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Edward Barnett Rucker, Candidate for the Doctor of Philosophy Degree
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ABSTRACT

Structural realists argue the nation-state is a unitary actor that conducts foreign
policy without regard to domestic politics. Anarchy, the lack of any controlling authority, is
the dominant fact of life for states within the international system. Operating within this self-
help situation, each state continually weighs the balance of power between itself and others.
Foreign policy is principally a reaction to the changes of relative capabilities of other states.

Preservation of national security consisting of territorial integrity and unadulterated
sovereignty is the ultimate goal of any state action. Territorial integrity is the preservation
of the national government’s control of territory and unadulterated sovereignty is understood
as complete freedom of action. Leaders reserve to themselves the decision as to what
constitutes the national interest and pursue this interest without regard for domestic political
pressures. The realist concept of the unitary state has been applied principally to matters of

national security.
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In Defending the National Interest, Raw Material Investments and U.S. Foreign
Policy Stephen Krasner produces a fully realized demonstration of the unitary actor thesis in
a matter of national security.

This study will test the “unitary actor” contention by examining the effect of seven
presidential transitions between competing political parties since the end of World War II on
American policy towards nuclear weapons and oil. An examination of the continuity or
change in policy from one administration to its successor will illuminate the degree to which
foreign policy is a reaction to the international situation without regard to domestic political
considerations.

The military issue examined is nuclear arms control between the United States and
the Soviet Union and its successor the Russian Federation. The economic issue considered is
access to and the price of crude oil from Saudi Arabia.

First, the study will review the policy of each outgoing President. Next, the study
will review the policy choices of each incoming President. Differences or similarities in
policy choices will be established and a conclusion will become visible which reflects either
the accuracy or folly of the structural realist description of the state as a unitary actor in

international relations.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

The Realist Unitary Actor Assumption
On January 10, 1945, from the floor of the Unites States Senate, Senator Arthur H.
Vandenberg, Republican from Michigan, then the senior Republican and later the Chair of
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, delivered a speech that contained an important
message to Democratic President Franklin D. Roosevelt. The President would no longer
have to contend with isolationist opposition from the Senator, on matters of national
security. Confronting the new reality Vandenberg acknowledged “Our oceans have ceased

’)1

to be moats which automatically protect our ramparts.”” In a realist assessment of the
motives of nations Vandenberg declared that. “I am not so impractical as to expect any
nation to act on any final motive other than self-interest. I know of no reason why it should.
Indeed that is what nations are for.”*> Having endorsed a realist view of the actions of nations
in the world at large, Senator Vandenberg, as the leading Republican foreign policy voice in
the Senate, set the stage for a post-war consensus foreign policy led by the president.
Vandenberg later virtually coined the phrase, “Politics stops at the water’s edge.”

A realist in international affairs, Mr. Roosevelt followed a long tradition of

American foreign policy based on the national interest, a position first articulated by

! Senator Vandenberg of Michigan, speaking on Foreign Policy, “Unity is Indispensable,” on January 10, 1945,
to the Senate U.S., Congress, Senate, Congressional Record, 79" Cong., 1 Sess.: 164-167

* Vandenberg, “Unity is Indispensible.”
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President George Washington. In His Excellency George Washington, Joseph Ellis writes
that:

Most elementally he was a thoroughgoing realist. Though he embraced republican
ideals, he believed that the behavior of nations was not driven by ideals but by
interests. This put him at odds ideologically and temperamentally with his secretary
of state, since Jefferson was one of the most eloquent spokesmen for the belief that
American ideals were American interests.’

Mr. Washington set out ““...what turned out to be one of the earliest and most
forceful statements of the realist tradition in American foreign policy:
Men are very apt to run into extremes; hatred to England may carry some into
excessive Confidence in France...; I am heartily disposed to entertain the most
favorable sentiments of our new ally and to cherish them in others to a reasonable
degree; but it is a maxim founded on the universal experience of mankind, that no
nation is to be trusted farther than it is bound by its interest; and no prudent
statesmen of politician will venture to depart from it*
Mr. Washington’s message deserves recognition as a seminal statement of the realist
tradition in American foreign policy. Again from Joseph Ellis, here are the key words:
There can be no greater error to expect, or calculate upon real favours from Nation to
Nation. ‘Tis an illusion which experience must cure, which a just pride ought to
discard.” Washington was saying that the relationship between nations was not like
the relationship between individuals which could periodically be conducted on the
basis of mutual trust. Nations always had and always would behave solely on the
basis of interest.”
The realist position, viewing the world as it is and not as we would like it to be, begins with
the premises that national interests will control actions more than affection. Looking

backward, we find Mr. Washington linked with the classical analysis of Thucydides in the

Melian Dialogue. Looking forward, Mr. Washington’s attitude is reflected in the foreign

? Joseph J. Ellis, His Excellency George Washington (New York: Alfred A. Knopf, 2004), 209
* Ellis, George Washington, 123.

> Ellis, George Washington, 235.
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policy advocated by the likes of Hans Morgenthau, George Kennan and Henry Kissinger.
From George Washington we received,

...a vision of international relations formed from experience rather than reading,

confirmed by early encounters with hardship and imminent death, rooted in a

relentlessly realistic view of human nature.’

Since 1945, if Senator Vandenberg was correct, politics should stop at the water’s
edge and the United States would, in world affairs act with an essential unity. Pursuant to
the realist model of international relations, the nation would function as a unitary actor in
international affairs. Foreign policy in matters of national security would be directed to
protecting and preserving the national interest without regard to domestic politics. National
decision makers would respond to changes in the increased or decreased capability of other
states in creating and executing American foreign policy in matters of vital national security.
This study will test that idea.

What follows is a brief description of the unitary actor assumption. As tested here,
the theory holds that: States, defined as the society’s central decision making roles and
institutions; operating within the anarchical international environment function as unitary
actors, by identifying and pursuing a policy in national security issues based on an
assessment of the capabilities and intentions of other states, without regard to domestic
political influences, interest groups or pressures.

The working definitions of the critical terms as used in this study must be clear to the
reader so that the analysis which follows is viewed in the intended context. The definitions

are:

% Ellis, George Washington, 236.
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1. Anarchy: absence of an effective supervisory authority which can create and

enforce rules and substantively resolve disputes.

2. Capabilities: ability to influence the behavior of other states or non-state
actors.
3. National Security: national survival issues, war or peace, and access to

critical raw materials.

4. Policy: exercise or restraint from exercise of national capabilities.

5. State: society’s central decision making roles and institutions which speak
through an executive who represents the state outside its borders.

6. Unitary: the state functioning in the national interest without regard for the
agenda preferences of domestic constituents.

The premises which underlie the use of the unitary actor assumption as used in this

study are:

1. Anarchy is the fundamental condition of the international environment

2. Issues of national survival exist for all states. They are issues of:

a. war and peace, and
b. access to critical raw materials.

3. Each issue tested also posits the existence of a second state in the system in
response to which foreign policy is made. Such other or opposing states appear in
two contrasting situations:

a. Other states making and executing their foreign policy, often in an overtly

or potentially hostile manner. or
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b. Foreign states experiencing or demonstrating changing capabilities.

4. Each state possesses a clear and identifiable agency of foreign policy decision
making. For the United States, the President and to a lesser extent the National
Security Council and the Departments of State and Defense make and execute
foreign policy.

5. Foreign policy is made and executed in public. All other observers, states and
decision makers can readily see the results of the decision if not the decision
itself.

6. The articulation and performance of a foreign policy choice may involve the:

a. Use of a capability
b. Restraint from the use of a capability

7. Confirmation of the Unitary Actor Assumption is demonstrated by evidence that
supports the conclusions that:

a. Central decisions maker’s perceptions of changes in other states capabilities
or intentions drove the foreign policy action; and,

b. Domestic political influence is ineffective, or, of little consequence as a cause
of the policy.

For examining the unitary actor assumption in the context of the behavior of the

United States, we make the following clarifying statements.
1. The President through the constitution, custom, and practice is the voice of the

United States.
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2. Foreign policy on national security issues may be articulated at the National
Security Council or the departments of State or Defense\, but it is not American
policy if the President does not direct or authorize it.

3. Foreign policy on national security issues is the unavoidable responsibility of
the President.

4. No change in foreign policy on national security issues can occur without the
President.

As a predictive theory, the Unitary Actor Assumption holds that states will act when

the international equilibrium is disrupted by:

1. Changes in capabilities of other states;
2. Changes in other states military deployment outside their borders;
3. Changes in expected behavior by other states.

An example of the change in capabilities of other states was the launching of
Sputnik, the first artificial earth satellite by the Soviet Union on October 4, 1957. An
example of the change in force deployment outside the country driving foreign policy was
the deployment of Soviet missiles in Cuba in 1962. An example of a change in expected
behavior of other states was the Soviet invasion of Afghanistan in 1980. If the international
situation is not disrupted, a state’s behavior in the international arena will remain consistent
with existing policy even if a change in leadership produces new leaders who speak as if the
current foreign policies were going to change. An example here is the policy of President
Barack Obama from 2009 to 2011, concerning the situations in Iraq, Afghanistan and the

Detention Facilities at the Guantanamo Bay Naval Base in Cuba.
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Methodology and Sources

The research question examined in this study is: Does the nation-state function as a
unitary actor in international affairs, and acting in pursuit of its national interest respond,
principally to changes in the capabilities, actions and perceived intentions of other states, or
do internal stakeholders (voters, interest groups) possess an effective voice in designing and
implementing foreign policy? Stephen Krasner defines the “national interest” as the
preferences of American central decision makers that are “related to general societal goals,
persist over time, and have a consistent ranking of importance.”” When a state acting
through its central decision makers pursues interests and goals whose importance and
ranking persist over time, regardless of the domestic political affiliation or ideology of the
principal decision maker, that the state is demonstrating a unitary actor behavior. Put another
way, does our experience of foreign policy continuity or lack thereof in transitions between
presidents of competing political parties verify or falsify the unitary actor assumption?

