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The Cuban missile criBia is a seminal event. 
For thirteen days of October 1962, there was a 
higher probability that more human lives would 
end suddenly than ever before in history. Had 
the worst occurred, the death of 100 million 
Amerieans, over 100 million Russians, and mil­
lions of Europeans as well would make previous 
natural calamities and inhumanities appear in­
significant. Given the probability of disaster--­
which President Kennedy estimated as "be­
tween lout of 3 and even"-our escape eeems 
awesome.' This event symbolizes a central, if 
.onIy partially thinkable, fact about our exis­
tence. That such consequences could follow from 
the choices and actiOllll of national governments 
obliges students of govenu:nent as well as partici­
pants in governance to think hard about these 
problems. 

Improved understan~ of this crisis de­
~d8 m part on moreonnation and more 
ping analyses of avliilAble evidence. To COD­

tn'bUte to these efforts is part of the purpose of 
this study. But here the missile crisis serves pri­
marily as grist for a more general investigation. 

. • A longer version of this paper was presented at 
the Annual Meeting of the American Political Sci­

. ence Association, September, 1968 (reproduced by 
I1EeRand Corporation. P-3919). The paper is part 
of a luger study, scheduled for publication in 1969 
lDlder the title BureaucnJCf/ and Polictl: Canup­
bIalModela ond the Cuban M~ C'I'iN. For 1UP­
POrt in various stages of this work I am indebted 
to the Institute of Polities in the John F. Kennedy 
SChool of Government' and the Center for Inter­
II&tional Mairs, both at Harvard University, the 
Rand Corporation, and the Council on Foreign 
Relations. For critical stimulation and advice I am 
e8pecjally grateful to Richard E. Neustadt, Thomas 
C, Schelling, Andrew W. Marshall, and EliBabeth 
1(. AlIiBon. 
..~Theodore Sorensen, Kenned'/l (New York, 1965), 
; 705. 

This study proceeds from the premise that 
marked improvement in our understanding of 
such events depends critically on more selI-con­
sciousness about what observers bring to the 
analysis. What each analyst sees and judges to 
be important is a function not only of the evi­
dence about what happened but also of the 
"conceptual lenses" through which he looks at 
the evidence. The principal purpose of this essay 
is to explore some of the fundamental assump­
tions and categories employed by analysts in 
thinking about problems of governmental be­
havior, especially in foreign and military affairs. 

The general argument can be summarized in 
three propositions: . 

1. Analysts think about problems of foreign and 
military policy in terms of largely impli~ncg>­
tual mgdeJs..that have significant conaequences for 
ille content of their thought." 

Though the present product of foreign policy 
analysis is neither systematic nor powerful, if 
one carefully examines explanations produced by 
analysts, a number of fundamental similarities 
emerge. Explanations produced by particular 
analysts display quite regular, predictable fea­
tures. This predictability suggests a ~c­
t,uu.- These regularities reflect an analyst's as­
sumptions about the character of puzzles, the 
categories in which problems should be consid­
ered, the types of evidence that are relevant, 
and the determinants of occurrences. The first 
proposition is that clusters of such relsted as­
sumptions constitute basic frames of reference 
or conceptual models in terms of which analysts 

"In attempting to undel'Btand problema of for­
eign affail'B, analysts engage in a number of related, 
but logically separable enterprises: (8) description, 
(b) explanation, (c) prediction, (d) evaluation, and 
(e) recommendation. This essay foCU8e8 primarily 
on explanation (and by implication, prediction). 

689 
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both ask and answer the QUestions: What hap­
pened? Why did the event happen? What win 
happen 13 Such assumptions are central to the 
activities of explanation and prediction, for in 
attempting to explain a particular event, the an­
alyst cannot simply describe the full state of 
the world leading up to that event. The logic of 
explanation requires that he single out the rele­
vant, important determinants of the occur­
rence." Moreover, as the logic of prediction 
underscores, the analyst must IlIlIIlIII3.rize the 
various determinants as they bear on the event 
in Question. Conceptual models both fix the 
mesh of the nets that the analyst drags through 
the material in order to explain a particular ac­
tion or decision and direct him to east his net in 
select ponds, at certain depths, in order to catch 
the fish he is after. 

2. Most analYllts explain (and predict) the be­
havior of national governments in terms of varioWl 
forms of one basic conceptual model, here entitled 
the Rational Policy Model (Model I).'

'--------- . 
In terms of this conceptual model, analysts 

attempt to understand ~ings as the more 
or less p~tt.!lcts of ea natnmal g6__vem­
~ For these analY8tS, the po1nt of an expla­
nation is to show how the nation or government 

• In arguing that ellplanations proceed in terms 
of implicit conceptual models, this essay makes no 
claim that foreign policy anaIYBts have developed 
any satisfactory, empirically tested theory. In this 
_y, the use of the term "model" without quali­
fiers ahould be read "conceptualllCheme." 

• For the purpose of this argument we ahall ac­
cept Carl G. Hempel's characterization of the logic 
of explanation: an ellplanation "answers the ques­
tion, 'Whl/ did the elIplanadum-phenomenon oc­
cur?' by showing that the phenomenon resulted 
from particular circUlll8tances, Bpecified in 0., Ct, 
.•. C., in accordance with laws La, L., ... 1.,.. By 
pointing this out, the argument ahows that, given 
the particular circUlll8tancea and the laws in qUell­
tion, the occurrence of the phenomenon WIllS to be 
expected; and it is in this sense that the explana­
tion enables us to understand why the phenome­
non occurred." Aapecta 0/ 8cienti~ Explanation 
(New York, 1965), p. 337. While VariOWl patterns 
of explanation can be distinguished, tJiz., Ernest 
Nagel, The Structure 0/ Science: Problema in the 
Logic 0/ Scienti~ Explanation, New York, 1961), 
satisfactory scientific ellplanations exhibit this basic 
logic. Consequently prediction is the converBe of 
explanation. 

• Earlier drafts of this argument have aroused 
heated arguments concerning proper names for 
these models. To choose names from ordinary lan­
guage is to court confusion, 88 well as familiarity. 
Perhaps it is best to think of these models as I, 
II, and III. 

could have chosen the action in Question, giv, 
the strategic problem that it faced. For exampJ, 
in confronting the problem posed by the Sovi, 
installation of missiles in Cuba, rational poli' 
model analysts attempt to show how this was 
J:e&SOnable act from the point of view of the 
viet Union, given Soviet strategic objectives. 

3. Two "alternative" conceptual modele, here 

heled an Cf!=~raceas M9i1el. (Model 
and a Burea c 0 ·tics Model (Model ill 
provide 'li:DiiiilTor'improved elIplanation and p 
diction. 

Although the standard frame of reference 
proved useful for many purposes, there is pow· 
erful evidence that it must be supplemented, 
not supplanted, by frames of reference whi 
focus upon the large organizations and politi 
actors involved in the policy process. Model I 
implication that important events have impo 
tant causes, i.e., that monoliths perform la 
actions for big reasons, must be b&1a.nced by 
appreciation of the facts (a) that monoliths 
black boxes covering various gears and level'll i 
a highly differentiated decision-making stru 
ture, and (b) that large acts are the co 
quences of innumerable and often con1licti 
smaller actions by individuals at various lev, 
of bureaucratic organizations in the service of 
variety of only partially compatible conceptio: 
of national goals, organizational goals, and po" 
ical objectives. Recent developments in the ii, . 
of organization theory provide the foundati,' 
for the second model. According to this orl 
zational process model, what Model I cat, 
rizes as "acts" and "choices" are instead out; 
of large organizations functioning according 
certain regular patterns of behavior. Faced wi 
the problem of Soviet missiles in Cuba, 
Model II analyst identifies the relevant orgaI 
zations and displays the patterns of orgs.ni4 
tional behavior from which this action em, 
The third model focuses on the internal politi, 
of a government. Happenings in foreign affaiJl 
are understood, according to the bureaucra' 
politics model, neither as choices nor as outpu 
Instead, what happens is categorized as 
co_ of various overlapping bargaining gam' 
among playerB ananged hierarchically in the 
tional government. In confronting the prohl, 
posed by Soviet missiles in Cuba, a Model 
analyst displays the perceptions, motivatio: 
positions, power, and maneuvers of princi 
players from which the outcome emerged.­

I In strict terms, the "outcomes" which tho 
three models attempt to explain are essentially 
tiona of national governments, i.e., the sum of 
tivities of all individuals employed by a gov' 
ment relevant to an i88Ue. These models focus n' 
on a state of aHairs, Le., a full description of 

A central metaphor illuminates differences 
among these models. Foreign policy has often 
been compared to moves, sequences of moves, 
and games of chess. If one were limited to ob­
ierVations on a screen upon which moves in the 
chess game were projected without information 
as to how the pieces came to be moved, he would 
.-ume-88 ~el I doe&-that an individual 
chess E!!yer moving the pieces with...refer­
eDceto plSliS and maneuvers toward ilie goal of 
wi~g the'dPfM. But a pattem af !Baves can 
be JIIlagin that would lead the serious ob­
server, after watching several games, to consider 
the hypothesis that the chess player was not a 
single individual but rather a loose alliance of 
semi-independent organizations, each of which 
moved its set of pieces according to standard 
operating procedures. For example, movement of 
separate sets of pieces might proceed in tum, 
each according to a routine, the king's rook, 
bishop, and their pawns repeatedly attacking the 
opponent according to a fixed plan. Further­
more, it is conceivable that the pattern of play 
would suggest to an observer that a number of 
distinct playel'll, with distinct objectives but 
shared power over the pieces, were determining 
the moves as the resultant of collegial bargain­
ing. For example, the black rook'. move might 
contribute to the loss of a black knight with no 
comparable gain for the black, team, .but with 
the black rook becoming the principal guardian 

. of the "palace" on that side of the board. 
The space available does not permit full de-

world, but upon national decision and implementa­
tion. This distinction is stated clearly by Harold 
and Margaret Sprout, "Environmental Factorll on 
the Study of International PolitiCll," in James R0s­
enau (ed.), Int817l4tionol Politiu and Foreiqn 
Polictt (Glencoe, Illinoit, 1961), p. 116. This re­
striction excludes elIplanations offered principally 
in terma of international systems theories. Never­
theless, this restriction is not aevere, since few in­
teresting explanations of occurrences in foreign 
policy have been produced at that level. of anal­
)'iis. According to David Singer, "The nation state 
-Our primary actor in international relations ••• 
is clearly the traditional focus among Western lItu­
dents and is the one which dominates all of the 
text. employed in Engliah-.peaking colleges and 
lUIiveraities." David Singer, ''The Level-of-Analyais 
Problem in International Relations," Klaus Knorr 
'Illd Sidney Verba (eds.) , The IfltmuJtional 81/1­
'em (Princeton, 1961). Similarly, Richard Brody's 
ll!View of contemporary trends in the lItudy of in­
teltlational rela.tions finds that "scholarll have come 
increasingly to focus on acta of nations. That is, 
they all focus on the behavior of nations in IIOme re­
lpect. Having an in terest in accounting for the 
behaVior of nations in common, the prospects for 
a COmmon frame of reference are enhanced." 

velopment and support of such a general 
argument.' Rather, the sections that follow sim­
ply sketch each conceptual model, articulate it 
as an analytic paradigm, and apply it to produce 
an explanation. But each model is applied to the 
same event: the U.s. blockade of Cuba during 
the missile crisis. These "alternative explana­
tions" of the same happening illustrate differ­
ences among the models--at work.s A crisis de­
cision, by a small group of men in the context of 
ultimate threat, this is a case of the rational pol­
icy model par euellence. The dimensions and 
factors that Models II and III uncover in this 
case are therefore particularly suggestive. The 
concluding section of this paper suggests how 
the three models may be related and how they 
can be extended to generate predictions. 

MODEL I: RATIONAL POLICY 

RATIONAL POLICY KODEL ILLUSTRATED 

Where is the pinch of the puzzle raised by the 
New York Timu over Soviet deployment of an 
antiballistic missile system1" The Question, as the 
Timu states it, concerns the Soviet Union's ob­
jective in allocating such large sums of money 
for this weapon system while at the same time 
seemiilg to pursue a policy of increasing detente. 
In former President Johnson's words, "the para­
dox is that this [Soviet depwyment of an anti ­
ballistic missile system] should be happening at a 
time when there is abundant evidence that our 
mutual antagonism is beginning to ease.''''' This 
Question troubles people priInsrily because Soviet 
antiballistic missile deployment, and evidence of 
Soviet actions towards detente, when juxtaposed 
in our implicit model, produce a Question. With 
reference to what objective could the Soviet gov­
ernment have rationally chosen the simultaneous 
pursuit of these two courses of actionsf This 
QUestion arises only when the analyst attempts to 
structure events as purposive choices of consis­
tent actoi'll. 

, For further development and support of these 
argumenta see the author's larger lItudy, Bureauc­
NCI/ and Polic1l: Conceptual Mode" and the Cu­
bllfl Miuile Cmu (forthcoming). In ita abbrevi­
ated form, the argument must, at IIOme points, ap­
pear overly stark. The limits of Bpace have forced 
the omission of many reservations and refinements. 

I Each of the three "case snapshots" displaYll the 
work of a conceptual model as it is applied to ex­
plain the U.s. blockade of Cuba. But these three 
cuts are primarily exercises in hypothesis genera­
tion rather than hypothesis testing. EBpecially 
when separated from the larger study, these ac­
counts may be misleading. The 1IOurce8 for these 
accounts include the full public record plWl a large 
number of interviews with participants in the crisis. 

• New York Times, Fehruary 18,1967.
 
"Ibid.
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How do analysts attempt toMlain the So­ eign policy appear as an intelligent, rational con- ,; 
viet emplacement of missiles in a? The most tinuum • . • regardless of the different motives, 
widely cited explanation of thIS occurrCiiCe"liiiS preferences, and intellectual and moral qualitiea 
been roduced b ND vietol ts of successive statesmen.....•i 

Arnold H r ick an ron 1 They con- Stanley Hoffmann's esIlIly, "Restraints and 
clude "the introduction 0 st' missiles 
mto Cuba was motivat ie it by the viet 

I" leaders' desire to oxercome • . . e exi~ 
...J	 margin of U.s. strategic superlorltx.J'lF ow 0 

they reach this conclusion? In Sherlock Holmes 
Iltyle, they seize several IlIllient characteristiC8 of 
this action and use these festures as criteria 
against which to test alternative hypotheses 
about Soviet objectives. For example, the size of 
the Soviet deployment, and the simultaneous 
emplacement of more expensive, more visible in­
termediate range missiles as well as medium 
range missiles, it is argued, exclude an explana­
tion of the action in terms of Cuban defense­
since that objective could have been secured 
with a much smaller number of medium range 
missiles alone. Their explanation presents an ar­
gument for one objective that permits interpre­
tation of the details of Soviet behavior as a 
Value-maximizing choice. 

How do analysts account for the coming of the 
First World War? According to Hams Morgen­
thau, "the first World War had its origin 
exclusively in the fear of a disturbance of 
the European balance of power.'" In the pe­
riod preceding World War I, the Triple Alliance 
preearioualy balanced the Triple Entente. If ei­
ther power combination could gain a decisive 
advantage in the Balkans, it would achieve a de­
cisive advantage in the balance of power. "It 
was this fear," Morgenthau asserts, "that moti­
vated Austria in July 1914 to settle its accounts 
with Serbia once and for all, and that induced 
Germany to support Austria unconditionally. It 
was the same fear that brought Russia to the 
support of Serbia, and France to the support of 
Russia,'''· How is Morgenthau able to resolve 
this problem so confidently? By impoeing on the 
data a "rational outline,'''' The value of this 
method, accoril'fi'lg to Morgenthau, is that "it 
provides for rational discipline in action and 
creates astounding continuity in foreign policy 
which makes American, British, or Russian for-

U Amold Horelick and Myron Rush, Strotegic 
POVJe1 and Soviet Foreign Poli.ctl (Chicago, 1965). 
Bued on A. Horcliek, "The Cuban Missile CriBia: 
An Anll1ysis of Sovict Calculations and Behavior," 
World Politica (April,l9M). 

U Horelick and Rush, Strategic POWeT and Sowl 
Foreign Policy, p. 154. 

U Hans Morgenthau, Politic. Among NationB 
(3ni ed.; New York, 1960), p. 191.
 

"Ibid., p. 102.
 
U Ibid., p. 5.
 

Choices in American Foreign Policy" concen. 
trates, characteristically, on "deep forces": the' 
international system, ideology, and national 
character-which constitute restraints, limits, 
and blindell." Only secondarily does he con· 
sider decisions. But when explaining particular 
occurrences, though emphasizing relevant con~ 

straints, he focuses on the choices of nations. 
American behavior in Southeast Asia is ex-" 
plained as a reasonable choice of "downgrading 
this particular alliance (SE--\.TO) in favor of 
direct U.s. involvement," given the constraint: 
"one is bound by one's commitments; one iI. 
committed by one's mistakes,'''" More fre­
quently, Hoffmann uncovell confusion or contra· 
diction in the nation's choice. For example, U.s.' 
policy towards underdeveloped countries is ex· 
plained as "schizophrenic.'''· The method em­
ployed by Hoffmann in producing these explana­
tions as rational (or irrational) decisions, he' 
terms "imaginative reeonstruction,''OO ',j 

Deterrence is the cardinal problem of the, 
contemporary strategic literature. Thomai 
Schelling's Strategy 0/ Conflict formulates i 
number of propoeitions focused upon the dyi 
namiC8 of deterrence in the nuclear age. One: 
of the major propoeitions concerns the stability 
of the balance of terror: in a situation of mu­
tual deterrence, the probability of nuclear war iI 
reduced not by the "balance" (the sheer equal­
ity of the situation) but rather by the ,tability 
of the balance, i.e., the fact that neither oppo:­
nent in striking first can destroy the other'. 
ability to strike back." How does Schelling su~ 
port this proposition? Confidence in the conten~ 
tion stems not from an inductive canvass of I 

large number of previous cases, but rather from 
two calculations. In a situation of "balance" but 
vulnerability, there are values for which a ~ 
tional opponent could choose to strike first, e.g~ 
to destroy enemy capabilities to retaliate. In I 

.. Ibid., Pp.6-6.
 
