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ABSTRACT

THE ROLE OF T}~E&T AND TIME P~~CEPTION IN INTERNATIONAL CRISIS, by
Major Floyd V. Churchill Jr. , USA, 111 pages

Thia study explores the effect of two variables, threat and time ace-
preasion, on the decision~~ sking patterns of the senior decision units
in selected international criese. The investigation is focused on an
ana].ydi of deciaion-mekers and their actions during two .jor arises
of the twentieth centurys the Greek crisis of 1947 and the US decision
to intervene in Korea in 1950.

Investigation reveals that there are some oomeon distinguishing char-
acteristics of decision units under high stress and perceived limited
time. Further e~~mination develops a series of proposela for applica-
tion of these findings to th. particular needs of the military.
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INTRODUCTION

“One of the great organizational problems for mankind is the

control of violence or the control of conflict ~ituations to the point

that. procedural institutions are adequate to handle it.’
1

It ii unlikely that any etudent of mankind would seriously dispute

this statement by K.nneth Boulding. Violence, conflict and war hay, been

problems of major importance simce history was first recorded. Ac man

becàms more sophisticated in his approach to the world in which he lived,

he al so became more accomplished in his ability to generate violenca and

deetrnction. With the advent of the nuclear era, this frightful ability

to destroy took a quantum jump to levels beyond the comprehension of any

men. In ~uoh an environment the imperative put forth above, becomes

considerably more compelling than it was even a generation ago.

The reaching of thia goal has proved highly elusive. As of this

writing, there still exists no general theory of conflict which is accept-

able to the various social sciences.
2 Authorities in each field have

tended to approach the phenomenon of conflict and its aontrol from highly

parochial viewpoints. If a comprehensive general theory is to be devel-

oped, it will, require contributions from a wide range of social science

disciplines: history, sociology, psychology, anthropology , political

~cisnce and comeunications and organization theory to mention but a few.

It is with this realization that this work is offered for inclu—

• alon into the body of research being done to narrow the gap that exists

within end between the various branches of the social sciences. The

objective• of the author in preparing this work in to produce something

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ •~t
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of value and importance, however modest, to the multi—disciplinary

approach to the study of specific facets of the conflict situation. In

this instance, the role of threat perception and of time in crisis dcci—

eion~ma3drg. It is not claimed that this work provides defini tive answers

to all it studies, but rather then it is a positive addition to a growing

• body of knowledge dealing with a nebulous quality of existence called

“omefliet’~
The two factors chosen for observation here (perceived threat and

time compression) were not chosen in an arbitrary manner. La a student
• of military history, ~~ attention has been drawn on numeroes occasions to

• the saliency of these factors in crisis decision—making. It is the con-

tention of the author that a better understanding of these two eloments

in the conflict environment can be of both immediate practical va .ue to

those who are expected to make decisions in high st~~ss situations, and

• of longer range value in the development of more adequate hypotheses to
explain the phenomenon of conflict in its many forms.

Because of the variation in information available, access to

primary sources, and structural organization of that information uhich

was available , the analysis of the crisis under investigation will be con-

ducted using the traditional case study method or , as Ithiel De Sola Pool.

refers to it , a “qualitative analysis’ approach.3 Accordingly, the eo~olu—

- ~ion~ reached will be supported, in the main, by illustration and argument ,

rather than by attempting to quantify into mathematical values for presen-

tation of a larger body of evidence. Qualitative analysis presupposes that

the decision—makers were purposeful in t hu r  astions and communications,

• and infers goals, expectations, and attitudes by- a reverse process than

that used by the decision-makers. In some ideal world in vhioh all required

information would be available, the process of investigation could proceed

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~ _ _  _ _



in the same manner in which decisions are made. The process might be

graphically portrayed thua~

• r~ . I ~~~~~~~~~ I ~~~~~ 1 I ~~~ j~~° I I Speeicirl 
1~~~~~~

t .
~~
t

tional )I Eati- 4 ~xpeo- F 4 ~~~~~~~~~~ ~ -4 ~ 4
[~~ tors ( aate~ tations 

j  I r~~i 
_ _ _ _ _

Unfortunately the reel world is seldom in accord with the ideal a~del. La
a consequence of the nonavailability of some documents and th. impossi-

bility of iaiowing definitely the unrecorded attitudes of key decision—

makers, the analysis of information actually occurs in an adverse sequ.nce.

The process appears graphically in the following patterns4

• I Content ~~~~~ i i ~~~~ r~-[i nui- ~ 4 4 Expeo- ~—4 Esti- ~l tiona].
L~t0r8 I L~ I tions tationa mates Factors

In each case investigated , extensive use is made of all primary
• sources available to determine the psychological state of the participants

as closely as possible. Additionally, information on relevant symbolic

behavior ( such as the involvement of troops) was gathered to expend the

researcher’s perspective In viewing the crisis period in question.

As it is hoped that this work will prove fruitful. to others pox ’-

• suing similar research, so the hypotheses for the present study were

selected from previous work by ~harles F. Hermann in this field. The

hypotheses to be investigated here are s5

• 1 1. As the perception of threat increases, time is seen ~a an

increasingly salient factor.

2. As the perception of threat increases, decision—makers focus

On immediate future needs to the exclusion of long~.i.auge considerations.

3. The shorter the perceived time available to decision—makers,

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ _ _ _ _ _
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the fewer roe.] . alternative courses of action will be considered.

4. As the perception of threat increases, the number of decision-.

makers decreases.

Given the lack of consensus on baaic concepts and terminology in

the study of conflict and crisis, it is appropriate at this point to define
key operative terms. Threat perception and time compression will be dis-

cussed in some detail in the first chapter , and so will be onitted here.
The other terms which need definition are provided below. The particular
definitions are those used by Kenneth Baulding in his book, f3.ict e~~
~~.tena (1962).6

1. Conflict - any situation in which both parties are aware of
the incompatibility of potential future positions and each wishes to occupy
a position that is incompatible with the wishes of the other.

2. Crisis — a situation of unanticipated threat to important goal~
values and restricted decision time.

3. Deoision*m~king elite~/group - that group of individuah which
the person responsible for key decisions seeks to have svailable to him
and whose opinions he considers important in the decision—making process.

A final introductory remark is briefly to explain the organization
• of this theaj ø. The reader has already been introduced to the methods to

be used, end the importance of this study from the author5a perspective.
The first chapter vi].]. provide a conceptual framework with which to analyze
the infor~~tj on presented in the case studies. The intent Is that the
reader will have a reasonable understanding of what happens to people In

• high threat situations characterized by compressed time, and can use this
Information to determine if the actions and statements of the deciøjo~—
makers (DM) sur’~reyed in the case studied fit this pattern.

• •~~~~ -— - ~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~L i —
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The two case studies are organized so as to provide sufficient

background information to put the decision—maker~s actions in perspective.

This is followed in each case by a detailed look at the crisis period

itself and terminates with a discussion of the conclusions which can be

drawn from each caso.

• 
• The final segment of the thesis presents a brief review of the

• propositions under investigation , the posited actions under stress situa-

tions, and the conclusions drawn In the individual case studies. The

results are then collected and synthesized, and some new working proposi-

tions presented.

A series of appendices and containing information that is relevant

for each case study but is too lengthy or awk~~rd to fit conveniently into

the body of the study is provided for the convenience of the readc.r. A

detailed chronology is also included for an crisis periods, and a list

of decision—making units and/or maps are provided for each of the studies.

L~L:~~i ~~ _ _  
______________
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CHAPTER I

THREAT AND TIME PERCEPTION AND THE

• CONFLICT ENVIRONMENT

According to Henry Kissinger, “What is relevant for policy1 in

• times of crisis “depends not only on academic truths but also on what can

be implemented under stress. ”7 Observations by others who have experienced

or studied international crisis vary widely. Consider the following:

~ decision—maker may, in a crisis, be able to work out easily
• and quickly what seems in normal times to both the “academic”

scholar and the layman to be hypothetical , unreal, complex or
• otherwi se dtfficu].t~~

“In every case , the decision (to go to war ) is based upon a
careful, weighing of the chances and of anticipated consequences

In no case is the decision precipitated by emotional
tensions, seMtizaenta2ity, crowd behavior , or other irrational
motivationsP~

“I saw f i rs t  hand , during the long days, and nights of the
Cuban crisis , how brutally physical and mental fatigue can numb 10the good sense as well as the senses of normally articulate men?

h ow ~~ individuals and groups respond to the pressures an~1 tensions

of crisis? Do we tend to approach such situations with high motiiat~.ons ,

a keen sense of purpose, extraordinary energy and enhanced creativity?

Is necessity, as Kahn suggests, the mother of invention? Or, is our capa-

bility for coping with the problems impa1~:ed , perhaps even to the point

suggested by Neuatadt’s phrase “the paranoid reaction, characteristic of

crisis behavior?”11

The an swers to these questions are always important for persons

who find themselves faced with crises. They assume extraordinary 8ignlfi—

caiice when the individuals are national leaders and the context i~ that of

6

~~~~~~~~~_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
-
~~~—•-~•~~—.——•
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a contempo rary international crisis: upon the a bility of national leaders

to cope with situations of intense threat may depend the livea of !sillions,

if not the fu ture of mankind. The purpose of this study is to attempt to

improve on our present understanding of national leaders acting as deci~ion—

makers in time of grave crisis.

• The thrust of this initial chapter will be to provide the reader

with a theoretical map, or model , against vhich the actions of the decision—

makers in the following case studies can be more easily understood , In

sri effort to facilitate the logical development of the model, the chapter

has been divided into five major sections. The first section introduces

the idea of conflict as a phenomenon, in broad perspective , *nd identifies

the level of analysis and approach to be ueed.
• In the second section, the Conflict Environment is described,

through a discussion of ita major components. In the third section of

the chapter , the role of perception in conflict i~ set forward.

With the general conflict environment and role of perception thus

developed, the fourth section provides a discussion of the two principle

factors under investigation, threat and time. Decision—making bc havior
is hero di~cu~~ed in relation to the observed responses to high threat

situations and restricted time (e.g., the phenomenon of perceived reduo-

tion in available decision time hereafter referred to as “time co~spres..

sian”) and the effects of increasing threat. The fifth and final section

of the chapter is the discussion of the conclusions to be dravn . The

major points developed in the sections on conflict as a phenomanon , the

conflict environment, the role of perception , and the effects ~f threat

• 
and t ime compression on crisis decision—making are combined to orovide

the intellectual setting for the case studies which fol ow.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~.• 
•
~~

• •
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iiflict As A Pnenomenon

Conflict as a phenomenon , spans the breadth of human activity.

It is frequently divisive and destructive , causing a deterioration of the

relationships between man and wife, friends, families, groups and natiofls.

1~ut, conflict can also be positive.
12 It plays a role in preventing stag-

nation , stimulating interest , providing a medium for airing problems , and

It may provide a way to teat and assess ~~~~~~~~~ self. Politics, in its

essence, is a conflict process by which limited resources are e.uthori—

tatively allocated. Certainly it is well beyond such an undertaking as

the present one to attempt to discuss and analyze all aspects of conflict.

It Is generally accepted that while conflict in its many forms is deserving

of ftn-ther study, of particular importanos in this age of intercontinental

missiles and multiple warheads is the study of potentially destructIve

conflict. Within this generally definable universe of conflict, attention

will be focused on that part of the conflict environment that deals with

crisis periods in international rólations.

The choice of this restrictive definition has several roots.

Virat, the study of conflict is in general a poorly defined enterprise ;

the more general one becomes, the more disagreement is encountered about

definitions, appropriate boundaries, and analytical tools. Second , there

Is a growing body of literature that suggests that decision—making almost

always is done in small, ~~ hoc groups during times of great threat to

important values or goals)~
3 Consequently , the considerations cf manage—

• a bility, general agreement on important factors , and availability of rele-

vant information led to the selection of the level of analysis.

• The conventional method used in a study of this nature is to adopt

either an individual or systemic approach to ordering information.U

- — 
—d
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h o wever , the perspoctive used here is a combination of both , attempting

to take into consideration ind ividual traits such as temperament , physical

£atigue and experience coupled with organizational factors such as intel—

ligence estimates and advice of interested agencies which act to set the

range of acceptable choices and alternative solutions. The section which

follows will combine the salient factors from these various approaches arid

develop the setting, or environment, in which threat and time compression

will be studied.

The Conflict Environment

The conflict envirorimen.t which the decision—making elites occupy

is not primarily a physical situation (although it may have some influence)

but rather it i~ a mental and procedural construct which encompasses the

decision—making group~~
5 Conflict characteristically occurs through a

process of escalation which can be over an extended period or a very short

one, and blatant or subtle. This can be physical or psychological process,

t~1t Its primary impact is on the state of men 1s minds; it is as Herman Kahn

says a “competition in risk taking.1~
16 The purposes behind this Gacalation

can be many. Generally they fall into motive categories, such as an inten-

tional show or recklessness (intended to cause caution on the opponent~s

part), a demonstration commitment , or preparations for escalation by the
• 

opponent)~
7

• However, escalation is not in and of itself conflict. Ole Hoisti

suggests that conflict occurs either from encroachment on anothi~r nation

or its preserves, or from aggravated competition between two expanding

national units.18 The latter can occur either in the form of a physical

effort to control or from an attempt to gain psychological/ideological

dominance in a given area. Obviously, these conflicts can occtlr at

• 
• • - - ~t_-
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different levels or intensity and are frequen tly a mixture of econcaic,

idsologioal, political and military factors. Resulting strategies and

modes of resolution may shift as one or the other basic sources of power

becomes salient.

• An environment which is characterized by conflict tends elso to

have certain characteristics which define it. Karl Derutach classifies

them as: (1) identification of issues, (2) perception of threat ~.iid

inadequate time , (3)  a lack of territorial limits, (4) communication

problems, ( 5)  incomplete information, and finally (6) willingness to

use force.19

~~~ntification of Issues

The process of identifying the central issues is a deceptive one .

It is closely related with, and , the major determinant of , a nati on s

willingness to go to war. John Burton notes that it cannot be assumed

that the issues believed to be those in dispute are in fact the ones that

caused the active conflict. 20 Normally conflict occurs after an escala-

tion process in which issues are rarely cleareut and veU-defined, rather

they tend to go through a sublimation and transfer process by which they

become intertwined with symbology of great emotional appear within that

society. Whatever the issues may have been , the conflict beoomes one

between the “good” (our nation) attempting to stand up for vhat is ‘right”

• against the ‘bad” (the other side). It is frequently the case that the
• event that leada to open violence is just the one that triggered the

loaded gun.21 Certainly nobody would claim that all Europe 30 loved

Archduke Ferdinand that they were willing to risk their very existcnoe

for his revenge , or that America felt such a strong bond of kinship with

the South Koreans that they were bound to come to the rescue.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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~~~ Perception ot Threat and ~~s4eauath Ti.m~

The perception of thmat , and the perception of inadequate time

(time compression), are intimately and subtly related to the identifica—

• tion of issues dis~~ssed above. While the effects of threat and time on

decision—mekers will be presented in some detail in section four of this

chapter, it is appropriate at this point to identify the central nature

of threat in the conflict environment. It can reasonably be stated that

a sense of threat is a necessary condition for a conflict environment to

exist.

As the i~aues are identified by decision—makers, and various

factors of the conflict environment come into play, they interact in the

formation of a set of perception s of the relationships between rival deci-

sion groups. These perceptions, though they may first be held tentatively,

will come to be accepted as a true reflection of wh&t is actually occur-

ring. The sense , or level , of threat contained in these perceptions will

directly determine the priority that that problem receives among the

decision—making group. Additionally, it appears that as the perceived

threat increases, some of the normal problem—solving capabilities become

less effective. The perceived, threat , then, acts to alter the dec±sion—

making situation. It acts, in fact, as a basic determinate,~~ defining

what type of problem-solving techniques can be or will ~e ueed.~~

• The sense of inadequate time being available Lo accomplish a

given task , or “time compression’, is also involved in this process of

successively less effective decision—making. -As the level of threat

rises, time both becomes more important,23 and is perceived as being less

and less adequate. A more detailed discussion will be presented below,

but suffice it to say here that t ime compression is closely related to

• •

• 
~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
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increased threat perception and effects the attitude of decision—makers

involved.

I~~r~itorial Limiti

As used by Deut~oh, territorial limits can be physical , psycho-

logical or ideological. These territories, or spheres of lnflu.noe , have

roughly defined outer limita which frequently do not coincide with the

conception of other states as to where these boun4ariec are. The p.yaho-

logical ‘territory’ is closely related to the concept of ‘eritletj . bound-

ary’ which will be explained further on in the chapter. Basically, it

refers to the self—conception of that oountry~a appropriate place and

role among nations. An example of this might be Britain1a self image as

‘keeper of the balance’ and guarantor of safe passage on the oceans of

the world prior to World War I. Idsological territory refers to the

poaition along the continnu* between the extremes of political posture

and a struggle between tvo nations to claim the leadership in any given
• : direction. The ideological conflict between China and Thiasia during the

last 20 years is an example of this.

Co~~zuni~~tion Pzoblea~
Communication problem as an element in the conflict environment

ía significant enough a problem that a sepax’ete sectioa an the t’pic will

be presented later in the chapter. For that reason no more will he said

about it at this point other than to indicate its role in the conflict

process. That role is to make accurate gauging of the opponenc more

difficult , consequently meking appropriat, responses to the oppenent~a

actions a matter of great uncertainty.

• ln~co~~lete Intor~ .tjoii

The next characteristic of the conflict environment identified by

I
1

~. . ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~. - •~~~~ —---~ • - - ~-- • - -~ - •.~ 
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3eutzch ‘was incomplete information.24 John \4. burton, in his book,

Qo~flict and ~~~~~~ ca~tiona, noted during period s of crisis and attempts

at crisis management, that by the nature of the limited time available,

decision—makers are characteristically forced to make decisions on intoz’-

mation they know is incomplete and only partially ‘verified . Particularly

since World War II, the mere volume itself of ooxmmioations baa became

a tremendous problem. ~~ssages are unexplainably- delayed (as with

several of the key messages in Korea in 1950) or cross messages from

the opposing decision—makers (as in World War I ) .  One of the p’sst

concerns of the Kennedy decision group was a fear of the R’~ nians diø—

covering U-2 flights over Cuba. They were forced to plan under tie

continuous realization that their available time could be out to sero

at any moment.25

A moment of reflection on the environment and cbaraoteri:itica

above, and the framework these create , Ime.diately point cut that the

concept of conflict environment is by no means a simple nor very straight

torw~rd one. Conflict may exist in ideological , economic, milite y or

political spheres, or any combination of them ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ Addi-

tionally, the relative importance of any one area can, and will, vary

at different times depending on its saliency to the decision—making unit.

With the overview of conflict and the conflict environment most

• complete, there remains one factor which needs to be discussed briefly

before proo.eding into an investigation of the role of perceptF~n in

• international crisis decision—making. This last factor which is germane

to the discussion is the willingness of a nation to escalate and/or resort

• to violence and the process of identifying issues involved in a given

conflict situation.

— 

•

