Chapter 3 EXECUTIVE BRANCH
e LESSONS, MONGOOSE,
AND THE MISSILE CRISIS

‘I

To learn from failure, President Kennedy asked Maxwell Taylor (a retired
general) to conduct a top-secret inquiry. The President appointed his brother,
Robert Kennedy (the attorney general) to serve on the commission together
with Allen Dulles and Admiral Arleigh Burke.! In this chapter | define a
conception of government lcarning and, in this light, analyze the commis-
sion’s findings. 1 then describe the pressures in Laos and Berlin the presi-
dent faced in these months, and contrast his decision to begin Operation
MONGOOSE with his decisions during the October 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis.

DEFINING GOVERNMENT LEARNING

1 will define government learning as changes in intelligence and effective-
ness. | will be concerned primarily with identifying individual learning by the
president and senior policy officers.

To assess the growth of intelligence, I will usc three criteria: (1) growth of
realism, recognizing the different elements and processes actually opcrating
in the world; (2) growth of intellectual integration in which these different
clements and processes are integrated with one another in thought; (3) growth
of reflective perspective about the conduct of the first two processes, the con-
ception of the problem, and the results which the decision maker desires to
achigve.” '

An example of this conception of the growth of intelligence is the evolu-
tion of thinking about the physical universe. By an carly view, the physical
universe was composed of only four clements (carth, air, fire, and water);
this has been replaced by the modern periodic table recognizing over 100 dif-
ferent elements, arrayed according to shared propertics. The development of
the intelligence embodied in this achievement was aided by the self-reflective
creation and use of the scientific method.®

Effectiveness can be measured by the achievement of different valucs. In
this book I will take the decision makers’ own professed values as criteria.

Thus, this chapter poses two gencral questions: Following the Bay of Pigs,
did the president and the executive branch become more intelligent? As a
result, did they become more effective? As a first step, I will review the Taylor
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Commission’s report: originally classified “Top Secret,” “Ulira-Sensitive,” and
“Eyes Only,” it was substantially declassified several years ago and has been
_ published, together with extensive minutes of evidence.*

EXECUTIVE BRANCH LEARNING
The Taylor Commission Report

There is a time when vou can't advise by innuendoes and suggestions. You
have to look him in the eye and say, “I think it’s a lousy idea Mr. Presi-

dent.” And nobody said that.
—General Maxwell Taylor*

The Taylor Commission was asked to diagnose the causes of failure and
draw lessons for future paramilitary opcrations. It interrogated fifty-four
witnesses and drew the following conclusions:

1. The operation had grown too large to sustain the disclaimer of American
involvement. By November 1960, “this should have been recognized and
the operation formally reviewed by the Eisenhower Administration.™ If
the decision was made to continue, the amphibious operation should have
been transferred to the Department of Defense.

2. Efforts to retain plausible denial for American involvement should have
been introduced or maintained “only if they did not impair the chance
of [military] success.™

3. Kennedy's advisers did not always present their case “with sufficient force
and clarity to the scnior officials of the government” so the latter would
“appreciate the consequences of some of their decisions. This remark ap-
plics in particular to the circumstances surrounding the cancellation of
the D-Day strikes.™

4. Military capabilitics were too marginal 1o sustain the operation in the face
of its operational problems.”

5. The effectiveness of Castro®s military was underestimated, and the short
life of the beachhcad was insufficient to trigger a popular response.
Popular reaction was also made impossible by Castro’s effective use of
his police, which was underestimated. ™

6. The president and other senior officials were told on many occasions “that
the Zapata area was guerrilla territory, and that the entire force, in an
emergency, could operate as gucrrillas.” “Greatly influenced™ by their
belicf that this alternative was available, they believed “a sudden or dis-
astrous defeat was most improbable.™

7. Communication problems created time delays too great for the operation
to be run adequately from Washington; especially on the night of D +1
a better understanding of the ammunition shortages would have strength-
encd the case for U.S. air cover and better ammunition resupply plans. '

8. The Joint Chiefs of Staff gave the impression of approving the plan, but
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in their own view they had only acquiesced to it. Absence of written
documents inhibited their review and left them with major differences
in their perception of the plan.”

9. tntelligence failures did not contribute significantly to the defeat. for-
mal CIA estimates of 2,500 committed supporters in the military, 20,000
active supporters in'the population, and a favorable attitude by 25% of
the Cuban people appeared reliable and responsibly made."!

10. A formal decision process should replace the ad hoc and poorly coor-
dinated Bay of Pigs process.'

The commission then declared America to be in a life-or-death strug-
gle, 10 need more capability for paramilitary operations (perhaps, again,
against Castro) and recommended:

11. Reorganization of the executive branch, and possibly a declaration of na-
tional emergency, to make the fight against Communism a major national
priority.

12. A new official under the president be designated to give full time and -
tention to these operations and be delegated broad operational anthori-
ty to conduct them subject 1o overall approval and guidance by the
president. '

The Taylor report was factually accurate but weak in causal diagnosis. 1ts
character reflected one cause of self-limited government learning: The presi-
dent’s selection of advisers limited what he learned.

Maswel Taylor, a retired military officer, subscribed to a simple theory
of organizational success. Commanders should torthrightly decide the ob-
jectives to be achicved. Staff should produce competent and forthright anal-
yses. Subordinates should hnow their jobs, be assigned the resources needed

for success, and do their duty. The report’s diagnoses were a list of devia-
tions from such an authoritative ideal.

Taylor's simple theory ignored the fundamental problem of improving the
deliberation process required before a policy decision. This president and his
advisers were not experienced military commanders with simple objectives
and making familiar decisions. They were beginners, making complex judg-
ments about novel problems in unfamiliar situations. Before becoming,
authoritative, they needed a process of learning, deliberations to allow them
10 assess reality, to grasp the rationales of proposals, to identify thenew in-
formation and further advice they needed, to consider the values it stake,
the trade-offs among objectives, and what choices they were willing to live
with. The president needed to decide, after viewing the options and trade-
offs, what he wanted, :

For cxample, although the Taylor C ommission concluded it “should have
been recognized™ in the fall of 1960 that this operation was too large to main-
tain the secret of its American sponsorship (a responsibility artfully delegated
to the Eisenhower administration), it did not press beyond this discmbodicd,
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surface observation that “someonc” should have recognized it. Taylor’s ap-
proach to improvement could be appliced to simple, known-answer jobs (“Tell
them o push the ‘stop’ button when the red light comes on.”). But this failure
was not the type to be corrected by authoritative injunction: it occurred when
smart, expericnced men did not have a process which allowed them to see a
red light. Neither Nixon, who monitored the operation in the Eisenhower ad-
ministration and wanted to implement it, nor President-clect Kennedy, saw
“what should have been recognized.”™ Taylor’s authoritative solution — put
someone in charge — cvaded the problem of what a new decision maker should
do differently.

The report was also limited because it respected authority (oo conventional-
ly and thereby glossed over crucial facts; especially, it did not adequately and
candidly criticize the president. Highly classified, with only onc copy pre-
parcd, it might have ventured such criticism. It was written after a press con-
ference at which Kennedy accepted responsibility for the failure. There was
no external reason, only a cautious, deferential courtier attitude (which the
Taylor report enjoined Kennedy's subordinates to over-ome, yet itsclf re-
peated) to refrain from advising the president what his personal mistakes had
been. Criticism of the president was not put into writing."

Yet the report, an official truth all members of the pancl and the govern-
ment could live with, implicd the president to be free of responsibility. The
king can do (and would have done) no wrong — if only properly adviscd. Staff
had not been sufficiently forthcoming: the failure was on their heads alonc.
The report was silent about the president’s failure to recognize the disposal
problem he created for himself in November, when he assented to an ex-
panded force. It was silent about the apprchension formal large-group sct-
tings produced in his advisers. [t was silent about his failure to give clear in-
structions to the Joint Chicfs to effect a critical review. It was silent about his
failure to review the CIA's past record to see the sources of success and failurc.
It was silent about his own complicity in the defeat by cutting out and distanc-
ing people with military expertise when he cancelled a second air strike: it said
only that Cabell and Bissell declined Rusk’s of fer to speak to the president,
which misportrayed what happened in those moments. "

Such deference kept from the president a clear and forceful statement of
how his own system worked and how, wittingly and unwittingly, he had acted,
and failed to act, as a causc of the failure he wanted to understand. The Joint
Chicfs and CIA had strong, sharp, and even realistic views about how the
president himself had “serewed up.” The president heard these only indirect-
ly, via lcaks to the press, not from his top secret committee.

A third block to intelligence was failure, after recommending strong author-
itative norms, to say how to implement such a prescription. To the extent
stronger authoritative norms were nceded, they ought to have been strength-
encd. But it was farfetched to believe that only by writing a “Top Secret,”
“Eyes Only” report, stating norms to make the world work better, one could
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accomplish this objective. Placing authoritative injunctions atop a malfunc-
tioning system does not correct its behavior, either in people or organizations.
The world has not been lacking in virtuous, plausible, authoritative prescrip-
tions: the Ten Commandnients and the Golden Rule are examples; even God
has had implementation problems. A usetul analysis of Kennedy's implemen-
tation problem was needed.

The fourth limit to learning reflected in the report was the questions it did
not raisc. The four men self-limited their sense ol responsibility.

Among its formal charges, the group was instructed 1o develop general
lessons for future paramilitary operations. It overlooked evidence before it
and endorsed the preconceptions of its members.