"Stlln1ey Hoffmann, DaedalUII (Fa11, 1962) j reo'
 

printed in The Btate 0/ War (New York, 1965). 
U Ibid., p. 171. 
U Ibid., p. 189. 
• Fol1owing Robert Mac!ver; see St.anley Hoff­

mann, ContamP9TaT1/ Theory in International R.. 
lotiom (Englewood CliITs, 1960), pp. 178-179. 

II Thomas Schelling, The Strategy of Con~t, 

(New York, 1960), p. 232. This propOBition W8I 
formulated earlier by A. Woh1stetter, "The Deli­
cate Balance of Terror," Foreign A.DaiTI (January, 
1959). 

1969 CONCEPTUAL MODEl,S AND 

f

"stable balance" where no matter who strikes 
fii'st, each has an assured capability to retaliate 
with unacceptable damage, no rational agent 
could choose such a course of action (since that 
choice is effectively equivalent to choosing mu­
tuaI homicide). Whereas most contemporary 
strategic thinking is driven implicitly by the 
motor upon which this calculation depends, 
Schelling explicitly recognizes that strategic 
theory does assume a model. The foundation of 
I theory of strategy is, he asserts: "the assump­
tion of rational behavior-not just of intelligent 
behavior, but of behavior motivated by con­
scious calculation of advantages, calculation that 
in turn is based on an explicit and internally 
consistent value system."" 

What is striking about these examples from 
the literature of foreign policy and international 
relations are the similarities among analysts of 
various styles when they are called upon to pro­
duce explanations. Each assumes that what 
must be explained is an action, i.e., the realiz~ thrust of this style of analysis. To articulate a 
tion of some purpose or intention. Ea~es<' largely implicit framework is of necessity to car­
that the actor is the national government. Each (hicature. But caricature can be instructive. 
assumes that the action is chosen as a calculated ' 

THE CUBAN MISSILE CRISIS 

ing about such problems that this underlying 
model has rarely been recognized: ~ 
occurrence in foreign po1i ej ~ 
show how the government :nkl~tion&lJy==lJtiO~hese brief examples iIIus­t~Of ode!. To prove that most 
analysts think largely in terms of the rational 
policy model is not possible. In this limited 
space it is not even possible to illustrate the 
range of employment of the framework. Rather, 
my purpose is to convey to the reader a grasp of 
the model and a challenge: let tile reader exam­
ine the literature with which he is most familiar 
and make his judgment. 

The general characterization can be sharp­
ened by articulating the rational policy model as 
an "analytic paradigm" in the technical sense 
developed by Robert K. Merton for sociological 
anaIyses.u Systematic statement of basic as­
sumptions, concepts, and propositiona employed 
by Model I ana1ysts highlights the distinctive 

response to a strategic problem.~or each, expla­

nation consists o~ sh~wing w~t~ the govern­
ment was pursumg m coIl1ID.1tting the act and 
how this action was a reasonable choice, given 
the nation's obiectiv~This set of assumptions 
characterizes the rational policy model. The as­
sertion that Model I is the standard frame of 
reference implies no denial of highIy visible 
diIrerences among the interests of Sovietologists, 
diplomatic historians, international relations 
theorists, and strategists. Indeed, in most re­
apects, differences among the work of Hans 
Morgenthau, Stanley Hoffmann, and Thomas 
Schelling could not be more pointed. Apprecia­
tion of the extent to which each reIiespredomi­
nantly on Model I, however, reveals basic 
Iimilarities among Morgenthau's method of 
"rational reenactment," Hoffmann's "imaginative 
reconstruction," and Schelling's "vicarious prob­
lem solving;" family resemblances among Mor­
genthau's "rational statesman," Hoffmann's "rou­

lette player," and Schelling's "game theorist,'...
 

Most contemporary analysts (8ll well as lay­
men) proceed predominantly-&1beit most often 
implicitly-in terms of this model when attempt­
ing to explain happenings in foreign affaill. In­
deed, that occurrences in foreign affairs are the 
acta of 1ICJtiom seems so fundamental to think­

'" Schel1ing, 011. cit., p. 4. 
.. See Morgenthau, op. cit., p. 5; HofImllDD, Con­

Lsmporal1/ Theol1/, pp. 178-179; Hoffmann, "Rou­
lette in the Cel1ar," The State of War; Schelling, 
011. r.it. 

RATIONAL POLICY PARADIQJi[ 

I. B08ic Unit 0/ .Analy8i.s: Polic Q8 National 
Choice	 11 

I;Iappenings in foreign affairs are conceived as 
actions chosen by the nation or national 

• The larger study enmines several exceptions 
to this generalization. Sidney Verba's excellent 
-y "Aammptions of Rationality and Non-Ra­
tionality in Modela of the Intemational Syatem" is 
1_ an e%ception than it is an approach to a some­
what dift'erent problem. Verba focuses upon modela 
of rationality and irrationality of individual etates­
men: in Knorr and Verba, The International StI... 
tam. 

• Robert K. Merton, &cial Theory and SociDl 
StructurS8 (Revised and Enlarged Edition; New 
York, 1957), pp. 12.-16. Considerably weaker than 
a satisfactory theoretical model, paradigms never­
theless represent a short step in that direction 
from looeer, implicit conceptual mode!a. Neither 
the concepts nor the relations among the variable& 
are sufficiently specified to yield Propositions de­
ductively. "Paradigmatic Analysis" nevertheless 
has considerable promise for elarifying and codify­
ing styles of ana/yllis in political science. Each of 
the paradigma stated here can be represented rig_ 
oroualy in mathematical terms. For example, 
Model I lends itaeU to mathematical formulation 
along the lines of Herbert Simon's "Behavioral 
Theory of Rationality," Models of Man (New 
York, 1957). But this does not solve the most dif­
ficult problem of "measurement and estimation." 
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government... Governments select the action consequences. The relevant consequences consti­

~that will maximize strategic goals and objec­ tute benefits and costs in tel'lD8 of strategic 
tives. These "solutions" to strategic problems goals and objectives. 
are the fundamental categories in terms of 4. Choice. Rational choice is value--maximiz­
which the analyst perceives what is to be ex­ ing. The rational agent lle1ectB the alternative 
plained. whose consequences rank highest in terms of hia 

goals and objectives. 
ll. Organizing Concepts 

A. NatioruJl Actor. The nation or govern- Ill. Dominant Inference Pattern 
ment, conceived as a rational, unitary decision- This paradigm leads analysta to rely on the 
maker, is the agent. This actor has one set of following pattern of inference: if a nation per­
specified goals (the equivalent of a consistent 1formed a particular action, that nation must 
utility function), one set of perceived options, 
and a single estimate of the consequences that 
follow from each alternative. 

B. The Problem. Action is chosen in response 
to the strategic problem which the nation faces. 
Threats and opportunities arising in the "inter­
national strat~c market place" move the na­
tion to act. 

C. Static Selection. The sum of activity of 
representatives of the government relevant to a 
problem constitutes what the nation has chasen 
as its "solution." Thus the action is conceived as 
a steady-state choice among alternative out­
comes (rather than, for example, a large number 
of partial choices in a dynamic stream.). 

D. Action at Rational Clwice. The components 
include: 

1. Goah and Objectivel. National security 
and national interests are the principal cat­
egories in which strategic goaiB are conceived. 
Nations seek security and a range of further ob­
jectives. (Analysts rarely translate strategic 
goals and objectives into an explicit utility 
function; nevertheless, analysts do focus on 
major goals and objectives and trade off side ef­
fects in an intuitive fashion.) 

2. Optiom. Various courses of action rele­
vant to a strategic problem provide the spec­
trum of options. 

3. COlllequences. Enactment of each alterna­
tive course of action will produce a series of 

• Though a variant of this model could easily be 
stochastic, this paradigm is stated in non-probabil­
illtic terma. In contemporary strategy, a stochastic 
version of this model is sometimes used for predic­
tions; but it is almoat impoasible to find an ex­
planation of an occurrence in foreign affairll that ill 
consistently probabilistic. 

Analogies between Model I and the concept of 
explanation developed by R. G. CollingwOod, Wil­
liam Dray, and other "revisionists" among philOSO­
phers concemed with the critical philoaophy of 
history are not accidental. For a summary of the 
"revisionist position" see Maurice Mandelbaum, 
"Historical Explanation: The Problem of Covering 
Laws," HistoTl/ and TheOTtl (1060). 

have had ends towards which the action consti­
tuted an optimal means. The rational policy 
model's explanatory power stems from this 
inference pattern. Puzzlement is relieved by re­
vealing the purposive pattern within which the 
occurrence can be located as a value-maximizing 
means. 

IV. General Propo8itimla 
The disgrace of political science is the infre­

quency with which propositions of any general­
ity are formulated and tested. "Paradigmatic 
analysis" argues for explicitnese about the terms 
in which 'analysis proceeds, and seriollBDeIIII 
about the logic of explanation. Simply to illus­
trate·the kind of propositions on which analysts 
who employ this model rely, the formulation in­
cludes several. 

The basic 8Illl\1Dlption of value-maximizing 
behavior produces propositions central to most 
explanations. The general principle can be for­
mulated as follows: the likelihood of any partic­
ular action results from a combination of the 
nation's (1) relevant values and objectives, (2) 
perceived alternative courses of action, (3) esti­
mates of various sets of consequences (which 
will follow from each alternative), and (4) net 
valuation of each set of consequences. This 
yields two propositions. 

A. An increase in the cost of an alternative, 
I.e., a reduction in the value of the set of conse­
quences which will follow from that action, or a 
reduction in the probability of attaining fixed 
consequences, reduces the likelihood of that al­
ternative being chosen. 

B. A decrease in the costs of an alternative, 
i.e., an increase in the value of the set of conse­
quences which will follow from that alternative, 
or an increase in the probability of attaininll 
fixed consequences, increases the likelihood of 
that action being chosen.IT 

.. Thill model ill an analogue of the theory of the 
rational entrepreneur which has been developed 
extensively in economic theories of the firm and 
the consumer. These two propositions specify the 
"substitution e1fect" Refinement of this model and 
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V. SpecifU; Propo8itiom 
A. Deterrefl&ll The likelihood of any particu­

lar aitack results from the factors specified in 
the general proposition. Combined with factual 
assertions, this general proposition yields the 
propositions of the sub-theory of deterrence. 

(1) A stable nuclear balance reduces the like­
lihood of nuclear attack. This proposition is de­
rived from the general proposition plus the as­
serted fact that a seoond-strike capability affects 
the potential attacker's calculations by increas­
ing the likelihood and the costs of one particu­
lar set of consequences which might follow from 
attack-namely, retaliation. 

(2) A stable nuclear balance increases the=nrr of Jtmi@ war. !hIS jnoposidoiliS
derivl'om the general proposition plus the as­
serted fact that though increasing the costs of a 
nuclear exchange, a stable nuclear balance nev­
erthelese produces a more significant reduction 
in the probability that such consequences would 
be chosen in response to a limited war. Thus this 
set of consequences weighs less heavily in the 
calculus. 

B. Soviet Force POIture. The Soviet Union 
chooses its force posture (I.e., its weapons and 
their deployment) as a value-IIlIi.ximizing means 
of implementing Soviet strategic objectives and 
military doctrine. A proposition of this sort un­
derlies Secretary of Defense Laird's inference 
from the fact of 200 88-9s (large interconti­
nental missiles) to the assertion that, "the S0­
viets are going for a first-strike capability, and 
there's no question about it."'" 

VABIANTS 01' THE RATIONAL POLICY MODEL 

This paradigm exhibits the characteristics of 
the most refined version of the rational model. 
The modem literature of strategy employs a 
model of this sort. Problems and pressures in 
the "international strategic marketplace" yield 
probabilities of occurrence. The international 
actor, which could be any national actor, is aim­
ply a value-maximizing mechanism for getting 
from the strategic problem to the logical solu­
tion. But the explanations and predictions pro­
duced by most analysts of foreign affairs depend 
primarily on variants of this "pure" model. The 
point of each is the same: to place the action 
within a value-maximizing framework, given 
certain constraints. Nevertheless, it may be 
helpful to identify several variants, each of 
which might be exhibited similarly as a para­
digm. The first focuses upon the national actor 

specification of additional general propositions by 
translating from the economic theory is Btraight­
forward. 

• New York Times, Murch 22, 1009. 
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and his choice in a particular situation, leading 
analysts to further constrain the goals, alterna­
tives, and consequences considered. Thus, (1) 
Dational propensities or personality' traits re-­
lI.ected in an "operational code," (2) concern 
with certain objectives, or (3) special principles 
of action, narrow the "goaiB" or "alternatives" 
or "consequences" of the paradigm. For exam­
ple, the Soviet deployment of ABMe is some­
times explained by reference to the Soviet's "de­
fense-mindedness." Or a particular Soviet ac­
tion is explained as an instance of a special rule 
of action in the Bolshevik operational code.... A 
second, related, cluster of variants focuses on 
the individual leader or leadership group as the 
actor whose preference function is maximized 
and whose personal (or group) characteristics 
are allowed to modify the alternatives, conse­
quences, and rules of choice. Explanations of the 
U.8. involvement in Vietnam as a natural conse­
quence of the Kennedy-Johnson Administra­
tion's a~of foreign policy rely on this var­
iant. A~more complex variant of the basic 
model recognizes the existence of several actors 
within a government, for e:mmple, Hawks and 
Doves or military and civilians, but attempts to 
explain (or predict) an occurrence by reference 
to the objectives of the victorious actor. Thus, 
for example, some revisionist histories of the Cold 
War recognize the forces of light and the forCES 
of darkness within the U.8. government, but ex­
plain American actions as a result of goals and 
perceptions of the victorious forces of darkness. 

Each of these fol'lD8 of the basic paradigm 
constitutes a formalization of what analysts typi­
cally rely upon implicitly. In the transition from 
implicit conceptual model to explicit paradigm 
much of the richness of the best employments of 
this model has been lost. But the purpose in 
raising loose, implicit conceptual models to an 
explicit level is to reveal the basic logic of ana­
lysta' activity. Perhaps some of the remaining 
artificiality that surrounds the statement of thf,._ 
paradigm can be erased by noting a number of . 
the standard additions and modifications em­
ployed by analysta who proceed predommantly 
within the rational policy model. First, in the 
course of a document, analysta shift from one 
variant of the basic model to another, occasion­
ally appropriating in an ad hoc fashion aspects 
of a situation which are logically incompatible 
with the basic model. Second, in the course of 
explaining a number of occurrences, analysts 
sometimes pause over a particular event about 
which they have a great deal of information and 
unfold it in such detail that an impression of 

• See Nathan Leites, .A Stud'll of BoT.MtMm 
(Glencoe, Illinois, 1953). 
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c=

randomness is created. ~, having employed 
other assumptions and ~ries in deriving an 
explanation or prediction, analysts will present 
their product in a neat, convinc::,~tional~l­
ley model ~. (This acco ation is a 
~embers of the intelligence commu­
nity whose association with the details of a pro­
cess is considerable, but who feel that by putting 
an occurrence in- a larger rational framework, it 

more comprehensible to their audience.) 
Fo , in attempting to offer an explanation­

i'ticu1arly in caBal where a prediction derived 
from the basic model has failed-the notion of a 
"mistake" is invoked. Thus, the failure in the 
prediction of a "missile gap" is written off as a 
Soviet mistake in not taking advantage of their 
opportunity. Both these and other modifications 
permit Model I analysts considerably more vari­
ety than the paradigm might BUggest. But such 
accommodations are essentially appendages to 
the basic logic of these analyses. 

TBll: u.s. BLOCKADE OF CUBA: A FIRST CUT" 

The U.s. response to the Soviet Union's em­
placement of miBBiles in Cuba must be under­
stood in strategic terms as simple value-maxi­
mizing escalation. American nuclear BUperiOrity 
could be counted on to paralyze Soviet nuclear 
power; Soviet transgression of the nuclear 
threshold in response to an American use of 
lower levels of violence would be wildly irra­
tional since it would mean virtual destruction of 
the Soviet Communist system and Russian na­
tion. American local BUperiority was overwhelm­
ing: it could be initiated at a low level while 
threatening with high credibility an ascending 
sequence of steps short of the nuclear threshold. 
All that was required was for the United States 
to bring to bear its strategic and local BUperior­
ity in BUch a way that American determination 
to see the missiles removed would be demon­
strated, while at the same time allowing Moscow 
time and room to retreat without humiliation. 
The naval blackade--euphemistically named a 
"quarantine" in order to circumvent the niceties 
of intemationallaw~idjust that. 

The U.s. government's selection of the block­
ade followed this logic. Apprised of the presence 
of Soviet missiles in Cuba, the President &IIIeID­
bled an Executive Committee (ExCom) of the 

• As ltated in the introduction, thiA "ease snap­
shot" presentll, without editorial commentary, a 
Model I anaIyst'8 explanation of the U.s. block­
ade. The purpose is to illu8trate a strong, charac­
teristic rational policy model account. This account 
is (roughly) consistent with prevailing tl%planationa 
of theae events. 