~~~

. ~
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l~1Ulijt~ness to Use F~~~e

The final consideration , that of willingness to use the foroe

• available, i~ a problem which is extremely critiosi to the calculations

• of all decision groups as they approach the point of war or no war.

Willingness to go to war is a very complex phenomenon and almost t holly

a product of that particular culture and forces available; the n& lon 1s

critical boundaries are intimately involved in this process. The process

is further confused by the phenomenon which Irving Janis calls “Group ..

think.”
27 In his work on psychological aspects of foreign policy dcci—

sions he noted that decision—making groups are inclined to reject members

who are nonconformist. The result is frequently a tendency to collec-

tively accept a more dangerous approach than the individuals would choose

on their ~ in. The Americans are probably the best example today of a

nation with tremendous war potential and an almost impenetrable fog

around what issues ‘will end ‘will not cause a violent reaction. Cei’tainj .y

the 1bi~siazts and North Koreans had every reasonable expectation that the

United States would not put its armed forces in the balance for a country

(South Korea ) it had already said would have to d.pmed on itself and was

declared to be outside the US Asian defense perimeter.28

The Bole of ?erce~tion in Confli~~
It is appropriate to note at this juncture that this work will

deal strictly, to use Harold Sprout~s terminology, with the psycho/milieu

• of ~~roep~t&~~ of threat, and perceptions of oomp.i-eaeed time, rather than

attempt to determine if there actually was a high threat situation, and/

or if there actually was adequate time. This position is both justifiable

and appropriate in that the decision—makers studied reacted tn the sibia—

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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reflected the real situation is of no particular consequence here. This

section will provide the reader a diecussion of the role of perception

and the major factors that influence the perception de’vslepeeuit Os 55.

Kenneth Boulding provides support for this approach to crisis

investigation in ku statement on the basic conditions that must emist

• for conflict to occur.3° These basic requirements are stated to be8

1. Both organizations must be present in the images of the deci-

sion—makers of the other organization.

2. Decisions on the part of decision—makers must affect both

organizations in value—significant ways.

3. Decisions must affect the image of the other organization so

that the second organization is affected unfavorably.

Obviously, Mr. 13oulding~ a emphasis is on the psychological per-

ception of the situation. While some portions of reality may yoU affect

any decision that an individual makes, it cannot affect the original

decision process if the decision—maker did not perceive this rea) ity or

perceive it as relevant.

While it is almost impossible to identify for any specific

individual the exact composition of his perceptual set, it i. possible

to identify the major factors vhich appear to influence the decision—

making process, particularly those effecting high level decisions.

Although the influence any one factor has on an individu~lt a perception

may vary, it ‘will be comprised of stia~li falling generally into the

categories of (1) culture, (2) communications, (3)  spiral of effect, and

• (4) information. An additional factor, critical boundary, is included

in this discussion as a particularly useful tool in understanding this

specialized and narrow segment of perception developmuit.

________ - - • -



• • 
16

Cultu.re

A factor of tremendous significarioe in considering perceptions

~ ~~~~~ 3l AU incoming stimuli are evaluated in terms of the refer-

ence images characteristic to the society of the receiving individual.

Consequently, the effort to convey a particular message between persona

of different cultures and heritage becomes almost unattainable v1~ n

placed in a conflict environment in which there is no direct communica-

tions (a characteristic of virtually all conflict situations which led

to var) .~~~~ Studies have shown that information is limited by the con-

ceptual trarne~~rk of the receiving decision—make r , the tendency being

to receive, select , or reject , information as it conforms to preformed

belief/value patterns.33 As Hen iz Fischer noted: ‘The extent tc which

individual fgroups understand each other is a function of how much their

world views and frames of ref.rence overlap.’34 This problem of co on

reference aloe manifests itself in the great difficulty that is e~peri—

• enced even in developing a common ‘yardstick’ by which each party can

measure its respective power positions in a conflict.35 Such measure-

ment device s (which allow comparative measurements) tend to appear only

in the resolution phases of conflict.

Com~uunications

A very complex field of study intimately connected with perception

as developed above is that of communications and in particular what John

• 

• 
Burton and Richard Merritt call “effective communication.’ Burton posits

that whether a communication makes for harmony or conflict depends in

large part on its content and perception of that content. He defines

effective communication as “the deliberate conveying and accurate receiv-

ing and interpretations of what was intended to be conveyed.’~~ Standing

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ _ _ _  _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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as a formidable bloc to efforts to accomplish this are a host of diffi-

culties, moat connected with what is called the cognitive organiv~tion

or process.37 This is the system of categories for classifying and order-

ing the events of experience and language developeent and acts to re~~rict

our understanding of the symbolic meaning of words.

An important facet of this process of communications is tha~ of

feedback.~~ This mecbanlmm is the means by which the decision—askers

will evaluate the actual, or perceived , effect of its previous decisions

in relation to what it had attempted to do. The ability of a given ~~

unit to accomplish what it set out to do will be in pert a function of

how veil it is able to interpret this feedback information.

~~~~el of Effect

The impact of perception, culture, and stress on the comsunica-

tions process has been studied by many prominent researchers in the field

of conflict environment. In Conflict and Defense, Bouldlng discusses what

• 
• is known as the Richardson Procesa.~~ This is a process by which a move-

ment by one side so changes the field of the second side that ho ~ aat

move causing the first to move again, etc. This process i~ also called

the ‘Spire]. of Effect’ and this term wiB. generally be used in this pa~~r.

An excellent example of the spiral of effect is the naval eonstruo—

tion race between Britain and Germany at the turn of the Twentieth Cen~~ry.

• Germany, with its ‘Copenhagen complex’ desired a flee t adequate to cause

Britain to think twice before launching a surprise attack (also called

the ‘risk fleet’ concept). Britain, h~~~ver, p.roeivec this as an m aid-

ious building program, intended to wrest control of the seas from Britain

and pat &~g1and at an enormous disadvantage. Britain a response was to

increase her own building program, particularly in the Dreadnaught class,

~~~-~~~-—~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ —•-~ —~~ —~~ ________ - - — - • - • - —
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• thus aggravating and , to the German mind , substantiating Geraan7~~ fears,

generating greater efforts on her part. This spiral of effect can, ~nd

has, led to disastrous results , it not effectively throttled. Richard

• Nerritt~a mediated stimulus—response paradigm of the process provides

a useful model of this phenomenon

STATE ‘A’ STATE ‘B’

• Perception Statement Perception State nt
of B 1 a o f A~s J o f A s

• ~~~~ attituds & p.lams & R~~e1~avior~1. ~ attitude & plans &
behavior intent Outpat 1 behavior Intent I
toward A toward B toward B toward

Behavioral Outpzt

R=R espon se  S=Stimulus

Another aspect of importance in a conflict situation i~ the

volume of information involved. Heise and Miller found that ‘the per-

formance of a small group depends upon the channels of communications

open to Its members, the task which the group must handle end the stress

under which they vovk.”~~ As the volume of information directed at the

decision—making group rises, the search for information within the co aa—

nication system tends to become less thorough, selectivity beconea greater.

Unpleasant information and that which does not support the group 5 a pref— ..

• erence a is likely not to be accepted unless the factual support is over-.

wheiming!~
Holeti observed in his work on the communications process in stress

situations that communications increased during crisis in an ur even manner—

intra—alliance communications increased significantly while Inter-alliance

decreased. Also, as perceived threat rose, both incoming and outgoing

L _ _ _~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ — - _ • _______________________________________ - -~ - • —
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m essages reflected increasingly iimple and stereotyped assessments of

the situations. This in turn caused the number of alternative solutions

considered to be decreaaed!~ The hun t for alternatives was also found

to be restricted by tendencies for decision groups to get ~~~ller and

technological factors to decrease the objective decision time.

The Critical Boundary

Another concept which is closely related to those developed a~ove,

and which is useful as a cognitive or ordering device for understanding

the actions of each nation as Communist China and Great Britain, is that

• of ‘Critical Boundary.’~~ This is a verbalization of the idea found in

the writings of many authors in the field that every major natior. baa a

physical or psychological boundary or series of boundaries that , when

penetrated, causes en increasingly disruptive reaction in the country

whose boundaries are crossed, until such a point is reached that the

violated nation feels compelled to go to war. The final ( Interior) bound—

ary s protection is seen as an absolute imperative. No resource is left

unused in the effort to keep any outside force from penetrating m~r estab-

lishing in.tluence over it.

These boundaries are frequently a product of many influences ,

including tradition, the state of the military art and public opinion.

Critical boundaries may or may not coincide with the actual physical

boundaries of a nation/state. Two good examples of critical boundaries

which extend beyond physical boundaries are Britain prior to World War I

In Prance , and the Chinese Peoples Republic In Korea In 1950. ~~ny of

the documents released after the First World War showed that the ksy

British deciaion—m&csra considered It unacceptable to have the north coast

of France under the control of any paver Inimical to British sea power.

- 
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Britain1u oomadtmentg and “informal1 (and secret) talks between 1907 and

• 1912 were precisely aimed at ensuring a British presence in the area if

need bO 1
~
5

In the case of China, its extended critical boundary appears to

run somewhere throcgh the middle of North Kore.!’~ Although the sense

of “natural” borders extending beyond their current boundaries baa long

been a Chinese belief , an exact demarcation of this boundary ~~s r’ot even

clear to the Chinese themselves until the US First C~valry Division pre-

pared to cross the 38th Parallel.47

This last case points out one of the Insidious qualities of this

phenomenon; it is almost never openly declared and may not be more then

a vague formulation for the appropriate decision—making elites themselves.

As a consequence , the abilit y of the opposing decision—makers to ~ntiai—

pate the psychological disruption that will occur and alter its own actions

is virtual],y ni1. Past experience seems to support the idea that one group

becomes aware that it has penetrated this boundary only by the violent

reaction it tends to precipitate after already having done

TJ~s Effects of Threat and Tijne on Decision t~ j ri~ z

With the broad areas we call the conflict environment and the

role of perception in conflict nov discussed, and the significant factors

relevant to this research which act on and within it identified , it is

nov possible to develop the role of threat perception and compressed time

in crisis decision—making. For the purpose of this discussion, the defi-

nition to be used for threat perception will be that of Charler F. Hermann.

He defined perceived threat as: “the degree of anticipated harm to the

nation observed in both the semantics of crisis comeunications and in the

character of situational feara. ’~
9 It is necessary to say a vcrd about

-~
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~~~~~~~~ with the diversity of approaches to the study of conflict ,

it is not surprising that different authors use different terms to

describe the same general phenomenon . In the author~s research end in

quotes in this work , the terms ‘stress” and in some cases “emotion’ haue

been used as a synonym for ‘threat” as used here.5°

i~esponpe to Threat Situation.s

George Grosser in his book, The Threat of Lnpendin.~ Disaster,

identified the sequence a decision—maker goes t~~bugh as he becomes

cognizant of a threat.51 Research has shown that an individual or group

will not allow itself to stay in a situation of high stress ( threat),

but will utilize a series of escalating defensive mechanisms to atte~ipt

to settle the problem.52 Grosser polite a three—stage process by which

a threat situation is defined in a manner that is compatible with the

receiver~s cognitive organization. This series of mental processes

serves to: (1) verify the aspects of the threat (nature, probabilit7

of becoming more severe, locus, timing and severity) ; (2) to authenticate

it (definition, distortion of image , and selection); and (3) elaborate

it ( manageability, escapability, postponability, survivability and toler-

an ce to it). The threat as thus conceptualized Is then analyzed in rela-

tion to the Importan ce of the threatened value or goal; that is to deter-

mine if it is a “shell5 (relatively unimportant) or ‘core’ (very im’,ortant)

Effects of Increasing Threa~
Others working in this field point out that stress, or threat, at

low levels of intensity, have positive effects on and indeed appea’ to be

a necessary precondition to individual and organizational p oblem—ao1ving.~~
For simple probl em s of a quantitative nature, moderate amounts of stress

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _
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can produce increased out~ it for limited periods of time. Un.forcunately,

importan t political issues nearly alw*ya arc marked by complexity, ambi—

guity , and the lack of stability, and usually demand responses that axe

qualitative rather than quantitative. It is e~~ctly this qualitative

ability that is most likely to degenerate under increasing stress or

perceived threat.55

}t st research findings suggest a curvilinear relationship between

threat and performance; a moderate level helps, while Increasing the level

eventually begins to disrupt the decision process until f(nally it breaks

down almost coap].eteiy.~
6

A series of landmark investigations were conducted by Postman

and Brurier on the effects of high threat on perception . Their conclusion

was thatt

~ eroeptual behavior is disrupted, become lena well controlled
than wider normal conditions, and hence less adaptive. The major
dimensions of perceptual functioning are affected: selection of
perceptions from a complex field becc~~e lass differenti*ted from
nonsense; there is maladaptive accentuation in the direction of
aggression and escape, untested hypotheses are fixated reckles&y.*

In concert with these findings, a host of researchers58 have iden-

tified the following effects of high stress ( threat ) on decision—maker as

1. Increased random behavior.

2. Increased rate of error.

3. Regression to simpler modes of re sponses.

• 4. Problem —solving rigidity.

5 • Diminished focus of attention.

6. Reduced ability to discr iminate the dangerous from the trivial.

7. Reduced scope of complexity of perceptual activities.

8. Loss of abstract abilities.

9. Loss of complexity in dimensions of political oogniti3n.
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10. Lowering of tolerance for ambiguity.

11. Tendency of both decision—making groups to have mirror—

images of the ir opponents options versus their own.