Why should we examine this subject at this time? Since the very beginnings of the
American experiment, the United States has made foreign and defense policy in the shadow
of the struggle between the realists exemplified by George Washington and the idealists
personified by Thomas Jefferson. The crashing failure of Woodrow Wilson’s idealism in the
rubble of the Second World War, together with the creation of the Atom Bomb in 1945 and

the emergence of a Cold War from 1946-1989; ® created an unprecedented situation in the

7 Stephen D. Krasner, Defending the National Interest, Raw Materials Investments and U.S. Foreign Policy
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1978), 13.

¥ For this study the Cold War begins with the escalating tensions between the Soviet bloc and the Western
allies at the end of World War II as described by Winston Churchill in his Iron Curtin speech at Westminster
College in Fulton, Missouri on March 5, 1946. The Cold War ends on November 9, 1989 with the fall of the

7
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life of the nation and the world. The global position of the Unites States in 1945 was new to
the nation, and, its dominant position on every continent and in every realm of human
political and economic activity; was unprecedented in world affairs. The United States had
never before sought or taken a leadership role in world affairs in peace time. In 1945, the
global reach of American power backed by atomic weapons dwarfed any empire in the past,
the British, the Romans or the Chinese.

This situation presents us with the opportunity to test the proposition that states
function primarily as unitary actors within the international arena by examining United
States national security issues on a relatively clean slate. Such a “clean slate” is provided by
two specific developments. The first is the unprecedented nature of the American position in
the world as the first nuclear armed superpower and after about 1960 as only one of two
such powers with the actual capability to destroy human civilization. The second
development is the increasing dependence of a world straddling superpower on foreign
suppliers of a vital, strategic raw material, oil.

For a working politician in a position of national leadership, whether or not a state is
a unitary actor is not a vital question. What is of value to national leaders, is an
understanding of the behavior of states, and it is the behavior of states, examined in a narrow
range of issues, i.e., national survival on an existential level, which we are studying here. A
state, particularly a democratic one, must balance domestic political interests against each
other. What we are testing here is not whether those forces influence foreign policy but

whether the state also has a life of its own that must be also taken into account to make sense

Berlin Wall the preeminent symbol of that struggle. Others may mark the end of the Cold War with the
dissolution of the Soviet Union on December 25, 1991.
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of foreign policy behavior, and whether on issues of national security, the interest of the
state weighs most heavily of all competing interests.

The answers to this inquiry may prove useful for policy makers and interested
observers in sorting through the cacophony of news, information and voices seeking to
identify what data will actually inform, predict and explain state behaviors within the

context of an anarchic international system.

2 ¢ 29 ¢

In this study, we need to be clear about the terms “state,” “nation,” “nation-state” and
“anarchy.” “State” refers to a legal entity asserting control over its borders, political primacy
within those borders, a monopoly on the legitimate use of force within those borders, and a
position of such equality within the international system as its actual capabilities (power)
will command. “Nation,” often used interchangeably with state, refers to a group of persons
with a specific national identity. A nation may be more of less contiguous with a state
(Germany), span multiple states territories (the Kurds in Iran, Iraq and Turkey, or the
Basques in Spain and France) or be a dispossessed group seeking a homeland, (the
Palestinians of today or the Jews before 1948). A “nation-state” refers to a congruence
between the national identify of the people and the borders of the legal authority by which
they govern themselves and relate to the world beyond their own borders. In common
practice the word “state” or “country” is frequently a synonym for nation-state. “Anarchy”
means the lack of a comprehensive power which can regulate the behavior of all members of

the international system. Anarchy is not the functional equivalent of chaos\, and this analysis

is not offered as an explanation for behavior within a chaotic arena.
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We begin with the assertion that foreign policy is essentially created, executed and
evaluated in public. An interested observer can get a fairly accurate understanding of a
state’s position in international affairs from the public pronouncements of heads of state and
those government departments devoted to foreign affairs. Thomas Mowle write that, “One
must define foreign policy in terms of observable behavior, not unobservable goals.”
“Public statements, an observable behavior, can be aggregated to discover trends in policy
stances.”’

While some of the research here will focus on national security documents not
readily available at the time they were important and active expressions of U.S. foreign
policy; a review of the public statements of the president and his chief advisors will provide
a balance in reviewing the active public record. Mowle continues, “Because ‘foreign policy
is a public enterprise...one can meaningfully refer to publicly-expressed problem
representations.”"!

Beginning with the creation of the National Security Council in 1947, the staff began
producing four basic kinds of documents. They are: 1) comprehensive policy statements

about specific national security issues, 2) situational or geographic profiles, 3) studies along

functional line such as arms control, energy or economic situations, and 4) reports on the

° Thomas S. Mowle, "Worldviews in Foreign Policy: Realism, Liberalism, and External Conflict,” Political
Psychology 24, no. 3 (Sept. 2003): 564.

' Mowle, “Worldviews in Foreign Policy,” 564.

" Mowle, "Worldviews in Foreign Policy,” 564.

10
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internal organization of the policy process.'” These products of the Nation Security Council
are not required to be published in the Federal Register."> Generally a president’s signature
indicates approval of the proposed policy."* Under each president considered in this study,
the National Security Council documents (by whatever designation the individual
administration used) are internal policy decisions. As described in a 1992 Government
Accounting Office report to Congress, “National Security, The Use of Presidential
Directives to Make and Implement U.S. Policy,” these are not Executive Orders of the
President but they

e embody foreign and military policy making guidance rather than specific
instructions,

e are classified,

e are usually directed only to NSC and the most senior executive branch
officials, and

e do not appear to be issued under statutory authority conferred by congress
and thus do not have the force and effect of law."

It is also important to note what sources are not crucial to this study. The volumes of
material available to researchers make possible a lengthy work on the negotiation of one

single arms control agreement such as SALT I. Using that material, a compelling story may

"2 Harold C Relyea, “Presidential Directives: Background and Overview, CRS Report for Congress order code
98-611 GOV,” Congressional Research Service, (November 26, 2008) CRS-8.

13 Relyea, “Presidential Directives,” CRS-9.

14 Relyea, “Presidential Directives,” CRS-9.

'% Joseph E Kelley, “National Security the Use of Presidential Directives to Make and Implement U.S. Policy,
Report to the Chairman, Legislation and National Security Subcommittee, Committee of Government

Operations,” House of Representatives, United States General Accounting Office (GAO/NSIAD-92-72
January 14, 1992) 1.

11
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be told of the negotiations, personalities and drama surrounding one such issue in the term
of one president. But, staff level discussions and this level of detail do not provide direct and
relevant data to answer this research question. This study is based on the premises that
examination of broad and consistent presidential policy behaviors in vital national security
subject matters will support or undermine the unitary actor theses. Consequently this study
will focus on a set of sources that revolve around a president’s public statements, both pre-
presidential political and policy materials and then, while in office, statements, speeches,
strategies and policy as formed and expressed from inside the Executive Office of the
President primarily within the National Security Council.'®

This study will examine two fundamental national security issues. The first issue is
one of war and peace, the struggle between the United States and the Soviet Union and its
successor, the Russian Federation over nuclear weapons and efforts control of those
weapons. The second issue is economic and resource oriented -- the price and stability of
supply of oil from Saudi Arabia.

Since the beginning of human civilization, competition for raw materials and natural
resources such as oil has been a serious issue of national security. A consideration of these
problems was a part of international relations when the first border was drawn and the water,
land or timber, were more plentiful or of better quality on one side of the border than the
other. At the other end of the spectrum, the unique and unprecedented destructive power of

nuclear weapons created an entirely new problem in international relations. It was now

'® The National Security Council was established by the National Security Act of 1947 (PL 235 - 61 Stat. 496;
U.S.C. 402), amended by the National Security Act Amendments of 1949 (63 Stat. 579; 50 U.S.C. 401 et seq.).
Later in 1949, as part of the Reorganization Plan, the Council was placed in the Executive Office of the
President. http://www.whitehouse.gov/administration/eop/nsc/.

12
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conceivable that the nation could win a war on the battlefield, and yet suffer such massive
internal damage, that for the people the war was essentially lost. This unwinnable nuclear
war was a new phenomenon in human conflict and a new issue in international relations.
This inquiry will proceed in the following manner. The independent variable is the
political party affiliation of the President of the United States. The dependent variable is the
policy of the United States: a) towards the Soviet Union/Russia on the issue of nuclear
weapons; and b) towards Saudi Arabia on the issue of the price and stability of the supply of
crude oil. We will use the following analytic process. Through relevant public documents,
the archives of the presidents in the presidential library system, other governmental sources
the press, current histories, academic literature, we will establish the policy of each outgoing
President. Next the policy choices made by each incoming President will be examined for
evidence of consistency with or departures from the predecessor’s policy. The differences or
similarities in policy choices between outgoing and incoming Presidents will be established.
This process and the data examined will test the accuracy of the realist description of the

state as a unitary actor in international relations.