Consider the finding that Castro’s preparations and effective response
blocked any incipient uprising, This implied, against future opponents who
also learned from history and prepared for a Guatemala-style operation, thal
regular American troops would be required. Realistically, “paramilitary” war-
fare had become a dubious idea.

The commission also overlooked the complications past CIA operations
produced for the American governments ability to interpret reality. Had the
commission reviewed Cuba’s detailed charges submitted to the Organization
of American States in late 1960, to the United Nations in 1961, or Pravda
and I:vestia, it would have concluded that Castro’s alleged paranoia and
hostility had been a response, at least in part, to realistic information. This
implied —and I will return to the issuc in chapter S —that the earlier diplomatic
tests of the Eisenhower administration to explore the possibilities for a modus
vivendi were inconclusive. The American government had not yet conducted
a credible test of whether Castro was a dedicated Marxist whose primary com-
mitment was to become an ally of the USSR and spread anti-Amcrican revolu-
tion. Before embarking upon Operation MONGOOSE {described below), an
increase of American-sponsored violence certain to increase the Soviet role,
the commission needed to ask whether this was the only alternative. Was it
not time to accept, even if begrudgingly, a stalemate? Could not Cuba now
become a partial advantage — Castro’s threat providing political motivation
1o sceure momentum for the Alliance for Progress, and Cuba’s survival now
become a prime bargaining chip for Soviet sobriety in Berlin and Laos? The
questions were not asked.

The Taylor Commission’s fervent recommendation to strengthen paramil-
itary activism also ignored the issuc of foreign public opinion. America’s
adversary was a charismatic guerrilla leader with a strong nationalist and
socialist-communist appeal. The White House hope that his people would join
to overthrow him also imagined, against the background of America’s past
associations with Batista, that America was a benevolent rescuer. Now, there
was no evidence to believe such ethnocentric premises —and good reason, too,
for thought about why they had been believed. The Taylor report had no com-
ment on the problem.

EXECUTIVE BRANCH LESSONS 71

Too, American public opinion was divided, and important sectors ol opi-
nion were angry about official deception. Domestic support tor foreign policy
requires, in part, that crucial American ideals (or at least symbol.isms) be
honored, and liberals were ambivalent about counterrevolutionary interven-
tions in Central America. It is easier to recognize this lesson (and the one
above) in the light of later expericnce in Vietnam. But the public outcry was
so consequential (it led Kennedy to stop the D-Day strikes) and news media
disaffection so badly miscalculated that the failure of the Taylor Commis-
sion to consider the issue (and boldly recommend a declaration of national
emergency to override criticism) was a stark omission.

That such issues would be overlooked was predictable, Kennedy appointed
a chairman with a military view of organization, and all appointees shared
similar political outlooks and agreed that paramilitary operations were nec-
essary. He excluded plausible appointees who might have wanted to re-argue
old questions or cast doubts on the future of paramilitary operations: When
Stevenson , Bowles, Fulbright, Schlcsinger, other liberals. and noliticians,
were excluded he had already determined the issues he did not want debated.
Kennedy pre-selected the advice he would receive and excluded what he did
not want to hear. That he got what he wanted, and liked its spirit, is suggested
by his next assignment for Taylor: That fall Taylor and Walt Rostow from
the White House staff were sent to Vietnam where, predictably, they found a
situation in which they imagined greater American counterinsurgency involve-
ment could be successful and America a benefactor welcomed by the people.

These aspects of reality that (primarily as a result of presclection of ad-
visers) were cither not recognized or not integrated into the report are sum-

marized in table 3.1.%

Table 3.1. Learning and the Taylor Commission Report:
tmportant Elements of Reality Not Recognized or ntegrated

1. Cuba and Future Paramilitary Operations _

A. Against intelligent and prepared opponents, past CIA successes were unlikely to be
repeatable. The issue was not addressed. _ o

B. Long-term consequences for American and foreign public opinion were not asscss:.cd.

C. New alternatives for Cuban policy were not assessed, especially the risks of failure to tind
a modus vivendi and of increased hostilities.

Il The Policymaking Process ' )

A. Design of a deliberation process for learning by beginners facing novel, comples problems
and unwelcome trade-offs. - o

B. Methods for safeguarding presidents from their own hasty actions that are uninformed or
demand results that are unrealistic. _ ) .

C. Design of burcaucratic “trip wires™ to sound alarms whea carlier crucial assumptions need
reevaluation or growing constraints jeopardize success. _

D. Ways 1o induce people to tell the complete truth to the prcsndc.fm._ '

E. Ways to overcome inteliectuad deference and the muted force of critical arguments made
by subordinates.
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Kennedy’s Lessons

After he appointed a review board, Kennedy's next decision was political:
Dulles, Cabell, and Bissell would have to go. He kept Dulles in office tor
several months to work with the Taylor Commission and likely because, as he
was & Republican tied to the Eisenhower administration, Dulles inhibited
criticism of the failure.?’ Kennedy named another Republican, John Me-
Cone, to replace Dulles. '

Kennedy thought about administration in terms of people, not organiza-
tional design. His basic theory was that he needed new people who would be
straight with him and look out for his interests. He appointed a tough, ex-
pericnced Washington lawyer, Clark Clifford, to a new board 10 monitor
foreign intelligence. He included men with strong personal loyalty to himself
to be in the room during future foreign policy crises, especially Robert Ken-
nedy and Ted Sorenson. He supported an expanded role for McGeorge Bundy
and his NSC staff in the White House. He appointed Maswell Taylor 10
“watchdog” the CLAs execution of Operation MONGOOSE (discussed below)
and later appointed Taylor his new chairman of the Joint Chiels of Statt.™
He changed the CIA's leadership, appointed in the Eisenhower administra-
tion, for this rcason as well.

To those who had entered the administration with him, Kennedy provided
leadership to help them recover from the experience and use it constructive-
ly. He ook full public responsibility and put out the word that he meant it;
he did not want taultfinding in press lcaks. There was more than enough
blame to go around, he said. He told them to keep the failure in perspective,
that it would pass —“We'll be kicked in the can for a few days” — and maybe
it was better that, if it had to happen, it occurred at the beginning. He was
not openly vindictive, treated the departures of the top CIA men as a political
necessity, and was personally gracious to them.>*

Yet support for his staff had a limit and, ironically, Chester Bowles became
the scapegoat. After the failure, Bowles angered the president and other ad-
visors. by a long-winded, poorly organized discussion of future, nonviolem
alternatives for climinating or blocking Castro.> His fate was also sealed
when he appeared to leak stories to his friends about his personal opposition
to the entire Bay of Pigs scheme.”’

Unconsciously, Bowles was likely set up: He was given little time to prepare
a plan and the task —a nonviolent way to eliminate Castro — was not realistic.
The key decision makers were not in the mood to be chastised, particularly
not by a man who appeared cgregiously soft-headed. The brief byplay and
exceution of a liberal dissenter (on the alleged grounds he was a weak ad-
ministrator, which appears not to have been the case) can probably be inter-
preted as reflecting Kennedy's inner process of dealing with his own liberal
instincts and their fate in the decision for MONGOOSE.
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Kennedy accepted the proposal to run his large-scale “irreguiar™ operations
through the Defense Department, ordered its capabilitics expanded, and gave
special emphasis to the Green Berets corps (designing their uniform personal-
ly). He did not officially declare a state of limited national emergency, but
did speak fervently in public about America’s need to compete against guer-
rilla insurgencies he feared would increase, worldwide, in the 1960s.

The White House staff loyally created a public relations image to assure
liberals (and the world) that Kennedy had been misled by the CIA. Leaks sug-
gested he was outraged, would now “get control,” that he was forewarned
and would resist any further paramilitary schemes. In fact, this intelligent and
effective learning to mancuver public opinion obscured a movement of policy
in the opposite direction: Kennedy implemented Maxwelt Taylor'’s recommen-
dation to place a single man in charge of paramilitary operations (it was
Taylor, to revicw operational details), and assigned him to get rid of Castro
without press-gencrated constraints and damage. Rejecting the ineffective
half-measures from Bowles and State Department liberals, Kennedy acted in
concert with the Taylor Commission’s emotional consensus which, although
not based on a thoughtful study, did reflect his own feelings: “We fecl we
are losing today on many fronts . . ." and “There can be no long-term living
with Castro as a ncighbor.™

AT CENTER SfAGE: LAOS AND BERLIN
To understand the subsequent MONGOOSE phase of America’s Cuban

" policy it is nccessary to discuss the simultancous, grave pressure Kennedy felt

on a world stage. Conflicts were not merely local; they were battles, too, in
this larger war: tests of resolve for oneself, public demonstrations of resolve
to deter other anti-American initiatives.

