditions when an initiator is likely to chall enge 
\ . 

the defender's deterrent posture - i.e~, when deterrence is l:ikely ta fail. 

They are classified under major categories: t~ajor - (1) when the inftiator 
• 

i5 uncertain about the defender's, commitment. (2) ,when ~he initjator regards 

that his action i5 calculable and controllable - i.e., when t~ere is little 

risk of events getting out of hand. Minor - (1) when the initiator is not 
, '" \' 

16 -

onvinced of. the adequacy and appropriateness of the defender's capabilities, 

regardless of his comnitment. In other words, the initiator might consider' 

the defender' s deterrent threat ta be a bluff. (2) when -the i nftiator does 
" 

not reçogni ze the motivation of the defender"s cOlTl11itment. Th,:ts may be 

because the initiator is not convinced that the defender's commitment is 

free from the constraints of dome5tic or allied opinion. (3) when the 

initiator feels that force alo{le will bring about the desired change in thé 

status quo. (4) when thf~ i nitiator féels that he is under severe time 

pressure ,- i.e., that there is very little time in which he can affect a 

change in the status quo, he ;s likely ta challenge it. (5) when the initiator 

has a strong motivation to challenge the status quo. (6) when the initiator 
4' 

~s u'nwilling ta accept compensation for his demands elsewhere. 

The above,mentioned condition~ indicate that deterrence may fail far 

, one olt more re~sons. Consequently, states that seek to deter the ini tiator 

from -attacking! must carefully consider not on1y the importance of the actions 

and event.ua1itie\s they" want to deter, but a1so the cost of deterrence fai1ure 

befo,re maki~g a threat or a conmitment. In other wOrd,S, Ithey must unambiguously 1 
specify what exactly they are trying ta deter and what woul d the expected • 

punishment be shou1d the initiator choose ta challenge their deterrent posture. 
: ' 
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The deterrent f>osture itself shoul d be ~es i gned to aceomodate a11 the possibl e 
>\. 

options that an initiator is like1y to have in ehall~nging the deterrent 
):) 

posture. Another possibi1ity that d,ecision makers should consider is .that 

deterrence fa i 1 ure ean be prevented by changi ng the pay off structure of the 

initiator so as ta mak€ the existing status quo a mo.re attractive proposition 

tha n the new one. 

Dec i sion makers. however. usua lly 'concern themse 1 ves with ways of ,ma ki ng 

thei r commitments and deterrent threats more credibfe. They identify 'those 

actions that they regard as challenges to their cOll111itments and specify the ~ 

expected response to the challenge of the'ir deterrent posture. This they do' 

by increasing their stakes in the maintainen of the 'deterrent posture by 

'burning a11 their nridges ' or 'making an irratl nél"l comm'ttment l so as to 
.-

, 

' s igna1 1 to the adversary tl]slt the commitment being made is so vital that no 

response would be toO' c:ostly to' defer:ld H. 8 iJ'he probl s of d~terrence 

failure'. however, lies, not only in the fa il ure to make a commitment, but also 
'. , 

in the fact that the adversary may not recognize ft as such. or that he IJ1élY 

see no alternative to forcibly alter; ng the status quo. 
l. 

It is in light of"these observations about deterrenc\e failure that this 
( 

discussion turns to examine a very expensive instance of deterrence failure 

in Americ'Fln'history which led to the Japanese attack dn Pearl Harbor. It wl11 
\ 

arialyze the development of the confl kt of interest between ,the two protagonists, 

identify America 1 s deterrent strategy and ~xp1a i n why i t fai 1 ed. The discussion 

/ of t~e developi.ng co'nf1 iet and the Arrier'iiean response to it will ~e divided 
0. 

nto three phases", correspondi ng ta the phases in Amti,riea 1 s deter,rent stra tegy. 

In order to analyse this deterrent strategy however. it will be hel pfu1 to 

\ 
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examine briefly Japanese-American relations with the aim of, identi-fying 
, , 

American commitments. in the Far East and the reasons why Japan chose to 

challenge them. 

The Japanese and the Ameri cans had fonna 11y come into contact after 

COITUIlodore o Perry' s visit to Japan in 1853., Commercial relations grew between 
1 • 

them as each country found a market for Hs products. in the other: Japan 

exported silk to t~e United States and the United States exported cotton and 

18. 

to~acco to Japan. But ,this trade alone could not support Japan l s growing 

i-ndustr~es and population. Japan the'refore turned"westward in search 'of ~food. 

raw materials and living space, 'and security against the European powers 

stationed in China. For' these rea?ons. Japan fought a war with China ,in 1894 

and acqui red Korea, Fonnosa, Pescadores Is1 ands and parts of $outhern Manchuria 

as well. Aft;.e): the war, the European powers forced Japan to return Manchuria 
~ , 

'\ to China, but Jdlpan kept a11 its other acquisitions. 
1 

In these acquired territories~ Japan 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 

with struggles Jlearer home between the Cuban rebels and the Spaniards. There 

was fighting against the Spgniards in. the Philippines, Guam, Puerto Rico and 

'l Hawaii as we11. The Americ'an fleet stationed in China was able to intervene . 
and defeat Spain in t~e Philippines. and by a treaty signed in 1898, the 

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

acquisitions provided the United States with a substantial interest in the 

pre~ervation of the sfatus quo in the Far East. Also, ~hese acquisitions were 
1 

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

market. It was ta protect these opportunities and interests that the then 

'. -:---.ji31-_--~---,.-, ------;"'-.-~ __ ---r ___ _'__'_ ___ ~ 
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Secretary'of State, John H~y, enunciated the famous 'Open,.Door l poli\cy 
, , 

in l ~99. T,~ pol. ; cy a ttempted to p~ot~ct ~nd expand AIlIer i can i n·teres.ts ' 

~1thout the use of force. This policy later came tô be associated with 
\ 

'the equality of comnercia1 opportunityl and the lmaintainence of the admin­

istrative and territo~ial integrity of Cl1ina.' 
l!f ' 

The Japanese goverrrnent did not regard this policy of the United States 
, , 

as a threat to its own position in Korea. Ande it gained 8ritain ls recog-

:<: nitiol1 for its special pol itical, commercial and industrial interests, in 
\ 

Korea by negotiating the Ang1o-Japanese alliance in 1902. This allianc'e 

~neutralized the strategie threat to Japan from the British Navy. Now 
" 

Ja"j'lan considere.d the principal 'threat to its securi~y to emanate from 
J ' 

the adyance of Czarist RussiJl into Southern Ma"nchuria. The projected 
-

construGtion of the Trans-Siberian Railway was seen as jeopardizing 

Japanese control of Korea. Military planners in Japan considered the 

'independe~cel of Korea a~ the basic premise of Japan's·security. It was 

therefore essentia1 to establish Japan's authority. in Korea in order ta 

prevent Russia from acquiring i'the dagger"at the heart of Japan". 

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

from expanding rits influence in Korea and to protect what had already 

recognited as its 'special interest'. i~he Uni ted States played the role 
, t 

of mediatoP"_between the protagon'st~ signed the Portsmouth Treaty in 

1905. Japan had agreed to particr.!ate in negotiations with Russia -on1y 

, after the United States recognized Japan 1 s domi nant pos Hion in Korea. " 

In 1909, Japan gained Russ;an ac~eptance'of its .dOI11~nant position fn Korea .. ~ . -
~ .by negotiating an entente. Thus when Japan fonn~l1y annexed Korea in 

\ ',.~ 1 '1 \ \ n . ' 
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1910, there were no objections or, reservàt ions on the part of any of·~ . , 

the Wes tern powers. The s ta tus quo now es tab li shed was rei nforced by , . ' 

the Lansing-Ishii agreement between Japan and the United States iJl1917, 

an~Japa11 was reçognized ~s a formida~}e Pacific Power • 

. It was the recognition of Japan's statl,ls as a major P9wer that 
1 

enabled it to participat~ in the Washington Conference of 1921-22. The 

20 

signatories of ,the Nine Power Treaty including Japan and the United States, \ 

resolved among other things to (l) respect the sovereignty, the indepen­

denée land the administrative integrity of China (2) provide/1he fullest 

and mas t' unembarrassed opportunity for Ch; na to develop and ma; ntain -for 

herself an effective and stable government (3) use their influence for the 
li 

purpose of ~ffectually establishing and maintaining the principle of equal 

opportunity or the commerce and industry of fri endly sta tes througliout the 
\ 

territory of China and~'to (4) refrai~ from takjng advantage Of conditions 
. . 

in China in order ta seek special rights and privileges which would abridge 

the rights of subjects or citizens ,01\ friendly states and form countenancing 

action inimical to the security of such states. 9 

At the strategic 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 beb/een the United St~tes, Brit~_in. 

and Japan respectively (France,and Italy obtained a 1.75 limit eaclf) and 
/1-,,- " 

1 • 

imposed a moratorium for 10 yea'rs ail' the b'u;Tdi-ng of new vessel s. The 

signatories also agreed to impose a haJt on further fortificati'on of various 

potential bases in the ~Iestern Pacifi~.lO The Japanese governn~nt had 

1 • 
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signed the Washington Treaties because they implicitly recognized the statas 
1 

quo in the Far East - Le." Japan's special intei'e~ts in Korèa and Manchuria. 

For defensive purposes, the ~ive to three ratio plus the refrain from 
1 

fortif~cation agreement was considered an adequate guarantee of Japan's 

seeurity in its home waters. 1 

The desire to maintain the status quo prompted the major powers ~to';' 

sign the Kellog-Briand Pact (also known as the Pact of Paris) in 1928. The 

signatories agreed to renounce war as an instrument of national poliey and 

to seek "the settlement or solution of all disputes or confliets of what-

'ever nature or of ~'1hatever origin they may be, whieh may arise among them ... 

by Pacifie means." 12 The Japanese governmeont became ~ signatory of this 

Pact as well beeause the other powers reeognized Japan's elaims in 
1 

r1ane~uria - a region where, by reason of its elose propinquity, more than 

, anywhere else, Japal'] had a vi tal i nterest. 

It was the growth of Chinese nationalism, however, that presented 

the main challenge'to the status quo that had been formalized by the 
-

various agreements among the Powers involved in China. Chinese intellectuals 

and students, as well as peasants and workers rallie'd behind the nationalist 

l~adership to demand the recovery of. full jurisdiction and tariff powers 
, 

on their own soi1. The outburst against the treaty powers was encouraged 

by the Soviet Union in return for Nationalists' recognition of Soviet -­

i'nfluence in NortlÎern Manchur1a. Japan felt particularly threatened by 

thi! jOint assault on its special interests in Hanchuria; the Nationalists 
1 

demanded tariff aut~nomy, abol ition of extraterri toria l ity and tne 
t 

\ revision of commercial treaties. The Great Depression. which affected 

, , 
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all the industriaJized countries, was particularly severe on Japan and 
, r 

therefore it became a 11 the more important for Japa n to reta in its 

control over Manchuria so as to ,cope wi th its economic difficufties. 

It i-l against this background, 'and in the light of the respe~tive 

postions of both Japan and the United States in China that discussion. 

turns now to an examination of the Manchurian crisis which marked the 

beginning of America's deterret:lt strategy. 

Japanese interests, both economic and strategie, were overwhelmingly 

concentrated in China and above all in t~anchuria. The Depression ard 

intensified Chinese nationalism, assisted and encouraged by the Soviet 
> 

Union, heighten~d Japanese concern. There was a re~ewed boycott of 

Japanese goods and a ~harp fall in the revenues of the Japanese controlled 

South Manchurian Railway because the Chinese had established a parallel 
, 

railway to it. While the gravit y of the threat was recognized by all 
1 

concerned in Japan, there were serious differences between the civilian 

and military factious of the g~vernment about how ta deal with it. 

The civilian leaders regarded economic development as the most 

effective means to secure Manchuria and advoca ted gradual development 

of the territory. They recognized the region as Chi nese territory and 

were opposed ta direct control of Manchuria. The Anny, On the other 
)0 

hand, which was responsi~1e for the security of the Lease territory and 
, 

the Railway Zone, advocated a 'policy of, rapid development of ~Ianchuria, 

if necessary. by the use of force. 
~ ~ 

1 ts offi cers were opposed ta the 

civilian leaders' 'soft" China poliey; they bel ieved that growing Chinese 
\ 

nationalism threatened Japan1s power and prestige on the mainland. Each 

-
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new act of defiance by the Chinese' ot' Japanese hegemony in :~anchuria" was 

viewed ,as an affront to Japan's national prlde. H was the Anny's special 

obligation ta maintain peace and order in ~nchuria because of Ja'pan's 

'special interests and national defense needs. 

On Se ptember 18, 1931, an exp los i on occured on the trad of ,the 

American Strategy "7' Phase 1: !Jeterrence Through Moral Suasion 
i 

The swiftness with which the Army tOQk action came as a surprise to 
\ 

the civili,an authorities in Japan. They were deeply distressed because 

this action would discredit their 1aborious efforts of a decade at moderate 

dip1omacy. The Ameri can government too was surprised; this was~efl ected 

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

"Trouble has flared up in Manchuria. The Japanese, 
apparently their mil itary elements, have suddenly 
made a coup. They have seized Mukden and a number 
of straltegi c towns centered al on9 and through 
Sou..thern Manahuria. The situaUon-h confused and 
it is not c1ear whether the Army is acting under 
a pla n of the government or on its own." 1 J , 1 \ 

-And the Japanese government inforrned the State Department that- the who1e 
1 

situation in Manchurria had arisen from lia desire to avenge Japan from the 
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indignities due to unsettled cases and in particular, the alleged exec;utiotl 

of a Japanese mil i tary offi cer on acti've dut y." 14 The United States was 

J ,1 assured that Japan 

"harbors no. territori al des igns in ~1anchuria. 
What we desire is that the Japanese subjects 
shall be enabled safëly to engage in various 
peaceful pursuits and be given an opportunity 
for participating in the deve10pment of that 
Jand by mean~ of 'capitpl and 1abor."15 

Given its initial diagnosis» reinforced by Japanese assurances, the . 
reaction of the American goverrment was to wait. and see how the situation 

unfolded. The 'American response was determined by a ,calculation of its 

objecti~es and 'interests in the area, Its most important concern was 

domestic - i.e., dealing with the Depression. In the international arena. 

hs interest was in the maintainence of t!1e status quo established by 
\ 

the treaties of 1922 and 1928. In the crisis at hand. no American material 

interests we~e ~irectly involved although the~e was sympathy for China. 

was anbodied in the 'Open Ooor' policy and the Washington treaties . 

There was no ques ti on. therefore» of despa tchi ng Ameri can troops to 
, . 

preserve Ch Ï.na 1 s i ntegrity. r~oreover; the Ameri can government recogni zed 
• 1 

that Japan had been a signato\y to the treaties of 1922 and, 1928. ~nd had 

abi ded by its commi tments in the past because of the efforts of i ts 

civil ian leadership. Therefore, it decided' not to take any ,action that 
~ \. .. 

might jeopar.dize the precarious position of the c:ivilian government in 

Japan. As Secretary Stimson noted. 

, . 
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"We knew he (Shidehara) had been laboring hard 
for moderation against the pressures of the anny 
leaders in Ma nchu ri a. We reached the conc 1 us i on 
that those leaders had Emg1 neered thi s outbreak 
without his knowledge and certainly aga'inst his 
will. It seemed clear to us that no steps shollld 
be taken that would make his task more difficult 

"because certai nly our 1gest chance of a successful 
,solution lay in him." \ 

But the 'incident' eclipsed -the control of the civilian authorities 
, Il 

and 1ed to the fall of the civilian government in Tokyo in Dec~ber 1931 

as army officers pu~hed for a 'positfve' forefgn poliey in r1anehurfa: 1 \ 

The Army set up the' t independent' regime of Manchukuo in the areas undkr 
1 

Japanese control in 1931. Although American decision makers changed their 

perception of the si tuation. they did not diagnose a threat to American , 
1 

interests. President Hoover defined the situation as follows: 

"Neither our obligation to China~ nor our own 
interest~ nor our dignity require us to go ta 
war over these' -questions. These acts do not 
imperil the freedom of American people, the 
economic or moral future of our people."17 

Ther~fore, Amer i can s tretegy toward
r 

the Ma nehur; a n cr; s ; s was embodi ed 

in the 'non-recognition doctrine'. It"was des;gned to: (1) punish 
1 

Japan for its a~tions. in Manchuria and (2) deter Japan from violating 
1 • , . 

the. i nternationa 1 treat; es that gu~ranteed. Chi ~a" s territoria land 
. \ 

administ,rative integrity and denounced war as an. instrument of national 
. '\ ~ 

po1;cy. Secretary Stimson exp1ained the intent Gf America's strategy 
1 

as fo1lows: 1 t was 

\ 

. 
1 
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:'a moral weapon, a· moral sanction ... designed 
, loriginally ,less as a'method of bringing the 

iapanese re.ason than as a method of reasserting 
th:\rican conviction that no good whatever 
woul come from the breach of treat i es. 1118 ' 

Aithou9h'the rimary objective of America's strategy was ta' deter-
< 

further violations, the moral pressure invoked was unlikely to be 
, . 

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

provocation and furth,er escalation. Caught between the fear of esca1ation 

and, the need ta deter, the American st[ategy of moral suasion failed. 

Japan' establ ished 'its control over Manchuria and fonnalized it by th~ 
" Il 

, 1" \ 

signing .of the Tangku Truce in May 1933. Its subsequent policy in Chiri? 

was enunciated in what became known as the Amau ,declaration of 1934. 

By this .dec1aration, Japan unilaterally took responsibility for keeping 

peace and ,order in East Asia. It announced that, "we lI)ust act even 

alone, on our own responsibility and it is our dut Y to perform it." 19 

. It reiterated tha t Japan woul d oppose "any joi nt acti on on the part of 

foreign powers. that tends to militate against the mai ntainence of peace 

and arder in Eastern Asia. n20 In pursuance of the policy outlined in the 

Amau declaration, ,the Japanese cantinued ta police North China; this led 

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

seriously, ,intensified Chinese resistance, albeit with the assistance 

of foreign powers. led to spo~adic fighting cUlminat~ ng in the outbreak 
1 

of the undeclared war with China in July 1937. 
\ \ 

" Even while Japan continued to violate China's administrative and 

territorial 1ntegrity, America's strategy of deterrence through moral 
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American decision mak~s recognized th,at 

their strategy was failing; but they were unable to prevent failure by 
\ ./ 

enlarging the ~cope of the t~reat involved to ensure its success. There 

had been a resurget1ce of iso1ationism in the United StateS" which made it 

difficult for the AmeriCan goverrrnent to threaten the use of force to 

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

if stranger action was taken; or deterrence failure if stronger actions 
" \ 

were not taken, American 1 eaders avoided the conf1ict 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 wài in Chi na was precipitated by an 
\ 

incident on the Marco Polo Bridge\on July 7, 1937. The fighting between 

the Chinese 'and the Japanese saon spread ta Shanghai and the l ivès and 

property of American nationals was endangered. In response, America 's 

s,trategy changed. First. its objectiv~-'èh~~ged: in addition ta preserving 

the status quo, there was now an emph.asis on preventing further hann to 

27 

the lives and property of American nationa1s. Seeond,there was an indication 

that the Amer,iean gavernment was considering more serious action than 
\ . \\ 

protest and moral sanctions. This was evident in President Roosevelt's 

famous 'quara~tine speech' in which he said, 

" .... 1 t seems to be unfortuna te ly true tha t the 
epidemi c of wor1d lawlessness is spreading. 
When an epidemic of physical disease ·starts to 
spread. the commun; ty approves and jô'i ns in a 
q~arantine of the patients in.order to PJotect 
the hea lth \ of the c01l1l1uni ty agai ns t the ipread 
of the diséase. "21 . ' \ ' 

" 
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A sif11ilar change in enphasis was indicated by Secretary of Statè 

,orde lllHull •• ho exp 1.0; ned thi ~ ,.,. strategy as putt; ng. 