National Security Council and directed them to 
"set aside all other tasks to make a prompt and 
intense survey of the dangers and all possible 
coumes of acdon."81 This group functioned as 
"fifteen individuals on our own, representing the 
President and not dift'erent departmentll."'· As , 
one of the participants reealla, "The renIarkable ," 
aspect of those meetings was a sense of complete 
equality..... Most of the time during the week 
that followed was spent canvassing all the poIlSi­
ble tracks and weighing the arguments for and 
against each..§ix major categories of actiop were 
considered. 

1. Do nothing. u.s. vulnerability to Soviet 
miSSiles was no new thing. Since the U.s. al­
ready lived under the gun of missiles based in 
Russia, a Soviet capability to strike from Cuba 
too made little real dilference. The real danger 
stemmed from the possibility of U.s. over-reac­
tion. The U.s. should announce the Soviet &c- " 

tion in a calm, casual manner thereby deflating , 
whatever political capital Khrushchev hoped to ' 
make of the missiles. 

This argument fails on two counts, First, it 
grossly underestimates the militarY import!Wce ~ 
~ the Soviet move. Not only WOUld the Soviet • 
. nion's missile capability be doubled and the : 
U.s, early warning system oufjf!lUIked. ~ 
viet Union would have an opPOrtunity to re­
verae the strategic balance by tUrtherhlata!la- ~ 
tiona. and indeed, in the longer run. to invest in ' 
cheaper. shorter-rtmge rather than more expen­
sive lopger-range mi";les. second. the political 
importance of this move was undeniable. The 
Soviet Union's act ehalleng;t the American
 
President's most solemn warning, If the U.s.
 
failed to 3nd. no American commitment
 
would be c . Ie.
 

2. Di:matic Pzr:' Several forms wel'll 
consider : an ap to the U.N. or O.A.B. 
for an inspection team, a secret approach tAl ' 
Khrushchev, and a direct approach to Khru· 
shchev, perhaps at a summit meeting. The United ' 
States would demand that the miBBiles be re­
moved, but the final settlement might include 
neutralization of Cuba, U.s. withdrawal from 
the Guantanamo base, and withdrawal of U.s. 
Jupiter missiles from Turkey or Italy. 

Each form of the diplomatic approach had itli , 
own drawbacks. To arraign the Soviet Union 
before the U.N, Security Council held little, 
promise since the Ruaaians could veto any pro­
posed action. While the diplomats argued. the 
missiles would become 0!ihratioDat. To send a se­
cret emissary to Khrus chev demanding that 

.. Theodore Sorenl!ell, op. cit., p. 675. 
D Ibid., p. 679. 
• Ibid., p. 679. 
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the missiles be withdrawn would be to PI8l un­
tenable alternatives. On the one hand, this 
would invite Khrushchev to seize the diplomatic 
initiative, perhaps committing himself to strate­
gic retaliation in response to an attack on Cuba. 
On the other hand, this would tender an ulti­
matum t.hat no great power could accept. To 
confront Khrushchev at a summit would IU8r­
antee demands for U.s. concessions, and the 
analogy between U.s. missiles in Turkey and 
Russian missiles in Cuba could not be erased. 

But w~: not trade U.s. Juttera in Turke;) 
an4 1#1Y, w§iCh ihe_ PreSiden baa ilreviOUS! I 

~ when the cmJl8 were down. Finally~ the
 
basic JSBUe should be kept clear. As the Presi­

dent stated in reply to Bertrand RUSBe1l, "1
 
think your attention might well be directed to
 
the burglars rather than to those who have
 
caught the burglars,....
 

3. A secret approach to Castro. The crisilI
 
piovI"dea an opportunity to separate Cuba and
 
Soviet Communism by offering Castro the alter­

natives, "split or fall." But Soviet troops tran8­


'ported, constructed, guarded, and controlled the 
missiles. Their removal would thus depend on a 
Soviet decision. 

4, Invasion. The United States could tAke 
thlS occasion not 0cremove the missiles but 
aJ80 to rid itBelf of 0, ANavy exercise Lad 
lOng t>eeIi BetiedUlea in which Marines, ferried 
from Florida in naval vessels, would liberate the 
imaginary ialand of Vieques." Why not simply 
shift the point of disembarkment1 (The Penta­
gon's foresight in planning this operation would 
be an appropriate antidote to the CIA's Bay of 
Pigs!) 

Preparations were made for an invasion, but 
88 a last resort. American trooP'!. would be 
forced to confront 20:000 SOviets m the fii'8t 

lId War case of direCt contact betweeD tile 
GOO:aOf the super powers. SUCh :\tJlijimatiip I 
court nuclear disaster, practi y guaran­
teeing an equivalent soviet move against Berlin. 

5. Surgical air strike. The missile sites should 

"Elie .Abel, The Miarile OriN (New York, 

be removed by a clean, swift conventional at ­
tack. This was the effective counter-artion 
which the attempted deception deserved. A sur­
gical strike would remove the missiles and thus 
eliminate both the danger that the missiles 
might become operational and the fear that the 
Soviets would discover the American discovery 
and act first. 

The initial attractiveness of this alternative 
was dulled by several difficulties. First, could 
the strike really be "surgical"? The Air Force 
could nots:narantee destructidn of an the 
mJaiJes." e might be f6!d d1a! the at­
t:aiiIC;SOme iDJ':r not Lave LeeIi ;enG. In 
older to assure estrUction of Soviet and Cuban 
means of retaliating, what willi required was not 
a surgical but rather a III&8Iive attaek-of at 
least .'iOO sorties. Secondl a sutprise air attack 
would of course kiilRWlIII&DS at the missile sites. 
PltIIISIii8i on the SOviet union to retaIi&te woUld 
be 80 stro~ th&t an at" on Berlin or TUrkey 
was 14:probaJ)le. Thild, the key problem
'With program WI8 that of ldvance warning. 
Could the President of the Uilited States, with 
his memory of Pearl Harbor aJad his vision of 
future U.s, respoDSIoility, order II "Pearl Harbor 
in reverse"? For 175 years, unannounced Sun­
day morning attacks ~d been an anathema to 
our tradition.ar 

6. Blockade. Indirect military action in 
the form 01 a blockade beeam.e more attractive 
as the ExCom disseeted the other alternatives. 
An embargo on military shipments to Cuba en­
forced by a naval blockade was not without 
lIaws, however, Could the U.s, blockade Cuba 
without inviting Soviet repiisal in Berlin1 The 
likely solution to joint blockades would be the 
lifting of both blockades, restoring the new ,ta­
ttII quo, and allowing the Soviets additional 
time to complete the missiles. Second, the possi­
ble consequences of the blockade resembled the 
drawbaeka which disqualified the air strike. If 
Soviet shivs did not stoP the UDited StaTeS' 
woUld be forced to fire the £:Iii Bhott inviting re­
taIi&tion. Third, a bloCkAde WOUld deny the tradi­
iroiilirTreedom of the seas demanded by several 
of our close allies and might be held illegal, in 
violation of the U.N. Charter 8l1d international 
law, unless the United States could obtain n 
two-thirds vote in the O.A.s. Finally, how 

II 8oreDaen, op. cit~ p. 1184. 
.1bicl~ p. lI85. Though this WlI8 the fonnulation 

of the l.I'I\IIIIent, the fscta are Dot strictly aceurate. 
Our tradition against surprise sttack WRS ra ther 
younger than 175 yeSrB. For example President 

1966), p. 144. Theodore Roosevelt spplauded Japan's attack on 
.. Ibid., p. 102. RU88ia in 1904, 
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could a blockade be related to the problem,
 
namely, some 75 missiles on the island of Cuba,
 
approaching operational readiness daily? A
 
blockade offered the Soviets a spectrum of de:
 
Ja~g tactics With which to buy time to com­

plethe miSSile iil8tiJl&uons. Was a fait accom­

pli not required?
 

In spite of these enormous difficulties the
 
blockade had comparative advantages: (I) It
 
was a middle course between inaction and at­

tack, aggressive enough to communicate firm­

ness of intention, but nevertheless not so precip­

itous as a strike. (2) It plaeed on Khrushchev
 
the burden of choice concerning the next step.
 
He could avoid a direct military clash by keep­

ing his ships away. His was the last clear
 
chance. (3) No possible military confrontation
 
could be more acceptable to the U.s. than a
 
naval engagement in the Caribbean. (4) This
 
move permitted the U.s., by flexing its conven­

tional muscle, to exploit the threat of subsequent
 
non-nuclear steps in each of which the U.s.
 
would have significant superiority.
 

Particular arguments about advantages and
 
disadvantages were powerful. The explanation of
 
the American choice of the blockade lies in. a
 
more general principle, however. As President
 
Kennedy stated in drawing the moral of the
 
crisis: . 

Above all, while defending our own vital inter­

ests, nuclear powers must avert those confronta­

tions which bring an adversary to a choice of either
 
a humiliating retreAt or a nuclear war. To adopt
 
that kind of course in the nuclear age would be·
 
evidence only of the bankruptcy of our policy--of
 
a collective death wish for the world.­

A The blockade was· the United States' only real 
Y \ opuon. 

KODEL n: ORGANIZATIONAL PROCBSS
 

For some purposes, governmental behavior
 
can be usefully summarized as action chosen by
 
a unitary, rational decisionmaker: centrally con~
 
trolled, completely informed, and value maxi­

mizing. But this simplification must not be al­

lowed to conceal the fact that a "government"
 
consists of a conglomerate of. semi-feudal,
 
loosely allied organizations, each with a substan­

tial life of its own. Government leaders· do sit
 
formally, and to some extent in fact, on top of
 
this conglomerate. But governments perceive
 
problems through organizational sensors. Gov­

emments define alternatives and estimate conse­

quences as organizations process information.
 
Governments act as these organizations enact
 
routines. Government behavior can therefore be
 

• New YOTk Times, June, 1963. 
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of the various elements now lumped under the 
rubric "organizations" is thus required. On the 
other hand, the behavior of particular organiza­
tions seems considerably more complex than the 
behavior of solids. Additional information about 
a particular organization is required for further 
specification of the tendeney statements.In spite 
of these two caveats, the eharaeterization of 
government action as organizational output dif­
fers distinetly from Model I. Attempts to under­
stand problems of foreign affairs in terms of this 
frame of reference should produce quite differ­
ent explanations.·· 

ORGANIZATIONAL PROCESS PARADIGK'· 

I. Basic Unit of AMlylia: Policy 1I8 Organiza­
tional Output 

The happenings of international polities are, 
in three eritieal senses, outputs of organizational 
proeeSses. First, the aetual oecurrences are orga­
nizational outputs. For example, Chinese entry 
into the Korean War-that is, the fact that 
Chinese soldiers were firing at U.N. soldiers 
lIOuth of the Yalu in 1950-is an organizational 
action: the action of men who are soldiers in 
platoons which are in companies, whiell in tum 
are in armies, responding as privates to lieuten" 
ants who are responsible to captains and 80 on 

- The in1Iuence of organizational studies upon 
the present literature of foreign alIa.inI is minimal. 
Specialistll in international politics are not students 
of organiution theory. Organisation theory haa 
only recently begun to study organizations aa de­
cisionmakers and has not yet produced behavioral 
studies of national lleCUrity organisations from a 
decision-making perspective. It seems unlikely, 
however, that theee gaps will remain unfilled much 
longer. Considerable progress haa been made 
in the study of the businellll firm aa an organisa­
tion. Scholara have begun applying these insights 
to government organizations, and interest in an or­
ganisational perspective is spreading among insti­
tutiODII and individuals concerned with actual go\-­
ernment operations. The "decisionmaking" ap­
proach represented by Richard Snyder, R. Bruck, 
and B. Sapin. Ftrrgign Po/ietl DecUion-Malcing 
(Glencoe, Illinois, 1962), incorporates a number of 
insights from organization theory. 

• The formulation of this paradigm ia indebted 
both to the orientation and insights of Herbert 
Simon and to the behavioral model of the firm 
stated by Richard Cyert and James March, A Be­
havioral TheoTTl 0/ the Finn (Englewood Cliffs, 
1963). Here, however, one is forced to grapple with 
the leas routine, less quantified functions of the 
leas differentiated elements in government organi· 
sations. 
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to the commander, moving into Korea, advanc­
ing against enemy troops, and firing according 
to fixed routines of the Chinese Army. Govem- / 
ment leaders' decisions trigger organiiiitto'"nalv' 
routines. Government leaders can trim thll edges 
of this output and exercise some choice in com­
})ining outputs. But the mass of behavior is de­
termined by previously established prOcedures. 
Second,existing organizational routines for em­
ploying present physical capabilities constitute 
the effective options open to govemment leaders 
confronted with any problem. Only the exis­
tence of men, equipped and trained as armies 
and capable of being transported to North 
Korea, made entry into the Korean War a live 
option for the Chinese leaders. The fact that 
fixed programs (equipment, men, and routines 
whieh exist at the particular time) exhaust the 
range of buttons that leaders can push is not al­
ways perceived by these leaders. But in every 
ease it is critical for an understanding of what is 
actually done. Third, organizational outputs 
stnIcture the situation within the narrow con­
straints of whieh leaders must contribute their 
"decision" concerning an issue. Outputs raise 
the problem, provide the information, and make 
the initial moves that color the face of the issue 
that is turned to the leaders. As Theodore So­
rensen has observed: "Presidents rarely, if ever, 
make decisions-particularly in foreign aff!W's 
-in the sense of writing their conclusions on a 
clean slate • . . The basie decisions, which con­
fine their elloiees, have all too often been 
previously IDade.'''' If one understands the strue­
ture of the situation and the face of the issue­
whiellare determined by the organizational out- / 
puts-the formal ehoiee of the leaders is fre- V 
quently anti-dimactie. 

II. Organizing Concept. 
A. Organizational Actors. The actor is not 

a monolithie "nation" or "govemment" but 
rather a conste1lation of loosely allied organiza­
tions on top of which government leaders sit. 
This constellation acts only as component orga­
niZations perform routines." 

B. Factored Problem8 and Fractionated 
Power. Surveillance of the multiple facets of for­

"Theodore Sorensen, "You Get to Walk to 
Work," NeID YOTk Timllll Magazine, March 19, 
1967. 

• Organizations are not monolithic. The proper 
level of disaggregation depends upon the objectives 
of a piece of analysis. This paradigm is formulated 
with reference to the major organizations that con­
stitute the U.s. government. Generalization to th~ 

major components of each department and agency 
should be relatively straightforward. 
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cign affairs requires that problems be cut up 
and p.1rcelled out to variOUl organizations. To 
avoid paralysis, primary power must accompany 
primary responsibility. But if organizations are 
permitted to do anything, a large part of what 
they do will be determined within the organiza­
tion. Thus each organisation perceives problems, 
processes information, and perfOI'IDll a range of 
actions in quasi-independence (within broad 
guidelines of national policy). Factored prob­
lems and fractionated power are two Ildges of 
the eame sword. Factoring permit! more special­
ized attention to particular faeet8 of problems 
than would be possible if government leaders 
tried to cope with these problems by theDlllC1ves. 
But this additional attention must be paid for in 
the coin of discretion for what an organization 
attends to, and how organizational responses are 
programmed. 

C. Pcrochial Prioritiu, Perceptiona, and 1a­
1UeI. Primary respoDSlbility for.A narrow set of 
problems encourages organizational parochial­
ism.. These tendencies are enhaDced by a number 
of additional factors: (1) selective information 
available to the organization, (2) reerui_t of 
personnel into the organisation, (3) tenure of 
individuals 'in the organization, (4) small group 
pressures within the organization, and (5) dis­
tribution of rewards by the organisation. Clients 
(e.g., interest groUpll), government allies '(e.g., 
Congressional committees), and extra-national 
counterparts (e.g., the British Ministry of ' De­
fense for the Department of Defense, ISA, or 
the British Foreign Office for the Department 
of State, EUR) gB1vanize this paroehialisn. 
Thus organizations develop relatively stable p~ 
pensities concerning operational priorities, per­
ceptions, and issues. 

D. Action aa Organizational Output. The pre­
eminent feature of organizational activity is 
its programmed character: the extent to which 
behavior in any particular cue is an enactment 
of preestablished routines. In producing outputs, 
the activity of each organization is characterized 
by: 

1. Goals: Conatraintl Defining Acceptable 
Performance. The operational goals of an orga­
nization are seldom revealed by formal man­
dates. Rather, each organization's operationeJ 
goals emerge as a set of constraints defining ac­
ceptable performance. Central among these eon­
straints is organizational health, defined usually 
in tel'IDll of bodies lISBigned and dollars appro­
priated. The set of constraints emerges from i. 
mix of expectations and demands of otlier orga­
nizations in the government, statutory author­
ity, demands from citizens and special interest 
J!;roups, and bargaining within the organization. 
Thesc constraints repreeent a quasi-resolution of 

conftictr-the constraints are relatively stable, so 
there is some resolution. But conftict among al­
ternative goals is always latent; hence, it is a 
quasi-resolution. Typically, the eonstraints are 
formulated as imperatives to avoid roughly 
specified discomforts and disasters." 

2. Sequential Attention to Goals. The exis­
tence of conftict among operational constraints 
is resolved by the device of sequential attention; 
A14 a problem arises, the subunits of the organi­
zation most concerned with that problem deal 
with it in terms of the constraints they take to ' 
be most important. When the next problem 
arises, another eluster of subunits deals with it, 
focusing on a different set of constraints. 

