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The essence of uftimate decision remains impenetrable to the.

observer - often, indeed, to the decider himself. . . . There will always

be the dark and iangled stretches in the decision-making process —

mysterious even to those who may be most Intimately involved.
John Fitzgerald Kennedy

| have come across men of letters who have written history without
taking part in public affairs, and politicians who have concerned
themselves with producing events without thinking about them. |
have observed that the first are always inclined to find general
causes, whereas the second, living in the midst of disconnected
daily facts, are prone to imagine that everything is attributable to
particular incidents, and that the wires they pull are the same as
those that move the world, It is to be presumed that both are
equally deceived.

Alexis de Tocqueville
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Preface

My aims in this book are two. On the one hand, I examine the
central puzzles of the Cuban missile crisis. Several participants
in this nuclear confrontation have already told the story, each
from his own point of view. None of these accounts. divecily.ad.
dresses the major guestions of the crisis.. I try to in_this book.

On the other hand, I explore the influence of unrecognized as-
sumptions upon our thinking ahout events like the missile crisis.
Answers to questions like why the Soviet Union tried to sneak
strategic offensive missiles into Cuba must be affected by basic
assumptions we make, categories we use, our angle of vision.
But what kind of assumptions do we tend to make? How do
these assumptions chammel our thinking? What alternative per-
spectives are available? This study identifies the basic frame of
reference used by most people when thinking about foreign af-
fairs. Furthermore, it outlines two alternative frameworks.
Each frame of reference is, in effect, a “conceptual lens.” By
comparing and contrasting the three frameworks, we see what
each magnifies, highlights, and reveals as well as what each
blurs or neglects.

The structure of this book reflects my dual objectives. Three

_conceptual chapters sketch three rough-cut frames of reference.

These chapters are separated by three case studies, each of
which uses one of the frames of reference in searching for an-
swers to the major questions of the Cuban missile crisis. By ad-

- dressing central issues of the crisis first from one perspective,

then from a second, and finally from a third, these chapters not
only probe more deeply into the event, uncovering additional
insights; they also demonstrate how alternative conceptual
lenses lead one to see, emphasize, and worry about quite differ-
ent aspects of events like the missile crisis.

On the one hand, substantive instance; on the other, concep-
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tual argument. Today I must confess that I am no Ionger certain
where one ends and the other begins, or, indeed, which is the
head and which the tail of my own dog. But I am certain about
the impulse that led me to pursue these two aims jointly,

This book attempts to address the entire community of for-
eign policy observers, which comprises both “artists” and “sci-
entists.” For the artists, the appeal of the conceptual chapters

may be minimal. As “spinach and calisthenics,” they will be.

palatable to the extent they stimulate new insight into old prob-

lems, clearer perception of additional facets, and better substan-

tive studies. But for the scientists, the theoretical chapters
constitute the contribution: pointing out the existence of implicit
conceptual frameworks within which investigations proceed and
spelling out some of the systematic implications of alternative
models. In attempting to address both audiences simultane-
ously, I open mysell to the objection that the cases lack the
subtlety and craft of “art,” whereas the theoretical chapters dis-
play little of the system and rigor of “science.” How justifiable
such criticism may be is left to the reader’s judgment. But there
shouid be no ambiguity about the reasons for my attempt.

If a common ground exists between the artists and the sci-
entists, that ground is explanation. Neither art’s appreciation of
the uniqueness of occurrences nor science’s grasp of occurrences
as mere instances of more general propositions is limited to ex-
planation. But central to both enterprises is an attempt to under-
stand and explain why events occurred. The artist may appear
(to the scientist) overly fascinated with nuance and random-
ness that would be better treated as extraneous fluff around
common, recurring elements. The scientist may seem (to the
artist) to ride roughshod over relevant, particular details in the
quest for generality. But the achievement of neither group in
the foreign policy community justifies arrogance toward, or

neglect of, the other’s work. Thus, my attempt to produce expla- .

nations and, in the same book, to formulate systematically the
concepts and propositions in terms of which the explanations
are produced, seems appropriate.

However wide the gulf between artists and scientists, in the
end both must be mellowed by awareness of the insight ex:
pressed in the epigraph: “The essence of ultimate decision re-
mains impenetrable to the observer — often, indeed, to the
decider himself. . . . There will always be the dark and tangled
stretches in the decision-making process — mysterious even to
those who may be most intimately involved.”

Vi

A Reader’s Guide. My argument in this book has been percoc-

lating for more than five years. Drafts of pieces of the argument

have circulated since the summer of 1967. But when I finally
decided to sit down and write the book, a colleague offered me
some advice. Rather than stumbling around thinking about a
general unknown reader, or trying to write for everyman, he
suggested instead that I choose four or five real people and let
them stand for the circle of readers to whom I was writing. 1
found the advice guite helpful. And it may be instructive to
identify these individuals — in general terms — and to state,

~ briefly, my hopes in writing for each.

The first two “representative readers” are a colleague and a
student. The colleague is a professional analyst of foreign policy
and international relations; the student, a bright college sopho-
more. For the colleague the chapters on the missile crisis should
provide new material, a fresh look at the central issues, and an..

illustration of the general argument. More ambitiously, the con- §

ceptual chapters try to (1) provide a comprehensive overview of
the product of analysis in various areas of foreign policy and
international relations; (2 present a set of categories which can
be used in judging that product; (3) undermine. prevailing as-
sumptions both about the nontheoretical nature of foreign policy
analysis and about the rampant disjointedness of efforts in vari-
ous substantive areas of foreimallenge the basic
categories and assumptions within which most analysts think

about problems of foreign policy; and (5) sketch two sharp, pro-
vocative alternative conceptual frameworks. The basic outline
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of the general argument can stand on its own feet, (Indeed‘mgj

number of other scholars are using the alternative models in
their own studies.?) But, strictly speaking, the argument is un-
finished. It stands as an invitation to.my colleague, and to the
reader: please join the discussion.

For the student, the chapters on the missile crisis are meant
to make persuasive an unhappy, troubling, but unavoidable fact
about this world, No event demonstrates more clearly than the
missile crisis that with respect to 5.1..,9.91,‘2.:%%' Mmgm@“%gmmg_
some crack betweer likelihood and impossibility. The theo-
Tetical chapters, especially the summaries of various areas of
the literature, should acquaint him with what serious analysts
do and with what their analyses have produced. But the chief
attraction will, I hope, be the speed at which the interested stu-
dent is brought to the frontiers of analysis of foreign policy, and
indeed of all public policy.

vil




Third and fourth are a layman who is a regular reader of for-
eign policy articles in The New York Times, dand a serious
journalist. As I pondered their interests and tastes, I found less
difference between these itwo individuals and the first two read-
ers than I had first imagined. Thus I hope that both the layman
and the journalist will find the entire study relevant, for some of
the same reasons. But they, or some people like them, may be
bored by the summaries of the literature and the more formal
considerations in each of the conceptual chapters, If so, they can
omit the conceptual chapters, except for the statements of each
paradigm. . . . )

Fifth, is the wife of one of my colleagues, an intelligent person
not especially interested in foreign affairs, and thus a good
stand-in for “general readers.” After reading an earlier draft of
the manuscript, this colleague recommended it to his wife with
the advice, “Read the introduction and then just read the alter-
nate chapters on the missile crisis.” These chapters can be read
simply as an unfolding of the evidence about this crucial event
from three alternative vantage points. The general reader should
be forewarned, however, that this path will not leave him with a
confident account of “what really happened.” Indeed, if I had
been successful, it should lead him to become interested in the
issues to which the conceptual chapters are addressed.

A Note on Sources. As John F. Kennedy warned with explicit
reference to the Cuban missile crisis, “Any historian who walks
through this mine field of charges and countercharges should
proceed with some care.,” My discussion of the missile crisis
makes use of all information in the published record. As the
footnotes attest, the amount of information available in public
primary sources is extraordinary. I have also been privileged to
have interviews and conversations with most of the high-level
participants in the crisis. Moreover, I have the benefit of ex-
tended and repeated conversations with many individuals who

have spent time reminiscing with the central participants. And,

finally, I have interviewed a large number of people who were
involved in the lower-level operaiions of the U.S. government
during the crisis. These individuals provided a valuable guide
through the maze of public material. For their patience and con-
sideration, as well as their information, I am most grateful.
Some of my sources insisted on anonymity. Qthers were prom-
ised an opportunity to review any manuscript that quoted them
directly. My aspiration here is not to write a definitive history

viii

but rather to demonstrate the possibility and utility of alterna-~
tive approaches to events of this sort (given the information
available in public sources). Therefore, the three stories of the
missile crisis in this book are documented entirely from the pub-
lic record. :

the spring of 1966 when several Harvard faculty members began
meeting to discuss the ;mngg%g of “bure_,agg(g_’gcxﬂ’_ﬂﬂggm‘:_]g th —
the Mtween the intentions..o ults of
e o e ST > 3 S
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“After—outr-~gHairman, Es?némsz‘i%ﬁ%ﬁy, included Morton H.
Marshall, Richard E. Neustadt, Don K. Price, Harry S. Rowen,
and myself as rapporteur. That group hooked me on the prob-
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the general argument of this book. Indeed, the book represents
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Liebman, David §. Mundel, Edwin O. Reischauer, Thomas C.
Schelling, James Q. Wilson, Samuel L. Williamson, and Adam
ually;, I am most grateful.
Since this book has been so long in the making, drafts of the
In addition to members of the May Group, a large number of
other readers have offered pertinent criticisms and suggestions.
thank Alexander L. George, William R. Harris, Roger Hilsman,
Theodore B. Marmor, Warner C. Schilling, Leon V, Sigal, Harri-
Wohlstetter, and Charles Wolf, Jr.
Several institutions have supported my research and writing.
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SUN [MON| TUE [WED | THU | FRI ] SAT  Introduction
1 2 3 4 516 | |

; The Cuban missile crisis was a seminal event. History offers no
7 8 9 10111112113 : parallel to those thirteen days of October 1962, when the United
1 . States and the Soviet Union paused at the nuclear precipice.

I Never before had there bégn such a high probability that so -
14 115116 |17 | 18 [ 19 | 20 o . many lives would end suddenly. Had war come, it could have
21 . : _ meant the death of 100 milliocd Americams;

 Americans;mrore—tam 100
22123 |24 | 25| 26 | 27 : mﬂﬁﬁﬁ‘Wide it,
the nafural ¢ iti infitmanites of earlier history-would
281 29| 30| 31 K have-faded into_insignificanee—Given the 6dds on disaster —
: & which-Pfesiéer&—KEﬂnedy‘é’s‘ﬁr’nEed as “between one out of three .

and eﬁ“wum_éﬂ@mohzes
a central;-H-only-partially “thinkable,” faet-about gur existence.
. Although several excellent accounts are now available, the
1 ' missile crisis remains, as Harold Macmillan has observed, a
; “strange and still scarcely explicable affair.”? Even the central

questions have eluded satisfactory answers:

/ Why did the Soviet Union place strategic offensive missiles
in Cuba? For what purpose did the Russians undertake such a
drastic, risky departure from their traditional policy? Given the
repeated American warnings that such an act would not be
tolerated, how could Khrushchev have made such a major
miscalculation?

Why did the United States respond with a naval quarantine
of Soviet shipments to Cuba? Was it necessary for the United
States to force a public nuclear confrontation? What alterna-
tives were really available? What danger did the Soviet missiles

1




2 ¢ - Introduction

in Cuba pose for the United States? Did this threat justify the
President’s choice of a course of action that he believed entailed
a 33 to 50 percent chance of disaster? Did that threat require
more immediate action to disable the Soviet missiles in Cuba
before they became operational ?

Why were the missiles withdrawn? What would have hap-
pened if, instead of withdrawing the missiles, Khrushchev had
announced that the operational Soviet missiles would fire if
fired upon? Did the “blockade” work, or was there an “ultima-
tum” or perhaps some “deal”? Why did the Soviets remove the
missiles rather than retaliate at other equally sensitive points —-
Berlin, for example?

What are the “lessons” of the missile crisis? What does this
event teach us about nuclear confrontations? What does it imply
about crisis management and government coordination? Is this
-a model of how to deal with the Soviet Union?

Satisfactory answers to these questions await information
that has fiot yet come to light and more penetrating analysis
of available evidence. This study provides new information
about the missile crisis and a more powerful analysis of some
aspects of it. But the missile crisis also serves here as grist in a
more general investigation. This study proceeds from the prem-
ise that satisfactory answers to questions about the missile crisis
wait for more than information and analysis. Real improvement
in our answers to questions of this sort depends on greater aware-
ness of what we (both laymen and professional analysts) bring
to the analysis. When answering questions like “Why did the
Soviet Union place missiles in Cuba?” what we see and judge to
be important and accept as adequate depends not only on the
evidence but also on the “conceptual lenses” through which we
look at the evidence. Another purpose of this study is there-

fore to explore some of the fundamental yet often unnoticed-

choices among the categories and assumptions that channel our
thinking about problems like the Cuban missile crisis.

The General Argument

When we are puzzled by a happening in foreign affairs, the
source of our puzzlement is typically a particular outcome: the
Soviet emplacement of missiles in Cuba, the movement of U.S.
troops across the narrow neck of the Korean peninsula, the Jap-

The General Argument ' : 3

anese attack on Pearl Harbor.* These occurrences raise obvious
questions: Why did the Soviet Union place missiles in Cuba?
Why did U.S. troops fail to stop at the narrow neck in their march
up Korea? Why did Japan attack the American fleet at Pearl
Harbor? In pursuing the answers to these questions, the serious
analyst secks to discover why one specific state of the world
care about — rather than some other.

In searching for an explanation, one typically puts himself
in the place of the nation, or national government, confronting
a problem of foreign affairs, and tries to figure out why he
might have chosen the action in question. Thus, analysts have -
explained the Soviet missiles in Cuba as a probe of American
intentions. U.S. troops marched across the narrow neck in Korea
because American objectives had escalated as a consequence of
easy victories in the South. The attack on Pearl Harbor is ex-
plained as Japan’s solution to the strategic problem posed by
U.S. pressure in the Far East.

In offering (or accepting) these explanations, we are assum-
ing governmental behavior can be most satisfactorily under-
stecod by analogy with the purposive acts of individuals. In many

HgEd IS 18 Irmtrul assumption. Treating national govern-
ments as if they were centrally coordinated, purposive individ-
uals provides a useful shorthand for understanding problems
of policy. But this simplification —- like all simplifications -
obscures as well as reveals. In particular, it obscures the persist-
ently neglected fact of bureaucracy: the “maker” of government
policy is not one calculating decisionmaker but is rather a
conglomerate of large organizations and political actors, What
this fact implies for analysts of events like the Cuban missile
crisis 'is no simple matter: its implications concern the basic
categories and assumptions with which we approach events,

More rigorously, the argument developed in the body of this
study can be summarized in three propositions:

1. Professional analysts of foreign affairs (as well as ordinary
laymen) think about problems of foreign and military policy

*The term ouicome is introduced here as a technical concept meaning
a selectively delimited state of the real world importantly affected
by the action of a government. The assertion is that in thinking
about problems of foreign affairs, what most participants and ana-
lysts are really interested in are outcomes and the specific actions
governments take that affect outcomes.




4 . . . Introduction

in terms of largely implicit conceptual models that have signi-
ficant consequences for the content of their thought *

In thinking about problems of foreign affairs, professional
analysts as well as ordinary laymen proceed in a straightfor-
ward, informal, nonthearetical fashion. Careful examination of
explanations of events like the Soviet installation of missiles in

Cuba, however, reveals a more complex theoretical substructure..

Explanations by particular analysts show regular and predictable
characteristics, which reflect unrecognized assumptions about
the character of puzzles, the categories in which problems should
be considered, the types of evidence that are relevant, and the
determinants of occurrences. The first proposition is that bun-
dles of such related assumptions comnstitute basic frames of
reference or conceptual models in terms of which analysts and
ordinary laymen ask and answer the questions: What happened?
Why did it happen? What will happen?* Assumptions like
these are central to the activities of explanation and prediction.
In attempting to explain a particular event, the analyst cannot
simply: describe the full state of the world leading up to that
event. The logic of explanation requires that he single out the
relevant, important determinants of the occurrence.® Moreover,
as the logic of prediction underscores, he must summarize the
various factors as they bear on the occurrence. Conceptual
models not only fix the mesh of the nets that the analyst drags
through the material in order to explain a particular action; they
also direct him to cast his nets in select ponds, at certain depths,
in order to catch the fish he is after.

2. Most analysts explain (and predict) the behavior of national
governments in terms of one basic conceptual model, here
entitled Rational Actor or “Classical’ Model (Model 1).6

In spite of significant differences in interest and focus, most

analysts and ordinary laymen attempt to understand happen-
ings in foreign affairs as the more or less purposive acts of

*In arguing that explanations proceed in terms of implicit conceptual
models, this essay makes no claim that foreign policy analysts have
developed any satisfactory, empirically tested theory. In this study
the term model without qualifiers should be read “conceptual
scheme or framework.” .

The General Argument ' 5

unified national governments. Laymen personify rational actors
and speak of their aims and choices. Theorists of international
relations focus on problems between nations in accounting for .
the choices of unitary rational actors. Strategic analysts concen-
trate on the logic of action in the absence of an actor. For each

-of these groups, the point of an explanation is to show how the

nation or government could have chosen to act as it did, given
the strategic problems it faced. For example, in confronting the
problem posed by the Soviet installation of strategic missiles in
Cuba, the Model I analyst frames the puzzle: Why did the Soviet
Union decide to install missiles in Guba?. He then h%es the
unit ‘'of analysis: governmental choice. Next he focuses at-

tention on certmn—c-engépts.,gea;s-and&bgg@}j:esﬁauen_m —

ference““"lf"fhe nation performed an action of this-sortit must
have had agoal-of-this-typse. " Theé analyst has “explained™this
evenrmmmmmm a
reasonable attion; given Sovist strategic objectives—Predictions
ahout what. a nation witl-do-or-would-have-done-are-generated by
calculatlng the rational thing to do in a certain situation,,given

specified-objectives.———""""

3. Two alternative conceptual models, here labeled an Or-
ganizational Process Model (Model IT) and o Governmental
(Bureaucratic) Politics Model (Model III),* provide a base for
improved explanations and predictions.

Although the Rational Actor Model has proved useful for
many purposes, there is powerful evidence that it must be sup-
plemented, if not supplanted, by frames of reference that focus
on the governmental machine — the organizations and political
actors involved in the policy process. Model I's implication that
important events have important causes, i.e., that monoliths
perform large actions for large reasons, must be balanced by
the appreciation that (1) monoliths are black boxes covering
various gears and levers in a highly differentiated decisionmak-

*Earlier drafts of this argument have generated heated discussion
about proper names for the models. To choose names from ordinary
language is to promote familiarity and to court confusion. Perhaps
it is best to think of these models simply as Model I, Model II, and
Model IIi.
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ing structure and (2) large acts result from innumerable and
often conflicting smaller actions by individuals at various levels
of bureaucratic organizations in the servig€ of a variety of only
partially compatible conceptions of tional goals, organiza-
tional goals, and political objectives,#Model I's grasp of national
purpeses and of the pressures created by problems in inter-
national relations must confront the intra-national mechanisms
from which governmental actions emerge.

- Recent developments in organization theory -provide the
ndatlon for the second model, which emphasizes the processes
“and procedures of the large organizations that constitute a gov-
ernment. According to this Orgarizatienal Process Model, what
Model I analysts characterize as “acts” and “choices” are thought
of instead as o UtpULs of large organizations functioning accord-
ing to regular patterns of behavior. Faced with the problem of
Soviet missiles in Cuba, a Model II analyst frames the puzzie:
From what organizational context and pressures  did this
deCision emerge?-He theh fiXeés the unit of analysis: organiza-
tional output."Next, he focuses attention on certain concepts:

the strength, standard operating procedures, and repertoires of

organizations. And finally, he invokes certain patterns of infer-
ence: if organizations produced an output of this kind today,
that behavior resulted from existing organizational features,
procedures, and repertoires. A Model II analyst has “explained”
the event when he has identified the relevant Soviet organiza-
tions and displayed the patterns of organizational behavior from
which the action emerged. Predictions identify  trends that
reflect established organizations and their fixed procedures and
progr

e third model focuses on the politics of a government.
Events in foreign affairs are understood, according to this model,

neither as choices nor as cutputs. Rather, what happens is char- -

acterized as a rgsultgni of various bargaining games among
players in the national government. In confronting the problem
posed by Soviet missiles in Cuba, a Model III analyst frames the

puzzle; Which results of what k de galning among. which-

players yielded the critical decisions and actions? He then
fixes the unit of analysis: political resultant. Next, He focuses
attention on certain concepts: the perceptions, motivations, posi-
tions, power, and maneuvers of the players. And finally, he
invokes certain patterns of inference: if a government per-
formed an action, that action was the resultant of bargaining

Some Reservations 1 ' . I

rd

" among players in games.[é Model III analyst has “explained”
this event when he has discovered who did what to whom that
yielded the action in question. Predictions are generated by iden-
tifying tMe game in which an issue will arise, the relevant players,
and %fr‘ relative power and skill.®

A central metaphor illuminates the differences among these
models. Foreign policy has often been compared to moves and
sequences of moves in the game of chess. Imagine a chess game
in which the observer could see only a screen upon which moves
in the gameé were projected, with no information about how the
pieces ame to be moved. Initially,.mgst o vers would assume
— a¥ Model-l does — thatd 31-ehiess player was mov-

ing the pieces with reference to plans and tactics toward the
.goal of winning the game. But a pattern of moves can be im-
agined that would lea;c}ldt/c)me observers, after watching several
games to cons1der a

odel II assumption: the chess player
in ,ﬁm but rather a loose alliance of
izations, ejch of which moved its set of
pleces according to standard ating procedures. For example,
movement of separate sets‘df'giﬁezes might proceed in turn, each
according to a routine, the king’s rook, bishop, and their pawns
repeatedly attacking the opponent accord_mg to a fixed plan. It

. seml—md ende i

" is ponceivable, furthermorg/-that—tie puttesn of play might sug-
‘}(:t to an observer a tﬁl‘_ﬁgp- mption: a number of

/distinct players, with distinct objectives but shared power over
the pieces, could be determining the moves as the resultant of
collegial bargaining. For example, the black rook’s move might
contribute to the loss of a black knight with no comparable gains
for the black team, but with the black rook becoming the prin-
cipal guardian of the palace on that side of the beoard.

Some Reservations

This bald summary conveys none of my reservations about the
persuasiveness of the argument in its present form. To make
these points fully convincing would require greater length than
seems reasonable here, and more success than I have had in
coming to grips with several hard problems. First, the argument
that most analysts tend to rely on a single conceptual model
sounds crudely reductionist, In spite of my recognition and de-
scription of several variants of Model I, my insistence on their
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logical similarity may, nonetheless, seem procrustean. Second,
because explanation and prediction of international events are
not developed theoretical enterprises, few analysts proceed ex-
clusively and single-mindedly within a pure conceptual model.
Instead, they think predominantly in terms of one model, oc-
casionally shifting from one variant of it to another and
sometimes appropriating material that lies entirely outside the
boundaries of the model. These first two problems give rise to.a
third. When examining uses of the Rational Actor Model, and
especially when considering to what extent one has been relying
upon some variant of this model, one can always find that it
does not really capture all of his analytical activity. Fourth,
the richness of variations. on the classical theme makes a
clearly specified account of the model seem little more than a
caricature or a strawman. Fifth, the altermative models are
not fully developed. Finally, since the body of literature applying
these alternative models to problems of foreign affairs is quite
small, my applications of them are simply initial, tentative
efforts.

' In spite of my limited success in dealing with these difficult
problems, many readers have found the general argument a
suggestive contribution not only to discussion of the missile
crisis but also to general thought about governmental behavior,
especially in foreign and military affairs. Consequently, I have
been persuaded to set these ideas down as the beginning, not the
end, of an extended argument. In part, my compliance stems
from the fact that defense of the stated propositions requires
more than theoretical argument. The proof of the pudding is in
the demonstration that the frameworks produce different ex-
planations. The burden of the argument in this study is shared
— some will insist carried — by three case studies that display
the products of the conceptual models as each is applied in turn
to the same problem: the central puzzles of the Cuban missile
crisis. While differences among the conceptual models are ex-
amined systematically in the concluding chapter, these alterna-
tive explanations of the same happening are more revealing
about the character of those differences — by showing the mod-
els at work. _

A single case can do no more than suggest the kinds of
differences among explanations produced by the three models.
But the Cuban missile crisis is especially appropriate for the
purposes of this study. In the context of ultimate danger to the

Some Reservations 9

nation, a small group of men, unhitched from the bureaucracy,
weighed the options and decided. Such central, high-evel, crisis
decisions would seem to be the type of outcome for which Model
I analysis is most suited. Model II and Model III are forced to
compete on Model I's home ground. The dimensions and factors
uncovered by Model II and Model III in this case will therefore
be particularly suggestive. ‘



Model I: The Rational Actor

When confronted by a puzzling international event, how does
one proceed? Let the reader consider, for example, how he would
respond to the assignment “Explain the Soviet installation of
missiles in Cuba.” The typical analyst or layman begins by con-
sidering various aims that the Soviets might have had in mind —
for example, to probe American intentions, to defend Cuba, or to
improve their bargaining position. By examining the problems
the Soviets faced and the character of the action they chose, the
analyst eliminates some of these aims as implausible, When he
is able to construct a calculation that shows how, in a particular
situation, with certain objectives, he could have chosen to place
missiles in Cuba, the analyst has explained the action. (Indeed,
the statement “I can’t understand [or explain] why the Soviets
did such and such” points to an inability to balance an action
with a plausible calculation.) The attempt to explain interna-
tional events by recournting the aims and calculations of nations
or governments is the trademark of the Rational Actor Model.

As it is exemplified in academic literature, policy papers,
the press, and informal conversations, most contemporary
thought about foreign policy proceeds within this conceptual
model. Consider several brief examples. The most widely cited
explanation of the Soviet emplacement of missiles in Cuba has
been produced-hy two Rand sovietologists, Arnold Horelick and
# Myron Rush. ey conclude that “the introduction of strategic
( missiles into Cuba was motivated chiefly by the Soviet leaders’
desire to overcome . . . the existing large margin of United States
strategic superiority.”? How do they reach this conclusion? In
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Sherlock Holmes style, they magnify several salient characteris-
tics of the action and use these features as criteria against which
to test alternative hypotheses aboui Soviet objectives. For ex-
ample, the size of the Soviet deployment and the simultaneous
emplacement of more expensive, more visible intermediate-range
missiles as well as medium-range missiles, they argue, exclude
an explanation 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 pre-
sents an argument for one objective that permlts 1nterpretatlon
of the details of Soviet behavior as a v: choice.

What is the point of the puzzle raised by The New Yor
Times reporters over Soviet deployment of an antiballistic missile
system?® The question, as the Times states it, concerns the
Soviet Union’s objective in allocating such large sums of money
for this weapon system while at the same time seeming to pursue
a policy of increasing detente. In former President Johnson’s
words, “The paradox is that this [Soviet deployment of an anti-
ballistic missile system] should be happening at a time when
there is abundant evidence that our mutual antagonism is be-
Cg‘i.nning to ease.”/This development is troubling because the
J

fjuxtaposition of Soviet antiballistic missile deployment and evi-
dence of Soviet actions toward detente poses an apparent contra-
diction. ;Toward what o’bjective could the Soviet government
shave ritionally chosen to pursue these two courses of action
simultaneously? This question arises only when the analyst at-
tempts to structure events as purposive choices of consistent
actors.

How do analysts explain the coming of the First World
War? According to Hans Morgenthau, “The first World War had
its origins exclusively in the fear of a disturbance of the Euro-
pean balance of power.” In the pre-World War I period, the
Triple Entente was a delicate counterweight to the Triple
Alliance. If either bloc could have gained a decisive advantage
in the Balkans, it would have achieved a decisive advantage in
the balance of power, “It was this fear,” Morgenthau says, “that
motivated 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
Morgenihau able to resolve this problem so confidently? By im-
posing on the data a “rational outline.”” The value of this method,
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according to Morgenthau, is that “it provides for rational disci-
pline in action and creates that astounding continuity in foreign
policy which makes American, British, or Russian foreign policy
appear as an intelligible, rational continuum . .. regardless of
the different motives, preferences, and intellectual and moral
qualities of successive statesmen.”

Stanley Hgﬁmgr_lls eséay “Restraints and Choices in Ameri- .

can Foreign Policy” concentrates, characteristically, on “deep
forces” — the international system, ideclogy, and national char-
acter — which constitute restraints, limits, and blinders.? When
_he explains particular occurrences, however, though emphasizing
relevant constraints, he focuses on choices of nations. American
_ behavior in Southeast Asia is explained as a reasonable choice
of “downgrading this particular alliance [SEATO] in favor of
direct United States involvement,” given the constraint that “one
is bound by one’s commitments; one is committed even by one’s
mistakes.”® More frequently, Hoffmann uncovers confusion or
contradiction in a nation’s choice. For example, U.S. policy to-
ward underdeveloped countries is explained as “schizophrenic.”t
The method Hoffmann employs in explaining national behavior
as ratzonal decision (or departure from this norm) he calls “im-

tumber of propositiﬁ"‘f&éﬁ‘s“e’d upon the dynamies of deterrence
in the nuclear age. One of the major propositions concerns the
stability of the balance of terror: in a situation of mutual de-
terrence, the probability of nuclear war is reduced not by the
‘balance” (the sheer equality of the situation) but rather by
the stability of the balance, i.e., the fact that neither opponent
in striking first can destroy the other’s ability to strike back.'®

ow does Schelling support this proposition? His confidence in it

erives not from an inductive canvass of a large number of

evious cases, but instead from two calculations. In a situation
of “balance” but vulnerability, there are values for which a ra-
tional opponent could choose to strike first, e.g., to destroy enemy
retaliatory capabilities. In a “stable balance,” however, each
can respond to a first strike by inflicting unacceptable damage.
This capability guarantees deterrence since no rational agent
could choose a course of action effectively equivalent to national
suicide. Whereas most contemporary strategic thinking is driven
implicitly by the motor upon which this calculation depends,
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Schelling explicitly recognizes that strategic theory does assume
a model. The foundation is, he asserts, “the assumption of ra-
tional behavior — not just of intelligent behavior, but of be-
havior motivated by a conscious calculation of advantages, a
calculation that in turn is based on an explicit and internally

c,nsm ent value system.”

hat is striking about these examples from the literature
foreign policy and international relations are the similarities
among analysts of various styles when they are called upon to
produce explanations. Each assumes that what must be ex-
plained is an action, i.e., behavior that reflects purpose or in-
tention. Each assumes that the actor is a national government.
Each assumes that the action is chosen as a calculated soluti
to a strategic problem. For each, explanation consists of showing
what goal the government was pursuing when it acted and how
e action was a reasonable choice, given the nation’s objective.

This cluster of assumptions.characterizes the Rational Actor

" Model. In most respects, contrasts in the thinking of Morgen-

’dﬁﬁff-loﬁ’mann, and Schelling could not be more pointed. Re-
cognition of the extent to which each employs Model I, however,
highlights basic similarities among Morgenthau's method of
“rational reenactment,” Hoffmann's “imaginative reconstruc-
tion,” and Schelling’s “vicarious problem solving,” and family
resemblances among Morgenthaw's “rational statesman,” Hoff-
manni “roulette player,” and Schelling’s “game theorist.”'®

,/rlyrf spite of considerable differences in emphasis and focus,
most contemporary analysts (as well as laymen) proceed pre-
dominantly — albeit most often implicitly — in terms of this
framework when trying to explain international events. Indeed,
the assumption that occurrences in foreign affairs are the acts
of nations has been so fundamental to thinking about such
problems that the underlying model has rarely been recognized:
to explain an occurrence in foreign policy simply means to show
how the government could have rationally chosen that action.®
In this sense, the frame of reference can be called the “classical”
model,

To prove that most analysts think largely in terms of the
classical model is not my purpose. Rather, this chapter attempts
to convey to the reader a grasp of the model and a challenge: let
the reader examine the literature with which he is most familiar
and make his own judgment. The first section of this chapter
consists of a rapid tour of major works in a number of areas
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central to the study of foreign policy and international rela-
tions. The second section attempts to clarify the concept of
rational action — the essence of this conceptual model - by
considering briefly the more rigorous theoretical models of action
used in economic, game, and decisionmaking theory. This section

is necessarily more technical. Some readers will prefer simply to -

think of this model as an attempt to understand the behavior of
governments by analogy with the behavior of individuals making
calculated, rational choices, and will thus prefer to skim this
section. The third section formalizes this conceptual model as a
paradigm and outlines several variants of the basic paradigm.

The Classical Madel Hiustrated

Diplomatic History

Consider the problem of the cause of the First World Waz.
This chestnut has attracted the attention of the finest diplomatic
historians for half a century, though debate on the fiftieth an-
niversary of that war's conclusion was hardly less vigorous than
on the first. The two classic contributions to this scholaxly debate
review the same documents but come to diametrically opposed
conclusions about the issue. On the one hand, Bernadotte
Schmitt concludes that German determination caused the war:
“The conciliatory reply of Serbia to the Austrian ultimatum was
brushed aside because the ruling clique was determined on
war.”?” On the cother hand, Sidney Fay finds: “It was the hasty
Russian general mobilization . . . while Germany was still trying
to bring Austria to accept mediation proposals, which finally ren-
dered European war inevitable.”’s The difficulty raised by these
contrary conclusions is nowhere expressed more clearly than by
Schmitt, in his autobiographical essay, “Fifty Years of Exploring
History”-

Fay's Origins of the World War, published in 1928, took a le-
nient view of Germany’s responsibility, whereas my book, The
Coming of the War 1914 (1930), laid the chief burden on
Germany. This has always troubled me. We had both taken
advanced degrees at eminent universities. . . | We used the same
documents and read the same biographies and memoirs in pre-
paring our respective books — and came up with guite different
interpretations. It is sometimes asserted that we are both pre-
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judiced because Fay studied in Germany and I in England, but
surely there is more involved than that. Is there something wrong
with our methods of historical study and training when two
scholars draw such conflicting conclusions from the same
evidence?1?