"as much pressure on aggressor states as we 
reasonably could ... make oursel ves strong 
militarily so that our words and peâceful 

\ actions carried weight ... , without involving 
'\ the United States in war and ... urge upon 

all nations the true principle of right 
.. international conduct. "22 , ' 
\ \ 

Both these Sta~ements ind'icated that th~ ftnlerican goverr1llent had begun 
1 

considering steps to reinforce its strategy toward Japan. But again, 

the contradiction.'between fallure to fulfill cOllll1itm~nts and deterrence 

was 1 eft unreso 1 ved. Pres i dent Roosevelt referred to i tin a speech in ., 
\ 

January. 1939. He said. 

"The mere fact that we rightly dec li ne to 
intervene with arms to prevent acts of 
aggress i on does not mean tha t we mus tact 
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 manki nd. There are many methods short of 
war, but stronger and more effective than mere 
words, of bringin9 home ta the,aggressar 
goverrments the aggrega te sentiments of our 
own people. n23 

, 28 

-President Roosevelt's reference to "methods short of war" characterized 

the American goverflTlent 1 s i nterpretJt~on of deterrence at this time. It 

adopted several measures to reinforce deterrence - viz •• a request to 

Congress to revise the Neùtrality Acts to al10w for the export of anns 
, ~ 

l 
and ammunition to the bell igerent nations (principally Britain and France). 

an increased pace of reamuament and a notice ta Japan indicating the 

tennination of the Treaty of COIII11erce and Navigation betWeen the two coùntrieS. 
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These measures had a two fold effect: firstly, they stre!lgthened 
\ 

deterrenfe by i nvoki n9\ more than moral sanctions and secondly, they 
\ 

str~ngthened,American defense by i~creasin9 reannament and aiding countries 

who were fighting America's enemy - Japan. 'While these measures were 

certainly'stronger than the invocation of moral sanctions in the previous 
1 

phase, they were i nadequate to deter Japan. The use of such 1 imited 
, 

measures reflected the attempt to avoid provocation and escalation to a 

war that America wanted desparately t,a av'oid. 

Despite America's strategy, ,the Japanese goverl1l1ent denanded that 
\ . 

the 'Vichy government aTlow a military mission to operate in Indo-China 
1 

and asked the Dutch East 1 ndies government to guarantee the supply of raw 

materials to Japan. It also asked the British goverrvnent to withdraw 

its troops from Shanghai, close the frontier between Hong Kong and Chi nA 

and to close the Bunna Road. But most impor.jan'tlY, Japan concluded a 

Pact with Gêrmany and Italy in September 1946. 

All these actions were evidence that the America's strategy of 

deterrence tiad failed. 'The methods short of war l were i nadequa te to 

deter it from further violations of international treaties and America's 
- \ , 

interests. The methods were inadequate because of the overriding interest 

of the Pinerican govEtrnment to avoid war with Japan. This constraint, 

more than any other t ,was re'sponsib 1 e for the weakness and fa il ure of 
III 1 

Ameri ca 's st rategy. 

But the failure, once again, of Amerjca'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 
( 

~( 

.' 
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was not only to pre'vent furthe~ violations of international treaties and 

hann to the life and property o'f American nationals, but also, to compel 
- 1 

\ 

Japan to abandon its gains in China and plans of conquest in South East 

Asia. In the pursuit of this more compl icated and ambitious objective, 

the American gover1111ent adopteti ~ew measu"res of econom,d sanctions. Even 

othe widèhing of the SCOpè of America 1 s strategy and the strengthening 
1 • 

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

of deterrence. 
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Ameri can Stra tegy - Phase' 1 Il: Deterrence and Compellance Through Puni shment 

Japanls i.ncreasing pressure on the F~nch, Dutch and British"cqlonies 
. " 

and ~ts formalizing of the Tripartite Pact wit~ Germany and Italy marked . 

the beginning of a new phase in Americals 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 

strengtl:lening its deterrence as well as' punishing, Japan for its past 

aggressive behavior. HElwever, the restrictions were not as· yet extended 

to Japa,n's supply of oil because Summer Welles (of the ,Far Eastern Division 

of the Statè Department) referred to the contradiction between America 1 s 

deterrent and punisl'Vllent stra tegy as follows: 

nif 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 oil shipments 
would force it into a decision. Rather than 
desis1i', Japan, using our action as cause4and 
reas,on. might move against the Indies." 2 ' 

\ r~ '. 
Again, the contradiction within American strategy was left unresolved. 

\ 

, . -. ., ------
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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 econdmic pres (ure 

was 1,~mited 50 tha~ Japan would not be provoked into attacking SOli 

East Asia in arder ta ensure its supplies of raw materials. Initi lly, 

this strategy' combined with economic pressure appeared to be SrUCC ssful. 

Although Japan protested that the regulations establishing lice sing 

restrictions were discriminatory, it pos,tponed any movement to ,ard the 
1 

South, even when the, Briti sh reopened the Bunna Raad. Secretary Hull 

noted with satisfaction that. 

"Having occupied a few bases in French Indo­
China and dispatched troops ;nto China through 
the French colony, she refrained from the full 
scale military occupation that the Nipponese 
Army had in mind. She 'tried to obtain sweep;ng 
'econom;c concessions in the Netherlands East 
Indies, but postponed any project of occupying 
them mil itarily. "25 

/ 

In fact, Japar1 .appeared to be interested in negotiating a peaceful 
r· 

sett l ement wi th 
\ r ' 

The Japarese indicated that if the, 

'security', they would be willi'ng 

accepted Japan l s proposal to open negotiations 

The, ~bjectives of America' s expanded 

/st'rategy, weyer, were not only to punish Japan for its past aggressive 
i 

behavior violations of the international treaties 
\ 

and 1055 of,American life and property, but also to compel Japan ta 

abandon its gains in China and plans for expansion inta South Ea,;;t ~sia. 
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This became the cornerstone of America's negotiati 9 position viz-a-viz 

Japan and was embodied in:Hull's Four Points: (1) Respect for territorial 
1 

i ntegri ty and sovere; gnty: of each and a 11 nat i o'ns (2) Support for the 

principles of non-interference in the interna1 aff~irs of other countries 

(3) Suppor,t for the principle of equality, including equa1 ity of commer­

cial opportunity (4) Non-disturbance of the status quo in the Pacifie 

except as the status quo, may bel altered by peaceful means.~6 

Japan, on the other hand, insisted that the'United States should 

persuade Chiang-Kai-Shek to lenter into negotiatio'1s with Japan in ~rder 

tOI end the China Affair; resume the supply of those cOlfll1Odit~es that had 

been restricted byexPert licensing and resume nonnal trade relations 

under a new trade treaty. The United States, however, was adalllant that 

Japan wou1d have to withdraw from China compl etely and abandon its plans 

to acquire the pesources of South East Asia .. While the negotiations were 

becomlng deadlock.ed, Hitler launched an attack. on Russia on June 22, 1941. 

Hitler's attack on Russia and the impasse in, the negotiations between 
\ ' ' 

Japan and the United States led t~e Japanese governme~t to reconsider 

32 

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 implemented on July"24, 1941., 

when the Japanese govepment announced that i t had reached an agreement 

wi th the Vichy government to station troops and occupy naval and air bases 

in French Indo-CMna. Subsequently, Japanese troops moved in. 
1 

This action of the Japanese government confronted American decision 

/ 
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makers wi th evidence that their expanded stra tegy of deterrence and . 
compell'ance through punishment was proving inadequate. Japan was doing 

exactly wh~t Jhey wanted to prevent. They had to reconsider their:. 
.. , 

strategy. The unresolved di 1 envna ,between strengtheni ng their stra tegy , 
o 

of dèterrence while not provoki'hg Japan into attacking South East Asia 

reemerged. There was considerable disagreement among policy makers 
'\ 

about the mqst effective way of preventing Japan from attacking South 

~asi Asia. Sorne - Secretaries Stimson and Morgenthau - emp.nasized 

al 

,the need to •. ~rough increased punishment, deter and comlel Ja~anF' d 

advocated a total embargo of all trade with Japan. They believed that 

\ 
IIJapan has historically shown that 'she can 

\ 
misinterpret a pacjfist policy of the United 
States forweakness. She has historiéally 
shown that when the United States indi.cates 

.by c'lear language and bold aims that she 
intends to carry out a clear and affirmative 
policy in the Far East. Japan will yielc;t to 
that policy even though it conflicts with her: 

, o~l~ As iatic pol icy a\n~nceived i nter.ests. "27 

They ~oned that, confronted wi~h t~ choice of abandoning ~~s plans 

" of attacki ng South East Asia° and defyi n9 t~e 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 wiY" not provoking Japan. They' 

·r.~ommended that the United States freeze ,Japanese-assets but refrain 
"l\ 0 

f~ imposiIJ9 an imnêdiate embargo Ol'! the export of oil which would 
, ( 

push 'Japan to attack South East Asia. The American government decjded 

.. 
'\ 
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1 

. i 
that its more ~rnporta~t objective was to punish Japan for Occupylng French 

Indo-China and to dete'r further en1roachments on South East 'Asia and 

froze Japanese assets o~ July 26, 1941. It had'tbe effect of embéirgoing 

Japan,'s sup~ly of oil.' Even though th~ir' strategy had proved unsùccessful }, . 
in the past,.they did not consider a new strategy. They persisted with 

1 
. deterrence tttrough' punishrnent by imposing the embargo on oil and insisted 

that Japan abandon its gains in China' and plans of expansio~ in South\ 

East Asia in thiir negotiatiq,ns. Secretary Hull maintained • 

"It will be difficult for me to get this 
govemrnentj to g6 a long way in rernovi ng 
the embargo un1ess we believe Japan has , 
definitely started on a pea"ceful course 
and ha's renounced purposes of conques t. ,,28 

Fated wi th this expanded strategy of deterrence and. compell ance 

through punishment. the Japanese government had to decide whether it 

wOllld obtain continued supplies of oi1 by reaching an agreement with 

. the United States. or by forcibly acquiring oil from the D4tch, East 
'_ t 

Indies. A comp1icating consideration in this decision was the estimate 

of the Navy that in the event of war with the United States, there 
"t.. 

was no cer~aJnty that Japa~ would win. The Japanese government decided 

on a two stage approa'Ch. In the first stage, it,wou1d try through 
1 - 1 4 

1 

negotiation to persuade the United States to lift ,the o.il ·embargo. If, 

by the middle of October, negotiations had. proved fruitless, it wou1d 
'. ' 

·make preparations to acquire supplies of oi1 by force. In order to 

fa cil i ta te the process of negotiations. the Japanese government proposed . / 

a ·'direct meeting bëtween President Roosevelt and Prime Minister Konoye. 

'! 

( 

,~ 1 

/ 

1 



( ) 

/ . 

1 

The United States, however, rejected this proposal because Jap,an 

had not agreed to abandon its gai ns in Chi na 1o:I1nd' plans for expansion 
1 ~ 

in South East Asia. Secretary HlLll saw in this proposal a para11el 
--f - -

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

to a second r1unich ... 29 

Unable to persuade the United States to lift its oil enbargo, the 

Konoye government resigned on October 15, 1941. The new government, 1 

headed by General Tojo decided ta make one final atternpt at reaching a 

1 ., settl ement through negotiation. Its negoti~ting position was stated 

in two proposals - Proposal A and Proposal B. Proposal A was a restate-

ment of Japanls general position with the aim of ~ complete restructuri.ng 

of Japanese-Amerkan relaUons. Propo,sal 8 tried ta establish a modus 

vivendi, Which would serve as a stop gap arrangement ti 11 a comprehensive 

agr~ement could be' rêached. The United States,"however, was intent on 

compe1ling Japan to reverse its policies of ten years before it reached 

anyagreement. It therefore rejected both these propoSû-1cs. jAs Secretary 
--------

Hull pointed out. 

Il ••• Agreei hg to these proposal s woul d mean 
condonement by the United States of Japanl.s 
pas t agress ions, assent to future courses 
of conque~py Japan, ~bandonment of the 
most essential principles of our foreign-, 
policy. betrayal of China and Russia, and 
acceptance of the role of a sil ent partner 
aiding and abetting Japan in her èffort ta 
create a Japanese hegemony over the Western 
Pacific and Eastern Asia." 30 

_ >11. 

It responded with a 1 ist of proposàls ~o1 its own - i.e .• "the Ten 

) 
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Point Note - which the Japanese found unacceptable. Having failed in 

persuading the United States ta lift the oil emb~rgo, Japanls leaders 
, 

, ~ 

decided on war. Their war plan was premised on the certainty of American 

involvement. Therefore, the greatest benefit ,would come from neutra)izing 

the United States first. In pursuance of their choice to secure the 
1 

resources of South East Asia, they decided ta launch simultaneous 

attacks on r1alaya. Philippines, Outch East Indies and above all. on 

Pearl Harbor on December 7-8, 1941, thus drawing the United States in the 

war it had tri~d so desparately to avoid. 

The attack on Pearl Harbor signalled the unequivocal failure of 
\ 

America's strategy of deterrence and compellance. ~ven more striking 
\ \ 

36 

than the failure was Ameri,can surprise at the fai1u~é. They did not expect 

Japan to 1aunch an attack oh Pearl Harbor. This\gives ri se ta two critica1 

questions: (1) Why did the American strategy fa;',? (2) Why were ~erican 

decision makers surprised àt the fai1ure? The discussion of America's 

deterrent strategy toward Japan has indicated that America was pursuing 

conf1icting objectives. In its first phase. the empha~is wàs on 

deterrence through moral su'asion, a measure too limited fo' ... the scope 

of the policy. Japan was undeterred by ~ra1 sanctions and not on1y 

consolidqted' its position in Hanchuria 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 furtner action . 

• In an effort to correct the weakness of the earlier,strategy, thel 
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United States began ta put heav'ier emphasis on deterrence through punish­

ment. Hawever, the tension between the consequences of p~nishme!ll.t and 

deterrence was 1eft unreso1ved. A1though the punishment invoked was 

stronger than moral sanctions, it was constrained nevertheless, to avoid 

provoking Japan into violations of the status quo in South East Asia. 

The ernphasis was on 'methods short of war l ; 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 ~ursuing 

conf1icting objectives which resulted in its weak application. 

Rather than reconsider its strategy Which had failed twice, the 

Uni'ted States expanded it to inc1ude compella-nce as weJ1. Not only did 

it want to deter Japan (rom fu~ther violations of the status quo in Sbuth • 1 _ 
East Asia, it also wanted to compe1 Japan to abandon its gains in China. 

These two objectiv'es and the means chosen ta pursue thern, conf1 icted 

with the objective of controll~ng esca1ation, but the tension was left 
" 

unreso1ved.~o The punishme,.Dt invoke~ when Japan occupied french Indo-China -

i.e. t'the oi1 embargo - was expected to be so severe that it would not 
\ 

only d~ter Japan from occupying South East Asia, but a1so compel it to 

abandon its gains in China. The probabi1ity that such a severe punishment 
~ \ 

might in fact provoke Japan into doing exactly what it intended to deter 

was no~ evaluated seriourly . This time, Japln challenged America's 

expanded strategy because the issue ~t staketas 50 vital that Japanls 

leaders- coul d see no alternative but the use of ,force. 
, l ' 

In the first two phases then, American"strategy failed, in part, not 

because Japa n did not recognize America ~_s c6nmitment to the status quo. but 
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because the means chosen to signal t~at commitment were disproportionate 
, 

to the values at stake. Japan noted American:disp1easure at its 

acquisition of t~anchuria but disregarded the moral sanctions as hann-
f 

less. \ ' 
Even the 'methods short of war' were not a sufficient deterrent. 

In the 1ast phase, however, the cOllll1itrnent was very credible and the 

punishment invoked so severe, that Japan ca1culated that on1y the use: 

of force, wo~ld change the status quo and during this last phase. Japan 

felt itself under severe time pressure. In other words, the motivation 

to alter the status quo was so strong that Japan chose a challenge as 
-j .: ~ 

the least costly among available options. Finally, American strategy. 

did not attempt ,to offer Japan an incentive which could have changed 

its l'east-cast calcula'tion. 8y then, American dec'ision makers estimated , 

that such an offer would only signal to Japan America 1 s acceptance of 

its aggressive behavior. In short, deterrencEY fai1~ at first, because 

the means used were inadequate and failed in the laSt phase because the 

punishment ~s too effective. \ 
1 

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

to American aecision makers that their strategy 'was fail ing and they had 

a fairly accurate idea of Japanls int~ntiofl to launch' an attack on Sout~ 

East Asia. They knew war was coming and com,ing soon, but were surprised 

when Japan attacked Pearl Harbor. They had concentrated on deterring an -

attack on South East Asia, IlOt on Pearl Harbor. Japan l s attack on Pearl 

Harbor, when it came, therefore, was a surprise ta American decision 

makers. 

Th~ next'chapter will examine in detali1 ~apan's intentions al)d plans 
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and the 'infonnation' about these plans that was available to American 

deci sion make rs ; n 1941.1 
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CHAPTER 1 II 

The last ,chapt~r briefly examined Japanese-American relations prior 

to the attack on Pearl Harbor and analyzed America's detelrent strategy 

toward Japan. It also explained why ~at strategy failed ,and noted 

Amerjcan surprise when the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor. This chapter 

will examine Japan's plans and intentions and what American decision 

makers knew about them. For this purpose, this discussion will be 
,,-

divided into 'two parts: (a) what were Japan's plans and intentions 

before its attack on Pearl Harbor? (b) 'how much did American decision 

,- makers know about ther.l? 

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

The outbreak of war in Europe ,in 1939, and more particularly, the 

swift victories of Nazi forces over most of ~estern Europe created a 
\ -

situation of uncertainty in the Far East, where these European countries 

had colonial ppssessions. This uncertain situation provided Jap~n with 
, 

an opportunity to reduce the pressure created by the economic san~tions 

imposed by the United States. It could stre~gthen its own, supp1y of raw 

materials\ by taking control of the resources of these colonies. Saon 
\ 

after France and 'the Netherlands surrendered to Germany, the Japanese 
1 

goverrvnent out1ined its intentions in a document known as "Gist of the 

I~in Points lin Regard ta Dealing with the Situatïon to Meet 1he Change 

in Uor1d Conditions." This document was adopted on July 27, 1940. It 
\ n 

stated that ~e Japanese government wou1d (1) maintain a firm attitude 

toward Amer;ca~n the one hand; affect on the other hand, a sweeping 
\ 
\ 



1 

1 
> 

1 ,( 
i 

, 
- i 

, 
" 

1 

1 
! . , 
t 
1 , 
i 

" 1 

1 

1 
J 

. \ 

,1 

. , 

0, ' 
r 

readjustment of Japanese relations with the USSR a,s 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) Pract.ice more vigorous 

diplomacy toward the Netherlands East Indies in order ta acquire vital 

matetials.l 

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

27, 1940, the Japanese government took steps to com~lete the political 

,< combination with Germany and Italy. There had been extensive discussions 

'" ---,on the impact of any agreement on Japan 1 s rel ati ons with other cO,untri es, 
~t .~~ 

notably the United States. At the Imperial Conference (the formal decision 
\ 1 

making body in Japan) that. finally approved the decision to sign a pact 
f 

with Gennany and Italy, doubts and reservations about the utility of the 
j 

pact for Japan were expressed. The principal objection was voiced b~ 

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

, 

IIWhen Japanls position becomes clear with the 
announcement of the Pact, she (the United States) 
wi 11 greatly i nc~ease her pressure on us, she will 
step up her aid te Chiang, and she will obstruct 
Japanls war effort. 1 assume that the United 
States, which has not dec1ared war on Germany and 
Italy, will put pressure on 'Japan without dec1aring 
war on us. She will probably ban the export of ail 
and iron, and will refuse ta purchase goods from us." 
She will attempt to weaken us over the long term sa . 
that we will not be able to endure the war. The 
Director of the P1anni~ has said that all available 
steps will be taken ta obtain iron and ail, but the 
results ale un~ertain. Also, the Foreign Ministerls 
statement sh,Qws' that we çannot obta in i ron and ail 
right away. and that in any c~Se the amount will be 2 
restricted. You cannot carry on a war without oil. Il 
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Prime Minister:, Konoye and Foreign Minister Matsuoka, however, put a 

second interpretation on the consequences of the proposed pact. They saw 

the pact as 'defensive.' Konoye explained: 

"A German,Japanese treaty i s to be concl uded for 
peaceful purposes, that is the object. There is 
no other way." 