The ~~~ects of Time Percept.i~~
Closely allied with the phenomenon of high threat , and the other

major factor to be investigated In this work, is the perception of the

adequacy or inadequacy of time (time compression). As with thmat peToep-

tion, time perception is a critical factor. Generally, investigators

have found that the ability to judge time becomes impaired under high

stre~a—as the threat Is perceived to become greater, time appears to

move faster. 59 The case studies to be investigated here are particularly

striking e~~mples of this manifestation. Additionally, coordinated long—

range planning is conspictiously not present in high threat aituationr as

the immediate threat is perceived to be of such over-powering importanoe

that long—ra nge considerations appear to have little or no relevanee. 6”

Other manifestations of time pre ssure identified by several researchers

are:61

1. Increased propensity to rely on stereotypes.

2. Problem-solving becomes progressively more disru pted.

3. Focu s of attention is narr owed.

4. Impedes use of available information.

5. Impedes exploration of alternatives.

6. Creates early group agreement.

As Irolati noted in conclud ing his discussion of the above subjects In his

• uook , Cri sis — J~sca~lati.on — War, “1~vidence suggests the par adox that as
• the intensity of a crisis increases, it make s creative policy making both

more important and less likely. ~62 This author tend s to agree.
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It may be of some assistance at this point to depict graphically

the relationship between high threat and time oam~ reasion end individual

and decision group reaction. The relationship on the individual level

can be depicted as follows:6~
• I~~ivj dual Reaction to High Three~t

+ 
repetition of prior responses

~ regarded as successful

( reduction in /1’ alternatives available to
cue awareness 

— self and allies
aaisis , \ Iii
/ \ rigidity in ~ simple behavior

/ ) perceptions 
____/ co~~rehension of tacit

.7 
) rigidity in cog- bargaining moves

4 disruptive / nitive process
• stress / + sore-sum interpretation

/ reduced time of situation
t~ 

perspective
\~ consideration of domestic

political consequences

• + shift in prio rity of
objectives

Source: Ole R. Holati: Orisis — Escalati4n — War

Plus and minus signs indicate positive and negative relationah.tps, re~pec-

tively, for both diagrams. By way of comparison , the organizational

response to high threat/time compression appears in the following

manner. 64
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Con clu*jon

With the major theoretical sections of the chapter now exposed

to the reader , it is appropriate at this juncture to take a moment to
S.

reflect on the moat importan t elements of the model as developed. A~
stated In the introductory remarks, the chapter was divided into five

major sections. The theoretical portions of this chapter dealt with

conflict as a phenomena, the conflict enviro~~ nt, the role of percep-

tion, and the effects of high threat and time compression on decision—

makers.

The objective of the author in presenting the factors eeleoted

and the order of presen tation was to provide the reader first with a

general overview of the environment in which the d.ciaion-.maker charac—

teristical].y finds hii~salf. It was seen that the Individu al(s) concerned

must deal with a host of extraordinary influences in processing inforina—

tion and attempting to understand the situation they face. Frequently

even the most fundamental problem, that of Ident ifying the issues in

dispute and their importance to the various competing decision—making

groups, Is itself not clearly resolved. Multiplying this sense of w~cer—

talnty In international crises are many factors which influence the deci-

sion-makers in both manifest and latent ways. —

The decision group is directly confronted with the necessity of

dealing with th. considerable problems of attempting to ecomunic ate effec—

tively their intentions and properly deciphering their opponent1s actions.

Additionally, the typo , speed, and volume of comrminications itself creates

considerable problems for the decision—makers attempting to cope with a

crisis.

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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Intimately tied with these ~~n(feet problems of crisis periods

are several factors which effect the decision process in more ~zbile,

less veil-defined ~~ys. A vague sense of ‘pru~er national territorial

limita, which is almost never articulated, combines with the ramifica-

tions of group-think’, which lover the aversion of decision gronpa to

the u~e force. Thus providing additional factors which become pert of

the total environnent acting upon, &nd being acted upon, oy the decision-

kers in question.

It can readily be seen that the general setting in which criiis

decisions aist be made is ifl-defined and contirmis~El y changing. Hov

iMividuals react to these changes was sb~~~ to be i sdiate].y related

to ha, that change was perceived by the receiver. The intenait~y of

threat perceived has a direct effect on the sense of critical bau~ ary

and the extent of the effects of the spiral of effect phenomena. Tho3e

factors tend to combine with the other influences characteristical ly

present In the crisis situations to create a sense of rising threat to

inportent values and perceived inadequate time in which to deal matis-.

factorily with the threat presented.

Once the reader ‘ -
~~ been introduced to the conflict environment

in general and has seen the Importance of perception in its proces~~s,

the hypothesised effects of threat and time can then be considered in

scmevhat greater detail. This section prcivlded the model of ha~ people

In decision-making groups in high stress slthatione tend to react accord-

ing to the theory to be investigated here. It was seen that they are

expected not to aflw themselves to stay in this situa tion for extended

period.. As stress increases, qualitative abilities are exp.sted to

diminish , the indivIduals concerned may become less adaptive, havu greater
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difficul ty with complex issues , and tend to accept unte sted hypotheses.

Characteristically, their actions may be expected to sh~~ increased rates

of error , proble m-solving rigidity, and a reduced ability i~o dIacrt~in*te

the dangerous from the trivial.

Time compression in this theory is seen to have similar t~it

separately identifi abl e trait s of its own . Closely related to high thr.~at

situations , the decision—makers involved may be expected to sense that

their reaction time is inadequate and that time Is moving more rapidly

than normal . Long—range planning , our theory would suggest , is genera lly

not considered. The focus of attention In time compression situations

we would expect to narrow, impedin g efforts to explore alternatives.

These forces, according to the theory, tend to move decision groups

toward early consensus on a limited number of possibilities or on a

specific choice.

In sum, the notion under investigation here is that threat percep—

tion and t ime compression have significant effects on decision—making

groups in thei r efforts to react to situations in a conflict onvironmant.

The reader should now have before him a mental construct of the factors

thought to be characteristically pre sent In a cri sis environ ment , and how

ind ividual s, if they are under the influence of perceived high threat aud/

or time compres sion, will be expected to react. In the following ‘~hapters

the reader will be pre sented with two case stud ies involving different

decision—m aking groups under crisis conditions. The reader is asked to

keep in mind the characteristic actions and attitudes of those undor high

stress conditions put forvard in this theoretical framework , and determine

fr om the material presented in the case etudie s which follow, if the four

propositions offered for investigation stand up to the light of actual

experience.
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C IAPTER 11

T}I F. EAGLE OR. THE BEAR : GREECE 1947

— 

“The gravity of the situation which confronts the world today
necessitates m y  appearsass before a joint session of Congress.
The foreign policy and national security of this nation are
involved. One aspect of the current situation . . . concerns
Greece.”

UThe very existence of the Greek state is today threatened
by the terrori st activities of several thou sand men led by
Communists. . . . Greece must have assistance if it is to
become a self— supportive and self—respecting democracy. The
United States rmxst supply that assistance. . . . There is no
other country to which democratic Greece can turn. No other
nation Is willing and able to provide the necessary support
for a democratic Greek government. . . . I believe it must
be the policy of the United States to support free peoples who
are resisting attempted subjugation by armed minorities or by
outside pressures. . . . I believe that our help should be
primarily through economi c and financial aid which ij essential
to eoonomic stability and orderly political procesa~~5

With this message presented to a joint session of Congress ~~

12 March 1947, President Harry S. Truman signaled to Congress, the Amen .—

can people and the world at lar ge a change in America a role in the

community of nations so profound and f’undamenta l tha t it Inal tera bly

would move the United States into the leadership of the Free World and

place it In juxtaposition with Soviet Russia. The statement of impera-

tive s and principles pre sented , in part , above was shortly to become the

basis for a series of inte rrelated economic , financial and milita ry aid

programs to a major portion of tie stern Europe. The persp ective offered

by historic al distance tells us that the Truman Doctrine, as this ecliec—

tion of programs and policie s is universally known , was instrumental in

pre ventin g economic collapse or C1omnmunist—inspired subversion. This is

29
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true not only of Greece , which was the immediate impetus to the articu—

lat.ion of the doctrine , but equally so of the neat of the combatants of

the Second World War save those under Soviet domination.

How is it that a nation which had rushed to diaband its armed

forces at the conclusion of World War II was seeking active confrontation

with a foe who still maintained over 80 divisions in the field over a

country to which it had claimed to have no cormnlt.ment7 Why is it tha t

the senior political leadership supported legislative actions which vould

obligate the United States to international leadership of the Western

World when all public opinion polls indicated fever peopl e thought inter-

national problems were of primary concern than in the late l940ai~ This

chapter will attempt to answer these q~estiona and to explore the role

of threat and time perc eption as determinan ts in understanding the “ho~~

end ‘why” of the far—reaching decision made during the week of 21—27

February 1947.

To facilitate an appreciation for the context in which this dcci—

sion unit operated , the initial portions of the chapter provide the rewaer

with the general historical setting end the external and internal sett ings

which formed a significant element in the perceptual set of the decision—

group. With the crisis environment thus establ ished , the final two meg—

santa develop the decision week itself and draw conclusions as to the

validity of the propositions under investigation.

GEIJ&~AL II1STORICAL 51~fTThQ: With the ~uece~~fu1 conclusion of

~1on1d War II , the American people, and with somewhat less confidence, the

American Government , looked forward to an extended period of peace and

cooperation between the wartime Allies to reconstruct the economic and

political structures so severely damaged during the pest six years.

- - - 
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At the governmental level , this hope prove d to he short—lived , if , in. —

deed , it existed at all. At the Pot sdam Conference in July 1945 , the

British, supported by the United States, clashed with Russia over Greec.e.

The two major Western Powers defended the British presence as a prerecui—

site to stability in the area, while the Soviets asserted that the Brt t~sh

troops in Greece and the US ships in the Mediterranean nearby ‘Insulted

the Greek poopie.u6~

In what proved to be an early sign that Great Britain was no

longer one of the major actors on the international scene , the Briti sh

government requested US assistance in providing aid to Greece in the fall

of 1945. President Truman, reflecting the noncommittal attitude of t.he

American people, replied that aid would be extended if and when Greece

worked out some of its own problems first.68 Britaint s problems were

symptomatic of the whole of Western E~irope. Recovery wee not occurring

at anywhere near the rate anticipated at the close of World War

This was perceived by the Truman administration as having highly sigrtifi—

cant economic and political r~mif Icationa if allowed to continue. Witnout

a healthy and growing West European economy , the major prewar market for

American goods would not be availa ble to prevent US industry from slipping

back into the prewar slump. Politically, the stalled recovery apeii ed

turmoil and the Opportunity f or Comiminist Parties to gain access to the

• governmental apparatus.

The role that the Soviets intended to play in the postwar recovery

process became progressively clearer by successive actions in late 1945 and

early 1946. Then Secretary of State James F. Byrnest experience In attempt—

ing to negotiate political arrangements for Eastern Europe convinced him

that there was nothing to be gained by further negoti ations even though
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-~ they continued p~o f~rn~ until early 1946 . ~-11s decision Is frequently

conaide r o l tho de f~~t~ beginning of the policy of containment. ’
~

Vrorn thin period until March of 1947, however , US foreign policy

continued to attempt to minimize the perception by the American pihllc

of just how irreconcilable the differences were becoming between the two

superpowers. As Dean Acheson noted after Winston Churchill1s famous

American speech: “While many in the administration agreed with Churchiul s

famous Iron curtain speech of 5 March 1946 at Ful ton, Missouri , official

effort was still not to endorse development of any anti—Soviet afl ian~e

but rather to~ work through the United ~atione. This policy decision

played a significant role in the threat perception experienced in the

Greek cr isis , as we shall see later on.

~iarch 1946 was notable for other reasons as well; this was the

deadline for the Soviet Union to get its troops out of the portions of

Iran it had occupied chiring the war. While this problem will be addressed

more fully in the following section , as part of the Immediate external

setting, suffice it to say that the level of political pressure required

to make Stalin consummate his ea.rlier agreement to retire was a clear and

unmistal- able indicator of the manner and style in which relations wc’uld

be conducted. By late 1946, AmerIcan attitudes toward political organi—

zatloria). development and stability in Western Europe were essentially the

name far past alUes as they were for past enemies. American efforts to

assist the recon stitution of Europe ’s political , economic and social fabric

increasingly were seen as a means not only to overcome the economic interia

experienced in the period immediately following the cessation of host ii—

ties, but also to deny to Communist cadres the conditions necessary to

create strong pro—Soviet leanings among the populace.’
~
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The winter of 1946—47 compounded the economic problems. It was

particularly bad for ~~rope; very cold weather with coal production

ranging to only 60 to 72 percent of prewar years.73 Additionally, the

Brltiah economic upturn was abruptly halted as Commonwealth nations began

to draw in their loans in US dollars, rapidly reducing British reser~~a.

This was reflected in the United Nations Economic Report of 1947 whi’~h

stated that Great Britain t a economic situation was so severe that It

could not afford to be active outside of Brita in.74

The Impact of all the se factors is probably beat expressed by

Joseph M. Jones in his book, The Fifteen Weeks, when he notea~
N&ich was the wider situation in 1947. Partly articulated

and partly sensed from a knowledge of history and. an evaluation
of the stream of current information, It exercise d an all—
pervasive controlling in fluence upon the decisions underlying
the Truman Doctrine and determined the breadth of the Presi-
dent’s expression of po1icy~~5

This , then , is the general setting frosi which the decision—makers

drew their perspectives and expectations; it was a world of increasing

tensions, rising levels of involvement and the beginning of a sense of

critical boundary. For this situation to be useful in understanding the

events of 21—27 February 1947 , it needs addi tion~~ focus.

~~T~~NAL SETTING: As mentioned above, at the conclusion of World

War II , the United States found itself in a position of leadership by

defaul t. The traditional Western World leaders ( Fran ce and Great Britain )

were unable to cont inue their previous roles.

Very- important to the continued survival and rehabilitation of

these countries was the assurance of open and free commerce. This , in

turn, was dependent in good part on their “ life liI.~ through the Red Sea,

Suez Canal , Mediterranean and Straits of Gibral tar. ~
6 Direct control or

the friendly neutrality of the states of the Middle East was essen tial if
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this route was to be secure .

Before developing the external and internal setting , it is

important at this j uncture to address a point of some subtlety. As

noted in the first chapter , decisions being investigated here are those

made under condition s of surprise or limited prior knowledge. In the

case of the Greek crisis of 1947, as the documents and references will

show, the US Government was aware that it woul d , at some point , have to

supply a greater portion of the aid required by Greece . - What allows this

crisis to fall legitimately within the parameters established for this

study Is the suddenness , timing and manner in which a decision was

demanded.

If the reader is to have an adequate appreciation for the decision—

making groups’ environment external to the United States, two signif 4 cant

events of 1946 need to be explored before looking at Greece itself. These

aro the US—Soviet clashes over Iran in March 1946 and over Turke7 In

August of the same year. It is important to realize that Truman saw

these cenflicts as contests of will. Additionally , he firmly believed

that the Middle East 1faS strategically important. If Russia were allowed

to break tie “barrier ” of Greece , T~ukey and Iran (Appendix I)) , it ~.rou.ld

gain direct access to the eastern Mediterranean and easily could move into

any area and dominate the Suez Canal , Persian Gulf and India.77 -

IRAN: In August 1941, British and Russian troops sisultaneoualy

invaded Iran in order to keep the country’s neutralist and Nasi—loaning

loader , Re za Sha Pablevi , from actively supporting the Germans and break-

ing the vital Allied transportation and communication lines th*n ran from

the Persian Gulf to Russia. By mu tual agreement , the Russia ns oc~upiod

the norther n one—third ; the British , the southern tvo—thirds of Ir an with
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a small neutraa strip in between. The US Army, in its effort to support

the tlrltish war effort , had support troops throughout Iran. These troops

ope ra ted the Trans—Iran ian railroad and the ports of Khorrsmeh&hr and

flandar—e Shahpur under the control of a US Persian Gulf Comii and .

On 29 January 1942 , the Tripartite Treaty of Alliance was signed.

One of the clauses of that treaty stipulated,

the forces of the Allied Powers shall be witixirawn
from Iranian territory not later than six months after all
hostilities betvoen the Allied Po~~rs and Germany and her asso-
ciate s have been suspended by the conclusion of an armistice
or armistIces. ”~’8

Soviet efforts to prepare for that day began as early as mid—1944. In

September of that year , a Soviet Vice Commissar for Foreign Affairs arrived

in Tehran , Iran~s capital , and demanded exclusive oil and mineral rights

in all of Iran ’s northern provi noes. When , predictably, the Iranian

government refused , the Communist- controlled Tudeh Party , under the pro-

tection of the Red Army- in northern Iran , attempted to establish an

“autonomous region. By providing arms to their followers and refusing

to allow the Iranian government troops to enter their zone of occupation,

the Russians were successful in establishing an autonomous province and

“electing” representatives to the national Najlis ( congress) on 12 )eaember

1945.