13
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

Political science has to start somewhere, and I want to acknowledge a relatively
positivist perspective. This is a positivist paper. By that I mean to say I am aware of the
defects of positivism and proceed nonetheless, recognizing that a totally neutral observation
of a world in which the observer lives is not entirely possible. A post-positivist approach
focusing on constitutive questions seems of little real use for understanding the world
around us. Our subject here is the world as it is. In political science it is necessary to pick a
beginning in terms of history and in terms of theory. Realism is the dominant intellectual
framework for the study of international relations. The unitary actor thesis examined here is
a component of realist thought. Accordingly we begin with a review of major realist authors

and principles.

Thucydides and the Melian Dialogue

The Melian Dialogue is the principal ancient example of the timelessness of realist
thinking where power is always the key factor. The rights or wrongs on the situation enter
only briefly into the conversation since each side believes it is “right” and the other is
“wrong.” The Athenians are clear and direct. Surrender or be destroyed. They tell the
Melians:

Athenians. For ourselves, we shall not trouble you with specious pretenses- either of

how we have a right to our empire because we overthrew the Mede, or are now

attacking you because of wrong that you have done us- and make a long speech

which would not be believed; and in return we hope that you, instead of thinking to

influence us by saying that you did not join the Lacedaemonians, although their

colonists, or that you have done us no wrong, will aim at what is feasible, holding in

14
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view the real sentiments of us both; since you know as well as we do that right, as
the world goes, is only in question between equals in power, while the strong do
what they can and the weak suffer what they must."”’

In the dialogue we come to the point that it is not merely the existence of power, but
the perception of power, that is of concern to the antagonists. The Athenians refuse
friendship, insisting on slavery, fearing that friendship might make them look weak even if
they are not.

Melians. And how, pray, could it turn out as good for us to serve as for you to rule?

Athenians. Because you would have the advantage of submitting before suffering the

worst, and we should gain by not destroying you.

Melians. So that you would not consent to our being neutral, friends instead of

enemies, but allies of neither side.

Athenians. No; for your hostility cannot so much hurt us as your friendship will be

an argument to our subjects of our weakness, and your enmity of our power.'®

Since Thucydides, wrote “The Melian Dialogue” the attitude and outlook of what we
call “Realist” thought has been a staple of international relations. Even the most optimistic

liberal or the most determined constructivist considers themselves realist in the common

usage of the term in their analysis and understanding of international affairs.

Thomas Hobbes and Anarchy
Thomas Hobbes had a realist view if ever anyone did. Even the critics who
ultimately disagree with his conclusions acknowledge that Hobbes thought is at some level a

basis for realist thinking. For Hobbes, life in the original state of nature was “solitary poor,

' Thucydides, History Of The Peloponnesian War Chapter XVII Sixteenth Year of the War - The Melian
Conference - Fate of Melos, 431 BC http://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/melian.htm.

' Thucydides, Peloponnesian War.
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nasty brutish and short.”"’ In the international realm he found the same war of all against
all, a precursor to the analysis of anarchy in the international system:
But though there had never been any time, wherein particular men were in a
condition of warre one against another; yet in all times, Kings and Persons of
Soveraigne authority, because of their Independency, are in continual jealousies, and
in the state and posture of Gladiators; having their weapons pointing, and their eyes
fixed on one another; that is, their Forts, Garrisons, and Guns, upon the Frontiers of
their Kingdomes; and continuall Spyes upon their neighbours; which is a postulate of
War. But because they uphold thereby, the Industry of their Subjects; there does not
follow from it, that misery, which accompanies the Liberty of particular men®’
Two broad descriptions of the realist tradition are noteworthy here at the beginning
of this exercise. In the words of Stephen Walt:
1. Realist theories seek to explain politics as it really is, as opposed to normative
theories that offer prescriptions for how politics ought to be.*!
2. The realist tradition also tends to emphasize the continuity of historical experience
and is skeptical of efforts to transcend the competitive nature of political life.**
E. H. Carr and the Refutation of Idealism
E. H. Carr was an early realist writing in England. His primary addition to the
literature and understanding on international relations is set out in his book, The Twenty
Years' Crisis 1919-1939: An Introduction to the Study of International Relations.” This

book was an early attempt to define international relations in theoretical terms, rejecting the

utopian idealism championed by Wilson that led from Versailles to Munich to World War II.

' Thomas Hobbes, Leviathan (London: J. M. Dent and Sons, 1651/1983), 64.
20 Hobbes, Leviathan, 65.

2 Stephen Walt, “The Enduring Relevance of the Realist Tradition,” in Political Science The State Of The
Discipline, ed. Ira Katznelson and Helen Milner (New York: W.W. Norton, 2002), 199.

2 Walt, “Enduring Relevance of the Realist Tradition,” 199.

* E. H. Carr, The Twenty Years' Crisis 1919-1939: An Introduction to the Study of International Relations
(London: Macmillan 1945).

16

www.manaraa.com



Carr argues that effective scholarship and policy making must not ignore empirical evidence
or pursue the illusory promise of an idealistic norm which has not been tested. This
overemphasis on harmony and idealism led to the error of failing to acknowledge the role
power played in the international arena and interpreting Hitler’s ambition and
aggressiveness as merely an assertion of self-determination by an ethnic group which would
end with the establishment of all the German peoples under one greater German nation.
While Carr correctly predicts the rise of international structures, he does not offer any
overarching theory or entertain elaborations on abstract principals. His refutation of
Wilson’s idealism is his key contribution to the realist side of the theoretical debates about
international relations.
Hans Morgenthau and Classical Realism

Hans Morgenthau is regarded as the modern founder of the realist school of thought
in international relations. In this study, the intellectual progeny of Hans Morgenthau defines
the realist school of thought. It is in Hans Morgenthau’s 1948 classic, Politics Among
Nations, The Struggle for Power and Peace,” that we first encounter an attempt at a
consistent and coherent theoretical framework of international relations that has become the
standard reference setting forth the realist framework for analysis.

First published in 1948 and updated four times, Politics Among Nations presents a
set of realist principals upon which scholars have built for 60 years. Kenneth W. Thompson

summarizes Morgenthau’s work as follows:

** Hans J. Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, The Struggle for Power and Peace, 5™ Ed. (New York: Alfred
A Knopf, 1973).
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The focus of Morgenthau’s search is the relation between power or national interest
and morality...He brought to the United States an understanding of the classic
problems of power and foreign policy derived from European experience...that the
first duty of the state was to defend itself and that only then was it possible to talk of
law... diplomacy had to be linked with power if international stability and harmony
were to be achieved.”

Also important in his scholarship are two additional works. In his book, /n Defense
of the National Interest (1951) he contended that moral principles must be linked with the
national interest. This approach is reminiscent of Thomas Jefferson but inconsistent with the
realism of George Washington. Morgenthau argues that general moral principles must be
filtered through the national interest if an effective political morality is to be attained.

In The Purpose of American Politics (1960) he reviewed the influence of
transcendent purpose on American foreign policy from the beginnings of the Republic. By
the mid-1960s he had emerged as the foremost early critic of the Vietnam War, warning that
nations must never place themselves in a position from which they cannot retreat without a
loss of face and from which they cannot advance without unacceptable risk.*

But it is his six principles of political realism that are the crucial core of his
intellectual contribution and for which he is known as the founder of the “Realist” school of
thought in international relations:

1. “Political realism believes that politics, like society in general, is governed

by objective laws that have their roots in human nature.” Morgenthau’s

realism believed in the “possibility of developing a rational theory that

3 Kenneth W Thompson, Masters of International Thought (Baton Rouge: Louisiana State University Press,
1980) 87.

*% Encyclopedia of World Biography, “Hans J Morgenthau Biography,”
http://www.bookrags.com/biography/hans-j-morgenthau.
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reflects ... these objective laws (and) in the possibility of distinguishing
between truth and opinion.””’

2. “The main signpost that helps political realism to find its way through the
landscape of international politics is the concept of interest defined in terms
of power.”*® Morgenthau cites with approval Lincoln’s distinction between
the official duty of a statesmen to act in terms of the national interest and his
personal wish to see his own moral values and principles realized throughout
the world. “Political realism does not require, nor does it condone,
indifference to political ideals and moral principles, but it requires indeed a
sharp distinction between the desirable and the possible-between what is
desirable everywhere and at all times and what is possible under the concrete
circumstances of time and place.””

3. “Realism assumes that its key concept of interest defined as power is an
objective category which is universally valid but it does not endow that

concept with a meaning that is fixed once and for all.”*° “Power may

comprise anything that establishes and maintains the control of man over

7 Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 4.
*® Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 5.
* Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 7.

%% Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 8.
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man...from physical violence to the most subtle psychological ties by which
one mind controls another “*'

4. “Political realism is aware of the moral significance of political action. It is
also aware of the ineluctable tension between the moral command and the
requirements of successful political action...Realism maintains that universal
moral principles cannot be applied to the actions of states in their abstract
formulation, but that they must be filtered through the concrete circumstances
of time and place.”*?