Matsuoka reasoned along similar lines Jhen he said: 

1 

"The object of the Pact i s to prevent the Uni ted 
States from encircling us ... The only thing that 
can prevent an encirclement policy is a finn stand 
on our part at this tlme ... To be sure, the United 
States may adopt a·'stern attitude for a while, 
but 1 think she will dispassionately take her 
interests into consideration and arrive at a 
reasonable attitude. As to whether she will s~iffen 
her attitude and bring about a critical situation, or 
will levelheadedly reconsider~ 1 would say that the 
odds are fi fty-fi fty." 3 

While they recognized the possibility of a stif.fening in the American 

attitude toward Japan and the harsh consequences for thei r supply-, of raw 

materials, the Japanese decided to sign the pact with ItaJy and Germany, 

bècause they calculated that this was the.best possible solution to the 

prob1em of American encirclement. 

The next important decision, which reflected Japan's intentions. in\ 

the 1ight of the Russo-Gennan War, was taken "n July 2, 1941. It was 

embodied in a document entitled "Outline of Nati'onal Polieies in View of 

the Changing Situation." It said, (1) Our Empire is detennined to'follow 

a' policy that will result in the establishment of the greater East Asia 

co-prosperity sphere and will there'by contribute to wor1d peace, no matter 

\ ' 
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\ ' 
what changes might occur, in the international situation, (2) Our Empire \ 

will cdntinue in its efforts to effect a sett1ement of the China'Incident, 

and will seek to estab1ish a solid basis for the',security and preservation 

of the nation. This will i~vo1ve taking steps to advance south, and 

depending 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~ aboye-menti oned objectives. 4 It was also 

stated that the Japanese government woul d enter into negotiations wi th 

,e French Indo-Chi na to secure the ri ght to stati on troops in that territory 

in or'tler to "assure the integrity of French Inda-China." But if 

n,egati.ati ons di d not succeed, then Japan woul d not hes i ta te. to occupy the 

territory even if Britain and the United States abjected. 

\ 0 

This decision indicated that Japan wou1d·try to achieve its aims 
t "I~ 

,:;' 

thraugh negotiations, but would be prepared to use force, if necessa~. 
. 

The rel0 re • the Japanese began to negoti ate wi th the Vi chy government _ and 

announced on July 24, 1941 th~t an agreement had been reached to station 

troops and occupy naval and ai r bases in French Indo-China. 

Japanese troops moved in. 

Subsequently. 

A further indication of Japanls intentions was available in the 

decision of the Imperial Conference of September 6,1941. The itrmediate 

reason for ~hiS decision was the growing stringency of the Ô~l embargo 

il1lPosed by, th,e United States, Britai'h and the Netherlands. As Prime Minister 

Konoye expl ained: 

" 
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"The international situation in which we are involved 
has become increasing1y strained, and .,'n particular, 
the Unit~d States, Great Britain and the;Netherlands 
have come to oppose our Empire with a11 avai1ab1e 
means .•. If we al10w this situation ta continue, it, ' 
is inevitab1e that our Empi re will gradua11y lose 
the abi1ity ta maintain its national power and that 
our national power will 1a9 behind that of the United 
States, Great Britain and others. Under the se 
circumstances, our Empire, must, of course, quiekly 
prepare ta meet any situation that may occur, and at 
the same time, it must try to prevent the di saster of 
war by resorting to a11 possible diplomatie measures. 
If the diplomatie measure's should, fail to b'ring about 
favorable results within a certain period, 1 believe 
we cannot help but take the ultimate step in order to 
defend ,ourse1,ves. Il 5 

The Army Chi ef of Staff, Sujiyama observed: 

,J 
"lfwe'remain idle and mark time in these pressing 
eircumstances, and if we let ourse1ves be trapped 
by the intrigues,of Great Britain and the United 
States, our national defense capabnitywiH deeline 
as time goes ori; by conJrast, the mi li tary \, 
preparedness of Great Bri tai n and Uni ted States, 
and other countries will be gradually strengthtmed. 
Then it will' become more difficult to carry out our 
military operations, and it is like1y that we might 
eventua lly be unable to overcome ..the 1 oQstac1es posed 
by Great Bri tai n and the Uni ted States. Il 6 

\ 

The pol i cy that the Japanese government adopted was, referred to as 

"The Ess~ntials for Carrying Out the Empirels ,policies." This document 

stated: 

"In view of the current critical situati;on,4" 
particular, the offensive 'attitudes 'of such countries 
as the United States, Great Britain and the Nether1.ands, 
are taking toward Japan, and in view o~ the situation in 
the Soviet Union and the condition of our Empirels 
national power, .we will carry out our policy t~ward the 
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South, which is contained in the Outline of National, 
Policies in View of the Chan in Situation as follows: 

1 Our Empire, for the purposes of self-defense and 
sèlf-preservation. will compl ete preparations for war 
wi th the l ast ten days of October as a tentati ve 
deadl ine, resol ved to go to war with the United States, 
Great Br.itain and the Netherlands if necessary; (II) 
Our Empire will concurrèntly take all possible diplomatie, 
measures vi s-a -'vi s' the Uni ted States and Great Bri ta in, 
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 
diplomatie negotiatidns mentioned above, we will 
immediately decide to commence hostilities against the 
United States, Great Britain and the Netherlands. Il 7 

When. the deadl i ne for tMl' comp l eti on of negoti ati ons passed and 

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

government extended the deadline tQ November 5, 1941 to give negotiations 
. ' 

additional time. But if they did not reach arr agreement by pecember 1. 

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

Nether1ands. Its plans and intentions were outl ined in a document 
\ 

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

, ' 

I. Our 'Empire, in orde-r to resolve the present 
crîtical situation, assut:'e its self-preservation 
and self-defense, and establish a New prder'in <è 

greater East Asia, decides on this occasion to go 
to war ag~inst the United States and Great Britain r 

and takes the following measures: (l) Ithe time 
for resorting to'force is. set at the beginning of 
Decembe,r, and the Army and Navy will cdmplete 
preparations, for operations; (2) Negotiations with 
the Uni ted States will be ca rri ed out in accordance 
with the attached document; (3) Cooperation with 
Germany and Italy wiJl be strengthened; (4) Close 
military relations with Thailand/will be established 
jiJst prior to the use.,force. ' 
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Ir. If negot; at; ons wi th the United States are 
sueeessful by midnight of Deeember l, the use 
of force wi 11 be suspended." 8 

..! The negotiating position of the- Japanese government was outlined in 

the two Proposals - Proposa1 A and Proposal 8. 9 The ,first proposal spelled 

out the outstanding issues '~etween the two eountries with the aim of a 

complete restrueturing of bilateral relations. The second one w~s termed 

a modus vivendi ,and it sought to resto~ the conditions that existed before "Î 

the Japanese advance into Southern Indo-China whieh had provoked the United 

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

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

Japanese government. The new Prime Minister, Tojo, e'Xplained:-

" .•. Whi1e maif1taining close coordinat-ion between 
political and military considerations, we have made 
a special effort to achieve suceess in our diplomatie 
ne~otiations 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 Cab;~et ••. 
As a result. we have come ta the conclusion that we 
must now deci~e to go to war, set the time' for mi1itary 
action at the beginning of December, concentrate all 
our efforts on completing preparations of war, and at 
the same time to break the impasse by dip1omacy./I 10 , 

The operational considerations for this decision were made explicit 

by the Arll\Y Chief·of Staff, Sujiyama. He explained: 

\ ." : .. rr. -, -:'.----:.,-, , l, ,-;--~--,.~, .. ,_ . ......,.., _. ------
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"From the stalfdpoint of operations, if the time for 
commencing war is delayed, the ratio of anlalent 
be,tween Japan and the Uni ted States wi 11 become 
more" and more unfavorable to us as time passes and 
particularly, the gap in air'iarmament will enlarge 
rapid1y. Moreover, defensiye operations in 'the 
Phil i ppines, and other Ame ri can war preparations 
will make rapid progress. Also, the common defense 
arrangements between the United States, Great Britain, 
the Netherl ands and Chi na wi 11 become a 11 the! more 
clQse, and their joint defensive cap,ability will be 
rapid1y increased. Finally, if we delay until after 
next spring, the weather will pennit operational 
activities in the North, and also th~re will be a 
hi gher probabi 1 i ty that our Empi re wi 11 have to face 
~imul taneous war i n, the South and in the North. Thus. 
it woul d be very di sadvantageous for us to de 1 ay, and 
it is feared that it might become impossible for us ta 
undertake offensive operations. In addition, weather 
'conditions in/ the area where important operations are 
goi ng to take pl ace, are such that no de 1 ay is possible. 
Accordi ngly, in arder to resort to force as soon' as 
preparations we contemplate are completed, we would like ., 
ta set the ta rget da te. in the ea r l y pa rt of Decembe r ." 11 

The Japanese government recogni ze.d that the fai l ure to reach an . , 
agreement with the United States meant war and that i t wou1 d be a long * 

war. But it reasoned that the only alternative in the circumstances was l 

1 
the decl i ne of the Empi re. Therefore, when i t recei ve.d the Ame ri can 

response to 'its final proposal - The Ten Point Note - it found it tl c 1early 
\ 

unacceptab1e." On December l, 1941, the Imperial Conference forma11y . \ 

deci ded to go to war wi th the Uni ted States, Great Britain and the 

Netherlands. The Foreign Minister reviewed the course of the informal 

conversations with the United States and concluded: 

\ 

\ 

\ 
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"In short, one must say that it was virtually 
impossible for us to accept thei r proposal; \ 
and if we were to conti,nue negotiations on the 
bas i s of thi s proposa 1 \i n order to get the 
Uni ted States ta withdraw i t, i t woul d be 

'\ allmost impossible for us to obtain what We seek. Il 12 

The Pr~sident of ~he Privy Council pointed out that: 

\ 

"the United States is being utterly conceited, 
obstinate and disrespectful. It is regrettable 
indeed. We simply cannat tolerate such an attitude. 
If we were to give in, we would give up in one stroke 
not only our gains i the Sino-Japanese and Russo­
Japanese wars, but a 50 the benefits of the 
Manchurian Incident. This we cannot do. We are 

_ loath to campel our e'ople to suffer even greater 
har~ships, on top of what they have endured during 
the four years sinc~ the China Incident. But it ;s 
clear that the exist nce of our country is ,being 
threatened, that the great achievements of the .. 
Emplror Meiji wou1d 11 serve ta nought, and that -~--­
there is nothing e1s we can do. Therefor, 1 believe 
that if negot{ations with the Un.ited States were oc:, 

hopeless, then the c mmencement of war in accordance 
with the decision of the previous Imperial Conference 
is inevitable." 13 

\ 

\ 
Al though the chances, of suc ess of the course the Japanese chose 

--, 

were at best uncertain, they cho e it becauje--t-hêy cal'culated that the --
.. ---------------- \ 

cost of war was lesser th~n.-thê- ost of continued dependence and decline 

--------
~ . 

of national honor through attritlon. While the formal decision to go to 

war was made by the' Imperial Con erence, the operational details of the 

\. war were pl anned ~y the Supreme olTlTland of the Japanese Army and Navy. 

The Supreme Command had begun th J' planni ng of the operation just after 
,~ , 

Germany attacked the Soviet' Union in June, 1941. It was given further 

impetus by the imposition of the oi 1 embargo by the United States, Bri tain 
-r 

and the Netherlands. It was only toward the end of October, after long 

~=="""""==-=. =-------- _.- -
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deliberations. simulations and war games, that the final plan was put 
\ 

together. At thi s stage. there was no mention of the pl an to 'attaek 
\ 

Pearl Harbor. It was ealled the Basic Plan for the Greater East Asia 

War and it consisted ~f three phases: 

1. Ttle seizure of southern areas whieh are rieh in resources; 

and the strategie areas and posi tions for the establ i shment of a perimeter 

for the defense of the Southern Resources Ar.eas and the Japanese Mai~land. 

The area to be seized was within the 'line whi~h join~ the Kurilles. 

\Marshalls (inc1uding Wake). Bismarcks, Timor, Java, Sumatra, Malaya and 

Burma. 

II. Consolidation and strengtHening of the defepsive perimeter. 

III. The intercept~on and destruction of any attacking strength 
u 

which might threaten the defensive perimeter. or the vital areas within 

the perimeter. Concurrently,with intercept operations the activation of 
\ --

plans to destroy the United Sta~es will to fi9ht.
14 

If thel three phases of this plan were successful, the Japanese hoped to 

attain their goal of self sufficiency. 

\' The plan to attack the America" fleet at Pearl Harbor was conceived 

by Admira~ Yamamoto, Commander-in-Chief of the Japanese Combined Fleet. 

He was the most vigorous advocate ,lof neutralizing the American fleet 

because he reasoned that t~e who~e plan of conquest in 10uth East Asi a 

would be endang~red if the fleet at-,Pearl Harb~r was nô~ destroyed. He 
"\ 

had been opposed to f1ghting a war with the United States, but if it had 

to be fought. this was th~ only.way he would agree to it. 

, , 
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The possibility of destroying the American fleet stationed at Pearl 
\ 

Harbor had occurred to YamafiJoto when he' saw the' manoeuvers of nava'l pi lots 
, 

operati ng from aircraft carri ers", He thought that if this manoeuver were 

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

The feasability of this manoeuver wa~ demonstrated when, in N?vember'l 1940, 

the British Navy attacked the unsuspecting Italian fleet anchored at its 

base in Taranto and successfully used aerial torpedoes in the shallow 
1 0 

waters of Taranto~ 

Yamamoto carefully examined the reports of the sucçessful attack at 
1 

53 

Taranto and began to study the feasability of such an attack on Pearl Harbo~. 

He enlisted thr help of Re~r Admiral Ohnishi and Commander Genda who worked 
, '1 

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

(1) the shallQ\f1 waters of Pearl Harbor and (2) the imperative lof surprise. 

They estimated that the,ir plan had only a sixt y percent chance of success. 

D~sPite these problef:ls, ho\~ever, YaMamoto decided to implement this plan 
, \ 

and began extensive training for it. Emphasis was placed on shallow water 
, 1 

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

Inspite of intensified training and the careful1y wort-ed-IDrt plan thar-' 

Yamamoto put b~fore the Naval General Staff, there was vigorous opposition to 

it for two main reasons. Firstly, the N'él"Ial General Staft'had completed a 

defailed plan for the deployment of the entire fleet in Southward operations. ' 

Besides ~ the chances of success \'#ere at least sixt y percent. The Chief of 

Staff! reasoned: 
\ 

. , 

"Why st; r up America •• rLet us take the rich East 
Indian island of Java. Then wh en t~e U.S. Pacifie 
fleet approaches Japan to counterattack it can be 
annihilate.d in home waters." 15 

1\ 

l " 



\' 

o 

\ , 

54 

But the most important objection was that ~he plan was too risky. It èoul d 

only succeed if it took the American fleet by surprise. If it failed, the 

_ attack would be a major disaster. -. ,\ 

1 

But Yamamoto insisted tha,t the l only chance of success for Japanls-

"' operations in t'he South would be first to meutralize the American fleet at 

Pearl Harbor. When in 1 ate October he recei ved another 1 i st of objecti ons 

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

"The presence of the U. S. fl eet i 1'1 Hawa i i i s a 
dagger poi nted at our throats. Should war be 
decl ared, the length and breadth of our southern 
operations would immediately be exposed to a 
serious threat on its flank. The Hawaii operation 
is absolutely indispensable. Unless it is carried \ 
out .. Admt-t::al' Yamamoto has no confidence that he can 
fulfil his assigned responsibility. The nurperous 
difficulties of trris operation do not make it 
impossible. Weather conditions worry us most but 
as there are seven days in a month when refuelling 
at sea i5 possible, the chances of success are by 
no means sma 11 . 1 f good fqrtune i s bes towed upon us 
we will be assured of success. Should the Hawaii 
operation by chance end in failure, that wou1d merely 
impl~ [that fortune is not on our side. That should 16 
also be the t;me for defini,tely halting all 'operations. Il 

He threatened that if the Naval General Staff did not agree to his Iplan, 

hé wpuld resign his pO,sition and return to civilian lire. 
\ 

Faced with this thr;-eat, t~e Chief of Naval Staff reluctantly agreed ta 

Yamamotols plan on November 3, 1941. Yamamoto then issued a series of 

operational orders, putting the plan into effect.'7 The Pearl Harbor striking 
1 

force was ordered to assemble' at Hitok[appu Bay for refuellin'g on November 22. 

The order read: "The Task Forèe., keeping its movements strictly secrét, 

shall assemble in Hitokappu BaYÎby NO\fember 22 for refeulling. 1I18 The next 
\ 

impo~r'tant arder was fssued on November 25, w~i c~ stated: 

\\ 
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\ "The Task Force, keeping its movements strictly secret 
and maintaining close guard against submarines and 
aircraft,\sh'all advance to Hawa;ian waters, and upon 
the very opening of hosti1ities shall attack the 
main force of the United States fleet in Hawaii and 
deal it a mortal blow. The first air raid is plJpned 
.for the dawn of X-day (exact date to be given b.f'later 
arder). Upon completion of the air raid, the task, 
force, ~eeping close coordination and guarding against 
the enemy's counterattack, shaJl speedily leave the 
enemy 1 s waters and then return ta Japan. Shoul d the 
negotiations with the United States prove successful, 
the task force sha1'l hold itself in readiness forthwith 
ta return and reassemble." 19 r 

1 

The final oper:-ationa1\order was issued on December 2 which ~tateq: 

"Execute Attack X 8 December designat~d as "X" day.,,20 

55 

Yamamoto 1 s plan to ,attack Pearl Harbor was known only to t~e seni6r 

members of tHe Naval General Staff. Amang the civilian leadership, only 

theE,mperor and the Pri~ Min;ster were told that Japan would open hostilities 

agsinst 'the Anglo-Sa~on countries by 1aunching'an attack on the American 

flee't at Pearl Harbor on December 8, 1941' (Tokyo time). The detai1s of the 

plan w~re withhe1d from them. 
~ ~, 

Thi s part of Japan 1 s war plan was kept 

complete ly secret because its success depended so heavilY on surprise. 
\ 

The foregoi n9 discussion analyzed the ste~!b~t the Ja'Ranes~ 

. 

government took in deciding to initiate war against the United States and 

noted that the formal decision to go to, w~r was taken pnly on December 1, 

1941. But mor~ importantly, the discussion emphasized the fact that the 

plan to attack Pearl Harborwas on1y. finalized on No~ember 3 and was 

withheld from the civilian leaders 'in order to rnàxirnize the effe'ct of 

surprise. On1y the Emperor and the Prime Minister were informed of it on 

Oecember 3, 1941. Having analy~ed Japan1s plans and intentions before the 

attack on Pearl Harbor, it 1s now possible ta review the sources and 
\ 

. \ 



content of information about them that was available to decision makers 

in Washington. 