This action catapulted the Iranian situation into an international

crisis. The UN Security Council, after acrimonious debate, decided to have

the two countries negotiate a settlement directly. When the new premier,

(~ rsm.-es—Saltaxieh , arrived In Moscow on 19 February 194k , he was met with

a virtual demand to cede Azerb aij an ( Iran ’ a northern region) to Russia.

Specifically, the Soviets demanded :~~
1. Indefinite retention of Soviet troops in sooe parts of Iran. 
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2. Recognition of the autonomy of Azerbe.ij an .

3. Formation of a j oint stock company to explore northern

provinc.s for oil (with the Russians owning 51 percent of the steak).

The premier refused these terms and returned to his capital on

U ~~rch , nine days after the Sovists had be.n scheduled to leave, accord-

ing to an armistice signed by the Japanese on 2 September 1945 king

2 March 1946 the final date of withdrawal.

In compliance with the treaty, British and Anieric*n garrison

troops were withdrawn prior to that day. However , the Russians announce d

via Radio Moscow on 1 Maz’ch 1946 that some of its forces would b.gin to

withdraw the next day while others would remain ~unti1 the situation was

clarified.’
80

As expected , the Iranian government protested to all of the gevern—

ments involved. Russia 1 a response to this initiative was the opposite of

that requested; verified reports indica ted that Russian reinforcements

were moving south from the Soviet border with heavy military equipaent

and a large number of tanks. The columns moved toward the Iranian regional

capital of Tabriz and the n vest toward the Turkish and Iraqi borders.

~~ortly thereafter, Russian tanks were observed 25 miles from Tehra n .

~~e Nov York Times carried banner headlinesi ‘Hea~y ~ussian Column~ Move

West in Ir an; Turkey or Iraq May Be Goal , US Sends Note.’81

The note identified above was one sent by Secretary of Stata Ja~es

• By-rues requesting the Soviets to confirm or deny the reports cited. This

note was followed publicly on 16 March by speeche s given by Byrnes and

i3r itiah Foreign Minister E~rneat Bevin~ ~7rnes statement was a virt’.ial

ultimatum, the significance of which was not lost on the Soviets.82
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Apparently, the Soviets decided they were not going to be able

to get away with the rapid subjugation of Iran when it seemed that thc

Uni ted St.ates and Groat Britain actually would go to war to protect iran.

They quickly shifted gears and reopened discussions with Iran. In ~~rch

1947, Andrei Gro~~ko, Soviet representative to the UN Security Council,

announced that all Soviet troops would be pulled cut within five to tix

weeks “unless unforeseen circumstances arose .”

While the Russians did withdraw their troops , it appears that

they were successful in pressuring the premier into giving them most c~f

what they wanted. However , mib~squent internal revolts undid efforts by

the Soviets , and Quaraxn was again in full control of the country by Decem-

ber. Turbulence continued for some time thereafter , though, with no one

sure of what Soviet agents might attempt to do in Iran if given the

chance .83

TURK~f:  While the Soviet efforts to manipulate the situatior in

Turkey, or more accurately to affect control of the De.rdanefles, did not

include the brazen movements of troops across borders, they were, never—

thelesa, seen as equally serious. Truman had long felt that Thrkey was

the keystone to maintaining a land barrier between Russia and the increas—

ingly vital eastern Mediterranean.84

• The Russian initiative of August 1946 gains particular note only

in its relationship timewise to the Greek crisis decision and its physical
4

proximity to Greece. Since the time of Catherine the Great Russia had

tried almost continuously to intimidate Turkey or openly to seize that

portion of Turkey which controls the passage of ships from the Black Sea.

The most recent chapter in the continuing story actually began

about a year and a half earlier when, in March 1945, the Soviet Union
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announced that it would no longer honor its 20—year—old Treaty of Friend— =
ship and Neutrality with the Turks. This treaty had guaranteed noninter—

verition with the Straits in return for free , unhindered passage. A few

months later when the Turkish ambassador to Russia was paying a courtesy

call on Soviet Threign Minister Molotov, ho was told that he could have

a treaty with Russia similar to that of Poland, but Turkey vould havc~ to:~~
1. Cede selected Turki sh border districts to Russia.

2. Revise the Montreau.x Convention to allow Russia to share

administration of the Straits.

3. Lease the Soviets strategic bases for naval and land for3e a

in the Straits for “joint defense .”

4. Abandon its ties with Britain.

The Turkish ambassador , of course, rejected this amazing “offer”

out of hand. The Russiana responded by unleashing an extensive pro~*ganda

campaign in the Bulgarian , Yugoslavian, Rumanian and Russian press, claim-

ing that the Turks had no business in the Middle East or the Balkand.

According to the Soviets, the Turk s were an Eastern power and should oede

Eastern Thrace to Bulgaria.

This was the setting when, on 7 August 1946, Russia sent Turkey a

diplomatic note demanding a “new regime” for the Dardanelles. While the

exact contents remain unknown, the note probably called for the establish-

ment of Soviet naval and air bases in Turkey, Soviet physical control of

vital waterways and thua an end to the independence of Turkey as a sovereign

state .86

Action by the United States again was required to prevent tzie

• 
Soviets from attempting to radically alter the eastern Mediterranean paver

balance. It is interesting to note that the United States was still willing

~~~ 
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to appease tho Soviet Union at this stage and to sac some changes in the

rlor’tr.atxx Treaty to It uesia 1~ advantage. The US re cognized that the Soviet

Union, now one of two global powers, had legitimate claims to unrestricted

passage. However, the Soviet “all or nothing” attitu de convinced the US

to opt for the latter. The initial response was to send a naval task

• force into Middle East waters, including the new carrier Franklin. D.

Roo~eyelt. This was followed by a meeting on 15 August of a group that

met inforeally (the Natio nal Security Counail did not exist at this time).

Other than the Pre sident , the group included Dean Acheson (Undersecretary

of State), James Forreatal ( Secretary of the Navy) , Kenneth C. Royal

(Undersecretary of Wa r) and the Chief of Staff . The general consen~1s

was that it was necessary to stand up to the Russians and that the United

States must reply to the ir note “gently but firmly” and be ready to back
87it up. As a re~ ilt of this meeting , a note was prepared and sent to

the Russians refusing joint control of the Straits and the establis hment
• of Soviet bases in the area.

As in Iran , the Soviets backed of f at th is point and reverted to

their prop aganda attacks against the Turk s throughout the B*lkans.

GREEC E: Although the Communist guerrilla groups did not make an

all—out effort to displace the monarchy until 1946, the ~~~ ( Natioral

• Liberation Front) had been involved in the irregulars ’ fight againrt Ger—

• man occupation forces from the beginning. The Et+.N had in the field an army

of about 20,000 men which were known as the ~~~ (People ’s National Ai’n~
of Liberation) . The ~~~~ worked with a similar but mi*l].er rightist

armed force called ~~~ until 1943 . During that year, the ~~~ began its

campaign to preve nt the return of the exiled k ing . 
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Prime Minister Winston Churchill surmised what was occurring and

executed a bri lliant pree mptive move by insert ing flriti~h airborne troops

into Athens , literally as the Germans were marching out of the city. The

British then attempted to bring the commanding general s of the two majo ’

factions —General Sar aphi s of the ~~~~ and General 7.ervas of the ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

together to gain agreement to support a compromise central government.

An agreement was r eached , but it proved to be totally unenforceable.

~ffort s by the Briti sh— supported central government to demob ilize th~
guerrilla organ izations caused the complete collapse of the tenuous agree-

ment , and civil war broke out in December 1944. The rest of Deoeinber maw

extraordinarily brutal fighting for control of Athen s, with a truce being

signed the next month only after last—minute British reinforcements saved

the situation. The truce called for a plebiscite on the kix g and national

elections under allied supervision. The United States disagreed w1~h

Britain in this aspect ; the American Government was not in favor of the

return of the king. Additionally, it expressed its displeasure with the

repressive measures of the Greek government and its exce~si.ve border

claims against Albania, Yugoslavia and Bulgaria.~~ Nevertheless, the

plebiscite and election were concluded on 31 March 1946; the king ~~s

asked to return and the rightist groups took the majority of the vute~.

The vote was not so much an affirmation of rightist programs as it yes

revulaion at the terrorist tactics of the Left .

Following the March elections, there was a quiet period until mid—

sunsser when the Soviets decided to make a major commitment to the area.

The organization and coordination of a planned terrorist campaign developed

&om a meeting held in Mel 1946 in Bulgaria between a Russian agent and

representatives from the Bulgarian, Yugoslavian end Greek Comusinist

I
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Parties.~~ As a result of this meeting, the northern border regiOflB

(Appendix C) began to experience increased guerrilla activity. Simmi-

taneaualy the groundwork was laid for an international propaganda effort

at the Paris Peace Conferenos. Bulgaria laid claime to the portion of

• Western Thrace which it had claimed in consonance with the Soviet efforts

to divest Turkey of control of the Dardanellee. Yugoslavia d~~~~~ed an

independent Macedonia, and Molotov completed the package by charging the

~menar cho_fascietU Greek government with border provocations, territorial

designs on Greek neighbors and internal terror and oppression.91

Late August 1946 saw the beginning of sustained gu rilla opert -

tions by well—organised and well—equipped force s operat ing from across the

Alt*nian, Bulgarian and Yugoslavian borders. These Communist guerrilla

forces provSd to be very effective by- their sabotage , political and eco-

nomic d*etruction and proaelyting activities in preventing the northern

portion of Greece (Macedonia and Thrace ) from recovering from the tremen-

dons devastation inflicted upon Greece as a result of World War II. These

actions plus the inability of the poorly trained and equipped Greek ar~~

to dea]. with the insurgent thre at combined to undermine Thrther the remain-

ing authority of the central government.

Throughout the fail , the situation continued to deteriorate. Only

the presence of some 16,000 Br itish troops and considerable monetary sup-

port prevented tota l collapse.92 Finally, on 19 December 1946, the UN

Security Council appointed a commission to investigate the frontier viola-

tions.

The financial situation the commission found was no less serious

than the military one . Notwith standing the flOO million in direct foreign

aid from the United Nations Relief and Rehabilitation Agency (UNRRA ) in
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1945 arid 1946, Greece had just managed to survive. The ability of the

Greeks to support them~alvei at the beginning of 19.47 was just slightly

greater than it ~~~ immediately after the Germans had left. 93 During

the prewar years, Greece tied depended on export s to Central ~ irope and

Coruisny in particular; now, all these markets were closed , and a psychulogy

of helplessness had settled in on the Greek economy.94

With UNRRA funds due to run out on -3]. March 1947, Greek Prime

Minister Constantin Tealdaris requested direct aid from the United Sta es.

~)ibsequent conversations among Undersecretaries of State Dean Aebeson ~nd

William Clayton arid Prime Minister Taaldaris resulted in the dispatch ~f

a Unites States mission to Greece under the direction of Paul A. Porter

to wake a survey of the situation. The US conmilssion arrived in country

1~ January 1947 along with the UN commission sent to investigate the fron—

tier incidents. On 19 February, the ’ US mission reported , just tvo dare

before the crisis week , that, unless Greece received i~~~diate aid, the

last vestiges of governmental control would disappear.95

Certainly, it takes no agonizing evaluation by the reader to appre-

ciate the potential threat permeating the immediate external setting. The

environment which the decision—making groups would use as a mind—set in

dealing with the fast—approaching crisis was, from the distant ob~ermr s

vantage, clearly one of significant dangers with some rather clear choices.

m~owever, it i~ important again to enjoin the reader to remember that the

appreciation of this external situation was restricted considerably by the

intern al setting with in which the decision unit operated. La Jones noted:

“. . . the contrast between the political reality in Washington
arid the reality of humen misery, physical wreckage, national
d•bility, and mounting Communist menace in &uope and Asia was
so great in early 1947 that the spectrum barely accommodated i~P”

Let us now turn to the internal setting arid the men who operated within it.

- - ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - 
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INTERN AL SETTING : While developing the internal setting, it is

important ~ keep in mind that an additional consideration enters the

deotsion..mekers frame of reference at this level. While it is certainly

true that, in most oases of international decision—meking, a gap exists

between the information available to the decision group and the pol*zl.a—

tion at large; in the case of the Greek crisis, this gap was extraordi-

narily wide. Thia wan, in large measure, the result of specific effor ts

made by the Trwimn administration to pla~y d m  the growing schism between

the United State s arid Rns~ia. As a result, prior to }~ rch 1947, the pre-

vailing attitude in the general public tovaid international affa irs was

based on the experienc , of World War II. There was an optimism about the

— postwar period, belief in big—power cooperation and confidence in the

United N*tions as the dominating force in shaping international develop-

ment.97 The resu lt of this considerable variance in information available,
• and hence perception, betveen the dacision elites end the public was an

ever-widening divergence of views and expectations as to the most sp3m~o-

priate role for the United States in the postwar world.98

As mentioned above, Internal US attitude toward the rest of the

world, end the UN in particular , was sentimental and unrealistic in an

attempt to escape the respon sibilitie s thrust upon the United States as

a result of it~ victory in World War II. It was grounded in a belief that

the machinery of the UN , with gener ous US bankrolling, would automatically

assure peace without requiring the United States to change any of its old

ways. In 1946 and 1947, it was har d for the American public to accept as

dangerous to them the Soviet actions in Central ~rrope and the Balkans.

The governnient$s war-time a~~sign to create a picture of the SovI~~.s as

Allies worked to cloud the perception of the Soviet Union as an evil !óroe

LT~ i1iI
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al’t.or the war requiring American affirmative action . This difficulty in

perception was , in part , to be sure a function of willful self—delusion.

To do other wise required the individual to face the painfu l reality that

world peace was not only unlikely, bet stood a chance only if the United

States became active as its guarantor. Thia, in turn, meant cont ixnied

mi1it~ry obligation s and sacrifi ce at home.

Through this combination of willful and self—imposed dillusion

about the sta te of the world , the American public was essentially ignorant

of the fused and complex actions occurring in Greece descr ibed in the pre-

vious section. US opinion was powerfully hostile to the gyrations of the

incompetent and often corrupt Greek politicians who, as the A~~rIoan

public saw it , were protected and sustained by- the Britiah.~~ Given the

highly politicised nature of the individu als involved in any deciai~n

elite at the highest levels of a democrac y, one can readil y see that the

threat perception takes on the additional perspective of intense perce ived

danger to continued political survival. As a measure of the intensity of

this postwar neolsolationi sm, one only needs to remember that , prior to

March 1947 and the advent of the Tru man Doctrine , the domestic political

situation wan such that it was possible for Congress to refuse to gra nt

1ar?~e amounts of aid to ]~irope. This was a further indication that ITS

public opinion was continuing to move away from interest in international

affairs , larg e federal budgets and interventionist economic techniques.100

The precipitous reduction of the Army (which included the Army Air Corps )

from 1.9 million men in 1946 to .9 million in 1947 Is an excellent example

of the lack of interest in the cares and needs of the outside world and,

in thin case , In the American ability to in.fluenoe actions abroad. 
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This widoly felt desire on the part of the American people to

disengage themselves from a nov—found rol e they did not want wee begin-

ning to diverge significantly from the realities of the decision elites

in Washington by February 1946.101 On 22 February, George F. Kennan ,

the n acting ambassador to Monoov, sent back a long and compelling analyris

of the impossibility of achieving positive re lations with the Soviet Union.

Acheson later wrote of this cable : “It had a deep effect on thinking

within the Gover nment , although Government response with action still

needed a year ~s proof of Soviet intentio ns as seen by Kennan . . . his

predictions end warning could not have been bstter. ”~
°2 Clark M. Clifford

(assistant to the President ) was one of those influenced by Kennan 1a note.

He clearly expressed the growing sense of threat felt by key administr a-

tion personnel even at this early stage when he observed that :

“Genuine agreement between the United State s and the Soviet
Union was rendered impossi.ble by Soviet paranoia and isolation

any effort at coopera tion that the Soviet s might manifest
• must be interpreted as a deception to gain t ime, build strength

and prepqre for further a~eertiona of its claim to world domina-
tion. ,1u~

From this cane the de facto recognition that US— Soviet relationa would be

that of adversaries; far less clear was what the US response to Soviet

overtures should be. Clifford app arently was influential during thi s
r period in developing the movement toward a consensus that economic aid

and not arms should be the basis of the American overseas effort . 104

• Hy the middle of 1946, Truman 1s senior advisors were beginning

bo sense the dangers involved in the widening gap between actual re1ati~ns

between the two superpowers and the situation as perceive d by the genoral

public)05 However , this was an election year , and there was even more

inten se pressure to delay any revelations at least until after the Con—

gressiona]. elections that November because both the liberal Democrats and

L i  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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labor stron~1y supported continued relations wit h Russia. This unfavor—

able political cliiato caused the Truman administration to defer even

the initial plann ing stages for reconstruction aid for ~irope until after

the fall elections,

• Tho se conflicting pressures were re sponsible for one of those

political gaffs characteristic of indecisive policy foreation. On 12

September 1946 , Secretary of Comi~~roe Henry Wallaoe (a longstanding advo-

cate of Soviet accom modation ) made a speech urging the administration to

adopt a policy of coope ration with the Soviets and acknowledging the

Soviet right to a sphere of influence in Eastern &irope . This occurreJ

while Secretary of State Ryrnes was engaged in internatio na l negotiation s

with the announced purpose of preventing the Soviets from asserting polit-

ical control over Eastern &~rope. In response to press questions , Truma n

said he had read and approved Wallace ’s speech. This re sulted in con~id—

erable confusion , annoying American Allies and giving the impr eesion at

home that Truman did not under stand the most basic elements of American

foreign policy. Consequently, the President~s popularity dropped to 32

per cent , as opposed to 87 percent when he took off ice.~~~
i)ue to a number of complex factors , the Republicans captured both

houses of Congress for the fir st time in 14 years. When the 80th Congress

convened for the first time on 3 January 1947, the Republicans enjoyed

advantage s of 51 to 45 (Se nate) and 245 to 118 ( House)—th e classical

formula for inaction and national frustration with an apparently week

Chie f Hxe out ive from one party and Congress controlled by the other. This

aviteh was particularly noteworthy in that the election saw a significant

increase in Republicans of conse rva t ive persuasion (known as the ~].aos of

‘46 ) in the Senate. Men such as John Bricker of Ohio , William Jenner of

Li  _ _ _ _ _
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Indiana , William Knowland of California and Joseph McCarthy of Wisconsin

caine in on the promise of tax cuts, reduced Federal expenditures and

activitie s and a return to ‘business as usual.”

As Jones noted in his book , Fifteen Weeks: “Nothing appeared

further removed from the realities of American political life at the

opening of 1947 than that the US would shortly assume the responsibili-

ties of its power . • The newly elected beaker of the House ,

Joseph Martin of Massachusetts, reflected Gongress~ sense of priorities

when he noted:

“There is danger that var—stricken nations may be led to
rely too much on the United States sad try too little to help
themselve s . . . we must avoid the danger of so dep1.~~~g and
weakening ourselves as to be dragged down with them.”

As Congress began to go about the business of its business, it

rapidly became clear that the all—absorbing que stion of the day was not

the proper role of America in the world or whether the President coula

or would lead the country to shoulder heavy world responsibilities, but

how far the BOth Congress would roll back New Dea]. legislation , cut

appropriations for the armed services and fore ign relief and carry uc

back into the isolation of the 1920s and 1930s.

Secretary Byrnee corre spondence during this period reflected

this same attitude . In speak ing with th,p British ~m~~Isador to the United

States on 4 January , he noted that the United States had “no coi~~itmen t

at all . . . to the Greek govern ment to provide asaistance.’~~~ Thd same

reservation continues in a telegr am sent to the US ambasaador to Greece,

Lincoln MacVeagh: “We cont inue to feel that American public opinion vii].

not for any protracted period look with favor upon extension by the US of

support to a Greek govern ment vhioh does not enj oy popular support • • ~
]lO

Within the senior governmental circles, these vieva started to chan ge as

A-
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inforsation from the Por ter mission began to arrive in late January.

The level of threat increased considerably and is well—reflected by

these telegrams sent on 17 and 19 February respectIvely. In a telegram

from Mark F. fthridge , US representative on the U~ Commission of Inves-

tigation , to Secretary of State Byrnes, ~thridge notes:

‘I am convinced and the conviction is shared by other
members of the comxn.Iaslon the Soviets feel Greece is a ripe
plum ready to fall into their hands. . . . Gener al feeling
of commissioner s with whom I have close contact . . . is that
if Greece goes not only Near East goes but also Italy and
Franoe.”11~

On 19 February , Lincoln MacVeagh pleaded;

“Nature of crisis here such that I . . . recommend strongly
to Secretary that he come to Greece en route to Moscow. . .
His presence here even for a day should have incalculable effect.
• . . Firmly convinced thin is real thing and we cannot hope
for economic or political stability in absence of all-out effort
on our pert. Next few months should determine whether Greece
will collapse. • • •

In the public sector, perceptions were different; even though

throughout January and mid—February of 1947 the radio brought increasing

re port s of economic chaos , world hunger, economi c despair and a drift

toward commmiam, controver sy in the US political arena was focused,

almost to the exclusion of all else, on whether the President a budget

should be cut by 316 billion to allow the 20-percent tax reduction prcei-
113m ed or by only $4.5 billion with a smaller tax cut . In so doing, the

new Congress was creating more complex problems in the international area

by fail ing to realize the critical role thrust upon the United Statee as

the generator of funds and goads to rebuild Western &zropean society and

economic structure. The BOth Congress was hardly on board when a reeolu-

tion was introduced to prevent f urther tariff cuts, and , indeed, some

members of the House Ways and Means Coimnittee were in favor of higher

tariff

L~~~~~L~~~ 
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~ich was the internal setting with which the decision unit had

to cope • This environ ment appeared particularly insidious with its

~~1tiple piessurea or threats; the messages from )~~cVeagh and Porter

foretelling collapse without US intervention versus the ~ ib1ic desire s

for noncos itaent and a strong isolationist , Republican—dominated Congress.

As the eve of the decision week approached, the sense of threat both tram

external events end internal politics was unquestionably strong. Yet 5~.t

was equally clear that no consensus existed as to what America s role

ought to be or how it should execute it~ responaibilitiee.

THE DECISION WE~2~ When the British ambassador to the United

States, Lord Inverohapel, entered Secretary of State Msrshafl 1s office

at 1000 Monday, 24 February, to deliver the official notes, the decision

week was air ’ea4~— several days old.

FRIDAY, 21 P~BR1JARYz ~~rshaU, who had ju st recently taken over

the reigns et state, had just left to make his first address as Secretary

of State at Princeton1 s bicentennial celebration when Dean Acheson received

a call from the British E~nbassy. The call was from the ambassador1s first

secretary, H. N. Sichel, requesting an immediate audience with Morshall

to deliver ~a blue piece of paper’ (the trade name for a formal and .mpor—

tant message from His Majesty1s Government). Acheson, a long—time friend

of the ambassador , talked him into leaving a copy of the note with the

State Department that day and arranged for a formal meeting with Morshall

upon his return to Washington Monday morning. Acheson later recordadi
— ‘Henderson shortly received not one but two documents. They were shockers.

British aid to Gree ce and Turkey would end in six weeks. . . •

The note on Greece recalled the mutual understanding between the

United States and Britain that , for military and political reasons, Greece

_ _
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should not be allowed to fall under Soviet control . The note went on

to summ*r ize the economic situation (an the verg e of collapse , requiring

close to 40 million pounds to stabilize) and the military situation

(Greek forces in seriou s need of reequipping &ixi reorganization plus a

spring offensive against the ~~~~ added an additional 20 million pounda~.

Altogether , the Briti sh note estimated total support required at 60 to

70 million pound s or &240 to ~28O million . Finally, item number 12 of

the note concluded :

• His Maj asty~ a Government having already strained
their resources to the utmost to help Greece and have granted,
or undertaken to grant assistance up to the 31st of March 1947.
. . . His Maj eaty’s Government , in view of their own situation
find it impossible to grant further financial assistance to
Greece. .116

Aeheson immediately realized the importance of the message he

held in his hand . He instructed Loy Hende rson, Director of the Office

of Near East and Afri can Affairs , to assemble personnel from the Near

- 

- 

East and European Divisions that evening to develop preliminary reports

for the next day concerning: (1) facts as seen by US representatives

abroad , (2) funds and personnel currently- available , (3) fund s and pei son—

fbi required and (4) the significance of an Independent Greece to Western

~ irop e.~
17 Achesori directed that Admiral Forre st Sherman , Deputy Chie f

of Naval Operations , and General Lauris Nor eta.d , Army Dire ctorate of Plans

• and Operation s, be conta cted so that they might provide whatever military

— input was required.

With this done , Acheson immediately called President Tru man and

Secretary Marshall . Truman indi~~ted his high level of perceived threat

in noting to Acheson that this was not just Greece he was concerned about;

it was the entire future of &zrepe, the Middle East and oven Southeast

Asia)~
8

L _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  
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The meeting requested by Acheson was held that evening and was

cha ired by George F. Kenn an , the recent past envoy to Moscow. No offi—

cia]. notes were kept of this meeting , but It was the consensus of all

the participant s that the United States should give ~extraordinary eco-

nomic and military aid to Groec. .~~
9 After discussion ended , Henderso i

made assignments, and , by midnight, the first draft of a situation paper

was prepared on Gree ce , about eight hours after Hender son had received

the copy of the British note?

SLT~TR~)AY, 22 FEBRUARY: ~~turday was a busy day for Henderson

and Aohe son s other chief assistant , John D. Hickerson, Deputy Direc tor ,

Office of European Affairs. The tvo men spent long sessions with Admiral

Sherman and General Noratad to consider all aspe ct s of the problem.

Acheson was in *nd out during the day conferring with his staff and pro-

viding guidance.

3JNDAY , 23 FEBRUARY: Henderson delivered the re fined and but-

tressed propo sals to Acheaon for his consideration before submitting theni

to Secretary Marshall upon hi~ return the nert morning.

MONDAY , 24 FEBRUARY : Secretary Marshall arrived early that day

and read the British notes arid the memorandums prepared by Acheson and

his staff. Marshall then told Acheson that he (Aeheson ) would be roapcn—

sibla for the action on the Greek crisis as Ma rshall would be gone to a

foreign ministers conference in Moscow within the week.~~~ At 1000,

Marshall reoelved Ambassador Inverchapel. The meeting was quite br3ef ,

with the ambassador present ing the notes orally and leaving short ly there-

after.

Following the official presentation of the British notes, there

wa~ a series of meetings, the first following lunch at the White House