America faced, by Kennedy’s perception, new and dangerous Soviet asser-
tions of power. Before he assumed office, the USSR had begun to deploy new-
ly developed intercontincntal ballistic missiles capable of delivering nuclear
warheads throughout much of the United States. Kennedy's carlier belief that
Soviet missiles outnumbered America’s changed by February 1961, when
McNamara reviewed top secret U-2 spy plane evidence the new administra-
tion had not previously known to exist (and which Bisscll had made possi-
ble), but the fact remained that Soviet Premier Khrushehev increasingly
boasted of his new rockets in warnings to the West.™ His country also ad-
vanced to a dramatic lcad, both psychological and technical, in outer space:
The Soviet Union orbited the first earth sateltite, Sputnik, in 1957; the first
man placed into carth orbit was Yuri Gagarin, a Sovict cosmonaut —and his
success (April 12, 1961) occurred the week before Kennedy's Bay of Pigs
debacle.” Anticolonial movements in Africa and Asia adopted Marxist rhe-
toric and threatened to expand the territory friendly to, or neutral toward,
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the so-called Sino-Soviet bloc. Just prior to Kennedy's inauguration, on
January 6, 1961, Khrushchey had proclaimed Marxism-Leninism preeminent
in the world, at the forefront of history. (Earlier, he had boldly applauded
Castro’s victory, declaring the Monroe Docirine dead and recommending i
be interred as “a stinking corpse.™) Now, he declared Soviet support for ex-
panding the revolutionary movement around the world.»

Khrushchev also began to act on such bold movements. By March 1961,
a massive Soviet airlift began to supply advancing pro-Communist Pathet Lao
forces in Laos. A dangerous, and possibly nuclear, confrontation appeared
likely in Europe. Kennedy’s assertiveness (and caution) in dealing with Cuba
reacted to these global conditions.

Laos

The situation in Laos presented a tangled history of indigenous factions
and personalitics drawn into cold war politics even though the categorics
Washington applied - “freedom™ versus “Communism” — had only modcest
ability to provide clear analysis of the motives of the contenders. The Eisen-
hower administration had desired to make Laos a “bastion of freedom” in
Southeast Asia. It made strenuous efforts to prevent a coalition government
which included Communists or which might otherwise become ncutral in the
cold war. By 1960, more American aid per capita had been provided Laos
than any other country; almost none served the cause of cconomic develop-
ment, but did pay the full cost of the Royal Laotian Army. Widespread graft
and corruption, and spreading Western influcnce, gave those excluded two
additional issues, virtue and nationalism, to unite a competing movement and,
with Marxist rhetoric, to solicit aid from the Soviet Union. With massive
Soviet aid, pro-C ommunist Pathet Lao forces made stcady military advances
and Kennedy’s advisers judged they would win without American interven-
tion. As he decided what ta do about Cuba, Kennedy devoted even more time
to Laos. W ‘

As Kennedy saw it, the problem was that past American policy had been
wrong and ncutralization was the proper answer, But such a viable long-term
policy was now out of the question: American prestige had been publicly com-
mitted. This, then, made Laos important in the cold war, and he could *not
aceept any visible humiliation, v However, the Lao proved, for the most
part, to be a people without zeal for warfare (“not believing in getting killed
like the civilized races,” remarked John Kenneth Galbraith, then on lcave from
Harvard as Kennedy's ambassador to India), and the fierce nationalist deter-
mination of the numerically smaller Pather Lao seemed likely 1o prevail if
America only supplicd arms to the defenders. *

In March, President Kennedy had made diplomatic and military prepara-
tions 1o intervene with American troops, not for the purpose of combai but
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to demonstrate resolve and serve as a dramatic warning and bargaining chip,
their removal to be part of a hoped-for neutrality agreement with the Soviet
Union. He also moved elements of America’s Seventh Fleet 1o the South China
Sea, had helicopters and 500 marines relocated to Thailand across the Mckong
River from Laos, and placed combat troops on alert a1 American bases in
Okinawa.

Initially, the demonstration of toughness seemed 10 work: Khrushchey signed
a neutralization agreement on April 1. However, agreement on a cease-fire
was not forthcoming, and Kennedy’s advisers again feared the Pathet Lao
could overrun the country while the Sovicts strung Kennedy along by a paper
agreement. On Thursday, April 20, the day after the Bay of Pigs defcat, the
president decided to send a renewed message of toughness in Laos, ordering
American military advisers there to wear uniforms (rather than the civilian
clothes they had previously been instructed to wear) and giving them official
designation as a Military Assistance and Advisory Group. But the gesture
failed; within the week, on April 26, 1961, the Pathet Lao launched a new,
major offensive,

A turbulent meeting of the National Sccurity Council found the govern-
ment in disarray. A month carlicr, the Joint Chiefs had reccommended Ken-
nedy deploy 60,000 troops, although they declined to guarantee success.
Chastened by the Bay of Pigs defeat, and consistently opposed to land wars
in Asia (“Even the Marines don't want to go in” Robert Kennedy noted), they
now wanted 140,000 men and authorization to use tactical nuclear weapons

.before they would 1ell the president they could guarantee victory if an all-

out war ensued.

Burned badly by problems at the Bay of Pigs landing site, Kennedy now
critically probed the new military plans for Laos. Focusing —this time —on
detail, he found the two airstrips in Pathet Lao territory, proposed for use,
could accept 1,000 troops a day but were surrounded by 5,000 Pathet Lao;
airborne resupply to the disembarking troops would be restricted to daylight
hours; and in the event of prompt and vigorous Pathet Lao counterattack —
akin to Castro’s — it would be more than a week before land reinforcements
could reach the outnumbered defenders. He was not impressed by this military
planning (perhaps especially because he discovered such problems himself),
and he also gave the impression of being frustrated and angry with the Joint
Chiefs for insufficient enthusiasm, for resisting a limited intervention, and
for wanting nuclear and massive manpower commitments from him before
they would guarantee success.

From the Bay of Pigs failure Kennedy learned skepticism toward the 2OV-
ernment’s top experts, and his carlier failure likely prevented immediate in-
tervention in Laos." But Kennedy still prepared to do it and ordered 10,000
marines on Okinawa to stand ready. That dramatic escalation apparently
made the difference at the negotiating table. By May 1 a cease-fire was signed,
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and its effectiveness confirmed soon thereafter.™ Khrushchev, apparently
observing his locally advantageous position and expressing his new con-
fidence, later said Laos had not been worth going 10 war for, especially as
it would, in the course of events “fall into our laps like a ripe apple.” (In 1962
Kennedy began another covert war in the country to forestall this possibili-
ty, an cffort that was eventually to recruit 30,000 Meo tribesmen and cost
$300 million.)™ On May 11, 1961, the president moved boldly to block a
Cuban- or Laotian-style deterioration in neighboring South Vietnam, declared
(in his National Sccurity Action Memorandum #52) a U.S. national objec-
tive “to prevent Communist domination of South Vietnam,” and ordered 400
Special Forces advisers to that country to begin to train the army of its cen-
tral government: 3,200 American adviser-soldiers were there by the end of
the year.® Throughout the rest of 1961 and 1962, the question remained
unanswered whether the Laos cease-fire would hold, whether American firm-
ness would be called as a bluff. Whether Kennedy was bluffing is not clear.
Probably he was not, although likely he was undecided and postponing a deci-
sion he hoped, ultimately, not to make.

Berlin

The new Berlin confrontation, which Kennedy faced simultancously with
these other crises, was a legacy of World War 1. At the end of the war the
Allies shared occupation of different sectors of the German capital, Berlin,
located 120 miles within the new East Germany (the Sovict sphere); France,
Great Britain, and the United States held rights of air and land access to their
scctors of Berlin along a corridor from West Germany. The arrangements
were considered temporary, but a final settlement was never achieved. Stalin
had once attempted to choke off Berlin in 1948, resulting in a Berlin airlift
by the Allies to sustain the Western sector until the Soviets backed down.

In 1958, Khrushchev boldly raised the Berlin issue again and demanded a
German peace treaty to legitimate the division of Germany and end Allied
occupation rights within East Germany's sovereign territory (i.c., Berlin). His
demands were to be discussed at a 1960 Paris summit with President Eisen-
hower, but Khrushchev walked out of the conference. (He linked his action
to America’s arrogantly insulting and intrusive U-2 spy plane operations over
Russia, publicly revealed after the shooting down of a U-2 planc in May 1960,
the capture of the pilot, Francis Gary Powers, and Eisenhower’s admission
he had authorized such overflights), !

Khrushehev presented new demands forcefully at a meeting with Kennedy
in Vienna in Junc 1961. He bluntly announced that there would be a negoti-
ated treaty to end Allied occupation by the end of 1961 or, unilaterally, he
would sign such a treaty with East Germany. After he did so, he said, if the
West then sought to violate East Germany's territorial sovereignty by assert-
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ing occupation and access rights to Berlin, the Soviet Union would be forced
to defend that sovercignty. If the United States wanted war, so be it. “No
force in the world,” Khrushchev declared, would prevent the USSR from sign-
ing a treaty.* .

This heavy-handed ultimatum threatened a nuclear confrontation. It Khrush-
chev made good his threat, Sovict conventional superiority in East Germany
would compel NATO 10 use nuclear weapons in an all-out military contest
if it were to avoid defeat.

Kennedy, shaken, interpreted Khrushchev's ultimatum to mean he had sent
a dangerous message of weakness by his Bay of Pigs equivocation. Khrush-
chev had acted decisively and brutally to suppress the 1956 Hungarian upris-
ing. If Kennedy was not tough cnough 1o use violence to see through an ef-
fort to eliminate Castro, ninety miles from American shores, would he not
surely back down over remote Berlin when faced with the threat of direct
nuclear reprisal against America??

Kennedy responded to the Berlin deadline crisis with public firmness, called
former Secretary of State Acheson from retirement to develop contingency
plans, requested Congress grant standby authority to call up reserves, aug-
mented American forces in July, consulted allics, and adopted other open
preparations, convinced Khrushchev must be dramatically deterred else he
miscalculate.® During the summer of 1961, while he debated what to do
about Cuba and Laos, Kennedy’s greatest concern was how to manage his
Berlin deadline crisis.