Sources and, Content of Information Availab'e to'~'rican Decision Makers 

Amer-! can deci sion makers received information of' Japan 1 s intentions 

and plans through several sources. These source's can be distinguished at 
. 

three levels: T~e"first level of information consisted of the formal 
\ 1 

)diplomatie contact between the two countries - i.e., the assessment of 

Japan 1 S i ntenti ons and plans provi ded by Ambassador Grew and the contact 

through the Japanese Ambassador, who represented the Japanese government 1 s 

\official positioon in Washi.ngton. This level also included other public 
, 

sources sueh as official contacts with other diplomatie missions, notably 

of Britain, the Nether1ands and China. The second leve1 of infonnation 

came from the interception of Japanls diplomatie and military mes~aages -

Magic. The third level of information was provided by newspaper reports 
1 
1 

of Japàn 1 s intent·i ons from Japan and a 11 over $outheas,t Asi a. 

The United States had been sensiti've to Japanls wish to alter the 

status quo in the Far East ever since' the Manchurian Crisi,s in 1931, but 

the-outbr:eak of war I in Europe, and- pa-rt-icul-ar1y- the--de-feat-of'-franœ-and--

'" the Netherlands, had created an opportunity for Japan to make itself self-

suff1cient if it sei.zed the resources of the French and Dutch colonies in 

the Far East. Ameri can deci sion makers were infonned of Japan 1 s inténtions 
\ ,#-----. 

----:tr/th:i s regard when i t made a fonnal announcement ta that effect. A 

statement was issued by the "Japanese government on August 1, 1940 whi ch 

stated: 

\i 
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Il ••• Japan's foreign policy, which aims ultimately at 
the èonstruction of a new\ order in greater East Asia. 
will be directed, first of a1l, toward a complete 
settlèment of the China Affair, and the advancement 
of the national fortune by taking a far sighted view 
af the drasti c changes in the injernationa 1 situati on 21 
and formul,ating both constructive and flexible measures. Il 

Further ev; den ce of Japah 1 s i ntenti on to exp loi t the 5 i tuati on in Europe 

was ptovi ded by the announcement of the Tri parti te Pact si gned between 

Germany, Japan and Italy. The signatories decided lita stand byand 

coaperate with one another in regard to their efforts in greater East As;a 

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

to\establish and maintain a neW arder of things ca1cu1ated to promote 

mutual prosperity and we1fare of the peoples concerned. 1I22 
1 

The next pi ece of evi'dènce tnat Ame ri can deci si on makers got was the 

signing of the Neutra1ity Pact with the Soviet Union in April 1941. The 

Prime Minister annaunced the Pact, Ion, April 14. 1941 and explained its 

intent as fo11ows: 

Il ... It is my belief that,this Pact has epoch-making 
signifieance in the relations between Japan and the 
Soviet Union and that it will great1y contribute 

_---rowarILthEWrrQIIJotton of worl d peace. 1123 

It indicat~d that Japan was abandoning, for the time being, its intention 
\ , 

,of attacking the Soviet Uni on. At the same time however~ the Japanese 

and American governmenh~became i nvol ved in informal conversati ons wi th 
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the aim of maintaining peace in the Far East and reso1 ving thei r differences. 

With the outbreak of the Russo-German War in June 1941. Amerfcan 
\ , 

decision makers beeame aware 'of a duplicity in Japan's intentions. At the 

official diplomatie level, Japan appeared to be desirous of maintaining 
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peace in the Far East and this was evident from the series of proposals 
, 

that were presented to Ameri can deci si on makers by the Japanese Ambassador. , 

Bu, from reading the intercepts of Japan1s secret diplomatie messages, . 
,they 1earnt"that Gennany Was pressuring Japan ta honor its obligation to 

~, 

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

insi sti ng tha"t Germany make France and ,the Netherl ands accept Japan 1 s 

demand ta be a110wed ta station troops in French Indo China and ta obtain 

an assured supply of oi1 from,the Dutch East Indies. A message intercepted 

on July 8, 1941 stated: 

, 

"1) Imperial Japan shall adhere to the policy- of 
contributing to world peace by estab1ishing the 
greater East Asia Sphere of Coprospèrity, 
regardless of h,ow the world situation may change; 
2) The Imperial government will continue ta effect 
a" settlement of the China Incident and seek to 
estab1ish a solid basis for the security and the 
preservati on of the nati on. "24 

Another message from Tokyo to Washi n9ton i ntercepted on the same day read: 

f~Preparations for southward advance sha1l be 
~re;nforced and the policy a1ready decided upon 
"~wi th refe rence to French- Indo Chi na and' Thaï 1 and 
s~all be executed. As regards the Russo-German 
War, although the spirit of the Three-Power Axis 
shall ,be maintajned, every preparation shall be 
made at present and the s ituati on sha 11 be dea 1 t 
wi th in ,our own way. "25 

~ 

An intercept from Canton to~Tokyo datfd ~u1y 14, 1941 stated: 

"The ilTlJledi ate abject of our occupati on of French 
Indo-China will be to achieve our purpose there. 
Secondly, its purpose is, when the international 
situati~n is suitable, to launch therefrom a ,rapid 
attack. -This venture we will carry out inspite of 

,\ 

---:------- --' --

" 
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any difficulties which maYarise. We will 
endeavor ta the l ast ta accupy French lnda- . 

. China. peaeefully, but if resi stance is affered, 
we will crush it by force, accupy~ ,the ~oUntry, '" 
and set up martial law. After the occupation 
of Fre~ch Indo-China, next on our schedule i~, 

,the sending of. an ultimatum to the Netherland 
Indies. Il 26 \..' 
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The intereepts of,Japanls diplomatie messages were regarded by American 

decis;on makers as evidence of Japan1s·determ;nation to proceed with ;ts 
'. , 

intent;o~ of invad;ng Southeast Asia and they imposed an oiJ embargo on 

Japan on July 26,1941. This mave strengthened Japanls determination to 

attaek Southeast Asia and American decision makers learned of this renewei 

determinatio~ from an intercept from Tokyo. to Washington dated July 31 

whi ch stated: ." . 

l> 

IIComnerical and eeonom;e relations between Japan 
and third countries. led by Englan&and the 
United States, are gradual1y becoming 50 horribly 
strained that we cannat endure it much longer. 
Consequently, our Empire, to save its very life, 
must take measures to seeure the raw mate ri al s of 
,the- South Seas. _ Our Empire must il1111ediately take 
steps ta break asunder the ever-strengthening 
chain of enci rclement whi ch i s being woven under 
the guidance and participation of ~ng1and and the 
United States ... That is why we decided to obtain 
military bases in French Inda-China and ta have 
Our troops accl:lPY that territory. Il 27 

- \ 

At t~e official diplomatie lebel ,\however, t~e Japanese go~ment 

maintained a concil;atary attitude and affèred ta ~neutralize Fre Indo- ;' 

China and Thailand,1I 28 but more importantly, praposed a meeting tween 

Roosev~lt ~nd Konàye~29 . A similar attitude was maintained in subsequent 

prbposals as well. Ambassador Grew also informed the Ame~ican 90vernment 

, 

i 

i 
l • 
'1 
1 , 
i 

f ., 

1 
1 
t 

l 

1 



Q 

.--. 
" 1 

-\ 

() 

of Japan's desire to continue negotiations and wrote in sUPl?ort of the 

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

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 
estab 1; sh_ the hegemony of Japan over al1 greater East 
Asia~ which would carry with it the inevitability of 
war with the Uni ted States. Il 30 

\ 

'i'; 1 

Later he reported his conver~ations with the Foreign Minister and noted 

\ again'that if the Konoye government diq,not succeed in obtaini~ an 
1 

agreement, "the logical outcome of this will be tfte downfall of the Konoye 
. 

governmel1.t and the fonnation of a military dictatorship ~hich will lack 

e>i,ther the disp.osition or the t:ii1nperament to avoid colliding he'ad-o'n with 

th~ Unjted States." 31 

But the Amerièan gavernment discou~ted Grew's assessment because it 

learnt fram the intercept ~f August 20, 1941 of Jan,ap's Ireal ' intentions. 
,/ 

The intercept stated: 

l'. 

When 

"due to the Russo-German War\ there is the \\ 
possibility of a third power being implanted 
in the Far Eastern Soviet Russ; a ..• and 
consequently the security of both Japan and 
Manchukuo being threatened, we need to prevent 
such a thing from happening. The Japanese 
government has dec; ded ta i ncrease the Japanese 
forces in Manchukuo té the minimum number 32 J 
necessary ta cape with such a possibility, Il 

the Konoye government was unab1e ta r.each an agree wi th thè 

United States .. ,it was rèplacéd by General Tojo's government. Once again, 

Grew reported that the new\ government was desirous of avoiding war with 
l. 
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the United States by reaching a settlement, but decision makers in 

Washi ngton l earnt from an i ntarcepted message. that Japag trad deci ded to 

ma~ no further,concessions and engage in no further negotiations. The 

intercept dated October 23 stated: 

"Our' country has said practically a11 she can say 
. in the way of expressing of opinions and setting 

forth our stand. We feel that we have now reacred 
a point where. no further positive action can be 
taken by us, ,except to urge the Uni ted States to 
reconsider her views' •.. we urge, therefore, ~h t 
choos;ng an opportune moirent, either you (Nom ra) 
or Wakasugi (C&unselor of the Embassy) let i be 
known to the Unfted States by indi rection th t Qur 
country is not in a position to spend much rè1time. 
discuss;ng ,this matter. Il 33 

\ 
In the mon th of November, the Japanese government put forward i ts 

. \ 

/. 

last ·offer to the United States. This 6ffer was outlined in two proposals 

- Proposal ~ an~ Proposa 1 B - whi ch was presented to Secretary Hull on 

November 7 and 20. At the saire time, American decision makers learnt of 
Cl 

Japan 1 s desperati on and anxi~ty from frequent fntercepts which stated that 
" 

these pro~osals were Japan's final effort fO reach a set,tlement with the 

United States. The intercept datedJ~ovember 2 read: . 

,. 
"I am very sorry that Japanese-American relations 
have 1ate1y been growing worse and worse. If 
this continues, 1 fear that unfortunate results 
wiH ensue. For six months, negoatiations have. 
been dragging a10ng, and our people are growing 
ill1'!ltient,. Therefore, 1 ~ope a speedy settlement 
wi 11 be r.eached." 34 / 

The i nterc;ept of Novellter 4 stated: 

" 
"Conditions both within and without our empire 
étre so tense that,no longer 1s procrastination' 

- ' .. 
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.\ possible. Yet in our sincerity to"maintaitl 
pacifie relationships between the Empire of 
clapan and the United States of Ame ri ea, we have 
decided, as a,result of these deliberations, 
to,g<:tmble'Qnlce more on the continua of't 
parleys, but this is our last eff lin 
na'me ,and in spj rif, this counter-proposal of ours, 
1"s illdeed the 1 ast. I want you to know that. 
If through it we do not reach a quick accord~ 1 
am'sarry to'say the talks will certainly be ruptured. 
Then, indeed" will relation's between our two nations 

- be on the br; nk of chaos. Il 35 '" 

. 

'. 

From Nôv'ember 5, ther:e ,were repeated menti 0lls of a '~deadl i ne. Il A 

me~sage i'ntercépted on No~ember 5 state~: 

u "Because of Ivarious ci.rcumstanœs, it is absolutely 
necessary that all arrangements ~f the signing of, 
this agreement be completed bY,the 25th of this month. 
I realize that this 'is a difficult order, but under. 

'the ci rcumstances , ,it is an unavoidable one .. Please 
'undersfand thi s th6roughly and tackel the problem of 
saving the Japanese~U.S. relatiôns from falling into 

Q, a chaotic condition. 1I 36 . 
-

.Another mèssage intercepted on November 11 read: 

j 

• p 

IIThe Imperiaf governme~t has made the maximum 
cOnGe~s ionS' she can in drawi ng up i ts fi na l 
proposa l •.. Oùr domest i c poli ti ca 1 si tuati on 
will pe'rmit no delaYs' .•. The fact remains that' 
the' geadl j ne set forth i s my message 11736 i s 
absolute1y immovable,under present conditions~ -
It'is a definite deadline and therefore it is 
essenti al that a sett'l einent be reached 1 by about 
that time. 1I 37 

,\, r. 

. 

l ' 

An intercepted.message from Tokyo to 'Hong Kong dateq November 14' read: 

J 
! 

\ 
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"The empire's foreign policy as it has been 
decided by the ~binet, insofar as it pertains 
to China is: Ca) We will completely destroy 
Br1tish/and Americ'an power in China, (b) We 
will take over ~11_enemy concessions and enemy 
important r'tghts and i nterests (customs and 
minerals, etc.) in China, (c) We will take over 
a 11 ri gh~ and i nterests 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 vete ran troops. Then we wi 11 cope w; th a 
world war on a long-time scale. Should our 
reserves for total war and our future military 
strength wane, we have decided' to rei nforce 
them from the who 1 e Fa r Ea~te rn a rea. Thi s 38 
has the whole fundamen~al policy,of the empire." 

/ 

The phrases "crisis is fast approaching. t1 and "time is short" were, 

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

"In vi ew of the fact that the cr; sis i s fast approàchi og no subs i.di ary 

63 

compl i'Cations can be countenanced even when consi dering the element of time , 

~lone. SU,ch an eventuality would make impossible the surmounting of the 
J ~ 

~risis." 39 Anoth~r intercept of the same date read: "The 'fact remains 

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

absolutely. inmovable one. Please, therefore, make the United States see 

the light, so as to make possible the s;gnin,9 of the agreement by that date." 40 

A message intercepted on November 16 sai,d: 

"In your oplnlon we ought to wait and see 
wh'at tur" the war' takes' and remain patient. 
However, 1 am awfully sorry to say that the 
situation renders it out of the question. ' 
1 set the deadline for the solution of these 
negotiations in my #736, and there will be no 
change ... You see how short time, ,therefore 1 

do not allow the United States tQ side-track 
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Us and delay negotiations any further. 
Press them for a sol Lti on on the bà:sis of 
proposals, and do your best ta bring about 
an ilTll1ediate solution. 1I 41 

The intercept of November 19 ~tated: 

IIwe think the only way ta reach a full sol ution 
is ta conclude an agreement now on a few 
absolutely essential ;te~s in,9~der to prevent 
matte rs from gai n9 from bad to worse by long­
view political adjustments, thus first of a11 ' 
avoiding the danger of an outbreak of war... \ 
the transfer of troops from:SoutherniFrench 
,Indo-Chi na ta the northern part, i s an important 
concession1we would venture ta make for the sake / 
of speeding the agreement ... Il 42 ' 

The situation referred to in the intercept of November 22 was 

i ndeed very tense. The Japanese government was very,r anxi ous to reach a 

settlement with the United States and therefore extended the deadline of 
, 1 

November 25 to November 29. It .informed the negotiators in Washi~gton 

that: 

nIt is awfully haret for us ta consider cnanging the' 
date set in my '736. Vou should know this, however, 
I know you are working harde Stick ta our fixed 
policy ~nd do your very best. Spare no efforts and 
try to bring about the solution we desire. There are 
reasons beyond your ability ta guess why w~ wanted ta 
settle Japanese- American relations by the 25th, but 
if within the next three or four days yau can finish 

\ \ your conversations with the Americans; if the signing 
can be camp l eted by the 29th (1 et me wri te ,it out tor/ 
you - the twenty-ninth); if, the pertinent notes can be 
exchangedj if we can get an understanding with Great 
Britain and the Netherlands; and in shdrt if everything 
can be finished, we have decided ta wait uRt;l that date. 
This time we mean it. that the deadline absolutely 
cannot.be changed. After that things are automatically 
901ng ta happen. n 43 1· 

\ 

, \ 
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Having read these deadline messages, American decision makers were aware 
1 

of Japan 1 s desperati on and deSi re ta reach àn understanding with" the United 

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

proposal of November 20 with a counter-proposa1 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 

adv\sed its Ambassadors in Washington accordingly. The message was intercepted 

on Novembe r 29 and ; t s ta ted : 
..,~ ----'" 

uWell~ you two Ambassadors (Nomura and Kurusu) have , 
exerted superhuman efforts, but, i nspite of thi s, 
the United States has go ne ahead and presented . 
this humiliating proposal. This was quite unexpected 
and extr:emely regrettable. The \ Imperial government 
can by no means\ use i t as a bas i s for negothti ons. 

~Therefore, with a report of the views of the Imperial 
government.,on this\~merican proposal which 1 will 
send you in two or three d~Y5, the negotiations 
will be defacto reptured. 'This is unevitable. Howéver, 
I do not wish you ta give the impression that 
négotiations are broken off. Merely say ta them that 
you are waiting for instructions ... " 45 ~ 

\ 

American decision makers a150 learned that Tokyo had inforrned Berlin that 

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

to Berlin dated November 30 stated: 

\. "The conversati ons begun between Tokyo and -
Washingtorr last April during the admirlistration 
of the ,fonner Cabinet ••• now stand ruptured. In 
the face of th; s, our Empi re faces a grave 
situation and must act with determination. Will 
Your Honor, therefore, i!Tlœdiately interview 
Chancellor Hitler and Foreign Minister Ribbentrop 
and confldenti~lly corrmunicate to them a sunmary 
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of th~ 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 oreaking out of war may come 
qui cke r than any one dreams." 46, 

J 

Another interc~pt from Hanoi to Tokyo dated November 25 indicated 

that Japan 1 s preparations for war had been completed~ It read: 

"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 ad~ance. Should however, the 
negotiations not end in success, since practically 
all preparations for the campaigns have been completed. 
our forces shall be able ta move wH:hin the day." 47 
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, \ 

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

hostilities are ta begin we here are all, prepar.ed. The army has completed' , \ 

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

to the bitter end, it is understood that the anny is, prepared to go as far 

as ta mi 1 i tari 1y occupy the country. Il 48 ' 

The next important piece of evidence was provided by a series of 

last minute intercepts which indicated that a break in Japanese-American 

relations was imminent. These intercepts are referred to as IIthe pilot 

.message,1I "the fourteen part message," IIthe one o'clock or time delivery 

message," and the final "code destruction message." The pilot mes~ge 

stated: 

"This separate message is a very long one. 1 will 
send ft in fourteen parts and 1 imagine you will 
receive it tomorrow. However, 1 am not sure. The \ 
situatlon is extremely delicate, a~dlwhen you receive 

" 
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it 1 want you ta keep it secret for the time 
being.: Concerning the' time of presenting thi s 
memorandum to the United States, 1 will wire 
you inl a separate message. However, 1 want 
you in l the meantime to put it in nicely drafted 
form ahd make every preparation to present it 
to the Americans just as soon as you recelve 

~ , instr"let;ons." 49. 