Though Schmitt raises a number of complex questions about
historical methods, the central dispute -arises only within a
special set of assumptions about the attribution of cause. Their
argument about the cause of the war turns on judgments about
the decisions, actions, and attitudes of nations. Identification of
these decisions, acts, and attitudes requires that the various ac- -
tivities and thoughts of individuals within each of the relevant
governments be neatly summarized. This instance of what
Arthur Schlesinger, Jr., has called “the passion for tidiness
[which] is the historian’s occupational disease” is suggestive of
the basic frame of reference employed by most diplomatic
historians.2¢ ’

L4

Strategy

In explaining occurrences in foreign -affairs, diplomatic
historians reflect the intuitions and expectations of educated
laymen, albeit in a more elaborate and consistent form.?* Con-
temporary strategists refine these instincts. Thus the literature
of contemporary strategy ‘is especially instructive for our pur-
pose. The Strategy of Conflict stands unchallenged as the finest
formulation of the principles of contemporary strategic thinking,.
According to its author, Thomas Schelling, strategy analyzes and
explaing the maze of national actions and reactions as more or
less advantageous moves in a game of interdependent conflict.
Nations act in situations of tempered antagonism and precarious
parinership, each nation’s best choice depending on what it
expects the other to do, Strategic behavior influences an actor's
choice by working on his expectations of how his behavior is
related to his adversary’s.22

Schelling’s discussion of deterrence was noted at the outset
of this chapter. Here we must limit our attention to two further
problems of contemporary strategy: limited war and signaling.
About these issues, Schelling sets forth the following proposi-
tions. First: all kinds of limited war become more probable as
the impossibility of all-out surprise attack becomes evident.2?
Second: limited war requires limits — i.e., mutual recognition
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of restraints. These tacit agreements, arrived at through partial
or haphazard negotiations, require terms that are qualitatively
distinguishable from the alternatives and cannot simply be a
matter of degree. For example, in the Korean War the 38th
parallel was a powerful focus for a stalemate, and the main
alternative, the “narrow waist,” was a strong candidate not
just because it provided a shorter defense line but because it
would have been clear to both sides that an advance to the waist
did not necessarily signal a determination to advance farther
and that a retreat to the waist did not telegraph any intention
to retreat farther.2* Third: the explicit statements and the tacti-
cal moves of nations constitute strategic signals. Adversaries
watch and interpret each other’s behavior, each aware that his
own actions are being interpreted and each acting with a con-
sciousness of the expectations he creates.

v~ What evidence is adduced to support these propositions?

The assertion that limited wars are more likely to occur when
the balance of strategic capabilities is stable is supported by a
chain of reasoning. In an unstable strategic context, a rational
opponent might initiate a nuclear war rather than accept the
loss of a limited war. An adversary who might be tempted to
initiate a limited war must therefore proceed cauticusly. In a

stable strategic context, however, nuclear war means mutual-

annihilation; and, therefore, adventurous nations can instigate
limited wars with less fear of all-out retaliation. Confidence in
the second proposition — limited wars will be limited only at
points that enjoy a certain saliency - springs not from scrutiny
of history's limited wars but rather from thinking about the
inability of rational antagonists in certain gaming situations to
come to an agreement at any other point. The third proposition
— a conception of international politics as “essentially bargain-
ing situations” in which alert, intelligent, coordinated nations
speak and move in order to influence other nations by changing
their expected payoffs — constitutes a highly refined instance
of the Rational Actor Model, 25

v~ Herman Kahn's most recent strategic study, Ox_Escalation,
takes as its explicit point of departure Schelling’s notion of a
“competition in risk-taking.”?¢ Kahn concentrates on the coercive
aspects of national behavior in international politics, which
involve “instrumental motivation — narrow considerations of
profit and loss.”?” He tries to formulate “relatively general prin-
ciples, more or less irue for all the interaction of escalation and
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negotiation in which a fear of further escalation and a desire
not to set undesirable precedents or to weaken desirable re-
straints are present.”?® With this focus, Kahn streiches a ladder
of six thresholds and forty-four rungs that provides a backdrop
for explaining various occurrences and playing out numerous
scenarios. Both the explanatiohs and the predictive scenarios
unfold sequences of events. But what governs the movement
from one frame of the scenario to the next? Plausible construc-
tions of what unitary, value-maximizing actors would do pull
the reader from frame to frame.

The character of Kahn’s thought process is perhaps most
clear in his discussion of how the United States would actually
fight a cenitral war, i.e., a war involving major nuclear attacks on
the homelands of both superpowers. Fears that a “fog of war”
would accompany nuclear attacks on the antagonists’ homelands
have led some analysts to believe that mutual miscalculation and
bureaucratic momentum would create chaocs. But Kzhn main-
tains that “there has been a systematic overestimation of the
importance of the so-called ‘fog of war — the inevitable un-
certainties, misinformation, disorganization, or even breakdown
of organized units — that must be expected to influence cen-
tral war operations.”2® His expectations about central war stem
from his confidence in dead reckoning. This term, borrowed
from navigation, refers to the ability of a pilot or captain, by
knowing his ship’s starting point and environment and by read-
ing its internal instruments, to determine where he is purely by
mathematical calculation.?®

The commander or decision-maker may know a good deal about
how the war started and the basic conditions existing at the
outbreak; or information may become available specifiving these
reasonably well, even though this information was not known
before the war’s outbreak. From this point forwaxd, even though
he is completely cut off from all information external to his own
organization and forces, and perhaps even from much of that,
he may still have enough of an idea of events and their time-
table, at least in outline, and a sufficient judgment of what the
other side is trying to accomplish (through knowledge of its
logistics, forces, doctrines, and other constraints) to “play”
both sides hypothetically by dead reckoning.s?

In a central nuclear war, the United States would play out both
its own and the antagonist’s hand by calculating what rational
actors would do at each point. Moreover, the application of this
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concept of dead reckoning is not limited to hypothetical central
wars. Indeed, Kahn, who has observed military decisionmaking
much more closely than most civilian analysts, maintains that
“What I am talking about really is one basic mode — perhaps
the basic mode — of decisionmaking in any military head-
quarters.”3* At a minimum, it is the motor that moves Herman
Kahn's thinking,.

The “scenario” and the “war game” stand as emblems of
contemporary strategic thinking., They also epitomize the clas-
sical model. The eminent American military strategist, Albert
Wohlstetter, characterizes the method and scope of Rand's use
of cne gaming technique:

RAND analysts, in conducting map exercises to determine the
performance of alternative defenses, typically try some defense
tactics and then attempt to figure the best means the enemy has
available for countering this tactic; then they try another tactic,
examine the possible countermoves again, and so on. In this
way each-strike calculated is actually the result of a rather
extensive cianvass mot only of our tactics but also of enemy
reactions. Matching best enemy countermoves to our own choices
was also an important part of RAND’s work cn air base choice.
This sort of matching is one kind of “minimax” analysis. Pre-
cisely the same sort of matching of move and countermove is
relevant in designing and evaluating bilateral arms .control ar-
rangements which should not be taken as a matter of simple
faith.ss

What is distinctive about this approach? In Wohlstetter’s

; words, it “attempts to introduce the enemy by letting him, in his
! best interest, do his worst to our forces and then secing which of
our forces accomplishes the job most effectively in the face of

this best enemy attempt.”?* The question of what the enemy will -

do is answered by considering the question of what a rational,
unitary genie would do. :
Contemporary strategists’ refined version of the standard
frame of reference has considerable appeal to policy makers who
must make decisions on the basis of partly read, partially di-
gested, uncertain information. The Rational Actor Model permits
2 brief summary of the relevant aspects of a problem, in terms
that are familiar from ordinary language. Consider, for example,
how government officials estimate the likely effects of Ameri-
can military deployments on the behavior of other nations. In
the early 1960s, the Defense Department concluded that the

The Classical Model Iflusirated ' 19

United States should press for a significant bﬁild-up of NATO
conventional forces. The chain of reasoning was stated clearly
by the then (1961) Assistant Secretary of Defense Paul Nitze:

If you were sitting in the Kremlin, which sitnation [first, a NATO
armed with nuclear weapons alone, or second, a NATO armed
both with nuclear and a significant conventional capability]
would be considered most likely to bring you face to face with
nuclear war if you persisted in a train of actions violating what
the West takgs to be its vital interests? To me, the answer is
clear. If I were in the Kremlin T would be much more con-
cerned in the second situation; I would consider it much more
likely that the West would find it politically possible to initiate
action in defense of the Berlin access routes from the second
posture than from the first.3s

/ér every analyst, enemy reactions constitute a critical but elu-
sive factor. One advantage of the Rational Actor Model is that
it _provides an inexpensive approximation by letting the analyst
think about what he would do if he were the enemy. As Schelling
has stated in another context, “You can sit in your armchair and
try to predict how people will behave by asking how you would
behave if you had your wits about you. You get, free of charge
a lot of vicarious, empirical behavior.”s® ’

) No recent policy maker has had greater impact on strategic
thinking within the U.S. government than former Secretary of
Defense Robert McNamara. One of his most important policy
addresses, the speech at Ann Arbor in 1962, was designed “to
expose his audience to the way in which the United States plan-
ne‘d its nuclear operations, explain the problems raised by the
existence of other national nuclear capabilities, and underscore
the vital but limited role in deterrence played by strategic
nuclear forces.”” That speech is therefore an important source
of clues to the thinking of policy makers.

After rehearsing a series of fallacies, McNamara turned to
the p?oblems of surprise attacks and escalation: “Let us look at
the situation today [1962]. First, given the current balance of
nuclear power, which we confidently expect to maintain in the
years ahead, a surprise nuclear attack is simply not a rational
act for any enemy. Nor would it be rational for an enemy to take
the; initiative in the use of nuclear weapons as an ouigrowth ¢f
a limited engagement in Furcpe or elsewhere. I think we are

entitled to conclude that either of these actions has b
highly unlikely.”ss 8 been made

:
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Of what does McNamara's confidence in the asserted un-
likelihood of surprise attack or expansion to nuclear war con-
sist? The argument proceeds in three steps. From a fact about
the physical world — the United States has strategic superiority
over the Soviet Union — the former Secretary moves to a theo-
retical assertion within the model: given a standard rational cal-
culus, a major element in which is enemy awareness of American
nuclear superiority, there is little an enemy could hope to
achieve by surprise attack or escalation. On the basis of this
assertion, he draws an inference about the probability of an
occurrence in this world, namely enemy warheads exploding on
U.S. or European territory as a result of a surprise attack or
escalation.

Sovieto|ogy
Strategic Power and Soviet Foreign Policy, by Arnold Hore-

lick and Myron Rush, analyzes Soviet foreign policy from 1857

to 1965. The authors unravel the most tangled Russian actions
as calculated decisions by the Soviet leaders. The seemingly un-
yielding facts of Soviet strategic purchases throughout this
period are turned round and round until they fit comfortably
into a larger, purposeful picture. This analysis resolves the
mysteries of Soviet foreign policy and strategic posture in terms
" of four types of pieces: (1) the foreign policy objectives of the
{ contending powers, (2) the means available to them for pur-
suing their objectives, (3) the principles that guide their em-
ployment of these means and their distinctive styles of political
warfare, and (4) the constraints under which they operate in
conducting the struggle.®
The famed “missile gap” is unveiled as a myth fostered by
hrushchev to fuel the Soviet political offensive against West
Berlin of 1958-1962. Exposure of the myth of Soviet interconti-
nental ballistic missile (ICBM) superiority forced the Soviet
leadership to seek to regain the initiative by moving missiles to
CubaiThe relative quiescence of Soviet foreign policy since the
missile crisis follows from their strategic inferiority. ‘
Tor Horelick and Rush, an understanding of these years ©
Soviet foreign policy requires insight into the Soviet failure to
capitalize on their technological advantage in 1958 by construct-
ing a large intercontinental missile feet.®®. Their explanation
focuses on Soviet calculations:
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A decision to procure a large number of first-generation, or even
second-generation, ICBM’s entailed a certain risk that the force
might have serious technical deficiencies and, further, might be
considerably degraded within a few years by the opponent’s
countermeasures. New systems already under development prob-
ably promised to be superior. In view of the great demands on
Soviet resources, the leaders doubtless hesitated to expend the
large amount of funds needed, especially to procure a force
that was subject to early obsolescence.?!

But this calculation does not constitute a sufficient explanation.
As the authors willingly acknowledge, “whatever the limitations
on Soviet resources and capacities, however, the USSR has spent
huge sums on air defense and on acquiring an ‘overkill’ capabi-
lity against Western Europe.”** Though some analysts attempt
to explain this disparity between the extraordinarily large pur-
chase of shorter-range ballistic missiles and the incredibly small
purchase of ICBMs in terms of the greater technological uncer-
tainty surrounding the ICBMs, Horelick and Rush are not
tempted by that escape. As they recognize: “Technical uncer-
tainties as to how the Soviet ICBM would perform were in some
degree matched by similar uncertainties about the shorter-range
ballistic missiles, which were nevertheless deployed in large num-
bers.”#* How, then, is this seemingly intractable configuration of
facts ahout Soviet behavior understood?

Horelick and Rush infer that the Soviet leaders must have
been virtually certain that a U.S. attack upon the Soviet Union
would not occur:

Had there been serious doubt on this score, ordinary prudence
would have required the procurement of a sizeable force without
much delay. Such a force would have been needed to reinforce
deterrence of a United States attack and, ih the event deterrence
failed, to provide a more adequate capability to fight a war.
Instead, because of his assurance that there would be no Amer-
ican attack, Krushchev chose to procure a small force at 4 slow
pace.s¢

The inference is from a physical fact — the Soviet failure to
acquire a substantial first-generation or second-generation ICEM
force — to what they “must have believed.” Must, since if they
had believed otherwise, their chosen course of action would
simply not have been rational.
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Sinology -

Communist China’s entry into the Korean War in November
1950 caught most of Washington entirely off guard. Indeed,
this event so surprised Douglas MacArthur, the American mili-
tary commander in Korea, that U.S. troops were forced to make
“the longest retreat in American military history.” The problem
of Chinese intervention in the Korean War has thus been a cen-
tral issue for scholars of Chinese Communist behavior. Allen
Whiting’s China Crosses the Yalu is the most noted examination
of this problem. By scrutinizing the Chinese Communist press

for clues on strategy and tactics during 1950, he is able to

construct an explanation of Chinese behavior. Why did China
enter the war?

In sum, it was not the particular problems of safeguarding
electric power supplies in North Korea or the industrial base
in Manchuria that aroused Peking to military action. Instead,
the final step seems to have been prompted in part by general
concern over the range of opportunities within China that might
be exploited by a determined, powerful enemy on China’s door-
step. At the least, a military response might deter the enemy
from further adventures. At the most, it might succeed in
inflicting sufficient damage to force the enemy to compromise
his objectives and to accede to some of Peking’s demands. Con-
trary to some belief, the Chinese Communist leadership did not
enter the Korean War either full of self-assertive confidence or
for primarily expansionist goals.*

Whiting spells out the objectives and plans that led to

inese entrance into the war. But as Whiting — one of the
Xl}gst careful sinologists — is quick to acknowledge, he has no
access to the internal thoughts of Peking. His analysis depends
on more than careful examination of the available facts: “Basic
to such evaluation is an assumption of rational decision-making
in Peking. This posits decisions as resulting from a logical as-
sessment of desired goals and available means and as being
implemented in a manner calculated to make the gains out-
weigh the costs.”*” This assumption -— which is central to the
classical model — provides a path through what would otherwise
seem an incomprehensible swamp.

Having adopted this frame of reference, the analyst can use
Chinese actions as evidence about Chinese goals and objectives.
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Whiting instructs the reader concerning the use of his method
of analysis: “Actual decisions may be inferred from negative
as well as positive evidence.”® For example, many analysts have
argued that the main reason China entered the Korean War was
to protect Manchurian industry, which was dependent on sup-
plies from North Korea. At the time, this belief prompted West-
ern spokesmen to make repeated statements about “China’s
legitimate interest” near the border. But Whiting discounts this
explanation on the grounds that “Peking ignored this issue com-
pletely in its domestic as well as its foreign communications. The
absence of propaganda about protection of the hydroelectric in-
stallations, despite the need to maximize popular response to
mobilization of ‘volunteers, suggests that this consideration
played little if any role in motivating Chinese Communist
Intervention.”#? ’

Commaunist China and Arms Control, by Morton H, Halperin
and Dwight Perkins, examines a second important problem in
Sinology.®® In analyzing Chinese policy on arms control, they
seek to explain the acts and decisions as means calculated to
achieve two classes of goals: (1) Chinese national interests and
(2) Marxist-Leninist goals.’* Chinese national interests account
for the Sino-American conflict, efforts to remove the influence
and power of the United States from Southeast Asia, and the
invasion of Tibet. On the other hand, “China’s behavior in the
Sino-Soviet dispute and in some of the issues surrounding it is
most easily explained by a genuine and substantial interest by
the Chinese leadership in the fortunes of the world Communist
revolution, a revolution that may not always be the surest way of
promoting the security and development of the Chinese state.”52
What underlies the attempt to explain Chinese decisions and
acts in terms of such abstract goals is a basic assumption of the
model: “The Chinese Communist leadership pursues its o‘njeriv]

ives in a systematic and logical way, given its perception of the
world.”s3

Military Force Posture

What determines a nation’s military force posture? That is,
at any point in time, why does the Soviet Union or the United
States have one particular configuration of military hardware
and weapons systems rather than some other? Most analysts
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attempt to understand a nation’s force posture as the chosen
means of implementing strategic objectives and military doc-
trine, In fact, military analysts, both within the American in-
telligence community and without, typically expend considerable
effort in balancing statements about a nation’s strategic objec-
tives with evidence about that nation’s actual hardware and
systems. Thus they construct a coherent picture in which force
posture follows as a more or less logical deduction from objectives
and doctrines. For example, in the late 1950s H. S. Dinerstein
examined published Soviet doctrines announcing a strategy of
destroying the enemy military forces before those forces could
destroy Soviet citizens and infexrred that the Soviets must have
been maintaining “a (strategic) striking force able to hit with
nsiderable precision.”s*

The less the information about the internal affairs of a
nation or government, the greater the tendency to rely on the
classical model. But this framework is not uncommon’ in Amer-

ican analysts’ explanations of U.S. force posture. Participants i m
the U.S. weapons procurement process can usually relate an
infinitely untidy history of any particular action with which they

are familiar, but the mass of disjointed detail creates an im-
pression of randomness. There seems to be no satisfactory way
of packaging these details. Consequently, both academic obser-
vers and participants (when they stand back from a particular
incident) tend to offer explanations and predictions by reference
to the value-maximizing choices of the mation or national gov-
ernment. For example, a major study of the determinants of
U.S. force posture, The Weapons Acquisition Process by Peck
and Scherer (published in 1962 after many man-years of re-
search and more than twenty case studies by a Harvard Business
School project), proceeds in these terms.s While Peck —and
Scherer are more concerned with an economic analysis of
outcomes than they are with the process by which the outcomes
are produced, they nevertheless conclude that “weapons systems
program decisions” are to be explained as “attempts to maximize
some function such as the surplus of expected military value
{from the military value functions) over development cost {from
the development possibility curves).”s® Using these functions,
they predict which weapons the United States will develop. “If a
nation’s aggregate weapons development budget is limited, only
those programs with the highest surpluses of expected military
value over development cost will be pursued.” This framework

“strategic doctrine [that] made it very difficult. .
“possibility of intermediary transformations [between imposed

The Classical Model Hlustrated = - ' 25

leads them to isolate “technical and scientific ideas” as the prin-
cipal determinants of innovations in the force posture, like the
Atlas ICBM and the F4H interceptor.58

American Foreign Policy

For perceptive, influential interpretation and criticism of '\
American foreign policy, Henrg__}_,{lssmger s works are unparal- _J
leled. His style of analysis, however, is representative of a broad
stream of scholarship concerned with the foreign and military

 policy of the United States and other countries. Kissinger focuses ]

primarily on national character, psychology, and preconceptions
in explaining failures of American foreign policy. For example,

- his first widely publicized book, Nuclear Weapons and. Foreign

Polzcy, explains the general American postwar failure “to prevent
a Hostile power from expanding its orbit and developing a cap-
ability. to inflict a mortal blow on the United States” as a con-
sequence of our ill-conceived strategic doctrine.’ “We added
the atomic bomb to our arsenal without integrating its implica-
tions into our thinking.”®* We failed to get “clear about what
strategic transformations we are prepared to resist.”! “Our no-
tion of aggression as an unambiguous act and our concept of
war 'as inevitably an all-out struggle have made it difficult to
come to grips with our perils.”s* More specifically, Kissinger ex-
plains our failure at the end of the Korean War to “push back
the Chinese armies even to the narrow neck of the Korean penin-

“sula, [thereby] administering a setback to Communist power in

its first trial at arms with the free world” as a result of “our
. to think of the

unconditional surrender and a return to the status guo].”®® Sim-
ilarly The Necessity for Choice identifies the “lack of a strategic
doctrine and a coherent military policy” as the cause of the
“deterioration of our position in the world . .. we have exper-

fenced since World War 1.7+ e

The “we” and “our” that Kissinger refers to are the U.S.

: government and the American foreign policy community. It is
- these actors whose psychology and preconceptions Kissinger un-

covers and whose doctrines and actions he criticizes as unsatis-

Factory approximations to his high standard of a rational
_strategic doctrine. Indeed, no strand is more stark in Kissinger’s

work than his persistent prescription: we must develop a strate-
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gic doctrine that will “define what objectives are worth contend-
ing for and determine the degree of force appropriate for
achieving them.”ss We must “define for ourselves the nature of
a peace consistent with our values and adequate for our
security,”ee

Theory with a Capital “T"

It is easier to name the major theorists of international
relations than to define their field. In spite of considerable dif-
ferences among such scholars as Hans Morgenthau, Arnold
Wolfers, Raymond Aron, and the “frontiersmen” of international
relations theory, when they are producing explanations, all re-
flect to some degree the basic classical model.

The dean of postwar international relations theorists is Hans
Morgenthau. The introduction to his major work Politics Among
Nations emphasizes the necessity of employing a framework
when studying foreign policy. He states clearly the frame of ref-
erence upon which he relies: “To give meaning to the factual
raw material of foreign policy, we must approach political reality
with a kind of rational outline, a map that suggests to us the
possible meanings of foreign policy.”s” To explain national action
in specific situations, the analyst must rethink the nation’s pro-
blem and reenact the Ieaders’ choice. Morgenthau provides ex-
plicit instructions.

We put ourselves in the position of a statesman who must meet
a certain problem of foreign policy under certain circumstances,
and we ask ourselves what the rational alternatives are from
whick a statesman may choose who must meet this problem
under these circumstances (presuming always that he acts in
a rational manner), and which of these rational alternatives
this particular statesman, acting under these circumstances, is
likely to choose s

In a brilliant essay entitled “The Actors in International
Politics,” Arnold Wolfers observes: “Until quite recently, the
‘states-as-the-sole-actors’ approach to international pelitics was
so firmly entrenched that it may be called the traditional ap-
proach.”®® He examines two more recent strands in the litera-
ture, the “minds of men” theory and the “decision-making”
approach and argues that these new frames of reference amount
to a rather meager departure from the traditional approach.
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While accepting contributions from these strands, Wolfers de-
fends the traditional “state-as-actor” model as the “standard on
which to base our expectations of state behavior and devia-
tions.”™ It establishes “the ‘mormal’ actions and reactions of

“states in various international situations.”™

International Politics and Foreign Policy, edited by James

Rosenau, containg the most extensive collection of selections

from contemporary international relations thecrists.’? Fifty-five
selections from the works of what Rosenau calls “frontiersmen”

“are distinguished primarily by their concern with theory and

method as oppoesed to history or policy.”® In an introductory note
Rosenau sensitively delineates common characteristics of the
majority of these works: “Most observers . . , [posit] a state-as-
decisiori-maker model of the actors who comprise the interna-
tional system. That is, action in the international system is
ordinarily atiributed to states, but these states are recognized to
be a complex of governmental officials who act on behalf of and
in response to their national societies.”’* Rosenau recognizes
that “to speak of Germany wanting this, or France avoiding that,
is to Tun the risk of oversimplifying, of ascribing human charac-
teristics to nonhuman, abstract entities.””> He, nevertheless,
defends this approach as a necessary abbreviation.?

Raymond Aron’s monumental Peace and War: A Theory of
International Relations encompasses so wide a range of subjects
and reveals such diverse interests that one hesitates to use it as

‘an illustration. Nevertheless, it can be noted that much of his

theory is dependent on the assumption of a rational, unified,
national actor. “The theory of international relations starts from
the plurality of autonomous centers of decision [national gov-
ernments], hence from the risk of war and from this risk it
deduces the necessity of the calculation of means.”"" Criticizing
the attempts of theorists such as Morgenthau to explain national
action by reference to a single goal, Aron argues that govern-
ments pursue a spectrum of goals, tempeféd by “the risk of war

" [that] obliges it [the government] to calculate forces or means.”?s

His theory explores (1) the sociological influences on “the stakes
of the conflicts among states, [and] the goals which the partici-
pants choose,” (2) the international systems or diplomatic con-
stellations in which states pursue these goals, and (3) the
historical characteristics of the present international system.?
But the actor whose goals are sociologically determined and who
must act in a particular international system is a rational, cal-
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culating national government. When explaining naticnal actions,
Aron focuses on the calculations of this actor, on “the logic of
the conduct of international relations.”s0

A Rigorous Model of Action

The preceding tour begins to suggest the breadth of the influence
of Model I in the literature of foreign affairs. To see how deeply
this framework is engrained in our thinking, it is useful to con-
sider the language used in writing or speaking about interna-
tional events. We speak of occurrénces not as unstructured |
happenings but rather as “the Soviet decision to abstain from
attack,” “the Chinese policy concerning defense of the main-
land,” and “Japanese action in surrendering.” To summarize
the relevant aspects of a state of the world as a nation’s “deci-
sion” or “policy” is — at least implicitly — to slip into the rational
actor framework. These terms derive their meaning from a con-
ceptual web, the major strands of which constitute the classical
model.8* Decision presupposes a decider and a choice among
alternatives with reference to some goal, Policy means the reali-
zation in a number of particular instances of some agent’s objec-
tives. These concepts identify phenomena as actions performed
by purposeful agents. This identification involves a simple ex-
tension of the pervasive everyday assumption that what human
beings do is at least “intendedly rational,” an assumption funda-
mental to most understanding of human behavior.®2

This everyday assumption of human purposiveness has a
counterpart that plays a central role in the social*sciences. One
strand of socizl science concentrates on the reactive aspects of
human behavior, specifying regularities of behavior in certain
typical situations. But the central tradition in the social sciences
examines the purposive, calculated, and planned aspects of hu-
man behavior.®* Thus economics, political science, and to a
large extent sociology and psychology study human behavior as
purposive, goal-directed acdvity. -

But what does it mean' to conceive of behavior as “action”?/”
When one thinks of activity as “intendedly rational” or studies
behavior as goal-directed, what do these notions entail? A rigor-
ous model of this concept of action has heen formulated in econo-
mics, decision, and game theory. The model’s rigor stems from
its assumption that action constitutes more than simple pur-
posive choice of a unitary agent. What rationality adds to the
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concept of purpose is consistency: consistency among goals and
objectives relative to a particular action; consistency in the ap-
plication of principles in order o select the optimal alternative.
Von Neuman and Morgenstern's last work on rationality has not
been superseded: “It may safely be stated that there exists, at
present, no satisfactory treatment of the question of rational be-
havior.”s* Nevertheless, these theories have developed an impor-
tant ideal type.

Classical “economic man” and the rational man of. modern
statistical decision theory and game theory make optimal choices
in marrowly constrained, neatly defined situations. In these sit-
uations rationality refers to an essentially' Hobbesian notion of
consistent, value-maximizing reckoning or adaptation within
specified comstraints.8®* In economics, to choose rationally is to
select the most efficient alternative, that is, the alternative that
maximizes output for a given input or minimizes input for a
given cutput. Rational consumers purchase the amount of goods,
A, B, and C, etc,, that maximizes their utility {(by choosing a
basket of goods on the highest possible indifference curve.)
Rational firms produce at a point that maximizes profits (by
setting marginal costs equal to marginal revenue). In modern ‘
statistical decision theory and game theory, the rational decision
problem is reduced to a simple matter of selecting among a set
of given alternatives, each of which has a given set of conse-
quences: the agent selects the alternative whose consequences
are preferred in terms of the agent’s utility function which ranks
each set of consequences in order of preférence.

_T£1e basic concepts of these models of rational action are:

4. GoALS AND OBJECTIVES. The goals and objectives of
the agent are translated into a “payoff” or “utility” or “pre-
ference” function, which represents the “value” or “utility” of
alternative sets of consequences. At the outset of the decision
problem the agent has a payoff function which ranks-all possible
sets of consequences in terms of his values and objectives, Each
bundle of consequences will contain a number of side effects.
Nevertheless, at a minimum, the agent must be able to rank in
order of preference each possible set of consequences that might
result from a particular action. (Many theoriés imply stronger

1nfe;g§& or ratio scales, )&

. ALTERNATIVES. The rational agent must choose among
a set of alternatives displayed before him in a particular situa-
tion. In decision theory these alternatives are represented as a
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decision tree. The alternative courses of action may include more
than a simple act, but the specification of a course of action must
be sufficiently precise to differentiate it from other alternatives.

;f""B. CONSEQUENCES. To each alternative is attached a set
of consequences or outcomes of choice that will ensue if that
particular alternative is chosen. Variations are generated at this
point by making different assumptions about the accuracy of

the decisionmaker’s knowledge of the consequences that follow

from th hoice of each alternative.
ﬁOICE' Rational  choice consists simply of selecting

thaf alternative whose consequences rank highest in the decision-
maker’s payoff function.’”

These categories formalize the concept of rational action
that underpins-economics, decision, and game theory, as well as
the less structured notion t underlies our everyday assump-
tion of human purposiveng€s both in individual behavior and in
national foreign policy.*Rati 3 io consistent, value-
maximizing choice within specified constraints. Applications of
this model of purposive action are considerakle and instructive.
The model permits decision and game theorists to structure
problems of choice. In the most advanced social science, this
model constitutes the fundamental assumption of consumer
theory and the theory of the firm. Indeed, though Anthony
Downs overstates the point, he is largely accurate in asserting
that “economic theorists have nearly always locked at decisions
as though they were made by rational minds. . . . Economic theory
has been erected upon the supposition that conscious rationality
prevails.”® The implications he draws from this assertion are
directly on target: “The traditional [economic] methods of pre-
diction and analysis are applicable. ... If a theorist knows the
ends of some decision-maker, he can predict what actions will be

taken to achieve them as follows: (1) he calculates the most -

reasonable way for the decision-maker to reach his goals, and
(2) he assumes this way will actually be chosen because the
decision-maker is rational.”®® In addition, the assumption of ra-
tionality provides impressive explanatory power. As John Har-
sanyl, one of the most insightful theorists of rationality, has
stated: “The concept of rational behavior is often a very powerful
explanatory principle because it can account for a large number
of empirical facts about people’s behavior in terms of a few
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simple assumptions about the goals (or ends) péo‘ple are trying to
achieve.” How does the social scientist apply this concept?
Again to quote Harsanyi:

From the point of view of a social scientist trying to explain and
predict human behavior, the concept of rationality is important
mainly because, if a person acts rationally, his behavior can be
fully explained in terms of the goals he is trying to achieve,
‘When we say that Napoleon’s strategy in a particular battle
was rational, this means that his sirategy choice can be ex-
plained essentially by peointing out that this was the best strategy
for him to choose in terms of his military objectives at the
ﬁmeﬁl

Nevertheless, the power of the theory of ratignal action
derives from its rigor —— rigor purchased at the price of as-

'/%umpﬁons too heroic for many empirically oriented social scien-
#rtists. The rigorous model of rational action maintains that

rational choice consists of value-maximizing adaptation within
the context of a given payoff function, fixed alternatives, and
consequences that are krnown (in one of the three senses corre-
sponding to certainty, risk, and uncertainty). But what guaran-
tees that value-maximizing behavior within these parameters
will in fact maximize the agent’s values?¢2 Obviously it would not,
if the set of alternatives failed to include an option whose con-
sequence ranked higher than any of the stated alternatives.

In order to maintain -claims concerning “optimal choice,”
theorists are forced to retreat to one of two defenses (though
they often fail to recognize this necessity and thus blur their
chosen defense). On the one hand, the theorist can make the
assumption of comprehensive rationality,.according to which
“the payoff function” means an accurate mapping of all con-
sequences in terms of all the agent’s values; “the alternatives”
means “all alternatives”; and “the consequences” means “all
consequences” that will result from the choice of any-alternative.
For example, the problem of rational choice in a game of chess
is the problem of selecting the move that leads to the most pre-
ferred outcome, i.e., the one move that will bring the player the
most advantageous consequences according to his payoff
function.

On the other hand, the more common — and more satisfac-
tory — defense is to make an assumption of limited rationality .

and to restrict claims concerning “optimal choice” accordingly.

T GLEad Lt LA U AL
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By assuming an economic definition of the situation, economists
impose a bench-mark that stipulates the content of the “values,”
“alternatives,” and “consequences” in the rigorous model. This
leads many economists to overlook a wide range of values and
consequences that are important to students of political, psycho-
logical, and sociological behavior. Buit within these stipulated
bounds, they can identify value-maximizing activity.®*

A Rational Actor Paradigm

By using the concepts of the more rigorous models of action, we
can sharpen the general characterjzation of Model I that emerged
from our examination of the literature. Formulation of Model
I as an “analytic paradigm” -~ in the technical sense of that
term developed by Robert K. Merton for sociclogical analyses -
highlights the distinctive thrust of this style of analysis.** Ac-
cording to Merton, a paradigm.is.a.systematic_statement, of the
basic assumptions, concepts, and propositions employed by a
séhool 6F analysis. The components of the paradigms formulated
in-this Smdy include the basic unit of analysis, the organizing
concepts, the dominant inference pattern, and, simply for illus-
trative purposes, several of the propositions suggested by the
paradigm. Considerably weaker than any satisfactory theore-
tical model, these paradigms nevertheless represent a short step
in that direction from looser, implicit conceptual models. To
articulate a largely implicit framework as an explicit paradigm
is, of necessity, to caricature. But caricature can be instructive.

asic Unit of Analysis: Governmental Action as Choice.
Happenings in foreign affairs are conceived as actions
chosen by the nation or national government.*® Governments

select the action that will maximize strategic goals and.

objectives. The “solutions” to strategic problems are the
fundamental categories in terms of which the analyst per-
ceives what is to be explained. :

rganizing Concepts

A. National Actor. The nation or government, conceived
as a rational, unitary decisionmaker, is the agent. This
actor has one set-of specified goals (the equivalent of a
consistent utility function), one set of perceived options,
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and a single estimate of the consequences that follow

from each alternative. '

B. The Problem. Action is chosen in:response to the stra-
tegic problem thenation faces. Threats and oppertunities
arising in the international strategic “marketplace” move
the nation to act.

C. Static Selection. The sum of activity of representatives
of the government relevant to a problem constitutes what
the nation has chosen as its “solution.” Thus the action
is conceived as a steady-state choice among alternative
outcomes (rather than, for example, a large number of
partial choices in 2 dynamic stream).

D. Action as Rational Choice.’* The components include:
1. Goals and Objectives. National security and na-

tional interests are the principal categories in which
strategic goals are conceived: Nations seek security
and a range of other objectives. ( Analysts rarely trans-
late sirategic goals and objectives into an explicit
utility function; nevertheless, analysts do focus on
major goals and objectives and trade off side effects
in an intuitive fashion.) ‘

2. Options. - Various courses of action relevant to a
strategic problem provide the spectrum of options.

3. Consequences. Enactment of each alternative course
of action will produce a series of consequences. The
relevant consequences constitute benefits and costs
in terms of strategic goals and objectives.