~~~~~~~~~~~ I~~__ _~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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among Truman , Marshall , Acheson, Robert P. Patterson (Secretary of War) ,

Robert P. Forrestal (Secre tary of the Navy) and Admiral Sherman and

General Norated. This was followed by a meeting between Acheson and

the service secretaries in Acheson 9s office . The consensus of both

- — meetings was that it was vital to US security for Greece to be strength—

ened and that only the United States could do the jo b.~~~ That evening,

an important meeting was chaired by Henderson awl Hickerson as this ae me

decision unit began to widen the scope of the government position. TAo

final draft recommended that s

1. The Department of State, at the highest level, enter lime.—

diate discussions of this matter with the Departments of War, Navy and

Treasury.

2. The tour depar tments lay their findings before the President.

3. The matter be diacussed frankly and secretly with key Congres-

gloria]. leaders.

4. Instructions be issued at once to the combined Chief of staff

to begin studying the technical aspe ct of the problem.

5. Appropriate steps be taken to acquaint the American people

wit h the necessity of rendering assistance .

6. Appro priate measures be taken to assure the immediate delivery

• to Greece of such military equipment as could be transferred with out pas-

sage of specie], legislation .
• - 

- 
7. Appropriate legislation be drafted end sent to Congress at

the earliest possible data which would enable the govern ment to extend

large credits or grants to Greece .

8. ~ ich edditional legislation be enacted as required to enable

the government to provide the Greek government necessary military equip—

- —•-~~-~~—-- — — --fl 
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TU~~ )AY , 25 ~‘~~RUARY : The important event o~ this day wan a

• meeting conducted. by Acheson with key political, economic, legal and

informa tion officers of the State Department. From the ideas generated

from this meeting , plus the working proposals submitted the previous day,

Acheson and his principal assistants wrote the final version of the

NpoSition and Recommendations of the Department of State Regardin g

Immediate Aid to Greece and Turkey. ” The more important of the recom-

mendations included in that final document are that :~
’23

1. The administ ra tion propo se to Congress immediate legislation

authorizi ng the Export—Import Ra nk to extend loans.

2. All milita ry equipment that could be sent under existing

lcr’islation be sent to Greece and legislation be proposed to authorize

more.

3. Legislation be proposed to authorize vendi ng administrat ive,

economic and financial government personnel to Greece.

• 4. Plans be worked out for a US economic organization in Greece

to oversee the use of US fund s and supplies.

5. Measures be t*lcen to inform the public of the urgent need for

aid to Greece.

WEDME~ DAY , 26 FEBRUARY : With a meeting set for the afternoon to

brief the President , the Secretaries of State , War and Navy spent t}e

morning hours meeting to consider the final form of the position awl.

re commendation s highlighted above. The various secretaries agreed with

the proposition and acknowledged that “the Greek crisis required the

fastest possible action. ’~’~~
The actual decision that afternoon at 1500 was, in reality, no

decision at all but a confir mation of a presupposed option. Truman required

Li I



- - - 
_ _ _ _  ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

54

no real eonvinc1~~ , beirir more concerned with how to convince Conr~rezs

and the Acerican public. ~Ie h ad  concluded that “Gr eece needed aid , and

needed it quickly. . . . The alternative was loss of Greece and the

extension of t he Iron Curtain, across the eastern Medlterm,nean.”~
’25

• And , so, in an almost anticlimactic way, one of the most far—

reaching decisions made by any American President wan now an aecomplis1~ed

fact. With the decision environment now completed , it shoul d be poaslole

to identif y what role the perception of threat and time compression played ,

ii’ any, in this decision .

T U ~ 1tOL~ OF Ti~~EAT AND TIME PERCEPTION: While no one case study

will provide proof of all of the components of the theory presented in

the previou s chapter , the Greek crisis of 1947 appears to substantiate

several of the major tenet s. Unmorous inatanees were noted throughout

the crisis period which virtuafly aU of the decision—making units d.~ion—

strated perceptions of high and increasing threat coupled with inadequate

or severely restricted decision time.

Just how profound this sense of danger was is illuminated very

articulately in this unp ublished early draft of the President1 s speech to

Congress:

“I lay before you today one of the grave st pro blems of
national security ever to confront the nation. We are fa ce to
face with a crisis in foreign policy. . . . But upon the deci-
sion that must be made now wil~. ~epend the security and well-
being of the American peop1e.~~’s~t~

Th18 sense of danger appears again in this observation made imaediatoly

after the British note was received :

. . the towering new fact of which Acheson was now
appraised: the Immin ent ces~~tion of Br itish support . The

• probability of Greeoe1s early fall was now transformed into
a certainty i~nlesa the US should act to prevent it. . .Moreover, urgèicy would have to be measured on an entirely
new scale. . . . For not just the fate of Greece was at stake.
Greece was the key to a much wider situation z the freedom and
security of a large part of the world.”’27
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‘rho actions portrayed support expected performances; problem—solving

tended to be rigid and formal and there was a loss or complexity in

political cognizance and a low tolerance of ambiguity.

Likewise, time compression was apparent in the actions of the

decision un.it. While the British had indicated they would stay for at

least six m ore weeks, the decision was made in less than a week to alter

prof’oundly the dire ctIon of American fore ign policy. The psreeption o~
inadequate time was well-documented throughout the period with frequent

reference to the need to act now. President Tru~~n 1 s oomaents provide

a p ood indication:

“The urgency of the situation was emphasized by dispatche s
from our representatives in Athens end Moscow. . - . From Athens ,
Ambassador MacVeagh sent a pixture of deep depressi~’~ ar id even
resignation among Greek leaders. . . . ~~~~~~~ , ?‘~ cVea~. ‘~:ged , was
of the e~sence .Wl2S

its with the threat indicators, time perception indicators were likewise

identifiable; time became more important as the week wore on , there was

increased reliance on stereo types, and rapid group consensus impeded

exploration o~ alternatives.

As an additional item of note , the concept of critical boundary

comes into play in this case . American leader s , while not art iculat ’ng

the belief , established by their actions that the United States1 critical

boundary in the Near F~ast included the non—Sovietization of Iran , Tu~key

and Greece.
.

It would appear then that the four hypotheses under investigation

are supported ; time was certainly seen as a very maj or factor throughout.