~-Ibe"fO"rteen part Imessage was J restatement of Japan' s views on how the 

United ?tates andlBritain had obstructed ~apan's efforts for peace in the 

Far East. The fo rteenth part formally informed the United States pf the 

It stated: "The earnest hope of the 
/' 

Japanese governme t to a'èijust ,Japanese-American rel ations and to preserve· 

and promote thelpeace of the Pacifie through coop~ration w~th the American 
" ' 

government has b en fina l1y lost. The Japanese government regrets to have 
. , , 

to notify hereby the American government that in view of the attitude of 

the American gOY rnment, it cannot but consider. that it is impossible to' 

reach an agreemen through further negotiations." 50 The, one o'clock 

message read: "w 11 the Ambassador pl ease submi t to the Uni ted States 

government (ilf pos ible to the Secretary of State) our reply tà the 

Un'ited States at 1:00 p'.m. on the 7th~ your time." 51 The final code 

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

and also #907, #9Q8 a~d #909, please destroy at once the remaining cipher 

machine'and all machine codes. Oisnose in like manner àlso secret 
~~, 

documents." 52 

The last source of information available to American decision makers 

was intelligence and espionage reports. These reports were interspersed 

among the diplomatic lintercepts cited earlier. They indicated that Japan 
1 " 
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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,that the Japanese 

were gathering information about ship movements from ports both in ~he . t _ 

Far East and the United States. The most important of these messages • , , 
with regard to Pearl Harbor was intercepted on September 24. It asked the 

Japanese agent in Honolulu to divide the waters Of Pearl Harbor into five 

sub-areas: "Area A: waters between 'Ford Is1 and and the Arsenal. Area B: 
1 

waters adjacent to the Island south and west of Ford Island. Area C: 
- ' \ \ 

o .- •• \ 
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East Loch. Area 0: Middle Loch. Area E: West loch and\the communicating 
, \, 

water routes. With regard to warships and aircraft carriers, we would like 
" 

ta have you 'report those at anchor (these are not so important), tied up 

at wharves, buoys, and in docks. (Designate types land classes briefly. If 

possible, we would like to have you make mention of the fact when there 

are two or more vessels alongside the same whar.f.)" 53 

The next important message relating ta ship movements at Pearl Harbor 

was intercepted on November 15. It stated: liAs relations between Japan 

and \the United States /are most criti cal, make your "ships in harbor report" . . 
, 

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

doubt aware, please take ,extra care to mainta'in secrecy." 54 Another 
'\ 

request intercepte'd on November 29 read: "We have been receiving reports 1 

from you on shi p movement5, but in future wi 11 you al 50\ report even when 
, 55 

, there are no movements. Il In the 1 ast two days before the attack on 

Pearl Ha~bor, additiona-l espionage messages from Honolulu ta Tokyo, on the 
\ 

location of ships inoHawaii and the level of prepareQness at the base, 

were intercepted, but thay were not translated until after the attack 
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on Pearl Harbor. 56 

An addHional 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: 
\ 

Il 1 n case qf emerg-ency (dange r of cutt i ng off our 
diplomatie relatïons), and the cutting off of 
international communications, the following 
warning will be added in the middle of the daily 
Japanese language short wave news broadeast. 
(1) In case of Japan-U.S. relations in danger: 
Higashi No Kaseame (east wind rain). (2) Japan- 1 

USSR relations: Hitanokaze Kumori (north wind 
cloudy): (3) Japan-Britl'sh 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 eath sentence will be . 
repeated twice. When this is héard please destroy 
all code papers etc.' This is as ïet to be a 
completely secret arrangement. Il 57 

A ~econd intereept slightly modified the winds-code arrangement. 
\ 

It read: 

"When ou) diplomatie relations are becoming 
dangerous, we will add the following at the 
beginning and end of our general intelligenèe 
broadcasts: (1) If i't is Japan-U.S. relations, 
"Higashi." (2) Japan-Russia relations, "Kita. 1I 

{3} Japan-British relations (including Thai, 
Malaya and N.E. I.), "Nishi. II The above will' 
be 'repeated five times and included at the 
be~inning and end." 58 

i 
! ' 

The preceding discussion was a detailed examination of Japan's 
\ ' 

intentions and plans before the attack on Pearl Harbor and the sources 

and inf~rmat;on that decision ma~ers in Washington Had at their djSposal: 

It shows that none of the pieces of information that was available to them 
1 

indicated clearly Jap~n's intention to a,ttack Pearl Harbor. As Michael 
\ 

\ 
1 

" ~\ 

- 1 

- \ 

69 



" 
, ~ 
.j 
\ 

il 
\.;. 

'. \ '" '1 

, \ 

o 

· \ 

Handel has pointed out: nOne reason , that we rarely obtain clear signa)s 

from the enemy is simply'that few such ~ignals exist." 59 He ,refers to 

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

attack Pearl Harbor, two reasons are relevant. Firstly,·the plan to 
, "',~ -, 

attack Pearl Harbor was nct finalized till the beginning of November. 
, 

And secondly,'the Japanese kept the plan completely secret because it was> 

necessay for its success. c lIn other words, there were no clear' signals 
, 

of Japan's intentions and the information that was available, was subject 

to several interpretations. The next two chapters will examine how the 

information av~ilable was interpreted 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 in, sorne deti!il Japan's intentions and plans 

before the attack on Pearl Harbor. and the information abou,t these intentions 

that was available to American decision makefs. This chapter will examine 

one of the princiilal hypotheses - i.e., a psycholbgical explanation of the 

fail ure of American decision ,makers ta anticipate an attack on Pearl Harbor. 

'l,n other words, why were they surprised? F~r this purpose,' this discussion 

will be divided into four parts - (1) a resta-ternent of the explanatiOflt 

(2) an' anaJysis of the changing i~ge of Japan in th~ minds of Am!!rican 

decision makers (3) an analysis of the impact of tbese images on their 
, 

estimates of Japanese'intentions just prior to the attack on Pearl ,Harbor 

and (4) an analysis o~ the Icongruence between the hypothesis and the 
-, 

evidence. 

The Logic of the Exp1anation 

This explanation states that faulty beliefs and images lead ta poor 

information processing which resu1ts in low estimates of the\ probability 

of an attack. Beliefs are composed of 'images' of th«r past, present and 

future and inc1ude "a11 the accwnulated, organized know1edge that the 

organism has about itself and tHe world. H1 'They serve as "a prism that 
, , 

r 1 
influences the' actor's perceptipn and the diagnosis of the flow'of political 

1 -, ' 2 
events, his definitions and thé estimates of the' particular situation. ft 

\ . 
These beliefs may hold conflicting and even contradictory elements ~hich 

• • "# " 
remain as long as they ~re not questionéd by 1ncoming information.. They 

'\ -
constantW i nte,ract with new infQrmation and there i s a tendency among 

ind1viduals to, maintain cognitive': consistency when chal1enged by discrepant 
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information. Robert Jervis has suggested SOf'lle of the techniques by which 

belief$ interact with discrepant information. Wh en such information is 

received, (i) it is either ignored, dismissed or denied; (ii) ft is , . 
, 1 

reinterpreted to confonn to preexisting beliefs and iœgesi (ii;) the source 

is discredited; (iv). if the source is trust'Worthy, ~the information is accepted 
.t '1 .... 

( 

as such. but beliefs and images are. not updated; Cv) there is sea>rch for 
. '. ' . /. .' 

mOre information tllat' supports preexistir;w beliefs and, images; (v1) if . , , 

however, discrepant information b~comes to uncomfortable, only marginal 

iadjustments are made, in bel i efs and i~ges. 3 

The scopé of adjustrœnt in the beliefs and images is a funhtion of 

whether their structure is 'open' or 'closed'. If' their structur~ is open, 

a ItK)d~rate alll)unt o,f di screpant information will read 'to at least 'a 

œconsideration, if not change i,n their content. If however, their structure" 
,1 • 

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

ta affect even a marginal adjustment in content. 

The Changing Il11ë!ge of Japan ~ , 

.' ' 
8etore analyz1ng the changing image of Japan as perceived ~y American 

Ah 

decision makers, 1t is necessary to construct a frarnework for its analysis. ,.' ' .. , , 

o Thè ~amework for analys1s 15 derived from Holsti ' s variables drawn from 
o \,,' 

, 1 4 ' 
Ms es,Sa,v "Evalu~tiv~ Assertions Analysis." These variables are applicable . , 

to' afly'dimen,sion defi.ned a5' a continuum of polar opposites.· Although , 

.numerous polar opposites can be 1dentiffed. thf,s analysis will use only ., ~ . . 
~ four. of these variables. They are pos1tivé:..negative; friendly-hostile; 

, . 
• 0 • 

ll' .. ~ 0 ~ ') 

• , str'on~-weak and act1ve~passiv,. These dimensions përtain to the limage of the 
n lt • • ~) 

1nt~nt1on~ land ca~ab,111t1es of ~n opponent. 

./ 

• 
/' . 

the pos1tfve-negàt1vtf ~nd~,. 
i ~! 0 ~ r~, 
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• 

friendly-hostile dimensions of,the image refer to assessment~of intentions 

'and the stron~-weak and active-passive dimensionsrefer to the capabilities 

of the adversary. The, positive-negative dimension refers ta the changing 
o 1 

- ,:.. image in terms of v~lu'es - i.e., the similarity or dissimilarity of bel iefs 

a~d goals. The friendly-hostile dimension applies to the compatibility 
Q, • 

or incompatibility of jnterests~ The strong-weak dimension applies ta the 
, 

potency or effect;ve~ess of the adversary and the active-passive dime~sion 

77 

~pplies to the strength or weakness of the adversary. Thes! categories of 

.the image interact wi th new information about the adversary and may change 

uniformly or unevenly in relation to eath other. The subsequent discussion, 

will analyze the impact of new information on eath of these categories for 

eac~of,the principal decis10n makers • 

. ! Before the eruption of the ~nchurian crisis in 1931. Amerfcan decision 

makers had a positive image of Japan and perceived it as a friend. This 

perception w~s based on the perceived similarity of beli~fs and goals and 'A 

" , "1 

a cQmpatibility of interests whfch was evident from~apan's adherènce to 
, 1 

the international' commitments it had ~nter~d during the 1920~s. This friendly 

o 

and positive image of Japan~~as chal1enged first when American decisiOn makers 
" • • , JI. '~I . . ~ 

were confronred with information that Japan had initiated fighting against 
. , l ' 

the Chinese in Manchuria. Although they d1d not deny the information, it 

did not change'~heir image of Japan. They were sympathet1c toward Japan'~ 
, 

problems in Manchuria and accepted Japan's explanat10n of tHe initiation of 

hostilit1es •. pres1den~Hoover~ just1fied this sympat~~~ic attitude toward 
(, cr 

Jàpan'~s fol1ows: "There is something on the side of Japan. Ours has béen-, . 

a long and deepseated fr1endsh1p w1th her, and we shou~d in fr1endsh1p 

, consicler her side also.u5 The Secretary of State, Henry 'St1mson, too, 
J' i 4-
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expressed his per.ception of Japanls friendliness in his observation that~ 

, 
"The Japan~se gO,vernment has thu..s for ten years 
given an exceptional record of goo~ citizenship in 
the 1 ife of the international world. Shi dehard was 
still in office. We know he had been 1aboring hard 
for moderation against the pressure of the arfl1Y 

. leaders in Manchuria. We reached the conclusion 
that those leaders have engineered 1 this outbreak 
without his know1edge and certainly against his ' 
wi 11. Il 6 , 
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Despite sorne, disconfirming information-, the image of Japan as perce; ved 

by American decision makers still .was fr;~nd1y and positive. This image of 

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

~occupied large areas of North China and estab1ished the independent- regime 

of Manchukuo. The positive and friendly image of Japan began to decline. 
<> - ," 

, 

Jap~n was identified as a violator of ,international treaties and there was 

perception of an incompability of interest between Jap'an and the United States. 

In fact, Stimson saw the possibil ity of incompatibil i ty becoming acti ve 

hostility and noted, 

"At ·present i t seems to me that if Japan keeps up 
this attitude 1n wh1c" she is now, we are shaping 

1 

up an issue between two great' -theories of civil izatoion 
and economit: methods. It looks a little as if Japan 
has made up her mind that 1ndustr1al ization and 
forei gn trade will not be enough for her if she 
cannot hold ft, and is yielding to her temptation 
and thinking that she can make I1Iilrkets for herse1 f 
1n China by force. wh:fch means that she must 
permanent1y exploit China and inpose the suzerainty 
of a dom1nan~ race upon another race ... "7 

, 

Clearly then, Stimson and lother decisfon makers too, had begun to 

perce ive Japan as antagonî stic (though not hostile as yet) and negati ve, 
, . , l ' , 

though passive 'and weak and they did not see a~ darlger to the Unite4 S~ates. 

l, 
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, l, 
, l ,; 

In ,other words,\t~ey were une~SYlabout Japan;s intentions but did not 

anticipate any di~ect threat to American security. The change in their 
l ' 

perception' had o~{ured only after they had been confronted with a large 

amount of disconfjrming evidence of Japan's intentions. The magnitu~e 
of change was small; it only cha ged fram positive to negative. The 

negative, antagon Istië ,and passi e Jmage of Japan was shared by President 

Roosevelt, who su~ceeded Preside t Hoover. in 1933. This i5 evid~ot from 

hi5 repeated warnings of the dan er inherent in the violation of inter· 
r /' () 

r national treaties,i which omitted 'however, any direct reference to Japan 
i ' \ 

because Japan's vi1olation of int rnational treaties was not viewed as 
! , \ 

endangering Ameri an security. n 9ne address then, he stated, 

1/ e are deeply c ncerned about the 'tendencies Q 

, of r~ ent years amon many of the nations, of other 
conti ents. It is a bitter experience to us when 
the 5 irit of agree nts to which we are p,rty i5 
nct l ved up to. lt is an even more bitter experience 
'for t~e whole coq>an of nations to witness not only 
the· SRi rit but the 1 tter of the inter",ational 
agree nts is violat d with iq>unity and without 
regar to the siq>le princip1es of Ihonor. Permanent 

1 
frien ships between ations and-between men can be 
sustalnedsonly by sc upu10us respect for-the pledged 

d 1/ 
wor . ,.. b 1 

This image of a negati ve, passi ve Japan persi sted when 

war broke out between China and apan in 1937. Roos~velt dfd not 'perceive , \ 

any direct danger to American se urity. He.focused on the danger inherent 

in war, but did not refer to Jap n dir~ct1y. He noted, 

f' ••• The present reign of terror and international 
lawlessness, beganoa few years ago. It bagan through 
the unjusti,f1ed 1nterfer:oence in the internal affa1rs 
of other na'tft)ns or the invasion of a11en terrftory 
1n vfo1ati~n of treat1es. ,and now has reach~d a stage 

• 
;> 
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where the very foundations of civilization are 
seriously threatened~ The làndmarks and traditions 
which have marked the progress of civilization ' 
toward a conditiongof law, order and justice are 
being wiped away. Il • 
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-, 

His statement s'uggests that Roosevelt continued to perceive Japan as negative 

and antag~nistic but passive since Japan 1 s intentions were not seen as 
\ 

directly endangering American security. 
, 

Roosevelt's image of Japan underwent a small change when he learnt 'that 

Japan had signed the Tripartite Pact with Germany and Italy. Now Roosevelt 
\ 

." perceived Japan1s intentions as negative and hostile and,there was some 

o 

change in the dimension referring to Japanls capabilities as welle In other 

words,\Japan's intent~ons wete clearly perceived as negative and hostile 
\ 

because i t had a li gned i tse l f wi th Germany and Ita ly and thereby al so 
1 

increased its capabilities slightly. HQwever, this slight increase in 
, . \ . 1 

Japanls capabilities was not perce1ved as a direct and immediate threat ta 

American security. 

Roosevelt's negative' and hos,tile image of Japan l s intentions, but 'a 
1 

, relatively passive image of Japanls capabilities was contrasted by his 
• r 

negative, hQstile, àctive and strong image of G~rmanyls intentions and 

capabilities. Th1s 1s ev1dent from h1s reference,ta an 1mmediate danger 

from Germany •. In an address he noted, 

, \ 
, 

"It' 1'5 now clear that H1tler'has begun h1s campa1gn 
to control the seas by ruthless force and by w1ping 
out ever:'Y yest1ge of interna~ionall law and humanity. 
His intention ~as been made clear ••• , This attack on 
the Greer was no 10cal1zed m111tary operatio!, in the 
North Altant1c. This is no mere 1episode in a struggle 
between two nat,ions. This was one determ1ned step 
toward creating a permanent 'world system base4 on 
force, terrer and murder ••• The Nazi danger to our 

, 
\ ~ 
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western world has long ceased to be a mere poss;~ 
bility. The danger is here now - not only from 
a mtlital"/Y enem}' but from 'an enell1Y of -an law~ all 
li berty, ,a 11 mora li ty t a 11 re 1 i gi on. ,.10 

" \ , 1 
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, As is evident from Roosevelt's statements, 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 Gennan capabili'ties , 

and intentions as posing an immediate ~anger. This relatlve1y passive 

image of J~pan's hostility persisted until before' the Japanese attack on 

rea(l Harbor. Over a period 9f ti~L Roosevelt's image of Japan had changed 
. ' 1 

when i,t was confronted with discre,pant information about Japan' s intentions4 
\ 

but the amount and scope of change was small. Besides, there was change 

a10ng the dimensions referring to Japan's intentions, but the change in the 
• \ J 

, 1 

capabilities dimensions was negqlgible. In other words, ,prior to the 
/' '1 

Japanese attack \on Pearl Harbor,i Roosevelt" s image ~f Japan was negat; ve and 

hostile but relatively passive., 

Unlike Roosevelt, Secretary of State Cordell' Hull percei ved J~pan as 

negative and hostile'even as.he came to office 1n 1933. He had long been 

susp1cious of Japan's intentions and noted his pe~ception of Japan as 
\ ' 

, . \ 

fonows: "Japan's diplomatie record was that of,a highway robber ••• When 
1: \ - ' 

Japan invaded'Manchuria in 1931 and set UP a puppet regfme ea11ed Manchukus' 

••• (1t) thereby created '8 ~rld danger extend1ng beyond the èonf1ned ~of a 
1 11 l ' ' 

conflict between Japan and C Il Given th1,s ln1t1a11y hostile and ' 
o 

1 

u11 interpreted subsequent information of'Japan's, 
, 

r. ational treat1~s .. in suc,h a manner' that< his image ff 
, l " 1 

ostil1ty became more active. Even before war broke out in Europe 
, ' 

,n 1939. Hull perce1/~ed Japap as the enell1Y al~ng with Germany and Italy. who 
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1 

posed a threat to international peace which was guaranteed by the treaties. 
, l , 1 

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

~bout the growing violation of internati,onal treaties as follows, 

, 

"Japan had won a war in China; Italy in Ethiopia; 
Spain, the IOOther country of most of the latin 
American Republics, was in,civil wa~with Italy, 
Russia and Germany intervening; Germany and Japan 

·linked in a virtual alliance, Hitler was Yiolating 
one treâty after anotqer ••• " 2 1 

// 1 1 

1 1 . l ' 
Hull's image of Japan as n~gative, hostile and active led him to per~eive 

a close correlation betwee"...!:be treaty violations in Europe and Àsia, with 
) 

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

"The other manifestation of, Japan's menac1ng 
c~me (when) •• ~. Japan lai~ èlaim to sovereignty 
over a huge sea' area with1fl which were the Spratly­
Islands, about seven hundred miles south t of 
Man il a, and a vas t number of other ;s 1 ands d 
reefs. The Spratly Islands were likewise cla"med' 
by France. The outline~ of Japan's expansio ist . 
ideas were becoming clearer. This was the ti ' 
of Europe's preocçupation over Hitler's swallowing 
of Czechoslovàkia, and Japan, as she always did, 
took advantage of Europe's troubles to adva~cè her 

i own fortu~r"" 13 

\ 

This, and other actions ,of Japan resulting in the consolidation of its control 

ovet China were perceived by Hull as evidence which conffrmed his negative, 
1 1 . 