5. “Political realism refuses to identify the moral aspirations of a particular
nation with the moral laws that govern the universe. As it distinguishes
between truth and opinion, so it distinguishes between truth and idolatry...
There 1s a world of difference between the belief that all nations stand under
the judgment of God, inscrutable to the human mind, and the blasphemous
conviction that God is always on one’s side...it is exactly the concept of
interest defined in terms of power that saves us from both that moral excess
and that political folly.”*’

6. “Intellectually the political realist maintains the autonomy of the political

sphere, as the economist, the lawyer, the moralist maintain theirs... the

3! Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 9.
32 Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 10.

> Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 11.
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political realist asks "How does this policy affect the power of the nation?"**
“Political realism is based on a pluralistic conception of human nature. Real
man is a composite of ‘economic man,’ ‘political man,” ‘moral man,’
‘religious man,” etc. A man who was nothing but "political man" would be a
beast, for he would be completely lacking in moral restraints.”

Morgenthau seeks then to develop a theory of political behavior, and thus "political
man" must be separated from other aspects of human nature in order to be studied on his
OWn merits.

Kenneth Waltz responded that while elements of a theory are present in
Morgenthau’s work, he never created theory. According to Waltz, Morgenthau never
developed a concept of the whole and “confused the problem of explaining foreign policy
with the problem of developing a theory of international politics. He then concluded that
international political theory is difficult if not impossible to contrive.”°

Morgenthau utilizes a narrow definition of power as the object of political activity
between nations. For him not every activity between nations is a political activity, driven by
a desire to obtain or a need to expend power. In Politics Among Nations he states,

... not every action that a nation performs with respect to another nation is of a

political nature. Many such activities are normally undertaken without any

consideration of power, nor do they normally affect the power of the nation

undertaking them. Many legal, economic, humanitarian and cultural activities are of
this kind."’

* Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 12.
% Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 14.
3% Kenneth Waltz, Realism And International Politics (New York: Routledge, 2008), 71.

*7 Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 28.
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In analyzing the struggle for power Morgenthau divides imperialism into three types,
military, economic and cultural. In economic imperialism the first item of trade he mentions
is oil. This economic imperialism may change the power relations between the imperialist
nation and others not by conquest of territory but by economic control. **

For Morgenthau

A state is not an artificial creation of a constitutional convention ... superimposed on

whatever society might exist. On the contrary the state is part of the society from

which it has sprung... (and) far from being a thing apart from society is created by

society.”
A nation is not “an empirical thing.”* A nation according to Morgenthau is “an abstraction
from a number of individuals who have certain characteristics in common and it is these
characteristics that make them members of the same nation.”*' Clearly this realist view is in
contravention with the idealistic assertion of the American national identity that America is
a set of ideas, a devotion to the rule of law and the principles of the Declaration of
Independence, the Bill of Rights and the United States Constitution. Wilson would be
appalled, but Morgenthau would claim he is only trying to defend the same country with a
clearer eye focused on the world as it is.

National power according to Morgenthau is divided into elements which are

relatively stable, such as geography and natural resources; and elements that are easily

subject to change, such as the quality of a national government, diplomacy or national

¥ Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 63.
% Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 499.
* Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 107.

*! Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 107.
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morale.*> Technological change can revise the distribution of power as demonstrated in the
case of oil. Since the advent of the oil economy, Russia (then the first among the constituent
parts of the Soviet Union) has enjoyed a relative increase in national power due to plentiful
reserves of oil while Japan, which must import all of its oil, has seen its international
position weaken.*

Finally, we should not forget that Morgenthau also suggests a coherent system of
irrationality in international politics. He identifies five factors in the pathology of
international politics:

1. The imposition upon the empirical world of a simplistic and a priori picture of the
world derived from folklore and ideological assumptions, that is, the replacement of
experience with superstition;

2. The refusal to correct this picture of the world in light of experience;

3. The persistence of a foreign policy derived from the misperception of reality and the
use of intelligence for the purpose of not adapting policy to reality but of interpreting
reality to fit policy;

4. The egotism of the policy makers widening the gap between perception and policy
on the one hand and reality on the other;

5. The urge to close the gap at least subjectively, by action, any kind of action, which

creates the illusion of mastery over a recalcitrant reality.**

*> Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 117.
* Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 123.

* Morgenthau, Politics Among Nations, 7.
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Kenneth Waltz and Structural Realism
Kenneth Waltz brings a new dimension to realist theory by developing a theory placing
more emphasis on the nature on the international system and its ever-present anarchy,
replacing Morgenthau’s focus on objective laws of politics grounded in human nature with
an outlook based on international structure.

In Man, the State, and War: A Theoretical Analysis Waltz proposed a three-image
view of looking at international relations behavior. The first image was the individual and
human nature and the second image the nation-state. The third image focused on the role of
systemic factors and the effect situational anarchy exerted on nations on the international
stage. "Anarchy" here means a context where there is no compelling force or authority that
governs the actions of nations. These images also became known as "levels of analysis".*’

In Theory of International Politics® we find the core principles of neorealist, also
called “structural realism,” international relations theory. Waltz adopts a structural
perspective that sets him apart from earlier (classical) realists like E.H. Carr and Hans
Morgenthau.

In his theory of structural realism, Waltz argues that actions of individual nations can
be explained by understanding the forces exerted on them by competition in the international
arena where their options are limited and bounded by the structure of the competition itself.

Waltz begins with the fact that on the world stage there is no compelling central authority to

impose order, thus every nation is on its own in a perpetual state of anarchy. Each state must

* Kenneth Waltz, Man The State and War (New York: Columbia University Press, 1954) see also the
explanation at http://www.bookrags.com/wiki/Kenneth Waltz.

* Kenneth Waltz, Theory of International Politics (New York: McGraw Hill, 1979).
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act in a way that ensures its own security, and reliance on the goodwill of other states is
foolish. In this respect Waltz and Morgenthau are in agreement.

The distinction between structural realism and classical realism is that the classical
realist emphasis on human nature (an urge to dominate others) as the starting point for
analysis is replaced in structural realism by a description of the international system itself as
anarchic. Structural realism holds that the anarchic international environment shapes, limits
and constrains state behavior without regard to human nature.

Waltz is not proposing a predictive theory to anticipate a particular state’s action in a
given situation. Waltz claims only to be able to describe certain behaviors that reappear with
regularity in the international arena such as balancing or bandwagoning in response to a
perceived threat, restraining the exercise of power, or participation in an arms race.

Critics of Waltz have pointed out that his theory of a stable bipolar world balanced
between two competing superpowers, each on their respective sides of the planet, fails to
explain the sudden collapse of the Soviet Union and the events of the 1990s since the fall of
the iron curtain. Waltz responds that the idea of stability was misconstrued by the critics and
that the bipolar system was stable as it never resulted in a war between the superpowers. The
critics, Waltz argues, have confused the peaceful stability of a situation with the duration of
that situation over time.

A criticism of both classical and structural realism is their alleged inability to explain
the lasting peace in Europe and the world since the end of World War II. Theories that
emphasize the roles of institutions, and international behavioral expectations and norms

have risen to prominence.
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Waltz suggests that explanation rather than prediction should be the goal of a social
science theory. Due to the obvious fact that social scientists cannot run controlled
experiments that give the natural sciences so much predictive power, explanation is the
reasonable goal.*’ Studying politics especially international relations is not the same thing as
investigating a phenomena of nature which can lend itself to repeated experimentation in a
controlled environment and generating results that other researchers can reproduce and
verify. In Man the State and War he writes that:

The study of politics is distinguished from other social studies by concentration upon

the institutions and processes of government. This focuses the political scientist’s

concern without constituting a self-denying ordinance against the use of materials
and techniques of other social scientists ... for international relations are

characterized by the absence of truly governmental institutions which in turn gives a

radically different twist to the relevant processes.*®

Waltz also refused to be drawn into the trap of proposing a theory that must
anticipate and predict every eventuality:

Theory obviously cannot explain the accidental or account for unexpected events.
Theories deal in regularities and repetitions and are possible only if these can be
identified....A theory is a description of the organization of a domain and the
connections among its parts. A theory indicates that some factors are more important
that others and specifies the relations among them.... Theory isolates one realm from
all others in order to deal with it intellectually. To isolate a realm is a precondition to
developing a theory that will explain what goes on within it.*

For Waltz, understanding international politics begins and ends with structure. He

writes, “It is not possible to understand world politics simply by looking inside of states. If

Y Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 6.
* Kenneth Waltz, Man The State and War (New York: Columbia University Press, 1954), 11.

* Kenneth Waltz, Realism And International Politics (New York: Routledge, 2008), 71.
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the aims, policies and actions of states become matters of exclusive attention or even of
central concern, then we are forced back to the descriptive level; and from simple

descriptions no valid generalizations can logically be drawn.">°

Waltz finds great continuity
in the history of international relations. He compares the events in First Maccabees with the
struggles between Israel and its enemies in the twentieth century.”' For Waltz, "the texture
of international politics remains a highly constant pattern for events repeat themselves
endlessly.... the enduring anarchic character of international politics accounts for the
striking sameness and the quality of international life throughout the millennia. .."*?

His theory holds that the state is a unitary actor in foreign affairs. This was first
articulated in his book Theory of International Politics. As Waltz is the primary author of
the idea tested in this dissertation, a review of his explanation of the theory is necessary to
frame the test put forward in later chapters.