3. Standard Operating Proceduru. 0rga­
nizations perform their "higher" functions, such , 
as attending to problem areas, monitoring infor­
mation, and preparing relevant responses for 
likely contingencies, by doing "lower" taab, for 
example, preparing budgets, producing reports;, 
and developing hardware. Reliable performance 
of these taab requires standard operating proce- " 
dures (hereafter SOPs). Since procedures are 
"standard" they do not change quickly or easily. 
Without these standard procedures, it would not 
be po8Blble to perform certain concerted tasb. 
But because of standard procedures, organiza­
tional behavior in particular instances often ap­
pears unduly formalized, sluggish, or inappropri­
ate. 

4. PrografM and Repertoiru. Organisationa' 
must be capable of performing actions in which 
the behavior of large numbers of individuals is 
carefully coordinated. A14sured performance 
requires clusters of rehearsed SOPs for produc­
ing specific actions, e.g., fighting enemy units or 
answering an embassy's cable. Each eluster com­
prises a "program" (in the terms both of drama 
and computers) which the organization has 
available for dealing with a situation. The list of 
programs relevant to a type of activity, e.g., 
fighting, constitutes an organizational repertoire. 
The number of programs in a repertoire is al· 
ways quite limited. When properly triggered, o~ 
ganizations execute programs; programs cannot 
be substantially changed in a particular situa­
tion. The more eomplex the action and the; 
greater' the number of individuals involved, ths 
more important are programs and repertoires aa 
determinants of organizational behavior. , 

5. Uncertainty Avoidance. Organizations do 
Dot attempt to estimate the probability distribu­
tion of future occurrences. Rather, organizations 

• The etability of these constraintll ill dependen' 
on IIIIch factors u rules for promotion and reward, 
budgeting and accounting procedures, and mun­
dane operating procedures. 
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,.void uncertainty. By arranging a negotiated 
envir01&ment, organizations regularize the reac­
tions of other actors with whom they have to 
deal. The primary environment, relationa with 
other organizations that comprise the govern­
ment, is stabilized by such arrangements as 
agreed budgetary splits, accepted areas of re­
sponsibility, and established conventional prac­
tices. The secondary environment, relations 
with the international world, is stabilized be­
tween allies by the establishment of contracts 
(alliances) and "club relations" (U.s. State and 
UX. Foreign Office or U.s. Treasury and 
UX. Treasury). Between enemies, contracts and 
accepted conventional practices perform a simi­
lar function, for example, the rules of the "pre­
cariOUl statUI quo" which President Kennedy 
referred to in the missile crisis. Where the inter­
national environment cannot be negotiated, or­
Pnizations deal with remaining uncertainties by 
eetablishing a set of atandard acenario& that con­
wtute the contingencies for which they prepare. 
For example, the standard scenario for Tactical 
Air Command of the U.s. Air Force involves 
combat with enemy aircraft. Planes aPe designed 
pd pilots trained to meet this problem. That 
these preparations are less relevant to more 
probable contingencies, e.g., provision of close-in 
Pound support in limited wars like Vietnam, 
¥Shad little impact on the scenario. 
, 6. Problem-directed Search. Where situations 

C8I!Dot be construed as standard, organizations 
enpge in search. The style of search and the so­
lution are largely determined by existing rou­
tines. Organizational search for alternative 
courses of action is problem-oriented: it focuses 
on the atypical discomfort that must be 
avoided. It is simple-minded: the neighborhood 
of the symptom is searched first; then, the 
neighborhood of the current alternative. Pat­
terns of search reveal biases which in turn re­
flect sqch factors as specialized training or ex­
perience and patterns of communication. 

7. Organizational Le4rning and Change. 
The parameters of organisational behavior 
IDostly persist. In response to non-standard 
problems, organizations search and routines 
evolve, assimilating new situations. ThUllearning 
and change follow in large part from existing 
procedures. But marked changes in organiza­
tions do sometimes occur. Conditions in which 
'dramatic changes are more likely include: (1) 
Periods of budgetary feast. Typically, organiza­
tions devour budgetary feasts by purchasing ad­
ditional items on the existing shopping list. Nev­
ertheless, if committed to change, leaders who 
eontrol the budget can use extra funds to effect 
ehanges. (2) Periods of prolonged budgetary 
faxnine, Though a single year's famine typically 

. '':'. 
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results in few changes in organizational struc­
ture but a loss of effectiveness in performing 
some programs, prolonged famine forces major 
retrenchment. (3) Dramatic performance fail­
ures. Dramatic change occurs (mostly) in re­
sponse to major disasters. Confronted with an 
undeniable failure of procedures and repertoires, 
authorities outside the organization demand 
change, existing personnel are less resistant to 
change, and critical members of the organization 
are replaced by individuals committed to 
change. 

E. Central Coordination and Control. Action 
requires decentralization of responsibility and 
power. But problems lap over the jurisdictions of 
several organizations. Thus the necessity for de­
centralization runs headlong into the require­
ment for coordination. (Advocates of one horn 
or the other of this dilemma-responsive action 
entails decentralized power vs. coordinated ac­
tion requires central control--account for a con­
siderable part of the persistent demand for gov­
ernment reorganization.) Both the necessity for 
coordination and the centrality of foreign policy 
to national welfare guarantee the involvement of 
government leaders in the procedures of the or­
ganizations among which problems are divided 
and power shared. Each organization's propensi­
ties and routines can be disturbed by govern_ 
ment leaders' intervention. Central direction and 
persistent control of organizational activity, 
however, is not possible. The relation among or­
ganizations, and between organizations and the 
government leaders depends critically on a num­
ber of structural variables ineluding: (1) the 
nature of the job, (2) the measures and infor­
mation available to government leaders, (3) the 
system of rewards and punishments for organi­
zational members, and (4) the procedures by 
which human and material resources get com­
mitted. For example, to the extent that rewards 
and punishments for the members of an organi­
zation are distributed by higher authorities, 
these authorities can exercise some control by 
specifying criteria in tel'IDll of which organiza­
tional output is to be evaluated. These criteria 
become constraints within which organizational 
activity proceeds. But constraint is a crude in­
strument of control. 

Intervention by government leaders does 
sometimes change the activity of an organiza­
tion in an intended direction. But instances are 
fewer than might be expected. A14 Franklin 
Roosevelt, the master manipulator of govern­
ment organizations, remarked: 

The Treasury ill 110 large and far-tlung and in­
grained in itll practicee that I find it ill almost im­
possible to get the action and results I want.... 
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But the Treasury is not to be compared with the 
State Department. You should go through the ex­
perience of trying to get any changes in the think­
ing, policy, and action of the career diplomate and 
then you'd know what & real problem wu. But the 
Treasury and the State Department put together 
are nothing compared with the Na-4-VY ... To 
change anything in the Na-a-vy is like punching a 
feather bed. You punch it with your right and you 
punch it with your left until you are finally ex­
hausted, and then you find the damn bed just 88 it 
was before you started punching." 

John Kennedy's experience seems to have been 
similar: "The State Department," he asserted, 
"is a bowl full of jelly...•• And lest the McNa­
mara revolution in the Defense Department 
seem too striking a counter-example, the Navy's 
recent rejection of McNamara's major inter­
vention in Naval weapons procurement, the F­
I11B, should be studied as an antidote. 

F. Deci8iom of Government Leader•. Orga­
nizational persistence does not exclude shifts in 
governmental behavior. For government leaders 
sit atop the conglomerate of organizations. 
Many important issues of governmental action 
require that these leaders decide what organia­
tions will play out which programs where. Thus 
lltability in the parochialisms and SOPs of in­
dividual organizations is consistent with some 
important shifts in the behavior of governments. 
The range of these shifts is defined by existing 
organizational programs. 

111. Dominant Inference Pattern 
If a nation perfonns an action of this type to­

day, its organizational components must yester­
day have been performing (or have had estab­
lished routines for performing) an action only 
marginally different from this action. At any spe­
cific point in time, a government consists of an 
established conglomerate of organizations, each 
with existing goals, programs, and repertoires. 
The characteristics of a government's action in 
any instance follows from those established rou­
tines, and from the choice of government leaders 
-on the basis of information and estimates pro­
vided by existing routines-among existing pro­
grams. The best explanation of an organisation's 
behavior at t is t - 1; the prediction of t + 1 
is t. Model II's explanatory power is achieved by 
uncovering the organizational routines and reper­
toires that produced the outputs that comprise 
the puzzling occurrence. 

.. Marriner Eccles, Beckoning Frontiera (New 
York,,1951), p. 336. 

• Arthur Schlesinger, A Thousand Dall' (Boston, 
1965), p. 406. 

IV. General Propoaitiona 
A number of general propositions have b
 

stated above. In order to illustrate clearly
 
type of proposition employed by Model II
 
lysts, this section formulates several more p
 
cisely,
 

A. Organizational Action. Activity accord' 
to SOPs and programs does not constitu 
far-sighted, flexible adaptation to "the issue" ( 
it is conceived by the analyst). Detail and 
ance of actions by organizations are determin 
predominantly by organisational routines, 
government leaders' directions. 

1. SOPs constitute routines for dealing wi 
standard situations. Routines allow large DI 

bers of ordinary individuals to deal with nurner 
oils instances, day after day, without consider 
able thought, by responding to basic stirn· 
But this regularized capability for adequate per 
formance is purchased at the price of stan ' 
zation. If the SOPs are appropriate, aver 
performance, Le., performance averaged over 
range of cases, is better than it would be if 
instance were approached individually (gil' 
fixed talent, timing, and resource constraintB) 
But specific instances, particularly critical . 
stances that typiea1ly do not have "standard 
characteristics, are often handIed sluggishly 
inappropriately. 

2. A program, Le., a complex action ch 
from a short list of programs in a repertoire, . 
rarely tailored to the specific situation in whi 
it is executed. Rather, the program is (at best 
the most appropriate of the programs in a p 
viously developed repertoire. 

3. Since repertoires are developed by 
chial organizations for standard scenarios 
fined by that organisation, programs IV • 

for dealing with a particular situation are of 
iII-suited. 

B. Limited Flezibility and Incr 
Change. Major lines of organizational action 
straight, Le., behavior at one time is m' 
different from that behavior at t - 1. Simp! 
minded predictions work best: Behavior at t + 
will be marginally different from behavior at 
present time. 

1. Organizational budgets change increm . 
tally-both with respect to totals and with 
spect to intra-organizational splits. Though of;' 
ganizations could divide the money availa 
each year by carving up the pie anew (in 
light of changes in objectives or envirournent) 
in practice, organizations take last year's budget 
as a base and adjust incrementally. Predictioll8, 
that require large budgetary shifts in a single 
year between organizations or between uni" 
within an organization should be hedged. 

2. Once undertaken, an organizational in­

vestment is not dropped at the point where "ob­
jec:tive" costs outweigh benefits. Organizational 
stakes in adopted projects earry them quite 
beYond the loss point. 

C. Administrative Feasibility. Adequate ex-
Ianation, analysis, and prediction must include 
~tive feasibility as a major dimension. 
A considerable gap separates what leaders 
choose (or might rationally have chosen) and 
what organisations implement. . 

1. Organiations are blunt instruments. Proj­
eets that require several organizations to act 
'lrith high degrees of precision and coordination 
are not likely to succeed. 

2. Projects that demand that existing organi­
ationa! units depart from their accustomed 
functions and perform previously unprOo 
pmmed tasks are rarely accomplished in their 
designed form. 

3. Government leaders can expect that each 
organisation will do its "part" in terms of what 
the organization knows how to do. 

•. Government leaders can expect incomplete 
and distorted information from each organisa­
tion concerning its part of the problem. 
, 5. Where an assigned piece of a problem is 

contrary to the existing goals of an organisation, 
resistance to implementation of that piece will 
be encountered. 
,: '. 

V. Specific Propoaitiona. 
1. Deterrence. The probability of nuclear at ­

taek is less sensitive to balance and imbalance, 
or stability and instability (as these concepts 
are employed by Model I strategists) than it is 
to a number of organizational faetors. Except 
for the special ease in which the Soviet Union 
acquires a credible capability to destroy the U.s. 
with a disarming blow, U.s. superiority or infe­
riority affects the probability of a nuclear attack 
less than do a number of organisational faetors. 

First, if a nuclear attack occurs, it will result 
from. organisational activity: the firing of rock-
eta by members of a missile group. The enemy's 
COfttrol '!I.tem, i.e., physical mechanisms and 
standard procedures which determine who can 
launch rockets when, is critieal. Second, the ene­
my's programs for bringing his strategic forces 
to alert .tatUl determine probabilities of acci­
dental firing and momentum. At the outbreak of 
World War I, if the Russian Tsar had under­
stood the organizational processes which his 
order of full mobilization triggered, he would 
have realized that he had chosen war. Third, or­
ganizatlonal repertoires fix the range of effective 
eholce open to enemy leaders. The menu avail­
able to Tsar Nicholas in 1914 has two entrees: 
full mobUization and no mobilization. Partial mOo 
bilization was not an organizational option. 

Fourth, sinee organizational routines set the 
chessboard, the training and deployment of 
troops and nuclear weapons is crucial. Given 
that the outbreak of hostilities in Berlin is more 
probable than most scenarios for nuclear war, 
faets about deployment, training, and tactical 
nuclear equipment of Soviet troops stationed in 
East Germany-which will influenee the face of 
the issue seen by Soviet leaders at the outbreak 
of hostilities and the manner in which choice is 
implemented-are as critical as the question of 
"balance." 

2. SolJiet Force POiture. Soviet force posture, 
Le., the fact that certain weapons rather than 
others are procured and deployed, is determined 
by organizational factors such as the goals and 
procedures of existing military services and the 
goals and processes of research and design labs, 
within budgetary constraints that emerge from 
the government leader's choices. The frailty of 
the Soviet Air Force within the Soviet military 
establishment seems to have been a crucial ele­
ment in the Soviet failure to acquire a large 
bomber force in the 19508 (thereby faulting 
American intelligence predictions of a "bomber 
gap"). The fact that missile!! were controlled 
until 1960 in the Soviet Union by the Soviet 
Ground Forces, whose goals and procedures re­
flected no interest in an intercontinental mission, 
was not irrelevant to the slow Soviet buildup of 
ICBMs (thereby faulting U.s. inteIligence pre­
dietions of a "missile gap"). These organiza­
tional factors (Soviet Ground Forces' control of 
missiles and that service's fixation with Eur0­
pean scenarios) make the Soviet deployment of 
so many MRBMs that European targets could 
be destroyed three times over, more understand­
able. Recent weapon developments, e.g., the 
testing of a Fractional Orbital Bombardment 
System (FOBS) and multiple warheads for 
the 88-9, very likely reflect the activity and in­
terests of a cluster of Soviet research and devel­
opment organizations, rather than a decision by 
Soviet leaders to acquire a first strike weapon 
system. Careful attention to the organizational 
components of the Soviet military establishment 
(Strategic Rocket Forces, Navy, Air Force, 
Ground Forees, and National Air Defense), the 
missions and weapons systems to which each 
component is wedded (an independent weapon 
system assists survival as an independent ser­
vice), and existing budgetary splits (which 
probably are relatively lltable in the Soviet 
Union as they tend to be everywhere) offer p0­

tential improvements in medium and longer 
term predictions. 

THl!I u.s. BLOCKADB oJ' CUBA: A SBCOND CUT 

OrglJnizationallnteUigence. At 7:00 P,M. on 
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October 22, 1962, President Kennedy disclosed October 4.12 No U-2 flew over the western end ~ 
tful:ADierican discovery of the presence of So­ of Cuba until the flight that discovered the So- i 
,VIet strategic mi!!!liles in CUba, declared a "strict viet missiles on October 14.61 Can these "fail·1 
quarantine on alI offensive military equipment ures" be accounted for in organizational terms? ! 
under shipment to Cuba:' and demanded that On September 19 when USIB met to con-' 
"Chairman Khrushchev halt and eliminate this sider the question of Cuba, the "system" con., 
clandestine, reckless, and provocative threat to tained the follo"ing information: (1) shipping 
world peace."'· .This decision was reached at the intelligence had noted the arrival in Cuba of 
pinnacle of the U.s. Government afW a critical two large-hatch Soviet lumber ships, which were . 
week of deliberation. What initiated that pre­ riding high in the water; (2) refugee reports of i 
cious week were photographs of Soviet missile countless sightings of missiles, but also a report~1 
sites in Cuba taken on October 14. These pic­ that Castro's private pilot, after a night of drink. 
tures might not have been taken until a week ing in Havana, had boasted: "We will fight to; 
later. In that ease, the President speculated, "I the death and perhaps we can win because we' 
don't think probably we would have chosen as have everything, including atomic weapons";' 
prudently as we finally did."4T U.s. leaders (3) a sighting by a CIA agent of the rear profile 
might have received this information three of a strategic missile; (4) U-2 photos produced 
weeks earlier-if a U-2 had flown over San Cris­ by flights of August 29, September 5 and 17: 
tobal in the last week of September.'· What de­ showing the construction of a number of SAM 
termined the context in which American leaders sites and other defensive missiles." Not all of 
came to choose the blockade was the discovery this information was on the desk of the estima­
of missiles on October 14. tors, however. Shipping intelligence expertI 

There has been considerable debate over al­ noted the fact that large-hatch ships were riding 
leged American "intelligence failures" in the high in the water and spelled out the inference: "1 
Cuban missile crisis.'· But what both critics and the ships must be carrying "space CODBUming"," 
defenders have neglected is the fact that the dis­ cargo.'" These facts were carefully included in 
covery took plae.e on October 14, rather than the catalogue of intelligence concerning shipping. 
three weeks earlier or a week later, as a conse­ For experts sensitive to the Soviets' shortage of 
quence of the established routines and proce­ ships, however, these facts carried no special Big-" 
dures of the organizations which constitute the nal. The refugee report of Castro's private pi­
U.s. intel1igence community. These organiza­ lot's remark had been received at Opa Loeb, 
tions were neither more nor less 8Uccessful than Florida, along with vast re&Illll of inaccurate re­
they had been the previous month or were to be ports generated by the refugee community. This, 
in the months to follow.50 report and a thousand others had to be checked 1 

The notorious "September estimate," approved and compared before being sent to Washington.), 
by the United States Intelligence Board (USIB) The two weeks required for initial proeessin« 
on September 19,. concluded that the Soviet could have been shortened by a large increase in\ 
Union would not introduce offensive missiles resources, but the yield of this source was al­
into Cuba." No U-2 t1ight was directed over the ready quite marginal. The CIA agent's sighting ", 
western end of Cuba (after September 5) before of the rear profile of a strategic missile had oc-' 

• u.s. Department of State, Bulletin, XLVII, pp. -Department of Defense Appropriations, Hear­
715-720.	 inp, p. 67. 