4. Choice. Rational choice is value-maximizing. The

..~ - rational agent selects the alternative whose conse-

C//‘M " quences rank highest in terms of his goals and
e - objectives. o

nmant Inference Pattern. If a mnation performed a

irticular action, that nation must have had ends toward

which the action constituted a maximizing means. The Ra-

/ tional Actor Model's explanatory power stems from this
inference pattern. The puzzle is solved by finding the pur-
posive pattern within which the occurrence can be located
.as a value-maximizing means.

IV. General Propositions, The disgrace of foreign policy studies
is the infrequency with which propositions of any generality
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are formulated and tested. In arguing for explicitness about
the categories in which arnalysis proceeds, this study em-

. phasizes the importance of being serious about the logic of

explanation. Consequently, the propositions upon which ex-
planations depend need to be formulated clearly. To illus-
trate the kind of propositions on which analysts who employ
this model rely, several are formulated.

The basic assumption of value-maximizing behavior

produces propositions central to most explanations. The

general principle can be formulated as follows: the likeli-
hoed of any particular action results from a combination of
the nation’s (1) relevant values and objectives, (2) per-
ceived alternative courses of action, (3) estimates of various
sets of consequences (which will follow from each alterna-
tive), and (4) net valuation of each set of consequences.

This yields two propositions.

A. An increase in the costs of an alternative (a reduction
in the value of the set of consequences that will follow
from an action, or a reduction in the probability of at-
taining fixed consequences) reduces the likelihood of
that action’s being chosen.

B. A decrease in the costs of an alternative (an increase in
the value of the set of consequences that will follow from
an action, or an increase in the probability of attaining
fixed comsequences) increases the likelihood of that
action’s being chosen.®7

V. Specific Propositions

A. Deterrence. The likelihood of successful deterrence is
a function of the factors specified in the general proposi-
ton. Combined with various assertions, this general
proposition yields the propositions of the theory of
deterrence.

1. A stable nuclear balance reduces the likelihood ofk

nuclear attack. This proposition is derived from the
general proposition, plus the asserted fact that a

second-strike capability affects the potential attacker’s

calculations by increasing the likelihood and the costs
of one particular set of consequences that might fol-
low from attack — namely, retaliation.

2. A stable nuclear balance increases the probability of
limited war. This proposition is derived from the gen-
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eral proposition, plus the asserted fact that, though
increasing the costs-of a nuclear exchange, a stable
nuclear balance nevertheless produces a more signifi-
cant reduction in the probability that such conse-
quences would be chosen in response to a limited war.
Thus this set of consequences weighs less heavily in
the calculus.

B. Soviet Force Posture. Soviet force posture (i.e., weapons
and their deployment) constitutes a value-maximizing
means of implementing Soviet strategic objectives and
military doctrine. A proposition of this sort underlies
Secretary of Defense Laird’s leap from the fact of two
hundred $8-9s (large intercontinental missiles) to the
assertion that “the Soviets are going for a firststrike
capability, and there’s no question about it.”?s

VI. Evidence. The fundamental method employed in rational

actor analysis is what Schelling has called “vicarious prob-
lem solving.” Faced with a puzzling occurrence, the analyst
puts himself in the place of the nation or government, Exam-

"ination of the strategic characteristics of the problem permits

the analyst to use principles of rational action to sift through
both commissions and omissions. Evidence about details of
behavior, statements of government officials, and govern-
ment papers are then marshaled in such a way that a
coherent picture of the value-maximizing choice (from the
point of view of the nation) emerges.

It must be noted, however, that an imaginative analyst
can construct an account of value-maximizing choice for
any action or set of actions performed by a government.
Putting the point more formally, if somewhat facetiously,
we can state a “Rationality Theorem”: there exists no pat-
tern of activity for which an imaginative analyst cannot
write a large number of objective functions such that the
pattern of activity maximizes each function. The problem
for the good Model I analyst is therefore not simply to find
an objective or cluster of objectives around which a story
of value-maximizing choice can be constructed, but to insist
on rules of evidence for making assertions about govern-
mental objectives, options, and consequences that permit
him to distinguish among the various accounts.



36 ' Model I: The Rational Actor

Variants of the Classical Model

This paradigm exhibits the basic logic of a cluster of approaches
that we have labeled the classical or Rational Acter Model.
Analysts who think in these categories package the activities of
various officials of a national government as actions chosen by
a unified actor, strongly analogous to an individual human
being, An action is explained by reference to the aims of the
unitary, national actor. The explanation permits the reader to
understand why the event occurred by redcing the calculation
and thereby discovering how, in the given context with certain
objectives, the actor came to choose the action in question.

~ But as our examination of various uses of this approach
suggests, its basic logic is found in a number of interestingly
different variants. The point of each is in one sense the same:
to place the action within the purposive framework of a unified
actor. But differences among these approaches are also impor-
tant. Indeed, in emphasizing the similarities in basic logic rather
than various differences, this account may be misleading. A
further study, now in progress, focuses on the differences among

the various approaches now lumped together under one general.

rubric.®® But here it may be helpful to identify, if only tentatively,
several variants of this approach, each of which might be ex-
hibited similarly as a paradigm. :

The preceding paradigm reflects the most refined version
of the model found in the literature of modern strategy. Analysts
like Schelling and Wohlstetter state propositions about the reac-
tions of nation A to nation B, such as the proposition about the
stability of the balance of terror, Problems and pressures in the
international strategic marketplace vield probabilities of oc-
currence, The international actor, which could be any nation,

is simply a value-maximizing mechanism for getting from the .

strategic problem to the logical solution.

A second type of analysis focuses not upon nations in
general, but rather upon 2 nation or national government with a
particular character. Characteristics of this actor limit the goals,
options, and consequences of the basic paradigm. Thus (1)
propensities or personality traits or psychological tendencies of
the nation or government, (2) values shared by the nation or

government, or (3) special principles of action change the.
“goals” or narrow the “alternatives” and “consequences” con- -
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sidered. In contrast to the first variant’s concentration on the
nation’s strategic goals and objectives, this variant emphasizes a
government’s more specialized objectives, including its own per-
petuation. For example, whereas an analyst using the first
variant might attempt to explain the United Arab Republic’s
recent actions by reference to strategic objectives and fears, an
analyst employing this second variant would refer to the particu-
lar objectives and fears of the present government. Similarly,
explanations of the Soviet deployment of ABMs by reference to
the Soviets’ “defense-mindedness” reflect this variant.

A related, but nevertheless different, type of analysis focuses
explicitly on an individual leader or leadership clique as the actor
whose preference function is maximized and whose personal
(or group) characteristics are allowed to modify the basic con-
cepts of the paradigm. This individual’s weighting of goals and
objectives, tendencies to perceive (and to exclude) particular
ranges of alternatives, and principles employed in estimating the
consequences that follow from each alternative serve as the
basic framework within which the choice must be located.o0
For example, the actor in Whiting’s analysis is not “any nation”
or “any China.” Rather, as Whiting states, “Alternative courses
of action open to the Chinese [are] derived from the frame of
reference within which the new regime evaluated events, alter-
native political goals, and the available means of promoting
policy.”2* Nathan Leites’ analysis of Soviet behavior constructs
an “operational code of the Bolsheviks.”192 These principles of
action rather than general principles of rational action are then
used to explain purposive activity of the Soviet government.

A more complex variant of the basic model recognizes the
existence of several actors within a government — for example,
hawks and doves or military and civilians — but still attempts to
explain (or predict) an occurrence by reconsiructing the cal-
culations of the victorious actor. Thus, for example, some re-
visionist histories of the Cold War recognize the forces of light
and the forces of darkness within the U.S. government but ex-

Plain American actions as a result of goals and perceptions of

the victorious forces of darkness. This variant obviously includes
some conspiracy theorists.102

Some analysts employ the basic model (in one of its forms)
essentially as a norm. Actual events are then explained {and
criticized ) as approximations to choices expected by the classical
model. Kissinger, Kennan, and to some extent Hoffmann rely
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on this variant.** This variant suggests the relations among uses
of the classical model for (1) explanation, i.e., answering the
question of why X rather than Y happened; (2) problem solving,
i.e., answering the question of what is the preferred way for a
national government to achieve certain goals; and (3) evalua-
ting, ie., determining what grade a nation’s performance
deserves, given certain criteria. Uses of this model for purposes
other than explanation will be considered in the final chapter.
Each of these forms of the basic paradigm constitutes a
formalization of what analysts typically rely upon implicitly. In
the transition from implicit conceptual model to explicit para-
digm, 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 an analys(’s activity. Perhaps some of the remaining arti-
ficiality that surrounds the statement of the paradigm can be

diluted by noting a number of the standard additions and modi- -

fications used by analysts who proceed predominantly within
the Rational Actor Model. First, in the course of a document,
analysts shift from one variant of the basic model to another,
occasionally appropriating in an ad hoc fashion aspects of a
situation that 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 de-
tail that they create an impression of randomness. Third, having
employed other assumptions and categories in deriving an ex-
planation or prediction, analysts will present their product in
a neat, convincing rational policy package. This accommeodation
is a favorite of members of the intelligence community who are
often very familiar with the details of a process but who feel
that by putting an occurrence in a larger rational framework

they make it more comprehensible to their audience. Fourth, in

attempting to offer an explanation — particularly in cases where
a prediction derived from the basic model has failed — the no-
tion of the actor's “mistake” is invoked. Thus, the inaccurate
prediction of a “missile gap” is written off as a Soviet mistake
in not taking advantage of an opportunity. Both these and other
modifications permit Model I analysts considerably more leeway
than the paradigm might suggest. But such accommodations are
essentially appendages to the basic logic of these analyses.

Cuba II: A First Cut

The “missiles of October” offer a fascinating set of puzzies for
any analyst.®! For thirteen days in October 1962, the United
States and the Soviet Union stood “eyeball to eyeball,” each with
the power of mutual annihilation in hand. The United States was
firm but forebearing. The Soviet Union looked hard, blinked
twice, and thep-withdrew without humiliation. Here is one of the
es of diplomatic prudence, and perhaps the finest
n F, Kennedy’s Presidency.,

n retrospect, this crisis seems to have been a major water-
shed in the Cold War. Having peered over the edge of the nuclear

Yrecipice, both nations edged backward toward detente. An un-

derstanding of this crisis is thus essential for every serious stu-
dent of foreign affairs.

To understand how — at a time when war could have meant
the destruction of both societies — these superpowers moved
to the brink of nuclear war, and, having got there, how they
managed to retreat, it is necessary to answer three central
questions. Why did the Soviet Union attempt to place offensive

missiles in_Cuba? Why did the United States choose to re-
spond to the Soviet missile emplacement with a blockade of
Cuba? Why did the Soviet Union decide to withdraw the mis-
siles? Fortunately, the openness of the crisis makes it possible
to reconstruct the calculations of both nations with a certain
amount of confidence,?
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Though the U.S. build-up in Florida may have been required to
convince the Soviet Union of U.8. ability to move up the ladder

f escalation, the Soviets were not left to guess what the next
step would be or when it would come. Rather, an explicit threat,

" with a specific time limit, was conveyed by Robert Kennedy to

Dobrynin and through him to Chairman Khrushchev.

fore be understood, according to a second

Model II: Organizational Process

For some purposes, governmental behavior can be usefully sum-
marized as action chosen by a unitary, rational decisionmaker:

'{ centrally contrelled; Eompletely iniTorined, and value maximizing,

ut this simplification must not be allowed to conceal the fact
that a government consists of a conglomerate of semi-feudal,
loosely allied organizations, each with a substantial 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 orgauizational sensors. Governments define
alternatives and estimate consequences as their component
organizations process information; governments act as these
organizations enact routines. Governmental behavior can there-
onceptual model less

as deliberate choices and more a
functioning according to standa 3

To be responsive to a wide spectrum of problems, govern-
ments consist of large organizations, among which primary
responsibility for particular tasks is divided. Fach organization
attends to a special set of problems and acts in quasi-independ-
ence on these problems. But few important issues fall exclusively
within the domain of a single organization. Thus government,
behavior relevant to any important proble cts the inde-
p@mmﬁﬁﬁﬁmm
gavernment.leaders. Government leaders can substantially dis-
turb, but not substantially control, the béhavior of these
organizations. ‘

To perform complex routines, the behavior of large num-
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bers of individuals must be coordinated. Coordination requires

standard operating procedures: rules according to which things
are done. Reliable performance of action that depends upon the
behavior of hundreds of persons requires established “programs.”
Indeed, if the eleven members of a football team are to perform
adequately on any particular down, each man must not “do what
he thinks needs to be done” or “do what the quarterback tells
him to do.” Rather, each player must perform the maneuvers
specified by a previously established play, which the quarterback
has.simply called in this situation. '
i At any given time, a government consists of existing organi-
é‘ ations, each with a fixed set of standard operating procedures
; programs. The behavior of these organizations — and con-
sequently of the government — relevant to an issue in any par-
ticular instance is, therefore, determined primarily by routines
established in these organizations prior to that instance. Explan-
ation of a government action starts from this base line, noting
incremental deviations. But organizations do change. Learning
occurs gradually, over time. Dramatic organizational change oc-
curs in response to major disasters. Both learning and change
are influenced by existing organizational capabilities and
procedures. '
Borrowed from studies of organizations, these loosely for-
mulated propositions amount simply to tendencies. Each must
be hedged by modifiers like “other things being equal” and “under
certain conditions.” In particular instances, tendencies hold —
more or less. In specific situations, the relevant question is:
more or less? But this is as it should be. For “organizations” are
no more homogeneous a class than “solids.” When scientists
tried to generalize about “solids,” they* achieved similar results.
Solids tend to expand when heated, but some do and some don’t.
More adequate categorization of the various elements now
lumped under the rubric “organizations” is thus required. More-
over, the behavior of particular organizations seems considerably
more complex than the behavior of solids. Additional informa-
tion about a given organization is required for further specifica-
tion of the tendency statements. In spite of these two caveats,
the characterization of government action as organizational
output differs sharply from Model I. Attempts to understand
problems of foreign affairs in terms of this frame of reference
should produce quite different explanations.
Studies of organizations have had little influence upon the
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jternational politics have studied organization theory. It is only
rfacentiy that organization theorists have come to study organiza-
tions as decisionmakers; behavioral studies of foreign policy
organizations from the decisionmaking perspective have not yet
been produced. It seems unlikely, however, that these gaps will
remain unfilled. Considerable progress has been made in the
study of the business firm as a decisionmaking organization.
Scl'{olars have begun applying similar insights to situations in
which the decisionmaker is a governmment organization rather
than a firm. And interest in an organizational perspective is -
spreading rapidly among institutions and individuals concerned
with actual government operations.

Organizational Theory and Economics

One _venerable tradition in the social sciences permits the ex-
pression of personal discoveries in an individually tailored
vof:ai?ulary. Unfortunately, this encourages much repackaging of
existing theories and not a little confusion. Avoiding that pitfall
the present chapter makes maximum use of terms and concepts,
developed by organization theorists and economists. This ap-
proa.ch acknowledges the model’s intellectual debt while making
e:.{phcit the relation between the Organizational Process Para-
d1gm-_for internaticnal politics and models of other types of
organizations. : - '

It can be reasonably claimed that organization theory is a
young science.? James March dates the origin of contemporary
f:umulative studies of organizations: “The field as a more or less:
1de1‘1tiﬁable cluster of research interests within a2 number of
4so<':1:11 sciences dates for most purposes from a group of books
W]_utten between 1937 and 1947 — Barnard, Roethlisherger and
Dickson, and Simon.”® Thus Chester Barnard’s The Function of
the Executive and Herbert Simon’s Administrative Behavior mark
t%le beginning and the end of the decade of definition of organiza-
tion theory as a semi-discipline. The second decade witnessed an
enormous increase in effort devoted to the systematic study of
orge%mzatl_ons.‘ Many of the “discoveries” of that decade (and of
e'arher periods) are summarized in a logically ordered, proposi-
tional form by March and Simon in their path—breakfng hook
Organizations, published in 1958.¢* March and Simon formulateci
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three central problems with the “state of the axt” as it stood " at
the end of the second decade: (1) “The literature leaves one
with the impression that after all not a great deal has been said
about organizations”; (2) “but it has been said over and over in
a variety of languages. Consequently, we require a gerious effort
toward the construction of a common language™; (3) “There
is in the literature a great disparity between hypotheses and
evidence.”s N
The third decade of organization theory’s short life — which
observed another exponential leap in resources devoted to the
examination of organizational behavior — was capped by the
publication of the monumental Handbook of Organizations in
1965.¢ As its introduction modestly states, the Handbook attempts
to “summarize and report the present state of knowledge about
organizations.”” Contributions to ‘the volume came from four
political scientists, five economists, five psychologists, six stu-
dents of business and industrial crganizations, and ten sociol-
ogists; yet the editor found it unnecessary either to provide a
glossary or to identify the contributors by discipline. Thug some
progress has been made in coming to grips with the problem of
a common vocabulary. The Handbook's 1,247 double-columned
pages suggest that considerably more has now been said about
organizations. The sophistication of some of the articles indicates
that even the third problem may not prove entirely intractable:
the study of organizations has acquired considerable momentum
as the result of inputs from so many disciplines. As James
March, the editor of the Handbook, states in the introduction:

The vitality represented by the contributors to the Handbook,
and by contemporary organizations, suggests that it [the study of
organizations] is going somewhere. There is commitment by
first-class scholars. There is a set of interesting theoretical ideas.
There is an involvement in empirical research. There is a large,
mostly untouched, and usually cooperative group of organizations
for study. There is widespread recognition of the significance of
organizational behavior both as a factor in the analysis of com-
plex social systems and as an important special case of human
activities.® '
The Handbook's chapter headings indicate the range of
subjects studied by organizational theorists: management
theory; economic theories of organization; organizational growth
and development; communications in organizations; organiza-
tional decisionmaking; interpersonal relations in organizations;
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organ%zational control structures; the comparative. analysis of
_organlzations.ﬂ Obviously an attempt to summarize this literature
is bey_ond the scope of the present study. Indeed, the Handbook
itself is the summary to which the interested reader is referred
It. sh?uld be useful, nevertheless, to indicate the strand of orga:
nization theory upon which Model II is most dependent.
Th;e_branch of organization theory that takes as its focus
the dec1sn?nmaking process in organizations affords the richest
source of insights for the paradigm developed in this chapter,10
Fpr two d_ecades, the seminal figure in this area has been Herbért
Simon, Sl;p_(_)gfﬁ_ work is motivated by the attempt to understand
;‘.Egybgsn‘: fe?tures }?f organizational structure and function as
erive from the isti i
e characteristics of human prcl}ﬂem-solvmg
Most theories of individual and organizational choice em-
PIOY 2 concept of “comprehensive rationality,” according to which
individuals and organizations choose the best alternative taking
account of consequences, their probabilities, and utilities ,But
we haw? observed in Chapter 1, such choices require: -(1) ,th
generation of all possible alternatives, (2) assessment of the
probabilities of all consequences of each, and (3) evaluation of}
each set of consequences for all relevant goéls. These requirgj
n_&ents are, in Simon’s words, “powers of prescience and capdci-
tes ,for computation resembling those we usually attribute to
.God. "22 By focusing on the limits of human capacity in compar-
ison xivith. the complexities of the problems that individuals in
?rganmatlons‘ must face,. Simon develops the concept of
-‘bgg’ud.ed_mgeﬂ-ality.” The physical and psychological limits of
man's capacity as alternative generator, information processor
and Problem solver constrain the decisionmaking processes of
mdnudu.als and organizations. Because of these bounds, intend-
edly rational action requires simplified models that extiract the
main features of a problem without capturing all of its
complexity.
Simon’s work finds five characteristic deviations from com-

prehensive rationality that are displayed by the si i i
e i
human problem solvers: Y y simplificadons -Of

1. FAC'fORED PROBLEMS. Problems are
TAC . so complex that
only a limited _number of aspects of each problem can be at-
?ended tolgt a time. Thus individuals factor (split up) problems
into quasi-independent parts and deal with the parts one by one.
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Organizations factor complex problems into a number of roughly
independent parts which are parceled out to various organiza-
tional units. Ideally problems are factored by a means-end
analysis, which assigns separable pieces of a problem to organi-
zational subunits as subgoals. The structure of an organization
thus reflects the problems that its subunits factor. (Roles consist
of specified subsets of premises that guide actions in a particular
subunit. }** .

9. SATISFICING. Maximization or optimization is replaced
by satisficing. In choosing, human beings do not consider all
alternatives and pick the action with the best consequences. In-
stead, they find a course of action that is “good enough” — that
satisfies. Organizations are happy to find a needle in the hay-
stack rather than searching for the sharpest needle in the
haystack.*

3. sgaRcH. Comprehensive rationality requires considera-
tion of all alternatives, thus making the problem of search trivial,
Where satisficing is the rule — stopping with the first alternative
that is good enough —- the order in which alternatives are turned
up is critical. Organizations generate alternatives by relatively
stable, sequential search processes. As a result, the menu is
severely limited.1? :

4. UNCERTAINTY AVOIDANCE. Comprehensively rational
agents deal with alternate consequences of action by estimating
probabilities of possible outcomes. People in organizations are
quite reluctant to base actions on estimates of an uncertain fu-
ture. Thus choice procedures that emphasize short-run feedback
are developed. Organizations, like house thermostats, rely on
relatively prompt corrective action to eliminate deviations he-
tween actual and desired temperatures,” rather than accurate
prediction of next month’s temperature.’® _

5. REPERTOIRES. Repertoires of action programs are de-
veloped by organizations and individuals. These constitute the
range of effective choice in recurring situations.™

In economics, recent developments in the theory of the
business firm recapitulate the growth of organization theory. The
traditional theory of the firm treats the business fixrm as a unitary
agent — an instance of that infamous abstraction homo eco-
nomicus. The theory assumes that: (1) firms seek to maximize
profits; (2) firms operate with perfect knowledge. With no
further assumptions about the psychological characteristics of
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t;conom;c man, the _theox_'y then explains the finm’s behavior in
erms o forces outside the firm. The entrepreneur, faced with a
deFemunatf: supply schedule for factors of produc,:tion a given
price for 1_115 product, and a technologically determineé produc-
tion functmn, is a predictable animal: profit is maximized when
Eargmal_cost is equal to the price that equals marginal revenue:
: etma.rgmal rate qf substitution between products and betweeri
actors of production equals their price ratio; equilibrium is
achjeved at the point of optimal use of inputs and outputs.

The propositions yielded b i
lated precieten vi y this theory have been formu— ;

1. A number of equations n may be deri .
) d and solved f
the optimal quantities of th s m commodi s
e firm’s iti i '
el et | n commodities (both inputs
v pzr.o cﬁtc(taquﬂﬂln)ﬂgwm, the marginal rate of substitution between
: s, or between two factors, i i i
by , I8 gqual to the ratio of their
3. The marginal physical ivi
productivity of a factor with re-
;peft to a:i product (the rate of change of the amount of the
actor used with respect to the product’ i i
oo o P product’s output) is equal to thenr
marg?ﬁa'{‘he qtua(nt'ittyl,z1 of a good produced is selected so that its
: cost (with respect to this product) i i
Caven? s P ct) is equal to its
5. A price increase for a t raises i :
. product raises its supply; i
Increase for a factor reduces its demand PR & price
6. “Cross” price effects are s etri i )
ymmetric. That is, the rate of
change o_f a ﬁrst commodity with respect to the price of a second
commodity is equal to the rate of change of the second with
respect to the price of the first.
7. A price increase of a good tends to affect the other com-

modities by decreasing the out
L puts of product i i
the inputs of faciors. P ° and ncreasieg

A prominent feature of this theory is the assumption of a
perdfe_ctly competitive environment. But imperfect factor markets
(-’:)L;l thi?inzzzegt 'I];‘);odgct ma:rkets have been treated as extensions
s« . eories of imperfect competition essentially hold

e basic theory of the firm constant while changing market as-

- sumptions, This attempted extension of the theory of the firm

has produced a number of targets for critics. First, the assump-
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tion of profit maximization has been challenged. Second, the
assumption of certainty or knowledge of the probability distribu-

tion of future events has been questioned. Third, divergence be-

tween theoretical firms and real world firms has been noted.

Critics of the assumption that firms maximize profits chal-
lenge two discrete aspects of this assumption. One cluster of
critics accepts the notion of “maximization” but attacks the as-
sumption that “profits” are what is maximized. Rothschild sub-
stitutes survival for profits; Baumol maintains that sales subject
to a profit consiraint is the objective.® Others claim that firms
maximize not a single goal but rather a series of goals: profits,
sales, survival, maintenance of a share of the market, liquidity,
managerial comfort.?* Papandreou attempts to sum up 2 number
of poals in a “general preference function” which itself is what
the firm maximizes.?? A second cluster of critics challenges the
notion of “maximization.” Simon’s critique of this concept, and
his suggestion of satisficing as a substitute, has been noted. Gor-
don, Margolis, and others argue that maximization should be
replaced by a concept of goals as constraints that must be
satisfied.2? :

Critics of the assumption of “perfect information” also come
in two stripes. As we have noted, Simon and the Carnegie School
focus on the bounded character of human capabilities. Firms are
physically unable to possess full information, generate ali alter-
natives, and calculate all consequences in terms of all values.
Thus they arrange a negotiated environment and adopt rules of
thumb for choice and search. March and Simon develop the
principle of sequential search and spell out its implications for
the theory of choice.2* The second group focuses on the cost of
information and calculation in a world of uncertainty. Ad-
ditional information is always available — at a cost. Further
calculation can always be done — if someone is paid to do it.
Thus the simplifications, which determine choices, utilize con-
siderably less information and calculation than the human beings
involved are capable of assimilating.

The debate about the gap between the firm of economic
theory and what observers of actual businesses call firms has
produced not a little methodological confusion. Invoking em-
pirical observation, critics point out that the firm of economic
theory is in fact an organization. Its acts are not those of a uni-
tary, rational, perfectly informed entrepreneur but of an orga-
nization. Goals grow out of the interaction among various
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participants in the organization.?” Prices are set by the full cost
m‘lﬁﬁ‘_mrﬂumover is used as a surrogate
for demand estimates;*” cost calculations are done in standard
rather than marginal terms;?® all actions are governed by stan-
dard bt}siness procedures and shortcuts.?? These would seem to
be straightforward factual propositions about which there need
be no-debate. But the traditional theory of the firm persists, and
not mthqut defenders. In defense of the classic consensus 1Vfi1ton
Friedman accepts each of the propositions about the Wa’y firms
acvfually operate but challenges their implications.®® What these
Eomts‘s}'low is that the theory of the firm meets the test of
descriptive inaccuracy,” which, according to Friedman, is a
mark of all powerful theory. The criterion by which the t’heory
must be tested is its predictive power. Friedman argues that, on
tht-ese grounds, the theory is acceptable — though he cites little
evidence for‘ his claim about its predictive powers.s
. The utility of Friedman’s point turns on the purpose for
which the theory of the firm is constructed. Cyert and March are
undoubtqdly correct in their suggestion that “much of the con-
troversy‘ is based on a misunderstanding of the questions the
conventional theory of the firm was designed to answer.”?2 If the
theory of the firm is restricted exclusively to aggregate level
e).:pl.anauons of resource allocation by a price system, its pre-
dictions about these outcomes are a key criterion of its’ success
But t!'le classical theory of the firm is also employed to answei"
questions about the internal allocations of resources and the
proces’s of price and output decisions as well. For this task the
theory’s performance as a predictor is not impressive. The pru-
dent path for the development of a theory of micro-behavior
would seem to require micro-assumptions more similar to ob-
serve% I(]:haéacteristics of an actual firm.2®
_ e first milestone along this road was s i -
ciently heralded book, A Behavioral Theory of i?ieb%if::z ulzjs(ug-
chard Cyert and James March, published in 196354 Pro,ceeding
from a careful catalogue of challenges to the classical theory of
the firm and a survey of the literature of organization theor
(?yert. and March make a new departure. In contrast to I'.radSirz
tional theories that explain the firm’s beliavior in terms of mar-
ket factors, Cyert and March focus — as organiza{tion theo
would s:uggest——on the effect of organizational structure an?lr
corllventlpnal practice upon the development of goals, the formu-
lation of expectations, and the execution of choice;.35
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This product of the Carnegie School represents an extension
of; Simon’s concern with problem-solving under conditions of
béunded rationality. Cyert and March attempt to understand

reanizational decision as choice made in terms of goals, on the

asis of expectations. Thus the framework of the analysis is
fixed by three categories: (1) organizational goals, (2) organiza-
tional expectations, and (3) organizational choice. Following
Barnard, Cyert and March view the organization as a coalition
of participants (some of whom are not necessarily on its pay-
oll, e.g., suppliers and customers) with disparate demands;
changing focuses of attention, and limited ability to attend to all

problems simultaneously. Bargaining among potential coalition

members produces a series of de facto agreements that impose

constraints on the organization. The list of these more or less

independent constraints, imperfectly rationalized in terms of

more general purposes, constitute an organization’s goals.®® Or-
ganizational expectations arise from inferences drawn from
available information. Organizational choice emerges as the se-
lection of the first alternative that expectations identify as ac-
ceptable in terms of goals. . A

At the core of this theory are four concepts that relate
variables affecting the three major categories (g_ckals‘,\exp_gg-

ions, ang choice).
——— At

1. _AUASI-RESOLUTION OF CONFLICT. There is no internal
consensus within a firm at the level of operational goals. Never-
theless, organizations thrive with considerable latent goal con-
flict. The prevailing coalition imposes on the organization a series
of independent, aspiration-level constraints. In their price and
output model of the business firm, Cyert and March postulate a
profit goal, a sales goal, a market share goal, an inventory goal,
and a production goal, Individual subunits of the organization
handle pieces of the firm’s separated problem in relative inde-
pendence. The sales department is responsible for sales goals
and strategy, the production department for production. Incon-
sistency that occurs as a result of this “local rationality” is ab-
sorbed by “organizational slack.” Conflicts among goals are
resolved by sequential attention to goals. Conflicting pressures to
“smooth production” and to “satisty customers” are typically
reselyed by doing first one and then the other.*”

é. UNCERTAINTY AvOIDANCE. Uncertainty is a critical

faetat of the environment in which organizations live. QOrganiza-
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tions seek to avoid uncertainty. The first rule is: solve pressing
problems rather than developing long-run strategies. The require-
ment ‘that events in the distant future be anticipated is avoided
by using decision rules that emphasize short-run feedback. The
second rule is: negotiate with the environment. The requirement
tha!: future reactions of other parts of the environment be
anticipated is avoided by imposing plans, standard operating
procedq;es, industry traditions, and uncertainty-absorbing
contraicts. ;8 -

3i ROBLEMISTIC SEARCH. Since Cyert and Marxch argue
that organizations use acceptable level goals and select the first
alternative they mieet that satisfies these goals, the theory of
organizational search is critical. Organizational search is prob-
lemi.stic search. Search is stimulated by a specific problem and
n.mtwated to find a solution to that problem. Search follows
simple-minded rules that direct the searcher first to the neighbor-
hood of problem symptoms, then to the neighborhood of the
CUITEI.lt alternative. Search is biased by the special tréining and
experience of the various parts of the organization, the inter-
action ofj hopes and expectations, and the communication dis-
torfions yYeflecting unresolved conflict.?® -

(47 ORGANIZATIONAL LEARNING. Organizational behavior
(cl}aracterized by the three concepts) is relatively stable. Organi-
Z::J.tlons are, however, dynamic institutions. They change adap-
twely. as the result of experience. Over time, organizational
learning produces changes in goals, attention rules, and search
procedures, 0 .

This process-oriented model of the firm has been applied to
actual business behavior with some measure of success. The
four relational concepts lend themselves to the language of com-
puter programming. Though Cyert and March produce a rather
successful simulation model of a quite unexciting example (one
depflrtxnent of a large retail department store), Geoffrey Clark-
sor’s application of a similar model to simulate an individual
trust officer in selecting a portfolio is more interesting.** Yair
Aharoni employs a modified version of the theory with consider-
ablg success to the foreign investment decision process of
b}tsmesses (though he finds the process too complicated for any
simple computer simulation).:2 '

Interesting points of tangency with the behavioral theory
of the firm can be found in a number of studies of governmental
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organizations. Patrick Crecine applies the basic model to simu-
late the behavior of government units in municipal budgeting.
wildavsky’s work on national budgeting exhibits a quite similar
model. Eckstein’s British National Health Service, Sayer and
Kaufman's Governing New York City, and Thompson’s The Reg-
ulatory Process in OPA Rationing reflect an analogous orienta-
tion.*3 Unfortunately, no one has yet studied the behavior of the
organizations concerned with foreign policy in terms of March
and Simon’s model. -

Organizational Process Paradigm

This capsule account of organizational theory and economics
provides a context within which to ocutline an oiganization proc-
ess paradigm relevant to foreign policy and international poli-
tics. While not employed in the present literature, this paradigm
should suggest perspectives that will be valuable in the future.
Without the necessary, but missing, behavioral studies of the
organizational components of governments, the present formula-
tion must be more an expression of the prospects than of the
payoffs in this area of inquiry. Nevertheless, what is now known
about the behavior of organizations is enough to suggest some
limits on the use of Model I in explaining and predicting govern-
mental behavior.*®

I. Basic Unit of Analysis: Governmental Action as Organiza-
tional Output. The happenings of international politics
are, si;éﬁ—u-ee critical senses, outpute of organizational proc-
essesCiFirst, actual occurrences are organizational outputs.
For example, Chinese entry info the Korean- War — that is,
the fact that Chinese soldiers were firing at U.N. soldiers
south of the Yalu in 1950 .~ is an organizational action: the
action of soldiers in platoons, which form companies, which
in turn comprise armies, responding as privates to lieu-
tenants who are responsible to captains and so on to the
commander, moving into Korea, advancing against enemy
troops, and firing according to fixed routines of the Chinese
army. The decisions of government leaders trigger organi-
zational routines. Government leaders can trim the edges of
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this output and can exercise some choice in combining
outputs.- But most of the behavior is determined by previ-
ouslyjs?é{‘dished procedures. ‘
cond, existing organizational routines for employing
pres‘ent physical capabilities constitute the range of effective
choice open to government leaders confronted with any
prqblem. Only the existence of men who were equipped and
trained as armies and capable of being transported to North
Ko¥ea made entry into the Korean War a live option for the
Chinese leaders. The fact that the fixed programs (equip-
ment, men, and routines that exist at the particular time)
exhaust tyé range of buttons that leaders can push is not
always rceived by these leaders. But in every case it is
cntice?/fy:r an understanding of what is actually done,

. hird, organizational outputs structure the situation

within the narrow constraints of which leaders must make
their “decisions” about an issue. Outputs raise the problem,
provide the information, and take the initial steps that color
the face of the issue that is turned to the leaders. As Theo-
dore Sorensen has observed: “Presidents rarely, if ever
‘,make decisions — particularly in foreign affairs —in thé
sense of writing their conclusions on a clean slate. . .. The
Lbasic decisions, which confine their choices, have all too
"?ften been previously made.” To one who understands the
structure of the situation and the face of the issue — bhoth
determined by the organizational outputs — the formal
choice of the leaders is frequently anti-climactic,
' Analysis of formal governmental choice centers on the
n.'lfonnation provided and the options defined by organiza-
tions, the existing organizational capabilities that exhaust
the effective choices open to the leaders, and the outputs of
relevant organizations that fix the location of pieces on the
chess board and shade the appearance of the issue. Analysis
of actual government behavior focuses on executionary out-
puts of individual organizations as well as on organizational
capabilities and crganizational positioning of the pieces on
the chess board.