Accepting, at least temporarily, the ncutralization of Laos, Khrushchev now
appeared to increase his pressure on Berlin. On August 13, 1961, Soviet troops
built the Berlin Wall to scal boarders between East and West Berlin by a high
wall, barbed wire, a mined “no-man’s land” and guard posts. Those seeking
to escape were shot. The wall was designed to end a westward exodus of East
Germans which, by that summer, totaled 3.5 million and, because economic
prosperity in West German contrasted sharply with the poor performance of
the East German economy, had increased to over 10,000 a week. The out-

_pouring depleted East Germany, in a public and humiliating way, of able and

ambitious workers. Arguably, Khrushchev’s actions were forced upon him,
but given the climate of the time and the belligerence of Kremlin rhetoric,
the wall was judged a mancuver to demoralize West Berlin and an ominous
sign of the dangerous turn in Sovict-American rclations.*

OPERATION MONGOOSE

“You could sack a town and enjoy it!”
—Maxwell Taylor to Robert F.

Kennedy (commenting on RKF's
browbeating of CIA officials).*



73 CAN GOVERNMENTS LEARN?

Operation MONGOOSE was ordered by Kennedy in the early fall of
1961." His order was 1o do everything that could be done —secretly and
without using American troops —to destroy Castro. The logic of the enter-
prise was o strike against the economic well-being of everyone on the island,
and MONGOOSE planners developed a steadily escalating campaign of com-
mando raids and sabotage to destroy crops and cvery major plant and fac-
tory on the island. Worldwide operations coordinated from Frankfurt were
intended to block, delay, or sabotage all Cuban international trade, especially
imports of machinery and repair parts. Every CIA station and embassy was
directed by Washington to assign a “Cuba” officer, develop plans, and be
effective.* “No time, cffort or manpower be spared,” Robert Kennedy or-
dered, with the authority of the White House behind him.* The orchestrated
campaign of espionage and worldwide economic warfare would exact punish-
ment; if it destroyed Castro it would do so because the Cuban people would
suffer such gricvous economic hardship that, believing Castro to be the cause,
they would rise against him.

MONGOOSE did not emerge from a systematic and thoughtful policy pro-
cess; after Chester Bowles was unable to suggest nonviolent measures that
would climinate Castro, meetings of the National Seccurity Council quickly
consolidated an emotional consensus that made prolonged thought unnce-
essary. The discussion of Cuban policy was highly emotional, “almost savage,”
“the emotional rcaction of people unaccustomed to defeat whose pride . . .
had been deeply wounded.” Their sessions were filled with “fire and fury,”
recalled onc participant, and a large majority urged the president to invade
Cuba immediately with American troops.*

Although Kennedy did not accept the majority’s advice for an immediate
invasion, he was determined that Castro be eliminated. He restricted further
policy debates to a small group of like-minded men. (Arthur Schlesinger, Jr.,
his attitudes known from his earlier dissenting memoranda, was excluded.
So were other liberals.) He appointed the CI (Counter-Insurgency) Group,
chaired by Taylor, pushed by his brother, to get control of the CIA, review
cevery detail (down to “the gradients on the beach and the composition of the
sand”) and produce results.* Kennedy judged (accuratcly) that large, dra-
matic operations attracted the press.* These were forbidden. He redoubled
both his pressure for results and his initial restrictions that all vital trade-ofts
be honored: climinate Castro, absolute secrecy for American complicity, and
no regular troops. ™

MONGOOSE remained secret (from Americans) for almost a decade and,
because it never appeared dramatically on the front page of the Times, the
impression has remained that MONGOOSE was inconsequential. In fact, the
operation was several times larger and more destructive than its Bay of Pigs
predecessor. Under White House pressure the CIA quickly expandcd its sta-
tion in Miami to become the largest in the world, with 600 full-time agents.
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A larger expatriate force, now 3,000 Cubans, was recruited and commando
raids were launched almost weekly. Almost 100 *safe houses™ were purchased
or rented, dozens of small “front” businesses (travel agents, boat repair, etc.)
were bought or begun. A large paramilitary flecet was acquired: “mother
boats,” attack craft.*

Robert Kennedy's approach to management did not depend on organiza-
tion charts but on a combination of leadership, drama, and tyranny: he fierce-
ly demanded results, “the climination of Castro.” The rude way Bobby Ken-
nedy treated the CIA —“chewing my ass out” Richard Bissell described it —
was not designed to produce gestures or be kindly of excuses.** QJ/WIN, a
foreign-born contract assassin, was used; William Harvey, one of the CIA’s
gun-toting stars was brought in, and — with tradecrafit to forge documents and
make it appear the work of a Soviet-bloc agent —the CIA tried six more times
during the next year to assassinate Cuba’s self-advertised “Maximum Leader.”™*

The president was consistently informed the CIA could sce no way fo
overthrow Castro by clandestine means.” And the CIA’s forecast of im-
probable success was rcalistic, albeit unacceptable to the Kennedys and a
source of their anger. They hadn't “a god-damn asset in the place,” and Castro
was even more of a national hero.™ Assassination was an intelligently in-
tegrated policy tool prior to an invasion: now Castro, if it succeeded, would
be a martyr and Ché Guevara, Raoul Castro, or other hard-liners would just
take over. His Board of National Estimates warned the president, in the fall
of 1961, that “it is improbable that an extensive popular uprising could be
-fomented . . . [Castro’s death} would almost certainly not prove fatal 1o the
regime.”" There was no end game.

The American planners, of course, spoke of the American-sponsored vio-
lence as “economic sabotage” - or sometimes “boom and bang” — rather than
as “terrorism.” And perhaps, judged with definitional rigor, it was not ter-
rorism: that term implics a coherent policy to effect terror in a population.
Bombs exploded cvery few days in Havana, but there was no well-conceived
plan to achicve specific objectives, only determination that (in the phrase of
Robert Kennedy's partisan, Arthur Schiesinger) “the terrors of the carth™
should be directed against the collective entity “Cuba” and its personitica-
tion, “Castro.™

Why did the president order MONGOOSE? Along with the strong (and
probably competitive) emotions stirred by Castro, Communist challenges in
Laos, Berlin, and clsewhere likely made it seem prudent to act toughly, yet
without the usc of regular American troops.* It was the wrong time both to
acquiesce passively to a new, revolution-espousing Sovict state in the Carib-
bean and 10 provoke the Soviet Union to a tit-for-tat response in Berlin or
Laos. And these major pressures from other arcnas probably contributed to
stress and the difficulty of thoughtfully designing a paticnt, complex diplo-
matic effort.* MONGOOSE was likely a case, too, of simply redoubling
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commitment and effort after initial failure rather than rethinking basic mo-
tives.* That was consistent with a Kennedy theory of political causation; the
missing ingredient in success was the will and vigor to make it happen.

The record suggests MONGOOSE was an emotionally driven policy, not
a thoughttul one: “We were hysterical about Castro at the time of the Bay
of Pigs and thereafter,” Robert McNamara acknowledged in retrospect (and
he was not a man casily given to hysteria).* Robert Kennedy was militant
and scalous: he warned that America’s defeat now made Castro truly dan-
gerous, and, with the president’s knowledge, made the elimination of Castro
a personal obsession.** He spoke of an insult to America, Castro “thumb-
ing his nose” at the United States, of Castro “crowing.™ Over many months
he was on the telephone constantly to CIA officials at all levels prodding,
pushing, demanding 1o know why there were no results, attending weekly
review meetings which often extended 10 seven hours of tough questioning
and detailed review.*” (And Castro, passionately denouncing the “imperialist
worms” who attempted to conquer his country and destroy his revolution,
opened schools in Cubi to train guerrilla cadres for anti-imperialist revolu-
tions throughout Latin America.)

Robert Kennedy, writing in his private journal, confessed “not to know
whether it will work™ but he saw *nothing to lose in my cstimate” by trying. =
“Nothing” included. in reality, the economic welfare of the Cuban people,
dozens and perhaps hundreds of people killed in the first year of MONG( YOSE,
and some degree of his own reputation. It was a judgment reflecting a sen-
sibility about power that, I will argue, in chapter 6, underlics such policics.
But he was proud of the activity he was generating: “[By August, 1961, it}
was better organized than it had been before and was having quite an effect.
[ mean, there were 10 to 20 thousand tons of sugar canc that was [sic] being
burned every week.™

Was MONGOOSE More Intelligent?

Was MONGOOSE more intelligent than the Bay of Pigs? In some respects,
ves. The learning 10 avoid trouble in the press was rapid: only small raids were
used and the source of previous leaks (liberals) appeared correctly diagnosed.
And the chance of undoing the Cuban revolution appeared, technically, to
be realistically estimated, although the estimate was rejected as a basis for
policy.

But if technical aspects of the operation reflected tactical learning, the ra-
tionale for the operation itself became less intelligent. Its principal result —
an unanticipated nuclear confrontation —made it, in reality, a menace.

Setting aside momentarily the Missile Crisis, was it worth the cost? To deci-
sion makers, the Bay of Pigs had a positive “expected value™: a “no cost™
guerrilla dissipation and a positive chance for success. Now, a national sccuri-
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ty rationale for MONGOOSE — given it could not eliminate Castro —was that
it “increased the cost to Castro” of pursuing his revolutionary objectives. Yet
the Seviet Union could increase aid to offsct the severity of the punish-
ment —and it did so. The net cconomic cost to the Cuban people would niot
topple Castro. While the data are still classified, several hundred expatriate
commandos and Cuban defense forces probably were killed. No questions
were raised about the benefit/cost ratio to America, the waste involved, nor

.about a better use, clsewhere, for the money and lives.