% ho~tl1 e and acti"ve i~e ~fr Ja,pan' s 1 nt~nti ons' and capabi 11 t1 es. 
" 

Hull's perception of a close correlation b~tween events in Europe and . '~. . 
Asia led him to expect close cooperation between Japan and Ge~ny, long 

1 

before there was a forma 1 a 11 i ancè between them. Therefore. when the 

Tripartite ~ace was s1gned by Japan, Germany and Italy. ft on1y cdnf1nmed 

Ms perception of a negatfve, hostile and activ.6Japan who was now a full 
, 1 

\ • 1 

,\ 

, ! 
~ 

1 
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partner in Hitler's plans to domi,nate the world. He observed, 

\ 

"The relations allDng Germany, Italy and Japan, 
each country having a cOllll1On objective in 
conquering certai n areas of the worl dp and 'èach 
pursuing idèntical 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. 1I14 

\ 0 

,f , ' , ~! ~ 
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Hull 1 s nega,tive, hostile and active' image of Japan persisted uniil Just prior 

to the Japanese lattack on Pearl Harbor. Over al period of time, Hullis image 
• • 1 \ • 

of Japan underwent\only a slight change in the dimension referring to Japanls 

" " capabi}1ties àfter ft announced its treaty with Ge~ny ~nd It~ly. His 0 ' 

perception of.Japan's inte~t1ons, however, remàined negati~e and hostile 

since he interpreted new inf~rmatlo~ in such a ~,nner that lit confirmed his 
~ , 

initial image. pespJte his negative, hostile and acti,ve .ilMge of Ja~a~, 

there is lfttle evidence of Hul1 ' s perception of 'direct danger- to the United , , 

States.\ 

As the perception of danger fram treaty violations grew, decision rnakers\ 
- l ' 

ln Wa-shington began to adopt measures to increase' American security. 'The 
,q , \ 

decisian making circ1e was enlarged to include Henry'Stimson as~ëèret~ry 
, ' 

of War and Frank Knox as Secret~ny of Navy. Although both men viewed t~e 

danger arising from the violation of lnternati.onal treaties with alarm a~d 
advocated strong measures to'deal ~ith the violators, Stfmson ,was the more 

, • 1 

outspoken of tH; two. His'- 1l111l'ge of Ja'pan in 1940 had~ changed 'conSiderably 
" , , 

since his involvement in the Manchur1an cr1sis, when he had hoped that Japan 

would re.lize that, it c,uld not ~iolate international law without, hurting 

itself mi,l1tarily and econom1cally. He had noted then that, 

" 
\ e 
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\ "There is rational ground to hope that r.u:h sooner , 
than now seems likely .that Japan will again realize 
tha t . her own i ntere~ t i s more dependent upon r 

friendly commercial and political relations with 
Chinà than with any other nation; that such relations 
cannot be ~ul tivated by forcible 'exploitation of 
China; and that in the equHable sett1ement which 
may then be atta1'ined, the opinion and judgllimt of 
the world as expressed unanimous1y in 1933 will be, 
whether publicly admitted or not, a potent factor. ,,15 

u 

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 stro~g fnfl uence tending 
1 / 16 

to bring Japan into her normal position in ~nternational lffe." In- ,other 

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

be1ieved that·Japan would certainly become a good citizen of the world 

agafn. Stimson's image of Japan continued to be positive and friendly. 

The conti nuat; on of th; fi ghti ng in Chi ~a, however. tha 11 enged . 
" 

Stimson's positive and friendly image of Japan. But instead ,of changing 
• 

his image' in r~sponse to this eVidenc~,~_1; nere1y acknowle~ged the POSSi~ 

bilityof a conflict of interest develc>ping between Japan and the United 
\.. V .. 

sta tes. He hoted.' If At present i t seems ta ne that 1 f Japan keeps up thi s 
~ .... p --- , 

attitude in which she 1s now, we ,are shaping up an issue between two great 
- . \' 

theories of civi1ization and, economtc .method,s. ,,17 In ,othe~ 'Words, des pite 
" ,,). 1 ~ 

discrepant information, 'Stimson made only a margi-~a~ adjustment, in hi S 

friendly and positive image of Japan. \ ' 

Stimson's friendly and positive imagé. bf Japan was challenged again 
" l , 

, \ \ l, 

by 1nfo~t1on: that Japan had become involved in lfulll-scale warfare with 
\ ~ '. J 

China. This piece of information brought about a drast1c change in ,his 
,,' (\ -. . " 

. , 
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perception of Japan. Now he perceived Japan's intentions as nega~ive and 

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

and indiscriminate aggressipn. He expressed his perception of a negative 

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

r 
IISimu1taneously, events have been occuring in 
the outside wor1d which misht well make Japan 
think that her opportunity has arri ved for a new 
attack on China. Thé fascist dictators of Italy 
and Germany hav.e bol dly and successfuHy carried 

, through coups, invo1ving Ethiopia, the Rhinelan~ 
and Spain, acts of treaty v,io1ation and indefensible 
aggr,ess i on. 1118 

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

superceded by his perception of greater and more immediate danger tOi 

\ i Amertca~ se~urity from fascism in Europe. This p~rception was ~xpressed 
l" -~ 

<9 • 

in a forceful letter to The New York Times in which he. out1 ined the magnitude \ 

of the percei ved danger :as . fo 11 ows: 

, , 

Il Fasci sm •.• i s a radi ca l attempt to reverse 
entireTy the long evolution out 'of which our' 
democracies of Europe -and America have grown, 
and... it 50nstitutes prob~bly the most seri DUS 

attack on t~eir un~erlying principles wh1ch these" 
principles have ever. met ••• Furthennore, fascism 
has evol v,d a seriQus IOOra1 deterioration, an' \ 
increasing and callous dis:regard of the most 
forma 1 and explicit international obligations 
ancl pledges; extreme brutal..ity toward helpless 
grqups of peop 1!!;. the c0"1' 1 ete destruction 

~ within their jurisdiction of tba~ freedOIn of 
speech. of thought. and of the pérson which has 
-been the prfceless goal qf many centuries of 

; strugg1e and the nost distinctive crown of our. 
~ lIIJtt\n civ1l1zatfon. "19, 'e> 

Stimson's obs.rY~t10n ,of the nagrïft~e o~ dan~r arislng fram European 

fascf sm 15 in direct contract to his reference to Japan 's int~ntion~. "'wh1ch 

. 
1 , , 

. ' 

. 
! 
l ' 
; 
• 
1 

, , 



, 

o 

( 

jou9h they were negat; ve and hos t; 1 e. we re not seen as an ; me dia te 

threat ta Amerlcan securlty. 
\ 

Stimson's negative an~ ho~tile image. of Japan persisted until the 
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Uapanese attack on Pearl Harbor. Over' a period of time. his, image of Japan 

changed from positive and friendly to negative and hostile., There was 

however, no evaluation of Japan's capabilities. The amount and scope of 
\ ., ' 0 

change in.his perception of Japan's intentions was abrupt and uneven. In 
1 

the first instance, information of Japan's occupation of Manchuria did not 

bring aoout a change in his positive and friéndly ~mage. There was merely 

an acknowledgement of Japan's aggressive Uehavior, ~u~ the image remained 
~ . 

unaltered. But information of Japanls involvement in the undeclared war in 

China. in conjunction with the trea'ty violations and aggression in Europe, 

changed his image of Japan completely. Now Stimson perc~ived Japan's . 
\ . \ 

intentions as negativè and hostile. As menti~ned before, there was no 
\ 

consideration 'of Japanls capabilities. 

The foregoing discussion.analyzed tne changing image ~f Japan aS' 

perceived by American decision makers just prior to the attack on Pearl . ~ ~. ~ 

"Harbor. \ It also examin~d the differences in tW~ amount an~ scope of change 

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

,different images on processlng of .information about ~apan's last minute 

intentions and on their estimates of the probability of an attack on Pearl 

Harbor. 

\ 
Information Proc:essing and, Estimates of, the ProbabiHty of' an Attack on 

.'Pearl Harbor 
\ 

As the preceding discussion has indicated, by 1940, princ4rpal decision 
-:. 

makers'in Washington perce1ved Japan's intentions as negative andohost11e; 

, 
'" 



1 

,1 

o 

" 

• 

the potency of their image however, differed from,one decisian maker ta 

another..,. Both Roasevelt's and Stims?n's images of Japan were negative and 

hostile and relative1y passive compar~d to their perception of Germany 
\ , 

because they ~xpected greater danger to American security from Germany. 
" 

Wh en they were confronted with information that Japan was eager to resolve 
, , 

their differences by\negotiations, Roosevelt accepted that information at;ld 
, ~ 

B7 

instructed the State Department to enter into negotiations with Japan. 'Given 

hf~ ~egative and hostile t~ough relatively passive image of Japan, Roosetelt 
, " 

accepted this piece of information, but did not change ,his image". Stimson, ' 

on the other hand, whose i~ge of Japan was similar to that of Roosevelt, 

dismi~sed this information ~s a~'attempt by Japan ta deceive th~ UniteH 
• 

States and actively searched for information which wou1d confirm his negative , 

and hostile~image of Japan. , 
\ 

Wh en however, Roos,~velt and Stimson were ccinfronted with information 
, . 

that Japan was preparing to attack'Southeast Asia 'in order to'obtain the" 
, . . \ 

resources that had been embargoed by the United States, b~h esti~ted a 
, , , 

very high probabllity' of an attack' on Southeast Asia. Roosevelt noted this .. 
estimate in a letter to Wendell Wilk4e on December 5, 1941,1n which he" 

wrote, 

f • \ 

"The situation i~ definitely serious and there 
might be an armed c·lash et any moment if the 

, Japanese continue their fonïard progress against 
the Phil1fpfnes, D~tch Indies or Hala~a or Burma. 
Per~aps the next four or ff~~ days wil\l decide 
the matter. "20 J' 

St1mson too, estimated a very h1gh probability of the Japanese 1nitiating 

hosti1lities in Southeast Asia and noted, 
, 
\ 



o 

o , 

"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 this and that there remain 

'no doubt in ~~yonels mind as to who were the 
aggressors •• ~ 

, "88 

. , 

Given both Roosevelt's and Stimsbn's perception of Japan as hostile, negative 
\ 

and relatively passive. they estimated a high prabability of a Japanese 
, .. ~ . 

o ~ • 

&ttack on Southeas~ Asia, but considered the probability of a direct Japanese 

attack ~n the United States ta be 50 low that the probability of an attack 

on Pearl Ha~bor was no~ considered at a1~, ',', ,;-
1 \ --~ 

Corde11 Hull's image of Japan was negative, hostile and,active.\ When 
J 

he received information that Japan was eager to settle its d1fferences with 

the Unned 'States through negptiations - informat'ion that was contrary to , , 

Jhis perception of Japan's intentions - he accepted the info~tion as sucH, 
t 

b~t did not change his image Qf Japan. ~e ~~câme invo~~d in ~onversations 
, ~.' . ' 

with Jap~n but did,not con~ider that a negotiated sett1ement was likely. ,He 
" \ 

noted 1 tha t "there was not one change in twenty. or one in fi fty, or even one 

in a hund~ed (of' an agreement with Ja~a").1122 .. 
However, when Hull was confronted with information that Japan was preparing 

,fi • • j 

ta ~ttack Southe'ast Asia. it confirmed his negative, hostile ~nd active image 
• Q 

of Japan and.led him to esotimate a very ,high probabili~Y of an atta,ck i,n 

Southeast Asia. ' He no~d his èstimate fof the probabl1 ity of an attack in a 

meeting of the War Counci1 on November 25. 1941. as fol1ows. 

1 

"The ,Japanese are 11 kely to break out at any 
t1me w~th new aets of eonquest by force ' ... 
any'plan for our m1litary defense should 
include,the assumption that the Japanese 
nrlght make the el.ment of surprise a central 
.point in their strategy. Th~-,m1ght 'attack .. . 

. \ 

\ 

\ 

o 

. \ 

\ 

i 
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~ i 

at various points simultaneously with a vie. 
of odemoral fzing efforts of

3
defense and 

eoordi nation of defense ... 2 <1 

,\ ' 
Despitec hi's negative. h~sti1e and.I,aet; ve image of Japan, Hull estimated a' 

~ ~ 
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very high probability of an attack on Southeast Asia, ~ut a very low 

probability of an attack on Pearl" Harbor. In fact, his estimate of t~e 

probab1Hty of an attack 'on Pearl H~\rbor was' 50 l.ow that he did not cons'ider 
l' 

it at all. 

The foregoing analysis noted ,.:that different dec1s1on makers h~d 

different images of Japan, different ways of proeessing information about 
,1 

,Japanl~ intentions, but made ldentieal h1gh estimates of the probabiUty of 

an attack on Southeast Asia. The 1~ortant question is - why did Ameriean 
, J 

1 \ /) { .. 1 
decisi.on makers, desp1te differences in t~ir images, and proced~res ,for 

'. information proeessing, make identieal high estinates of the PrQbàbil i ty 
.., iii '1 /1.( 

_ '. • ' lf " 
of an attack on Southeast As1a, but a vent low est1nate of the probàbi l1ty 

. - t 

of an attack on Pearl Harbor?', The most\p-laL\s1ble, ~nswer to this q~est10,n 
\ " " 

15 that Ame~itan dec15ion makers had,an overwhelm109 a_ont of information 

which po1nted in th~ direction, of. Southeast' As\~. 'and no~é in' the direction h' 

" 1 .... ,. r \. 

of Pearl Harbor. In other words, .. ft wa~ the overWhelm1ng wei.ght of' " . 
, . ~ 

infonnation that led~them ta .ke a high estimate 'of the PFObab111tY '. ,~ 
of an attack on Southeast-.A$ia anJ. ver,y low ~stiJte of the~ probab'111ty 

, 1'" 

. of an attlck on Pearl Harbor. Thfs arg ... nt win be explored further . ~ ~ i l, • , 
, JlI .~ " 

in the next~ chapter. Op .. ' .., , 

Another plausible answer '1s. that' AMerican!\ ~c1sfon makel"!» o,ver-. à 

" ,--- eqJhasized the intentions dimension of th81r 1 lit of Japln, but paid , , r 
, " , ,. 

" 1nsuff1c1ent ~ttent1onl ta the evaluation ,of Ja ,~ ·s ~'pab111t1e~. ~n -
• r -' l .. 

~ 6 ' 

, . 
, " 

'1 

, \ 

\ ' 

" f 

.. 
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fact, an examination of their mem;;irs and public papers indicate~ that' , 

none of thém systematically evaluated Japan's intentions,relative to • 

its capabilities. In àth~r words, it was not distortio~ of information, 

but inàdequate attention to the capabilities dime~sibn which accounts for 
. \ 

the low estimate of the probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor. 
, , ' . \ 

If all' American decision ~akers made identical'high prOb~biiity 
, 

estimates of an attack 'on Southéast Asia, but a very low èstimate of the' .. 
, . 

probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor, regard\le~s of the differences in 
; ( -. " 

90 

their imagés and procedures for information process;ng, then th; s explanation ' 

which states that t'aul ty beliefs and images l~ad to poor infonnation 

, processing which results ir\ low èstimates' of the probability, of an attack 

is inadequate. In otber words, empir'tcal evidence does~ot validate this . . ' 

, explanatl;on. $ince the psychol?g1cal explanation does not adequately 
, , 

explain the failure of American decision ma~ers ta anticipate an attack 
. . 

on Pearl Harbor, the next chap'ter will explain the organi~ational procedures, 
... 

<1.... ~ .. 

bureaucratie politics and deception expl~nations in ordêr, to provide a more 
, . 

,satisfactory,explanatiorl of Al)1er.icar.r' surprise when Japan attack Pearl 

Harbor' • 

/ 

~, 

<-). 

" 
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CHAPTER V 
~' 

The previous chapter examined cognitive explanations of tne failure of 
t 

American decision makers to anticipate the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. It 

analyzed their changing perceptions of Japan, the impac't of these perceptions 

on the processing of information about Japan's ;,ntentions, and on their 
" 

_estimates of the probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor. This chapter will 

~xamine three alternative explanation~ of the failure of Amerîéan decision 
1 

makers to anticipate the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. These explanations 

are (1) organ;zationa1 procedures, (2) bureaucra~ic po1itics and (3) deception. 
\ . '" 

For the purpose of analysis, the discussion of each Qf the exp1anations will 
" 

be divided into two parts: (a) a restatement ~f the 10g1c of each of the 

exp1anations and (b) an examination of the impact of each of the ~xplanations 

on the processing of information about Japanese intentions and the estrmates 

of the probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor.-

Organizational Procedures: The logic of the Explanation 

A~ explanation pf organizational procedures states that standard operating 

pro~dures in org~nizations lea~ to routine information pr~eSSing. These 

rout~nes permit ~~e 10ss Of, important informati~and the 'burial' of potentiall.y 

~it~l information w~lch becomes less urgent; conséque~tly ~ecision makers 
l' 

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

surprise attack on Pearl Harbor, this explanation suggests that the stan~rd 

operating procedures withjn, the intelligence gathering organizations wer~ 

responsible for ~he routi~e processing of information about Japanese intentions 

which 'resulted in a delay in the transmission of potentially vital information 

to central decision makers in Washington. The result of tn1s delay was that . 
they made a low estimate of tne probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor. In 



" 

order té va1idate th~s explanation, this discussion will reconstruct the 

standard operating procedures within the intelligence organizations dealing 
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with the prqcessing of information about Jap~nls intentions and analyze their 

impact ôn the probabil ity of an attack on PeaTl Harbor made by American 

decision makers. , 

Pefo e reco structing the relev,ant operating procedures however, it is ,-' 
~ . 

"important to def ne preci sely these standard operations. IStandard operating 
f 

procedures are rules of thumb devised in large organizational that permit 

concerted action by a large number of individuals. each responcting to basic 
1... 

OUI!S-.' ,They contain rehearsed sets of actions or 1 programs 1 for situations'as 

the} arise. Beèause they aDre deve10ped over' a long period of time they cannot 

~hange very easi1y when new and uncertain situati'ons deve1op. In fact, they 
,/ 

are des-igned to reduce uncertainty ilnd deal with such situations in an o,rderly 

fashi on. l Therefore. 'when situa ti ons of uncerta i nt y do ari se, standard opera ti og 
" 

pro'cedures are inadequate and inappropriate and cause unnecessary delays. This 

analysis wHl focus on recon~tructing thÇ>se 'Y/outine pro,çedures that were developed 

, / by American intelligence agencies in order to process information abou't Japanese 
~ ,v 

intentions gathered prior to the attack on Pearl Har~or. 

Before,,·the Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor, the task of gathering secret, 

,information about Japanls intentions was performed by the intelligence units 

of the Army and the Navy. An Army in te 11 i gence offi cer had succeeded in ... . , 
breaking the Japanese governme tls to -priority diplomatie code -; Purple -

~ , ~~ 

in August 1940. The information 0 ained from the deciphering of the diplomatie 
'1> ' 

code enabled Am;rican deeision ma ers ,to 1earn of Japan~s Itr,ue l y tentions. 

Diplomatie messages were intercepted a tions in severa1 parts of the , , 
\ 

United States, Hawaii and the'Phi1ippines. i ntercepts were then forwarded \ 
1 

1 

i 
f 
! 

/, 

, , ~ 
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to the Signal Corps of the War Department and the Co ... ications Security 

of the Navy Department for processing because only they had all the keys for 
/ 

the translation of the intercepts. ,The intercepts were then eva1uated by the 

Far Eastern sections of the Mi1itary Intelligence Division of the War Depart­

ment and the Office of Naval Intell igence of the Navy Department. Al though 

each unit evaluated the intercepts forwarded by its own intercepting stations" 

there was close cooperation betWeen the two departrnents and they ré'gularly 

exchanged files of their eva1uated messages. The evaluated intercepts were 

~i na 11 y shawn to cen tra l deci sion ma ker-! in Wa shi ngton. 
1 

The intelligence processing units in Washington had devised a routit:le 

with regard to the processing and evaluation of the intercepted messages which 
,/ /, 

close1y corresponded to the priority established by the Japanese governrnent. 
\ 

Since the dip10matic code - Purple - was regarded by the Japanese as their 

mast important code, the intelligence units followed the same pr;ority in 

processing those intercept~;. Messages transmitted in other co(les were considered 

to be 1ess important and were therefore given ,10wer pr10rity. Thjs routine 

resulted in a backlog of messages that were transmitted in less important codes. 
! .,' 

As the cris{s between Japan and the United States,deepened, the volume of 

unprocessed mèssage's gréw. The backlog resulted i~a d~y in the processing 

o a de1ay which varied from sevèra} hours to severa~ weeks. 