., Schlesinger, op. cit., p. 803. "' Ibid., pp. 66-87. . 
• Theodore SOreDBen, Kennedy, p. 675. .. For (1) Hilsman, op. cit., p. 186; (2) Abel, OP' 
• See U.s. CoDgrellS, Senate, Committee on cit.• p. 24; (3) Department of Defense Appropria­

Armed Services, PreparednC8ll Investigation Sub­ tions, Hearings, p. 64; Abel, 07'. cit., p. 24; (4) De-i 
committee, Interim Report on Cuban Mi/:itary partment of Defense Appropriations, H~, pp., 
Build-up, 88th CoDgre8ll, 1st Session, 1963, p. 2; 1-30. '1 
H8D80n Baldwin, "Growing Risks of Bureaucratic "' The facts here are not entirely dear. This po' 
Intelligence," The Reporter (AIJgU8t 15, 1963), 48­ sertion is based on information from (1) "Depart.., 
50; Roberta Wohlstetter, "Cuba and Pearl Har­ ment of Defense Briefing by the Honorable R. S. ! 
bor," Foreign AfJaira (July, 1965), 706. McNamara, Secretary of Defense, State Depart­

"' U.s. Congress, House of Representatives, Com­ ment Auditorium, 5:00 p.m., February 6. 1963." A 
mittee on Appropriations, Subcommittee on De­ verbatim traDIIcript of a presentation actually 
partment of Defense Appropriations, H84rinqa, made by General Carroll's llIlIlistant, John HughClli 
88th CongrC8ll, 1st SC8Ilion, 1963,25 fl. and (2) Hilsman's statement, 07'. cit., p. 186. Bid 

"R. Hilsman, To Move a Nation (New York, see R. Wohlstetter's interpretation, "Cuba and 
1967), pp. 17Z-I73. PlllU'1 Harbor," 700. 
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curred on September 12; transmission time which Air Force pilots were trained to fly CIA 
from agent sighting to arrival in Washington U-2's. A 8Uccessful overflight took place on 
typically took 9 to 12 days. Shortening this October 14. 
traJISIllission time would impose severe cost in This ten-day delay constitutes some form of 
terms of danger to sub-agents, agents, and com­ "failure." In the face of well-founded suspicions 
munication networks.	 concerning offensive Soviet missiles in Cuba that 

On the information available, the intelli­ posed a critical threat to the United States' 
gence chiefs who predicted that the Soviet most vital interest, squabbling between organi­
Union would not introduce offensive missiles zations whose job it is to produce this informa­
into Cuba made a reasonable and defensible tion seems entirely inappropriate. But for each 
judgment.A Moreover, in the light of the fact of these organizations, the question involved the 
that these organizations were gathering intelli­ issue: "Wh086 job was it to be?" Moreover, the 
gence not only about Cuba but about potential issue was not simply, which organization would 
occurrences in alI parts of the world, the infor­ control U-2 flights over Cuba, but rather the 
mational base available to the estimators in­ broader issue of ownership of U-2 intelligence 
volved nothing out of the ordinary. Nor, from activities-a very long standing territorial dis­
an organizational perspective, is there anything pute. Thus though this delay WlII in one sense a 
startling about the gradual accumulation of evi­ "failure," it was also a nearly inevitable c0nse­
dence that led to the formulation of the hypoth­ quence of two facts: many jobs do not fall 
esis that the Soviets were installing missiles in neatly into precisely defined organizational juris­
Cuba and the decision on October 4 to direct dictions; and vigorous organizations are imperi­
a lIJlCCial flight over western Cuba. alistic. 

the October 4 
ment took the 0 

rtant to

was an

The ten-day delay between that decision and Organizational Optiom. Deliberations of lead­
the tlight is another organizational storyO At ers in ExCom meetings produced broad out­

meeting. the Defense Dep€f lines of altemativllS. Details of these alternatives 
rtum to r&186 an ISSUe rm- and blueprints for their implementation had to 

Its concerns. IV be specified by the organizations that would per_ 
,r t a -2 would be downed, it would be form these tasks. These organizational outputs 

answered the question: What, specifically, could 
be done? 

Discussion in the ExCom quickly narrowed 
the live options to two: an air strike and a 

iDtelli£gnce ooeration blockade. The choice of the blockade instead of 
Within the CIA'8 ~ietion. Moreover, CIA the air strike turned on two points: (1) the ar­
U-2'8 had been m . ed in certain ways which gument from morality and tradition that the 
gave them advantages over Air Force U-2's in United States could not perpetrate a "Pearl 
averting Soviet SAM's. Five days passed while Harbor in reverse"; (2) the belief that a "surgi_ 
the State Department pressed for less risky al­ cal" air strike WlII impollllible." Whether the 
ternatives such as drones and the Air Force (in United States might strike first was a question 
Department of Defense guise) and CIA engaged not of capability but of morality. Whether the 
in territorial disputes. On October 9 a tlight United States could perform the surgical strike 
plan over San Cristobal was approved by WlII a factual question concerning capabilities. 
COMOR, but to the CIA's dismay, Air Force pi­ The majority of the members of the ExCom, in­
lots rather than CIA agents would take charge cluding the President, initially preferred the air 
of the mission. At this point details become strike." What effectively foreclosed this option, 
sketchy, but several members of the intelligence however, was the fact that the air strike they 
eommunity have lIJlCCulated that an Air Force wanted could not be chosen with high coDfidence 
pilot in an Air Force U-2 attempted a high alti­ of success.... After having tentatively chosen the 
tude overflight on October 9 that "flamed course of prudence-given thst the surgical air 
out", i.e., lost power, and thus had to descend in strike was not an option-Kennedy reconsid~ 
order to restart its engine. A second round be­ ered. On Sunday morning, October 21, he called 
tween Air Force and CIA followed, as a result of the Air Force experts to a special meeting in his 

living quarters where he probed once more for 
"'See Hilsman, op. cit., pp. 17Z-174. the option of a "lUrgical" air strike"l General 
• Abel, op. cit., pp. 26 If; Wcintal and Bartlett, 

Facing the Brink (New York. 1967), pp. 62 fl; "' Schlesinger, 07'. cit., p. 804. 
Cuban Mililartl Build-up; J. Daniel and J. Hub­ "' Sorensen, Kennedy, p. tI84. 
bell, 8triU in the WeBt (New York, 1963). pp. "' Ibid., pp. 684 If. 
16 If. II Ibid., pp. ll94-397. 
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Walter C. Sweeny, Commander of Tactical Air 
Forces, asserted again that the Air Force could 
guarantee no higher than ninety percent etrec­
tiveness in a surgical air strike.·' That "fact" 
wasfaIse. 

The air strike alternative provides a classic 
case of military estimates. One of the alterna­
tives outlined by the ExCom waa named "air 
strike." Specification of the details of this alter­
native was delegated to the Air Force. Starting 
from an existing plan for massive U.8. milltary 
action against Cuba (prepared for contingencies 
like a response to a Soviet Berlin grab), Air 
Force estimators produced an attack to guaran­
tee SUCcel!ll.·· This plan called for extensive 
bombardment of all missile sites, storage depots, 
airports, and, in deference to the Navy, the ar­
tillery batteries oppoaite the naval base at 
Guantanamo." Members of the ExCom repeat­
edly expressed bewilderment at military esti­
mates of the number of sorties required, likely 
casualties, and collateral damage. But the "sur­
gical" air strike that the political leaders had in 
mind was never carefully examined during the 
first week of the crisis. Rather, this option was 
simply excluded on the grounds that since the S0­
viet MRBM's in Cuba were classified "mobile" in 
U.8. manuala, extensive bombing was required. 
During the second week: of the crisis, careful ex­
amination revealed that the missiles were mobile, 
in the sense that small houses are mobile: that is, 
they could be moved and reassembled in 6 days. 
After the missiles were reclassified "movable" 
and detailed plans for flUl'gic&l air strikes speci­
fied, this action was added to the list of live op­
tionsfor the end of the second week:. 

Organizational Implementation. Ex-Com 
memben separated several types of blockade: 
offensive weapons only, all armamenta, and all 
strategic goods including POL (petroleum, oil, 
and lubricants). But the "detaila" of the opera­
tion were left to the Navy. Before the President 
announced the. blockade on Monday evening, 
the first stage of the Navy's blueprint was in 
motion, and a problem loomed on the horizon." 
The Navy had a detailed plan for the blockade. 
The President had several less precise but 
equally determined notions concerning what 
should be done, when, and how. For the Navy 
the issue was one of effective implementation of 
the Navy's blockade--without the meddling and 
interference of political leaders. For the Presi­
dent, the problem was· to pace and manage 

.. Ibid., p. 697; Abel. op. cit., pp. 1OG-101. 
a Sorensen, Kennedy, p. 669. 
.. Hilsman, op. cit., p. 204. 
.. See Abel, op. cit., pp. 97 II. 

events in such a way that the Soviet leaders 
would have time to see, think, and blink. 

A careful reading of available iIources uncov- . 
ers an instructive incident. On Tuesday the \ 
British Ambassador, Ormsby-Gore, after hav­
ing attended a briefing on the details of the 
blockade, suggested to the President that the· 
plan for intercepting Soviet ships far out of resch 
of Cuban jets did not facilitate Khrushchev's 
hard decision." Why not make the interception 
much closer to Cuba and thus give the Rl1lIlian j 
leader more time? According to the public ac­
count and the recollection of a number of indi­
viduals involved, Kennedy "agreed immediately, 
called McNamara, and over emotional Navy 
protest, issued the appropriate instructions."'" 
As Sorensen records, "in a sharp clash with the . 
Navy, he made certain his will prevailed,'''' The 
Navy's plan for the blockade was thus changed 
by drawing the blockade much closer to Cuba.. 

A serious organizational orientation makes ~ 
one SUBpicious of this account. More careful ex- : 
amination of the available evidence confirms 
these suspicions, though alternative accounts,. 
must be somewhat speculative. According to the " 
public chronology, a quarantine drawn close to; 
Cuba became effective on Wednesday morninc. 
the first Soviet ship was contacted on Thursday 
morning, and the fim boarding of a ship 0c­

curred on Friday. According to the statemeD1 
by the Department of Defense, boarding of the 
Marcula by a party from the John R. PieJU 
"took place at 7:50 A.lil., E.D.T., 180 milesl 
northeast of Nassau."·· The Marcula had beea " 
trailed since about 10:30 the previous evening.";, 
Simple calculations suggest that the Pierce must 
have been stationed along the Navy's original 
arc which extended 500 miles out to sea from 
Cape Magsi, Cuba's eastern most tip." The" 
blockade line was not moved as the President 
ordered, and the accounts report. 

What happened is not entirely clear. One. 
can be certain, however, that Soviet ships passed 
through the line along which American destroy­
ers had posted themselves before the official" 
"first contact" with the Soviet ship. On ~ 
tober 26 a Soviet tanker arrived in Havana and 
was honored by a dockside rally for "running 
the blockade." Photographs of this vessel show' 
the name Vinnitlla on the side of the vessel in 

.. Schlesinger, op. cit., p. 818. 

., Ibid. 
• Sorensen, Kennedy. p. 710. 

• New York TimllB, October 27,1962.
 
.. Abel, op. cit., p. 171. "
 
11 For the loea tion of the original arc Bee Abe!, 

op. cit., p. 141. 
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Cyrillic letters:' But according to the official 
U.S. position, the first tanker to pass through 
the blockade was the Bucllarest, which WIl8 

hailed by the Navy on the morning of October 
25. Again Himple mathematical calculation ex­
cludes the possibility that the Bucharest and the 
Vinmtlla were the same ship. It seems probable 
that the Navy's resistance to the President's 
ordcr that the blockade be drawn in closer to 
Cuba forced him to allow one or several Soviet 
sbips to pass through the blockade after it was 
officially operative"· 

This attempt to leash the Navy's blockade 
had a price. On Wednesday morning, Octo­
ber 24, what the President bad been awaiting 
occurred. The 18 dry cargo ships heading to­
wards the quarantine stopped dead in the water. 
This was the occasion of Dean Rusk's remark, 
"We are eyeball to eyeball and I think the other 
fellow just blinked,"" But the Navy had an­
other interpretation. The ships had simply 
stopped to pick up Soviet submarine escorts. 
The President became quite concerned lest the 
Navy--eIready riled because of Presidential 
meddling in its affairs--blunder into an incident. 
Sensing the President's fears, McNamara be­
came suspicious of the Navy's procedures and 
routines for making the first interception. Call­
ing on the Chief of Naval Operations in the 
Navy's inner sanctum, the Navy Flag Plot, 
McNamara put his questions harshly.TO Who 
would make the first interception? Were Rus­
sian-speaking officers on board? How would 
submsrines be dealt with? At one point McNa­
mara asked Anderson what he would do if a So­
viet ship's captain refused to answer questions 
about his cargo. Picking up tbe Manual of Navy 
ReguIations the Navy man waved it in McNa­
mara's face and shouted, "It's all in there," To 
which McNamara replied, "I don't give a damn 
what John Paul Jones would have done; 1 want 
to know what you are going to do, now,'''· The 
encounter ended on Anderson's remark: "Now, 
Mr. Secretary, if you and your Deputy will go 
back to your office the Navy will run the block­
ade."" 

MODEL III: BUREAUCRATIC POLrrICB 

The leaders who sit on top of organizations 

TlFacu Oft File, Vol. XXII, 1962, p. 376, pub­
lished by Facts on File, Inc., New York, yearly. 

TI ThiB hypothesis would account for the mystery 
surrounding Kennedy's eIplosion at the leak of the 
stopping of the Buchar~t. See Hilaman, op. cit., 
p.4Ii. 

.. Abel, op. cit., p. 153. 

.. See ibid., pp. 154 If. 

.. Ibid., p. 156. 
ftlbid. 
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are not a monolithic group. Rather, each is, in 
his own right, a player in a central, competitive 
game. The name of tlle game is bureaucratic 
politics: bargaining along regularized channels 
among players positioned hierarchically within 
the government. Government behavior can thus 
be understood according to a third 'conceptual 
model not as organizational outputs, but aa out­
CllJDes of DarpiBiBg games. In contrast with 
Model I, the bureaucratic politics model sees no 
unitary actor but rather many actors as players, 
who focus not on a single strategic issue but on 
many diverse intra-national problems as well, in 
terms of no consistent set of strategic objectives 
but rather according to varioua conceptions of 
national, organizational, and person&! goals, 
making government decisions not by ration&! 
choice but by the pulling and hauling that is 
politics. 

The apparatus of each national government 
constitutes a complex arena for the intra-na­
tional game. Political leaders at the top of this 
apparatus plus the men who occupy poaitions on 
top of the critical organizations fol'll1, the eircle 
of central players. Ascendancy to thiIi .circle as­
sures some independent standing. The necessary 
decentralization of decisions required for action 
on the broad range of foreign policy problems 
guarantees that each player has. 'considerable 
discretion. Thus power is shared. . ~.: . . 

The nature of problems of foreign pOlicy per­
mits fundamental disagreement among reason­
able men concerning what ought to be done. 
Analyses yield conflicting recommendations. Sep­
arate responsibilities laid on the shoulders of in­
dividual personalities encourage diJlerences in 
perceptions and priorities. But the issues are of 
first order importance. What the nation does 
really matters. A wrong choice could .mean ir­
reparable damage. Thua responsible men are 
obliged to fight for wbat they are convinced is 
right. 

Men share power. Men differ concerning 
what must be done. The differences matter. This 
milieu necessitates that policy be resolved by 
politics. What the nation does is IIOmetimes the 
result of the triumph of one group"liver others. 
More often, however, different grouPs p'ulling in 
different directions yield a resultant distinct 
from what anyone intended. What JDOves the 
chess pieces is not simply the reasons which sup­
port a course of action, nor the routines of orga­
nizations which enact an alternative, but the 
power and skill of proponents and opponents of 
the action in question. 

This characterization captures the thrust of 
the bureaucratic politics orientation. If problems 
of foreign policy arose as discreet issuea, and de­
cisionS were determined one game at a time, this 
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account would suffice. But most "issues," e.g.,(outcomes in the sense that what happens is n 
Vietnam or the proliferation of nuclear weapons, 
emerge piecemeal, over time, one lump in one 
context, a second in another. Hundreds of issues 
compete for players' attention every day. Each 
player is forced to fix upon his issues for that 
day, fight them on their own terms, and rush on 
to the next. Thus the character of emerging is­
8I1es and the pace at which the game is played 
converge to yield government "decisions" and 
"actions" as col1ages. Choices by one player, 
outcomes of minor games, outcomes of central 
games, and "foul-ups"-these pieces, when stuck 
to the same canvas, constitute government be­
havior relevant to an issue. 