Beyond harassment, there would have been two reasons to “raise the cost”
via MONGOOSE. The primary purpose was to deter Soviet expansion by con-
veying a message of American toughness; but, as | will discuss momentari-
ly, Khrushchev began secretly to introduce nuclear missiles into Cuba in the
summer of 1962. Obviously, then, no credibie deterrent message of tough
resolve was conveyed; planners had become too self-absorbed by the tough
militancy of their own mood.

A sccond justification would have been “message sending” to other potential
revolutionaries. The logic of this justification is complicated. It MONGOOSI:
was trily sccret, no onc (Soviets or otherwise) would believe it to be American
policy, infer they faced similar punishment, and be deterred. It had to be
recognized as U.S. policy elsewhere in the world yct not in the American press.
If this is unlikely footwork could have been achieved, MONGOOSE might
have had a deterreat effect.

However, what messages were sent is obscure. MONGOOSE might have

.sent deterrent messages to other revolutionaries. Or it might have taught them

Kennedy would not usc America’s regular troops (even ninety miles from
Amcrica’s shores) and thus would be an ineffective opponent. Or it might have
taught idcalistic youth in Latin America to sce the United States in a Marx-
ist light, as reactionary (as it did in the case of the founders of the Sandinista
movement in Nicaragua, as | will discuss in chapter 7). Or it might, in the later
unfolding of history, have had all these effects or none at all. MONGOOSE
ended too quickly for us to know what the long-term results niight have been.
(Among these results, the willingness of many of Kennedy's advisers to send
hundreds of thousands of American troops to Victnam scveral years later,
to an arca of the world of far less geopolitical significance than the Carib-
bean, suggests an invasion might have been launched if a modest, indigenous
anti-Castro moy ement could have been created.)

The intellectual integrity of Operation MONGOOSE was lower than that
achieved for the Bay of Pigs plan. The president split off and abandoncd his
liberal ideals and human instincts; thus he reached, and probably crossed over,
the edge of hypocrisy. Earlier, he had said he wanted to be a benefactor of
the Cuban people. Now, they and their welfare ceased to exist; there was no
Cuban benefit from devastation that had “no evidence™ for success and no
end game. Robert Kennedy's “nothing to lose” phrase echoes across the
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decades as a lesson of the limits of technical rationality when applied only
within a self-absorbed world.

Without an end game, the use of Cuban expatriates also became cynical.
Again, they were motivated by American handlers with the fantasv that
America supported their success. (The CIA could not motivate people to risk
their lives merely to “increase the cost.”) But the Bay of Pigs had becn judged
to have a realistic chance. With greater perspective than Robert Kennedy,

.Maxwell Taylor later admitted, “in a strategic sense [the commando raids]
weren’t anything morc than just pin pricks,” and there was no American com-
mitment to ultimate success.™ The patriotic illusions rallied by the CIA
among its 3,000 surrogate troops must count as a cruel and hypocritical
mancuver that men of conscience could design or be involved with only by
a massive and systematic disregard of conscience, reality, or both.

Table 3.2 reviews government learning from the Bay of Pigs to
MONGOOSE.™ The Kennedy administration ended MONGOOSE abrupt-
ly, in fear, when the U-2 photographic reconnaissance overflight on October
14, 1962, showed the Sovict Union had introduced nuclear missiles into Cuba,
Analysis of this next encounter is the final concern of this chapier.

THE CUBAN MISSILE CRISIS

JEK: Now why does he put these in there though? [ W lhat is the advan-
tage of that? It’s just as if we suddenly began to put ¢ major number of
MRBAMSs in Turkey. Now that'd be goddum dangerous, 1 would think.

Bundy: Well, we did, Mr. President.

. — White House Tapes, October
16, 1962, 6:30-7:55 PPN}

Why did American leaders not anticipate Khrushchev might place nuclear
missiles into Cuba? On its face, such a move had precedent: American had
placed its own nuclear missiles in Western Europe in the territory of its allics
and —carly in the Kennedy administration — had placed them directly on
Russia’s borders in Turkey. There had been no American expectation Russia
would risk nuclear war to prevent or reverse such actions (and, while angrily
denouncing the danger of such moves, it did not).” .

Apart from the international norms America had created, there were at least
three other reasons to expect a Soviet move. F irst, Khrushchev was perceived
to become bolder, even reckless, in other areas (c.g., Laos, Berlin). Second,
an inner group of advisers knew of Operation MMONGOOSE and its aggressive
message that theatened an invasion, which neither Russia nor Castro could
cliably forestall by conventional arms. If Kennedy would face the nuclear
orink to secure America’s Berlin outpost, would it be farfetched to belicve
Nhrushchev might not take a similar risk 1o secure, dramatically, Russia’s own
Cuban outpost? And third, could not Khrushchev expect major symbolic ad-
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Table 3.2. Changes in Exceutive Branch lntethigence and Eftectiveness:
The Bay of Pigs 10 MONGOOSL:

I. Intellicence

A. Realisim of Assessments i

+ L. Assessments of Cuban reality were apparently accurate: MONGOOSE judged unlikley
10 succeed.

+ 2. Bureaucratic redesign 1o effect control of the CIA well thought out (assuming the
MONGOOSE assassination plans were intended by the president.)

+ 3. "Trip wire” for Amencan press cos ercage correctly learned and e porated into the
new design.

= 4. Major costs ignored as “nothing.”

— 5. Deterrent message to the Soviet Union incorrectly calibrated.

— 6. Cuban and Soviet fear of an imminent second invasion underestimated.

B. Imtegration of Thought
— 1. No.end game or integrated negotiation strategy.
= 2. Contlicting messages to Latin America and other potential revolutionaries not assessed.

C. Perspective and Value Integration

= 1. “lorgetting” and original purpose to contribute to the wellare of the Cuban people.

= 2. Dishonest recruitment and use of expatriates tor an operiation expected only to “in-
CIease conts.”

= 3. Pervonatized revenge motives as a basis for national policy.

= 4. Overlooking Castro’s vital contributions as a potential hostage to effect Soviet fore-
bearance in Berlin and Laos and to spur Alliance for Progress momentum.

0. Effectiveness .

+ L. Modest increased economic cost 10 USSR and 1o Cuba.

- 2. “Expense to America”™/*damage to Cuba” ratio probably was quite high.

= 3. Long-term demoralization and bitterness of Cuban expatriate forces and vome CIA
case officers. '

= 4. Modest foss of domestic and international credibility and legitimacy as assassination
plot was revealed in next decade.

= 5. Deterrent v. arousal effects on Soviet Union, Casiro and others in other arenas unclear.

~ 6. Undcterred (and partially created) confromation crisis threatens nuclear war.

Note: + =increase; ~ =decrcase.

vantages from placing his missiles in the Western hemisphere, underscoring
his message to the underdeveloped countries of the region that the Monroe
Doctrine was dead and Sovict power on the march?

The American government’s position in the crisis was that the Soviet missile
introduction was so unthinkable, no senior administration official or Soviet
expert had predicted a move so alarming and dangerous to world peace.™
Given the available record, that appears to be true, strictly defined as an asser-
tion that no one has come forward who predicted the emplacemients 10 be
likely.™ But beneath the confident conviction, which stemmed in part from
the fact that the Soviets were thought to be extraordinarily cautious and had
made no forward emplacements in Eastern Europe, ran a deep undercurrent
of worry that a missile emplacement was conceivablc. John McCone, direc-
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tor of the CIA, was aggressive and serious about monitoring the possibility
of offensive missiles.™ By the end of the summer of 1962, the apprehensions
of Kennedy's advisers were sufficiently great to cause him to issue public warn-
ings against Soviet offensive weapons in Cuba or use of Cuba as a Sovict
base.”™ The U-2 reconnaissance overflight of Cuba which detected the mis-
siles had been specifically ordered to test an of fensive-missile hypothesis. The
shock when missiles were finally discovered was oddly disconnected from the
uneasy anticipation which motivated the search. (I return to this disconnec-
tion in chapter 6.)

Perhaps no one could have known a missile emplacement was likely, and
we do not know why Khrushchev acted as he did. But several analysts have
concluded, probably correctly, that Khrushchev simply failed to anticipate
that the Amcrican response would be to declare a crisis and to move to a
nuclear confrontation and the brink of nuclear war.™ In retrospect, Kennedy
failed to estimate what was required to deter any emplacement and probably
failed to anticipate one of the grave threats —a visibly humiliating destruc-
tion of his Cuban ally —that Khrushchev wished to prevent in a theatre with
massive Amcerican conventional superiority.