At tbis stage, the decision unit Increasingly focused almost exclusively

on noivia’- the Greek problem without seriou s discussion of the consequen ces

of’ the action s in Greece and It s impact on Amer lca1s role in the world.

~~~~~ _______  _ _  -
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Through a munber of factors, including time, there was really no consid-.

oration of true altern ative courses of action at all. Finally, the

mimhe r In tho decision unit did got smaller as the crisis grow: from

an thit..iai working committee of 1 , on 21 February, down to a constam~
of 7 with the final briefing end decision by a group of 3.

This the n concludes our look at the Greek crisis of 1947. Let

us move forward about three years and see how this same President and

a modified cast of players handled another major crisis.

1~ 
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C1IAPT~It III

FROM BEYOND T}fE PERIMETER TO CRITICAL

BOIJNDARY : KOREA 1950

“250925 (June ) James fragmentary rpts . . . indicated
North Kore ans launched 3znday morning attacks generally
along entire border. i129

With this cryptic message , the United States and the world

received first notice of what was to become America 1s first exposure to

the no—win war . John E. James, a UPI corre spondent , sent the above mes-

sage some five hours after seven reinforced North Korean Peoples Libera-

tion Army ( NKPLA ) divisions conducted a highly successful predawn assault.

Inexplicably, the James report arrived two hours ahead of the message sc~nt

by Joseph Muccia , the US amt*seador to Korea. It was not until 2136 Lours,

24 June ( the reader is reminded of the date /time differences between Korea

and Washington , D.C. )  that the first official word of the North Korean

invasion reached Washington.

During those first hectic days it was hard to tell who was more

surprised; the soldier at the front or the diplomat in the rear. A decent

gauge of the level of psycholog ical and physical dislocation generated by

the NKPLL attack is reflected in the following extract of a National Secu-

rity Resources Board memorandum issued a few days af ter the invaaion~
“The invasion of South Korea came as a surprise and a. shock

not only to the people of the United States and the world, but
also to the people around this tabl e, whose job it is to keep
the President correctly advised. ”130

Presldent t Truman l s decision to commit the United States to the

defense of South Korea is considered by ny to be one of the most important

57
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decisions of the 20th Century. Its impect w~s to be far—reaching ; in

addition to the loss of some 33,629 men ,’3’ it contributed substantiaLy

to a containment policy In Southeast Asia, set the course for US—Chinese

relations that would last a generation , and pre sented America with its

first experience of a frustrat ing, faction—building process known as

limited we.r .

This chapter wtLl look at the events of 25—30 June 1950 in ligftt

of the fram ework developed in the first pert of the study. In order t~
present data and event s in a manner most conducive to a clear conceptual-

ization of the role of perceived threat and time compression , the chapter

is organized using a combinati on of situational ~nd chronologi cal order-

ing devices. The first portion will briefly review the relevant events

in Southeast Asia from 1945 to 1950. It will be followed by an attempt

to develop the national and international settings, forming the 1 d ~ate

perceptual envirorunent of mid—1950. With the development of the “defini-

tion of the situation,” a detailed account of the important events from

25 June 1950 to 30 June 1950 will follow, enabli ng the reader to under-

stand vhat happened and to explain the role of the phenomenon under inves-

tigation in the output of the Truman deoiai~~ unit. The final section 0!

the chap ter will reflect on what was uncevered and suggest sosie possible

oonclua ions to be draw n.

THE UNIT~1) STATES AND S(XJTF{EA ST ASIA 1945-1950: As the previous

chapter points out , events on the inter national scene since 1945 had oa.ueed

the American decision unit to see international affairs as essentially

dichotomous, threatening, and requiring the application of o~ ntter~ailIng

force. Mr. Trw*n had first developed this impression during the Potadam

Conferences when ho noted to then Secretary of Defenøe Byrne a on 5 Jam~ary

- -
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1’ .Y that another war was in the making. This view was reinforced in

three areas of confrontation that were to occur in the 1945—50 era:

these were ira n (1946), Greece (1947—48) , and Berlin (1949). These

confrontation s were viewed by the US as eucces~fu1 contests of strength

and will. However, it would not be overstat ing the opinion of the period

to say that United States interest in Korea at the close of the Second

World ~.Ja r was minimal at best. The initial division of Korea was an

administrative convenience established by the American and Russian mili-

tary force s to facilitate disarmament of residual Japanese units on the

Korean peninsula. Believing the task of collecting the items of war

throughout the total of Korea to be beyond the capability of the American

units available for the task, the U$ asked Russia to conduct the collc’c—

tion process north of the 38th parallel. This was the initial step ii~
the well—detailed road to the situation which manifested itself in the

summer of 1950.

To understand the “wh~r” of US intervention into Korea, we ~m.~st

address a point of some sophistication that is not Immediately obvious.

The point in question is the abrupt and drs~~tic change that occurred in

the regional balance which the United States had sought to achieve. Korea

had been seen as unimportant for a simple reason. At that time it was

expected by American strategic planners that China would, under Genera~.ia—

simo Chaing Kai Shek, become the bulwark of containment against Russian

desires in this part of the world . Japan was to be kept emasculated and

a relative nonentity in the power equation of the region. In such an

environment Korea would easily be controlled and would be of no particular

interest.

As it became more and more obvious that Mao The Tung was the

probable next leader of mainland China , the United States was forced to
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rcorlez~t its effort s to develop a restraining force in Southeast Asia.

The other rea sonable possibility was a revitalized Japan. Slowly but

surely the realization of the strategic position of the Korean peninsula,

in relation to the South China Sea and as an invasion spring board to

Japan , began to make itself felt. However, by the summer of 1950 thin

idea was still very such for imzlative (remembering the People s Re~~blic

of China did not exist until 1 October 1949). A reflect ion of this

ambiguous status will appear later in the chapt er in some of the state—

ments made by various statesmen.

It is not without some ju stification that the NKPM had deter-

mined that the United States wou2 d not contest a ~~~~ accoapli by the

North Koreans,132 given the ambivalent attitude at this time and the

particularly vociferous attacks being made by senior Repiblicaxis in

Congress about staying out of thi s part of the world. UnqusetionahLy,

the North Koreans must have beeTi as f1~’bbergasted on the 30th of June as

was President Truman on the 25th.

This then was the “macroe environment which enco~~~saed tha

specifics of the immediate internal and extereal settings as they existed

in late June of 1950. It remains for us now to complete the decision unite

perceptual set by niscussing the domestic setting.

I?~T~~NAL SETTING: The internal setting involved, at a minimtm,

two interrelated and interacting forces: (i) prominent or key per.ci~~Li-

ties and (2) the domestic political situation. The importance of either

of these can, and will, differ drastically depending on the time, nation,

and personalities involved. In the case of Korea, two peraonalitie~ were

to prove to be the dominant factor s in the direc tion and form of the deci-

sions of 25—30 June 1950. Because of the prominence of Pre sident Truman

• - -. — — -- - _ - _“ _- - - - “- -
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and Ssoretary of State Acheson in these proceedings, it ii approprlat4

to take a moment to brie fly sketch their personality traits of relevance

to their crisis decision—making.

President Trum an personified the American national expsrienoe

after 1945 when he described becoming President as having been ‘sudder ly

oatapüted into the midst of world—shaking episodes. He conceptual-

ized the role of himself as President as filling the people’s desire for

a strong President , champion of the coimaon man, with a historic miseion

to be ready to make deci~ions.134

The President had a penchant for equating problems he faced vith

historical precedents. For Truman , ‘today~s problems are largely yes tar—

day l s implications . • . he held that for almost all present ~~cblems

there ware precedents that would provide clear guides to the right pr in-

ciples of action.’135 In addition to histo ry, a chara cteristic feature

of President Truman 1 a pattern of decision—making was the ~my he sOUgL1t

to base decisions upon group deliberation among his advisors. Paige

noted in his book, ~~e Korean Decision, that

‘wh en faced with a maj or occasion for decision , the ?resi dent1 s
cuatoma.ry practice was to gather his princi~~1 *~viaora , to
state or have someone state the matter for decision, to elicit
individual expre ssion o± opinion, to ene~~rage further discus-
sion for the clarif4~cation of issues, and then to decide or to
delay decisions. Pl3b

In a great many respects, the view of Acheson and the President

were almost one and the same . This was particularly true of the - perceived

rules of the Secretary of State and of the President. Acheson saw the

proper role for the Secretary of State as the 5first minister’ axx~ ‘senior

member of the cabinet. U137 A chosen felt that he should be the princip*1,

unifying , and final source of reconmsndations to the Pre sident on foreign

policy. Acheson 1s style of leadership and organization to producu
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reoo~~~ndations was very similar to that statad above for th. Presi de~t.

Thus Secreta ry Acheson expressed skepticism of the ‘too facile and pat ,’

shunned the idea that American foreign policy could be based on readings

taken from a piece of more]. ‘litmus paper.”38

With this brief look at the two dominan t persona lities invol~ed

behind us , it rema ins to build around them the domestic political situa-

tion . When the occasion for decision in Korea was abruptly thrust upon

them , the President , Secre tary of State , and other administration leaders

we re caught up in a complex network of reciprocal influences and expecta-

tions that characterize executive—legislative relations. This relation—

ship was In a particul arly sensitive state because this was a midter~
election year and the subtle linkages between political leader ship end

~ .iblic opinion were at the forefront.

Two issues of the day brought sharp partisan conflict and growing

bitternes s in Congress. These issues were the ~dmjni~t~~tj on~s policies

toward Nationalist China and the claim that the State Depar tment was

infiltrated by Communists. The split on the se issue s was particulaxly

bitter and caused the disinte gration of what had been a bipartisan effor t

in inter national affairs. The 80th Congress had had agreement among 82

percent of the Re~ ib1icans and 92 percent of the democrats on foreign aid

• 

- 
bills.139 This schi sm star ted a period of acr imony between the parties

and also split the Re~ zblican Par ty over Senator McCartbyt s tactic s.

In June 1950 the relations between the administration and the

Congress were characterized by a complex set of conflicti ng supportive

and avoidant relations. The President , Secre tary of State, and Secretary

of Defonøe were all under critical attack ; the President for his o’~ere].l

leader ship, Secretary Acheson for his China policy (of noninvol vement on

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ •~:~ iJI .JI1III ~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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China l a civil war ) and for harboring subversives, and Defense Secretary

Louis Johnson for sacrificing military needs for badget ccepreseion.~~~
It obviously takes no great per ceptive facultie s to see that the internal

setting for the coming crisis was something lees than ideal , but this

only provides one aspect of the situational set. The other part is th~e

externa l setting.

EXTERNAL SETTING : By June 1950 the United States policy makers

had general ly come to view the world as bi—polar. One camp was seen ts

a combination of Russian national power , universal revolutiona ry ideology,

and an international political movement. The other camp was seen as a

coalition , centered on American power, of nations determined to escape

Communist domination)~~
From presidential speeches made during the spring of 1950, an

observer could note the international situation being described as ore

in which the United State s of America stood as the leader of an inter-

national moral crusade against an evil and aggressive foe. For the

President , Co~mainism was en offensive designed to ‘penetrate , divide.

confuse , and subvert free peoples. In order to cope with the inter-

national envir onment , the President called for two main courses of action s

‘Fir nt , we cannot compromise our own moral and ethical beliefs , end second,

we cannot isola te ourselvea. ’3
~~ Thus , the President summoned the American

people to demonstrate the moral and material superiority of the free world

over Comimanj sm.

However, the President was not the only voice speaking cut;

Secretary Acheson, a believer in ~~~~ Politik, saw as the central task

of American diplomacy in the post—war era the creation of a balan ce of

power such that the Soviet leaders could be brought to a, general live—end—
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— let—live policy. In workin g toward th is policy, Acheson attempted to

limit the area of American interest in Southeast Asia. One of the of t~..

quoted pronouncements on this area of interest or ‘defense perimeter ,’

as it was referred to, was from a ~peeoh made to the National Press Club

on 12 January 1950 in which he stated:

‘This defensive perimeter runs along the Aleutians to Japan
and then goes to the Ryukus Islands . . . from the Ryukus to
the Philippine Islands. . . . So tar as the military security
of othe r areas in the Pacific is concerned , it must be clear
that no person can gnarantee these against military attack.

— . . . Should such an attack occur . . . the initial reliance
must be on the people attacked to resist it and then upon the
commitment of the entire civili3ed world. . • • ‘lhh

While not using the term, Secretary Acheson was delineating the

United States critical boundary in Asia. This view was a coabinetisn

of ballets that the United State s could not protect everything whi1~t

at the same time fearing that any place that the free world showed i sak-

ness , a political vacuum would be created into which the Soviets would

flow.

The United States began to feel a. shift in the international

power balance because of two events. These were the explosion of a.Al

atomic bomb by the Soviet Union and as mentione d earli er , the emergaa~~

of Communist China in late 1949 . It gradually became obvious that some

of the previous assump tions on which the old balan ce was predicated were

no longer valid. As a consequence , the President reacted on 30 January

1950 to a lowered sense of security by asking for a major policy reappraisal

by State and Defense Departments. The study was done between February and

April 1950 and then submitted to the President. The President the n gave

it to the National Security Council for study (later known as NSC 68).

The National Security Council was in the process of cost analysis when the
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war broke out, bet was understood to hav reoommsnd.d a, greatly increased
military budget and improvement of conventional forces.~~

5

As a potential source of trouble, Korea was included in NSC 68

along with Pinl~n4, Berlin, Iceland and Thgo.]avia. Yet the pred~~in~~t
opinion of the intelligence cc~~~nity during th. spring of 1950 was that
there would be little chance of an all—out invasion of South Korea.

S~TURDAY, 24 JUNE: Although some writ.rs have attempted to build

a case that the attack by the North Koreans was either encourag.d or

instigated by the South Koreane and Americans, there is an overwhelming
body of information vhich shove conclusively that the attack was a cam-
plete surprise. This needs to be qualified by saying that US iat. lligsnoe

agencies were aware of North Korea1 s aggressive pester. as early as in
March. ~Iowever, the &ipreme Cb~~~nr~ Allied Powers ( scaP) evaluated the
reports as doubtful. The Pentagon agreed with this evaluation and antici-
pated only guerrilla action. As late as 18 June 1950, the Chairman of

the Joint Chiefs of Sta.ff (JcS) and Sseretary of Defense were briefed at

SC&P headquarters and given no indication of a pending North Korean

attack.~~~

So, as stated in the introduction to this chapter , it was a tremen—

dous surprise to both the soldiers and diplomats when the NKPLA struck at

• 0400 houra, 25 June 1950. Late on the evening of 24 June, Washington time,
the first official notice was received from Ambassador MacoLe, and stat.d

in part:

Nicoording to Korean Army reports . . . North Korean forces
invaded Repub].ic of Korea territory at several points this morning.

It would appear from the nature of the atta ck and the wu~ rin which it was launched that it constitutes an all—out off.ns~.ve
against the Repablic of Korea. w147

~~~~~~~~ -~~~~~~~~



66

This p±ecipitated a ~~~~~1 1 group of officials htu’ri.dly aseting

at the State Department a.t approximately 2230 hours. After eonferriflC

together, Dean Rack, Secretary for Far ~~atern Affairs, John Rickereor~
( Secretary for UN Affairs) and Frank Pace (Secretary of the Army) , called

Ache eon a.t his farm at 2245 hours recommending imeediate notification of

the UN of what had happened end reqae sting an emergency meeting. A0h3 8011

agreed to these measures and then celled the Pr.~idsnt, who was at his

home in Missouri, at 2320 hours to inform him. Acheaon advised the Pr’~si—

dent not to return imeediately as the situation was still to uncertain.

However, even a.t this early stage Secretary AOIteaS& s peroepteal est

appears to have been well d~~~ the road to being ssza.blishsd. As the

President was to recall to his administrative assistant , George Elsey,

MAche son informed me that the North Korean forces bad invaded South Korea

in an a1l-ouit ~ffort to overrun the South Korean Government. ~~~~ (emphasis

added)

The in~ormatio~ from the fighting front was fragmentary; neither

the ultimate intentions of the attackers nor the extent of their i~~~dtate

gains were c1ear.~~
9 The general feoling~ at the time was that the 1~pab—

in of Korea A~’my (ROXA ) could hold its own against an attack by the North

-~ unless active support was being given by the Soviets. If the invasion was

• serious, they had no doubts but that it was a Soviet-directed operatic1i.2
~~

• According to Glenn Peige, TMThe officials shared a streng sease of

the emergency- of the situation—the need to do something ~ I do it vtthout

delay. The North Korean invasion had caught them by surprise.
• it had. Compounding the sense of threat inherent in the attack wee t,he

tremendous distance between the officials responsible for .~1r tng these

decisions and the events themaelves. Certainly no small amount of enxi.ty
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was added by the fact that it wee discovered that there via no position

paper prepared on Korea for policy guidance. All contingency plans

developed had been built on the assumption of a general oonflagretion~
in which case Korea was to be left to fend for itself.