The concept of national security policy as po­
litical outcome contradicts both public imagery 
and academic orthodoxy. Issues vital to national 
security, it is said, are too important to be set-
tied by political games. They must be "above" 
politica. To accuse someone of "playing politica 
with national security" is a most serious charge. 
What public conviction demands, the academic 
penchant for intellectual elegance reinforces. In­
terna1 politics is messy; moreover, according to 
prevailing doctrine, politicking 1acks intellectual 
content. As such, it constitutes gossip for jour­
nalists rather than a IlIlbject for serious investi­
gation. Occasional memoirs, anecdotes in his­
torical accounts, and several detailed case stud­
ies to the contrary, most of the literature of for­
eign policy avoids bureaucratic politics. The gap 
between academic literature and the experience 
of participants in government is nowhere wider 
than at this point. 

·BURBAUCRATIC POLlTICS PARADIGM'" 

1. Baric Unit of Analym: Policg IJI 

Political Outcome 
The decisions and actions of governments are 

essentially intra-national political outcomes: 

.. This paradigm relies upon the IIIl1&1l group of 
analysts who have begun to fill the gap. My pri­
mary source ill the model implicit in the work of 
Richard E. Neustadt, thouah hill concentration on 
presidential action hu been generalised to a con­
cern with poliey u the outcome of political bar­
gaining among a number of independent players, 
the President amounting to no more than a "811­
perpower" among many l_r but coD8iderable 
powers. As Warner 8ehilling argues, the 8Ilbstantive 
problems are of 8Ilch inordinate difficulty that un­
certainties and differences with regard to goals, al­
ternatives, and COlllleQuences are inevitable. Thill 
necCll8itates what Roger Hilsman describes as the 
process of con1lict and COD8eD8U8 building. The 
techniques employed in this process often resem­
ble those U8ed in 1egia1ative assemblies, though 

chosen as a solution to a problem but rather r~
 
8Ults from compromise, coalition, competition;
 
and confusion among government officials whd
 
see different faces of an issue; political in thl
 
sense that the activity from which the outcome
 
emerge is best characterized as bargaining. Fo].!,
 
lowing Wittgenstein's use of the concept of a
 
"game," national behavior in international af~
 
faira can be conceived as outcomes of intricate'
 
and subtle, simultaneous, overlapping gamea'
 
among players located in positions, the hierar.
 
chical arrangement of which constitutes the
 
government"- These games proceed neither a~
 
random nor at leisure. Regular channels strue­
ture the game. Deadlines force issues to the at­

tention of busy players. The moves in the chl*
 
game are thus to be explained in terms of the
 
bargaining among players with separate and un-j
 
equal power over particular pieces and with sep­

arable objectives in distinguishable subgames.
 

11. Organizing Coru;eptl 
A. Player, in POIitiom. The actor is neither 

a unitary nation, nor a conglomerate of organi-, 
zations, but rather a number of individual play­

Samuel Huntington'8 characterisation of the pro-. 
cess as ulegialative" overemph88ises the equality 
of participants u opposed to the hierarchy which 
atructures the game. Moreover, whereas for Hunt-· 
ington, foreign poliey (in contraat to military pol­
iey) ill act by the aecutive, this paradigm mm­
tains that the activities which he describes u leg­
islative are characteristic of the process by which 
foreign poliey ill made. 

.. The theatrical metaphor of stage, roles, and 
actors ill more common than this metaphor of 
games, positiona, and players. Nevertheless, the 
rigidity connotated by the concept of "role" both 
in the theatrical _ of actors reciting fixed linel 
and in the lIOciologicai aenae of fixed responaea to 
apecified aocial IIituations makes the concept of 
games, positiona, and players more uaeful for thia 
analyllis of active participants in the determinatioll ~ 

of national poliey. Objections to the terminology ; 
on the grounds that "game" connotes non-noUl 
play overlook the concept'8 application to most 
serious problema both in Wittgenatein's philoaophy 
and in contemporary game theory. Game theory 
typically treats more precillely atructured gamel, 
but Wittgenatein'8 examination of the "language ;, 
game" wherein men use worda to communicate is 
quite analogous to this analysiB of the less lIPeci­
lied game of bureaucratic politica. See Ludwig 
Wittgenstein, Philoaophical Investigationa, and 
Thomas Schelling, "What ill Game Theory?" in 
James Charlesworth, ContempoTaT1/ Political. 
Anall/aU. 

eJ'8. Groups of these players constitute the agent 
for particular government decisions and actions. 
Players are men in jobs. 

Individuala become players in the national se­
curity policy game by occupying a critical posi­
tion in an administration. For example, in the 
U.s. government the players include "Chiefs": 
the President, Secretaries of State, Defense, and 
Treasury, Director of the CIA, Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, and, since 1961, the Special Assistant for 
National Security Mairs;ae "Staffers": the 
immediate staff of each Chief; "Indians": the 
political appointees and permanent government 
officials within each of the departments and 
agencies; and "Ad Hoc Players": actors in the 
wider government game (especially "Congres­
sional In1luentia1s") , members of the press, 
s'pokesmen for important interest groups (espe­
cially the "bipartisan foreign policy establish­
ment" in and out of Congress), and sunogates 
for each of these groups. Other members of 
the Congress, press, interest groupe, and public 
form concentric circles around the central arena 
-circles which demarcate the permissive limits 
within which the game is played. . 

Positions define what players both Inay and 
must do. The advantages and handicaps with 
which each player can enter and play in various 
games stems from his position. So does a cluster 
of obligations for the performance of certain 
tasks. The two sides of this coin are illustrated 
by the position of the modern Secretary of 
State. First, in form and usually in fact, he is 
the primary repository of political judgment on 
the political-military issues that are the stuff of 
contemporary foreign poliey; consequently, he is 
a senior personal advisor to the President. Sec­
ond, he is the colleague of the President's other 
senior advisers on the probll!lIl8 of foreign pol­
icy, the Secretaries of Defense and Treasury, 
and the Special Assistant for National Security 
Mairs. Third, he is the ranking U.s. diploInat 
for serious negotiation. Fourth, he serves as an 
Administration voice to Congress, the country, 
and the world. Finally, he is "Mr. State Depart­
ment" or "Mr. Foreign OfIice," "leader of 

• Inclusion of the President'. Special Assistant 
for National Security Affairs in the tier of "Chiefs" 
rather than among the "Btafferll" involves a de­
batable choice. In fact he is both 8Ilper-etaffer 
and near-chief. Hill position baa no statutory au­
thority. He ill eapecially dependent upon good 
relations with the President and the Secretaries of 
Defense and State. Nevertheless, he stands astride 
a genuine action-channel. The decision to include 
this position among the Chiefs reflects my judg­
lIIent that the Bundy function ill becoming institu­
tionalised. 

officials, spokesman for their causes, guardian of 
their interests, judge of their disputes, superin­
tendent of their work, master of their careers..... 
But he is not first one, and then the other. All 
of these obligations are his simultaneously. His 
performance in one affects his credit and power 
in the others. The perspective stemming from 
the daily work which he must oversee-the 
cable traffic by which his department Inaintains 
relations with other foreign offices--confticts 
with the President's requirement that he serre 
as a generalist and coordinator of contrasting 
perspectives. The necessity that he be cloae to 
the President restricts the extent to which, and 
the force with which, he can front for his de­
partment. When he defers to the Secretary of 
Defense rather than fighting for his depart­
ment's position-as he often must-he strains 
the loyalty of his officialdom. The Secretary's 
resolution of these conflicts depends not only 
upon the position, but also upon the player who 
occupies the position. 

For players are also people. Men's metabo­
lisms differ. ~ core of the bureaucratic po!itics 
mix is l)ersOnali~. How each InaD manages to 
irt.and the heat in biB kitchen, l!ILch player'8 basic 
operating style, and the complementarity or 
contradiction among personalities and styles in 
the inner cf~les are irreducible pieces of the pol­
icy blend.fMoreover, each person comes to his 
position with baggage in tow, including sensitivi­
ties to certain issues, commitments to various 
prograID8,and personal standing and debts with 
groupe in the society.! 

B. ParocAiol pritJ;tieI, Perceptionl aM 18­
1Ue'. Answers to the questions: "What is the 
issue?" and "What must be done?" are colored 
by the position from which the questions are 
considered. For the factors which encourage or­
ganizational parochialism also influence the 
players who occupy positions on top of (or 
within) these organizations. To motivate mem­
bers of his organization, a player must be sensi­
tive to the organization's orientation. The games 
into which the player can enter and the advan­
tages with which he plays enhance these pres­
sures. Thus propensities of perception stemming 
from position permit reliable prediction about a 
player's stances in InaDy cases. But these pro­
pensities are filtered through the baggage which 
players bring to positions. Sensitivity to both 
the pressures and the baggage is thus required 
for Inany predictions. 

a Richard E. Neustadt, Testimony. United States 
Senate, Committee on Government Operations, 
Subcommittee on National Security SI.8ffing. Ad­
miniatration 0/ National Securitl/, March 26, 1963, 
pp.82-83. 
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C. Intere8tll, Staku, and Power. Games are 
played to determine outcomes. But outcomes 
advance and impede each player's conception of 
the national interest, specific programs to which 
he is committed, the welfare of his friends, and 
his personal interests. These overlapping inter­
ests constitute the stakes for which games are 
played. Each player's ability to play successfully 
depends upon his power. Power, Le., effective in­
fluence on policy outcomes, is an elusive blend 
of at least three elements: bargaining advan­
tages (drawn from formal authority and obliga­
tions, institutional backing, constituents, exper­
tise, and status), skill and will in using bargain­
ing advantages, and other players' perceptions 
of the first two ingredients. Power wisely in­
vested yields an enhanced reputation for effec­i: tiveness. Unsuccessful investment depletes both 

11 the stock of capital and the reputation. Thus 
I' each player must pick the issues on which he 

can play with a reasonable probability of suc­,I cess. But no player's power is sufficient to guar­
antee satisfactory outcomes. Each player's needs 
and fears run to many other players. What en­
sues is the most intricate and subtle of games 
known to man. 

D. The Problem and the Prob~. "Solu­
tions" to strategic problems are not derived by 
detached analysts focusing coolly on the prob­
lem. Instead, deadlines and events raise issues in 
games, and demand decisions of busy players in 
contexts that influence the face the issue wears. 
The problems for the players are both narrower 
and broader than the strategic problem. For 
each player focuses not on the total strategic 
problem but rather on the decision that must be 
made now. But each decision has critical conse­
quences not only for the strategic problem but 
for each player's organizational, reputational, 
and personal stakes. Thus the gap between the 
problems the player was solving and the prob­
lem upon which the analyst focuses is often very 
wide. 

'if E. Actiem,.Channe18. Bargaining games do not 
'i	 

proceed randomly. Action-channels, Le., regular­
ized ways of producing action concerning types 
of issues, structure the game by pre-selecting 
the major players, determining their points of 
entrance into the game, and distributing partic­
ular advantages and disadvantages for each 
game. Most critically, channels determine 
"who's got the action," that is, which depart­
ment's Indians actually do whatever is chosen. 
Weapon procurement decisions are made within 
the annual budgeting process; embassies' de­
mands for action cables are answered according 
to routines of consultation and clearance from 
State to Defense and White House; requests for 
instructions from military groups (concerning 

assistance all the time, concerning operati, 
.

wi 

during war) are composed by the military 
consultation with the Office of the Secretary 
Defense, State, and White House; crisis 
sponses are debated among White House, Sta· 
Defense, CIA, and Ad Hoc players; major poli 
ical speeches, espeeially by the President hi 
also by other Chiefs, are cleared through estai 
lished channels. 

F. Action a8 Politic8. Government decisio:
 
are made and government actions emerge n,
 
ther as the calculated choice of a unified grou
 
nor as a formal summary of leaders' preferen,
 
Rather the context of shared power but separa'
 
judgments concerning important choices, de
 
mines that politics is the mechanism of choi,
 
Note the environment in which the game'
 
played: inordinate uncertainty about what m
 
be done, the necessity that something be do'
 
and crucial consequences of whatever is do
 
These features force responsible men to bee'
 
active players. The pace of the game---h
 
dreds of issues, numerous games, and multi
 
channel&---compels players to fight to "get 0
 

er's attention," to make them "see the facts,"
 
assure that they "take the time to think
 
ously about the broader issue." The 8tructure
 
the game-power shared by individuals
 
separate responsibilities-validates each play,
 
feeling that "others don't see my problem,"
 
"others must be persuaded to look at the i
 
from a less parochial perspective." The rulu
 
the game-he who hesitates loses his chance
 
play at that point, and he who is uncertaiB
 
about his recommendation is overpowered by;
 
others who are sure-pressures players to come
 
down on one side of a 51-49 issue and play. The
 
rewarda of the game--etrectiveness, i.e., impact
 
on outcomes, as the immediate measure of pel_ 
formance-encourages hard play. Thus, most 
players come to fight to "make the government' 
do what is right." The strategies and tactics em­
ployed are quite similar to those formalized by 
theorists of international relations. 

G. StreamB of OutcomeB. Important gov­
ernment decisions or actions emerge as collages 
composed of individual acts, outcomes of minor, 
and major games, and foul-ups. Outcomes 
which could never have been chosen by an actor 
and would never have emerged from bargaining 
in a single game over the issue are fabricated 
piece by piece. Understanding of the outcome 
requires that it be disaggregated. 

Ill. Dominant Inference Pattern 
If a nation performed an action, that action 

was the outcome of bargaining among individu­
als and groups within the government. That 
outcome included reBUltll achieved by groups 
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committed to a decision or action, rendtantll 
"hich emerged from bargaining among groups 
with quite different positions and foul-up8. 
Model Ill's explanatory power is achieved by 
rsvealing the pulling and hauling of various 
players, with different perceptions and priorities, 
focusing on separate problems, which yielded the 
outcomes that constitute the action in question. 

IV. General PropoBitiom 
1. Action and Intention. Action does not pre­

suppose intention. The sum of behavior of 
representatives of a government relevant to an 
issue was rarely intended by any individual or 
group. Rather separate individuals with different 
intentions contributed pieces which compose an 
outcome distinct from what anyone would have 
chosen. 

2. Where 1/OU 8tand depend8 on where 1/OU 
lit.a Horizontally, the diverse demands upon 
each player shape his priorities, perceptions, and 
issues. For large classes of issues, e.g., budgets 
and procurement decisions, the stance of a par­
ticular player can be predicted with high reli­
ability from information concerning his seat. In 
the notorious B-36 controversy, no one was sur­
prised by Admiral Radford's testimony that 
"the B-36 under any theory of war, is a bad 
gamble with national security," as opposed to 
Air Force Secretary Symington's claim that "a 
B-36 with an A-bomb can destroy distant objec­
tives which might require ground armies years 
to take.'... 

3. Chief8 and IndianB. The aphorism "where 
you stand depends on where you sit" has verti­
cal as well as horizontal application. Vertically, 
the demands upon the President, Chiefs, Staf­
fers, and Indians are quite distinct. 

The foreign policy issues with which the 
President can deal are limited primarily by his 
crowded schedule: the necessity of dealing first 
with what comes next. His problem is to probe 
the special face worn by issues that come to his 
attention, to preserve his leeway until time has 
clarified the uncertainties, and to assess the rele­
vant risks. 

Foreign policy Chiefs deal most often with 
the hottest issue de jour, though they can get 
the attention of the President and other mem­
bers of the government for other issues which 
they judge important. What they cannot guar­
antee is that "the President will pay the price" 
or that "the others will get on board." They 

-This aphorism W88 stated first, I think, by Don 
K. Price. 

- Paul Y. Hammond, "Super Carriers and B-36 
Bombers," in Harold Stein (ed.), American Civil­
Militartl DeciBio1I8 (Binningham, 1963). 

THE CUBAN	 MISSILE CRISIS 711 

must build a coalition of the relevant powers 
that be. They must "give the President confi­
dence" in the right course of action. 

Most problems are framed, alternatives speci­
fied, and proposals pushed, however, by Indians. 
Indians fight with Indians of other depart­
ments; for example, struggles between Interna­
tional Security Mairs of the Department of De­
fense and Political-Military of the State Depart­
ment are a microcosm of the action at higher 
levels. But the Indian's major problem is how to 
get the attention of Chiefs, how to get an issue 
decided, how to get the government "to do what 
is right." 

In policy making then, the issue looking down 
is options: how to preserve my leeway until 
time clarifies uncertainties. The issue looking 
tidewaY8 is commitment: how to get others 
committed to my coalition. The issue looking 
upwarda is confidence: how to give the boss 
confidence in doing what must be done. To par­
aphrase one of Neustadt's assertions which can 
be applied down the length of the ladder, the es­
sence of a responsible official's task is to induce 
others to see that what needs to be done is what 
their own appraisal of their own responsibilities 
requires them to do in their own interests. 

V. Specific PropolitionB 
1. Deterrence. The probability of nuclear at ­

tack depends primarily on the probability of 
attack emerging as an outoome of the bureau­
cratic politics of the attacking government. First. 
which players can decide to launch an attack? 
Whether the effective power over action is con­
trolled by an individual, a minor game, or the 
central game is critical. Second, though Model 
I's confidence in nuclear deterrence stems 
from an assertion that, in the end, govern­
ments will not commit suicide, Model III re­
calls historical precedents. Admiral Yamamoto, 
who designed the Japanese attack on Pearl Har­
bor, estimated accurately: "In the first six 
months to a year of war against the U.s. and 
England I will run wild, and I will show you 
an uninterrupted succession of victories; I must 
also tell you that, should the war be prolonged 
for two or three years, I have no confidence in 
our ultimate victory.'''' But Japan attacked. 
Thus, three questions might be considered. One: 
could any member of the government solve his 
problem by attack? What patterns of bargaining 
could yield attack as an outcome? The major 
difference between a stsble balance of terror and 
a questionable balance may simply be that in 
the first Cll8e most members of the government 

.. Roberta Wohlsleller, Poorl Harbor (Slanford, 
1962), p. 350. 