As we have seen, MONGOOSE obviously did not convey messages that
deterred Khrushchev. “Pin-prick” raids were scarcely the sign one faced a
tough competitor. Kennedy did communicate several warning messages direct-
ly to the Sovict Union, and in public statements, but — as best we can deter-
mine — these came in the summer of 1962 after Khrushchev's decision had been
made, the Soviet government committed, and the missiles on their way.™
Morcover, in retrospect, it is difficult to rcad the messages without wonder-
ing whether they contained loopholes, especially in what was not said. “Ol-
fensive” weapons were ruled out, but there was no certain, definitive state-
ment that any such weapons would be destroyed promptly. The statement
that an act may be intolerable, or dangerous, could be variously interpreted
as angry rhetoric, a bluff, or—as it turned out—a serious warning ™

In retrospect, it would have been more intelligent had Kennedy used con-
sistent methods to communicate deterrent resolve to the Russians (i.c., act-
ing as he had done to dramatize serious resolve clsewhere, in Laos and Berlin,
by mobilizing troops and conducting massive war game exercises in the waters
around Cuba), eschewing ambiguity and spelling out directly (and privately)
the consequences of immediate invasion and destruction of any missiles. There
was something unconnected, almost dreamlike, in his thinking about Cuba
and Russia. (I will want to consider this problem further in chapter 6.)

While, as far as we know, Kennedy had no intention to invade Cuba, the
restraint of MONGOOSE apparently did not communicate that fact.™ In his
memoirs, Khrushchev wrote that when he observed MONGOOSE, he thought
it an obvious preparation for a serious, larger invasion with regular American
troops. It was a prelude while the next round was being prepared —and he
did not expect Kennedy to fail the second time.® The Soviet and Cuban fear
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was probubly a fear anyone in their circumstances would reasonably share ™

The American press, public, and most members of Congress, unaware of
MONGOOSE’s ferocity, faced a mystery and were led 1o believe the nuclear
missiles were unjustified, solely introduced by Khrushchev 1o threaten Ameri-
ca and change the global balance of power. To be sure, there were more
missiles introduced than would be needed “rationally” to deter America, and
Khrushchev would receive major symbolic, geopolitical advantages to counter
America’s own forward deployments. But in retrospect, it scems likely that
nuclear missiles were the only reliable means open to Khrushcheyv to deter his
own “visible humiliation™ in Cuba, and Castro’s sole (albeil risky) means to

.secure his own survival. And, for those purposes, both men calculated cor-

rectly:* Kennedy settled the crisis with a “no invasion™ pledge for Castro
and removal of American missiles from Turkey.* He also stopped Opera-
tion MONGOOSE .*

In retrospect, MONGOOSE was a bizarre and badly designed geopolitical
plan. It was sufficiently ficree to arouse fear of a second invasion, too incf-
fectual to succeed, and too weak, indecisive, and covert to communicate that
its author would boldly risk a nuclear war over conduct which had been
deemcd acceptable for America. ’

There is a further, albeit elusive, issue raised by the failure to recognize
the fear which Amctican actions —taken for self-perceived defensive pur-
poses —could engender. American national sccurity managers may have had
an inner conviction of virtue and innocence — and great difficulty recogniz-
ing that use of their viewpoint to define reality could be a presumption lost
on other nations, and American policies experienced by others as inherently
hostile. We now know the brief exchange during the missile crisis delibera-
tions, captured on White Housc tapes quoted at the beginning of this sec-
tion: It suggests Kennedy had not previously stopped to consider that Amer-
ica’s “deterrent” missiles in Turkey, placed there during his administration
(the decision had been made earlier, by President Eisenhower), would en-
gendcr Sovict fear or motivate Soviet counterassertion. Soviet assertiveness
was attributed to something about Khrushchev, not to American actions. The
evidence is inconclusive, but it does suggest that American leaders imagined
too readily that their minds were read — almost telepathically — by the other
side, and that their own understanding of the character of American policy —
the expression of a nation that was tough, determined to avoid visible defeats,
but not aggressive — would be the understanding to which others, even those
with a Marxist perception, would respond.’

Learning and the Policy Process

From the Bay of Pigs defeat, the important lesson for Kennedy's advisers
was the experience itself and the knowledge, their personal abilities and past
success notwithstanding, that they could be disastrously wrong. Their pride

L-¢
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was hurt. Perhaps naturally, cach scarched his conscience but concluded the
major fault had been elsewhere. (The White House thought the CIA to blame,
and the Joint Chiets who failed to watchdog the CIA; the Joint Chiefs be-
lieved the president and the CIA had made a botch of it; the CIA's view was
that the president scuttled his own operation.) But the civilians did become
more of a genuine deliberative group after the departure of Dulles and Bissell,
less an assemblage of individuals unsure of their standing. Schiesinger reports
they became more assertive, more openly skeptical, more given to irreverent
remarks. Chastened, now they seemed to want honest discussions, werc able
to convey that to one another, sense it within onc another, and make it
work.*

The missile crisis deliberations showed that a marked improvement in the
policy process could occur. In doubt, the president wanted genuine discus-
sions, not presentation of agency positions staged for his benefit. Aware that
his own presence had created inhibition before, he excluded himsell from
many deliberations of the NSC executive committee and brought in former
Secretary of State Dean Acheson, who would not be deferential to him nor
awed by the titles of the men seated around the table. He used his brother
to monitor discussions, give voice to arguments he felt should be heard, and
to produce closure when he, himself, had decided. He added informal discus-
sions with individual members of his staff away from the formality of of-
ficial meetings.™

But there is an important caveat. Decision makers did eschew a first in-
stinct to use violence, debated intensely for over a week, and their resulting
policy of measured firminess (a naval “quarantine” to force a Soviet missile
withdrawal without direct violence) produced an acceptable outcome.™ Thus
the new crisis could be resolved without violence, and they adopted a lengthy
deliberative procedure which allowed them to see possibilitics they had not
originally imagined. They had the capability for creative and productive
discussion, and they used it. The question is: why thoughttul deliberations,
measured use of cocercive diplomacy, and negotiation now — but not in the
earliecr MONGOOSE decision?

The record is persuasive that the invocation of this capability tor collec-
tive thought was a function of political power: specifically, the Soviet nuclear
threat causcd a more thoughtful and systematic policy process. During the
first week of debate, almost all advisers favored immediate air strikes and
American invasion even considering the Soviet military personnel on the
island. What stopped the immediate and devastating resort to violence —and
made them think further —was the presence of nuclear missiles which might
be launched against the United States.” Nuclear deterrence worked, it so-
bered decision makers, engaged their individual and collective capacitics to
think, and produced a measured reaction.

We may observe, in the contrast of MONGOOSE with other policy pro-
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cesses (Berlin, Laos, and the Cuban Missile Crisis), an important conclusion:
the learning rate, how much people thought and to what effect, was a func-
tion of motivation, itself an effect of the issues of power at stake. Against
powerful opponents, when the potential damage to Amcrica was great, or
American troops might be required, latent capacities for extensive, searching
analyses of alternatives and reflective discussion were used. But the capacities
were not engaged when —as in MONGOOSE —a challenger was perceived
weak in power to retaliate.”
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appears a more consequential inhibition than the small group dynamics ol a
“groupthink™ syndrome. See also Dexter (1977).

Tavlor, Operation ZAPATA, p. 21,

Kirkpatrick's analysis parallcled Taylor's, although it was more critical of the CIA.
It dirceted its most severe criticisms at the effort to mount a farge covert military
operation in which the requirement for deniability stifted the operition itselt. It
wias tov big to hide, too smal 10 succeed. Kirkpatrick was harsh on his profes-
sional associates at the CIA for promoting it. He characterized their Guatemala
precedent as succeeding only by unusual good luck, and he believed its use 1o guide
the Cuban mission uninformed and overconfident. His judgment was that, below
the top, people assigned to Bissell's team were of C-quality; the operation did not
fail because of them, but it way slipshod. He criticized both the lack of contingency
planning and the failure 1o stand firm against political pressures that weakened
the operation. Robert Amory’s interview in the Kennedy Library contains a good
discussion -of the report and some of the personality issues involved. Scee also
Kirkpattick, “Paramilitary Case Study,” Wyden, Bay of Pigs, pp. 322-324, Pow-
ers, The Man Who Kept the Secrets, pp. 131-148.

. R. Roa, “Charges Delivered Against the United States Before the U.N. Security

Council” New York Times (January §, 1961) discusses his country's formal charges.
Sce also H. Dinerstein, The Making of a Missile Crisis, October, 1962 (Baltimore,
MD: John Hopkins Univ. Press, 1976), passim.

“Presclection™ is an interim diagnosis. | will reconceptualize the problem in chapter
6 and there will discuss it as a symptom rather than a causc.

A. Schlesinger, A Thousand Duvs: John F. Kennedy in the White House (Boston:
Houghton Miftlin, 1965), p. 290.
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Powers, The Man Who Kept the Secrets, p. 169 et passim Jiscusses Tavlor's role.
Sce also R. Schlesinger, Robert F. Kennedy and His Times (Boston: Houghton
Mifflin, 1978), pp. 443-498 passim.

Schlesinger, A Thousand Days, pp. 295-297 discusses these actions. Cabell's
dismissal is noted in Martin, Wilderness of Mirrors, p. 119.

Schiesinger, A Thousand Days, p. 472.

It may be less likely lessons are learned if they require recognition of unpleasant
truths, and especially if they imply a decreased sense of efficacy. See A. Bandura.
“Self-Efficacy: Toward a Unifying Theory of Behavioral Change” Psvchological
Review 84 (1977): 191-215; D. Campbell, “Blind Variation and Selective Reten-
tion in Creative Thought as in Other Knowledge Processes,” Psychological Review
67 (1960): 380-400; D. Campbell, “Evolutionary Epistemology” in P. Schilp, ed..
The Philosophy of Karl Popper, vol. 14-1 (LaSalle, IHinois: Open Court Publish-
ing, 1974).