Waltz begins his analysis by differentiating between the key terms of “theory" and
“law". For Waltz, a “law" establishes a relationship between variables, variables being
concepts that may have different values. Waltz writes that:

Rather than being a mere collection of laws, theories are statements that explain

them. Theories are qualitatively different from laws. Laws identify invariant and

probable associations. Theories show why those associations obtain... theories

contain theoretical notions. Theories cannot be constructed through induction alone
for theoretical notions can only be invented not discovered.”

' Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 65.
' Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 66.
52 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 66.

> Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 5.
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For Waltz, the key consideration is that while laws may be discovered, a theory must
be constructed. Waltz believes that theories are made creatively.*

Waltz offers the following definition of a theory:

theory is a picture, mentally formed, of a bounded realm or domain of activity. A

theory is a depiction of the organization of a domain and of the connection among its

parts... A theory indicates that some factors are more important than others and
specifies relations among them.”

For Waltz, in order to move from speculation as to cause, to a theoretical explanation
requires a simplification. Waltz posits four methods of simplification: isolation, abstraction,
aggregation and idealization.”®

Waltz also writes that theories embody making theoretical assumptions; he notes that
in one of his assumptions he is “defining nations as unitary and purposive actors.”’

Waltz sets out a seven stage program to test a theory:
1) State the theory being tested.
2) Infer a hypothesis.
3) Subject the hypothesis to experimental or observational test.
4) In taking step two and three above is the definition of terms found in a
theory which you are testing.

5) Eliminate or control any perturbing variables.

6) Devise a number of distinct and demanding tests.

 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 9.
 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 8.
3 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 9.

" Waltz, Theory of International Politics,10.
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7) If the test is not passed ask whether the theory fails completely, needs
repair and restatement, or requires a narrowing of the scope of its
explanatory claims.”®

In this study, the theoretical assumption being tested is whether the state is a unitary
actor in international relations as Waltz claims. The hypothesis is that, if the state is a
unitary actor, the transition in the United States Government from Presidents of one political
party to Presidents of the opposing political party will not change basic American policy as
it relates to national security issues of foreign policy. The issues studied here are: 1) nuclear
weapons policy in relation to the Soviet Union, and, 2) the access of the United States to oil
from Saudi Arabia. To test this hypothesis, we look at seven changes in presidential
administrations, both Democrat to Republican and Republican to Democrat, in the United
States from 1953 to 2001.

Waltz acknowledges that the first big difficulty lies in “finding or stating theories
with enough precision and plausibility to make testing worthwhile.”*” Waltz sees the study
of international politics as an examination of reductionist or systemic theories. He believes
the systemic theory offers greater explanatory power and greater insight than a reductionist
theory. Waltz’ systemic theory finds the cause of nation-state behavior in international

relations to lie at the international systems level.®

¥ Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 13.
) Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 14.

% Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 18.
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Waltz describes the systems approach as: "a system is then defined as a set of
interacting units. At one level, a system consists of the structure, and the structure is a
systems level compounded that makes it possible to think of the units as forming a set as
distinct from a mere collection. At another level, the system consists of interacting units.
The aim of systems theory is to show how the two levels operate and interact and that
requires marking them off from each other... any approach or theory if it is rightly termed
“systemic’ must show how the systems level, or structure, is distinct from the level of
interacting units.”®’

For Waltz, theory is either reductionist or systemic depending on how the examiner
determines to arrange the materials. A theory which explains international outcomes in
terms of elements located at national or sub-national levels is reductionist. The reductionist
theory is about the behavior of the parts. For Waltz, these theories are insufficient and he
proposes a systemic theory in which nation-state behaviors are driven by international
structure itself.®*

Waltz sets forth a thorough argument for the need for systems-based approach to
international relations with these words,

Low-level explanations are repeatedly defeated, for the similarity and repetition of

international outcomes persist despite wide variations in the attributes and the

interactions of the agents that supposedly caused them... The repeated failure of
attempts to explain international outcomes analytically -- that is, through
examination of interacting units -- strongly signals the need for a systems approach.

If the same effects follow from different causes then these constraints must be

operating on the independent variables in ways that affect outcomes. One cannot
incorporate constraints by treating them as one or more of the independent variables

' Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 40.

82 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 60.
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with all of them at the same level, because the constraints may operate on all of the

independent variables and because they do so in different ways as systems change.

Because one cannot achieve that incorporation, reductionist not possibly adequate

and an analytic approach must give way to a systemic one.*

Waltz goes on to argue that, "propositions at the unit level do not account for the
phenomena observed at the systems level. Since the variety of actors and the variations of
their actions are not matched by the variety of outcomes, we know that systemic causes are
in play."®*

As Waltz elaborates his theory that the structure of the international arena affects the
behavior of the units or nations which exist within that arena, he begins a process that
eliminates domestic political considerations from the analysis of the international scene.
"We know what we have to omit from any definition of structure, if the definition is to be
used theoretically. Abstracting from the attributes of units means leaving aside questions
about the kinds of political leaders, social and economic institutions, and etiological
commitment states may have."® At this point, you can see that Waltz has decided that,
“nations and their actions in the international arena must act with regard to the pressures,
changes and inertia that exist within the international arena, rather than the stated desires of
political leaders, factions, or parties, to achieve one specific foreign-policy or another.”®

For Waltz, "the structure is defined by the arrangement of its parts. Only changes of

arrangement are structural changes. A system is composed of the structure and of

8 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 68.
% Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 69.
5 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 80.

% Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 80.
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interacting parts. Both the structure and parts are concepts related to but not identical with

real agents and agencies."®’

When attempting to define structure, Waltz notes that, “political
scientists cannot ask about personalities and interest of the individuals occupying various
offices... they leave aside the qualities, the motives, and the interactions of the actors...
because they want to know how people's behavior is molded by the offices they hold."®®

As a realist, Waltz believes in international anarchy. "The parts of the international
political system stand in relation of coordination. Formerly, each is the equal of all the
others. None is entitled to demand; that is required to obey. International systems are
decentralized and anarchic."® For states existing in the anarchic international system,
domestic and international politics are starkly contrasted. "National politics is the realm of
authority, of administration, and of law. International politics is the realm of power, of
struggle, and accommodation. The international realm is preeminently a political one.””

In this international system, states are sovereign. To Waltz, sovereignty means that a
state "... decides for itself how it will cope with its internal and external problems, including
whether or not to seek assistance from others and in doing so limit its freedom and making
commitments to them... states are alike in the tasks they face but not in their abilities to
w7l

perform them. The differences are of capability not function.

Waltz begins with the premise that realpolitik is:

" Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 80.
8 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 81.
% Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 88.
"Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 113.

"' Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 96.
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...the methods by which foreign-policy is conducted and provides a rationale for
them. Structural constraints explain why the methods are repeatedly used despite
differences in the persons and the states who use them. Balance of power theory
purports to explain the result that such methods produce. If there is any distinctively
political theory of international politics, balance of power theory is it."*

For Waltz his description of the state as a unitary actor in a balance or power theory
of foreign affairs is succinct. He writes, "A balance of power theory, properly stated, begins
with assumptions about states: they are unitary actors, who, at a minimum, seek their own
preservation and, at a maximum, drive for universal domination.”

Waltz acknowledges that testing theories in social or political science, non-
experimental science is different than testing a theory in physics or chemistry. For such
non-experimental fields, he suggests that scholars "exploit all the ways of testing I've
mentioned -- by trying to falsify, by devising hard confirmatory tests, by comparing features
of the real and the theoretical world, by comparing behaviors in realms of similar and
different structure."’®

Nations, according to Waltz, act according to what they perceive as their national
interest. Waltz’ description of the driver for appropriate state action, relates not to any
individual ideological or domestic political consideration, but only to the international or
structural situation in which a particular state must act to survive in the anarchic

environment of international affairs. For Waltz, "nations are composed of differentiated

parts that become integrated as they interact. The world is composed of like units to become

2 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 117.

7 Kenneth Waltz, “Anarchic Orders And Balances Of Power,” in Neorealism And Its Critics, ed. Robert
Keohane (New York: Columbia University Press, 1986 ), 117

" Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 124.
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dependent on one another in varied degrees."” The like units Waltz writes about are the
nation states which participate as unitary actors in the anarchic international environment.
But, "because states are like units, interdependence among them is low as compared to the
close integration of the parts of a domestic order. The states should not interact with one
another as the parts of the polity do."’® He continues:

...because of their similarity, states are more dangerous than useful to one another.

Being functionally undifferentiated they are distinguished primarily by their greater

or lesser capabilities for performing a similar task...The structure of a system

changes with the changes in the distribution of capabilities across the system’s units.

As international structure changes, so does the extent of the interdependence. As

political systems go, the international political one is loosely knit."”’

Waltz mentions oil in this analysis. He understands that the control of supply and
price by the Organization of Petroleum Exporting Countries creates the possibility of future
raw material scarcities.”® For Waltz, raw materials are a matter of national security. Waltz
notes the United States is able to make policy concerning the 1973 to 1974 oil embargo, and
the Yom Kippur war, based on political and military calculations. Oil then was not yet a
matter of national security. "Importing but 2% of its total energy supply from the Middle
East, we did not have to appease Arab countries that we would have as we would have had
to do if our economy had depended heavily on them and we lacked economic or other

leverage."”

" Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 143.
7 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 144.
" Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 144.
8 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 146.

" Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 153.
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"Between parties within a self-help system, rules of reciprocity and caution prevail.
Their concern for peace and stability draws them together; their fears drive them apart.
They are rightly called friendly enemies and adversary partners."* One of Waltz’ 1979
predictions for future American and Russian relations was, "the pressures of a bipolar world
strongly encourage them to act internationally in ways better than their characters may lead
one to expect...[and]...that cautious optimism is justified so long as the dangers to which
each must respond are so clearly present."®'

Waltz notes that the phrase “security dilemma" describes “the condition in which
states, unsure of one another's intentions, arm for the sake of security and in doing so set a

82 Having armed for the sake of security, states feel less secure and

vicious cycle in motion.
buy more arms. An increase in the military security of one state is perceived as a threat to
another state, which then must in its turn respond by increasing its military capacity as well.

Waltz believes that "great powers are never “Masters with a free hand", but are
always “Gullivers" more or less tightly tied... their involvement in wars arises from their
position in the international system, not from their national characters. When they are at or
near the top, they fight; as they decline they become peaceful.”™

According to Waltz, in the international system, power does four things. First, it

"provides the means for maintaining one's autonomy in the face of force that others wield."

% Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 175.
81 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 176.
82 Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 186.

% Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 187.
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Second, "Greater power permits wider ranges of action, while leaving the outcomes of
action uncertain." Third, wider margins of safety in dealing with less powerful are enjoyed
by those possessing more power in the international system. Fourth, “great power gives its
possessors and big stake in their system and the ability to act for its sake."™*
In discussing the difference between absolute and relative gains, Waltz writes that:
Absolute gains become more important as competition lessens. Two conditions
make it possible for the United States and the Soviet Union to be concerned less with
relative gains and more with making absolute gains. The first is the stability of the
two-party balance, a stability reinforced by second-strike nuclear weapons.... the
second condition is the distance between the two at the top and the next most
powerful state, a distance that removes the danger of other states catching up. The
United States gained relatively when OPEC multiplied oil prices by five between
1973-1977. The other non-Communist industrialized countries suffered more than
we did."®
John Mearsheimer, Offensive Realism
John Mearsheimer's most important book as a theoretical contribution is 7he
Tragedy of Great Power Politics, a statement of his ideas of offensive realism." Like
Defensive Realism, Offensive Realism maintains that the competition for safety and security
between major powers is the result of the anarchical nature of the international arena. This is
a distinct departure from the classical realism of Hans Morgenthau which begins with an
emphasis on human nature. In contrast to Kenneth Waltz’ defensive realism, Mearsheimer
posits that a nation is never satisfied with any amount of power but always seeks a

hegemonic position to enhance its own security. In The Tragedy of Great Power Politics he

argued that:

¥ Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 194.
% Waltz, Theory of International Politics, 195.

% John Mearsheimer, The Tragedy of Great Power Politics, (New York: W.W. Norton & Company, 2001).
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Given the difficulty of determining how much power is enough for today and
tomorrow, great powers recognize that the best way to ensure their security is to
achieve hegemony now, thus eliminating any possibility of a challenge by another
great power. Only a misguided state would pass up an opportunity to become
hegemor817in the system because it thought it already had sufficient power to
survive.

For Mearsheimer, there is no such thing as a status quo power; any major power with
an advantage over a rival should behave aggressively since it possesses the incentive and
capability to do so.

Mearsheimer begins with five bedrock assumptions to replace the 6 principals of
Morgenthau. The five bedrock assumptions of offensive realism are:

1. ...the international system is anarchic, which does not mean that is it chaotic

of riven by disorder...it is an ordering principle, which says that the system

comprises independent states that have no central authority above them.™

2. ...great powers inherently possess some offensive military capability which

gives them the ability to hurt or possibly destroy each other. States are potentially

dangerous to each other..."

3. ...states can never be certain about other states intentions. Specifically no

state can be sure that another state will not use its offensive military capacity to
attack the first state.”’

4. ...survival is the primary goal of great powers. Specifically states seek to
maintain their territorial integrity and the autonomy of their domestic political
order.”!

5. ...great powers are rational actors. They are aware of their external

environment and they think strategically about how to survive in it.”?

87 Mearsheimer, Tragedy of Great Power Politics, 35.
% Mearsheimer, Tragedy of Great Power Politics, 30.
% Mearsheimer, Tragedy of Great Power Politics, 30.
% Mearsheimer, Tragedy of Great Power Politics, 31.
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37

www.manaraa.com



Mearsheimer is clearly writing within a “unitary actor” framework even if he is not
explicit in his use of the concept.
Stephen Walt, Balance of Threats

In the journal International Security in an article entitled Alliance Formation and the

Balance of Power; Stephen M. Walt proposed a “balance of threat™”

theory. The balance of
threat theory was a modification of the balance of power theory in the neorealist school of
international relations. Under the “balance of threat” theory, any states' perception of the
threat that state faces from any other state or states, is the determining factor in that states
foreign affairs behavior in the area of alliance formation. Generally states should attempt a
balance of power by allying with one another in the face of a threat but a weaker state is
more likely to go along with (bandwagon) with the rising threat to protect its interests.

In the article Walt sets for the four factors policy makers use to evaluate a possible
threat posed by another state:

1. Aggregate strength;

2. Geographical proximity;

3. Offensive capabilities;

4. Offensive intentions.”*

92 Mearsheimer, Tragedy of Great Power Politics, 31.

% Stephen M. Walt, “Alliance Formation and the Balance of World Power,” International Security, 9 (Spring
1985): 2-43.

% Walt, “Alliance Formation and the Balance of World Power,” 9.
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Aggregate strength means land mass in size, population, natural resources and
economic/industrial capabilities. The greater the capability, the greater ability to field a
military force which may do harm to a neighbor.”

The ability to extend power or to use that power declines over distance with
lengthened supply lines come a greater price tag, greater problems with weather and greater
possibility that an opponent may find a way to disrupt the supply line. Also the concern of a
population about the actions of a country half a world away are less immediate that the
behavior of a neighbor just across the border. *°

The larger the state’s offensive capabilities, the more likely that the neighbor will
react with an alliance in response, but the results are variable. A so called “sphere of
influence” may also form.”’

Often the hardest factors to judge accurately, the offensive intentions of a state are
crucial. It is the willingness to make trouble for your neighbor that makes for a bad neighbor
far more effectively that the capability to do so.”

Walt’s “Balance of Threat” theory further sharpened realism and structural realism
by separating threat and power into two distinct entities for analysis. In traditional balance of

power theory, states acted to balance against other states when the power of that state

increased. Implicit was the idea that, greater power reflected greater aggressive actions in

% Walt, “Alliance Formation and the Balance of World Power,” 9.
% Walt, “Alliance Formation and the Balance of World Power,” 10.
7 Walt, “Alliance Formation and the Balance of World Power,” 11.

% Walt, “Alliance Formation and the Balance of World Power,” 12.
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the immediate future or at least greater intentions to be aggressive if the rising state did not
get what it wanted in the relationship with the weaker state. According to Walt this pattern
was not reflected in the historical/empirical record. As an example, during the Cold War the
United States increased its offensive military capabilities, but other states still chose to ally
with the United States because it displayed intentions that were not aggressive to them or
contrary to their national security. Throughout this analysis one can see the implicit analysis

of state action within the “unitary actor” framework.

Stephen Krasner

In Defending the National Interest, Raw Material Investments and U.S. Foreign
Policy,” Stephen Krasner analyzed raw materials procurement under the unitary thesis as a
matter of national security. For Krasner the state is a unitary actor in the international arena.
He defined the state-centered or “realist” paradigm as follows: “that states (defined as
central decision making institutions and roles) can be treated as unified actors pursuing aims
understood in terms of the national interest.”'*

In his influential 1999 book, Sovereignty: Organized Hypocrisy, Krasner made
extensive contributions on the topic of state sovereignty; defining some clearly-drawn rules
in the international system:

1. A state has the exclusive right to have control over and area of

governance, and people.

9 Stephen Krasner, Defending The National Interest, Raw Material Investments And U.S. Foreign Policy,
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1978)

19 Krasner, Defending The National Interest, 12.
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2. A state has a legitimate exercise of power and the interpretation of
international law.

In the same book, Krasner sets our four kinds of sovereignty:
1. International Legal Sovereignty, which is how each state
recognizes all other states as independent territories.
2. Interdependence Sovereignty, which is the ability of public
authorities to regulate the flow of ideas, goods, people pollutants
information and capital across the borders of the state.
3. Domestic Sovereignty is the standard definition referring to state
authority structures and political control within the state.
4. Westphalian Sovereignty refers to political organization based on
the exclusion of external actors from authority structures within a
given territory.'"’

Different types of sovereignty Krasner tells us can change at different times.
Sovereignty can develop or erode as a result of interaction with other states.'’” In a realist
perspective the idea of shifting sovereignty is something that scholars and policy makers
should pay attention to lest they be surprised. Krasner’s definition of “domestic sovereignty”
is the domestic half of the definition of national security used in this study. His definition of

other types of sovereignty is a useful expansion on the concept. For the purposes of this

"1 Stephen Krasner, Sovereignty: Organized Hypocrisy (Princeton: Princeton University Press 1999) 3

192 Krasner, Sovereignty, 4
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study we shall assume that national policy makers seek to maintain all four forms of
Krasner’s sovereignty inviolate.

One of Stephen Krasner’s aims in Defending the National Interest is to challenge the
prevailing academic explanations, especially in the international realm, that view
government behavior as “the outcome of a series of pressures that emanate from society.”'®*
“The state has not been seen as autonomous actor, but rather as a mirror reflecting

. .o . . 104
particularistic societal interests.”'