II. Organizing Concepts
A. (?rgqnizational Actors. The actor is not a monolithic
nation” or “government” but rather a constellation of
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loosely allied organizations on top of which government
leaders sit. This constellation acts only when component
organizations perform routines. In the U.S. government,
the departments or agencies — for example, the Navy,
the Department of State, the CIA — are typically the
principal agents.® '

B. Factored Problems and Fractionated Power. Surveil-
lance of the multiple facets of foreign affairs requires
that problems be cut up and parceled out to various
organizations. Within the U.S. government, the Depart-
ment of State has primary responsibility for diplomacy,
the Department of Defense for military security, the
Treasury for economic affairs, and the CIA for
intelligence.

To avoid paralysis, primary power must accompany
primary responsibility. The - Defense Department pur-
chases weapons required for national security; the CIA
gathers relevant intelligence. Where organizations are
permitted to do anything, a large part of what they do
will be determined within the organization. Thus each
organization perceives problems, processes information,
and performs a range of actions in quasi-independence
(within broad guidelines of national policy}.

The overriding fact about large organizations js that
their size prevents any single central authority from
making all important decisions or directing all important
activitics. Factored problems and fractionated power are
two edges of the same sword. Factoring permits more
specialized attention to particular facets of problems than
would be possible if government jeadexs tried to 'cope
with the problems by themselves. But that additional
attention must be paid for in the coin of discretion for
what an organization attends to, and how organizational
responses are progranzmed.

*Qrganizations are not monolithic. The proper leve_l of disa_gg‘re'gaﬁon
depends upon the objectives of the analysis. This paradigm is for-

mulated with reference to the major organizations that c_onsi;tute
the U.S. government. Reformulation for the principal o_rgamzatlonal
components of each of the departments and agenmes——f,?r ex-
ample, disaggregating the Navy into the “brown shoe Nayy (air-
craft carriers), “black shoe Navy” ( traditional suxfac'e ships), the
submariners, and the nuclear propulsion club (Polaris) would be

relatively straightforward.
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C. Parochial Priorities and Perceptions. . Primary responsi-
" * bility for a narrow set of problems encourages organiza-
tional parochialism, which is enhanced by factors such
as: (1) selective information available to the organiza-
tion, (2) recruitment of personnel into the organization,
{3) tenure of individuals in the vrganization, (4) small
group pressures within the organization, and (5) distri-
bution of rewards by the organization. Clients (e.g.,
interest groups), government allies (e.g., congressional
committees), and extra-national -counterparts (e.g., the
British Ministry of Defense for the Defense Department’s
i QOffice of International Security Affairs or the British
Foreign Office for the State Department’s Office of Eu-
ropean Affairs) galvanize this parochialism. Thus orga-
nizations develop relatively stable propensities concern-
ing operational priorities, perceptions, and issues. For
example, the military services are manned by careerists
on a structured ladder. Promotion to higher rungs
is dependent on years of demonstrated, distinguished
devotion to a service’s mission. Work routines, patterns

{  of association, and information channels combine with
external pressures from organized groups and friends in

. Congress to make quite predictable a service’s continual

. search for new hardware consistent with currently as-

. gigned roles and missions — for instance, the Ajr Force's

pursuit of a new manned bomber.

D. Action as Organizational Qutput. The preeminent fea-
ture of organizational activity is its programimed char-
acter: the extent to which behavior in any particular
case is an enactment of preestablished routines.* In
producing outputs, the activity of each organization is
characterized by:

#*This characterization of organizational activity (contraints defining

acceptable performance, standard operating procedures, search rules,
ete.) depends on more detailed features of an organization and
its members. Rules for promotion and reward, budgeting proce-
dures, information accounting-conirol procedures, and procedures
for recruitment and socialization to the norms of the organization,
as well as members’ operating styles and attitudes and their extent
of professionalization, affect the form and the stability of the char-
acteristics outlined below. No doubt, the environment and the sur-
rounding culture also affect these characteristics, though how and
to what extent is less clear. For a suggestive examination of the last
question, see Michel Crozier, The Bureaucratic Phenomenon, Chi-
cago, 1964, '



82

Model II: Organizational Process

1. Goals: Constraints Deﬁning Acceptable Performance.

The operational goals of an organization are seldom
revealed by formal mandates. Rather, each organiza-
tion’s operational goals emerge as a set of constraints
defining acceptable performance. Central among these
constraints is organizational health, defined usually
in terms of bodies assigned and dollars appropriated.
The set of constraints emerges from a mix of the
expectations and demands of other organizations in
the government, statutory authority, demands from
citizens and special interest groups, and bargaining
within the organization. These constraints represent
a quasi-resolution of conflict — the constraints are
relatively stable, so there is some degree of resolution;
but the constraints are not compatible, hence it is only
a quasiresolution. Typically, the constraints are for-
mulated as imperatives to avoid roughly specified dis-
comforts and disasters. For example, the behavior of
each of the U.S. military services (Army, Navy, and
Air Force) seems to be characterized by effective im-
peratives to avoid: (1) a decrease in dollars budgeted,
(2) a decrease in manpower, (3) a decrease in the
number of key specialists (e.g., for the Air Force,
pilots), (4) reduction in the percentage of the mili-
tary budget allocated. to that service, (5) encroach-
ment of other services on that service’s roles and
missions, and (6) inferiority to an enemy weapon of
any class. The fourth constraint is at the heart of
what many civilians in the Office of the Secretary of
Defense found puzzling in the outburst of the Air
Force over the Kennedy administration’s first budget
— which increased total Air Force dollars by approxi-
mately 4 percent. That budget also reduced the Air
Force's percentage of the defense pie.

. Sequential Attention to Goals. The existence of con-

flict among operational constraints is resolved by the
device of sequential attention. As a problem arises,
the subunits of the organization most concerned with
that problem deal with it in terms of the constraints
they take to be most important. When the next prob-
lem arises, another cluster of subunits deals with it,
focusing on a different set of constraints.
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3. Standard Operating Brocedures. Organizations per-

form their “higher” functions, such as attending to
problem areas, monitoring information, and pre-
paring relevant responses for likely contingencies, by
doing “lower” tasks-—for example, preparing bud-
gets, producing reports, and developing hardware,
Reliable performance of these tasks requires standard
koperating procedures (SOPs). Rules of thumb permit
concerted action by large numbers of individuals,
e':ach responding to basic cues. The rules are usually
m_mple enough te facilitate easy learning and unam-
biguous application. Since procedures are “standard”
they do not change quickly or easily. Without such
standard procedures, it would not be possible to per-
form certain concerted tasks. But because of them,
organizational behavior in particular instances ap-
pears unduly formalized, sluggish, and often inappro-
priate. Some SOPs are simply conventions that make
possible regular or coordinated activity. But most
SOPs are grounded in the incentive structure of the
o.rganization or even in the norms of the organiza-

on or the basic attitudes and operating style of its
meribers. The stronger the grounding, the more re-
sistant SOPs are to change.

4. Programs and Repertoires. Organizations must be

capable of performing actions in which the behavior
of hundreds of individuals is precisely coordinated.
Assured performance requires sets of rehearsed SOPs
for_ producing specific actions, e.g., fighting enemy
units or answering an embassy’s cable. Each cluster
comprises a “program” (in the language of drama
and computers) that the organization has available
for dealing with a situation. The list of programs rele-
vant to a type of activity, e.g., fighting, constitutes.
an organizational repertoire. The number of pro-
grams in a repertoire is always quite limited. When
properly triggered, organizations execute programs;
programs cannot be substantially changed in a partic-
ular situation. The more complex the action and the
greater the number of individuals involved, the more
Important are programs and repertoires as determi-
nants of organizational behavior.
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5. Uncertainty Avoidance. Organizations do not at-
tempt to estimate the probability distribution of
future occurrences. Rather, organizations avoid un-
certainty. By arranging a negotiated environment,
organizations regularize the reactions of other actors
with whom they have to deal. The primary environ-
ment (relations with other organizations comprising
the government) is stabilized by such arrangements
as agreed budgetary splits, accepted areas of respon-
sibility, and established practices. The secondary en-
vironment (relations with the international world) is
stabilized between allies by the establishment of
contracts (alliances) and “club relations” (U.S. State
Department and British Foreign Office or U.S. Treas-
ury and British Treasury). Between enemies, con-
tracts and conventional practices perform a similar
function — for example, the rules of the “precarious
status quo” that President Kennedy referred to in the
missile crisis. -

Wherte the international environment cannot be
negotiated, organizations deal with remaining uncer-
tainties by establishing a set of standard scenarios
that constitute the contingencies for which they pre-
pare. For example, the standard scenario for Tactical
Air Command of the U.S. Air Force involves combat
with enemy aircraft. Planes are designed and pilots
trained for this contingency. Though this capability
has proved of less relevance in more probable con-
tingencies, e.g., close-in ground support in limited
wars like Viet Namn, the scenario has been slow to
change. -

6. Problem-directed Search. Where situations cannot
be construed as standard, organizations engage in
search. The style of search and its stopping point are
largely determined by existing routines. Organiza-

~tional search for alternative courses of action is
problem-oriented: it focuses on the atypical discom-
fort that must be avoided. It is simple-minded: the
neighborhood of the symptom is searched first, then
the neighborhood of the current alternative. Pattexns
of search reveal biases that reflect factors such as
specialized training, experience of various parts of
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the organization, and patterns of communicaiion
within the organization. ‘ '
7. Organizational Learning and Change. The param-
eters of organizational behavior mostly persist. In
response to nonstandard problems, organizations
s_earc-h and routines evolve, assimilating new situa-
tions. Such learning and change follow in large part
from .existing procedures, but marked changes in
-organizations do sometimes occur. Conditions in
which dramatic changes are more probable include:
a. Budgetary Feast. Typically, organizations de-
vour budgetary feasts by proceeding down the
existing shopping list. Nevertheless, government
leaders who control the budget and are committed
to change can use extra funds to effect changes.
b. Prolonged Budgetary Famine. Though a single'
vear’s famine typically results in few fundamental
changes in organizational structure and proce-
dures; it often causes a loss of effectiveness in
performing certain programs. Prolonged famine,
however, forces major retrenchment.
¢. Dramatic Performance Failures. Dramatic
change occurs usually in response to major disas-
ters. Confronted with an undeniable failure of
procedures and repertoires, authorities outside
the organization demand change, existing person-
nel are less resistant to change, and key members
of the organization are replaced by individuals
committed to change.*

L, Central Coordination and Control. Governmental ac-

tion requires decentralization of rtesponsibility and
power. But problems do not fit neatly into separable do-
mains. Each organization’s performance of its job has
major consequences for other departments. Important
problems lap over the jurisdictions of several organiza-
tions. Thus the necessity for decentralization runs head-
long into the requirement for coordination. (Those who
adv.ocate one horn or other of this dilemma — responsive -
act_mn entails decentralized power versus coordinated
action requires central control — account for a consider-
able part of the demand for government reorganization. )
The necessity for coordination and the centrality of
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foreign policy to the welfare of the nation guarantee the

involvement of govermment leaders %’1 the processes of
the organizations that share power. Each organization’s
propensities and routines can be affected by the inter-
vention of government leaders. Central direction and
persistent control of organizational activity, however,
is not possible. The relations among organizations and
between organizations and government leaders depend-
critically on a number of structural variables, including
the (1) nature of the job, (2) performance measures and
information available to government leaders, (3) system
of rewards and punishments for organizational mem-
bers, and (4) procedures by which human and material
resources get committed. For example, to the extent that
rewards and punishments for the members of an or-
ganization are distributed by higher authorities, these
authorities can exercise some control by specifying cri-
teria for evaluating organizational output. These criteria
become constraints within which organizational activity
proceeds. Constraints, however, are crude instruments
of control. Specification of relevant operational criteria
for the activities of most government organizations is
incredibly difficult. Moreover, in the U.S. government,
the leader's control over critical rewards and punish-
ments is severely Hmited.

Intervention by government leaders does some-
times change the activity of an organization in an in-
tended direction, but instances are fewer than might be
expected. As Franklin Roosevelt, the master manipulator
of government organizations, remarked:

The Treasury is so large and far-lung and ingrained in its
practices that I find it is almost impossible to get the action
and results I want. .. . But the Treasury is not to be com-
pared with the State Department. You should go through
the experience of trying to get any changes in the think-
ing, policy, and action of the career diplomats and then
you'd know what a real problem was, But the Treasury
and the State Department put together are nothing as com-
pared with the Na-awy....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 exhausted, and then you find the damn bed just as
it was before you started punching.4®

John Kennedy's experience seems to have been similar:
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“‘The State Department,” he asserted, “is a bowl of .

jelly.”® And lest the McNamara revolution in the De-

fense Department seem too striking a counter-example

Fhe Navy's rejection of McNamara’s major intervention,

in naval weapons procurement, the F-111B, sheuld be
studied as an antidote.

V' F. Decisions of Government Leaders. Organizational per-
sistence does not preclude shifts in governmental be-
havior. Government leaders sit atop the conglomerate

- of organizations. In spite of the limits of the leadership’s

{ ability to control changes in a particular organization’s

| goals or SOPs, many important issues of governmental

. action require that these leaders decide what organiza-

: tipns will play out which programs where. Thus some

kinds of important shifts in the behavior of governments
can take place with little change in a particular organiza-
Flon’s parcchialism and SOPs, The degree of these shifts
is limited by the range of exisiing organizational pro-
grams. _

T.he leadership’s options for shifting gove'rnm'exital
behavior at any point include: (1) triggering program A
rat'her than program B within a repertoire, (2) triggering
e}flsting organizational routines in a new context, (3)
t:flggering several different organizations’ programs
szmt_lltaneously. Additional leeway can be won by feeding
an issue to one component of an organization rather
‘than another, for example, raising a strategic issue in
budgetary guise or vice versa. Over the longer run,
leaders can create new organizations. Occasionally,
they may even effect deliberate change in organizations
by manipulating the factors that support existing organi-
zational tendencies. Even in making these various
choices, leaders rely for the most part on information
provided by, estimaies generated by, and alternatives
specified by organizational programs.

Ii1. [?ominant Inference Pattern. _Jf a nation performs an ac-
tion of a certain type teday, its organizational components
.must yesterday have been performing (or have had estab-
lished routines for performing) an action.only-marginally
different fron;ltocalkag;s acton:-At 5;137 g}iﬁglﬁc point in time,
w&%wf
organizations, each with existing godls, ams, and rep-

e e

rf
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: g_r_gg_ires. The characteristics of a government’s action in any
Thstnce follows from those established routines, and from

the choice made by government leaders — on the basis of
information and estimates provided by existing routines —
among established programs. The best explanation of an
organization’s behavior at ¢ is t — 1; the best prediction of
what will happen at t 4+ 1 is t. Model II's explanatory power
is achieved by uncovering the organizational routines and
repertoires that produced the outputs that comprise the
puzzling occurrence.

This jnference pattern is illustrated clearly ( though in
terms of a quite different orientation) by Roberta Wohl-
stetter's excellent study, Pearl Harbor.® The guestion_ad-
dressed by this book is why America slept. That is, how
c5d the United States have failed to anticipate the Japanese
attack on Pearl Harbor, given the extraordinary amount and
quality of intelligence available? The Rational Actor Model
would seem to supply the answer: confusion ox conspiracy,
incompetence or design. By December 7, Admiral Kimmel,
the Pacific Fleet Commander, had received the following
information: a warning from the Navy on November 27,
about possible attack, report of a change in Japanese codes
(evaluated as very unusual), reports of Japanese ships in
Camranh Bay, orders to be alert for Japanese action in the
Pacific, messages deciphered from Japan's most secure
code ordering Japanese embassies to destroy secret papers,
FBI notice that the local Japanese consul was burning pa-
pers, government authorization to destroy all - American
codes and secret papers in outlying islands, and personal
warnings from Admiral Stark in Washington. Assuming
honesty and competence, a Model T analyst would be led to
predict: (1) the fleet would be out of the harbor, (2) the island
would be air patrolled, (3) the emergency warning center
would be staffed, and (4) the Army would have been notified
under the Joint Coastal Frontier Defense Plan. But each of
these predictions would have proved incorrect. Instead the
Navy's activity on December 7 was identical with its behav-
ior on December 6, which differed imperceptibly from its
behavior on December 5, and so on. Each of these details
represents standard outputs of an organization functioning
according to very established routines.
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\/I{f . General Propositions

A. Organizational Implementation. Activity according to
standard operating procedures and programs does not
cons_titute far-sighted, flexible adaptation to “the issue”
(as it is conceived by the analyst). Detail and nuance of
ac.:tions by organizations are determined chiefly by orga-
nizational routines, not government leaders’ directions.
Model T's attempt to use these details to distinguish
among alternative hypotheses about leaders’ subtle
plans is misguided. ‘
1. SOPs. SOPs constitute routines for dealing with

standard situations. Routines allow large numbers of
ordinary individuals to deal with numerous instances,
day after day, without much thought. But this
regularized capacity for adequate performance is
purchased at the price of standardization. If the
SOPs are appropriate, average performance — ie.,
performance averaged over the range of cases — is
better than it would be if each instance were ap-
proached individually (given fixed talent, timing, and
resource constraints}.5? But specific instances, par-
ticularly critical instances that typically do not have
“standard” characteristics, are often handled slug-
gishly or inappropriately.

2. Programs. A program, i.e., a complex cluster of
SOPs, is rarely tailored to the specific situation in

- which it is executed. Rather, the program is (at best)
the most appropriate of the programs in the existing
repertoire.

3. Rezpertoires. Since repertoires are developed by paro-
chial organizations for standard scenarios that the
f)rga_n_ization has defined, programs available for deal-
ing with a particular situation are often ill suited to it.

On December 7, 1941, what was Army Intelli-
gence in Hawaii prepared to do? A single scenario —
t}§e prevention of sabotage — dominated the plan-
ning, and the responses available were quite limited.
As Wohlstetter records: “Washington advised Gen-
eral Short on November 27 to expect ‘hostile activities’
at any moment, by which it meant ‘attack on Ameri-
can positions from without,” but General Short under-
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stood this phrase to mean ‘sabotage.’ 52 Predictably,
Army Intelligence implemented its counter-sabotage
routines, rather than taking any precautions against
air attack.®® '

B. Organizational Options. The menu of “alternatives de-

fined by organizations in sufficient detail to be live op-
tions is severely limited in both number and character.

The short list of alternatives reflects not only the cost of.

alternative generation but, more important, each orga-
nization’s interest in controlling, rather than presenting,
choices — for example, by serving up one real alterna-
tive framed by two extremes. The character of the
alternatives, i.e., the location of the set of alternatives in
the universe of possible alternatives relevant to the
leader’s objectives, differs significantly from the charac-

ter of alternatives that would be presented by, say, a

team of five disinterested experts. The difference is a

function of the configuration of established organizations

and their existing goals and procedures,®

1. Alternatives built into existing organizational goals —
e.g., both incremental improvements in each military
service’s primary weapon system and major new
developments in that line — will be adequate (ie.,
compare favorably with the expert’s list, though with
less sensitivity to costs). In contrast, alternatives con-
trary to existing organizational goals —e.g., pro-
posals for reducing the number of officers in a service
— will be poor (i.e., compare pooxly with the expert’s
list).

9. Alternatives requiring coordination of several orga-
nizations — e.g., multi-service weapon systems, like
McNamara’s TFX — are likely to be poor.

3. Alternatives in areas between organizations —e.g.;
weapon systems not represented by a major service
component — are likely to be poor. For example, the
requirement for central coordination of intelligence
seems obvious. But failure of the alert system on three
occasions prior to Pearl Harbor was not sufficient to
generate a proposal for central coordination of intelli-
gence and communication.’ Nor in organizational
terms could it have been. Naval Intelligence “obvi-
ously and correctly regarded its own sources as
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superior” and had no incentives for merging with an
inferior. Army Intelligence, G-2, had little interest in
combined intelligence operations. Its relations with
Naval Intelligence were “not very close because we
had practically nothing in common. There was no
combat at that time.”ss

C. Limited Flexibility and Incremental Change. Major

lines of organizational action are straight —i.e., be-

havior at one time, t, is marginally different from behav-

ior. at t — 1. Simple-minded predictions work best:
behavior at ¢ 4 1 will be marginally different from behav-
ior at the present time. ’

1. Organizational budgets change incrementally — both
with respect to totals and with respect to intra-crgan-
izational splits. Organizations could divide the money
available each year by carving up the pie anew
(in the light of objectives or changes in the environ-
ment), but, in fact, organizations take last vear’s
budget as a base and adjust incrementally. Predic-
tions that require large budgetary shifts in a single
year between organizations or between units within
an organization should be hedged. :

2. Organizational priorities, perceptions, and issues ar
relatively stable, '

3. Organizational procedures and reperioires change
incrementally. .

4. New activities typically consist of marginal adapta-
tions of existing programs and activities.

5. A program, once undertaken, is not dropped at the
point where cbjective costs outweigh benefits. Orga-
nizational momentum carries it easily ‘beyond the
loss point.

Army Intelligence was primarily in the business
of detecting subversive activity.®” But as early as
May 1940, General Marshall requested that an evalu-
ation branch be established within G-2 (Army Intelli-
gence) for the “maintenance of current estimates of
predicted activity in...the Far East.”s® This re-
quest fueled an increase in the number of officers
on the G-2 staff from twenty-two to nearly eighty
men by December 7, 1941. But as the Chief of Mili-
tary Intelligence later testified, at the end of 1941,




a2

Model 1i: Organizational Process

“military intelligence was specifically concerned . ..
with anti-subversive precautions and operations.”™?

D. Long-range Planning. The existence of longrange

planning units in the foreign policy departments of the
U.S. government — e.g., the Policy Planning Staff in the
Department of State — would seem to support Model I's
implication that governments deal with the uncertain
future by devising long-run plans. Model II's proposi-
tion, however, concerns the effective contribution of such
units to the policy output. Long-range planning tends
to become institutionalized (in order to provide a proper
gesture in that direction) and then disregarded. “As far
back as 1936 war games and drills in the Hawaiian Is-
lands had been planned on the basis of a surprise attack
on Pearl Harhor...defined as a surprise air raid by
Japan.”s® G-2 had a plan known as “Orange,” to provide
for defense against such an attack. The general and
admiral in command of air units in Hawaii had approved
the requirements for that defense. But the actual organi-

.zational routines proceeded without reference to that

planning exercise. “There had never been any attempt
to cover the full 360 degrees around the islands by long-
distance reconnaissance”; moreover, despite two alerts
in July and October 1941, “before December 7 Short
[the Army Commander] held no drill or alert in which
the boxes of ammunition were opened.”®

. Goals and Tradeoffs. Since organizational goals are

formulated as constraints —i.e., imperatives to avoid

falling beneath specified performance levels, -behavior

departs from Model I's expectations.

1. Tradeoffs —i.e., hard choices among goals — are
neglected.

2. Incompatible constraints are attended to sequentially,
the organization satisfying one while simply neglect-
ing another,®? }

The aerial arm of the U.8. Navy stationed in
Hawaii had two imperatives: (1) to train pilots for an
attack on the Japanese mandated islands and (2) to
carry out distant reconnaissance of enemy activi-
ties.’* Civen the available aircraft, it was not
possible to satisfy both imperatives, so the Navy con-
centrated on the first. In order to conserve resources
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for the primary mission (attack on the Japanese man-
dates), aircraft were returned to base on weekends,
including Friday, for maintenance. Had a limited
number of aircraft been attending to the second im-
perative on Sunday, December 7, the base would have
had an hour’s warning. But attention to that impera-
tive had been neglected for concentration on prepara-
tions for an offensive attack.

F. Imperialism. Most organizations define the central

goal of “health” in terms of growth in budget, man-
power, and territory. Thus issues that arise in areas
where boundaries are ambiguous and changing, or is-
sues that constitute new territories, are dominated by
colonizing activity.

When a breakthrough cracked the Japanese codes,
the question in the Navy was less “What do these mes-
sages mean?” than “Who would perform the task of
serious evaluation of enemy intentions?”¢* This issue
pitted the Office of Naval Intelligence against the War
Plans Division. Though it lacked Japanese linguists and
specialists, the War Plans Division (“traditionally the
more powerful agency”) fought and won the right to
“interpret and evaluate all information concerning pos-
sible hostile nations from whatever source received.”ss

G. Options and Organization. Organizations or subunits

of an organization are often created in order to pay spe-
cial attention to a neglected aspect of a problem. Leaders
see this as a way of increasing options by providing
information and alternatives that would otherwise be
unavailable. But the existence of options affects the
probabilities of choice, for the organizations created to
provide an option also generate information and esti-
mates that are tailored to make the exercise of that
option more likely.

H. Adminisirative Feasibility. Adequate explanation, anal-

ysis, and prediction must include administrative feasi-

bility as a major dimension. A considerable gap separates

what leaders choose (or might rationally have chosen)

and what organizations implement,

1. Organizations are blunt instruments.

2. Projects that demand that existing organizational
units depart from their established programs to per-
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form unprogrammed tasks are rarely accomplished
in their designed form.

3. Projects that require coordination of the programs of
several organizations are rarely accomplished as de-
signed.

4, Where an assigned piece of a problem is contrary to

existing organizational goals, resistance will be en-

countered.

5. Government leaders can expect that each organization
will “do its part” in terms of what the organization
knows how to do.

6. Government leaders can expect incomplete and dis-
torted information from each organization about its
part of the problem.

Washington’s insensitivity to administrative fea-
sibilities -is clearly demonstrated by Pearl Harbor.
Having ordered full cooperation and communication
between the Army and Navy, the leaders in Washing-
ton assumed that in the period of increased danger
the Army and Navy operations at Pearl Harbor would
function as a finely tuned sensor. Indeed, according
to subsequent testimony, Washington seems to have
assumed fully informed, intelligent coordination be-
tween these two “eyes” of the government. But in
fact: (1) there was no exchange of information be-
tween Army and Navy units at Pearl Harbor; (2) on
the basis of quite separate sources and types of infor-
mation, each had a quite different estimate of likely
contingencies for the end of the year 1941; and (3)
though each had three different stages of alert, these
plans meant quite different things — according to
the Navy plan “1” signified a full alert, whereas for

the Army “1” conveyed sabotage (lowest level of

alert) and “3” a full alert. Indeed, “even in Washing-
ton the services were usually in disagreement about
(1) what infarmation to send to the theaters, (2) how
to word that information, {3) what situation dictated
an alert order, and (4) precisely what kind of alert
was indicated.”s¢

1. Directed Change. Existing organizational orientations

and routines are not impervious to directed change.
Careful targeting of major factors that support routines
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—such as personnel, rewards, information, and budg-
ets — can effect major changes over time. But the
terms and conditions of most political leadership jobs —
short tenure and responsiveness to hot issues — make
effective, directed change uncommon.

V. Specific Propositions
A. Deterrence. The probability of nuclear attack is less

sensitive to balance and imbalance, or stability and in-
stability (as these concepts are emploved by Model I
strategists) than it is to a number of organizational fac-
tors. Except for the special case in which the Soviet
Union acquires a credible capability to destroy the
United States with a disarming blow, American superi-
ority or inferiority affects the probability of a nuclear
attack less than do a number of organizational facts.s”

. Soviet Force Posture. Soviet force posture (i.e., the fact

that certain weapons, rather than others, are produced
and deployed) is determined by organizational factors
such as the goals and procedures of existing military
services and of research and design labs. Government
leaders’ choices determine hudgetary totals and influence
some major procurement decisions, but the bulk of the
force posture emerges from the routine functioning of
organizational units. The weakness of the Soviet Air
Force within the Soviet military establishment seems to
have been a crucial element in the Soviet failure to ac-
quire a large bomber force in the 1950s (thereby faulting
American intelligence predictions of a “bomber gap”}.%
The fact that missiles were controlled until 1960 in the
Soviet Union by the Soviet Ground Forces, whose goals
and procedures reflected no interest in an intercontinen-
tal mission, was not irrelevant to the slow Soviet build-up
of ICBMs (thereby faulting U.S. intelligence predictions
of a “missile gap”).5? The influence of organizational fac-
tors, like the Soviet Ground Forces’ control of missiles
and that service's fixation on European scenarios, helps
to explain the Soviet deployment of so many MRBMs
that European targets could be destroyed three times
over.”™ Recent weapon development— e.g., the testing
of a Fractional Orbital Bombardment System (FOBS)
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and multiple warheads for the 5S-9 — very likely re-
flects the activity and interests of a cluster of Soviet
research and development organizations, rather than a
decision by Soviet leaders to acquire a first-strike weapon
system.™ Careful attention to the organizational compo-
nents of the Soviet military establishment (Strategic
Rocket Forces, Navy, Air Force, Ground Forces, and Na-
tional 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 stable in the Soviet Union as they tend toc be
everywhere) offer potential improvements in medium-
range and longer-range predictions.

Evidence. This paradigm’s stark statement of organiza-
tional tendencies constitutes a marked shift of perspective.
Examination of government action in terms of these roughly
formulated concepts and propositions can be fruitful. For
example, with a minimum of information about the organi-
zations that constitute a government and their routines and
SOPs, an analyst can significantly improve some expecta-
tions generated by the Rational Actor Model. But in order
for the paradigm to get a strong grip on a specific case, the
bare hones of this generalized statement must be fleshed out
by information about the characteristics of the organizations
involved. 7

" Additional research should strengthen this paradigm.
First, behavioral studies of various governmental organiza-
tions should permit greater differentiation within the broad
class now lumped together simply as organizations. Second,
study of the behavior of various classes of organizations
should permit identification of the factors that support be-
havioral tendencies. This will also lead to a more precise
formulation of the concepts and propositions of the para-
digm. Third, studying instances of dramatic organizational
change will make it possible to pinpoint conditions under
which change is probable, and the levers a manager could
manipulate to engineer improvements. Such studies should
also shed light on the difficult question of why a given set of
SOPs happens to exist in a particular organization.

The Organizational Process Paradigm A.pplied a7

The Organizational Process Paradigm Applied

To illustrate how Model I might be applied to problems typically
treated by the classical model, let us yeconsider the question of
why the Soviet Union is simultaneously pursumg detenté and
depldying an antiballistic missile system. A Model II analyst de-_.
marids no ingenious rationale for these two divergent patterns
of activity; his organizational oriéntation leads him to expect
that the left and Fight-temds 314 government often operate inde-
pendenily. Nor do the “détiils-of~the ABM system or particular
characteristics of detente provide clues to the true Soviet inten-
tions, for these features are more a function of organizational
procedures than of a coordinated choice. To find the key to this
puzzle, the Model II analyst would examine the organizational
interests, demands, and independent actions that yield these di-
vergent patterns,’?

What organization is purchasing the Soviet ABM capability?
Understanding the actions of that organization requires answer

to three more specific questions: (1) What slice of the defense ™

budget does that organization have, and how stable has its slice
been? (2) What perceptions and priorities are engrained in that
organization? (3) What programs and standard operating pro;
cedures are built into that organization?

Public evidence suggests that the Soviet ABM system is
being purchased by the Air Defense Command (PVQ). This orga-
nization’s slice of the Soviet defense budget has probably been
large and relatively stable. This is the orgamization that report-
edly spent extensively on anti-aircraft artillery from 1945 to the
early 1960s. Perhaps by the late 1960s there scemed few addi-
tlonal Jocations within the Soviet Union for the deployment of
conventional anti-aircraft capability. Thus the PVO may have
both the budget and the need for a project like ABM.

The priorities and perspectives of the PVO are decidedly
defense oriented. Any organization that could justify such exten-
sive expenditures on anti-aircraft artillery would obvicusly be
interested in defense against missiles. The fact that its anti-
aircraft system was relatively ineffective did little to deter de-
ployment. Similarly, the ineffectiveness of the present ABM
system may not be particularly daunting. Nor is there reason to
believe that this organization will consider or be impressed by
arguments about possible U.S. reactions to Soviet defensive ac-

i
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tions. Finally, if the PVO “keeps on doing what it's doing,” an
extensive ABM system will be acquired. The organization’s estab-
lished procedures and programs-—€.g., reported development
of ABMs since the mid-1950s-and continuous deployment of at
least one major defensive system since 1945 — would lead to
deployment by continuation. To decide against deployment
would require a major shift in established trends. Thus, organi-

zational pressures seem sufficiently strong to account for ABM_

deployment to date. Given the secrecy that pervades the Soviet
system — which restricts the flow of information, communica-
tion, and criticism that would encourage a more comprehensive
view of various Soviet programs — and the characteristic lack
of understanding and interest on the part of Soviet political
leaders in the details of force posture, it is not at all surprising
that this purchase should have proceeded (with tacit “approval”
of the leaders) while the leadership group and, especially, the
scientific community were pursuing detente.

Model II thus brings into question the traditional (Model I)
conception of an “arms race” between the Uriited States and the
Soviet Union. Different organizations within a government —
each with its own definition of its problem and its own effective
constraints — seek certain weapon systems. Military organiza-
tions tend to keep doing what they are doing —e.g., to replace
cavalry with cavalry — at least until a catasirophe in war occurs.
Though governments are not entirely unresponsive to enemy
purchases and other activities, changes in the overall budget

and changes among missions and organizations are marginal. -

Soviet responses to American procurement typically involve not
the choice of the rational countermove but rather a delayed op-
tion for something on the menu of one of the present organiza-
tions. As A. W. Marshall has argued, the history of Soviet
purchases from 1946 to 1962 reveals an interaction between
American and Soviet force postures that is muffled, lagged, and
very complex. ' .

Nuclear Strategy

In the standard intuitive typology, no class of decisions is
more suited to analysis according to the Rational Actor Model
than nuclear strategy. As noted in Chapter 1, the most developed
area of this literature is the theory of deterrence; which has a
single central concern: prevention of the explosion of enemy
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weapons on U.S. territory. The literature has focused almost ex-

clusively on issues of “stability” and “balance,” yielding proposi-
tions like Wohistetter's and Schelling’s that the probability of
nuclear wai ts-reduced~Tiot by THe balance but rather by the
stability..of..the.balange I? What these propositions assert are
syllogisms that turn on the pivot of what a rational leader could
choose (or perhaps of what argument could prevail among ra-
tional leaders). But extensive and exclusive discussion of such
issues is relevant only because “balance” and “stability” are be-
lieved to be the critical determinants of the occurrence that this
literature discusses-— namely the explosion of nuclear weapons
on U.S. territory.