,II 
i 
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washington for a month's honeymoon on the Riv­
iera. Fretting at Cap Ferrat, he bombarded his 
deputy, General Marshall Carter, with tele­
,grams, but Carter, knowing that McCone had 
informed the President of his suspicions and re­
ceiVed a cold reception, was reluctant to distrib­
ute these telegrams outside the CIA." On ~ 
tlinber 9 a U-2 "on loan" to the Chiziese a­
f4011&I!!!~8S downed over IDAiJ1l8Jld ChiDA" 
The Committee on OVerhead Reconnaissance 
(COMOR) convened on September 10 with 
a sense of urgency.'oo Loss of another U-2 might 
incite world opinion to demand cancellation of 
U-2 :flights. The President's campaign against 
those who asrerted that the Soviets were acting 
provocatively in Cuba had begun. To risk , 
, a U-2 over Cuba w; . , .~ 

,e .umD on which the President Was sitting. 
ThAt meeting deCIded to sh1iM8a;!Jrom the 
western end of CUba lwber, Sere tJeCOiIi 

~wourdlietoiit.1°' USIB's UnAnImous ap­
proval of ilie september estimate reflects similar 
sensitivities. On September 13 the President 
had asserted that there were no Soviet offensive 
missiles in Cuba and committed his Administra­
tion to act if offensive missiles were discovered. 

. 

, 
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appreciate fully the coDBequenees of attack. and 
are thus on guard against the emergence of this 
outcome. Two: what stream of outcomes might 
lead to an attack? At what point in that stream 
is the potential attacker's politics? If members of 
the U.s. government had been sensitive to the 
stream of decisions from which the Japanese at ­
tack. on Pearl Harbor emerged, they would have 
been aware of a considerable probability of that 
attack.. Three: how might miscalculation and 
confusion generate foul-ups that yield attack as 
an outcome? For example, in a crisis or after 
the beginning of conventional war, what hap­
pens to the information available to, and the ef­
fective power of, members of the centr&1 game. 

THE U.8. BLOCKADE OF CUBA: A THIRD CUT 

The Politic8 0/ DUcoveTl/. A series of over­
lapping bargaining games determined both the 
date of the discovery of the Soviet missiles and 
the impact of this discovery on the Administra­
tion. An explanation of the politics of the dis­
covery is consequently a considerable piece of 
the explanation of the U.8. blockade. 

~ ~~ed~f'lllitiA:I'3re~ 
}he crisis were &!so months before the Con~ 
sional elections, and the Republican senato 
and CoIlmSSfonal Campaign COmmittee liad 
AlJDQ!JDred that Cuba WOpld be "the dnminqRt 
issue of the 1962 Mrr'Pajm .... )¥hat the admm­
istration billed as a "more positive and indireCt 
approaCh of isolating Castro from devetopWg, 
democratic Latin America," senators Keating, 
GoldWater, Capehart) Thurmond, and oiliers at ­
taCked as a "do-nothmg" policy.sf In statements 
on the :floor of the House and Senate, campaign 
speeches across the country, and interviews and 
articles carried by national news media, Cuba­
particularly the Soviet program of increased 
arms aid_rved as a stick for stirring the 
domestic politic&1 Scene." 

These attacks drew blood. Prudence de­
manded a vigorous reaction. The President de­
cided to meet the issue head-on. The Adminis­
tration mounted a forceful campaign of denial 
designed to discredit critics' claiIns. The Presi­
dent himself manned the front line of this offen­
sive, though almost all Administration officialJl 
participated. In his news conference on August 
19, President Kennedy attacked as "irresponsi­
ble" calls for an invasion of Cuba, stressing 
rather "the totality of our obligations" and 
promising to "watch what happens in Cuba with 

- Sorensen, Ktmned7l. p. 670. 
-Ibid. 
If Ibid., pp. 670ft 
- New York TimeR, August, September, 1962. 

J
 

the closest attention."so On September 4, 
issued a strong statement denying any provo 
tive Soviet action in Cuba." On September 1 
he lashed out at "loose talk" calling for an in' 
sion of Cuba." The day before the :flight of 
U-2 which 'discovered the missiles, he c 
paigned in Capehart's Indiana against th, 
"aelf-appointed generals and admirals who wa' 
to send someone else's sons to war,'''' 

On Sunday. October 14. just as a. U-2taiiliit! the first pictures of SOviet milIsilea'1 
Mc n:e Bundv was asre...·__ · 

I knolD that there is no present evidence, and I 
think that there is no present likelihood that the 
Cuban government and the Soviet governmeni: 
would, in combination, attempt to install a maj 
offensive capability.­

In this campaign to puncture the criti 
charges, the Administration discovered that the 
public needed positive slogans. Thus, KennedY 
fell into a tenuous semantic distinction between 
"offensive" and "defensive" weapons. This <Jis.l! 
tinction originated in his September 4 statement 
that there was no evidence of "oft'ensive ground 
to ground missiles" and warned "were it to be: 
otherwise, the gravest issues would arise,'''' ms 
September 13 statement turned on this distincJ 
tion between "defensive" and "offensive" weap;r: 
ons and announced a firm commitment to actiOIi 
if the Soviet Union attempted to introduce thi 
latter into Cuba,'" Congressional committees eliO: 
ited from adminiatration o1Iicia.IB testimony 
which read this distinction and the President" 
commitment into the COftIJI"UBiooal Record." 

What the President least wanted to hear, the 
CIA was most hesitant to say plainly, ~. 

~ 22 John McCone met ~rivateliEWit.'iitlie
'51ent and vOlCil8USJ)lCio tbij:e SOViiti' 
were &ti]rinft to introduce 9ffeDllive missilee 
into ..' ennedY heard thiS as what it. 
was: the suspicion of· a hawk. McCone left 

• N /lID York Timu, Ausust ~, 1962.
 
.. N eID York Times, September Ii, 1962.
 
• NeID York Times. September 14, 1962. 
• NeID York Ti_. October 14,1962. 
- Cited by Abel, 0fI, cit., p. 13.
 
.. NeID York T__,Septemberli,l962.
 
• NeID York Trmu, September 14, 1962. 
- Senate Foreign Relatione Committee; Senate;1 

Armed Services Committee; HoU8e Committee on . 
Appropriation; HoWle Select Committee on Exporl 
Control. 

IfAbel, op. cit., pp. 17-18. According to McCone, 
he told Kennedy, "The only construction I can pul 
on the material going into Cuba is that the RUB­
sians are preparing to introduce offensive miSllile8." 
See also Weintal and Bartlett, op. cit., pp. 60-61. 
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Before Congressional committees, Administra­
tion officials were denying that there was any 
evidence whatever of offensive missiles in Cuba. 
The implications of a National Intelligence esti­
mate which concluded that the Soviets were in­
troducing offensive milIsiles into Cuba were not 
lost on the men who constituted America's high­
est intel1igence assembly. 

The October 4 COMOR decision to direct 
, :flight over the western end of Cuba in ef· 
fect "overturned" the September estimate, but 
without officially raising that issue, The decision 
represented McCone's victory for which he had 
lobbied with the President before the September 
10 decision, in telegraIns before the September 
19 estimate, and in person after his return to 
Washington. Though the politics of the intelli­
gence community is closely guarded, several 
pieces of the story can be told.lOS By September 
~Cotel::-ttand others in DIA believed 

t th Sovi .on was t>JaciJIi DllSSiles m ilie 

- Abel, 0fI. cit., p, 23. 
- NeID York Timu, September 10, 1962. 
-See Abel, op. cit., pp. 25-26; and Hilsman, op. 

eit.,p.174. 
.. Department of Defense Appropriation, Hear­

~,69. 
,. A basic, but somewhat contradictory, account 

of parte of this story emergcA in thc Department of 
Defense Appropriations, Jre~ring8, 1-70. 

San Cristobal area.lOI This area was marked 
susjnclous by ilie CIA on septemt>er 29 Md cer­
tified top G£frity on October 3. By October 
'4 McCOne the evidence reqwred to raise the 
issue officially, The members of COMOR 
heard McCone's argument, but were reluctant 
to make the hard decision he demanded. The 
significant probability that a U-2 would be 
downed made overflight of western Cuba a Inat­
tel of real concern.'lK 

The Politia 0/ 1_. The U-2 photographs 
presented incontrovertible evidence of Soviet of­
fensive missiles in Cuba. This revelation fell 
upon politicized players in a complex context. As 
one high official recalled, Khrushchev had 
caught us "with our pants down." What each of 
the central participants saw, a.nd what each 
did to cover both his own and the Administra­
tion's nakedness, created the spectrum of issues 
and answers. 

At approximately 9:00 A.M., Tuesday morn­
ing, October 16, McGeorge Bundy went to the 
President's living quarters with the message: 
"Mr. President, there is now hard photographic 
evidence that the Russians have oft'ensive mis­
siles in Cuba."'06 Much' has been made of Ken­
nedy's "expression of surprise,'''01 but "surprise" 
fails to capture the character of his initi&1 reac­
tion. Rather, it was one of startled anger, most 
adequately conveyed by the exc1am&tion: ''Be 
can't do that to niel'''Of In terms of the Presi­
dent's attention and priorities at that moment, 
Khrushchev had chosen the most unhelpful act 
of all. Kennedy had staked his full Presidential 
authorit on the assertion that th~SOviets 
wo n _ve wea m a. 
Moreover, Khrushchev assu e rear-
dent through the most direct and personal chan­
nels that he was aware of the President's domes­
tic politic&1 problem and that nothing would be 
done to exacerbate this problem. The Chairman 
had lied to the President, Kennedy', initi&1 reac­
tion entailed action. The missiles must be 
removed.'08 The alternatives of "doing nothing" 
or "taking a diplomatic approach" could not 
have been less relevant to hi8 problem. 

These two tracks-doing nothing and taking 

-Department of Defenle Appropriations, Hear­
ings,71. 

.. The detaill of the 10 daYII between the October 
4 decision and the October 14 flight must be held 
in abeyance. 

.. Abel, op. cit., p. 44. 

.. Ibid., pp. 44ff. 
"See Richard Neustadt, "Afterword," Presidtm­

lin! POlMlT (Ncw York,l964l. 
1M Sorenscn, Ktmlled7l, p. 676; Schlesinger, 0T!. cit., 

p.801. 

I 
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a diplomatic approach-were the solutions advo­
cated by two of his principal advisors. For Sec­
retary of Defense McNamara, the missiles 
raised the spectre of nuclear war. He first 
framed the issue as a straightforward strategic 
problem. To understand the issue, one had to 
grasp two obvious but difficult points. First, the 
missiles represented an inevitable occurrence: 
narrowing of the missile gap. It simply hap­
pened sooner rather than later. Second, the 
United States could accept this occurrence since 
its consequences were Ininor: "seven-to-one mis­
sile 'superiority,' one-to-one missile 'equality,' 
one-to-!eYen missile 'inferiority'-the three pos­
tures are identical." McNamara's statement of 

Ii	 this argument at the first meeting of the ExCom 
was swnmed up in the phrase, "a missile is a 
missile.'''OlI "It makes no great difference," he II maintained, "whether you are killed by a missile 
from the Soviet Union or Cuba."l10 The impli­
cation was clear. The United States should notW initiate a crisis with the Soviet Union, risking a 11 
significant probability of nuclear war over an 
occurrence which had such BID&ll strategic impli­
cations. 

.The perceptions of' McGeorge BundY, the 
L~ 

':<j'
~ 

President's . t for National securr D­I' ~ 

i	 fairs are m 0 reconstru • 
'.i<:.l There is 0 for 

a 'plomatic traclc.l11 But was Bundy laboring 
under his acknowledged burden of responsibility 

lij	 in Cuba I? Or was he playing the role of dev­
il's advocate in order to make the President 
probe his own initial reaction and consider other 

i!Ii" 
i	

options? 
' The President's brother, Robert Kennedy, saw 

" 
I most clearly the political wall against which 

"I Khrushchev had backed the President. But he,
11
,U like McNamara, B8W the prospect of nuclear 
\ doom. Was Khrushchev going to force the Presi­
f­

rr 
dent to an insane ,act? At the first meeting of 
the ExCom, he seribbled a note, "Now 1 know 
how Tojo felt when he was planning Pearl Har­

Jr' bor.''''' From the outset he searched for an al­
ternative that would prevent the air strike. 

The initial reaction of Theodore Sorensen, the 
President's Special Counsel and "alter ego," fell 
somewhere between that of the President and 
his brother. Like the President, Sorensen felt the 
poignancy of betrayal. If the President had been 
the architect of the policy which the missiles 
punctured, Sorensen was the draftsman. 
Khrushchev's deceitful move demanded a strong 

.. Hilsman, op. cit., p. 195. 
'·Ibid.
 
'" Weintal and Bartlett, op. cit., p. 67; Abel,
 

op. cit., p. 63. 
'" Schlesinger, op. cit., p. 803. 

) 

counter-move. But like Robert Kennedy, Soren. 
sen feared lest the shock and disgrace lead to dis­
aster. 

To the Joint Chiefs of Staff the issue was 
clear. Now was the time to do the job for which 
they had prepared contingency plans. Cuba I 
had been badly done; Cuba II would not be. 
The missiles provided the occasion to deal with 
the issue: cleansing the Westem Hemisphere of 
Castro's Communism. Ail the President recalled 
on the day the crisis ended, "An invasion would 
have been a mistak~ wrong use of our power. 
But the military are mad. They wanted to do 
this. It's lucky for us that we have McNamara 
over there."113 

McCone's perceptions flowed from his con­
firmed prediction. Ail the Cassandra of the inci­
dent, he argued forcefully that the Soviets had 
installed the missiles in a daring political probe 
which the United States must meet with force. 
The time for an air strike was now.l16 

The Politic8 0/ Choice. The process by which 
the blockade emerged is a story of the most BIlb­
tle and intricate probing, pulling, and hauling; 
leading, guiding, and spurring. Reconstruction of 
this process can only be tentative. Initially the 
President and most of his advisers wanted the 
clean, BUt'gical air strike. On the first day of 
the erisis, when informing Stevenson of the mis­
siles, the President mentioned only two alterna­
tives: "I BIlPpose the alternatives are to go in 
by air and wipe them out, or to take other steps 
to render them inoperable."111 At the end of the 
week a sizeable minority still favored an air 
strike. Ail Robert Kennedy recalled: "The four­
teen people involved were very significant.... 
If six of them had been President of the U.s., I 
think that the world might have been blowu 
Up."l1S What prevented the air strike was a for­
tuitous coincidence of a number of factore-the 
absence of anyone of which might have permit­
ted that option to prevail. 

First, McNamara's vision of holocaust set 
him firmly against the air strike. His initial at­
tempt to frame the issue in strategic terms 
struck Kennedy as particularly inappropriate. 
Once McNamara realized that the name of the 
game was a strong response, however, he and his 
deputy Gilpatric chose the blockade as a faD­
back. When the Seeretary of Defense--whose 
department had the action, whose reputation in' 
the Cabinet was unequaled, in whom the presi· 
dent demonstrated full confidenee-marsballed 

1. Ibid., p. 831.
 
"' Abel, op. cit., p. 186.
 
•• Ibid., p. 49.
 
"'Interview, quoted by Ronald Steel, New Y01'k
 

Review of Book., March 13,1969, p. 22. 

the arguments for the blockade and refused to 
be moved, the blockade becanIe a formidable al­
ternative. 

Second, Robert Kennedy-the President's 
closest confidant-was unwilling to see his 
brother become a "Tojo." His arguments against 
the air strike on moral grounds struck a chord 
in the President. Moreover, once his brother had 
stated these arguments so forcefully, the Presi­
dent could not have chosen his initially pre­
ferred course without, in effect, agreeing to be­
come what RFK had condemned. 

The President learned of the missiles on 
Tuesday morning. On Wednesday morning, in 
order to mask our discovery from the Russians, 
the President flew to Connecticut to keep a 
campaign commitment, leaving RFK as the un­
official chairman of the group. By the time the 
President returned on Wednesday evening, a 
critical third piece had been added to the pic­
ture. McNamara had presented his argument 
for the blockade. Robert Kennedy and Sorensen 
had joined McNamara. A powerful coalition of 
the advisers	 in whom the President had the 
greatest confidence, and with whom his style 
was most compatible, had emerged. 

Fourth, the coalition that had formed behind 
the President's initial preference gave him rea­
son to pause. Who supported the air strike-the 
Chiefs, McCone, RUBk, Nitze, and Achesoll--llll 
much as how they supported it, counted. Fifth, 
a piece of inaccurate information, which no one 
probed, permitted the blockade advocates to 
fuel (potential) uncertainties in the President's 
mind. When the President returned to Washing­
ton Wednesday evening, RFK and Sorensen met 
him at the airport. Sorensen gave the President 
a four-page memorandum outlining the areas of 
agreement and disagreement. The strongest ar­
gument was that the air strike simply could not 
be surgical.11T After a day of prodding and 
QUestioning, the Air Foree had asserted that it 
could not guarantee the BIlccess of a BUt'gical air 
strike limited to the missiles alone. 

Thursday evening, the Yresident convened 
the ExCom at the White House. He declared his 
tentative choice of the blockade and directed 
that preparations be made to put it into effect 
by Monday morning.us Though he raised a 
QUestion about the possibility of a BIlrgical air 
strike subsequently, he seems to have accepted 
the experts' opinion that this was no live 
option.11O (Acceptance of this estimate BIlggest8 
that he may have learned the lesson of the Bay 
of Pig9-"Never rely on experts"-less well than 

'" Sorensen, Kennedv. p. 686. 
,. Ibid., p. 691. 
,.. Ibid., pp. 691-692. 
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he supposed.) 120 But this information was incor­
rect. That no one probed this estimate during 
the first week of the crisis poses an interesting 
question for further investigation. 