According to Krasner, the profession had gotten the cart
before the horse so to speak. He writes, “Most of what has passed for political science in
recent years, at least in the United States, has really been political psychology. It has dealt
with the impact of the society on government not with the impact of the state on society.”'?’
He continues “The theoretical orientation offered in this book, it is hoped, will be part of a
general movement to take the state seriously again, to recognize that even in democratic
politics it is not merely a passive reactor, but rather a creator, in some measure, of its own
social environment.”'*

Krasner begins with “a basic analytic assumption that there is a distinction between

the state and society.”'"” Krasner argues for “a statist image of foreign policy” in which the

. . 1 . . .
state is viewed as an “autonomous actor.”'®® Krasner rejects both liberal and Marxist

19 Krasner, Defending The National Interest, xi.
19 Krasner, Defending The National Interest, xi.
195 Krasner, Defending The National Interest, xi.
19 K rasner, Defending The National Interest, xii.
17 Krasner, Defending The National Interest, 5.

19 Krasner, Defending The National Interest, 5.
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perspectives which “explain the actions of public officials in terms of private pressures or
needs.”'"

Krasner is clear at the beginning in his “statist image of politics” he makes “a critical
assumption: that it is useful to conceive of a state as a set of roles and institutions having
particular drives, compulsions, and aims of their own that are separate and distinct from the

interests of any particular societal group.”' "

In examining the role of United States foreign
policy, as it affects raw materials investments by U.S. and multinational firms, Krasner
begins with “an intellectual vision that sees the state autonomously formulating goals that is
then attempts to implement against resistance from international and domestic actors.”'"!

Krasner starts with and “ultimately attempts to defend, the basic premises underlying
what has become known as the state-centric or realist paradigm; namely, that states (defined
as central decision making institutions and roles) can be treated as unified actors pursuing
aims understood in terms of the national interest.”' >

From an analytical perspective that treats the state as autonomous actor, but one
constrained by domestic as well as international structures, there are two central problems of

foreign policy analysis: identifying the objectives of central decision-makers, and analyzing

their ability to accomplish these aims."'"?

19 Krasner, Defending The National Interest, 5.
"% K rasner, Defending The National Interest, 10.

"' Krasner, Defending The National Interest, 10.

"2 Krasner, Defending The National Interest, 12.

'3 Krasner, Defending The National Interest, 13.
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Krasner inductively defines the “national interest” as the preferences of American
central decision makers” which are “related to general societal goals that persist over time,
and have a consistent ranking of importance.”"*

Liberalism, Krasner writes, begins with the view of society wherein “politics is
viewed as the competition among organized interests.”' "> “Liberal conceptions of politics
have little use for the notion of the state as an autonomous actor motivated by drives
associated with its own need for power or with the wellbeing of society as a whole.
Government institutions merely process inputs and outputs. The state is seen as a set of
formal structures, not an autonomous actor.”!1®

In Defending the National Interest, beginning with the assumption that states are
unitary actors in international relations, Krasner writes that: “The differences between the
analytical assumptions of this study and those of a liberal perspective are very sharp. First a
pluralist perspective rejects the utility of treating the state as an autonomous actor whose
motivations and resources are qualitatively different from those of any other institution of
society. Second, it rejects the concept of a national interest that transcends individual

interests of members of the society. Third, insofar as the government has any substantive

role to play it is identified with creating a structure within which individuals can freely

"% Krasner, Defending The National Interest, 13.

"5 Krasner, Defending The National Interest, 26.

"® Krasner, Defending The National Interest, 28.
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exercise their own preferences, rather than striving to protect the power resources of the
state and the wellbeing of society.”""’

Krasner argues, “There are two basic ways to study national interest: logical
deductive and empirical inductive. A logical deductive formulation assumes that states will
pursue certain objectives—in particular preserving territorial and political integrity.”''®

Further he argues that, in the empirical inductive route, “...the national interest is
induced from the statements and behavior of central decision makers. If their preferences
meet two basic criteria they can be called the national interest. First the actions of leaders
must be related to general objectives, not to the preferences or needs of any particular group
or class, or to the private power drives of officeholders. Second the ordering of preference
must persist over time.”'"’

For Krasner, there are three themes to follow, he writes, “foreign raw materials
policy is concerned with 1) minimizing costs for the American consumer, 2) insuring
security of supply for the American economy, and 3) furthering broad foreign policy
objectives.”'*® “In summary, a statist approach to the study of foreign policy must begin by

95121

identifying the national interest. In the study at hand the national interest is somewhat

easier to define at least in terms of avoiding nuclear war.

" Krasner, Defending The National Interest. 30.
'8 Krasner, Defending The National Interest, 35.
"9 Krasner, Defending The National Interest, 35.
120 K rasner, Defending The National Interest, 53.
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For Krasner, “The distribution of power in the international system is the critical
variable in determining the broad foreign policy goals sought by American central decision-
makers.”'?

In terms of American foreign policy from a historical perspective Krasner notes a
“shift from interest-oriented to ideological goals was the result of the growth of America’s
global growth position.”'** We should note here that the maturing of the American nation
and the effects of World War II produced a change in America’s global capabilities that
accompanied the change in the global environment as it became clear at the end of the
Second World War that the rise of the Soviet Union was the beginning of a new kind of
ideological, political and economic struggle, the Cold War.

Krasner concludes that the case studies he examined, “...reveal is that the general
aims of American policy have moved from a concern with territorial and political integrity
and with security of supply before World War II (with the exception of Woodrow Wilson’s

presidency) to an emphasis on ideological goals after 1945.”'%*

From our current vantage
point, twenty years after the end of the Cold War, reviewing this study published in the third
decade of that struggle, (an existential conflict with the Soviet Union that obsessed United
States policy makers for two generations,) the broad strategy set out in the doctrine of

containment as the first principle of United States foreign policy of that era; such a shift

makes sense for the highest priority of foreign policy making, national survival.

122 K rasner, Defending The National Interest, 15.

123 Krasner, Defending The National Interest, 15.
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According to Krasner, foreign policy without the effect of the unitary actor thesis
becomes, “Decision-making is seen as a morass of conflicting interests extending from the
society through the ostensibly hierarchically oriented central bureaucracy of the state. In
addition, the state-centric model used in international relations seems at odds with the most
prevalent approaches to domestic politics. At least in the United States a pluralist image has
dominated politics. The behavior of the state is seen as a product of societal pressures.”'?
Krasner argues that, “...the state has purposes of its own. The national interest does have an
empirical reality if it is defined as a consistent set of objectives sought by central decision
makers. The cases analyzed in this book suggest that there has been a clear rank-ordering of
goals for American policy related to foreign raw material investments. In order of increasing
importance the ranking has been: 1) maximize the competitive structure of the market and
thereby reduce prices; 2) increase security of supply; 3) secure general foreign policy
objectives.”!*°

George F Kennan, Containment

Next we come to George F. Kennan whose mark on the world came not as a scholar
but earlier in his career in the United States Department of State both in Moscow and again
in Washington D.C. Kennan was a realist and almost a geographic determinist who in 1936
wrote about national behavior as governed by permanent factors beyond the control of

politicians and policy makers. In The Wise Men, Six Friends and the World They Made,

Isaacson and Thomas report about Kennan’s early writings that

125 Krasner, Defending The National Interest, 329.

12 Krasner, Defending The National Interest, 331.
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The most striking of these was a 1936 paper titled "Some Fundamentals of Russian-
American Relations." In it Kennan propounded a deterministic view of history that
he was to hold throughout his life. Relations between nations, he argued, "are always
governed in the long run by certain relatively permanent fundamental factors arising
out of geographical and historical conditions." Because of this, He concluded, there
is "little future for Russian American- Relations other that a long series of
misunderstandings, disappointments and recriminations on both sides."'?’

59128 129

In the “Long Telegram™ " and again in an article The Sources of Soviet Conduct

published under the pseudonym “X” in Foreign Affairs, Kennan is the author of the most far
reaching and effective diplomatic strategy in the 20" century, known simply by one word,
“Containment.” Implicit in his understanding and analysis is a unitary actor nation state
where the Soviet Union acts and responds to the international situation based on the strength
or weakness of the Western response to Soviet actions. Kennan writes of the Soviet
leadership fears of “capitalist encirclement” and their retention of power in the Kremlin as
resulting from their view of a menace to their society from abroad."** The international
behavior of the Soviet Union was driven by a “concept of Russia as in a state of siege, with

»131 Thig Soviet behavior drove Kennan’s core

the enemy lowering beyond the walls.
recommendation, “In these circumstances it is clear that the main element of any United

States policy toward the Soviet Union must be that of a long-term, patient but firm and

127 Walter Isaacson and Evan Thomas, The Wise Men, Six Friends and the World They Made (New Y ork:
Simon and Schuster, 1968) 167.

128 George F. Kennan, “The Long Telegram,” George Washington University, The National Security Archive:
Cold War: Documents. http://www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/coldwar/documents/episode-1/kennan.htm.

12 George F. Kennan, “The Sources of Soviet Conduct,” Foreign Affairs (July 1947): 566-582.
130 K ennan, “Sources of Soviet Conduct,” 570.
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.. . . . . 132
vigilant containment of Russian expansive tendencies.”"”