The organizational process paradigm suggests that the
scenarios that dominate the existing strategic literature are con-
siderably less interesting than a range of additional scenarios
that arise irrespective of ditions of balance and fmbalance,
stability and instability. Eirst,if the undesired event occurs, it
will be as a consequence of organizational activity: the firing of
rockets by a member of a missile group. This raises a central
question: What is the enemy’s conirol system? If the physical
mechanisms and the SOPs permit multiple centers at which a
choice can be made to launch nuclear weapons against the United
States, the probability of the undesired event rises considerably
higher than it would over most conceivable ranges of imbalance
and instability. Examination of this issue might suggest that an
enemy be given information about mechanical devices for maxi-
mizi ntral control over nuclear launches,

Lz‘}g—gg'e;ue?, what patterns of regularized behavior has the
enemy developed for bringing his strategic capabilities to alert
status? If these routines are loose, an accident may occur. If
the procedures are so unregularized that the forces have never
been brought to alert status, this is a critical piece of informa-
tion about the dimension of risk and the difficulty of de-escala-
Hon. Prior to the outbreak of World War I, if the Russian tsar
had understood the consequences — in terms of organizational
processes — of his order for full mobilization, he would have
kno that he had chosen war.™

(Th' . organizational processes fix the tange of effective
choices open to enemy leaders. What plans and procedures will
the leaders face when the showdown comes? Reportedly, the
plans available to the U.S. President when Kennedy entered the
‘White House provided that, in the case of a nucleax showdown,
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the President would pick up a special telephone and listen to a
discussion between the relevant military and intelligence ex-
perts that would conclude with a recommendation, “0.K., Mr.

President, go!” The menu of choice made available to the Rus- /

sian tsar in 1914 included only full mobilization and no mobili- -
zation. Partial mobilization was not an option offered by the
organization. Similarly, the German railroad timetables required
that troops be loaded at specific times if they were to be at partic-
ular locations at specific other times.” The German General )
Staff’s war plans did not require war. But once war was begun,
established routines for:fighting the war did require that it be
fought on bogh the Eastern and the Western fronts.

(’_:__Eou ~ outputs of routine organizational procedures set
the chesshoard at which government leaders look when they con-
front the problem of choice. How are the enemy troops trained,
and how are nuclear weapons deployed? In the quite conceivable
case of the outbreak of hostilities in Berlin, organizational factors
will be at least as important in the scenario as any “rational”
considerations of stability. The deployment, training, tactical
nuclear equipment, and SOPs of the Soviet troops in East Ger-
many will determine the face of the issue for the Soviet leaders,
as w| the way in which the leaders’ choice is implemented.

2 how likely are organizational processes to produce
accidental firings? During the early 1950s the U.S5. Air Force re-
portedly functioned according to a “fail-safe” system — in no
case could the United States fail to destroy the Soviet Union.
The notion of a “Doomsday Machine” was dreamed up to illus-
trate how much cheaper it would be to guarantee destruction of
the Soviet Union in every case in which there was an attack on
the United States — if that were the only goal. Reduction of
American losses and protection against responding irrevocably
to false alarms are also values for which the system must be
designed. These values require some reduction in the deterrence
of the rational enemy (with which standard deterrence theory
is concerned) in order to encourage the organization controlling
the strategic capability to develop safety systems.

Many aspects of these issues have arisen in the context of
arms control. The most sophisticated deterrence theorists, espe-
cially Schelling and the Wohlstetters, have contributed signifi-

cantly to thought about these issues, But the discussion of deter-—

rence by students, the military, and many policy makers persists
in terms of the framework in which stability and balance are the
focus, without the integration of these further considerations.

4

Cuba II: A Second Cut

“’I‘hfa President believed he was President and that, his wishes
havm‘g been made clear, they would be followed and the
[Turkish] missiles removed.” So Robert Kennedy recalled Presi-
dent Kenmedy's dismay in late October 1962 when he dis-
covered that American missiles had not been removed from
Tgrkey—«' spite of the fact that he had twice ordered their
withdrawal If,ithe United States attacked the Soviet missiles in
Cl{bg, the Russians could reciprocate by attacking the American
missiles in Turkey, and the President would face the decision
of whether fto reply with nuclear weapons against the Russian
homeland. No one saw this issue more clearly than the Presi-
fient. n- Saturday, October 27, when the ExCom was consider-
ing an attack on the Soviet missiles in Cuba, the President put
his finger on the problem of the Turkish missiles. “Tt isn’t the
first step that concerns me, but both sides escalating to the
fourth and fifth step — and we don’t go to the sixth because
there is no one around to do s0.”2

If events had followed this path — the United States at-
t:_ju:ks_ Soviet missiles in Cuba; the Soviets attack American mis-
siles in Turkey; the United States reciprocates against the missile
bases in the Soviet Union involved in the attack on Turkey;
%mlocaust — historians would find the cause of the conﬂagratior;
in the clash of national interests and large purposes. The per-
sistence of the Turkish missiles might be noted as anecdote but
would figure only as an aside in the explanation of the nuclear
war. Facts like this one, which follow for the most part from the
routine behavior of the large organizations that constitute gov-
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Model II's grasp of government action as organizational output,
partiaily coordinated by a unified group of leaders, balances the
classical model’s efforts to understand govermment behavior as
choices of a unitary decisionmaker. But the fascination of Model
IT analysis should not be allowed to blur a further level of
investigation. The “leaders” who sit on top of organizations are
not 2 monolithic group. Rather, each individual in this group is,
in his own right, a player in a central, competitive game. The
name of the game is politics: bargaining along regularized cir-
cuits among players positioned hierarchically within the govern-
ment. Government behavior can thus be understood according
to a third conceptual model not as organizational outputs but as

R vt Wivievdire it

actor but rather many actors as players—players who focus
not on a single strategic issue but on many diverse intra-national
problems as well; players who act in terms of no consistent set
of strategic objectives but rather according to various concep-
tions of national, organizational, and personal goals; players who
make government decisions not by a single, rational choice but
by the pulling and hauling that is politics.

The apparatus of each national government constitutes a
complex arena for the intra-national game. Political leaders at
the top of the apparatus are joined by the men who occupy posi-

. tions on top of major organizations to form a circle of central
players. Those who join the circle come with some independent
" standing. Because the spectrum of foreign policy problems faced
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by a government is so broad, decisions have to be decentralized
— giving each player considerable baronial discretion.

The nature of foreign policy problems permits funda-
mental disagreement among reasonable men about how to solve
them. Analyses yield conflicting recommendations. Separate re-
sponsibilities laid on the shoulders of distinct individuals en-
courage differences in what each sees and judges to be
important. But the nation’s actions really matter. A wrong choice
could mean irreparable damage. Thus responsible men are
obliged to fight for what they are convinced is right:

Men share power. Men differ about what must be done. The
differences matter. This milieu necessitates that government de-
cisions and actions result from a political process, In this proc-
ess, sometimes one group committed to a course of acton
triumphs over other groups fighting for other alternatives.
Equally often, however, different groups puiling in different
directions produce a result, or better a resultant — a mixture of
conflicting preferences and unequal power of various individuals
— distinct from what any person or group intended. In both
cases, what moves the chess pieces is not simply the reasons that
support a course of action, or the routines of organizations that
enact an alternative, but the power and skill of proponents and
opponents of the action in question,

This characterization captures the thrust of the bureau-
cratic politics orientation. If problems of foreign policy arose as
discrete issues, and decisions were determined one game at a
time, this account would suffice. But most “issues” — e.g., Viet
Nam, or the proliferation of nuclear weapons — emerge piece-
meal 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, deal
with them on their own terms, and rush on to the next. Thus
the character of emerging issues and the pace at which the game
is played converge -to vield government “decisions” and “ac
tions” as collages. Choices by one player (e.g., to authorize action
by his department, to make a speech, or to refrain from acquiring
certain information), resultants of minor games (e.g., the word-
ing of a cable or the decision on departmental action worked
out among lower-leve] players), resultants of central games (e.g.,
decisions, actions, and speeches bargained out among central
players), and “foul-ups” {e.g., choices that are not made because
they are not recognized or are raised too late, misunderstand-
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ings, etc.) — these pieces, when stuck to the same canvas, con-
stitute government behavior relevant to an _1ssue_'T0 explain
why a particular formal governmental decision was made, or
why one pattern of governmental behavior famerged, it is neces-
sary to identify the games and players, to display the coalitions,
bargains, and compromises, and to convey some feel for the
confusion. N

This cencepiion of national security policy as pol.mcal Te-
sultant contradicts both public imagery and academlc ortho-
doxy. Issues vital to national security are cons1de1;§ad tor:
important to be settled by political games. Th_ej.f mus.t be al?ove
politics: to accuse someone of “playing politics w_1th natllonal
security” is a most serious charge. Thus, memoirs typically
handle the details of such bargaining with a velvet glove. For
example, both Sorensen and Schlesinger present ffhe effo;".ts of
the ExCom in the Cuban missile crisis as essentially raFlonal
deliberation among a unified group of equals. What public ex-
pectation demands, the academic penchant for intellectual
elegance reinforces. Internal politics is messy; mOTEOVer, ac-
cording to prevailing doctrine, politicking lacks intellectual
substance. It constitutes gossip for journalists rather than a su}’)-
ject for serious investigation. Occasional memoirs, anecdotes in
historical accounts, and several detailed case studies to the con-
trary, most of the foreign policy literature avoids bureaucratic
politics. .

The gap between academic literature and the experience of
participants in government is nowhere wider than at th1§ point.
For those who participate in government the terms of daily en-
ployment cannot be ignored: government leaders have <_:ompet1—
tive, not homogeneous interests; priorities and percepfmns are
shaped by positions; problems are much more van'ed than
straightforward strategic issues; management of piecemeal
streams of decisions is more important than steady-s-tate
choices; making sure that the government does what is demded.
is more difficult than selecting the preferred solution.* As the

*The tendency of participants in American government to under-
stand these facts when thinking about an issue within the U.S.
government, but to downgrade them and rely mstea('l on Model I
concepts and logic when thinking about other national govern-
ments, is well illustrated by an anecdote told by Henry 8. Rowen.
Shortly after taking a job in the U.5. government, Rowez} attended
a meeting of twelve representatives from different agencies on the
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first Secretary of Defense, James Forrestal, once observed: “I
have always been amused by those who say they are quite wiliing
to go into government but they are not willing to go into politics.
My answer . . . is that you can no more divorce government from
politics than you can separate sex from creation.”

A small but increasing number of analysts have begun to
examine the effect of these conditions on government actions.
The first section of this chapter examines the work of several of
these analysts, thus providing a foundation for a Governmental
Politics Model. Unfortunately, the interests of these analysts
have not led them to invest much labor in squeezing their in-
sights into propositions. Consequently, the paradigm stated in
the section beginning on page 162 can be no more than a tenta-
tive formalization. The application of the paradigm to several
policy problems examined in preceding theoretical chapters is
illustrated in the final section of this chapter.

The Governmental Politics Model Hlustrated

Analyses of a Model III variety have attracted increasing atten-
ton since 1960. That year marked the publication of Presiden-
tial Power by Richard E. Neustadt and the legitimation of the
political analysis of the Presidency that it embodied.2 While
attempts to analyze governmental action as the result of politics
had been made earlier, Neustadt's work stands as the most
forceful and subtle. President-elect Kennedy's enthusiastic
recommendation of the book to inquiring columnists and his
appointment of Neustadt as a principal transition adviser put
the study on the required reading list among activists jockey-
ing for a position in the new administration, journalists, and
analysts interested in understanding the American Presidency..

(Kennedy claimed afterward to be the best publicity agent a
political scientist ever had.)

problem of desalination in the Middle East. After more than an
hour of discussion of U.S. policy, no one was in doubt about the
fact that each of the representatives favored a policy that con-
flicted sharply with the policies of the others. Moreover, several of
the agencies were carrying out directly contradictory courses of ac-
tion. But when the group turned to the next item on the agenda,
everyone proceeded to talk about “the Israeli policy on.desalination”
as if a consistent course of action had heen chosen by a single
rational individual in the light.of broad national goals.
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The style of Neustadt’s analysis reflects his experience in
government, especially on Truman's White House staff. The
conceptual model implicit in his thinking is thus most easily
identified by characteristic phrases:

The constitutional convention of 1787 is supposed to have cre-
ated a government of “separated powers.” It did nothing of the
sort. Rather, it created a government of separated institutions
sharing powers.®

Because participants in_the government have indepen nt
bases, power_(Le., effective influence on outcomes) is shared.
Constitufonal prescription, political tradition, governmental
practice, and democratic theory all converge to accentuate
differences among needs and interests of individuals in the
government, and to divide influence among them. Each partici-
pant sits in a seat that ¢o sibilities. Each
man is committed to fulfilling his responsibilities as he sees
them. Thus those who share_with the President the job of gov-
ernance Caniot be entirely responsive to his command. What
the Prosident wants will rarely seem a trile to the men from
whom he wants it. Besides, they are bound to judge his prefer-
ences in the light of their own responsibilities, not his.

Presidential power is the power to persuade.*

Underneath our images of Presidents-in-boots, astride decisions,
are the half-observed realities of Presidents-in-sneakers, stir-

rups in hand, trying to induce particular department heads,

or Congressmen or Senators, to climb aboard.’

In status and formal powers the President is chief. Every
other participant’s business somehow involves him. But his
authority guarantees only an extensive clerkship. If the Presi-
dent is to rule, he must squeeze from these formal powers a full
array of bargaining advantages. Bolstered by his “professional
reputation” and “public prestige,” the President can use these
advantages to translate the needs and fears of other participants
into an appreciation that what he wants of them is what they
should do in their own best interest. His bargaining advantages
are rarely sufficient to assure enactment of his will, but they are
his only means of ensuring an impact on governmental action.

They [the participants] bargain not at random but according to
the processes, conforming to the prerequisites, responsive to the
pressures of their own political system.®
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The game of Presidential persuasion is not played at ran-
dom. Rather, certain processes structure the play. Processes are
regularized channels for bringing issues to the point of choice. .
Presidential attention becomes fixed, and bargaining earnest,
only as issues are rendered actionable by moving along lines of
process toward deadlines.

Not action as an outcome but his [the President’s] impact on
the outcome is the measure of the man.”

The things a President must think about if he would build his
influence are not unlike thase bearing on the viability of pub-

lic policy. ... A President who sees his power stakes sees some-
thing very much like the ingredients that make for viability in
policy.8

The focus of Neustadt's attention is not action as the result
of a bargaining game but rather Presidential choice. To under-
stand policy, one must peek over the President’s shoulder. What
can be done is best understood by looking over the shoulder of
the President-in-boots. What is done can best be understood by
examining the skill of the President-in-sneakers as he probes the
demands, the risks, and the threats to his own personal influ-
ence; as he persuades, cajoles, and spurs other members of the
government to act accordingly,

Each [government] is a more or less complex arena for internal
bargaining among the bureaucratic elements and political per-
sonalities who collectively comprise its working apparatus. Its
action is the product of their interaction. ... Relationships be-
tween- allies are something like relationships between two great
American departments.? ‘

Applied to relations between nations, this model directs
attention to intra-national games, the overlap of which consti-
tutes international relations.

The palace perspective that gives Presidential Power its
gharp focus attempts to elucidate policy as the result of Presi-
dential politics. Neustadt's later works move in the direction of
an analysis of policy as the result of political bargaining in
which other actors as well as the President are important
players.1® Nevertheless, he does not shed his commitment to a
king’s-eye view that leads him to picture policy as the crystalli-
zation of Presidential choice, action as the consequence of
Presidential authorization, and activity by other players as a
means of widening — or failing to widen — Presidential options.
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Unfortunately, what is reputed to be the finest existing
study of a crisis in international relations, Neustadt's “Skybolt
Report,” is not available in a public version.** His analytic style
is clear, however, in his case study of President Truman’s failure
to stop American troops at the “narrow waist” in their advance
up the Korean peninsula.? The United States entered the war
with the explicit, limited intention of repelling the North Korean.
attack. The American-drafted U.N. Resolution of June 27, 1950,
recommended only “such assistance to the Republic of Korea as
may be necessary to repel the armed attack and restore inter-
national peace and security in the area.” By June 1951, the
United States had repulsed the nearly disastrous Chinese attack
and was pursuing the retreating army northward.* But in this

second march up the Korean peninsula, American troops halted .

at the 38th parallel — dismissing the territory between that line
and the waist as “real estate.” Why then — in the face of the
probability of Chinese eniry into the war — had American troops
advanced across the 38th parallel, across the waist, and toward
the Chinese border in November 19507 Neustadt’s answer to
the question focuses on the President’s failure to perceive the
risks to his own personal power, risks that endangered his. pres-
tige with the public outside Washington.

Truman's behavior permits no doubt about his priorities.
His Memoirs paraphrase the National Security Council minutes
of June 29, 1950:

I stated categorically that...l wanted to take every step nec-
essary to push the North Koreans back behind the 38th Parallel.
But I wanted to be sure that we did not become so deeply com-
mitted in Korea that we could not stop to take care of other
situations as might develop. ...I wanted it clearly understood
that our operations were designed. to restore peace there and to
restore the border.s

There were many things he wanted more than unification
of Korea. As Neustadt records:

He wanted to affirm that the UN was not a League of Nations,
that aggression would be met with counter-force, that “police

*A historical reminder: the United States entered the Korean War
in June 1950, and marched northward, approaching the Chinese
border by November 1950. In the last week of November, a Chinese
Communist offensive began and drove MacArthur back down the
peninsula. By late January 1951, U.S. troops were again on the
offensive. In July 1951, truce talks began.
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actions” were well worth the cost, that the “lesson of the 1930’s”
had been learned. He wanted to avoid “the wrong war, in the
wrong place, at the wrong time,” as General Bradley put it —
and any “War,” if possible. He wantied NATQ strengthened
fast, both militarily and psychologically. He wanted the United
States rearmed without inflation, and prepared, thereafter, to
sustain a level of expenditure for military forces and for foreign
aid far higher than had seemed achievable before Korea. He
also wanted to get on with the Fair Deal, keeping Democrats in
office, strengthen his congressional support from North and
West, and calm the waters stirred by men like Senator
MecCarthy.15

These priorities make all the more tragic his failure to halt
American troops along a line at which the Chinese attack might
have been avoided or repelled.

Neustadt traces the elements of the tragedy. In August
1950, when plans for the Inchon landing were approved, Truman
might have publicly nailed down the aims stated in June —
namely, restoration of South Korean borders. Crossing into
North Korea in September 1950 might have been justified on
grounds other than unification. In QOctober 1950 the target of a
“better line of defense” at the waist might have been proclaiméd.
But the crux of the puzzle arises in the days between November
9 and the Chinese attack on November 28.

By late October, as U.S. troops marched up North Korea
toward the Chinese border, the Chinese presence in Korea was
confirmed. In t_he first week of November, MacArthur insisted
upon bombing Yalu bridges because iroops “pouring” South
threatened “ultimate destruction of U.N. forces.”:s Before No-
veimber 10 the following facts were accepted: military action
with existing forces could not achieve the military target —
namely destruction of enemy forces; no more troops could be
spared for MacArthur; negotiation with the Chinese would be
necessary. “As Truman’s Memoirs show, the policy dilemma
was implicitly accepted by all parties to a National Security
Council discussion on November 9.7 The occupation of North
Korea could not follow from military action alone. Either it
would have to be given up entirely or it would follow from nego-
tiation with the Chinese Communists. Yet the November 9
meeting ended with a decision that MacArthur's directives
should be “kept under review” pending State Department efforts
at clarification of Peking intentions and the possibilities of ne-
gotiation.?® In accepting this decision, Truman was simply
postponing a change of MacArthur’s orders, “yet this postpone-
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ment of decision proved to be one of the most decisive actions
Truman ever took.”® For this delay made MacArthur — the
general whose personal views so differed from those of his com-
mander-in-chief that Truman had considered firing him in
August, who had the prestige of a general gathering victories, the
pressures of a military man rushing to achieve his objectives
before the politicians tock over, who was pursuing his objectives
with the discretion of earlier orders — “the judge and arbiter of
‘White House risks,”2 h
Why did no one try to alter MacArthur’s orders in the two

weeks that followed? Pentagon analysts were convinced by
mid-November that Chinese soldiers were massing South of the
Yalu. Bradley, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff;
Marshall, the Secretary of Defense; and Acheson, the Secretary

of State — each expressed intense concern about MacArthur’s
failure to concentrate his forces. The British kept urging a pull-
back to the waist. The Chiefs of Staff implored caution on
MacArthur’s part. He demurred; they did not override him. Why
did no one go to the President and recommend that the postpone-

A ment of a change of orders now be rescinded? Neustadt’s answer

‘.,..I-ELN Jis Siraple-erough: “Fyveryonie thotight someone else should go.

\;f?_,\-i“%[__wetails of his answer are best captured in his own words. ?
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Before Novemnber 25 the men who had concluded two weeks
earlier that Truman should not change MacArthur's orders
were agreed, it seems, in wishing that he would. The diplomatic
emphasis of earlier discussion ceased to obscure mhilitary risks;
when those grew sharp enough, it reinforced them. The logic
of November 9 led to an opposite conclusion some days later,
in the light of what these men had come to fear. On November
6 the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, Bradley, had waived
military risks in deference to foreign policy .. .but policy had
not envisaged tactical disaster; policy suggested its avoidance
at all costs. When worry grew, the military chiefs deferred to
State; let Acheson, as guardian of “policy,” ask Truman to
reverse MacArthur. But Acheson, already under fire from the
Capitol, was treading warily between the Pentagon and that
inveterate idealist about generals, Harry Truman. In immediate
terms the risk was “military”; if it justified reversing the com-
mander in the field, then the Joint Chiefs must make the judg-
ment and tell Truman. So Acheson is said to have insisted,
understandably enough, and there the matter rested. On a
“military” jssue the Chiefs of Staff were Ioath to balk the victor
of Inchon, whose tactics might be better than they seemed 8000

——

R
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miles away. As for the Secretary of Defense, he had preceded
Acheson in State and had been Army Chief of Staff when Brad-
ley was a subordinate commander. Since his return to govern-
ment Marshall had leaned over backwards not to meddle with
the work of his successors in their jobs. He had also leaned
over backwards not to revive the old Army feud between him
and MacArthur. What Acheson and Bradley were not ready to
initiate, Marshall evidently felt he could not take upen him-
self.22

What is the moral of the story? Agreement on what must
be done about “the issue” does not suffice to guarantee action.
Differerices in roles, responsibilities, perceptions, and priorities
among players focusing on slightly different faces of a complex
issue permitted each player to expect that someone else would
do what was required. Natural reticence, ie., hesitant silence
and only partially intended soft-spokenness, among players and
between each player and the President combined with a moder-
ate portion of misperception and confusion to allow inaction in
a case where the substantive recommendation was not in dispute.
Characteristically, Neustadt's understatement leaves the lesson
to the reader: if here, then elsewhere how much more?

A second, more explicitly theoretical source of the bureau-
cratic politics analyses of the 1960s flows from the works of
Gabriel A. Almond and Charles E. Lindblom. Almond’s American
People and Foreign Policy, published in 1950, formulates a set
of concepts and terms for analyzing American foreign policy as
the result of pluralist politics.2? An outer circle of participants
is composed of the “general public,” a group normally ignorant
of and indifferent to foreign policy matters, unless aroused about
some highly visible issue. The “attentive public” sits one ring
closer to the center, is informed and interested in foreign policy
problems, and provides the audience for discussion among the
elites. Center stage is surrounded by the “policy and opinion
elites” who give structure to the public dischssion and open
avenues of access to the various groupings. Finally, the “official
policy leadership” are the actors. The elite structure is character-

ized By 4 large number of autonomous and competing groups:

“autonomous, since power is widely dispersed among partici-

pants. and drawn from a variety of independent sources;
competing, since participants differ about both ends and means;
and groups, since only by coordination can individuals assemble
sufficient power to achieve their proposals. Almond’s terminology
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thus represents the application of a plurahst mode] to foreign
policy decisions.?*

The mechanism of decentralized coordination has provided
the focus of Charles Lindblom’s work. From his “Bargaining:
The Hidden Hand in Government,” through his most famous
article, “The Science of Muddling Through,” to his books The
Intelligence of Democracy and The Pdlicy-Making Process,
Lindblom has explored the character of bargaining and ex-
pounded the virtues of incremental muddling as ‘opposed to
comprehensive choice as the mode of policy making.?s Attack-
ing a variant of what we have termed Model I, Lindblom
develops an alternative. His alternative, which he labels “suc-
cessive limited comparisons,” is spelled out in terms of a series
of contrasts with the characteristics of the rational model:2®

1. The selection of values and goals is not distinct from
empirical analysis of alternative actions for achieving the goals;
rather the two processes are intermingled.

9. Since ends and means are not distinct, means-ends anal-
vsis is often inappropriate or limited. =

3. The test of a “good” policy is typically that various ana-
Iysts find themselves directly agreeing on a policy (without agree-
ing that it is the most appropriate means to an end}.

4, Analysis is drastically limited. Important policy out-
comes are neglected. Important alternative policies are ne-
glected. Important affected values are neglected.

5. By proceeding incrementally and comparing the results
of each new policy with the old, actors reduce or eliminate re-
liance on theory.

The more recent literature of bureaucratic politics includes
both attempts at explicit characterization of this framework and
case studies from this perspective. The convergence of govern-
ment experience (Neustadt) and theoretical formulation (Al-
mond and Lindblom) is clearest in Warner Schilling’s study, “The
Politics of National Defense: Fiscal 1850.”27 Schilling opts for
a bureaucratic politics framework explicitly at the outset when
outlining his concept of budgeting as a political process. The
process is characterized by (1) problems that have no right an-
swer: “There is no determinant answer to the question of how
much to spend for defense”; (2) participants whose policy
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differences stem from both intellectual and institutional differ-
ences; (3) processes that distribute power and advantages
differentially among participants; (4) a “strain towards agree-
ment” that encourages compromise and consensus; and (5)
outcomes that result from conflict, coalition, and bargaining.?s
Schilling claims that, as a result of this process, American for-
eign policy often exhibits a variety of symptoms that constitute
a policy syndrome: (1) “no policy at all”; (2) “compromised
policy”; (3) “paper policy”; (4) “blind policy”; (5) “slow policy”;
(6) “leaderless policy”; and (7) “gyroscopic policy.”?®

Using this framework, Schilling analyzes the fiscal 1950
budget, first describing the political process through which that
budget was determined and then examining the relationship be-
tween that process and the content of the budget. The budgetary
process involved round-robin bargaining with Secretary of De-
fense Forrestal as the pivot. Truman and James Webb (Director
of the Bureau of the Budget) fixed a $14.4 billion ceiling for de-
fense spending. What the Pentagon judged as necessary for the
national defense could not be bought for this amount. Forrestal’s
initial ploy was to approach the Joint Chiefs of Staff with a propo-
sition: they would meet the $34.4 hillion ceiling with an
unbalanced force posture, ie., one that satisfied strategic
bombing requirements but left the Navy and Army bare. Truman
and Webb would then see the holes in the military forces, partic-
ularly the limited war capabilities, and raise the ceiling. The
Army and Navy chiefs were unwilling to risk their hides on such
a gamble. So Forrestal approached Secretary of State Marshall.
But Marshall’s first concern was Europe, and prudence required
that he “save the leverage he possessed on the President’s budget
for protection and advancement of his own claims on Fed-
eral revenue.”*® Alone, Forrestal went to the President, but
Truman’s mind was elsewhere. He seems to have believed his
economic experts’ assurances that a defense budget of more than
$15 billion would mean “national bankruptcy.” Silencing the
Joint Chiefs was the only military problem that captured his
attention. Forrestal thus returned empty-handed to the Chiefs,
reporting, “In the person of Harry Truman, I have seen the most
rocklike example of civilian control that the world has ever wit-
nessed,”® Forrestal presented the budget to Congress —in
terms that appeared “general and vacuous.” JCS pleadings
sounded to economy-minded Congressmen like evidence of
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“separatism” and the need for “reorganization.” Not surpris-
ingly, then, fiscal 1950 displays the features of Schilling’s
“syndrome.”32 .

The Common Defense by Samuel P. Huntington analyzes
U.S. defense policies and force postures from the end of the
Second World War to 1960 in terms of another variant of a
governmental politics model.?s Huntington focuses specifically

on one segment of military policy — namely, “decisions on the-
overall size of the military effort, force levels, and weapons.”*+

These decisions are explained not as the product of expert plan-
ning but rather as the “result of controversy, negotiations, and
bargaining among officials and groups with different interests

and perspectives.”s® ‘His distinction between “executive” and

“legislative” processes symbolizes this contrast. A policymaking
process is executive to the extent that: “(1) the participating
units differ in power (i.e., are hierarchically arranged); (2) fun-
damental goals and values are not at issue; and (3) the range of
possible choice is limited.”®® In contrast, a policymaking proc-
ess is legislative to the extent that: “(1) the units participating
in the process are relatively equal in power (and conseguently
must bargain with each other); (2) important disagreements
exist concerning the goals of policy; and (3) there are many
possible alternatives.”*?

According to Huntington during the period he examined,
decisions about force levels and weapons were determined by a
structured “legislative” process. The Joint Chiefs of Staff and the
National Security Council — “the two most important com-
mittees in the executive branch of the national government” —
served as the forum for balancing interests.*® These commit-
tees produced three regular pieces of executive legislation on
programs. First, National Security Council (NSC) papers,
especially the annual NSC paper, contained “a broad outline of
the aims of U.8. national strategy and a more detailed discussion

of the military, political, economic, and domestic elements to’

support the overall national strategy.”*® Second, the Joint
Chiefs of Staff counterpart to the NSC annual policy paper, the
Joint Strategic Objectives Plan (JSOP), “estimates the military
requirements for cold, limited, or géneral war, and includes a
determination of the military forces together with their disposi-
tion and employment necessary to implement the military
strategy derived from the Basic National Security Policy.” "1
The third document, the annual formulation of force require-
ments, was then drawn up by the military Chiefs on the basis of
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the NSC and JCS papers. When approved by the administration,
this document served as the guidelines for the appropriations
and expenditures required by military services in the executive
budget. This legislative process exemplified the traditional tac-
tics of congressional legislation: (1) “aveiding controversial
issues, delaying decisions on thein; referring them to other
bodies for resolution™;"* (2) “compromise and logrolling, that
is, trading off subordinate interests for major interests”;*2 (3)
“expressing policies in- vague generalities, representing the
dowest common denominator’ of agreement in which all can
acquiesce”;*? -(4) “basing policies upon assumptions which
may or may not be realistic.”*

Another example of recent analysis from this perspective
is Roger Hilsman’s To Move a Nation (published in 1967).%
Before entering the government with the Kennedy administra-
tion, Hilsman had formulated a version of the Governmental
Politics Model — one heavily influenced by the theoretical
works of Almond, Lindblom, and Dahl.*¢ The framework used
in the analysis of the major foreign policy decisions of the
Kennedy administration and formulated explicitly at the end of
To Move a Nation has been refined both by his experience in
the government and by the works of Schilling, Huntington,
Neustadt, and Schelling.**

Following Almond, Hilsman conceives of the policymaking
process as a S(wmtmmhe innermost circle
contains the President and the men in the departments and
agencies who must carry out foreign policy decisions. Beyond
this core lie other departments of the executive branch, and

-other layers in the basic departments and agencies. Finally,

there is the open arena of “attentive publics,” which includes
Congress, press, and interest groups. Policy is made primarily
in the innermost circle. But whether in the inner sanctum or
when involving second-ring and third-ring participants, policy-
making is politics.*® Decisionmaking as a political processt
exhibits three characteristics (T} 4 diversity of goals and values
that must be reconciled before a decision _can be.reached”;*
(2) “the présence of competing clusters of pecple within the
main group who are identified with each of the alternative
goals and policies”;* e relative power of these different
groups of people included is as relevant to the final decision as
the~appeat vf-the go4ls They seek or the cogency and wisdom of
their arguments.”s? Policymaking is therefore a process of
“conflict and consensus building.” The advocate of a particular
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policy must build a consensus to support his policy, Where there
are rival advocates or rival policies, there is competition for
support, and all the techniques of alliance appear — persuasion,
accommodation, and bargaining.?

Hilsman’s account of Kennedy's foreign policy is “a story
of battles, battles over national policy.”® “Given the difficuity
of the problems, it was inevitable and even desirable that partic-

ipants in these battles disagreed in their judgments. Given the

importance of the stakes involved, it was entirely appropriate
that they fought hard and passionately.”** Thus leaks of secret
material to the Congress or press, attempts to force the Presi-
dent to adopt the only right path, and outright falsification or
deception, as well as the more conventional techniques of bar-
gaining, are typically observed. On one occasion in 1963, several
important decisions about Viet Nam were made at a National
Security Council meeting.s® After the meeting, Secretary of
Defense Robert McINamara, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff Maxwell Taylor, the President’s Special Assistant McGeorge
Bundy, Presidential Assistant Michael Forrestal, and Assistant
Secretary of State Hilsman went to the Situation Room to draft
a cable reflecting the decisions. The cable was finished before
the group could see the President, so only Bundy, Forrestal, and
Hilsman waited. When the three finally entered the President’s
office, Kennedy said: “And now we have the ‘inner club.” ” Bundy
Jater explained to Hilsman what this meant:

He meant that we had together the people who had known all
along what we would do about the problem, and who had been
pulling and hauling, debating and discussing for no other put-
pose than to keep the government together, to get all the
others to come around,s

While Bundy's elaboration may exaggerate the extent to which
the inner circle had known what the government would decide,
it does define clearly the character of the activity both in the
National Security Council and in the cable drafting. In this case,
the President and his men played well and presumably
achieved a decision resembling their preference.

Sometimes Neustadt's “President-in-sneakers” is the cen-
tral political gamesman. Sometimes the President merely ob-
serves the pulling and hauling among various groups within the
government. Sometimes the President is the target of the
tactics of a bureaucratic group. Hilsman relates an instructive
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example from the Eisenhower administration.’” In 1957,
President Eisenhower appointed the Gaither Committee to study
the major strategic issue of the day, American nuclear capa-
bility. When it became clear that the committee was going to be
critical of the administration’s posture, publication of the report
was suppressed. Having lost this battle, the advocates of the
committee’s proposals regrouped for a second: whether there
would’be two or two hundred top secret copies of the report. This
battle they won. In the same week that the President failed to
accept the proposals recommended by the report, Chaimers
Roberts of The Washington Post published an account covering
two newspaper pages, containing an accurate and complete
version both of the top secret report and of its recommenda-
tions.5®

Finally, a growing number of case studies of decisions in
foreign policy trace the bureaucratic politics of particular de-
cisions, actions, and policies.® Paul Hammond has produced
three of the most interesting studies. The first, “Directives for
the Occupation of Germany,” centers on the problem of drafting
concrete orders for U.S. troops occupying Germany.®® The chief
economic issue for American occupying forces was whether to
“Je-industrialize” Germany. When Germany surrendered on
May 7, 1945, this issue became urgent. On May 11, President
Truman signed the major directive on. German economic policy,
JCS-1067, ordering the U.S. Supreme Commander, General
Eisenhower, both to “prevent Germany from ‘ever again’ be-
coming a threat to the peace of the world” and to prevent “such
civil unrest as would endanger the occupying forces.”s* The
former clause was a slightly veiled reference to the Morgenthau
Plan; the latter referred to the consequences that State and War
Department planners predicted would follow if the Morgenthau
Plan were implemented. The balance of politics within the ad-
ministration prevented any clear guidelines and thus permitted
American military commanders to settle the issue.