Kennedy may not have known that Bowles was angry because he had wanted to
present his opposition but had been put off by Rusk. Whether Rusk was forthcom-
ing with the President about the incident, or remained silent and allowed the depar-
ture of an unwanted subordinate, is not clear. Schilesinger®s A Thousand Dayvs ac-
count of the departure must be treated skeptically: Ay a liberat, he appears 1o hane
been manucvered by the President to accept the more broadly stated rationalke ot
Bowles's “managerial ineffectiveness.” Bowles clearly fele deeply hurt and, a decade
tater, in his memoirs, provided a long rejoinder to this charge and to the allega-
tion that he had leaked his views to the press: C. Bowles, Promises to Keep: My
Years in Public Life, 1941-1969 (New York: Harper and Row, 1971), p. 453 «t
passim. A common theory, advanced by W. Bundy, “The National Security Pro-
cess: Plus Ca Change . . . 7" International Security 7 (Wimer 1982 1981): p. 99,
is that opponents —especially those who are excluded from the policy process —
arc the most likely to leak. [t is possible that Stevenson or Reston, seeking to pro-
mote Bowles® career, were the source of the stories.

Taylor, Operation ZAPATA, p. 52. G. Wills, Thé Kennedy Imprisonment: A
Meditation on Power (New York: Pocket Books, 1983 (1981), chapter 20 puts these
events into correct perspective.

Schlesinger, A Thousand Days, p. 302, Dinerstein, Makine of a Missile Crists
reviews Sovict statements during this period. For a review ol the missile estimates
issue, sce J. Prados, The Soviet Estimate: U.S. Intelligence Analvsis and Russiun
Military Strength (New York: Dial Press, 1982).

31. Quickly foltowing his Bay of Pigs defeat, Kennedy publicly committed the United
Statces to beat the Russians to the moon. See H. Young, B. Silcock, and P. Dunn,
“Why We Went to the Moon™ Washington Monthly 2 (April, 1970): 29-58, who
discuss the political connections.

32. Kennedy regarded the speech as an authoritative statement: Schlesinger, A Thou-
sand Days, pp. 302-304. ’

33. Schlesinger, A Thousand Days, pp. 329 ¢t passim. C. Stevenson, The End of
Nowhere: American Policy Toward Laos Since 1954 (Boston, MA: Beacon Press,
1972) discusses the background and evolution of Laotian policy.

34. Schlesinger, A Thousand Days, p. 332.

35. Ibid.

36. These details of Kennedy's policy are drawn from Schlesinger, A Thousand Days,
pp- 323-334; H. Parmet, JFK: The Presidency of John F. Kennedy (New York:
Dial Press, 1983), pp. 131-155.

37. Robert Kennedy oral history interview (JFK Library), vol. 1, p. 72.
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However it proved temporary: D. Hall. “The Laotian War of 1962 and the Indo-
Pakistan War of 1971" in B. Blechman and S. Kaplan, ed., Force Withour War:
The U.S. Armed Forces as a Political Instrumens (Washingion, DC: Brookings
Institution, 1978), pp. 135-221 discusses the next round.

T. Fain, K. Plant, and R. Milloy, ed.. The Intelligence Community: History,
Organization, and Issues (New York: R. R. Bowker, 1977), p. 702.

L. Gelb and R. Betts, The Irony of Vietnam: The System Worked (Washington,
DC: Brookings Institution, 1979), p. 80.

D. Wise and T. Ross, The U-2 Affair (New York: Random House, 1962). The
Soviets had possessed the military capability 1o bring down the planes for several
months. That they had not done so previously was grounds to speculate Khrush-
chev designed the sequence of events to dramatize his new assertiveness. Likely
there were other causes, especially nationalistic pressures within the Soviet govern-
ment to use the improved missiles. There could have been no assurance the pilot
would survive to give proof of American sponsorship and thus torce Eisenhower
to retract the CIA cover story of an off-course weather plance: thus, it is unlikely
Khrushchev's seenario was planned in advance.

Schiesinger, A Thousand Duys, p. 366-374, reviews the mecting with Khrushchev.
N. Lebow, “The Cuban Missile Crisis: Reading the Lessons Correctly” Political
Science Quarterly 98 (1983): 431 -458, reviews the sources of this story and discusses
the validity of the interpretation.

For detailed reviews see S. Walker, “Bargaining Over Berlin: A Re-Analysis of
the First and Second Berlin Crises” Journal of Politics 44 (1982): 152-171; R.
Slusser, The Berlin Crisis of 1961 (Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins Univ. Press,
1973); A. George, D. Hall, and W. Simons, The Limits of Coercive Diplomacy
(Boston: Little, Brown, 1971). For general reviews of the problems of lesson draw -
ing in coercive diplomacy and deterrence see A, George and R. Smoke, Deter.
rence in American Foreign Policy: Theory and Practice (New York: Columbia
Univ. Press, 1974).

. Sce N. Khrushehev, Khirushehey Remembers (translated by S. Tatbott) (Boston:

Little, Brown, 1970y, p. 454 and Talbott’s editorial note, ibid.

- Quoted in Martin, Wilderness of Mirrurs, p. 135.
- The name way intentional: A mongoose is a small, ferret-like animal noted for

its ferocity in auacking and killing poisonous snakes.

- General reviews include T. Branch and G. Crile, “The Kennedy Vendetta: An Ac-

count of the CIA™ Entanglement in the Secret War Against Castro™ Harper's 251
(1975): 49-63; Martin, Bilderness of Mirrors, pp. 130-137 ¢t passim, Powers,
The Man Who Kept the Secrets, pp. 171-181 et passim. U.S. Senate, Sclect Com-
mitiee to Study Governmental Operations with Respect 1o Intelligence Activitios.
Alleged Assassination Plots Involving Foreign Leaders. Senate Report 97-465.
November 20, 1975, (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, 1975), pp.
134-179 et passim reviews assassination planning. Schlesinger, Robert F. Kennedy,
Pp. 452-498, 533-534 is based upon access to still-restricted documents (c.g.,
Robert Kennedy's private Journal). W. Hinckle and W, Turner, The Fish is Red:
The Story of the Secret War A gainst Castro (New York: Harper and Row, 1981)
introduce a wide range of issues, including the post-1962 period.

Quoated in Powers, The Man Who Kept the Secrets, p. 174. ]

These characterizations are drawn from Bowles, Promises, Pp- 330-331, 450. (1
will return 1o this characterization in chapter 6). Schlesinger, Robert F. Kennedy,
p- 473, reports that the early emotional consensus for invasion faded by early May.

- Martin, Wilderness of Mirrors, p. 135. There were overlapping groups with varying

members, including the SG/A (Special Group Augmented).
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- RFK oral history interview, Kennedy Library, vol. 3, p. 411.
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. Branch and Crile, *Kennedy Vendetia™ imply widespread press collusion 10 main-

tain secrecy during this period.
Powers, The Man Who Kept the Secres, p. 178 et passim.

Martin, Wilderness of Mirrors, pp. 123-124; U.S. Senate, Assassination Plots,
pp. 139-170.

The count varies slightly depending on sources and definitions.

Martin, Wilderness of Mirrors, pp. 140-141.

Ibid., p. 128.
. Ibid., p. 127,
. “Every few days a bomb explodes in Havana, sometimes in a park, sometimes

in a show window, sometimes in a hote! washroom." E, Halperin, “Cuba on the
Kremlin Path” Die Zeir {December, 1961), p. S1. See also Martin, Wilderness of
Mirrors, p. 480.

L. Etheredge, A World of Men: The Private Sources of American Foreign Policy
(Cambridge, MA:MIT Press, 1978), chapter 1 et passim provides a more detailed
review and discussion of President Kennedy's personal orientanion.

See M. Hermann, “Indicators of Stress in Policymakers Durin Foreign Policy
Crises” Political Psychology | (1979): 27-46 for a review of such effects.

L. Festinger, H. Riecken, and S. Schachter, When Prophecy Fuils (Minncapolis,
MN: Univ. of Minnesota Press, 1956) discuss this phenomenon: see also R. Jer-
vis, Perception and Misperception in International Relations (Princeton, NJ:
Princeton Univ. Press, 1976), pp. 404-406.

- Quoted in Schlesinger, Robert F, Kennedy, p. 472.
. Castro was seen as a charismatic foe who taught Communist revolutionaries they

could challenge even the United States and win.

. For example: Lansdale remarked, “[RFK] felt his brother had been insulted . . .

He felt the insult needed to be redressed rather quickly.” Quoted in Branch and
Crile, *Kennedy Vendetta,” p. 50. Ray Cline, the Deputy Director for Intelligence
at the CIA: “Both Jack and Bobby were deeply ashamed . . . and they became
obsessed with the problem of Cuba. . . . [Tlhey venied their wrath on Castro . . . in
all ways that they could. . . . “[RFK] was as emotional as he could be.” Ibid., pp.
50, 60. The existence of a parliamentary system, in which a government would
fall after the Bay of Pigs failure, would have prevented this intrusion of personal
pride and perhaps increased intetligence.

Quoted in Schlesinger, Robert F, Kennedy, p. 472.

Quoted in Schlesinger, Robert F. Kennedy, p. 476.