3JNDAY, 25 JUNE: On arriving at the State Department, Achesozi

received signs of a worsening situation. From Tokyo, John Foster Dullee

(who happened to be there on az inapection viiit) cabled Ache son, TMTO

sit by while Korea is overrun by unprovoked armed attack would start a

disastrous chain of event s leading most probably to wax.~
152 To this

was added a report from Ambassador Kirk (14,seow) stating:

TMThia aggressive North Korean military move against the ROK,
represents a el er—out Soviet ‘1mll.nge which in our opinion US
should answer firmly and swiftly- as it constitutes a dir. at
threat t. our leadership of the free world against Soviet Co~-niat Imperialism. i153

Ambeesador )ticeio notified Acheson that he was evacuating all US dependents

and noncombatants, and that President Rh.. wee moving his capitol south

to 3ivaxi. Reports were coming in that indicated the South Korean forces

were disintegrating. In view of events, Acheson decided to call Trrmau

end recommend that he return to Washington, D.C. The sense of compressed

• time already felt by the President was indicated in this telephonic conver-

sation, as he told the Secretary of State, that •eome decision would have

to be med. at once as to the degree of aid or encouragement which our

government was willing to extend to the Hepoblic of Korea.’~
54

On the plane returning from Independence, the President reflected

on historical precedents and noted that:

TMThe North Korean attack was the same in nature as the Gersan,
Italian arid Japanaes aggression that had led to World War II.

if the Commani st leaders were appeased, than gradually
th. scale of violence end the number of participating states
would increase to global dimensions . . . conaidsred it right
to resist promptly and effectively the North Korean aggrea&.on.

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _  ~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~
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The President then nude crystal clear the sense of threat he perceived

in the situetion. The opponent was not the NKPLA ~xt C~~~ ,nimn as a

whole. The attack becoae~ critical to American values not because of

South Korea, 1*it because of the implication it had for sprs.ding into

areas of truly central importance to the American people.

President Trusa_n arrived in Washington, D. C. at 1920 hours and

went i~~~diately to the Blair House where a group of 13 selected advi~ora

were waiting fox- him. There were representatives from State (Ache eon,

Rusk, Webb, Hicicerson, Jessup) , from Defense (Johnson, Pace, )~ tthewe2

Finlettor) and from the Joint Chiefs (Bradley, Collins, Shermen , Vender-

berg).

The President opened the meeting by encouraging discussien and

having Acheson recap the last 24 hours. Secretary Acheaon then advanced

five proposals worked out by his staff for discu~aion. These wer.:1)6

1. SCâP furnish ROKA additional military equipment.

2. US warplanes cover the withdrawal of American dependents.

3. US warplanes be authorized to destr oy KPLA tanks and planes

that attempt to disrupt the evacuation.

4. Consideration be given to further aid in support of the i.~N

resolution ceiling for a North Korean withdrawal.

5. Seventh Fleet neutralize the For~~ean Straits.

By- the end of the discuaa ion, all had been approved except number five,

which the President decided to 1aleep on. ~
Th. genera], opinion that developed out of this first meeting

• contribeted to later perception of time compression by- the dual tendency

to accept fragmentary reports of limited ROKL counterattacks as a sign of

their ability to hold the NKPLL, and a para llel tendency to undereatisate
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the capabilities of the North Koreans. Thus the consensus of the Pre si-

dent end his advisor s, based on th. general trend and earlier calcula—

tione, was that the South Koreans could probably contain the attack

un1ea~ the North Koreans had received extensive assistance. The inve~
elon was seen as part of a Soviet grand strategy, with sany possible

ramifications; pTisarily as a. threat to Japsnese security and to the

collective security program built by the UN.~
57

The situation of this first meeting was not seen as a question of

whether to intervene or not. However, as each advisor gave his opinion

it became obvious that a kind of unspoken agreement existed that what—

- 
- ever had to be done to meet this aggression had to be done. There was

no suggestion . . . that . . . the US could back away from

The conference ended with a general sense of resolve ameng all

present. The agreed recomeendations then were passed telephonios],iy to

}~~e&rt hur. Jessup was later to mainta in that ‘on the basis of this i~~~fl—

ference the US—under the banner of the UN—was prep ar ed to accept the

cataetrophy of• World ~Mr III if it proved to be unavoidable becaune of

American refusal to accept the intolerable evils of appeaaeaent.’~
’59

W)NDAY, 26 JUl~Es Word that Kim I]. 9ang had rejected out of hand

the UN proposal at 2030 hours on the evening before set the tone for

possibly the most critics], day of the Korean crisis. By aid-afternoon ,

a telephone conference with General ~~cArthar confirmed the prospects

• for survive], of the Republic of Korea were dlml il shing at a rapid

Late in the afternoon SCAP sent a situation report painting a grim picture

of eventss

‘Piecemeal entr y- into action vie. Seoul . . . not saccesaful
• 

in stopping the penetration . . . tanks enter ing aut*ube of Seoul
• . Ssuth Korean unit s unable to resist d.tarmined Northern

Offensive., . . our eatinate ii that a complete collapse is
imminent. .i61
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The implications of this message are obvious; the threat was much more

serious than orig inally estimated end the time to deal with it was some-

what less. Upon hearing the report , president 1fruman had Acheson ist up

a second meeting for 2100 hours with the same group that had met the pre-

vious evening, stating that the situation was so threatening as to reçiiire

it. Truman ~s perception of the situation is highlighted clearly in tfte

recollections taken down by- fl s.y at the time. In a oonveraation that

afternoon, Truman told ~asey, ‘Korea . . . is the Greece of the Far i~’ast.

- If we are tough enough now , if we stand up to them lilce we did in Gre~oe

three year s ago , they won1t talc. any next stepe.~162

The meeting followed the same format as the previous night.

Agreement existed at the oneet among the conferees that if the United

State s did not come to the aid of’ South Korea with in the next several

hour s, there might be no further decisions to be made oono.rning the

preserv ation of the Korean Republic. 163 Secreta ry Acheson made a ae~’ies

of propo sals which he and his etaff bad vorked out that day. mey were:164

1. Navy and Air Force should be instructed to give ‘fullest

possible support’ south of the 38th parallel.

2. Orders be issued to cause the 7th Fleet to pr vent either

China f r om attacking the other.

3. Military forces (us) in the Philippines be strengthened and

increased military assistance be provided to the Philippine government.

That military assistance be acceler ated to Vietnam and a NAG (Mili~ary

Advisory Group) be sent there .

With minimal discussion , the recommendation s were approved as presented.

It can be seen by th, contents that ground intervention was still not con—

teutplated. However , the really criti cs]. point was that the US had indicated

its intention to commit American combat power .

L. 
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The conference and the President drew historical parallels

between the present situation and axis powers in World War II , much as
Truman had done on the plan, two days earlier. The President and his
advisors reached agreement that a failure of the United States to save
ROL would be intolerable. They calculated that with every blow to ROK
that vent unanswered, the rep utation and prestige of America sank lover
and lover. The visibility of’ collective security Was else perceived to
be tn Jeopardy. Thus while the loss of’ Korea as a piece of real estate
would not have meant a direct threat to American military seourity, the

• President and his advisors perceived a logical progression which would
inevitably mesace the safety of the United States. This idea was auma~.ed
up by Secretary Ache son when he noted that the Iorth Korean action ‘was
a challenge to the vhole system of collective security not only in the
Far Fast but everywhere in the world. It was a threat that all nations
would be intimidated by this show

The decision to meet force with force in Korea was essential. It
was the unanimous view of the politie~1 and military advisors of the Presi-
dent that thia was the right thing to do)~

66 With the closing of this
meeting, the United States had taken its first gigantic step Int o the
Korean War. Air and naval force s would be committed to battle. The
decisions reached at the Blair House were announced the next day (2? June) .

TUESDAY, 27 T(INE s Thiø was a day of no great activity- german. to• this study. Efforts centered around UN activitie s and attempts to get
Russia to stop the North Koreans. On the home front , the Pres ident enter—
tam ed a delegation from Congress and received support from Dev~y, the
titular head of the Republican Party.
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WKDNESDAY, 28 Ju NE: Throughout this period, the President wa~
having all concerned departments do restudies and ree’raluationa of poten-

tial results of the Korean action on areas of concern on the Soviet

periphery. The President and hi~ advisors did not make any new deci-

sion on this day but scanned all incoming information for indicators of’

a Soviet response to the request to stop the North Koreans.

THURSDAY , 29 JUNE: The situation was to climax on this day,

with word of Seoul’s fail the day before and reports coming in from SC.AP

indicating imminent disaster. A 0700 report from SCAP estimated ROKA

casualties of about 50 percent and stated that it ~~~ questionable whether

ROKA forces could hold the Han River Line.167 As the report was foil wed

by more of a similar nature, it became obvious to all that the air and

naval power would not do the J ob. With the situation becoming continu-

ously less stable , the Secretary of Defense called the President and

arranged a meeting at 1700 that night.

The same basic group that had attended previous ly was on hand

with the addition of Symington of the Natio nal Security Resserces Board

and Ley of the NSC staff . The meeting centered around Secretary of Defense

John son who gave a presentation on the main difficultie s hampering miii—

ta ry action in Korea. He then made a series of recommendations with the

major one being to put service and combat troop s into Pusan. The Presi-

dent was uneasy about US troops being committed, but Aeheeon shoved his

the Soviet reapons. to a query made to Ru ssia on 27 June asking the Soviets

to call. off the NKPLA. The note indicated that it would do nothi ng to atop

the North Kor eans but also that they would not intervene in Korea against

US troops. This information opened the way for the eventual entry of

large—scsi. American ground troops.~
68
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The meeting laste d only 40 minutes and produced two direetives:~
6
~

(1) restrictions on aircraft to stay below the 38th parallel were lifted

and (2) service and combat troops were authorised to be dispatched to

Pusan to secure the embarkation facility. As the Preaident a advisors

— 
left the Whi te House , they were unaware that North Korean tanks had

already broken thr ough the Han River Line and were pushing remnants of

ROK units before them.

The meeting on 29 .Yime, as with the two earlier ones, demonstrated

by co ents of the participants and actions taken that the situation was

perceived as having crossed the critical boundary, thus creating a sig-

nificant threat to vita l. US nations]. intereets. The definite destruction

of the idea that the ROK forces could handle the situation by 29 June and

the increasing rate of collapse acted to continuously raise the sense of

time compre ssion. The less the myth of ROK ability to han dle the invasion

was believed , the m ore urgent became the perceived requirement for imme-

diate decisive action.

FRIDAY, 30 JUNE , At approximately 0400 hours, an urgent telsgram

arrived belatedly from SCAP headquarters stating the results of Ma cArthur a

personal visit of 28 June. The message said in part :

0n June 1950 CINCF E informs the JCS , after a recon of the
Korean battle area, that the Korean Army was in total oonf~aion
. . . the most the South Korean Army could hops to accomplish
would be to retard the advance of the enemy. The South Korean
Army was incapable of united action . . . the only assura nce

$ . . . to regain lost ground would be through the commitment of
US ground combat forces. ”17°

MacAr th ur recommended one Regimental Combat Team (RCT ) and two divisions

to fo’low as the forces to be sent. The message was passed on with the

urging from SCM’ that “time is of the essence and a clear’ eut decision

without delay is eeeential .”1’~

-- - - --- - -
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After a conference between members of the JCS , Secretary Pace

(Army) was Informed of the report. He in turn called the President , ~~~
immediately approved the release of the RCT but withheld deeiaion on the

two divisions. The last of the major meetings was set up for 0930 hours

at the White House • 1.72

The meeting ~~~ to last but 30 minutes and centered around tht

dete rmination of the adequacy of two divisiona. With vir tual unanimous

approval , it was decided that SOAP would be authorized to send in the two

division s and was given TM fuU authority to use troops under his co~~~nd.

With this done , the meeting ended and the Pentagon officials left

to begin the measive preparations required to implement the decisions

taken. Pre siden t Truman addressed a Boy Scout convention and went fo: a

oruise on the Presidential yacht. So ended the week that was.

CONCLUSIONS: According to David Reese in his excellent book ,

Korea: Tb. Limit War, the decisions made between 25—30 June had many

roots. Among these were?74

1. The desire to uphold law in international life.

2. The desire to uphold collective security.

3. The contest of will between east and west.

4. Korea was seen as “another anschluss.”

5. It was seen as the application of the US policy of containment.

6. The defense of Korea would lend credibility to US defense com-

mitments to NATO by demonstrating American willingness to meet its treaty

obligations.

7. Complex “Pacific consider ation s” centering around the Ja panses

Industrial base.

This author would posit that these explanations for action track very veil
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with the evidence here presented to demonstra te the sense of perceived

threat and It s raising during the period in question.

Of major importance Is the realization that the thr eat peroeivsd

was only symbolically connected with the physical entit y called the

Re~ iblic of Korea . A brief reflection on the external e~ting for this

decision unit causes the reader to see that this threat was very real

indeed from the point of view of the participants. The fact that the

level of perceived threat rose during this six-day period v~~ . emen—

strated both in the comments provided and In the actions the se deciai. n

elites executed. Wving from cautious, noneommital responses on 24 June

to the commitment of two full. division s on 30 June.

The sense of time compression is equally shown , moving from the

Initial belief that ROKA uni ts would stop the attack on 24 and 25 June

to the plea of MacArthur on 29 June for “a decision without delay ” if

South Korea was to be held. The sense of urgency displayed by the par-

ticipants became progressively greater as the week advanced culminating

in decisions being made telephonically in the early morning hours, ~~ i

instructions to SOAP being sent by voice instead of cable.

Additionally , a reasonable case men be made for the proposition

that the speed of decision—mak ing was artificially rapid, and the beat
— e~~~ple in Itself of the effects o.f perceived time saliency. The course

of events following ~~umafl a decision shows no overwhelming objecti ve

requirement demand ing action by 30 June . The American 1~*r ~~at Commend

was able to have a 560—man force (Task Force South) in Korea within 24

hour s of the Pre sident 1s decision to commit ground troops. Yet the North

)~orean a , even with minimal American resistance, were unable to reach and

.st th Puman perimeter until 4 August—some five weeks later.

—~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ - - -
. -  

~~~~~~~~~~~



The fact that more time was objectively avai lable is also sub-

stantiated by the fact that the US divisions which partici pat ed in th~
perimeter defense arrived ~~~~een 6 July ( the 24th Infantry Division)

4

and 18 July (let cavalry Division). At a minisum at least one addi-

tional week for the consideration of options snd strategies. That the
V 

decision—making unIt did not perceive this is directly attr i~~table to

the effects of crisi s situations as described in chapter one.

As indicated in the description of the sequence of events, tha

sense of time given in the initial stage was suoh that the decision group

really never discussed any altern*tives whatsoever. The pressure to

produce directions, and not having a policy paper on this situation

ave.ilable, worked to limit the decision unit to a narrowed focus, with

progressive refinements of the initial policy direction being oonaidered

rather than a discussion of other real alternatives.

The fact that President Ti-umen and his advisors focused on the

immediate needs goes almost without saying. Prior to the cri sis period ,

virtually all written evidence of the Importance of Korea in Amsrioe s

long—range plens indicated at best a secondary i~ jortanoe. The area was

not even considered important enough to seriously oonteat Comgress1 defeat

of the Kore an supplementary military aid bill In late 1949. }1e4 anyone

during th is time stated to the Pre sident that some six months later he

would take actions which would c~~ nit us to support of Vietnam, ~~~ee a

20-year estrangement between the US and China, intensi fy US-Thassian enmity,

and provide the major cause for loss of the White House to the Democratic - V

Party, and all of thi s to protect South Korea, it is highly unlikely that

he would have been greeted as a sage.

I

-~ -- -~~ - --- - —-
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The validity of the hypothesized relationship between level of

threat and number of decisi.n-~~kers likewise appears to be sound in

this case. The initial meeting on 25 June included just 14 men. While

members of Congress should theoretically been included into the decialon

process, “it was the unanimous view of those involved that ~~ere was

4~nadeouate tin~e to allow this machinery to wor k. ”175 Thus this deci~iou

which would have global implications was made by a group of no more than

L4, whil, a case ca~n be made that, in fact , the d.clsion was made by no

more than 8.

It weald appear then, that in the case of the Korean crisis the

V working hypotheses have failed to be disoonfirmod and, indeed, are m.p-

ported.