Hammond traces the sources of this stalemate: the com-
petition and confusion of a small group of players including
President Roosevelt, Secretary of the Treasury Morgenthau,
Secretary of War Stimsoen, and Secretary of State Hull. The stage
for this battle was set by Roosevelts operating style — his
tendency to guard his options until the end and his willingness
to encourage the principal members of his government to get
involved in an issue on the assumption that he agreed with their
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substantive recommendation. In a brilliant ploy at Montreal on '

September 15, 1944, Morgenthau won both Roosevelt's and
Churchill's signatures to a document ordering the dismember-
ment of Germany, the destruction of all industry, and the crea-
tion of a pastoral dairyland. Over the eight months that followed,
however, Morgenthau badly misperceived Roosevelt’s retreat.
Stimson used his influence with the President to weaken Roose-
velt's commitment to Morgenthau’s plan, which Stimson re-

garded as absurd, while taking advantage of his position as-

Secretary of War to hedge against it. Though the State Depart-
ment had little influence, Hull and his deputies functioned
centrally in the various drafting committees and there had some
impact. In the end, Truman signed the compromised, somewhat
contradictory directive, and the American military commands
proceeded with a relatively free hand.

Hammond’s second study, “Super Carriers and B-36
Bombers,” contrasts the major strategic purchases of the late
1940s.%2 These decisions settled the issue of military capabili-
ties for U.S. defense and foreign policy in the early 1950s. But
for the participants, these decisions appeared in quite a differ-
ent guise. The decision against supercarriers emerged from the
battle among Denfeld and Radford for the Navy; Symington and
Vandenberg for the Air Force; Johnson, the new Secretary of
Defense; Webb, the Director of the Bureau of the Budget; and
President Truman. For Denfeld and Radford, supercarriers
represented the Navy's guarantee of survival, their ticket to the
future. For Symington and Vandenberg, supercarriers posed a
clear threat to the Air Force monopoly on atomic delivery
capabilities, Secretary of Defense Johnson had been appointed on
a platform of one billion dollars of economy in defense spend-
ing. Thus he took the issue of supercarriers to the Chiefs, where
it was rejected two to one, whereupon he scrapped the program
on the grounds of “professional military” advice. Webb and

Truman accepted this instance of applied economizing with few

regrets. .

The decision to procure B-36 bombers reassembled the
same cast with the addition of the House Armed Services Com-
mittee. Cancellation of the supercarriers caused Radford to fear
for the life of the Navy. In retaliation, he mounted a fierce at-
tack both on the B-36 itself and on the concept of strategic
bombing. Suspicious of Johnson, Radford shifted the battle-
ground to the House Armed Services Committee. This provided

The Governmental Politics Mode! iustrated 161

the forum for the “revolt of the admirals.” Emphasizing superior
preparation and exploiting dissent within naval ranks, Syming-
ton and Vandenberg turned the hearings to the advantage of the
Air Force. Congressional appreciation of the merits of strategic
bombing was simply reenforced, and the Air Force got its
bombers.

Hammond’s third case study, “NSC-68,” traces the tangled
pattern that produced the first comprehensive review of U.S.
national security policy.s® In 1949 Paul Nitze, head of the Policy
Planning Staff in the State Department, became convinced the
budgetary ceilings were severely limiting U.S. foreign policy.
He decided to do something about it. The Policy Planning Staff
circulated several studies of the relative economic capacities of
the United States and the Soviet Union, as well as of problems
of European defense, in an attempt to generate interest in a
major reconsideration of national strategy. Sydney Souers, Exec-
utive Secretary of the National Security Council, bought the
idea and prompted the National Security Council to order a
general study. The reconsideration in which Nitze was inter-
ested, however, required a stronger mandate. The H-bomb de-
cision provided the occasion to get that mandate. With the
aid of Secretary of State Acheson and Chairman Lilienthal of the
Atomic Fnergy Commission, Nitze managed to couple to the
H-bomb decision a directive authorizing a joint State-Defense
overall reassessment of strategic issues. Both were approved on
January 30, 1950. '

Nitze and the Policy Planning Staff guided the study by
their willingness to “do the work.” The benevolent presence and
occasional intervention of Secretary Acheson on Nitze's behalf
also enhanced his position. Secretary of Defense Johnson, leader
of the economy drive, stood aloof from the study and hampered
Department of Defense and Joint Chiefs of Staff participation.
Nevertheless, before the study was completed in mid-March,
Ceneral Landon (who had been assigned to the study by the
JCS because of his commitment to existing budget levels) sup-
ported the recommendations. Landon guided the paper through
the Pentagon, acquiring the signatures of all three service Secre-
taries and the Joint Chiefs. Outmaneuvered, Johnson was forced
to join Acheson in recommending the paper to President Tru-
man. On April 12, the President gave his tentative approval to
the paper and referred it to the NSC for cost estimates. These
estimates were being formulated when the eruption of the
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Korean War made NSC-68 a blueprint for tripling the defense
budget.
A Governmental (Bureaucratic) Polilics Paradigm

Within the ballpark outlined by this rapid tour through the liter-
ature, a tentative governmental or bureaucratic politics para-

digm can be formulated. The primary source of the paradigm is

the model implicit in Neustadt’s work, though his concentration
on Presidential action has been generalized to a concern with
action as a resultant of political bargaining among a number of
independent players, the President being only a “superpower”
among many lesser but considerable powers.5t The paradigm
takes seriously Schilling’s contention that the substantive prob-
lems are so inordinately difficult that differences about goals,
alternatives, and conseguences are inevitable, Thus the process
of conflict and consensus building described by Hilsman be-
comes crucial. Characterization of the techniques employed
starts from Huntington’s insight that the activity resembles
bargaining in legislative assemblies, though his contention that
the process is “legislative” overemphasizes participant equality
as opposed to the hierarchy that structures the game.s®

1. Basic Unit of Analysis: Governmental Action as Political Re-
sultant. The decisions and actions of governments are in-
tranational political resultants: resuliants in the sense that
what happens is not chosen as a solution to a problem but
rather results from compromise, conflict, and confusion of
officials with diverse interests and unequal influence; politi-
cal in the sense that the activity from which decisions and
actions emerge is best characterized as bargaining along
regularized channels among individual members of the gov-
ernment. Following Wittgenstein's employment of the con-
cept of a “game,” national behavior in international affairs
can be conceived of as something that emerges from intri-
cate and subtle, simultaneous, overlapping games among
players located in positions in a government. The hierarchi-
cal arrangement of these players constitutes the govern-
ment.* Games proceed neither at random nor at leisure.

*The theatrical metaphor of stage, roles, and actors is more common
than this metaphor of games, positions, and players. Nevertheless,
the rigidity connoted by the concept of “role” both in the theatrical
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Regular channels structure the game; deadlines force issues
to the attention of incredibly busy players. The moves, se-
quences of moves, and games of chess are thus to be ex-
plained in terms of the bargaining among players with
geparate and unequal power OVET particular pieces, and
with separable objectives in distinguishable subgames.

In analyzing governmental actions — for example, U.5.
government efforts to retard the spread of nuclear weapons —
one must examine all official dctions of the U.S. government
that affect this outcome. U.S. government actions affecting
the spread of nuclear weapons include the State Depart-
ment's efforts to gain adherence to the Nonproliferation
Treaty, Presidential offers of guarantees to non-nuclear na-
tions against nuclear blackmail; Atomic Energy Commission
(AEC) tests of nuclear explosives for peaceful purposes
(that consequently provide a convenient shield for non-nu-
clear powers’ development of nuclear devices); withdrawal
of U.S. forces from the Far East (which may increase the
concern of some Japanese and Indians about their national
security); statements by the AEC ahout the great prospects
for peaceful nuclear weapons (designed to influence AEC
budgets); an AEC commissioner’s argument, in the absence
of any higher level decision, to a Brazilian scientist about
the great virtues of peaceful nuclear explosives; and U.S.
government refusal to confirm or deny the reported presence
of nuclear weapons aboard ships calling in foreign ports. As
this list suggests, it is important to recognize that govern-
mental actions relevant to some issues are really an agglom-
eration or collage composed of relatively independent
decisions and actions by individuals and groups of players

sense of actors reciting fixed lines and in the sociological sense
of fixed responses to specified social situations makes the concept
of games, positions, and players more useful for this analysis of
active participants in the determination of natiomal foreign policy.
Objections to the terminology on the grounds that “game” connotes
nonserious play overlook the concept’s application of most serious
problems both in Witigenstein’s philosophy and in contemporary
game theory. Game theory typically treats more precisely struc-
tured games, but Wittgenstein's examination of the “language
game” wherein men use words to communicate is quite analogous
to this analysis of the less specified game of bureaucratic politics.
Wittgenstein’s employment of this concept forms a cemtral strand
in his Philosophical Investigations. See also Thomas C. Schelling,
“What Is Game Theory?” in James Charlesworth, Contemporary
Political Analysis, New York, 1967.
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in a broader game, as well as formal governmental decisions
and actions that represent a combination of the preferences
fmd relative influence of central players or subsets of players
in more narrowly defined games. For purposes of analysis,
it will often be useful to distinguish among: (1) govern-
mental actions that are really agglomerations of relatively
independent decisions and actions by individuals and groups
of players, (2) formal governmental decisions or actions
that represent a combination of the preferences and rela-
tive influence of central players in the game, (3) formal
governmental decisions and actions that represent a com-
bination of the preferences and relative influence of a special
subset of players in the game. )

O?”ganizing Concepts. The organizing concepts of this para-
digm can be arranged as strands in the answers to four
interrelated questions: Who plays? What determines each
player's stand? What determines each player’s relative in-
ﬂuence? How does the game combine players’ stands,
influence, and moves to yield governmental decisions and
actions?

A. Who plays? That is, whose interests and actions have an
important effect on the governments decisions and
actions? . .
1. Players in Positions. The governmental actor is’

neither a unitary agent nor a conglomerate of organi-
zations, but rather is a number of individual players.
Groups of these players constitute the agent for partic-
ular government decisions and actions, Players are
men in jobs.

- Individuals become players in the national secu-
rity policy game by occupying a position that is
hooked on to the major channels for producing ac-
tion on national security issues. For example, in the
U.S. government the players include Chiefs: the
President, the Secretaries of State, Defense, and
Treasury, the Director of the CIA, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, and, since 1961, the Special Assistant for Na-
tional Security Affairs;®s 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:
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actors in the wider government game (especially
“Congressional Influentials™), members of the press,
spokesmen for important interest groups (especially
the “bipartisan foreign policy ‘establishment” in and
out of Congress), and surrcgates for each of these
groups. Other members of the Congress, press, inter-
est groups, and public form concentric circles around
the central arena — circles that demarcate limits
within which the game is played.*

Positions define what players both may and
must do. The advantages and handicaps with which
each player can enter and play in various games
stem from his position. %o does a cluster of obliga-
tions 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 a senior personal adviser to the Presi-
dent on the political-military issues that are the stuff
of contemporary foreign policy. Second, he is the
colleague of the President’s other senior advisers on
problems of foreign policy, the Secretaries of Defense
and Treasury, and the Special Assistant for National
Security Affairs. Third, he is the ranking U.S. diplo-
mat in negotiations with foreign powers. Fourth, he
serves as the primary representative of the adminis-
tration’s foreign policy in Congress. Fifth, he is an
educator of the American public about critical issues
of foreign affairs and a defender of the actions of the
administration. Sixth, he serves as an administration
voice to the outside world. Finally, he is Mr. State
Department or Mr. Foreign Office, “leader of officials,
spokesman for their causes, guardian of their inter-
ests, judge of their disputes, superintendent of their
work, master of their careers.”s” But he is not first

*For some purposes, organizations and groups can be treated as
players. In treating an organization or group as a player, it is
important to note the differences among (1) summarizing the of-
ficial papers that emerge from an organization as coherent calcu-
lated moves of a unitary actor; (2) treating the actions of the head
of an organization, whose goals are determined largely by that
organization, as actions of the organization; and (3) summarizing
the various actions of different individual members of an organ-
jzation as coherent strategies and tactics in a single plan.
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one and then the other: all these obligations are his
simultaneously. His performance in one affects his
credit and power in the others. The perspective he
gets from the daily work he must oversee — the
cable traffic by which his department maintains re-
lations with other foreign offices — conflicts with the
President’s requirement that he serve as a generalist
and coordinator of contrasting perspectives. The

necessity that he be close to the President restricts -~

his ability to represent the interests of his depart-
ment. When he defers to the Secretary of Defense
rather than fighting for his department’s position —
as he often must— he strains the loyalty of his
officialdom. In the words of one of his Indians: “Loy-
alty is hilly, and it has to go down if it is going to go
up.”®® Thus he labors under the weight of con-
flicting responsihilities.

A Secretary of State’s resolution of these con-
flicts depends not only upon the position, but also
upon the player who occupies it. For players are also
people; men’s metabolisms differ. The hard core of
the bureaucratic politics mix is personality. How each
man manages to stand the heat in his kitchen, each
player's basic operating style, and the complemen-
tarity or contradiction among personalities and styles
in the inner circles are irreducible pieces of the policy
blend. Then, too, each person comes to his position
with baggage in tow. His bags include sensitivities to
certain issues, commitments to various projects,
and personal standing with and debts to groups in the
society.

B. What determines each player’s stand? What determines
his,_perceptions and interests that lead to a stand?
A
s

oy,

ques"ﬁamhﬁr‘i’s”fﬁé‘“féﬁé?“'ﬁ‘fé/ colored by the
position from which the question is considered. Pro-
pensities inherent in positions do not facilitate una-
nimity in answering the question “What must be
done?” The factors that encourage organizational
parochialism also exert pressure upon the players who
occupy positions on top of (or within) these organiza-
tions. To motivate members of his organization, a

."_‘Parochial Pﬂmmw—ﬁ Answers to the-
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player must be sensitive to the organization’s orien-
tation. The games into which the player can enter and
the advantages with which he plays enhance these
pressures. Thus propensities and priorities stemming
from position are sufficient to allow analysts to make
reliable predictions about a player’s stand in many
cases. But these propensities are filtered through the
baggage that players bring to positions. Some knowl-
edge of both the pressures and the baggage is thus
required for sound predictions.

. Goals and Interests. The goals and interests that

affect players’ desired outcomes include national secu-
rity interests, organizational interests, domestic inter-
ests, and personal interests. Some national security ob-
jectives are widely accepted —- for example, the inter-
est in U.S. avoidance of foreign domination and the
belief that if the United States were to unilaterally
disarm other nations would use military force against
it and its allies with serious adverse consequences.
But, in most cases, reasonable men can disagree about
how American national secuxity interests will be
affected by a specific issue. Thus other interests as
well affect an individual's stand on an issue of na-
tional security or foreign policy. Members of an organ-
ization, particularly career officials, come to believe
that the health of their organization is vital to the
national interest. The health of the organization, in
turn, is seen to depend on maintaining influence, ful-
filling the mission of the organization, and securing
the necessary capabilities. While many bureaucrats
are unconcerned with domestic affairs and politics
and do not ask themselves how a proposed change in
policy or behavior would affect domestic political
issues, the President and senior players will almost
always be concerned about domestic implications.
Finally, a players stand depends on his personal
interests and his conception of his role.

. Stakes and Stands. Games are played to determine

decisions and actions. But decisions and actions ad-
vance and impede each player's conception of the
national interest, his organization’s interests, spe-
cific programs to which he is commited, the welfare
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of his friends, and his personal interests. These over-
lapping interests comstitute the stakes for which
games are played. Stakes are an individual’s interests
defined by the issue at hand. In the light of these
stakes, a player decides on his stand on the issue.

4. Deadlines and Faces of Issues. “Solutions” to strate-
gic problems are not found by detached analysts

focusing coolly on the problem. Instead, deadlines.

and events raise issues and force busy players to take
stands. A number of established processes*fix dead-
lines that demand action at appointed times. First,
in the national security arena, the budget, embassies’
demands for action-cables, requests for instructions
from military groups, and scheduled intelligence re-
ports fix recurring deadlines for decision and action.
Second, major political speeches, especially Presi-
dential speeches, foxce decisions. Third, crises neces-
sitate decisions and actions. Because deadlines raise
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sources of bargaining advantages include formal au-
thority and responsibility (stemming from positions);
actual control over resources necessary to carry out
action; expertise and control over information that
enables one to define the vroblem, identify options,
and estimate feasibilities; control over information
that enables chiefs to determine whether and in what
form decisions are being implemented; the ability to
affect other players’ objectives in other games, in-
cluding domestic political games; personal persua-
siveness with other players (drawn from personal
relations, charisma); and access to and persuasive-
ness with players who have bargaining advantages
drawn from the above (based on interpersonal rela-
tions, etc. ). Power wisely invested yields an enhanced
reputation for effectiveness. Unsuccessful invest-
ments deplete both the stock of capital and the
reputation. Thus each player must pick the issues on
which he can play with high probability of success.

issues in one context rather than in another, they
importantly affect the resolution of the issue.

When an issue arises, players typically come to
see quite different faces of the issue. For example,

D. What is the game? How are players’ stands, influence,
and moves combined to vield governmental decisions
and actions?

a proposal to withdraw American troops from Europe
is to the Army a threat to its budget and size, to the
Budget Bureau a way to save money, to the Treasury
a balance-of-payments gain, to the State Department
Office of European Affairs a threat to good relations
with NATO, to the President’s congressional adviser
an opportunity to remove a major irritant in the
President’s relations with the Hill. {Chiefs, espe-
cially, tend to see several faces of the issue simul-
taneously.) But the face of the issue that each
player sees is not determined by his goals and inter-
ests alone. By raising an issue in one channel rather
than in another, deadlines affect the face an issue
wears.
C. What determines each player's impact on results?

1. Power. Power (ie., effective influence on govern-
ment decisions and actions) is an elusive blend of at
least three elements: bargaining advantages, skill and
will in using bargaining advantages, and other play-
ers’ perceptions of the first two ingredients. The

1. Action-channels. Bargaining games are neither ran-

dom nor haphazard. The individuals whose stands
and moves count are the players whose positions
hook them on to the action-channels. An action-
channel is a regularized means of taking govern-
mental action o1 a specific kind of issue. For example,
om onchannel for prodacing U.S. military inter-
vention in another country includes a recommenda-
tion by the ambassador to that country, an accessment
bmmﬁnda—
don by _the Jmnt Chiefs-of Sfaff, an evaluation.b
thws
Oﬂmuwx@g%ﬁwsﬁ
intervene, { ansmittal of an order through the
President to the Secretary of Defense and the JCS to
the regional military commander, his determination
of what troops to employ, the order from him to the

commander of those troops, and orders from that
commander to the individuals who actually move in-
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to the country. Similarly, the budgetary action-chan-
nel includes the series of steps between the Budget

Bureau’s annual “call for estimates,” through depart-

mental, Presidential, and congressional review, to
congressional appropriation, Presidential signature,
Bureau of Budget apportionment, agency obligation,
and ultimately expenditure.

Action-channels structure the game by prese-

lecting the major players, determining their usual-

points of entrance into the game, and distributing
particular advantages and disadvantages for each
game. Most critically, channels determine “who’s
got the action” — that is, which department’s In-
dians actually do whatever is decided upon.
Typically, issues are recognized and determined
within an established channel for producing action.
In the national security area, weapons procurement
decisions are made within the annual budgeting proc-
ess; embassies’ demands for action-cables are an-
swered according to routines of consultation and
clearance from State to Defense and White House;
requests for instructions from military groups (con-
cerning assistance all the time, concerning operations
during war) are composed by the military in consul-
tation with the Office of the Secretary of Defense, the
Secretary of State, and the White House; crises re-
sponses are debated among White House, State,
Defense, CIA, Treasury, and ad hoc players.

. Rules of the Game. The rules of the game stem

from the Constitution, statutes, court interpretations,
executive orders, conventions, and even culture.
Some rules are explicit, others implicit. Some rules
are quite clear, others fuzzy. Some are very stable;
others are ever changing. But the collection of rules;
in effect, defines the game. First, rules establish the
positions, the paths by which men gain access to
positions, the power of each position, the action-
channels. Second, rules constrict the range of govern-
mental decisions and actions that are acceptable. The
Constitution declares certain forms of action out of
bounds. In attempting to encourage a domestic in-
dustry — for example, the computer industry — to

A Governmental {Bufeaucratr‘c ) Politics Paradigm 171

take advantage of certain international opportunities,
American players are restricted by antitrust laws to a
much narrower set of actions than, for example, are
players in Japan. Third, rules sanction moves of some
kinds — bargaining, coalitions, persuasion, deceit,
bluff, and threat — while making other moves illegal,
immoral, ungentlemanly, or inappropriate.

3. Action as Political Resultant. Government decisions
are made, and government actions are taken, neither
as the simple choice of a unified group, nor as a for-
mal summary of leaders’ preferences. Rather, the
context of shared power but separate judgments
‘ahout important choices means that politics is the
mechanism of choice. Each player pulls and hauls
with the power at his discretion for outcomes that
will advance his concepiion of national, organiza-
tional, group, and personal interests.*

Note the enviromment in which the game is
played: inordinate uncertainty about what must be
done, the necessity that something be done, and the
crucial consequences of whatever is done. These
features force responsible men t¢ become active
players. The pace of the game — hundreds of issues,
numerous games, and multiple circuits — compels
players to fight to “get others attention,” to make
them “see the facts,” to assure that they “take the
time to think seriously about the broader issue.” The
structure of the game — power shared by individ-
uals with separate responsibilities — validates each
player’s feeling that “others don’t see my problem,”
and “others must be persuaded to lock at the issue
from ‘a less parochial perspective.,” The law of the
game — he who hesitatés loses his chance to play at
that point and he who is uncertain about his recom-
mendation is overpowered by others who are sure —

*How each player ranks his interests as they are manifest as stakes
at particular poifts in the game is a subtle, complex problem. In
one sense, players seem to have gone through a Model 1 analysis.
American culture tends to legitimize national interests and to render
“political considerations” beyond the pale. This makes it difficult
" for many players to articulate, even to themselves, the priorities
that their behavior suggests.
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pressure players to come down on one side of a 51 to
49 issue and play. The reward of the game —effec-
tiveness, i.e., impact on cutcomes, as the immediate
measure of performance — encourages hard play.
Thus, most players come to fight to “make the gov-
ernment do what is right.” The strategies and tactics
employed are quite similar to those formalized by
theorists of international relations. N

Advocates fight for outcomes. But the game of
politics does not consist simply of players pulling and
hauling, each for his own chosen action, because the
terms and conditions of players’ employment are not
identical. Chiefs and Indians are often advocates of
particular actions. But staffers fight to find issues,
state alternatives, and produce arguments for their
Chiefs, Presidential staffers — ideally — struggle to
catch issues and structure games so as to maximize
both the President’s appreciation of advocates’ argu-
ments and the impact of Presidential decision. Chiefs
sometimes function as semi-staffers for the Presi-
dent. The President’s costs and benefits often require
that he decide as little as possible, keeping his options
open (rather than coming down on one side of an
uncertain issue and playing hard).

When a governmental or Presidential decision:
is reached, the larger game is not over. Decisions can
be reversed or ignored. As Jonathan Daniels, an aide
to Franklin Roosevelt, noted:

Haif of a President’s suggestions, which theoretically
carry the weight of orders, can be safely forgotten
by a Cabinet member. And if the President asks about
a suggestion a second time, he can be told that it is
being investigated. If he asks a third time, a wise
Cabinet officer will give him at least part of what he
suggests. But only occasionally, except about the
most important matters, do Presidents ever get
around to asking three times.®®

And even if not reversed or ignored, decisions stll
have to be implemented. Thus formal governmental
decisions are usually only way-stations along the path
to action. And the opportunity for slippage between
decision and action is much larger than most analysts
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have recognized. For after a decision, the game ex-
pands, bringing in more players with more diverse
preferences and more independent power.

Formal decisions may be very general or quite
specific. In some cases, the players who reach a for-
mal decision about some action that the government
should take will have no choice about whe will carry
it out. But in othér cases, there will be several sub-
channels leading from decision to action.. For ex-
ample, negotiations with foreign pgovernments are
usually the concern of the State Department but can
be assigned to a special envoy or to the intelligence
services. Where there are several subchannels, players
will maneuver to get the action into the channel that
they believe offexs the best prospect for getting their
desired results.

Most decisions leave considerable leeway in
implementation. Players who supported the decision
will maneuver to see it implemented and may go be-
yond the spirit if not the letter of the decision. Those
who opposed the decision, or opposed the action, will
maneuver to delay implementation; to limit imple-
mentation to the letter but not the spirit, and even to
have the decision disobeyed.

1. Dominant Inference Pattern. If a nation performed an ac-

tion, that action was the resultant of bargaining among
individuals and groups within the government. Model IIT's
explanatory power is achieved by displaying the game —the
action-channel, the positions, the players, their preferenc'é-s:
th%quesﬁon. ere o was tor the most
part the triumph of an individual (e.g., the President) or
group (e.g., the President’s men or a cabal) this model at-
tempts to specify the details of the game that made the vic-
tory possible. But with these as with “orphan” actions,
Model III tries not to neglect the sharp differences, misun-

derstandings, and foul-ups that contributed to what was
actually done,

IV. General Propositions. The difficulty of formulating Model

IIT propositions about outcomes can be illustrated by con-
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sidering the much simpler problems of a theorist attempting
to specify propositions about outcomes of a card game he

 has never seen before but which we recognize as poker. As

a basis for formulating propositions, the analyst would want
information about (1) the rules of the game: are all positions
equal in payoffs, information, etc., and if not, what are the
differences? (2) the importance of skill, reputation, and
other characteristics that players bring to positions: if im-
portant, what characteristics does each player have? (3) thé
distribution of cards, i.e., the advantages and disadvantages
for the particular hand; (4) individual players’ valuation of
alternative payoffs, e.g., whether each simply wants to max-
imize his winnings or whether some enjoy winning by
bluffing more than winning by having the strongest cards.
This partial list suggests how difficult the problem is, even
in this relatively simple, structured case.* The extraordinary
complexity of cases of bureaucratic politics accounts in part
for the paucity of general propositions. Nevertheless, as the
paradigm has illustrated, it is possible to identify a number
of relevant factors, and, in many cases, analysts can acquire
enough information about these factors to offer explanations
and predictions.

A. Political Resultants.
constitute a governmental game intervene between “is-
sues” and resultants,

1. The peculiar preferences and stands of individual
players can have a significant effect on governmental
action. Had someone other than Paul Niize been head
of the Policy Planning Staff in 1949, there is no rea-
son to believe that there would have heen an NSC-68.
Had MacArthur not possessed certain preferences,
power, and skills, U.8. troops might never have
crossed the narrow neck. '

2. The advantages and disadvantiages of each player
differ substantially from one action-channel to an-
other. For example, the question of economic direc-
tives for Germany was considered by the U.S.
government in a military context. If the issue had
arisen through international monetary channels,

*An analogous difficulty is faced by economists trymg to formulate
propositions in oligopoly theory.

A large number of factors that’
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S S

players in the Treasury would have had more lever-
age in pressing their preferences.

3. The mix of players and each player's advantages
shift not only between action-channels but also along
action-channels. Chiefs dominate the major formal
decisions on important foreign policy issues, but In-
dians, especially those in the organization charged
with carrying out a dec1smn may play a major role

e tHEFeatter. e
B Action and Intention. Governmental action does not
‘“pres‘.'uppose govertinment intention. The sum of behavior
of répresentatives of a government relevant to an issue is
rarely intended by any individual or group. Rather, in
the typical case, separate individuals with different in-
tentions contribute pieces to a resultant. The details of
the action are therefore not chosen by any individual

(and are rarely identical with what any of the players

would have chosen if he had confronted the issue as a

matter of simple, detached choice). Nevertheless, result-

ants can be roughly consistent with some group’s pref-
erence in the context of the political game.

1. Most resultants emerge from games among players
who perceive quite different faces of an issue and
who differ markedly in the actions they prefer.

2. Actions rarely follow from an agreed doctrine in
which all players concur.

3. Actions consisting of a2 number of pieces that have
emerged from a number of games (plus foul-ups)
rarely reflect a coordinated government strategy and
thus are difficult to read as conscious “signals.”

C. Problems and Solutions

“Solutions” to strategic problems are not discovered
by detached analysts focusing coolly on the problem.
The problems for players are both narrower and
broader than the sirategic problem. Each player fo-
cuses not on the total strategic problem but rather on
the decision that must be made today or tomorrow.
Each decision has important consequences not only
for the strategic problem but for each player’s stakes.
Thus the gap between what the player is focusing on
(the problems he is solving) and what a strategic ana-
Iyst focuses on is often very wide.

Y
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2. Decisions that call for substantial changes in govern-
mental action typically reflect a coincidence of Chiefs
in search of a solution and Indians in search of a
problem. Confronting a deadline, Chiefs focus on an
issue and look for a solution. Having become com-
mitted to a solution developed for an earlier, some-
what different and now outmoded issue, Indians seek
a problem.?® .

D. Where you stand depends on where you sit."* Horizon-

tally, 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 particular player can be predicted with
high reliability from information about his seat. For
example, though the participants in the notorious
B-36 controversy were, as Eisenhower put it, “distin-
guished Americans who have their country’s good at
heart,” no one was surprised when Admiral Radford
(rather than Air Force Secretary Symington) testified
that “the B-36, under any theory of war, is a bad gamble
with national security,” or when Air Force Secretary
Symington (rather than Admiral Radford) claimed that
“a B-36 with an A-bomb can take off from this continent
and destroy distant objectives which might require
ground armies years to take and then only at the expense
of heavy casualties.””?

. Chiefs and Indians. The aphorism “Where you stand

depends on where you sit” has vertical as well as hori-
zontal application. Vertically, the demands upon the
President, Chiefs, Staffers, and Indians are quite dis-
tinct, first in the case of policymaking, and second in the
case of implementation, ;

The foreign policy issues with which the President
can deal are limited primarily by his crowded schedule.
Of necessity, he must deal 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
relevant risks.

Foreign policy Chiefs deal most often with the hot-
test issue du jour, though they can catch the attention
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of the President and other members of the government

- for most issues they take to be very important. What

they cannot guarantee is that “the President will pay the
price” or that “the others will get on board.” They must
build a’ coalition of the relevant powers that be. They
must “give the President confidence” in the choice of
the right course of action.

Most_problems are framed, alternatives specified,
and proposals pushed, however, by Indians, Indians

fights with Indians of other departments — for example,
struggles between International Security Affairs of the
Department of Defense and Political-Military of the
State Departinent — are a microcosm of the action at
higher levels. But the Indians’ major problem is how to
get the attention of Chiefs, how to get an issue on an
action-channel, how to get the government “to do what
is right.” The incentives push the Indian to become an
active advocate. .

In policymaking, then, the issue looking down is
options: how to preserve my leeway until time clarifies
uincertainties, The issue looking sidewagys is commit-
ment: how to get others cormmitted to my coalition. The
issue Tooking upward is confidence: how to give the
boss confidence to do what must be done. To paraphrase
one of Neustadt's assertions, the essence of any respon-
sible official’s task is to persuade other players that his
version of what needs to be done is what thei¥ own ap-
praisal of their own fesponsibilities requires them to do
in their own interests.’®

For implementation of foreign policy decisions,
vertical demands differ. The Chief’s requirements are
two, but these two conflict. The necessity to build a
consensus behind his preferred policy frequently re-
quires fuzziness: different people must agree with
slightly different things for quite different reasons; when
a government decision is made, both the character of
the choice and the reasons for it must often remain
vague. But this requirement is at loggerheads with an-
other: the necessity that the cheice be enacted requires
that footdragging by the unenthusiastic, and subversion
by the opposed, be kept to a minimum. Nudging the
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footdraggers and corraling the subversives constitute
difficult tasks even when the decision is clear and the
watchman is the President. And most oversight, policing,
and spurring is done not by the President but by the
President’s men or the men who agree with the govern-
ment decision. Men who would move the machine to
act on what has been decided demand clarity.

. The 51-49 Principle. The terms and conditions of the

game affect the time that players spend thinking about
hard policy choices and the force and assurance with
which they argue for their preferred alternative. Be-
cause he faces an agenda fixed by hundreds of important
deadlines, the reasonable player must make difficult
policy choices in much less time and with much less
agonizing than an analyst or observer would. Because
he must compete with others, the reasonable plaver is
forced to argue much more confidently than he would if
he were a detached judge.

. Imter- and Intra-national Relations. The actions of one

nation affect those of another to the degree that they re-
sult in advantages and disadvantages for players in the
second nation. Thus players in one nation who aim to
achieve some international objective must attempt to
achieve outcomes in their intra-national game that add
to the advantages of players in the second country who
advocate an analogous objective.

. The face of the issue differs from seat to seat. Where

you sit influences what you see as well as where vou
stand (on any issue). Rarely do two sets of eyes see the
same issue. President Truman never saw the issue of
defense in the military budget of 1950. Arguments about
security and the forces required to support our foreign
policy appeared purely as military strategies for expand-
ing the budgets of the services concerned. 4
Misperception. The games are not played under condi-
tions of perfect information. Considerable mispercep-
tion is a standard part of the functioning of each
government. Any proposal that is widely accepted is per-
ceived by different men to do quite different things and
to meet quite different needs. Misperception is in @ sense
the grease that allows cooperation among people whose
differences otherwise would hardly allow them to co-
exist.
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J. Misexpectation. The pace at which the multiple games

are played allows only limited attention to each game
and demands concentration on priority games. Thus
players frequently lack information about the details of
other players’ games and problems. In the lower priority
games, the tendency to expect that someone else will act
in such a way that “he helps me with my problem” is
unavoidable. In November 1950, each man expected
that someone else would go to the President to get Mac-
Arthur’s orders changed.

Miscommunmnication. Both the pace and the noise level
merge with propensities of perception to make accurate
communication difficult. Because communication must
be quick, it tends to be elliptic. In a noisy environment,
each player thinks he has spoken with a stronger and
clearer voice than the others have actually heard. At the
Key West meeting of March 1947, the Chiefs under-
stood Forrestal to say that the President had decided to
purchase a flush deck carxier. Forrestal heard the Chiefs’
acceptance of the President’s decision as their approval
of the merits of a flush deck carrier. These differences
came to light only when the issue was reopened.™
Reticence. Because each player is engaged in multiple
games, the advantages of reticence — i.e., hesitant si-
lence and only partially intended soft-spokenness —
seem overwhelming. Reticence in one game reduces
leaks that would be harmful in higher pricrity games.
Reticence permits other players to interpret an outcome
in the way in which the shoe pinches least. It gives them
an ill-focused target of attack. Reticence between Chiefs
and Staffers or Indians permits each Indian to offer a
charitable interpretation of the outcome — the proposal
that simply never moves, for example, or the memo that
dies at an interagency meeting of Chiefs. And at least it
reduces explicit friction between a Chief and his men.
Neustadt's example of the reticence of various Chiefs in
speaking to Truman about leashing MacArthur is classie.