T i sis evi dent from the reco~d of the decoded espi onage i ntercepts, the most 

,importan~ ~9xamJ?le o.f the de1ay in'infor~ti~n 'processi,-g being the intercept 

of September 21, 1941 (referred to as the 'bomb plot' message) which was 

processed on October 9, 1941. -

Despite the de1ay caused by the established routine of processing the 

diplomatie interc~s fi~St, the testimony of the principal intelligence officers 

,.(;) 
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\ 

in Washington indicates that on1y \he ;ntercepts transllitted in the espionage 

code between De,cember 5 and 6, 1941 were not processed before the Japanese 

attacked Pearl Harbor.' These mess~l~es 'were -
u, 

December 5, 1941 - Honolulu tO\\TOkYO: 1) During Friday morning, 

the 5th, the t~r.ee batt1eships mentioned in my message #239 arrived 

1 here. They have been at sea fori eight days: 2) The Lexington 

and five heavy cruisers 1eft port on the same day. 3) The 

fOl1owing ships were in port on the afternoon of the 5th: .' , 

8 batt1esMps, 3 light cru;s~rs, 16 destroyers. Four ships 

of the Honolulu class and (un~eadab1e) were in dock .. 
\ 

\ " 
December 6 - Tokyo to Honolulu: P1ease wire irnmediate1y re the 

, 

1 atter part of my #123 the movements of the f1 eet subsequent! 
1 

ta the f'Ourth. 

" . " \ 
December 6 - Honolulu to Tokyo: Re the last'part of your #123: 

f ' 

• On' the Amefican continent in Octol)er the Army began training \ 

barrage balloon(tro~p's at Camp Davis, North Carolina. Not on1y 
l' 

have they ordered fOur or five hundred bal1oons, but it, is under-

stood that they are considering the use of these balloons in the . . 
defense pf Hawaii and Panama. Insofar as Hawaii 1s conc~rned, 

though, investigations have been made in the neighbprhood of 

Pearl Harbor. they have nO,t set up mooring equipment, .nor have 

they ~electedthe troops ta' man them:' Furthermore, there is no 
, ! 

indication that any training for the maintenance of b~11oons is 

being underta~en. In addition, it ;s difficult to imagine that 

they have actually any. However, even though they have actual1y ," . 
,/ 

\ 

" , 

• 
f. 

~. ~'r. 

j 
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1 
, ... ... /1 ~~'J\J.''1 i~vl'l"it1 .. \ t"..." ~ ...... 

made preparations, because they must control the air over the 
\" 

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

Harbor, Hickam, Ford, and Ewa, there are limits to the balloon 

defense of Pearl Harbor. l imagine that in all probability 

there is cons,derable opportunity left to take advantag~ of 

a surprise attack against Pearl"Harpor. 2) In my opinion the 

battleships do not have torpedo nets. The details are not known. 

1 

December 6 - Hono l ul u to Tokyo: 1) On \. the eveni ng of the 5th, 

among the battleships which.entered pori were (unreadable) and 

one submarine tender. The following ships were observed at 

Q, 

anchor on the 6th: 9 ba,ttleships, 3 light cruisers, 3 submarine 

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

2 destroyers lying at docks <W heavy cruisers and airplane carriers. 

h~ve all left}. 2) It appears tha't no air reconna'issance is being , 

conducted by the fleét ai r arm. 2 

1 

9R 

Since these were the only intercepts that central decision makers did not 
J 

receive, it is very little evidence to validate an explanation of orga.Ajzatfonal 

procedures. In other words, there is insufficient evidence to validate the 
, 

argument that American decision makers mad~ a low probabil ity estimate of 
Il 

an attack on Pearl Harbor because potentially vital infonnation was delayed 

in the information processing routines of the intelligence units. On the 

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 

requesting 1nfonnation about the" movernènts of the Pearl Harbor fleet had been 

, 
, 

,; 
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received in the past'and had not led to an ;ncrease in the probability of an 

a ttack. Duri ng the mon ths from September through November 194.1; i nte 11 i gence 

units had processed sev~ral messages requesting information on the movements 

of the Pacifie fleet, but most of the' decision maker~ did not even remember having 

seen them. General Marshall noted in his testimony before the Pearl Harbor 

inv,esti'gations t~ 

';' 

"this information (about ship movements) was coming in 
re arding many points in the world. It is very significant 
ln te' ht of the knowl edge of what the Japs actually 
did, it i very significant as to that, but at that time, 
there wer a great many messages about a great many pl aces 
and. J' i did not appear vital at that time ••• 1 did not 
have a de 'nite recollection of these particular messages, 
1 must ass me 1 saw them.. They did not register on my 
~ind accorHing ta your reaction stated by you (i.e., the 
ptobab7n attack on Pearl Harbor J." 3_ • 

Mmi ral starf simil arly testified tha~ III can only say it went through our 

people, it went through the Army, who were likewise :interested in the defense 

6f Pearl Harbor and 1 do ,not recollect anyone having pointed Jit out. There 

was literally a mass of 'material coming in. We knew the Japanese appetite was 
6 

almost insatiable for detail in all respects. The dispatch might have been put 
r 1 

down as just ano'ther example of their ,great atteMion to detai1,. ,,4 Commander 
, !) \' 

. ' l' 
Kramer, the Chief Translator in the Office of Navâl Inte1ligence, testified 

th~t,. "I do not bel ieve it was interpreted by any of those persons (who saw "" 

the intercepts) ,as being materially different than other messages concerning 
l 

ship movements being reported by the Japanese diplomatie service ••. (rather 

it was seen as) an attempt on the part of the Japanese diplomatie service to 

simplify cOITlTlUniciiti nns. lI !> . 

Given thé fact that American deCiSiOJT~ers had revièwed many Japane$e-
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'requests for information concerning the movements of the Pacific fleet in and 
J' , ~ '» 

outl of Pe~rl Harbor and did not consider these messages as indicators of 

intent to attack, it 1s unlike1y that the last minute espionage rœssages, . 
if they ~ad> been .available, wou1d have altered their low probability estimate 

of an attack on Peàrl Harbor. These messages, moreover, did not indicate that 

Japan fntended attacking Pearl Harbor,. Therefore. an explànation of organ-
, ~ l , 

1zational routines does n~ adequately explain why Ame,rican d~cision makers 
, 

made very' low probability èstimates of an attack on Pearl Harbor., ' 
1 

This'study no~ turns to the a,nalysis of an explanation of bureaucratie 
, 

pol itics to explain why American decision makers made a low estimate of the . , 

,probabil i ty of a Japanese attaek on Pear,l Harbor. 

Bureaucratie Po.Jfltics: The logic of the Explanation ' ., -
An explanation invo1ving bureaucratie politics states that the low 

estimate of the probability of an attaek is a result of-bargaining among 

central players who suppress information about an ad~ersary's intentions 

in arder to support the1r respective estimates and enhance their relative 
, 

influence within the government.6 In the context of the low estimate of the 

probab)lity of an attack on Pearl Harbor made by the ,central decision makers, 
- .1 l , 

this explanation argues that the central players were influenced by their 
, ' 

individual preferences and orga~izational stakes in the bureaucratie game in 
. , 

making the1r probabll ity estimates of the attack on Pearl Harbor. and that 

they supprèssed, infonnation ab'Out. Japanese illtenti ons 1 n order to support 
1 l ' 

their respective estimates of the probapility of an attack. In order to , 

val1date thi-5 explanation, this discussion will 1dentify the central players 

in the bureaucratie game, their personal preferences and stakes and the 'i!ffect 
" ' ~ , 

,1 

of the1r positions on their estimates of probabil ity of an attack on, Pearl Harbor. 

" 
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The central Plls in. the bureaucratie game prior to the Japanese attack 
, 

on Pearl Harbor were Pres'ident Roosevelt; Seeretary of State, Cordell IHull; 

Secretary of War, Hen~y Stimson; Secretary of Navy, Frank Knox; th~ Chief 
, oe< ~ 

of Army St~ff, General Mars~all; 'and the Chief of Naval opera~ns, Admira1 

StarkJ A few,ad hoc playe'rs - e.g., Secretary of Treasury, He~~rgenthau; 

and 5ecretary of the Interior, Harold Ickes - were occasionally involved in 

decision making1regarding Japan, but they 'had no ro1e in 'estimating Japân's 

intentions. Each of the' central p1ayers had both individual preconceptions 

about Japan and interest which flowed f~om their respective organizations, 
... 1 __ --- ... 

Frequently the interests of the different Oygafflza'tions'=were in 'tonfllct witll 

each oth;r and led ~o bitter di~agreements l~ong the central Players;8 Stimson 

noted that, "the lin,es of delimitation between those agenciés thems,elves (which 

Roosevelt created ta assi~t with ~he war effo~t) and between them and the 

Departments (are) very nebulousi
, 

1 • 

The inevitable reslllt is that the Washington 

atmosphere is full of acrimonious disputes over matters 'of' jurisdiction. 1I9 . , 

although Prussian autocracy was bad enough, Nazi sm is far worse. Nazi forces 
, 

, 1 

are not seeking minor modifications in colonial maps or in minor European 
• "] 1 

boundaries. They opeQly seek the destruction of all elective systems of 

government on every continent - including our own. ,,10 In another address, 
\ 

he stated that, "The Nazi danger to our Western world has long ceased to be 

(' 

- -~--

" 

, 
, . 



• v 

102 

• 

a mere possibility. The'danger fs here now - not only from a mi'litary enemy 

but fro~ an-enemy of all law, all liberty, all morali~;, all religion . .,ll 
J 

Arthough the, percefved Nazism as the principal enemy just prior to the 

attack on Pearl Harbor, Roosevelt estimated' a high probability of an initiation 
, , ~ , 

of hostilities by Japan in Southeast Asia, bUt a very low pr;obability of an 

at~ack ~n Pearl Harbor t In na letter to Wendell ,Wilki~ on December 5, 1941, 

he noted, "The situation is definitely serious and there might be an armed ,/ 

clash at any moment if the Japanese continue their.forward progress agains.t 
, ".' " 

_____ the Philippihes, Outch Indies, or Malaya or Burma ...... Perhaps-the Aext four or 
• 

-=--=-=nvéâays.will decide the matter."12_ This estimate of J~panls -interÏti~~s--=-.. . ' 

1 

\ ) , 

l ' 

was based on his interpretation of info~atio~ indicating large scale, troop 

and ship IlIOvements toward Southeast Asia. Roosevelt's estima,te of Japan's 

intentions and his perceptiop of Germany as the pri"lary danger indicates that 
• 

he wa s al armed by events on both fronts, but he expected war fo. break out in 

the Far East. 
. 

Unlike Roosevelt, Secretaryof State, Cordell Hull had long been convince<t 

of Japan's expansionist intentions. He considered Jap~n a IIhighway robber ll 

and bel ieved that Japan had always taken advantJge of Europe's troubles to' 
, ' 1 

advance its own fortunes. He noted his suspicions of Japan's 1ntentiof)s in his 
\ , 

testimony before a Congresslonlll Comnittee, as follows, "Previous experience~ 

and current developments indicate that' the proposed 'new order' in the Pacifie 

area means, politically, ldom1nation by ~n~-country. It means economicaliy" 
v . ~ 

employment of the resources of the area concerned for the benefi t of that 

country and to the. ul t1mate 1mpoveri shment of other parts of that area and 
, 

the exclusion of the 1nterest· of other countr1es. 1t means soc1ally, the 
, 

,destruction of personal 'liberty and' the reduction 'of all conquered peoples to 
o 

. ' 

.t ; 
.' , 
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the rOle" of inferi~rs.,,13 
" 

''t 

Despite 'his misgivings about Japan1s intentions and his fears ~hat "the~e 
• '1 

was not one chance in twenty, <or one in fi fty, ..,or evel'l one in a hundred (of 

reaching an agreeme~t with 'Japan), .. 14 he was involved irr protracted con~~rsa,tions . ,', . fi' 
• . ", U • 

with the Japanese from Apri\:to November, 1941. ~ justified involvement in 
discussions with -Japan as fol1ows, "Not ,only was ~uch an effort in accordance . . . 

, 
with the traditional attitude oi the United States, but it was also imperative 

for our overall 'c~nc~Pt of defense against ~i tlerism ... 15 But Jl10re \ impo\tantlY, 
, . l 

it was in his bureaucratie interest to prolong the conversations. 

It 1s evident, therefore, that there was a conflict between Hull's 
, '\ ' , 

, perception of Japan and Ms bureaucratie inte~est. Me perceived Japan to be 

aggressive and did not expect a favorable outcome'from thèse conversa~ions with 

the Japanese. But his bureaucratie interest in prolonging the conversations 
~ , \ ... 

'required that he discount the probability of a Japanese attack anywhere in the 

Far East. Yet, Hull made a high estima~e ,of \the p~~bability of an attack by 

" the Japanese at severa1 p~ints in Southeast Asia, but ~ very low estimate of 

..rthe probabil ity of an attack ~n 'Pearl Harbor .16 ~On pr4rna fa'cie evi~ence, there 

appears a fit between Hull's 'low probability estimate of an attack on Pearl • 

. ::;b:~s·:;g:h:s:;::::c::t::'P:::::::l~::l~;'::O:~ta::~:~:::a::n::;~~~c:~nt 
other words, his image of Japan was at variance Wit~~'i; bureaucratie interest, 

;KJI :l', • 1\. 
but his image, rather than his bureauera.t1e~t best explain Hull's . I~ 

estimate of Japanls intentions. 

Secretary of War t Henry St1~on, like Roosevelt, perceived Nazi Germany . \. 

to be the principal threat to Ameritan security. In a statement in The New .• 

York Times, he said-, "Fascism ••• 1s a radical attempt ta reverse entire1y the 
.) 

ç , 
) 
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long evo1ution out of which our democracies of Europe and America have grown, 

and ... it constitutes proba~ most serious attack on their u~derfying 
\princiP1es which those princifes have ever met. lI17 Stimson''S perception of 

Germany, rather than Japan, as the pr~ncipa1 danger was comp1emented by 
, 

strategie th'inking in the pro'fessional Army which wàs based on the principle 
, , 

of defensive warfare in the- Pacific. Al so, Just prio,r"'to th-É! attAck on P~ar1 

. Harbor, the Army was unprepared even to ~ngage i~a defensive war and needed 

time in order to strengthen the defenses of the Paeific areas. Therefore, it 

was in favor of ga'ining time and adopting a low profile toward Japan~ 

Both Stimson's perception of Japan and his bureaucratie interest in gaining 
\ 

~ime,.,require"d that Stimson make a very low estimate of the probabi1ity of an " 

attack anywhere in the Far East. In other words, his perception and his bureau­

cr~tic~interest eoincided and he interpre~ed information about Japanls intentions 
e . 

to' eitimate a very low probabi]ity of an attaek on Pearl Harbor. But this 
;,» ~ 

èoiné'de~ee of Stimson's bureaucratic interest with his,image of ~~an makes 

it diffieult ta' evaluate which of the 'two resulte'd in his low estimate of ~he 

probabili~y of an attack. And sirce th}s estimat~ was identiçal to the estimate 
1 ) ~~ 

made by è~rden Hull, there CQuld not have been competition between them. /In 
• 1 

other words: bureaucratie politics may nat be a necessary component of,Stimson's 
...... \ ~ , '" 

low estimate of the probability of an,attack on Pearl ,Harbor . 
. 

Secretary of Navy, Frank Knox, wàs'the other central player in the game of 

bureaucratie politics, but there is little evidence of either his perceptions 
l'If " / ' 

or even his estimate of the probability of an attack, proba~ly because'he was 

overshadowed by the more o~tspoken Henry Sti'mson and the mor~ inÔ"uential Chief 

of Naval Operations, Admiral 'Stark. Stark represented1the strategie thinking 

of the Navy (thinking which was s1mflar to ~hat of the Army) in the meetIngs 
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of the War Council. The Navy too, accepted the pri,ncipal of defensive war­

Î) fare ln the Pacific because it needed time to train tHe fleet ta engage in 
, 

defen?~e warfare. Stark corrcurred~;th the Army's st~ategy of gaining time 

and its estimat~ of Japan's intentions. He prepared an estimate of the 

probabilityO of a Japanese attack along with General Marshall, the Chief of 

the Army Staff. The estimate stated that, 

" /1 

, 

"If the current negotiations end without agreement, 
Japan may attack: the Burma Road, Th~iland, Malaya, 
the Ne~herlands East Indies, the Philippines, the 
Russian ~arit;me Provinces. There is little proba-
bil ity ,o'fi an ïnrnediate Japanese attack on the Maritime 
Provinces beçause of the strength of the Russian forces • 

. Recent Japanese troop I,movements all seem to have been , 
southward. The magni t'ude,' of the effàrt requi red wi 11 
militate against a direct attack aga,inst Malaya and 
the Nether1ands East Indies until theJ threat exercized 
by the United States forces in Luzon is removed,.!J':, Attack , 
on the Burma Road or Thailand offer Japanese objectives 
involving 1ess risk of a major conf1ict than the others 
named, and clearly withïn the meaps available, if 
unopposed by major powers. Attack on the Burma Road 
would, howevér, be difficult and might fail. If 
successfu1 the Chinese Nationa1ist gQvernment might 
eollapse. Occupation of Thai1and gives a limited 
strategie 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, éhailand 
or the Philippines cannot now' be forecast .•• " 1 

1 

In other words t the probability of a\ Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor was 
, 1 

eonsidered to be so low that it was not considered'at all. 

,The very low estimate of the probability Of an attack on Pe~rl Harbor, 
, ' 

made both,by the Army and Navy Chiefs, eoincided with their bureaucratie 
1 

interest of attempt1ng te postpone the outbreak of the' war anywhere in tbe 
, ' 

:~I 

" 

/ 

Far East. But the eoincfdence of their est1mate of Japan ''5 intentions with 

their 'image' of Japan's intentions makes ft difficult to assess the importance 
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of the two components which could equally explain the low estimate of the 

probabil ity of an at .. ~ck., Al so, this estimate was ,identical td the ~timates 
made by Hull and Stimson. Bureaucratie politics cannot explain, t'~refore, 
convergent low estimates of the probability.of an 'attack on Pearl Harbor. 

\ , , 
It is evident from the preceding analysis that on prima facie evidence, 

1 

bureaucratie politics does explain the very low estimate of the probability 

of an attack on Pearl Harbor. It was in Hull 's bureaucratie interest to make 

a low estimate because he needed time to negotiate with the Jàpanese~ The 

burea ratic interest of bot~ Stimson and Knox also was to gain time in order 

" 

~ , 
to p epare the defenses of ,the Far Eastern bases of t~e United States; therefore~ 

\ ~ 

they de a very low estimate of ~he probability of an attack on Pearl Harbor. 
, 

-4 • 1 
F quent1y, however, the image of the bureaucratie players provides the same 

estimate s does their bureaucratie interest. It was true for both the , , 
Q 1 (. i r, 

Secretary of War and the Secretary of 'the Na~y. Their "'image of Japan as well 
, . 

as their bureaucratie interest led them to make a low estimate of ,the probability 
, 
of an attaek on Pearl Harbor. This is then, 'an instance of an overdetermined 

1 

explanation sinee 1t is difficult to assess the importance of ei~her the image < . 
or the bureaucratie interest. In instances where the image of th~bureaucratic 

player .and his bureaucratie \interest diverge. as it did in the case of Cordell ~ 

Hull, then the image provide's a bettèr explanation because it accounts for a 

part of the estimate at least. Hull 's image of Japan was negative, hostile, 

act1ve and strong, which would lead him to estimate.a high probability of a 

Japanese attack anywhere in the Far East. His bureaucratie interest in~prolonging 
1 /'~ 

, negotiations with Japan required that he make a low\estimate of a Japanese attack 

an-ywhere in the Far East. If bureaucratie poli·ti~s \,Ciln explain the low estimate 
1 • 

of a Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, it cannot explain his high probability 

1 
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estimate of an aÜack at several ·po~nts if! Southeast Asia. 
f 

Equal1y important, there ;s little evidence of bureaucratie' competition 

amon~.the,decision makers. Although there was considerable disagreement among 

the decision ma~ers about how to implement the oi1 embargo that the United\ 

1 States had imposed upon Japan,19 more intense competition among leaders may 

\ 

p , 

have been ~nnecessary in view of their convergent interests. In bis memoirs. 

Hull noted the careful policy coordinatron: 

"The War Couneil consisted of the President, the 
Seeretaries of'State, War and Navy, the Chief of 
Staff and the Chief of Naval Operations. Conven;ng 
once a week or at the call of the President, who. 