~~~~
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CHAPPER VI

CONCLUSION

The time has come to reflect for a moment on the theoretical

ground from which this enterprise was launched, its relevanoe to the

crisis periods surveyed, and the implications which can reasonably be

drawn from that analysis. It was not , and is not here , claimed that

this work would provide definitive explanations to the important (but

necessarily select) group of questions posed in the first chapter. The

most that could be hoped for here i~ a reasonably detailed “reconnait’-

sance flight” over the prominent terrain of the confl ict environment and

the role of threat perception and time compression . Hopefully, the work

will be fOund to be of adequate detail and direction to act as a guile

for any topographer who might follow.

To aas ist the reader in the discussion to follow, the four u~orking

hypotheses presented at the beginning of this work are provided again.

During a criais situation t

1. As the perception of threat increase s, time is seen as en

increasingly salient factor.

2. As the perception of threat increaaea, decision—makers focus

on immediate future needs to the exclusion of long—range considera tions.

3. The shorte r the perceived time availabl e to deciaion—~~kera ,

the feve r real alternative oaurses of action will be considered.

4. As the per ception threat increases, the number of deci sion—

makers decreases.

78  
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It will be remembered that the analytical framework to be used

depended on a large extent on the reader retaining before him, as he

reads the various chapters , the manifestations posited for individuals

and/or groups making policy decisions in high stress situations. The

individual cases then were demonstrated through the statements arid ac~.ions

of those involved and the corre lation of the se reactions with those found

to be representative of high threat/compressed time performance.

In the first chapter, a profil e was developed which delineated

the nature of the conflict environment and the importance of several 1:ey

ideas such as “ critical boundary-” and “spiral of effect. ” The study by

— Postman and Brunerl76 was cited for its contribution to the field ani

several of its conclusions were presented. Among the more important t’ind—

ings germane to this work were indications that perceptual behavior becomes

di~~upted and less adaptive, that maladaption in the direction of .ggre s—

sion and escape occurs, and finally that untested hypotheses are fi~o~ted

recklessly. It was noted that a host of studies had identified such

manifestations as increased err or rate , use of simpler modes of response,

problem —solving rigidity, and a lowered tolerance for ambiguity as char-

acteristic of individuals or groups in high threat , crisis situations.

Indications were given that perceived time compression was frequently an

accompanying factor and compounded the difficulties for the decieicn—

making unit. Consequence s of time pressure tended to cause responies

which increased propensity to rely on stereotypes, acted tc, disrupt. problem ..

solving activities , and impeded the use of available infox~~ tion and explora-

tion of alternatives.

This explains how people are said to function, or rather malfunc-

tion , during periods of crisis. What does the information generated from

the case studies indicate?

-

~_~ _*.-.~~~~
__ 
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The f~h.rst case study was unique in several aspects; most Impor-

tant to thi s study, it did not con clude in a decision of war . The fact

that such was the ca se does not mean that the propositions were proven

false. It was , and is, possible to avoid the movement to war whilst

still facing the same forces as those cri ses which do end in war , other—

wise the world would be in a constant state of open warfare. February

1947 undoubtedly supports the resear chers’ findings almost to the point .

The t ime factor was a particularly effective example of the critical

importance of perception versus reality to the individuals concerned.

Unq uestionably , the decision—makers in Stat e and ~~r Depart ment s had a

much greater objective period of time available to them to attempt to

attenuate the developing confrontation than was generally accepted . how-

ever , what was perceived , and wha t was acted on , is an application of the

Tho~as Ther om mentione d in the first chapter——the decision—making elites

saw the time as shor t and so it was in its consequences to the problem—

solving process. Given the tremendous imbalance in forces—in-being and

geographic prox imity of those forces to the con~.ested ar e~, it can be

fairly argued with an equally high level of assurance that the decision—

making unit focu sed on their imeediate interests to the exclusion , end

possible de tr iment , of their long—range objectives. Certainly prior to

12 March 1947 , no one ~tou1d have accepted as credible the claim tha t the

United States would be drawn to the brink of another deva8tating war ~vsr

the continu*nce In po~~r of a repressive monarchy which half the A’~.rIcan

p.iblic was unaware of and the other half disliked.

The period lead ing up to the start of the Greek crisis of 1947 was

also an excellent example of one of the key elements that act upon, and is

acted upon , by the conflict environ ment . The United States demonstrated 
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In Its deliberations dur ing the crisis period a strong sense of extended

natural boundaries; the countrie s forming the ulend barrier W between the
• 3ovlot Union and the 1~astern Mediterranean came rapidly to be considered

an es~enti&1, part of America s extended defense perimeter and its occupa-

tion by an unfriendly force, Russia, was unaceeptablo .~~~
— 

The immediacy with which the decision unit believed it had to ma4ce

a decision and get it implemented unquestionably sffected the failure of

that group to search for alternatives. Given the high threat environmen t

posed by the significant Soviet force advantage in the external setting,

and the hostility toward foreign involvement shown by the Republican—

controlled Congress and the populace at large in the internal setting,

there were at least several other alternatives which should have been

considered. However, from the first meeting of the special committee

onward , there was no exploration of alternative courses of action, but

instead almost immediate consensus on the one they were predisposed toward.

The final proposition , dealing with the relationsh ip of the level

of threat and the number of decision—ma kers involved , is equally veil sup-

ported. The initial meetings of the special cosmittee contained some

Individuals.
1’
~ As the crisis became, or appeared to the decision elitie

to become more intense , the size of the group was reduced. Prom this

ini tial group, just seven men attended the f inal preps.rttory- meeting and

there were three present for the actual decision itself.

The study which fofl oved transplanted the reader some three y ’~ars

aheal into the summer of 1950 and into another decision that was to ~‘ave

ramifications far beyond the formal cease—fire f inally signed. Again, i~.

would appear that the facts of the case support the hypotheses,. Time was

unquestiona bly salient in this case and in fact demonstrates probably ~.he 

~-•-~~~ i::~ ~Ii~
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most severe impact on the decision—mak ing process 01’ the two studies.

The tremendous distan ces between th ose on the scene respon sible for iiuple—

menting direct ions and those responsible for generating them unquestionably

ac ted to accentuat .e the sense of t ime co~~~ession.~~~ Reports from Korea

and from SCAP continuously pressed home the need to act almost iimsediate ty.

Just as definitely it can be seen that the immediate needs or

goals, as then perceived by the Truman decision—making unit , eclipsed

the long—range goals established and proclaimed during the previous

several year s. Korea had been decla red to be outside the US—Asian defense

perimeter and of no particular importance to tital American concerns. Yet

the decision was made to commit ground forces end actively support anti—

Communist governments throughout the Southeast Asia area; effectively

coemitting the UnitedSt ates to involvement on the Asian landi~~ss it had

steadfastly said it wanted no part of.

The case for the third proposition (search for alternatives) is

• again equally strong. Numerous authorit ative sources suppor t the fact

that there were virtually no alternatives recommended. Time was seen es

so critical that the need for action was predominant.

The case of Korea is an excellent e~~mple of another of the char-

acteristics of problem—solving in stress environments. Stereotypes ar~
simplification in prob lem recognition were noted by several authors,

although not in that terminology, when describing President Trusmn t s

p ropensity for finding correlaries in recent history for the actions taken

by the NKPLA. The attack was compared to the Nazi attack on Poland, and

the idea of letting the North Koreans cont inue unopposed was likened to

the disaatrous appeasement proce ss prior to World ~~r [I. A monolithic

communism was seen as “extend ing its tentacles in a master plan to topple

~~~~~I I  ~— -- -- -- -- _____
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or ~orainnte” iii! govern ment s in the area. The complexity and impJ.ica—
• tion s of the commitments made in those few days ‘ iere completely subsu.nied

in tne vision of an ultimate mission of the United States to prevent the

Communist juggernaut from crushing an W outpo st of the free world ”—the

question rapid ly came to be viewed in ter ms of good and evil , with the

proper choice preordained .

What then is the impact of the studies conducted on the efficacy

of the fain’ proposition s pre sent ed for investigation? It is the opinion

of the author that the four hypotheses, dealing with the saliency of time

reduction in decision—mak ing unit size , search for alternative solution r~,
-
• pri macy of immediate goals , and size of the decision group have, with a

reasonably high degree of assur ance , shown themselve s to be accura te

statements.

From the analysis above, it is possible to develop graphically a

repre sentation of these relation ships. They appear as follows:

Threat, Time and Decision—Making

- — -- - - - - - - - -
~~~~~~ Tendency to act

I ~-i..j__quickly

I_
Crisla- .jnducod

_1
) r{ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

A ( Concern for 
~~~____ 

) “
perceived time —~i~~j immediate not

• 

- 
pressure 1 distant future_ J  fl

Fewer 1
‘
~
-

~ 
alternatives

- 0 [ perceived 
___________________

~~~~~~~~~~~ Tendency to act
______  ____  less effectively
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I t would appear then from these cases that there exists a rca—

c LL1~~ Jiy clear relaUoxnthip ~ctveen perceived threat , t ime compres sion
- 

0 arid crisi s decision—mak ing. Threat then becomes a necessary, but not

auffioien t , factor in the conflict environment. Threat , or the level

of threat , is probably the single most important factor in the decision-~
making process in international crises. If this be the case , then futu.~e

efforts to control , dissipate or eliminate situations and/or actions

which generally precipitate high threat situations should prove of great

value in the continuing search for conflict contro l.

The conclusion one draws from this study is sobering; that men

raroly perform at their best under stress. The most probable casualtie3

oL ’ higL throat are the very abilitie s which distinguish men from other

species; to establish logical links between present actions and future

goals; to create novel responses to new circumstances; to communicate

complex ideas; to deal with abstractions; to perceive not only black and

white, but also the many shades of grey in between; to distinguish valid

analogies from false ones, and sense from nonsense. The law of supply

and demand mean s to operate in the crisis environment in a per~rerse man-

ner; as the crisis situation increase s the need for heightened diseriin--

inatory powers, it also appear s to diminish the supply. A per suasive case

• can be made that crisis—induced stress often affects behavior in ways that

are inconsistent with calculated policy-making . In the absence of evidence

-
, 

- to the contrary, there Is no rea son to believe that the ability to cope

• with intense stress has materially improved since l95O.~~~ Thus, evan if

the findings represent tendencies rather than laws of crisis behavior,

• 

0 they may provide some assistance for speculation about policy—making under

crisis conditions.

— ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ — - — _~~~~t — ~~ --~
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A flow diagram integrating salient features of the previous

models and crisis policy-making appears in append ix G.

As promised in the introductory section to this thesis , an effor t
I

will be made to present observations that would assist in re tard ing the

effects of hi~’h threat. The actions listed below could be expected to

assist in managing conflict situations:

1. Where relative capabilities is a major component of the crisis

decision , the decision—making group should call on information that is at

variance with the prevailing consensus.

2. When decision—makers operate under stress, they do not seek

or accept the advice of habitual critics and so should encourage and

listen closely to the criticisms from trusted advisors.

3. Decision—makers should be specific in establishing limits in

thstruet 1~ -is to the military and should provide a check system to insur e

compliance.

4. Conscious efforts should be made to increase sensitivity to

the adversary1s frame of reference.

5. Decision—makers should avoid taking steps that seal off the

opponent ’s N escape routes.u

6. i~very effort should be made to slow the pace of crisis events.

• 7. Care must be taken to recognize tho military~s institutional

perspective and limited range of concern when accepting their advice~
The final commitment made at the beginning of the enterprise was

to provide additional woricing hypotheses applicable to the military on ~he

baals of this research. The following appear to the author to be VI1±d

working hypotheses supported or developed by this study that are of per—

ticular value to the student of military art and worthy of furthei’ pursuit:

~0~~~~

_
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1. In a crisis situation , decision—maker s will tend to perceive

Lbe range ot~ their o~rn ai~ernatives to be more re~ Uric~t ei  tiian those of

their adversaries.

2. As stress increases, decision—makers will tend to perceive

the range of alternatives open to them as becoming narrower.

3. As threat increases, decision—makers will tend to r ely more

• on ad ~~~ groups.

4. There is a positive relat ionship between Xt s expression of

hostility to Y and Y• s perception of throat.

S. In a crisis situation , there is a tenden cy to perceive one~s

central value as severely threatene d and then to distinguish many other

important values also threatened .

6. The closer an adver sary acts to ono s psychologic al apace,

the greater the sense of threat to one~s values.

7. The greater the perceived threat , the less the frequency of

interaction.

3. Increased threat and shortened time tend to increase the

tendency toward rigidity of perception arid thought.

With the consummation of this final segment, the investigation is

complete. This does not by any means mean that the questions are exhanated.

• 3cientific investigation is like the pursuit of the horizon, every step

opens new perspectives, a solution of any proble m rai ses a host of new
• questions.

4
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APPENDIX A
I

• CHRONOLOG Y - GREECE

• 21 February 1947 — Newly appointed Secretary to State Marshall leaves
for speaking engagement at Princeton.

— British ~nbassy First Secretary delivers copies of formal British
note ending British support of the Greek government.

- Hickerson and Henderson chair a multi—department work group to
develop options and moans.

— Acheson telephones Truman and Marshall.

22 February - State Department-led group spends day- refining proposals,’recommendations generated from previous nights meeting.

23 February — Henderson delivers the refined and 1*rttresaed paper to
Ache son for review.

2.4 February — Acheson briefs returning Marshall.

- Waruhafl receives British ambassador arid officially receives the
British notes.

- ~Jorking group meeting takes position US should intorvene—Mershafl
supports recommendation.

25 February — Acheson conducts meeting of key Washington figures on crises.

— State Department staff includes ideas developed and produced final
• draft roco~~~ndatians to go to President Truman.

26 February - Morning meeting with Secretaries of War and Navy to confirm
recommendation completed previous evening by State.

- Afternoon Marshall and Acheson meet with Truman and get his apprOval
• • 

• of State 1s proposed program.

27 Febru ary — Meeting with key Congressional leaders.

12 March - President Truman unveils the Truman Doctrine in his speech to
Congress.
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APPENDIX B
$

DECISION—MAKi~ Q UNIT:

GREEK CRISIS 19471 ’
POSITION NAME

President Harry S. Truman

Secretary of State George C. Marshall
Seoreta_ry of War Robert P. Patterson

Secretary of the Navy Robert P. Forrestal
Under Secretary of State Dean Acheson

• 

• 

Director, Office of Near Loy W. Henderson
Eastern Affairs

Deputy Director , Office of John D. Hickersan
European Affafr a

Chairmen, Senate Coiwiaittee Arthur H. Vandenl*u’g
on Foreign Relations

Recent pest Ambassador George F. Kennan
to Mescaw

• 
• Presidential Advisor Avereli 11. h arriman
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APPENDIX E
i

C1-fftONOLOGY — KOREA

12 January 1951 - Ache son declares Korea outside US defense perimeter.

19 January - House r~ presentatives defeat Korean ~ipp1ementary Aid Bil~..

30 January - President aaks for security reevaluation.

10 May - South Korean government warns NKPL& moving large numbers of’
troops south.

18 June — SCAP briefs JCS Chief and Secretary of Defense that no imee-~
diate danger exists.

• 25 June — NKPLA attacks.

— James sends first report to Washington.

- Ambassador Muccro sends report .

— A cheson informed and calls President at Independence, Missouri .

- First meeting at Blair House—fleet in Formosan Strait, aircraft
support dependent withdrawal.

26 June — Military situations worsen in Korea.

— Second Blair House meeting——more aggressive air cover , strengthen-
ing MkG s.

- tTNCOK report ver ified NKPLA invasion of ROK.

- Dewey pledge s bi—partisan support.

27 June - No major action s—continued monitoring or reports .

28 June — MacArthur conducts personal recon of battle area.

- Continued scanning of reports by Washington.

29 Juno - Reports indicate ROKA in bad shape.

- President prssides over NSC meeting—decides to alloy ai.ceratt toa 
~ n-sue over North Korea, send in ground troops to secure Pusan
harbors.

— One ROT authorized for commitment for defense of Pusan harbor.

101

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 11



~
-
~1 ~~~~~~~~~~~ JT~~~~~ j~~~~~ ~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

r . 

-- -
-
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APPENDIX F
I

DECISION —MAKING UKIT :

KOREA 195O

POSITION

President Harr 3r S. Trum an

Secretary of State Dean Acheson

Secretary of Defense Louis Johnson

Secr~’tary of the Army Frank Pace

Secretary of the Air Force Thomas Finletter

SOcrt ..ary of the Navy Francis Matthews

Chairman - J CS C~~r Bradley

Army Chief of Staff General Collins

Air Force Chief of Staff General Vanderberg

Chief Naval Operations Admiral ~~erman

Assistant Secretary for Dean Ru~k
Far ~~~~

Assistant Secretary for John Hickerson
United Nations

Under Secretary of State Frank ~~bb

• 
Ambassador at Large Philip Jeasup
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