A coalition, including the President, thus 
emerged from the President's initial decision 
that something had to be done; McNamara, Rob­
ert Kennedy, and Sorensen's resistance to the air 
strike; incompatibility bctween the President 
and the air strike advocates; and an inaccurate 
piece of information.l21 

CONCLUSION 

This essay has obviously bitten off more than 
it has chewed. For further developments and 
synthesis of these arguments the reader is re­
ferred to the larger study.1!2 In spite of the Jim­
its of space, however, it would be inappropriate 
to stop without spelling out several implications 
of the argument and addressing the question of 
relations among the models and extensions of 
them to activity beyond explanation. 

At a minimum, the intended implications of 
the argument presented here are four. First, for­
mulation of alternative frames of reference aDd 
demonstration that different analysts, relying 
predominantly on different models, produce 
quite different explanations should encourage 
the analyst's self-consciousness about the nets he 
employs. The effect of these "spectacles" in sen­
sitizing him to particular aspects of what is 
going on-framing the puzzle in one way rather 
than another, encouraging him to examine the 
problem in terms of certain categories rather 
than others, directing him to particular kinds of 
evidence, and relieving puzzlement by one 
procedure rather than another-must be recog­
nized and explored. 

Second, the argument implies a position on 
the problem of "the state of the art." While ac­
cepting the commonplace characterization of the 
present condition of foreign policy analysis­
personalistic, non-cumulative, and sometimes in­
sightful-this _y rejects both the counsel of 
despair's justification of this condition as a 
consequence of the character of the enterprise, 
and the "new frontiersmen's" demand for a 
priori theorizing on the frontiers and ad hoc ap­
propriation of "new techniques.'.... What is re­

- Schlesinger, op. cit~ p. 296. 
III Space will not permit an account of the path 

from this coalition to the formal government de­
cision on Saturday and action on Monday. 

... BUTeaucTaC1I aM Polictl (forthcoming, 1969). 

... Thus my position is quite distinct from both 
poles in the recent "great debate" about interna­
tional relations. While many "traditionalists" of 
the sort Kaplan attacks adopt the first posture and 
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quired as a first step is non-casual examination 
of the present product: inspection of existing ex­
planations, articulation of the conceptual models 
employed in producing them, formulation of the 

:; propositions relied upon, specification of the 
(I logic of the various intellectual enterprises, and 

reflection on the questions being asked. Though'I 
it is difficult to overemphasize the need for more 
systematic processing of more data, these pre­
liminary matters of formulating questions with 
clarity and sensithity to categories and'assump­
tions so that fruitful acquisition of large quan­
tities of data is possible are still a major hurdle in 
considering most important problems. 

Third, the preliminary, partial paradigms pre­
sented here provide a basis for serious reexami­
nation of many problems of foreign and military 
policy. Model II and Model III cuts at problems 
typically treated in Model I terms can permit 
significant improvements in explanation and 
prediction.'" Full Model II and III analyses re­
quire large amounts of information. But even in 
cases where the information base is severely lim­
ited, improvements are possible. Consider the 
problem of predicting Soviet strategic forces. In 
the mid-19508, Model I style calculations led to 
predictions that the Soviets would rapidly de­
ploy large numbers of long-range bombers. 
From a Model II perspective, both the frailty of 
the Air Force within the Soviet military e!itab­
lishment and the budgetary implications of such 

~.	 
a buildup, would have led analysts to hedge this 
prediction. Moreover, Model II would have 
pointed to a sure, visible indicator of such a 
buildup: noisy struggles among the Services 
over major budgetary shifts. In the late 19508 lr 

1 
I 

and early 19608, Model I calculations led to the 
prediction of immediate, massive Soviet deploy­
ment of ICBMs. Again, a Model II cut would 
have reduced this number because, in the earlier 
period, strategic rockets were controlled by the 
Soviet Ground Forces rather than an indepen­
dent Service, and in the later period, this would 1 

; have necessitated massive shifts in budgetary 

,i many "scientiBtll" of the sort attacked by Bull 
adopt the lIeCOnd, this third posture is relatively 
neutral with resPect to whatever is in subBtantive 
dispute. See Redly Bull, "International Theory: 

JI' The Case for a Classical Approach," World Politica 
(April, 1966); and Monon Kaplan, "The New"'.,...
Great Debate: Traditionalism VB. Science in In­

"	 ternational Relations," World Politics (October, 
1966). 

- A number of problems are now being examined 
in these terms both in the Bureaucracy Study 
Group on Bureaucracy and Policy of the Institute If	 of Politics at Harvard University and at the Rand 
Corporation. 

splits. Today, Model I considerations lead many 
analysts both to recommend ~at an ~ent 
not to deploy ABMs be a major ~~can ~~ 
jective in upcoming stra~ic negotiations WIth 
the USSR, and to. predict ~ecess. From a 
Model II vantage pomt, the existence of an on­
going Soviet ABM. progr~, the strength of the 
organization (NatIOnal Air Defense) that con-
trois ABMs, and the fact that an agreemt;nt to 
stop ABM deployment would force the ~ual 
dismantling of this organization, ~e a V1&ble 
agreement of this sort much less likely. A ~~el 
III cut suggests that (a) ther~ must be ~~-
cant differences among perce~tlons a~d I?nonties 
of Soviet leaders over strategic negotiations, (b) 
any agreement will affect some players' po,,:er 
bases, and (c) agreements that do not ~e 
extensive cuts in the sourc:es of som~ DlBJor 
players' power will prove ea8ler to negotiate and 
more viable. .. 

Fourth, the present formulatio~ of paradigms 
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is simply an initial step. As such It leav~ a long. BUggested by generating predictions in terms of 

els II and III focus on the internal mechanism 
of the government that chooses in this environ­
ment. But can these relations be more fully 
specified? Adequate synthesis woul~ require a 
typology of decisions and actions, some of which 
are more amenable to treatment in terms of one 
model and some to another. Government behav­
ior is but one cluster of factors relevant to oc­
eurrences in foreign affairs. Most students of 
foreign policy adopt this focus (at least when 
explaining and predicting). Nevertheless, the di. 
mensions of the chess board, the character of 
the pieces, and the rules of the game-factors 
considered by internstional systems theorists--­
constitute the context in which the pieces are 
moved. Can the major variables in the full func­
tion of determinants of foreign policy outcomes 
be identified ? 

Both the outline of a parti41, ad hoc working 
synthesis of the models, and a sketch of their 
uses in activities other than explanation can be 

list of critical questions unanswered. Given any 
action, an imaginative,ana!YBt should always be 
able to construct some rationale for th~ govem­
ment's choice. By imposing, and relaxing, con-
Btraints on the parameters of rational choice (as 
in variants of Model I) analysts can construct a 
large number of accounts of any act as a n­
tional choice. But does a statement of reasc.ms 
why a rational actor would choose an aetim; 
constitute an explanation of the 0CC1UTeJ? be 
that action? How can Mo~el I ~ 
forced to make more systematic contributions t~ 
the question of the dete~ts of oceurrenccs: 
Model U's explanation of t m .terms of t - 1 18 

explanation. The world is contiguous. But gov­
emments sometimes make sharp depart~. 
Can an organizational process model be m~ed 
to suggest where change is likely? Attention to 
organizational change sho~d afford greater un­

esch. Strategic surrender is an important prob­
lem of international relations and diplomatic 
history. War termination is a new, developing 
area of the strategic literature. Both of these in­
terests lead scholars to addrels a central ques­
tion: Why do nations surrender when! Whether 
implicit in explanations or more explicit in anal­
)"Sis, diplomatic historians and lftrategists rely 
upon propositions which can be turned forward 
to produce predictions. Thus at the risk of being 
timelY-and in error-the present situation 
(August, 1968) offers an interesting test case: 
Why will North Vietnam surrender when1'21 

In a nutshell, analysis according to Model I 
asserts: nations quit when costs ontweigh the 
benefits. North Vietnam will surrender when she 
realizes "that continued fighting can only gener­
ate additional costs without hope of compensat­
jog gains, this expectation being largely the 

derstanding of why parti~ular. programs and COD8equence of the previous application of force
 
SOPs are maintained by Identifiable types. of by the dominant side.''!!. U.s. actions can in­

organizations and also bow a manager can IUI- crease or decrease Hanoi's strategic costs.
 
prove organizational perfo~ce. Mod~ ~ Bombing North Vietnam increases the pain and
 
tells a fascinating "story.': But Its ~mplenty IS UJus increases the probability of surrender. This
 
enormous, the information requirements. a: Proposition and prediction are not without
 
often overwhelming, and many of the details ,meaning. Tha~"other things being equal"--na­

the bargaining may be superfluous. How caD lions are more likely to surrender when the
 
such a model be made parsimonious? The
 
three models are obviously ~ot ex~usiye alter- • In response to several readera' recommenda­

natives. Indeed, the paradigms highlight ~ lioUB, what follows is reproduced verbatim from the
 
partial emphasis of the framework-what ea )laPer delivered at the September, 1968 AllBOCia­

emphasizes and what it lea!es out: Each coneen- tion meetinga (Rand P-3919). The discuasion is
 
trates on one class of vanables, m e1f~t, rele- heavily indebted to Ernest R. May.
 
gating other important factors to a cete~ para- .. Richard Snyder, DetOTTeme and Deleme
 
btu clause. Model I con~entra~es on mark~ (Princeton, 1961), p.ll. For a more general presen­

factors:" pressures and mcentives created by lation of this position see Paul J{ecskemcti, Blra­

the "internstional strategic marketplace." Mod- IeqicSuTTender (New York, 1964).
 

strategic cost-benefit balance is negative, is true. 
Nations rarely surrender when they are winning. 
The proposition specifies a range within which 
nations surrender. But over this broad range, 
the relevant question is: why do nations surren­
der? 

Models II and III focus upon the government 
machine through which this fact about the in­
ternstional strategic marketplace must be filtered 
to produce a surrender. These analysts are con­
siderably less sanguine about the possibility of 
surrender at the point that the cost-benefit cal­
culus turns negative. Never in history (i.e., in 
none of the five cases I have examined) have 
nations surrendered at that point. Surrender oc­
curs sometime thereafter. When depends on pro­
cess of organizations and politics of players 
within these governments---Bs they are affected 
by the opposing government. Moreover, the ef­
fects of the victorious power's action upon the 
surrendering nation cannot be adequately sum­
marized as increasing or decreasing strategic 
costs. Imposing additional costs by bombing a 
nation may increase the probability of 8IIlTen­
der. But it also may reduce it. An appreciation 
of the impact of the acts of one nation upon an­
other thus requires some understanding of the 
machine which is being in1Iuenced. For more 
precise prediction, Models II and ill require 
considerably more information about the organi­
zations and politics of North Vietnam than is 
publicly available. On the basis of the limited 
public information, however, these models can 
be suggestive. 

Model U examines two sub-problems. First, 
to have lost is not sufficient. The government 
must know that the lftrategic cost-benefit calcu­
lus is negative. But neither the categories, nor 
the indicators, of strategic costs and benefits are 
clear. And the sources of information about 
both are organizations whose parochial priorities 
and perceptions do not facilitate accurate infor­
mation or estimation. Military evaluation of 
military performance, military estimates of fac­
tors like "enemy morale," and military predic­
tions concerning when "the tide will tum" or 
"the comer will have been tumed" are typically 
distorted. In cases of highly decentralized guer­
rilla operations, like Vietnam, these problems 
are exacerbated. Thus strategic costs will be un­
derestimated. Only highly visible costs can 
have direct impact on leaders without being fil­
tered through organizational channels. Second, 
since organizations define the details of options 
and execute actions, surrender (and negotiation) 
is likely to entail considerable bungling in the 
early stages. No organization can define options 
or prepare programs for this treasonous act. 
Thus, early overtures will be uncoordinated with 
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\; ., the acts of other organizations, e.g., the fighting 
forces, creating contradictory "signals" to the 
victor. 

Model III suggests that surrender will not 
:/ come at the point that strategic costs outweigh
 
If benefits, but that it will not wait until the lead­
,.

'1. ership group concludes that the war is lost. 
Rather the problem is better understood in 

t terms of four additional propositions. First, 
strong advocates of the war effort, whose careers 
are closely identified with the war, rarely come 
to the conclusion that costs outweigh benefits, 
Second, quite often from the outset of a war, a 
number of members of the government (partic­
ularly those whose responsibilities sensitize them 
to problems other than war, e.g., economic plan­
ners or intelligence experts) are convinced that 
the war effort is futile. Third, surrender is likely 
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A TRANSACTIONAL THEORY OF POLITICAL INTEGRATION 
enhances the effective power of the latter group 
to come lIB the result of a political shift that 

AND ARMS CONTROL­
(and adds swing members to it). Fourth, the 
course of the war, particuIa.rly actioIl8 of the RALPH M. GOLDMAN 
victor, can in1Iuence the advantages and disad· Ba1l Frvmcisco 8tate College 
vantages of players in the loser's government. 
Thus, North Vietnam will surrender not when Nominally, the English became a nation in rency" are postulated: positional, decisional, and 
its leaders have a change of heart, but when the eighth century but did not achieve political materiel currencies. These types are employed in 
Hanoi hllB a change of leaders (or a change of integration until the seventeenth century, a the analysis of the content of each political 
effective power within the central circle). How thousand years later. During the millennium, transaction. The following general hypotheses 

the English "nation" was the scene of recurring are then proposed: 
action in the South affect the game in Hanoi is 
U.s. bombing (or pause), threats, promises, or 

internal wars, the last ending with the accep­ 1. Successive transactiOIl8 perceived as profit­
subtle but nonetheless crucial. tance of the Bill of Rights by William III and able by all parties tend to reinforce attitudes of 

That these three models could be applied to Mary in 1688. What was the process leading to trust among political transactors. 
the surrender of governments other than North cessation in the use of armed conOict as a tech­ 2. Trust. among political transactors is posi­
Vietnam should be obvious. But that exercise is nique of domestic politics in England? tively correlated with sharp increases in the in­
left for the reader. Nominally, Mexico W8B an independent nation clusion of decisional currencies among the con­

in 1821 but did not see the end of its internal tent of transactions. 
wars until the 1940's. What political process led 3. Increased trust is positively associated 
to'domestic "arms control" in Mexico? with the decline in political exchanges involving 

Although taking place in different centuries armaments (a sub-type of materiel currency), 
and in nations with distinct political cultures, that is, increasing trust and decreasing violent 
were there common elements in the two transi­ warfare are positively correlated. 
tiOIl8 to internal arms control? What were criti­ 4. Transactional sequences that follow a 
eal factors in the integrative process? May the trust-inducing pattern tend to be associated 
same factors, or analogous ones, be identified with suceessfuI transition from unintegrated to 
and controlled in contemporary efforts related to integrated states of political organiz&tionf 
regional and international arms control? What 

•The distinction between "disarmlUDent" andmay be learned from the English, the Mexican, 
"&rm8 control" is lIignificant. Neither EnsIand norand other national cases that is generalizable to Mexico, for example, is a domflllticalIy dieannedthe problem of international political integration nation. Rather, as a coneequence of the p_and arms control? to be eumined with this theory, each natiOD­The present theory sketch views arms control 
lIII othen that are politically integrated-baa fill­as an lIBpCCt of the integration of political orga­ tabliahed a monopoly of ita major means of in. nisatioIl8. Political integration, in turn, is the 
ternal violence. Domestic peace, that ill, the eel­eoneequence of a process of political transactions 
mtion of internal WBlB, IIlleDI8 to be 8B8Ociatedamong principal political actors over time. In with conditions of &rm8 control (involving deci­keeping with numerous contemporary concep­ sional currency exchanges) rather than disarma­tions of social transaction, political "things" of ment. one kind or another are exchanged between ac­ "Political development" and "political integra­tors when both (or more) parties perceive or tion" are aIIIO troublellOll1e terms that mould not anticipate a "profit," that is, applying their own delay U8 long. Since World War II, the rubric individual criteria, see a net gain when measur­ "political development" has tended to be em­ing what is received against what is given up in ployed mainly to dlBllibe comparative etudiflfl ofthe transaction. In order to quantify and relate national modefllisation, particularly with respeet these transactional events to the process leading to the growth of economic organization and gov­to political integration, three types of "cur­ ernmental bureaucracies. Overviews of c:ummt 
uaqe are reponed in Samuel P. Huntington, "Po­

• This report is part of an investigation under litical Development and Political Decay," World 
contract between the Group PllYchology Branch, PoAtica, 17 (April, 1961l), 386-430; Fred W. Riggs, 
Oftice of Naval Researnh, and the Frederic Burk "The Theory of Political Development," in J. C. 
Foundation for Education, San FranciBco State Charlesworth (ed.), COfIUmporaTfl Politic4l Anal­
ICollege. (Contract Nonr-4722 (00), Project NR 11m (New York: The Free Prees 1967), pp. 317­
, 1'17258). The author is indebted to Luigi Petrullo, 349; Robert T. Holt and John E. Turner, The 
Director, PllYchological Sciences Division, ONR, Politic4l BtUia oj Economic Developfflflflt (Prince­
IIid Abraham S. Levine, formerly of the Group ton, N.J.: D. Van Noetrand, 1966). The approach 
Psychology Branch, for their advice and encour­ dellCribed in this report is "developmental" simply 
-Cement. in its search for recurring tendencies. 
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