. Styles of Play. There are important differences in the

behavior of (1) bureaucratic careerists, whether civilian
or military, {(2) lateral-entry types, and (3) political ap-
pointees. These differences are a function of longer-
range expectations. The bureaucrat must adopt a code
of conformity if he is to survive the inevitable changes
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of administration and personnel, whereas the lateral-
entry type and the political appointee are more fre-
quently temporary emplovees, interested in policy.
The political appointees have a very limited tenure in
office and thus impose a high discount rate, that is, a
short-time horizon on any issue. Careerists know that
presidents come and presidents go, but the Navy.
Style of play is also importantly affected by the

terms of reference in which a player conceives of his

action. Some players are not able to articulate the bu-
reaucratic politics game because their conception of
their job does not legitimate such activity. On the other
hand, Acheson maintained that the Secretary of State
works “in an environment where some of the methods
would have aroused the envy of the Borgias.” The quality
he distinguished from all others as the most necessary
for an effective American Secretary of State was “the
killer instinct.”?®

Specific Propositions
A. Nuclear Crises

1. A decision to use nuclear weapons is less likely to
emerge from a game in which a political leader (whose
position forces upon him the heat of being a Final
Arbiter) has most of the chips than from a game in
which the military have most of the chips.

2. The probability of the U.S. government making a de-
cision to use more military force (rather than less)
in a crisis increases as the number of individuals
who have an initial, general, personal preference for
more forceful military action increases in the follow-
ing positions: President, Special Assistant for National
Security Affairs, Secretaries of Defense and State,
Chairman of the JCS, and Director of the CIA.

3. In a nuclear crisis, the central decisions will be ham-
mered out not in the formal forums, e.g., the Na-
tional Security Council, but rather by an ad hoc group
that includes the President, the heads of the major
organizations involved, plus individuals in whom
the President has special confidence.

4. These individuals’ perception of the issue will differ
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radically. These differences will be partially predict
able from the pressure of their position plus their
personality.

B. Military Action

1. For any military action short of nuclear war, decision
and implementation will be delayed while proponents
try to persuade opponents to get on board.

2. Major decisions about the use of military tend not
simply to be Presidential decisions, or majority de-
cisions, but decisions by a large plurality.

3. No military action is chosen without extensive con-
sultation of the military players. No decision for a
substantial use of force, short of nuclear war, will be
made against their advice, without a delay during
which an extensive record of consultation is prepared.

VI. Evidence. Information about the details of differences in
-perceptions and priorities within a government on a partic-

ular issue is rarely available. Accurate accounts of the
bargaining that vielded a resolution of the issue are rarer
still. Documents do not capture this kind of information.
What the documents do preserve tends to obscure, as
much as to enlighten. Thus the source of such information
must be the participants themselves. But, ex hypothesis,
each participant knows one small piece of the story. Memo-
ries quickly become colored. Diaries are often misleading.
‘What is required is access, by an analyst attuned to the
players and interested in governmental politics, to a large
number of the participants in a decision before their memo-

" ries fade or become too badly discolored. Such access is

uncommon. But without this information, how can the ana-
lyst proceed? As a master of this style of analysis has stated,
“If T were forced to choose between the documents on the
one hand, and late, limited, partial interviews with some of
the principal participants on the other, T would be forced to
discard the documents.”™® The use of public documents,
newspapers, intexrviews of participants, and discussion with
close observers of participants to piece together the bits of
information available is an art. Transfer of these skills
from the fingertips of artists to a form that can guide other
students of foreign policy is this model’'s most pressing need.
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The Governmental Politics Model Applied

A Model III approach to problems considered in earlier chapters
accents new dimensions, The Soviet Union’s simultaneous pur-
chase of ABMs and pursuit of detente emerge as separate re-
sultants of different bargaining games. A full understanding
would require specific information about the players, their ad-
vantages, and the overlapping games from which relevant de-
cisions and actions resulted. In the absence of this information,
however, one can consider more general characteristics of the
Soviet national security game.

The dominant feature of bureaucratic politics in the Sowviet

Union is the cormtinmuous struggle for power.” An occupant’s posi-
tion in the central game 15 always uncerfm‘xﬁﬁmgr? Members
of the Pelitburo-and-Certral Committee are aware of the histori-
cal %Ww&emment Thus while a
central problem of life for the leader is managing to stay on top,
a large part of the problem for Politburo members is how to keep
the leadership collective. This fact yields a relevant proposition:
policy issues are inextricably intertwined with power plays. Re-
organizations, or shifts in resources, constitute redistributions
of advantages and disadvantages in the central game.

Presidium and Central Committee Secretariat members
have typically risen through, and assumed special responsibility
for, various departments and subdepartments, These organiza-
tional associations color players’ perspectives and priorities. In-
dividuals in these organizations constitute each player’s power
base. Because of personal histories and constituent pressures, a
number of central players must have taken visible stands for
ABM deployment, and for detente. In the absence of a dead-
line forcing a decision in the central Soviet game hetween ABM
and detente, it seems likely that advocates of ejch have been
allowed to tend their own gardens. (Indeed, if one:assumes that
the Soviet government is analogous to the U.S. government, ad-
vocates of the two tracks argue that there is really no conflict
between the two.) Thus the two courses of detion probably
emerged, and are likely to be sustained. |

A necessity for budgetary cuts or a requirement to respond
to a strong American initiative for an agreement limiting ABM
deployment might present an opportunity for advocates of de-
tente to interfere with the established programs and procedures
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of the PVO. Indeed, stopping deployment of ABMs would con-
stitute a major defeat for several central players and a redistri-
bution of the power base of certain ministers and Presidium
members; It is important to recognize, however, that this con-
flict would arise from unavoidable choices on concrete issues
rather than by internal disagreement about the consistency of
strategic policies.

Nuclear Strategy

In thinking about the problem of deterrence, a Model III
analyst begins from the proposition that if g nuclear attack oc-
curs, it will have emerged -as.a resultant-of-bargaining-in the
attacking government. Rather than Model I's focus on balance
and stability, or Model II's focus on organizational routines, a
MO@II analyst is_concerned with the features of the jnternal
politics of a government that mightproduce-this decision.

First, which players can decide to launch an attack?

* Whether the effective power over this action is controlled by an

individual, a minor game, or the central game is critical.
Second, though Model I's confidence in deterrence relies on
the assumption that, in the end, nations will not commit suicide,

- Model IIT recalls historical precedents. Admiral Yamamoto, who
- designed the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor, told the members
- of the Japanese government 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. Such a precedent suggests three key questions. One:
Could any member of the government solve his problem by at-
tack? What patterns of bargaining could yield attack as a re-
sultant? The major difference between a stable balance of terror
and a questionable one may simply be that most members of the
government appreciate fully the consequences of attack in the
case of the former and are thus on guard against this decision.
Two: What stream of decisions might lead to an attack? At what
point in that stream do the potential attacker’s politics lie? If
members of the U.S. government had known more about the
succession of decisions from which the Japanese attack on Pearl
Harbor emerged, they would have heen aware of a considerable
probability of that attack. Three: How might miscalculation and
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confusion generate foul-ups that yield attack as a resultant? For
example, in a crisis or after the beginning of conventional war,
what happens to the information available to, and the effective
power of, members of the central game?

A ﬁnal element of importance in thinking ahout nuclear
attacks is the probable differences in perceptions and priorities
of central leaders. Pressures encourage both the Soviet Chairman
and the U.S. President to feel the distance between their own re-

sponsibilities and those of other members of their central games,

Each lives with the daily respongibility for nuclear holocaust.
Neither will be overly impressed by differences between the
death of one million and one hundred million of his own citizens
when choosing to take, or to refrain from taking, a risk. Each
will be more sensitive to the other'’s problem than is any other
member of the central game. Both may well appreciate the ex-
tent to which the “kings” are partners in the game against nu-
clear disaster. Both will be interested in private communication
with each other. If channels can be arranged, such communica-
tion offers the most promising prospect of resolution of a crisis.

Cuba ilI: A Third Cut

“The fourteen people involved [in the ExCom] were very signifi-
cant — bright, able, dedicated people, all of whom had the
greatest affection for the U.S. ... If six of them had been Presi-
dent of the U.S,, I think that the world might have been blown
up.”t This remark of Robert Kennedy's overstates the risks in-
herent in the course of action advocated by his_opponents — the
air strike — as compared with those of the blockade, which he
favored. But hiz memoir of the Cuban missile crisis does no
~disservice to those fourteen men* in recognizing that they dif-
fered sharply about what should be done.? Given the difficulty
‘of the problem, the differences in their jobs, and the individual-
ity of each man, who would expect otherwise? That each of
these men fought hard. for the course of action he judged to be
‘right should not be surprising. With the life of the nation in the
alance, should anyone expect less?

The members of the ExCom Kennedy listed in his Thirteen Days
were: Secretary of State Dean Rusk, Secretary of Defense Robert
McNamara, Director of the CIA John McCone, Special Assistant for
National Security Affairs McGeorge Bundy, Secretary of the Treas-
ury Douglas Dillon, Special Counsel Theodore Sorensen, Chairman
of the Joint Chiefs of Staff Maxwell Taylor, Undersecretary of
State George Ball, Deputy Undersecretary of State Alexis Johnson,
Assistant Secretary of State (Latin American Affairs) Edwin Mar-
tin, State Departinent Soviet expert Llewellyn Thompson, Deputy
Secretary of Defense Roswell Gilpatric, Assistant Secretary of De-
fense (International Security Affairs) Paul Nitze, former Secretary
of Staté Dean Acheson, and former Secretary of Defense Robert
Lovett, Actually, this hst includes fifteen, in addition to the Presi-
dent and the Attorney Geperal himself.
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could not be unrelated to various current domestic campaigns
being pursued by Khrushchev and others: a new round in the
battle betweén anti-Stalinists and Stalinists, a doctrinal dispute
about the predominance of economics over politics, and a strug-
gle between party apparatchiki and industrial and agricultural
managers that led to a proposal for dramatic organizational
restructing.?s’ No Presidium member, and few high-level mem-
bers of the government, could keep foreign and domestic prob-
lems entirely separated. Of necessity, each was involved in many
issues, both foreign and domestic, and each man’s influence on
any particular issue derived not only from his advantages in that
game, but from his performance in the spectrum of issues with
which he was involved. Indeed, each official’s tenure in office de-
pended on this performance. But because of the lack of infor-
mation, we are forced simply to note these additional dimensions
of the game, without speculating about their consequences for
the decision to send missiles to Cuba.

How the separate players’ various perceptions of quite
different problems such as these finally converged in a single
solution to these assorted problems is unknown. A number of
plausible paths can be imagined by which an initial proposal,
made as a solution to one problem, appealed to other individuals
and groups for different reascns as solutions to their problems.
For example, some Presidium members who were not impressed

with the Soviets’ obligations to Cuba, and who were suspicious -

of Khrushchev's ambitions in Berlin, nonetheless may have seen
in the proposal a way of increasing strategic capabilities without
significantly increasing the military budget. Givenn Khrushchev's
known penchant for gambling, it seems likely that at some point
he picked up the proposal and made it his own. There were many
reasons why someone could support the proposal. There seems,
nonetheless, to have been significant opposition to the move by
some Presidium members who feared U.S. reaction as well as
by the military and intelligence circles over the danger of ex-
posing Soviet nuclear capabilities and troops less than ninety
miles from the American mainland.2s® By some such succes-
sion of complex and probably confused steps, the Soviet govern-
ment reached the decision to send missiles to Cuba.

4

Conclusion

In the preceding chapters, we have taken a “walk around” the
Cuban missile crisis, with pauses at three vantage points. This
allowed us to explore the central puzzles of the crisis. While the
chapters do not settle the matter of what happened and why,
they do uncover many previously underemphasized features,

and they afford a rich source of hypotheses about the causes of T

various outcomes. At the same time, these three case studies
offer evidence about the nature of explanations produced by
different analysts. None of the three analysts simply described
events. In attempting to explain what happened, each distin-
guished certain features as the relevant determinants. Each
combed out the numerous details and factors in a limited num-
ber of causal strands that were woven into the “reasons” for a
particular occurrence. Moreover, the three accounts emphasized
quite different factors in explaining the central puzzles of the
crists. The sources of the difference are the conceptual models
each analyst employed. ‘

These conceptual models are much more than simple
angles of vision or approaches. Fach conceptual framework con-
sists of a cluster of assumptions and categories that influence

what the analyst finds puzzling, how he formulates his question,

where he looks for evidence, and what he produces as an answer.
The three cuts at the missile crisis demonstrate both the com-
plexity of the models and the differences in analysis that they
make, '
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Summing Up: Differences in [nterpretation

In generating hypotheses about the missile crisis from alter-
native conceptual angles, these chapters present a number of
differences in emphasis and interpretation. Such incongruities
could be the starting point for a full-length historical study of
the crisis. Friends have persuaded me that so many participants

in the event have given so graciously of their time and informa-

tion that I have incurred an obligation to try my hand at this
task as a further work. Here, however, a few preliminary obser-
vations seem in order.

There is an apparent incompatibility between the level of
discourse in the Model I account and that of the Model II and.

Model IIT accounts. The Model 1 analyst approached the Soviet

installation of missiles in Cuba, the American naval blockade,

and the Soviet withdrawal of missiles as strategic choices. By.~

analyzing the strategic problem that the Soviet Union faced, and
the characteristics of the Soviet missile deployment, he produced
an argument for one goal (rectifying the nuclear balance).that
made the Soviet emplacement plausible. The_American blockade
was explained. .simply as the U.S._ value-maximizing choice.
Withdrawal of the missiles was understood as the only option
left for the Soviets after the United States signaled the firmness
of its intentions. While these explanations were offered without
detailed attention to the internal mechanisms of the governments,
the Model I analyst's appropriation of statements by officials
of the government as “the government view” and his use of
fine detail about the Soviet missile deployment as a criterion
for distinguishing among Soviet objectives would seem to imply
coincidence of perceptions, control of choice, and coordination

¥ of movement within the government-as-unitary-actor.
’( As the Model II and Model III accounts of bureaucratic
/ machinations demonstrate, this was not in fact the case. Many
‘E crucial details of implementation followed from organizational
\ routines rather than from central choice. The principal govern-
ment leaders differed markedly in their perceptions of the prob-_;
_ lem, their estimates of the consequences of various courses of
- action, and their preferred solutions. These facts force one to
wonder about the Model I account. The explanation proceeds
as if it were simply describing the process of governmental
reasoning, choice, and implementation. But since, as we have
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seen, this account does not accurately describe the process, what
does it describe? To whose objectives and reasons does the
Model I analysis refer? In contrast with the Model I and Model .
IIT accounts, the Model I version seems somewhat disembodied.*
The Model 1 analyst fastened on particular characteristics
of the Soviet installation of missiles, and of the blockade,
as signals of central calculations and choices. The Soviet in-
stallation of more expensive and more visible IRBMs as well
as MREMs was taken by the Model I analyst as a major piece
of evidence against which to test the competing hypotheses about
Soviet intentions. He used this fact to disqualify the “Cuban |
defense” hypothesis on the grounds that MRBMs alone would
have sufficed to guarantee the defense of Cuba. But the Model
IT analyst challenged the presumption that evidence of this sort
can be used to identify governmental intentions. He explained
the simultaneous installation of IRBMs and MRBMSs as a conse-
quence of organizational goals and routines. Similarly, the con-
struction of MRBMSs before completion of the SAM network,
the positioning of Soviet missiles in the standard four-slice pat-
tern, and the failure to camouflage the sites were explained by
the Model II analyst as normal, organizational performance —-
rather than as occasions for extraordinary pizzlement.
The most glaring conflict between Model I's strategic sum- %

mary of the event and Model II and Model III's examination of
details of the process — organizational or political — reflects
the incentives that each model produces for probing the facts,
The Model I analyst's explanatory power derives primarily from
his construction of a calculation that makes plausible the char-
acter of the action chosen, given the problem the nation faced. J
This construction requires a factual base. But the available, con-
ventional facts usually suffice, since the essential element in the
analyst’s work is his reasoning, his thinking through the nation’s
problem.?

For example, most previous Model I analyses have accepted
the blockade as a satisfactory base for building an explanation
of the Soviet withdrawal. As our Model I account argued, this
interpretation is incorrect. Qurs is the first published account
to_emphasize the U.S. ultimatum to the Soviet Union i as the v
central factor iri” the Soviet - mth&[rawaI “This - mterpretauon

et o,

*This issue is considered further, beginning on page 252,
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emerged from hard Model I reasoning plus a serious respect for
the facts, Similarly, as the footnotes to Chapter 3 demonstrate,
our account avoids a large number of specific errors that have
been accepted in various previous accounts. Nevertheless, our
Model I account accepts certain points that the Model II and
Model IIT accounts find to be inaccurate, and it overlooks certain
pieces of information that the Model II' and Model III accounts
notice. '

The argument for permitting this is threefold. First, the

present chapters mirror the author’s experience with the models.
The inaccuracies discovered in the Model I version and the
new insights recorded in the Model II and Model III versions
were found when probing data with the concepts of these models.
Second, since the purpose of the Model I account is to present
a strong, typical explanation, it seems fair to let the account
refiect only conventional evidence plus additional facts that the
model itself would naturally uncover. Third, most of the addi-
tional facts are not simple facts. Rather, they are points that
emerge when one mixes iraces of evidence with judgments;
one is inclined to accept or reject the judgments depending on
the logic of the model within which he is working.?

The alternative interpretations of the Soviet missile with-
drawal provide the most suggestive instance of these differences
among the models over evidence and interpretation. Our Model
I analyst explained the withdrawal as a consequence of the Amer-
ican ultimatum. Most analysts will find this interpretation
preferable to explanations that focus on the blockade. This ex-
planation is certainly satisfactory in Model I terms. But the
Model 11 and Model III-analysts carry the argument a step fur-
ther. They are naturally inclined to dig deeper into the evidence
about organizations and internal politics. Though the informa-
tion is incomplete, the Model II analyst uncovered and empha-

sized the importance of U.8. missiles in Turkey and a Presidential

order that they be de-fused. This led him to hypothesize with
respect to the final Saturday that either (1) an American ultima-
tum forced Soviet capitulation, or (2) while Kennedy was be-
ginning to wobble, Khrushchev folded. From a Model IIT
perspective, a further hypothesis - emerged. The argument
against a “deal” (i.e.,-withdrawal of Soviet missiles in Cuba for
withdrawal of American missiles in Turkey) has — in Mode] I
terms — been heretofore entirely compelling. In spite of the fact
that the Soviets proposed precisely this arrangement in their Sat-
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urday letter, the United States simply could not accept such
terms: it would shake the alliance; it would signal weakness; it
would confuse the issue. No published .analysis of the missile
crisis has been able to escape this reasoning. But from a Model
I perspective, it is hard to believe that John F. Kennedy should
have been so insensitive to Khrushchev's problem as to refuse,
in private, what he in fact planned - and had previously meant
~— to do. Robert Kennedy's last account of the crisis, published

after our Model Il analyst generated this hypothesis, suggests./

strongly that the Model IIT analysis is correct.
Between the Model II and Model HI versions there are a
number of additional differences in emphasis and interpretation.
For example, the Model I explanation credited Kennedy’'s con-
sultation of General Sweeney, the head of Tactical Air Command,
on Sunday, October 20, as a bona fide last minute reconsidera:
tion. But the Model III understanding of this occurrence as
“preparation of the record” seems closer to the mark.
_ /More revealing is the divergence between Model II and
Model III interpretations of the Air Force estimate of U.S. cap-
abilities for a surgical air strike. From a Model II perspective,
that inaccurate estimate — which in its error eliminated the
Air Force’s preferred course of action — emerged according to
the established routines of the Air Force. In conirast, the Model
III interpretation of this event highlighted both the overcon-
fidence of the Alr Force Chief of Staff, which reduced his
suspicion of the estimate, and the willingness of other govern-
ment leaders not to probe an estimate that served their purposes.
The available evidence is insufficient to permit confident judg-
ment between these hypotheses.

/H:,:'("

A large number of puzzles about this most important event .~

are yet unresolved — leaving a real need for a thorough histori-~

cal study of this crisis.

Summing Up: Different Answers or Different Questions?

Such variance among interpretations demonstrates each model's
tendency to produce different answers to the same question.
But as we observe the models at work, what is equally striking
are the differences in the ways the analysts conceive of the
problem, shape the puzzle, unpack the summary questions, and
pick up pieces of the world in search of an answer. Why did the



250 : Conclusion

United States blockade Cuba? For Model I analysts, this “why” d

asks for reasons that account for the American choice of the
blockade as a solution to the siraiegic problem posed by the pres-
ence of Soviet missiles in Cuba. For a Model II analyst, the
puzzle is rather: What outputs of which organizations led to
this blockade? A Model III analyst understands the basic “why”
as a question about the various problems perceived by relevant

players and their pulling and hauling from which the blockade

emerged.

Typically, the thing to be explained is designated by a rather
vague, summary clause, accompanied by an implicit appendix
that specifies the relevant aspects of the occurrence. For a Model
I analyst, “blockade” is an aggregate act. The perceived context,
formal decision, and implementation are all aspects of one
coordinated, rational choice. The Model II and Model IH analysts
insist on splitting up the blockade into a number of pieces. The
Model II analyst focuses on slices like when the missiles were
discovered, kow the options were defined, and the details of the
blockade’s execution. The Model III analyst focuses both on the
emergence of the blockade decision in. the ExCom and on vari-
ous aspects of implementation.

To explain the blockade, the Model I analyst examines the
U.S. strategic calculus: the problem posed by the Soviet missiles,
relevant American values, and U.S. capabilities. Explanation
means placing the blockade in a pattern of purposive response
to the strategic problem. For a Model II man, this “solution”
emerges as the by-product of basic organizational processes.
The analyst emphasizes organizational constraint in choice and
organizational routines in implementation. Organizational proc-
esses produced awareness of the problem on October 14 (rather
than two weeks earlier or later); organizational routines defined
the alternatives; organizational procedures implemented the
blockade. These features overshadow the “decisions” of the uni-
fied group of leaders within these constraints. Explanation starts
with existing organizations and their routines at t — 1 and
attempts to account for what is going on at time £. The Model
IIl analyst accents the action of players in the relevant games
that produced pieces of the collage that is the blockade. Bargain-

ing among players who shared power but saw separate problems.

vielded discovery of the missiles on a certain date in a special
context, a definition of the problem which demanded strong
action, a coalition of Presidential intimates set on averting holo-
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caust, failure to probe the the military estimate, and conse-
quently a blockade. In the absence of a number of particular
characteristics of players and games, the action would not have
been the same.

The information required by Model I and Model III analysts

dwarfs that needed by a Model I analyst. An armchair strategist -

(in Washington or even Cambridge) can produce accounts of
U.S. (or Soviet) national costs and benefits, Understanding the
value-maximizing choices of nations demands chiefly an ana-
lytic ability at vicarious problem solving. But analyses that con-
centrate on processes and procedures of organizations, or on
pulling and hauling among individuals, demand much more in-
formation. Some observers (particularly players in the game) rely
on a version of Model III for their own government’s behavior,
while retreating to a Model I analysis of other nations. Thus in-
formation costs account for some differences among explana-
tions., The difficulty of acquiring information, however, is no
more important than the differential capacity of different models
to recognize the relevance and importance of additional pieces of
information. For a Model I analyst, information about a split
between McNamara and the Joint Chiefs over the proper re-
sponse to Soviet missiles constitutes gossip or anecdote but
not evidence about an important factor. Only Model II analysts
are willing to gather information about existing organizational
routines. Model III's delineation of positions, and its attention
to the advantages and disadvantages of various players, strikes
other analysts as an undue concern with subtlety.

Thus while at one level three models produce different.”}

.

explanations of the same happening, at a second level the models
produce different explanations of quite different occurrences.
And indeed, this is my argument. Spectacles magnify one set of
factors rather than another and thus not only lead analysts to
produce different explanations of problems that appear, in their
summary questions, to be the same, but also influence the char-
acter of the analyst’s puzzle, the evidence he assumes to be rele-
vant, the concepts he uses in examining the evidence, and what”

LT
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he takes to be an explanation. None of our three analysts would "
deny that duririg the Cuban missile crisis several million people
were performing actions relevant to the event. But in offering his
" explanation, each. analyst attempts to emphasize what is relevant
and important, and different conceptual lenses lead analysts to
different judgments about what is relevant and important.
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Where Do We Go from Here?

In the last several years it has been remarked with increasing
frequency that American academic and professional thought
about foreign affairs seems to have reached a hiatus. Strategic
thought has made little progress since Schelling’s Strategy of
Conflict. Sovietology is just “more of the same.” The arms con-
trol literature has been coasting on ideas generated by the time
of the summer study of 1960. The new wave of revisionist stud-
ies of American foreign policy turns traditional interpretations
on their head without really increasing our understanding. Dip-
lomatic history shows little life.

Why should this be the case? My colleagues in Harvard's
Research Seminar on Bureaucracy, Politics, and Policy have con-
vinced me that my argument really backs into consideration of
these larger issues: namely, where does our thinking about for-
eign affairs now stand? Where should we go from here? The
answer provided by this study is half-baked and rather haphaz-
ard, since these are not questions with which it began. Still, the
tentative answer it implies should be made explicit.

That most thinking about foreign affairs is dominated by
one basic set of categories is hardly accidental. Confronted by a
puzzling occurrence in international affairs, we naturally ask
why, and try to understand how the nation involved could have
chosen the action in question. Without thinking, we immediately
begin talking about “Hanei” or “Peking.” We try to “see the
problemn from the North Vietnamese point of view” — that is,

from the point of view of a reasonable leader sitting in Hanoi —

and to reason why “he” chose the action in question. The anal-
ogy between nations in international politics and a coordinated,
intelligent human being is so powerful that we rarely remember
we are reasoning by analogy.

The contribution of the classical model (Model 1) to our
explanations, predictions, and analyses of forelgn affairs is con-
siderable. This lens reduces the organizational and political
comphcatlons of a government to the simplificati

actor. The array of details about 4 happening ¢an be seen to

cluster around the major features of an action. Through this
lens the confused and even conitradictory factors that influence
an occurrence become a single dynamic: choice of the alterna-
tive that achieved a certain goal. Thus the Rational Actor Model
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permits us to translate the basic question, “Why did X happen?”

into the question “Why did this nation do X?” The question then

becomes: "Whuroblem,was the nation solving- (or what goal
1. choosing. X?” The classical model
allows us to deal with the last question in the same way that we
would answer a question about an individual’s action.

~ Recall once more the Model I analyst’s explanation of Soviet
installation of missiles in Cuba. Confronted with the fact, he
formulated the puzzle as a question about why the government
chose this aggregate action. Explanation then consisted in con-
structing a calculation according to which the Soviet government
reasonably chose to make the move. In producing the explana-
tion, the Model I analyst proceeded as if his assignment had
been: make a powerful argument for one objective that permits
the reader to see how, given the strategic problem, if he had been
playing the Soviet hand, he would have chosen that action. In
more ‘technical terms, the game is one of maximization under
some set of constraints.*

The model employed in this explanatlon is not only the
basic framework used by ordinary men and professional analysts
in explaining occurrences in foreign affairs. It is even more es-
gential. Perhaps the most fundamental method employed by hu-
man beings in their attempt to come to grips with the puzzling
occurrences around them is to conceive of these occurrences not
as simple phenomena or events (i.e., things that just happen)
but rather as action (i.e., behavior expressing some intention or
choice).’ This is the way we explain our behavior to ourselves
and to others: “I wanted X.” “I chose Y.” This is the way we
understand the behavior of our fellow men.

For explaining and predicting the behavior of individual
men, this general orientation toward purpose and rational choice
seems to be the best available. The rationality of man’s choices
is, of course, “bounded” by things such as the availability of
information and the difficulty of calculationr. But as a baseline,
if one knows how an individual has defined his problem and
what resources he has available, his objectives provide a good
clue to his behavior.

Difficulties arise when the thing to be explained is not the
behavior of an individual but rather the hehavior of a large or-
ganization or even a government. Nations can be reified, but at
considerable cost in understanding. By personifying nations, one
glides over critical characteristics of behavior where an organi-
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zation is the main mover— for example, the fact that organiza-
tional action requires the coordination of large numbers of
individuals, thus necessitating programs and SOPs. Thinking
about a nation as if it were a person neglects considerable differ-
ences among individual leaders of a government whose positions
and power lead them to quite different perceptions and prefer-
ences. Thus where the actor is a national government, a concep-
tion of action for chjectives must be modified. (Perhaps the

organizational and political factors could be formulated as’

“constraints” within which the government actually chooses,
though this would require an analysis quite distinct from
Simon’s concern with “bounded rationality.”)® _

As we have noted earlier, the Model II and Model III ac-
counts of questions treated ordinarily in standard Model I fash-
ion highlight this difficulty. No longer is it possible to maintain
that the Model I explanation is simply describing the processes
within the national government. We are forced to recognize that

s in treating happenings as actions, and national governments as

unitary purposive actors, we are “modeling.” The fact that the
assumptions and categories of this model neglect important fac-
tors such as organizational processes and bureaucratic politics

“ suggests that the model is inadequate. Careful examination of

the model’s performance confirms this suspicion. For example,
the U.8. intelligence estimate of September 19, 1962, contained
a plausible strategic analysis showing that the Soviets would not
place missiles in Cuba. If no missiles had been placed in Cuba, a
Model I analyst would have explained this fact by reference to
these reasons. Given that the Soviets did emplace missiles, the
Model I analyst attempts to explain this event by constructing
the strategic analysis that makes plausible their choice to do so.
But the occurrence or monoccurrence of the Soviet missile de-
ployment in Cuba must have been determined by something
more than these strategic reasons.

The present hiatus in thinking about problems of foreign

affairs derives in large part from attempts to pursue Model I
reasoning, without much self-consciousness, as the single form
of analysis. Model I analysis can be valuable. It does permit a
quick, imaginative sorting out of a problem of explanation or
analysis, It serves as a productive shorthand, requiring a mini-
mum. of information. It can yield an informative summary of
tendencies, for example, by identifying the weight of strategic
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costs and benefits. But it is not itself a full analysis or explana-
tion of an event, and it cannot stand alone. We must understand
much more clearly what a Model I analysis refers to, what part
of the problem it captures, how we should modify its rules for
the use of evidence, etc. Part of “where we should go from here”

is to develop Model I as one of several conscious and explicit .

styles of analysis.

The burden of this study’s argument, however, is that
larger payoffs in the future will come from an intellectual shift
of gears. We should ask not what goals account for a nation’s
choice of an action, but rather what factors determine an out-
come. The shift from Model I to the Medel II and Model ITT forms
of analysis really involves a fundamental change in intellectual
style. From the basic conception of happenings as choices to be

explained by reference to objectives {on analogy with the actions -~

of individual human beings), we must move to a conception of
happenings as events whose determinants are to be investigated
according to the canons that have been developed by modem
science.

Model II and Model III summarize two bundles of cate-
gories and assumptions, and two distinctive logical patterns that
provide useful, emphatic shorthands in which governmental ac-
tion can be explained and predicted. The separation of these
two models as alternative pairs of spectacles facilitates the gen-
eration of hypotheses and highlights features that might other-
wise be overlooked. The focus on separable clusters of factors
with distinguishable logical thrusts makes persuasive the im-
portance of certain factors that might not othexwise be so. But
this argument should not be misinterpreted as an assertion that
Model IT and Model IT1 are the only alternative conceptual models.
One of my colleagues in the Bureaucracy Research Seminar, John
Steinbrumer, has stated a fourth conceptual model.” A number of
others are clearly possible. Nor should the fact that several are
stated, and additional models contemplated, be misunderstood
as a denial of the possibility of a grand model that would incor-
porate the features of all. The basic orientation toward outcomes
and their determinants invokes an image of an ideal model in
which all determinants and their relations could be specified (at
least probabilistically). The only issue here is one of the relative
‘merits of alternative paradigms versus a grand model at the
present stage of understanding.



267/

|

'/_.

;

Where Do We Go from Here?

[~
2
7}
=
=
o
o
]
Q

256

Q@ S

HEE 2
2. "=
w g B 3 o -
o w < [ (5]

Em )
a3 7] g
wn % o
Lok g
E 8 o 2 3

S o
Smo ”v m fa\c
wp B0 8 H g =
Eg8 J Qg
Rl o g
EfR o 5
.C1pa,a = nm
- = g2 ¢
S8 5 o8 §
S ¥ o & &
0o =
s @ @ s V.ﬂc <
eno o A o,
£S8 8 wHg o
mfe = m 2] o]
S8 w kmw o
maﬁuao m o 8w Hm
B S o o3 LB =
O o =R
« 288 PRig g wo"
fee..uu e.m .VGM
cv=9%& HL,u9sg
e..mu...n_lu,..naue .Eﬂamsm
..M.S..mr:hL ttte.ﬂh
.nmn..g ddass <
35y 2 %hhahd
R e E e . ®
Tmem.m -eley O B
TR = B
LEE I
R

al)

5. What are the pressures in the “international strategic

marketplace”?
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zations have for generating alternatives a

sort?

1. Of what organizationé (and organizational components )
What repertoires, programs

does the government consist?
9. Which organizations traditionally act on a pr

this sort and with what relative influence?
4. What repertoires, programs

Model II leads one to ask:

3.
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1. What are the existing action channels for producing ac-

tions on this kind of problem?
2. Which players in what positions are centr

3. How do pressures of job, past stances,

affect the central players on this issue?

5. What repertoires, programs,
zations have for implementing alternative courses o
The central questions posed by Model III include:

olution?