• pres i ded 'over i tin hi s' Ova 1 offi ce. ; t was. a' sorot 
. ,of clearing house for all the information and views 

y...Jte ~ad unde,r di scussion with our respecti ve contacts 
and in our respective cireles. It was one furthe~ 
step in solidifying the top-level o~ficials in these 
,three Departments .with the White House ..• Ne were ' 
qu;ckly 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 conv~rge,.~ureaucratic 

co~petition i~ not likely. 

Final1y, there is no evidence of any ~layer deliberately suppressing evidence 

to support his own estimate. On the contrary, Hull referred to the frequent 
A, 

meetings among the decision makers to exchange pertinent' information. The bureau-

cratic interest of eac~ of the l players would have led them to estimate a low 

probability of an attack anywnere in the Far East. Vet, bas~d on the information 

they shared .. each considered an attack on Southeast Asia highly-'1 ike-l-)l-.------
1, 

The hypothes;s that competition and ba~ga;n;ng among the central players 

was responsible for the lo~ estimate of the probabil,ty of an attack on Pearl 
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Harbor finds 1itt1e supportiog evidence. This discussion now turns to the 

thfrd argument! that of deception, in order to exp,lain the failure ot.: American 
, " 

l , 

~ecision maker~ to ~nticipate a Japanese at~ack on Pear1G~arbo~. 

" 

Deception: The Logic ot" the Exp1anation !.J' Î a" 

, Deception ,as an eXP1anatio~'~urprise argues th~~the incorrect èstimates 

of the probabi1ity of an attack are a resu1t of a ca1cu1ated attempt by the 

advers~ry to transmit disinformation about its i~tentions which 1eads recipi,ent 

. dec~sion makers, using optttnal information processing procedures to, be certain 

about thei r' estimates ~nd W~g. 21 ,In qt~er words, surpri se i s the res~ t,~iof 
a de1iberate stratagem by the~versary to reduce th~ uncertainty of the cl, 

recipient decision makers. In the contèxt of the surprise achieved w6~n the 

Japanese attacked Pearl Harbor, this exp1anation argues that the Japanese 
'\ 

de1iberately transmitted disinformation about their intentions in order to make 

American decision makers certain and wrong. In order to validate this explana­

tion, this discussion will ana1yze the stratagem adoPted by the Jap~nese in 
, , 

arder to deceïve American decision ~kers and assess the optimality of their , 

information processing. 

The Japanese employed the stratagem of deception at two levels. The first 

level of the stratagem was active deception which involved a calculated ploy . . 
\ 

by the Japanese to deceive decision makers in Washington. They did tris 

first1y, by trying to create the impression that they were interested in 
\ 

pro1onging their conversations in order to reach an agreement regarding their 

differences in the Far East, everr wh11e they were making preparations to attaèk 

severa1 parts of Southeast Asia. This was evident in their instructions to . 

thei/-n~gotiating team in WaShington whi.ch read, ".\ .. the situation continue~ 

to be increàsingly critical. However, to prevent 'the United States from 



1 
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" 

, , 

becoming unduly suspicious, we have been advis;ng the press and others ~hat 

thoug,h there are wide di,.fferences between Japan and the United States, the 

negotiations are cantinuing,II22 This pll}y of deception did not succeed 

because, unknown ta the Japanese however, Âme~n 'decis~ n makers learnt 

from the intercepts of Jap~,nls secrei::diPloma~ mes; s between November 

and 30, 1941 that Japan had te~inated its canversations'with washington. 23 
\ 1 / 

A more successful ploy of qctive deception waS a'imed at diverting the 

109 1 

attention of American decision makers toward their. highly visible war preparations 
" -

in Sautheast Asia. They made no, attempt to disguise the massive troop movements 
.' 

thr-augh French Indo China,'southward toward Malaya, Singapore] -Dutch East Indies, 

and the Phi1ip'pines. These' preparations were accompânied by be11igerent state­

ments by Japanese leaders indicating that Ja'pan intended to implement; its~ans' 
ta create a co-prosperity sphere in Southeast Asia an~ would not tolerate any 

interference with their intentions. Shor~ly before-the attack on Pearl Harbor, 
, '_ l, 

Prime Minister Tojo was reported as saying, 

"Chiang Kai Shek ;s dancing to the tune of American 
and British communism because the United States and 
Britain desire to fish in troubled wate~s, throwing 
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 c tries engaged in action 
hostile toward our co-prosperit sphere and exploit 
Asia at the expense of the Asi ic peoples and thereby 
satisfy their greed for posses ions ..• Nothing can be 
permitted ta interfere with th sphere because the 
sphere 1s decreed ~y providenc • /1 24 

, 
{ 

, By making explicit references to the co-prosperity sphere, the J~panese 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 Har.bor. . ' ' 

In another ploy calculated to deceive American decision makers, large 
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numbers of sailors were grant~d shore leave and we~ ,seen in Toky~ and in other 

l ports. 25 Also, the entire Imperial Navy was instructed to maintain absolute 

rad'io silence. Both these p10ys were designed to 1ead decision makers in 
\ 

Washington 1 ta estimate that the fleet was maneuvering in home waters in prepara-

tion for engagement, of enemy ships nearer home when war broke out. They succeeded 

)in deceiving Americaf), decision makers who did no~ regard the fle'et's radio 

silence as anything unusua1 !1nce the Japanese fleet had observed cOrrÎp1ete radio , , 

silence a few months ago and had in fact been in home waters. Lt. Comdr. Edwin 
l' 

Lay ton, a· Naval Intelligence officer noted that, , 

" ... when cahiers 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 
~revent our direction finder stations from hearing 
their traffic. During such per;ods as that we 
have always carried those units as 'home waters' 
••. (Information of the f1eet's radio silence was 
interpreted as) the carrier~ were remaining in 
home waters preparing for operations so that they' 

\ wou1d be in a covering position in case we moved . 
against Japan after she attacked, if she did in 
Southeast ASia.,\ 

l, "A~other ploy of 'activel_~~~~on w~s the despatching of the ~lagShiP 
'Tatu~ Maru'\on December 2, 1941 to vacate Japanese nationa1s from the United 

States. lIt was designed to make the 'decision makers bel ieve that war would 

not br~ak out as lOng' as ~ Japanese shi p ~as on hi gh seas. 111 
" 

N;l:~f~ , 
~, The most successful p10y in the stratagem of deception is "passive" 

, \ decePt;on which invo1ves withho1ding information regarding one's interytions. 

j'Japan used this ploy most effective1y by maintaining complete secrecy about 

, its plan, to attack Pearl Harbo'r. Admira1 Yamamoto, the architect of the plan, 
\ 

had 1 emphas i zed the necess i ty ,of secrecy as the prerequi site of success of the 

r 
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plan. 'Therefore. the operationa1' detai1s of the plan to attaek Pearl Harbor 
:.t 

were known only to the planners of the Naval Genera1~aff. Even the Emperor, 

who made' t~orma1 decision to initiate hostilities, and the Prime Minister, 

were told only on Oecember 3, 1941 that hostilities against the À~~lo-Saxon 
countries would be initiated on Oeeember 8 (Toyko time) by an attack on Pearl 

Harbor .. ,And the sailors and pilots participating in the Pearl Harbor, attaek 

Iwere onl~ to1d of their destination once the task force was on its wayJto • 
, 

> 1 
Pearl Harbor. The seerecy of the plan to attack Pearl Harbor was protected by 

camouflaglng the requests for information about the movements of the f1eet at 
1 

Pearl ~arbor among simi1àr requests fr~ other Pacifie ports as wel1 .. 
, 

.Both these p10ys of 'passive' deception were successful beeause American 

decision makers did not eonsider thè probabi1ity of an attack on Pearl Harbor. 

Alli the information they had was an admixture of a'uthentic information, 
, 

disinformation and misinformation. It was possible to~ormulate severa' 

plausible hypothe~es of Japanese intentio~s based on' that'information. They 

were: 

1. "Direct attack" hypothesis which argued that the Japanese intended attacking 

Pearl Harbor directly in arder to prevent the United States from interfering 

effectively with th~ir plans t~ acquire the resources of Sautheast Asia. This 

was 1ndeed Japan's intention. 

,1 

II. "B1uff" hypothesis which argued that the Japanese did nat intend attacking 

the United States at a11 and were m~king aggressive pronouncements in order ta 

~' America accede to their demands ~~g~rding the resumption of oi1 supplies and 

a sett1ement in China on their terms. This hypothesis was accepted principally . , 

by Stanley Hornbe~k. the Political Adviser on Far Eastern Affairs ta the 

1 , 
1 : 
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. 
Sec~etary of State, who beHeved that Japan .had no intention of fighting a 

'1(r wi'th the United Sta~es. 
( ~ 

. III. "Indirect attack Î
' hypothesis which argued that Japan intended to attack 

the British and the Dutch and thereby creating a dilernna f.or American; decision 

makers as to whether or not to be in~Q1Ved in war '"th Japan. This hypothes~~ 
- . 

offJapan's intentions was acèepted by American decision makers because it 

accounted for al1 the available information. 

\ 

IV. "Contingency" hypothesi s which a~gued that Japan intended to attack the 

Russian Maritime Provinces 'in order to honor their commitment to Germany. This 
" hypothes;s was accepted by the Atmy intelligence and they estimated that there . 

• was a greater probability of a Japanese attack northward, rather than southward. 

,While these four hypotheses1were 10gical ~ossibilit;es and each was consis-
1 

tent with part~ of the evidence, onlyone hypothe.sis was fully consistent with 

almo~t a11 the evidence. In other words, only this hypothesis e,xplained a11 

the available informat1on, both genuine and false of Japanese intentions. 

Consequently, American decision makers, considering the range and varie*y of 

available information 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 Japa'nese succeeded in 

withholding information about their plan to attack Pearl Harbor. American 

leaders, reviewing available information, beèame incr~asingly certain and . ' 

wrong. Clearly then, there is sufficient evidence to indicate that the Jipanese 
~ 

deliberately withheld information about their plan to attack Pearl Harbor and 
j' 

succeeded in reducing the uncertainty of American decision.mak~r~. Thèr~fote, 

active and passive deception provide the strongest explanation of the American 
\ "\. 

\ 
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failure,to anticlpate a Japanese a~ Pearl Harbor. ' 

" The foregoing analhis examin~d~ plausible .hypdtheses of the failure 

of American decision makers to anticipate an attack on Pearl Harbor, and 

concluded that deception explained American surprise best. The critical 
1 . .. , 

question,now is - Is deception a necessary and sufficientlexplan~tion of 
, - 1 

surprise? The nex! chapter addresses this concluding issue. 
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01 ~.:~';:~-
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. i. Graham Al1 1son, "The Essence o,f Decision", .!!.2..cit., p.83. 

2. Hearings, ~.c;t., Part 12, pp.~68-f70. 

3. ibid., Part 3, pp.1514-15. -- , 
4. i,bid., Part 5, p.2174. 

5. 1bid.~ Part 9, p.4177 • . 
~~ThiS argument 1s based on Allison's discussion of bureaucratie po'ities 

in "The Es~ence of Decision", ~.eit." p.164. t 

7: ull has referred to the centra) player~ cOllective11as the \oIar <:ouncil. 
See Hull, "The ~1erooirs of Cordell Hull", ~.cit., p.l 79. " '. 
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9. 

10. 

11. 

12 • 

Japan. Se~ John Blum, "Frortl the Morgenth~u'_Diaries: Years of Urgeney, 
1938-4"', (Boston: Houghton Mif,f1in, 1959-67), pp.344-62 • 

..". 

Stimson a'l1d ~undy,""Oh Active Servipe' in 'Peace ~nd War", .2R.ill., p.494. 
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Roosevelt, "Roosevelt' s Foreign POlicy", ,2R.cit., p.343. 
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Elliott Roosevelt and Joseph Lash, "FOR: His Personal letters", III, 
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CHAPT ER VI 
- ~ -,_ 1, -/ 

/~-

The Itwo previous chapters 'examined f~_r-c~mpeting e~lâna:tions of 
" " Î 1 o 1 '. - ____ -" \ • 

the failure of American decision makers (10 anticipate a Japane~e attack 

on .pearl Harbor ,,- viz. faulty beliefs a~d'--;mages, Organizationa( routines, 

bureaucratic politics and deception. This discussion will briefly review' 

all the explanations and suggest the most plausible explanation of why 

1 • American decision makers were surprised when Japan attackéd Pearl Harbor. 

The first expla'nation referred to fa~lty bel iefs and images of 
,--

decision makers 'which led to poor~information processing and resulted 

in a low estimate of the probability of an attack. In testing this 

explanation of surprise. the discussion traced the changing'images oft , G ., 

different decision makers, their different procedures for infonnation 

procéssing and examined their~last minute estimates of Japanls intention~. 

lt noted that d1ff:rent decision makers had differing imagé~ o~ Japan 

and different procedures for information processing, and that despite 

these differences, they'made identical high estima,tes of the probability 

of an attack on South East Asia and very low estimates of the probability 

of an attack on Pearl Harbor. These estimates were based on an over-
,_ 1 

wh~lming amount of information about Japan1s intentions just prior. to/~-tre,. 
, ~ Il '\ 

./ 

attack on Pe~rl Harbor which pointed in the direction of an atta~k of / 

,South East Asia and none in the direction of Pearl Harb6r. In ~hâî;'~ing 
t , 

1 1 l' /' 

the imagés of the ,deciSÎnn makers; it was als,o noted(tha;:,:,,~lr the dt!cision 

makers were greatly concerned with information regardlng Japanls intentions 
" /~ \' 

and that the dimens ion referri ng to Jipàri' 5 capabil Hies received much 
1 

, . .: 

; 1 , 
, 
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1ess, attention. Therefore. the 'faulty beliefs and images were only 

part li responsible for their 10w estimate Qf the probability of an 

attack on Pearl Harbor. 

The second explanation referred to organizational routines as 

being responsible for the routine processing of the information about 

the adversary's intentions which resulted in the low estimate of the 

probabil,ity of an attack. In tes ti n9 thi s explanati ~n. the discuss ion 
• ,t,., \ 

"reconstructed the standard operating procedures that the intelligence 
l " 

~ 

agencies of the American government had devised for processing infor-

mation about Japanls intentions and analyzed their impact on processing 
1 

that information. It was noted that despite the delays caused due to 

the standard operating procedures, only trye intercepts of December 5 and 

6, 1941, were not processed by the intelligence agencies before the 

Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor. It 'was also poiçted ou~ that sj,mi1ar 
'. 

i ntercepts had been processed in the past and tnat they had not a ltered 

the estimates of Japanls intentions. It was unlikely that the intercepts 

of December 5 and 6, 1941 requesting information concerning the movement 

of the Pacifie fleet in and out of Pearl Harbor would have altered the 

estimates at all. The discuss,ion concluded, therefore, that despite 
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evidence of de1ays in the processing of, informat.ion'about Japanls intentions, 

there was insuffic1ent evidence 'to prove that organ,i2ational routines had 

been responstb1e for the low estimates of 'the probability of an attack on 

Pearl Harbor. 

The third explanation referred to bureaucratic bargaining and, 
/ 

\ 
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" 

'deliberate suppression of information by central deeision makers as 

being responsible for the low estimate of the probability of an attack. 

In testing that explanation, the discussion analyzed the different 

bureaucratie interests of the central players and examined how they 

proeessed information about Japanls intentions. It noted that iQ 

eva 1 uati n9 information about Japan l s intentions, their bureaucratie 

interests converged and that there was no suppression of information in 

119 

order to enhance their respective bureaucratie interesfsl ' It was noted also 
, 0 

that when there was a divergence between the personal preference and 

büreaucratic interest of a central player, the image provided a better 

\ explanation o~ the estimate made. In the discussion referring to 

beliefs and images however, it was pointed out that the image was only 

partly responsibl e for the low estimates of ·the probabil ity of an attack 

tha t were made.' When there was a convergence between the personal 

preference and the bureaucratie interesf of central players, it was 

difficult to estimate the relative weight of the two factors involved. 

Sinee the bureaucratie interests of the central players converged and 

there was no evidence of deliberate suppression of information in 'order 

to support their respective bureaucratie i nterests~ it was noted tha t 

bureaucratie politics alone could not aeeount for the low estimate of 

. the probabi l i ty of an attack on Pearl Harbor. 
" "'( . 

'The fourth explanation referred' to deception being responsible for 

the low.estimate of the probabili ty of an attaek on Pearl Harbor. The 

discussion analyzed the two levels of Japanls ealculated strategy aimed 
\ 

') 
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• 
at deceiving American decision makers. It pointed out both, 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 

any information pertaining ta its intentions and capabilities with regard 

ta an attack on Pearl Harbor. It also noted that given this strategy 

120 

of deception, American decision makers, using optimal information processing 
, 1 

procedures, made a low estimate of the probability of an attack on Pearl 

Harbor. The discussion conc1uded that deception was consistent with 

most of the information about Japan1s intentions and was' therefore the 

m'ost 'plausible explanation of why American 'decision_makers failed ta 

anticipate an attack on Pearl Harbor. 

Having reviewéd the four competing explanations, this'discussion 

turns to eva l uating the explanatory power of deception as an explanation 

of the Pearl Harbor surprise. In discussing the importance of beliefs 

. and images, it was pointeq out that American decision makers over-

enphasized the intentions'dimension of tb~ir image of Japan but paid; 

insufficient attention to the evaluation< of Japan1s capâbilities. Thts 

is a particularly g'laring omission on their part cQnsidering their 

reliance on the strategy of deterrence, whi-ch uses both categories -

intentions and relative capabilities. There was only an intlirect reference 

to Japanls capabilit~es in the joint Army,,-Navy estima"tes of Japanls 

intentions and even there, the relationship between intentions and 

capab'i1ities- was left unspecified. The over-emphasis on the intentions . 
dimens iOn and an ina ttention to the capabi 1 ities dimensio.n was a result 

," 

of the lack of incentive to do 50. In not considering Jap~nls capabi1\ities 

\ \ \ 

t 
1 
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as part of their i~age of. Japan, it was not distorted information processing 
.' 

50 mUch as it was inadequate attention to that dimension of the 
\ 

image. This complemented Japan's deception strategy of systemati'cally 

withholding .information about both its intentions and capacilities 

concerning an attack on Pearl Harbor. 

Tt is evident from the preceding discussion that American dec;sion 

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 del i berate. attempt to provoke Japan as the revisionist historians 

argue, nor is it beca4se of bureàucratic politics ahd information /l]is-
" 

management as Ben7'Zvi has it; rather, it was ~ result of two factors: 

(1) Japan'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 

makers to the. capabi1 Hies dimension of their image of Japan. In other 

words. deception. complemented by inadequate attention ta Japan's 
, \ 

, 
capabil ities as part of their image was 'responsible for the fail ure of 

Am~rican decision makers to anticipate an attack on Pearl Harbor. These 
li 

two factors together provide the most sati sfactory explanation of tne 

Pearl Harbor surprise. 

The final\ question to be addressed in this dis,cussion\ is - what are 

the impl ications of this study of the Pearl Harbor surprise for the genera1 

understanding of strategi'c surprise. In other words, \Ilhat are the 'lessons' 

to be drawn from this study? Although the arguments, emphasizing perceptual 
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difficulties and intrinsic uncertainty a,re not ruled out, this study 

reemphasizes Whaley's conclusion that often the exp1anations of surprise 

are flawed because of insufficiènt attenti?n ~o the possibility of r 

deception. This study has~ in effect, rejected the two major eXPlanations 

of surprise and shown that the Pearl Harbor ~urprise was not 50 much 

the r~s'J1t of "the conditions of human perception .... (that) sternes) 

from uncertainties 50 basic that they are not like1y to be eliminated", 

but because Japan deliberale1ydisseminated disinfo~ation 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 . 

d~ception which will reduce the chances of surprise, though not eliminate 

it. 
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