Taylor spoke of MONGOQOSE awkwardly as “a ncighbor who is kickin% you in
the shins” and America showing it could “retaliate a bit and remind him that we're
still around —an oddly casual metaphor for the hoped-for devastation of an
econony and the resulting suffering of people the president has been so enthusiastic
to aid. Quoted in Branch and Crile, “Kennedy Vendeuta,” p. 60,

After the Bay of Pigs, and (o his credit, Robert McNamara ordered the Weapons
Systems Evaluation Group (WSEG) studics to monitor the behavior of govern-
ment decision makers during foreign policy crises and draw cumulative lessons
for improved crisis management. The 14 reports, based on studies conducted
automatically during the remaining major foreign policy crises of the 1960s,
typically run to 600 pages or more and were based, in part, on wiretaps of senjor
government officals during these crises (without the knowledge of many). When
eventually declassified, these reports may prove the most important contribution
to government learning from the Bay of Pigs fiasco. They were highly classified,
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and their original circulation restricted. 1o preserve the integrity of the unobtrusive
measures. Reportedly, the Defense Deparrment has retained possesion of the
original, still-classified tapes.

There may have been other lessons drawn, possibly ins olving government em-
ployees. Four groups had motives 1o engage in a conspiracy to kill the president:
Castro, in retaliation for efforts to assassinate him; the Mafia, which was being
threatened and hard-pressed by Robert Kennedy: lower-level CLA operatives bit-
ter at Kennedy's indecisiveness that had resulied in unnecessary deaths of personal
friends; and Cuban expatriates, their private supporters, and CILA operatises who
could combine revenge with Oswald's pro-Castro link to induce Lyndon Johnson
to retaliate against Castro and finish the job. These issues are extraneous here:
in evaluating the evidence it is useful 10 keep in mind that, via standard “trade-
craft,” agents may be misled about who, in reality, they are working for, i.c., if
Oswald displayed pro-Cuban symipathies, this does not necessarilly mean that i
would be pro-Cuban groups who might have hired or supported him. A uscful
introduction (o the complex problems of inference in counterinteligence is Mar-
un's Wilderness of Mirrors account of the “search for the mole” in the CIA.
Transcript, John ¥. Kennedy Library, p: 6.

Parmet, JFR, p. 295; Eisenhower had decided to install the missifes in 1959, but
they were put in place during the Kennedy administration. Their removal {prior
to the crisis) had ot been ordered by Kennedy, contrary to the cloud of dust hicked
up to sell the missile crisis settlement to the public. See B. Bernstein, “The Cuban
Missite Crisis: Trading the Jupiters in Turkey?” Political Science Quarterly 94
(Spring, 1980): 97-125.

I will return, Tater, to the fact that Kennedy, McNamara, Marine Commandant
Shoup, and others felt it *made no real difference™ to American security that the
missiles were in Cuba, although they felt they could not act upon that interpretation.
See R. Wohlstetter, *Cuba and Pearl Harbor: Hindsight and Foresight™ Foreign
Affairs 43 (1965): 691-707; Parmet, JIK, pp. 282-284. The CIA* Board of Na-
tional Estimates concluded an evaduaion on September 18, 1962 that the Soviet
Union would not install offensive missiles: Martin, Wilderness of Mirrors, p. 142,
General discussions of the problem of deception and surprise, with relevance to
analyzing lessons, include K. Knorr, “Failure in National Intelligence Estimaies:
The Case of the Cuban Missiles™ #orld Politics 16 (April, 1964); R. Betts, “Anal-
ysis, War, and Decision: Why Intelligence Failures are Inevitable™ World Polities
313(1979): 31-89; R. Beus, “Surprise Despite Warning: Why Sudden Attacks Suc-
ceed™ Political Science Quarterly 95 (1981): 551-572; and R. Heuer, “Strategic
Deception and Counterdeception: A Cognitive Process Approach™ International
Studies Quarterly 25 (1981): 294-327.

Martin, Wilderness of Mirrors, p. 142; Powers, The Man Who Kept the Secrets,
pPp. 203-205; Parmet, JFK, pp. 282-284.

The Soviet government also lied 10 Kennedy about the missile emplacement, but
Kennedy's warnings may have come after the emplacement decision had been made
and the missiles were en route. Sce Lebow, “The Cuban Missile Crisis.”
Lebow, “The Cuban Missile Crisis,” reviews these issues. See also Dinerstein, Mak-
ing of a Missile Crisis, pp. 150-183 ¢t passim; the Soviet press expressed continu-
ing anxicty concerning a new invasion.

Schicsinger, A4 Thousand Days, pp. 795-801. Kennedy also asked for standby
authority 10 call up reserves but linked this with publicly calming statements that
“defensive” weapons were acceptable, leaving ambiguous where he would draw
the line. See also the review by Lebow, “The Cuban Missile Crisis.”
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AL George, ed., Managing U.S.-Sovier Rivalry: Problems of Crisis Prevention
(Boulder, CO: Westview Press, 1983) reviews efforts to standardize Soviet-Ameri-
can communication.

A Soviet tendency to misperceive American impronisations and ambivalences as
a rational coherent policy is discussed in L. Bloomticld and A. Leiss, Controlling
Small Wars: A Strategy for the 1970's (New York: Knopf, 1969), p. 404, See also
O. Holsti, The ‘Operational Code’ as an Approach 1o the Analvsis of Belief
Systems. Finat Report 1o the National Science Foundation, Mimeo, (1977) and
Jervis, Perception and Misperception, chapter 8, for related discussions of this
phenomenon.

Khrushchev, Khrushchev Remembers, pp. 494-495: 1 said it would be foolish
to expect the inevitable second invasion to be as badly planned and as badly ex-
ecuted as the first. | warned that Fidel Castro would be crushed if another inva-
sion were launched against Cuba . . . »

Further corroborating evidence for a defensive motive is that the missile emplace-
ment was part of a broader defense buildup. By the end of August 1962, Soviet
ground-to-air missiles had been supplied 1o Cuba and were operational, After the
discovery of the Soviet MRBMs (October 14) and the president's national speech
(October 22), low-level acrial reconnaissance revealed 5,000 well-armed Soviet com-
bat troops, equipped with battlefield rockets, at four sites on the island apart from
the missiles.

Whether Soviet actions deterred a second invasion that might have been launched
eventually is unknown, but it is worth recalling that within a few years the Amer-
ican government — with most of the same senior decision makers — was dispatching
hundreds of thousands of American troops to South Vietnam, an area of the world
with far less geopolitical importance to the United States, and with far less ra-
tionale for doing so, than in the Caribbean arca.

G. Allison’s classic book, Essence of Decision: Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis
(Boston: Little, Brown, 1971) was written before know ledge of MONGOOSE came
to tight. Now [ think we can see more clearly why Kennedy felt a no-invasion
pledge, and removal of Jupiters from Turkey, would be an acceptable quid pro
quo o settle the crisis. National security secrecy surrounding MONGOOSE did
make it more difficult for Kennedy to operate with “outsiders” (e.g., Congress)
who did not know that an American invasion of Cuba would have seemed im-
minent. Sce also M. Halperin, “Covert Operations: Etfects of Secrecy on Deci-
sion Making” in R. Borosage and §. Marks, ed., The CIA File (New York:
Grossman, 1976), pp. 159-177.

Commentators may have under-estimated Khrushchev's dramatic threat to West
Berlin as a policy to deter American aggression against Cuba, a deterrent which
appears to have worked. See R. Slusser, “The Berlin Crises of 1958-59 and 1961
in Blechman and Kaplan, ed., Force Withour War, pp. 343-439 for a partial
reconstruction of reciprocal lessons and interpretations in the early 1960s,
Parmet, JEK, p. 297. “Low level” sabotage was resumed in early 1963, Ibid., p. 299,
For example, when Kennedy ransomed the Bay of Pigs prisoners he declared
publicly, in an emotional speech: “This {Brigade] flag will be returned to this
Brigade in a frce Havana!™ Kennedy did not intend this to be a promise he would
assure the overthrow of Castro, but it was one of a series of statements, in addi-
tion to MONGOOSE, that could be interpreted as ominous. Quoted in Powers,
The Man Who Kept the Secrets, p. 168.

Schlesinger, A Thousand Days, pp. 296-297.
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See Parmet, JFK, p. 297. We now know Kennedy did promise Khrushchev the
removal of the Turkish missiles although he felt he had 10 do it secretly and could
not tell the American people at the time. In fact, Adlai Stevenson was publicly
trashed in the press for suggesting such a move of “weakness™: in retrospect, one
has the impression Stevenson and Bowles often gave good counsel but took
substantial damage as a result. Thus, Schlesinger’s perception of the personal
dangers of this route probably were accurate. An extraordinarily critical view,
characterizing the decision as succeeding by “plain dumb luck,” is by former
Secretary of State Acheson, whose criticisms have suffered the fate—1to be ig-
nored — that Rusk (in the case material) and Cleveland predict for critics of policies
which succeed: Dean Acheson, “Dean Acheson's Version of Robert Kennedy's Ver-
sion of the Cuban Missile Crisis” Esquire (February, 1969); H. Cleveland, “Crisis
Diplomacy” 41 Foreign Affairs (July 1963): 638-649.

Sce Schlesinger, A Thousand Days, pp. 794-819; Parmet, JFK, pp. 277-300;
Allison, Structure of Decision passim.

. Longer-term lessons are reviewed in G. Dufty, “Crisis Prevention in (‘ubd inA.

George, ¢d., Managing U.S.-Soviet Rivalry, pp. 285-318.