4. What deadlines will force the issue to res

5. Where are foul-ups likely?

Thus we can see how Model T emphasizes, on the one hand,

the problem and context that create incentives and pressures
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for a government to choose a particular course of action, and,
on the other, the national (or governmental) values and axioms
that create propensities to respond in certain ways. Overarching
problems and axioms summarize important differences between
behavioral tendencies of nations. Were one ignorant, for ex-
ample, of the differences between American national attitudes
in the mid-1960s and those in the mid-1930s, he would miss
fundamental factors in the foreign policy of the United States.
The shared objectives of national leaders, and the pressures -
created hy strategic problems influence the trend line of any na-
tion’s action. Indeed, it is not difficult to see how the factors
summarized by Model I affect assumptions of players in the
Model III game, the kinds of arguments that these men can
make, and even the range of outputs that organizations examined
by Model I are prepared fo produce. For some purposes, then,
Model I may provide a satisfactory summary of the longer-run
patterns of a nation’s foreign policy.? )

Model IT and Model III analysts, however, assume the in-
fluence of Model I factors, focusing within this environment —
this set of market pressures — on the mechanism that produced
a particular outcome. The problem, according to these analysts,
is not to explain, for example, why the United States had 500,000
men in Viet Nam in the mid-1960s, rather than in the mid-1930s.
The problem is, given the national values and leaders’ objectives
in the United States in the 1960s, why did the United States have
500,000 men in Viet Nam? Overarching ideas or the climate of
opinion constitute a large part of the explanation of the differ-
ences between the 1930s (when the probability that any U.S.
Jeader or governmental organization could have inserted 500,000
men in Viet Nam approached zero) and the 1960s (when the
possibility of this outcome was closer to 0.2). But the Organiza-
tional Process and Governmental Politics Models assume the
context, and focus on the problem of explaining the occurrence

of an event that values and objectives made 20 percent probable. 8

Thus the models can be seen to complement each other,/
Model I fixes the broader context, the larger national patterns,
and the shared images. Within this context, Model II illuminates
the organizational routines that produce the information, alter-
natives, and action. Within the Model II context, Model III fo-
cuses in greater detail on the individual leaders of a government
and the politics among them that determine major governmental
choices. The best analysts of foreign policy manage to weave
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strands of each of the three conceptual models into their expla-
nations. A number of scholars whom our analytic chapters have
squeezed into a single box display considerable intuitive powers
in blending insights from all three models. By drawing comple-
mentary pieces from each of these styles of analysis, explana-
tions can be significantly strengthened. But we must pay more )
careful attention to the points at which the explanations are |
complementary and the junctures at which implications may be
incompatible.*® : :

As a final reminder of the importance of the differences in
emphasis among the three models, consider the lessons that each
model draws from the crisis. The most widely believed and fre- -
quently cited lessons of the crisis have emerged from Model 1
analysis. These include: (1) since nuclear warbetween the United
States and Soviet Union would be mutual national suicide, neither
nation would choose nuclear war, and nuclear war is therefore
not a serious possibility; (2) in a world of rough nuclear parity,
the United States can choose low-level military actions with no
fear that they will escalate to nuclear war; (3) nuclear crises are
manageable — that is, in situations involving the vital intetests
of the superpowers, the leaders of both nations will have little
diffculty in thinking through the problem and its alternatives,
finding limited actions ( the blockade) that communicate resolve,
and thus settling the issue (withdrawal of the missiles). Accord-
ing to these analyses, the missile crisis was one of the Kennedy
administration’s “finest hours,” though the “flap in the White
House” — the White House tendency to view the problem in
apocalyptic terms — was ot only unnecessary but positively
dangerous. As we noted earlier; the major departmental post-
mortem on the crisis concluded that “this exaggerated concern
[about the possibility of nuclear war] prompted consideration
of improvident actions and counseled hesitation where none was
due.”*t e . ‘ :

Meodet IT and Model Il ‘analysts caution against confidence
in the -impossibility of Tations stumbling — “irrationally” —
into a nuclear exchange, in the manageability of nuclear crises,
or in our understanding of the ingredients of successful crisis
management. According to Model II's account of the crisis, our
success included crucial organizational rigidities and even mis-
takes. Except for the routines and procedures that produced an (
inaccurate estimate of our capability for a surgical air strike,
the probability of war would have been much higher. Only barely

RN N
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did government leaders manage to control organizational pro-
grams that might have dragged us over the cliff, In several in-
stances, we were just plain lucky. The lesson: muclear crises
between machines as large as the United States and Soviet gov-
ernments are inherently chancy. The information and estimates
available to leaders about the situation will reflect organizational
goals and routines as well as the facts. The alternatives presented
to the leaders will be much narrower than the menu of options
that would be desirable. The execution of choices will exhibit
unavoidable rigidities of programs and SOPs. Coordination
among organizations will be much less finely tuned than leaders
demand or expect. The prescription: considerable thought must
be given to the routines established in the principal organizations
before a crisis so that during the crisis organizations will be
capable of performing adequately the needed functions. In the
crisis, the overwhelming problem will be that of control and co-
ordmatmn of large organizations.

or about the impossibility of nuclear war. The actions advocated
by leaders of the U.S. government covered a spectrum from
doing nothing to an air strike. The process by which the blockade

emerged included many uncertain factors. Had Cuba II been~

President Kennedy's first crisis, Robert Kennedy amd Sorensen
would not have been members of the group, and the air stnke
would probably have emerged. Had Kennedy proved his mettle
domestically in a previous confrontation, the diplomatic track
could have prevailed. The lessons in Model III terms, then, are

that: (1) the process of crisis management is obscure and terribly f

risky: (2) the leaders of the U.S. government can choose actions

that entail (in their judgment) real possibilities of escalation to
nuclear war; (3) the interaction of internal games, each as ill- !

understood as those in the White House and the Kremlin, could
indeed yield nuclear war as an outcome. From this perspective,”
the “fap in the White House” was quite justified — especially
for men aware that the internal politics of the government whose
behavior they were trying to influence must have been no less
confusing and complex than their own. If a President and his
associates have to try to manage a nuclear crisis, the informal
machinery, free-wheeling discussions, and devil's advocacy ex-
emplified by the ExCom have many advantages, But the mix of
personality, expertise, influence, and temperament that allows
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such a group to clarify alternatives even while it pulls and hauls
for separate preferences should be betier understood before we
start down the path to nuclear confrontation again. On the evi-
dence of the Cuban missile crisis, clarification is scarcely ast
sured.

Both these differences in emphasis among the models and
a partial, working synthesis of the three can be illusirated by
using the models to generate predictions. Strategic surrender is
an important problem of international relations and diplomatic
history. War termination is a new, developing area of the stra-
tegic literature: Both of these interests lead scholars to address a
central question: Why do nations surrender when? Whether im-
plicit in explanations or more explicit in analysis, diplomatic
historians and strategists rely upon propositions that can be
turned forward to produce predictions. Thus surrender cffers an
interesting issue for illustrative predictions. In spite of the risks
of seeming dated, and being in errcr, a number of readers have
persuaded me to reproduce some predictions presented in an
earlier essay. The question addressed there was: Why will North
Viet Nam surrender when? What follows is quoted wverbatim
from a paper delivered in September 1968 to the American Po-
litical Science Association.t2

In a nutshell, analysis according to Model I asserts: nations
quit when costs outweigh the benefits, North Viet Nam will sur-
render when it realizes “that continued fighting can only gener-
ate additional costs without hope of compensating gains, this
expectation being largely the consequence of the previous appli-
cation of force by.the dominant side.”** U.S. actions can in-
crease or decrease Hanoi's strategic costs. Bombing North Viet
Nam increases the pain and thus increases the probability of
surrender. This proposition and prediction are not without mean-
ing. That — “other things being equal” — nations are more
likely to surrender when the strategic cost-benefit balance is
negative is true. But mations 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 surrender?

Model II and Model II analysts focus upon the. govern-
ment machine through which this fact about the international
strategic marketplace must be filtered to produce a surrender.
These analysts are considerably less sanguine about the possibil-
ity of surrender at the point that the cost-benefit calculus turns,
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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 the processes of
organizations and the politics of players within these govern-
menis — as they are affected by the opposing government.
Moreover, the effects of the victorious power’s action upon the
surrendering nation cannot be adequately summarized as in-
creasing or decreasing strategic costs. Imposing additional costs

by bombing a nation may increase the probability of surrender.”

But it also may reduce it. An appreciation of the impact of the
acts of one nation upon another thus requires some understand-
ing of the machine that is being influenced. For more precise
prediction, Model II and Model III require considerably more
information about the organizations and politics of North Viet
Nam than is publicly available. On the basis of the limited pub-
lic information, however, these models can be suggestive.

Model II examines two subproblems. First, to have lost is
not sufficient. The government must know that the strategic cost-
benefit calculus 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
information or estimation. Military evaluation of military per-
formance, military estimates of factors like “enemy morale,”
and military predictions about when “the tide will turn” or “the
corner. will have been turned” are typically distorted. In cases of
highly decentralized guerrilla operations, like Viet Nam, these
problems are exacerbated. Thus strategic costs will be underes-
timated. Only highly wvisible costs can have direct impact on

leaders without being filtered 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 the acts of other
organizations — ¢.g., the fighting- forces —- creating contradic-
tory “signals” to the victor.

Model III suggests that surrender will not come at the point
that strategic costs outweigh benefits, but that it will not wait
until the leadership group concludes that the war is lost. Rather
the problem is better understood in terms of four additional
propositions. First, strong advocates of the war effort, whose
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careers are closely identified with the war, rarely come to the
conclusion that costs outweigh benefits. Second, quite often
from the outset of 2 war, a number of members of the govern-
ment (particularly those whose responsibilities sensitize them to
problems other than war, e.g., economic planners or inteiiigence
experts) are convinced that the war effort is futile. Third, sur-
render is likely to come as the result of a political shift that
enhances the effective power of the latter group (and adds swing
members to it). Fourth, the course of the war, particularly ac-
tions of the victor, can influence the advantages and disadvan-
tages of players in the loser’s government. Thus, North Viet Nam
will surrender not when its leaders have a change of heart, but
when Hanoi has a change of leaders (or a change of effective
power within the central circle). How U.S. bombing (or pause),
threats, promises, or action in South Viet Nam affect the game
in Hanei is subile but nonetheless crucial. .

That these three models could be applied to the surrender
of governments other than North Viet Nam should be obvious.
But that éxercise is left for the reader.




AFTERWORD

Implications and Issues
for Further Research, 1971

This study has obviously bitten off more than it has chewed. The
arguments started and lines of inquiry begun must extend be-
yond the covers of this book. It may be useful, however, to spell
out several implications of the argument and to identify a num-
ber of unsettled issues that require further research. What
follows are a dozen implications and issues, the first six of gen-
eral and practical character, the last six of narrower, more
theoretical interest. :

1. MODEL II AND MODEI Til CUTS AT OTHER PROBLEMS OF
FOREIGN POLICY AND INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS. Though pre-
liminary and partial, the paradigms presented here do provide
a basis for serious reexamination of many problems of foreign
policy and international relations. Model II and Model III cuts
at problems typically treated in Model I terms should permit
significant improvements. Various areas of literature, for ex-
ample, Sinology or diplomatic history, should be treated sys-
tematically from the perspectives of organizational processes
and bureaucratic politics. In areas where Model 1 thinking is so
efitrériched that it discourages serious consideration of alterna-
tive hypotheses, it might be appropriate to ask analysts, after
they have produced a Model I study, to then write further Model
IT and Model III cuts at the same issues. At a minimum, analysts
should be encouraged to put on Model II and Model I spec-
tacles in searching for hypotheses about any issue.

Full Model II and Model III analyses require large amounts
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" of information. But even in cases whete information is severely

limited, improvements are possible. Consider the problem of
predicting Soviet strategic forces. In the mid-1950's Model
Istyle calculations led to predictions that the Soviets would

- rapidly deploy large numbers of long-range bombers. From a
‘Model II perspective, both the frailty of the Air Force within the
" Soviet military establishment and the budgetary implications of

such a build-up would have led analysts to hedge this prediction.
Moreover, Model IIT would have peointed to a sure, visible indi-
cator of such a build-up: noisy struggles among the service
chiefs and Politburo members over major budgetary shifts, In .
the late 1950s and early 1960s, Model I calculations led to the
prediction of an immediate, massive, Soviet deployment 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 independent service, and

© in the latter period this would have necessitated major sh1fts in

budgetary splits.

2. THE “BUREAUCRACY” PROBLEM. The factors highlighted
by our Organizational Process and Governmental Politics Models
provide a base from which to begin to formulate the bureaucracy
problem.

Few issues about the American government are more criti-
cal today than the matter of whether the federal government is
capable of governing. Specifically, the issue is whether the U.S.
government is capable of translating intentions into outcomes.
Any careful review of the outcomes produced by the American
government over the past decade will make the point of this
duestion painfully obvious. Some radical critics focus on the
seeming inability of the government to deliver even available,
well-understood solutions to problems that most Americans rec-
ognize and want solved ~— for example, hunger in the United
States — and conclude that the “system” should be destroyed.
This radical despair is not unlike the frustration of many gov-
ernmental analysts and operators as they reflect on the fate of
their best-laid plans and solutions.

But what is the problem? The classical frame of reference
finds it difficult to formulate, since the assumptions and cate-
gories of Model I seem to require an analyst to choose between
pinning bad outcomes on bad intentions (villains or conspira-
tors) and explaining the outcomes as aberrations from the normal
processes of government. Even when Model I analysts reach
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beyond the assumptions of the classical model to identify “bu-
reaucracy” as the source of the problem, their orientation comn-

\ | straips- thﬁmﬂf@g&um‘
A / The argument developed in this book suggests that bureaue- \
A\ acy is ‘indeed the least understood source of unhappy outcome i

g bureaucracy are, however nonsolutl

i “fat-funetion—aeccordime to Toutines, and politics among individ-
| uals who share power, are inevitable features of the exercise of’
1— public authority in modern society. Perhaps much of the “Per-
1 manent Government” created in the 19305 to implement various
! New Deal programs has outlived its usefulness. But if these or-
Il ganizations are to be destroyed, they will have to be replaced by
§ other large organizations. Otherwise, various publi¢ functions
I that-American-citizens now expect from the federal government
{ will not be performed. These new organizations will develop
j goals that are in part their own, and they will establish programs
I and SOPs for doing business. Where these organizations are
forced to deal with problems that are not well understood — for
example, poverty — their performance is likely to appear slug-
i gish and inappropriate to external critics, and their patterns of
behavior are likely to seem encrusted and incapable of change
'_;f to outsiders who try to make a revolution during their season
1 [inside. . R
SHn"ﬂa_rly', the major features of the current blzl?égl]?:?itre\>

p011t1ca1 game may make creative, or even reasonable, solutions
\unhkely But if thesewfeature's““ire“’changed ~for_example, by
electmg C@ngressmen or Presidents of a new caste or appointing
Cabinet officers or deputy assistant secretaries from a new breed,
a new game with a new distribution of influence will form. And
in that game, governmental officials who differ substantially
over issues and solutions will advance their preferred proposals
by the processes of internal politics. Again, especially in the case
of problems that are not well understood, critics who feel confi-
dent about their definition of the problem and their preferred
solution will find the actions of the government that emerge
from current games disappointing, and occasional insiders are
likely to find embarrassingly slow the process of consensus-
building and maneuvering required to achieve a desired action.
Thus there is no escaping the need for a better understand-
ing of bureaucracy: of the Model II and the Model III factors that
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make for many unhappy outcomes in the present system and \\//
that will have to be changed, with meticulous care, on the basis %
of considerable-understanding, if changes in this system are to

ase the probability of happ

3. ANALYSIS, GOVERNMENTAL ACTIONS, AND OUTCOMES:
Improvement in the capabilities of analysts and operators to |
achieve desired actions and outcomes will require (1) narrowing |
the “analysis gap.” (2) upgrading current policy analysis, and )
(3) finding new ways of thinking about the “system” for select-"~
ing and implementing actions.

s presently practiced, most analysis of public policy is-
sues consists in solving analytic problems, that is, identifying
preferred proposals for attacking a defined policy problem. For
example, analyses of the problems of NATO defense attempt to
distinguish the preferred package of troops and weapons for
meeting the range of plausible contingencies. Good analysis
clarifies objectives, explores alternatives, ranks alternatives in
terms of relevant objectives, and selects the preferred option.
The development of techniques like systems analysis and cost-
benefit analysis permit highly refined Model I-style analysis.

According to prevailing practice, analysis stops when a pre-
ferred analytic solution to the problem has been identified. Ana-
lysts seem to assume either that the preferred solution will
command agreement and thus be adopted and implemented or
that in any case their job ends and someone else’s (perhaps the
politician’s) begins at that point.

If one is primarily interested in what the government actu-
ally does, the unavoidable gquestion is: What percentage of the
work of achieving a desired governmental action is done when
the preferred analytic alternative has been identified? My esti-

' mate is about 10 percent in the normal case, ranging as high as
50 percent for some problems. What remains — namely, the gap
between preferred solutions and the actual behavior of the gov-
ernment — we label the “analysis gap” or “missing chapter” in
conventional analysis.

If analysts and operators are to increase their ability to
achieve desired policy outcomes, they will have to develop ways
of thinking analytically about a larger chunk of the problem. It is
not that we have too many good analytic solutions to problems:

It is, rather, that we have more good solutions than we have\/
appropriate actions. Thus we shall have to find ways of thinking

e
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harder about the problem of “implementation,” that is, the path
between preferred solution and actual performance of the gov-
ernment.

This perspective suggests that the central questions of pol-
icy analysis are quite different from the kinds of questions ana-
lysts have traditionally asked. Indeed, the crucial questions
seem to be matters of planning for management: How does an
analyst or operator think about moving from the preferred solu-
tion to the actual governmental action? Among the questions
that an analyst concerned with this gap must consider are: Is
the desired action on the agenda of issues that will arise in the
current climate? If not, can it be forced onto the agenda? What
are the various bundles of action-channels and sequences
of action-channels for producing the desired action? Can new
action-channels be devised? How will the key players along those
action-channels regard this proposal? Which players will have
to agree and which to acquiesce? What means are available to
whom for persuading these players? Is the desired action con-
sistent with existing programs and SOPs of the organizations
that will deliver the behavior? If not, how can these organiza-
tional procedures be changed?

More systematic and rigorous ways of asking and answering
these questions should increase analysts’ and operators’ effec-
tiveness not only in achieving actions but also in judging the
administrative feasibility of preferred solutions. For the argu-
ment is not simply that analysis needs to be extended beyond the
identification of preferred solutions to implementation. It is also
that ways must be found of inserting organizational and politi-
cal factors into the initial analysis, into the selection of the pre-
ferred alternative

—For solving_problems, a Model I-style analysis provides the
g’rg‘ﬂf
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best first cut, ¥deed, for anatyzing-aktermatives and distgaish

epreferred proposal, thexre is no clear alternative to this
basic framework. In order to make a Model I-style analysis man-
ageable, analysts simplify the problem by abstracting from the
real-world situation. For example, analyses of the purchase of a
major piece of hardware, e.g., a fighter for the military services
or computer facilities for the health services, attempt to distin-
guish the most cost-effective alternative. By examining the
benefits derived from the marginal dollars in each of the alterna-
tive investments, the analyst is able to distinguish one of the

/
7
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alternatives as the most beneficial. But such analyses omit fac-
fors like the existing configuration of organizations that will
employ the hardware, the norms and procedures of these orga-
nizations, the extent of support for these norms and programs,
the political configuration on top of and outside of the relevant
organizations, etc. In order to distinguish the alternative that
will produce the most cost-effective action, these factors would
have to be built into the problem being solved. Formally, many
of these factors can be posed as additional “constraints.” How
such factors can be built into analysis in practice is a most diffi-
cult issue for further research.

Moreover, a serious concern with using analysis to iznprove
policy outcomes must not be limited to improving analysis of
particular problems. Rather, we must find new ways of thinking
about improving the capabilities of the “system” to select and
implement actions. The central questions concern the impact of
the structure of political games, and the character of organiza-
tions, on policy outcomes. For example, what information do
existing organizational procedures make available at what points
and how can this information be improved? How can organiza-
tions be encouraged to produce a longer list of alternatives? Can
tneans be devised for checking the programs that organizations
are prepared to implement and making the repertoire of pro-
grams more relevant? What structure of a bureaucratic political
game facilitates the identification of issues and production of
a good map of alternatives and arguments? How does structure
affect the representation of interests and provision of a forum
for relevant participants? The arguments developed in this
study should facilitate formulation of a long list of questions of
this sort about the impact of structural arrangements on policy
analysis and policy outcomes. These questions present a prom-
ising area for further research.

4. NORMATIVE CONSIDERATIONS, This study has suggested
that when analysts focus on an outcome in international affairs,
the name of the game is explanation. But this is not entirely fair.
The haphazard state of the literature of foreign affairs derives
in part from the fact that analysts are engaged in a number of
other activities as well. Sometimes in asking “why” of an out-
come, they seek an evaluation or justification rather than an
explanation. For example, in examining the U.S. blockade, an
analyst may be interested not only in an explanation of that ac-
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tion but also in the question of whether the President and his

[

agsociates were justified in choosing a course of action that en-

tailed such a high probability of nuclear war.

An analogue of the conceptual model that we have spe01ﬁed

as Model I serves as the basis for most evaluation of actions in
international politics. A rational analysis of the problem, alterna-
tives, and consequences provides the benchmark against which
the behavior of the governments is tested. .

But if one accepts a Model II or Model III explanation of a
governmental action, does this not require him to meodify the
norms he uses in evaluating that behavior? For example, the
Organizational Process Model leads an analyst to expect routine
behavior in implementation, rather than complete flexibility in
tailoring action to the specific situation. A Model H analyst
might ask whether established routines were appropriate. But
should he not tend to accept — and justify — behavior that
would appear, from a Model I perspective, in error? Model IIT
leads the analyst to expect much pulling and hauling, and con-
sequently large errors as a result of innumerable, small slips.

Perhaps his touchstone for failure could be labeled “for want of

a nail a shoe is lost...” Since he recognizes many reasons for
losing nails, should this not limit his willingness to allocate large
glices of blame — especially for “failures” to make grand de-
partures? :

5. ‘PREDICTIONS AND WARNING SIGNS.
models in activities other than explanation derives in large part
from their effect on analysts’ expectations about future outcomes.
While most analysts’ predictions tend to be generated in terms

of some variant of Model I, the attempt to make predictions based -

on Model II and Model III should permit improvements. But the
issue of prediction raises a number of questions that have not
been addressed in this study and that provide a fascinating
agenda for further work.

Predictions are important, inevitable elements in the struc-
ture of our opinions about policy issues, and in any policy anal-
ysis or recommendation. These predictions -are most often
implicit. Most analysts formulate predictions in an intuitive
fashion, without much explicit thought. But in making predic-
tions, analysts are forced to relate and weight hundreds of fac-

tors known to be relevant to the outcome. Would making

explicit predictions about outcomes, and assessing other ana-
lysts’ implicit predictions, be a useful way of clarifying thought

The uiility of the

N

-

2mM

. Implications and lssues for Further Research, 1971

about policy problems and improving analysis and advice?
Specifically, should we accept the precept: a good, simple-minded
test of someone’s expertise in a particular area is whether he can
win money (on average) in a series of bets with other reasonable
men about outcomes in that area?

For what classes of outcomes do propositions that emerge
from Model I and Model ITT have the most power, that is, permit
the greatest improvement in prediction?

Should the objective of studies of internal mechanisms of
governments be an explicit statement of factors and relations —
a series of simultaneous equations— or rather simply. a map -
of factors to which an analyst should be sensitive, but which he
must weigh and relate in his own gut?

What are the major drawbacks to the simple-minded de-
“mand for predictions about outcomes, and what does the litera-
“ture on the logic of prediction and forecasting suggest about
“ vrays of overcoming them?

This cluster of issues forms a major problem for further
‘steps in the analysis of forelgn policy, and indeed of all public
policy.
- Model II and Model III cuts should not only improve ana-
" Iysts’ specific predictions; they should also sensitize analysts to
““certain warning signs about the behavior of nations that they
might otherwise overlook. A Model II perspective should encour-
age analysts to worry about the mechanisms by which partial
commitments become overcommitments. For example, any or-
ganizational process analyst would have bet that in allowing
MacArthur to provide air cover for the South Koreans on June
26, 1950, Truman had virtually decided for American interven-
tion with a significant force. No Model II analyst could have
expected that President Johnson’s decision to bomb North Viet
Nam in February 1965 (and thus of necessity to provide bases
for bombers, storage sites for bombs, and security for both)
would be separate from the introduction of American troops.
Only by neglecting the questions posed by Model II could an
analyst assume that organizational options, e.g., significant cap-
‘abilities for fighting limited war, .can be created without also
raising the probability that these options will be exercised. In
‘the words of Senator Richard Russell, a seasoned observer of
military organizations, “If Americans have the capability -to go
anywhere and do anyt,‘mng, we will always be gomg somewhere
and doing something.”
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Model III should lead an analyst to post cautions about the
necessity for complementarity among personalities and opera-
ting styles in the highest circles. Some ingredients and certain
combinations tend to spoil the soup — or at least to make it less
savory. For example, each new American administration goes
through a transition period in which large errors are likely to
occur: Truman’s cancellation of Lend-Lease, Kennedy's Bay of
Pigs, and Johnson’s Viet Nam. These “transition phenomena”
resulted in large part from the newness of players both to one
another and to the machines on top of which they were placed.

U/6. APPLICATIONS OF THE MODELS TO OTHER AREAS OF PUBLIC
poLicy. That analogues of the three models can be used to ana-
lyze outcomes in areas of public policy cutside foreign and mili-
tary affairs should be obvious. Several such analyses have been
published, for example, Theodore Marmor’s excellent study, The
Politics of Medicare. Others are in progress. Further specification
of the analogues, and application of them to various additional
areas, constitutes a significant “target of opportunity.”

7. THEORIES OF FOREIGN POLICY AND INTERNATIONAL RELA-
TioNs. The argument of this book implies a position on the
problem of “the state of the art” of theorizing about foreign pol-
icy and international relations. ’

That the best explanations of foreign affairs are insightful,
personalistic, and noncumulative has often been noted. The field
is so unstructured that each scholar is encouraged to make a
personal contribution by expressing his understanding in a vo-
cabulary that captures what is unique about his insight. Such
insights, however, are not easily applied by less brilliant students
of foreign policy to new cases. Consequently, perceptive analyses
of particular happenings tend simply to illuminate those occur-
rences rather than to contribute to an accumulating body of
systematic knowledge. _

Some analysts justify this condition as a consequence of the
character of the enterprise. The complexities of the reality with
which the analyst of foreign affairs is concerned create a con-
flict between insight and cumulation. Juxtaposition of the neces-
sity for insight and the requirement of communication poses a
paradox: well-defined concepts shackle the analyst's ability to
grasp insights that require well-defined concepts to communi-
cate. In explaining occurrences, then, the foreign policy analyst
is a historian, and Clio is a muse. As one major proponent of this
position has declared, “Understanding is the enemy of predic-
tion.”
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While accepting the characterization of the present condi-
tion of foreign policy analysis, most international relations
theorists draw quite different conclusions. These symptoms con-
stitute evidence of the lack of theory in international relations
and the bankruptey of analysis without theory. Under the banner
“There is no theory in international relations” international re-
lations theorists march off to explore new frontiers.

The fact that almost as much time has been spent lament-
ing the lack of theory, and theorizing about theory in interna-
tional relations, as has been invested in producing substantive
work suggests that the “discipline” is retarded. But this study
adopts a third posture toward the problem — one quite distinct
from the first two. A concern for systematic foreign policy anal-
ysis does not entail a demand for a priori theorizing on new
frontiers or ad hoc appropriation of “new techniques.” The pres-
ent condition of foreign policy explanations can be taken as an
indicator that the “state of the art” is stunted rather than bank-
rupt. What is required, at least as the first step, is noncasual
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,
analysis of the logic of the various intellectual enterprises, and
reflection on the questions being asked. These preliminary mat-
ters — formulating questions with clarity and self-consciousness
about categories and assumptions so that fruitful acquisition of
large quantities of data is possible —— are still a major hurdle in
considering most important problems. As a second step, foreign
policy and international relations theorists must begin system-
atic acquisition and processing of data. Most theorists have little
respect for “case studies” —in large part because of the a-
theoretical character of case studies of the past. But the only
substitute for detailed examination of particular events and
problems is construction of theory in the absence of specific
information. What we need is a new kind of “case study” done
with theoretical alertness to the range of factors identified by
Models I, II, and IIT (and others) on the basis of which to begin
refining and testing propositions and models.

8. CLARIFICATION AND REFINEMENT OF MODELS I, I, AND IIL.
The present formulation of Models 1, II, and III is a first step.
These models must be refined, their applicability clarified, and
variants identified. Given any action, an imaginative analyst
should always be able to construct some rationale for the govern-
ment’s choice. (Indeed, in a democratic system, it is necessary
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that reasons be produced for whatever is done.) By imposing,
and relaxing, constraints on the parameters of rational choice
(as in variants of Model I), analysts can construct a large number
of accounts of any act as the rational choice. But what does
such an account imply? What are .the rules of evidence and
inference by which one distinguishes among various accounts
of a particular action as a rational choice? What evidence
counts for or against an assertion about, for example, Soviet in-
tentions? Analysts who rely on Model I in explaining occurrences
by reference to national goals and intentions summarize a large
number of specific factors. But if we are to be clearer about
specific determinants of occurrences, it will be necessary to de-
compose these summary statements.

As suggested in Chapter 1, I have begun a further study of
the Rational Actor Model in which I attempt to distinguish be-
tween Model I statements about (1) pressures created by the
international environment, that is, pressures that would be
felt by any national government; (2) the logic of a situation or
problem; (3) shared national values and assumptions; and (4)
values or assumptions shared by a group of national leaders.
But considerably more refinement is necessary before Model I
analysis can make more systematic contributions to the ques-
tion of determinants of governmental actions.

Model IT’s explanation of action at t in terms of activity at
t ~ 1 is explanation. The world is contiguous. But governments
sometimes make sharp departures. Can an Organizational Proc-
ess model be modified to suggest where change is likely?
Attention to organizational change should afford greater under-
standing of why particular programs and SOPs are maintained
by identifiable types of organizations and also how a manager
can improve organizational performance. Model II concentrates
on the aggregate behavior of organizations rather than on in-
dividuals within organizations. What kinds of individuals, per-
sonnel systems, and norms are consistent with the kind of
organizational behavior identified by Model II? In the present
formulation of Model II, a unified group of leaders makes deci-
sions within organizational constraints. Other accounts of these
central decisions could be meshed with the organizing concepts
of Model II.

Model III tells a fascinating story, but it is enormously
complex. The information requirements are often overwhelming,
and many of the details of the bargaining may be superfluous.
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How can such a model be made parsimonious? The use of this
model requires more satisfactory accounts of each player’s posi-
tion, more careful specification of various action-channels, etc.
The cufrent statement of the model concentrates on the govern-
mental machine, but external groups could be included by
broadening the model: Model III permits a number of low-level
propositions about the behavior of players or their likely stand
on various issues. How these propositions can be combined to
vield propositions about more aggregate governmental actions
is a central difficulty.

©. RELATIONS AMONG THE MODELS: PARTIAL V. GENERAL
ANALYSIS. The three models are obviously not exclusive alter-
natives. Indeed, the paradigms highlight the partial emphasis
of each framework — what each magnifies and what it leaves
out. Fach concentrates on one class of variables, in effect, rele-
gating other important factors to a ceteris paribus clause. The
models can therefore be understood as building blecks in a Iarger
model of the determinants of outcomes.

The developed sciences have little hesitation about partial
models. The fact that additional factors are known to be rele-
vant to a class of outcomes does not necessarily mean that it is
always helpful to try to incorporate these factors into an ana-
Iytic model. In contrast, the aspiring sciences tend to demand
general theory. In satisfying this demand, they often force gen-
eralization at the expense of understanding. Refining partial
paradigms, and specifying the classes of actions for which they
are relevant, may be a more fruitful path to limited theory and
propositions than the route of instant generalization.

It is not difficuit to skeich the outline of a general model
The concepts of each conceptual model could be represented as
factors relevant to governmental action in foreign affairs. And
the collection of factors in each of the models could then be
combined into a full function — or a set of simultaneous equa-
tions — that represent the determinants of these actions. Given
our present understanding of the factors involved; and our lack
of understanding of the relations among them, however, this
“grand model” is really a metaphor.

10. THE TYPOLOGY PROBLEM. The three models are not
equally applicable to any governmental action or outcome. A
typology of actions and outcomes, some of which are more amen-
able to treatment in terms of one model and some to another,
should be developed.
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" The highest of high-Jevel crises, the events of October 1962,
do not constitute a typical occurrence. Prima facie, the missile
crisis would seem to be an ideal Model I case. The strategic
competition, the obvious threat to shared values, the awareness
of central leaders about the details of governmental actions, and
the overwhelming importance of the President and the Chair-
man do make Model I analysis powerful. Even in this case,
Model II and Model I add a lot. But the shape of this study is
biased by focusing on ‘this high-level crisis rather than on the
more routine behavior of governments.

For explaining actions where national security interests
dominate, shared values lead to a consensus on what national
gecurity requires, and actions flow rather directly from deci-
sions, Model I is useful. Thus to predict that if the Soviet Union
doubles its defense expenditures, the U.S. defense budget will
rise, Model I is sufficient. For explaining the specific character-
istics of a governmental action performed by a large organiza-
tion, Model II is most powerful. Decisions that emerge from
intra-governmental debate at the highest levels are the stuff of
Model III. But these three clues are no typology. For a refined
typology, we do not even have a satisfactory list of the relevant
dimensions. Among the dimensions that should be considered
are: crisis to noncrisis contexts, decisions to actions, short-term
to long-term, more Presidential involvement to Presidential un-
awareness, potential political saliency to no political saliency;
as well as the substance of the issue: military force, budget,
diplomacy, etc. But can the typology neglect specific character-
istics of the structure of the government and the individuals in
it? A typology of decisions and actions that would serve as 2
guide to the analyst about predominant reliance for a ﬁrst cut
constitutes an important next step in research.

11, ADDITIONAL PARADIGMS. These three models of the de-
terminants of governmental action do not exhaust the dimen-
sions on which they are arranged. Along one dimension, they
represent different levels of aggregation: nations (or national
governments), organizations, and individuals. Along a second
dimension, they represent different patterns of activity: purpo-
sive action toward strategic objectives, routine behavior toward
different organizational goals, and political activity toward
competling goals. It is not accidental that explanations offered
in the literature of foreign policy cluster around these three pat-
terns. But models that mix characteristics of the three are clearly
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possible. One of the more interesting and promising is a cross
between Model I and Model 111, focusing in the case of the United
States, on the President as the rational actor whose purposes
nevertheless include more than mere strategic valies and whose
activities require sneakers as well as boots. Similarly, by treat-
ing organizations as political players, Model II and Model III can
be blended. _

But these three paradigms neglect or underplay a number
of further aspects of governmental behavior. Additional para-
digms focusing, for example, on individual cognitive processes,
or the psychology of central players, or the role of external
groups, must be considered.

12. PACTORS BEYOND GOVERNMENTAL ACTION. Govern-
mental action forms but one cluster of factors relevant to out-
comes in foreign affairs. Most students of foreign policy adopt
this focus. Most explanations of occurrences center on govern-
ment action. Nevertheless, the dimensions of the chessboard, the
character of the pieces, and the rules of the game — factors con-
sidered by international systems theorists — constitute the
context in which the chess pieces are moved. This context in-
cludes diverse factors such as gross topography, frontiers, cli-
mate, religion, national character—institutions—style, natural re-
sources, demography, capital resocurces, skill and training,
technology, GNP, and morale. How these factors affect fhe mod-
els of governmental behavior is yet another important issue for
further research.