Kennan implicitly adopted the
unitary actor theory believing also that the Soviet system could be pressured from outside
the country and that pressure would directly affect Soviet foreign behavior, “...the United
States has it in its power to increase enormously the strains under which Soviet power must
operate, to force upon the Kremlin a far greater degree of moderation and circumspection

that it has had to observe in recent years.” '**

Other Uses and Critics of the Unitary Actor Assumption
Peter Katzenstein describes the unitary actor theory as part of the realist paradigm in
the study of international relations focusing on government action and viewing the state as
“a unitary actor undivided by class conflict, social tension, cultural fragmentation and most

. . . . 134
importantly, bureaucratic rivalries and stalemate.”"?

This is an overstatement since nothing
in the realist paradigm denies the existence of class, culture or bureaucracy but it does assert
that those factors are of little use in assessing state behavior in an anarchic environment
where national security is the chief interest of national leaders. Katzenstein notes that in the
realist paradigm the prism on international action is one of diplomatic bargaining between

states where the interdependence of those states is a central focus and the issues of security

and prosperity share the center of attention.'>> Katzenstein is a critic of the realist paradigm

132 K ennan, “Sources of Soviet Conduct,” 575.

133 K ennan, “Sources of Soviet Conduct,” 582.

134 Peter Katzenstein, “International Relations and Domestic Structures: Foreign Economic Policies of

Advanced Industrial States,” International Organization 30 no. 1 (Winter 1976): 8.
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noting in his view that the “pattern of asymmetric dependencies which define the politically
most volatile and interesting features of the international state system...may have been an
adequate starting point for analysis in the 1950s and 1960s when security concerns were
overriding.”"*® His concern is that the growth in the importance of economic issues and the
proliferation of government agencies undermined the realist paradigm. His assessment is
unconvincing as nothing he cites changes the anarchic conditions of the international system
of the classic definitions of national interest.

Steven Weber writes, “Structural realism starts from the axioms that the
international system is anarchic and that states are compelled by the harsh imperative of
self-help to provide for their own security and wellbeing.”'*’ Regarding testing realism he
goes on to say that the “postwar U.S.-Soviet relationship ought to be a relatively easy test
for neo realism, the theory should be able to capture the dynamic of the intensely bipolar
relationship between two great powers that have a high level of conflicting interests and a
low level of interdependence.”'*®
Other critics see the unitary actor thesis as a useful “ideal type, but it provides little

useful guidance to policy makers who face a web of overlapping and competing domestic

players.”"*® Of course this remark contains in it the presupposition that the unitary actor

136 K atzenstein, “International Relations and Domestic Structures,” 9.
137 Steven Weber, “Realism, Détente and Nuclear Weapons,” International Organization, 44 (Winter 1990) 58.
138 Weber, “Realism, Détente and Nuclear Weapons,” 58.

1% Simon Collard-Wexler, 2008. Review of Foreign Affairs Strategy Logic for American Statecraft, by Terry
L. Diebel. International Journal (Winter 2008-09): 293

50

www.manaraa.com



assumption tested here is not an accurate description of the behavior of nation-states in
matters of national security.

In the post 09-11 environment other scholars have focused attention upon religion
and criticized the realist unitary actor assumption of state behavior as inadequate. Reviewing
Bringing Religion Into International Relations, Ali G. Dizboni writes that, “this picture has
proven somewhat inadequate; increasingly manifestations of religion have chipped away at
the foundations of realist assumptions.”'* For our purposes here it is worth noting that the
unitary actor assumption remains the benchmark against which new theories are evaluated
and thus it deserves the test in this study as well.

Robert Keohane states that “Institutional theory accepts three basic realist
assumptions: (1) states are the primary actors in world politics; (2) they can be analyzed as if
they were rational; and, (3) they are not altruistic but, rather, are broadly ‘self-

interested.””!*!

Keohane writes that he agrees with the assertion of the neo-realists that state
strategy is based on the distribution of power and adds, “strategies are also affected by the
institutional configuration, which affects transaction costs of collective action and by

»142 We should note here that both the issues of “transaction costs”

information conditions.
and the “conditional distribution of information” are present in an anarchical environment

and neither situation contradicts the unitary actor assumption. These contributions serve to

19 Ali G. Dizboni, 2008. Review of Bringing Religion Into International Relations, by Jonathan Fox and
Shmuel Sandler. Canadian Journal Of Political Science (June 2008): 497.

"I Robert O. Keohane, “Institutional Theory In International Relations,” in Millennial Reflections of
International Studies, ed. Michael Brecher and Frank P Harvey, (Ann Arbor, University of Michigan Press,
2002): 161
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enhance our understanding of the atmosphere in which national leaders in nation-states
operate, but they do not contradict the unitary actor in an anarchic environment which is
tested here.

Legro and Moravcsik assert that in realism at its center is the belief that the key
players, states, are “rational unitary political units in anarchy.”'**

Finally, we should also acknowledge that many scholars study and believe in the
pluralist image of foreign policy making. For instance see Ole R. Holsti in Public Opinion
and American Foreign Policy'* and Making American Foreign Policy,'” and Gabriel
Almond in The American People and Foreign Policy'*® and “Public Opinion and National
Security.”'*” The purpose of this mention of competing points of view is not to engage in a
theoretical debate. The results of this study will shed light on the credibility of the realist
unitary actor theory and make it more useful or not to policy makers and scholars alike.

National Security Defined
For our purposes in this study the definition of “national security” follows the classic

post-World War II formulation as (1) the preservation of absolute territorial integrity of the

nation state, and (2) the maintenance of complete freedom of action in the international

3 J. W. Legro and A. Moravcsik, “Is Anybody Still A Realist?” International Security, 24 (1999): 12-17.

1% Ole R. Holsti, Public Opinion and American Foreign Policy (Ann Arbor: University of Michigan Press,
2004).

%5 Ole R. Holsti, Making American Foreign Policy (New York: Routledge, Taylor and Francis Group, 2006).
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arena.'*® The phrase “complete freedom of action” refers to the maximum amount of

freedom to act the state can avail itself of based on its own resources and must not be taken
literally. Territorial integrity may be breached by military invasion, illegal or uncontrolled
migration of immigrants, blockade of a coast or port, or imposition of a “no fly” zone over
national airspace by a foreign power. Freedom of action in the international arena is a
slippery concept. The lack of freedom of action when a state is under the military economic
and political coercion of a foreign power is easy to see in the policies of the certain members
of the Warsaw Pact during the Cold War. Those states followed the positions laid out by the
Soviet Union, which was also maintained by significant military forces within the borders of
the Warsaw Pact members. However, a lack of freedom of action is also present in the
situation where a state is intimidated or coerced by a neighbor but not directly occupied, as
for example the case of Finland next to the Soviet Union.

Sean Kay offers an expansive definition of security as, “...the absence of threat to
the stability of the international system, to countries or individuals.”'* For Richard Ullman
the definition of national security is grounded in the absence of threat. He writes that:

A threat to national security is an action of sequence of events that (1) threatens
drastically and over a relatively brief span of time to degrade the quality of life for
the inhabitants of a state or (2) threatens significantly to narrow the range of policy

choices available to the government of a state or to private non-governmental
entities (persons, groups, corporations) within the state.'°

%8 Michael Sheehan, International Security, An Analytical Survey, (Boulder: Lynne Rienner Publishers, 2005)
6.

%9 Sean Kay, Global Security in the Twenty First Century, (New York: Rowman and Littlefield Publishers
Inc., 2006) 2.
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While Kay and Ullman both offer extremely broad definitions covering real and
perceived dangers involving issues from war and economics to the fate of the environment,
for purposes of this test of the unitary actor theory each definition does effectively include
the core realist concepts of secure territory and freedom of action on the state level.

Powers and Limitations of the President in Foreign Policy

First we will examine the constitutional and statutory sources and limits of
Presidential power in foreign policy. Second we examine the political, structural and cultural
sources of presidential authority in foreign policy. We begin with the legal framework of
power and the recognition of the generally accepted notion that, “In theory and appearance,
the President under our system of separation of powers has almost unlimited initiative and
influence in foreign affairs.”"!

Constitution / Vesting Clause

The “vesting clause” is the first Article II grant of authority to the president. It is
broad but not particularly well defined. The grant is of the “the executive power” of the
United States which is vested in the President. The sentence is simple, stating, “The
executive Power shall be vested in a President of the United States of America.”' >

The imprecision and breadth of this language affects policy struggles both domestic
affairs and foreign policy, although the Constitution sets out a few definite grants of power

which are directly applicable to foreign policy as set forth below. The very vagueness of the

phrase “the Executive power” creates an opportunity for an ambitious and effective

1! Theodore Sorensen, “Foreign Policy in a Presidential Democracy,” Political Science Quarterly 109, no. 3

(Special Issue 1994): 516.

132U.S. Constitution, art. 2, sec. 1.
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politician serving as president to push hard against the other two branches of government
and assert real control over every area of foreign policy. Often the “executive power”
discussed here manifests itself in the President’s ability to speak first on an issue and speak
for the country as head of state and head of government. The vesting clause is just one
source of the problem. “The constitution makes-and the courts have delineated-no clear
distinction between foreign and domestic issues.”'>
Constitution / Commander in Chief

The second grant is the president’s authority as Commander in Chief of the Armed
Forces'** which has been interpreted in expanding terms over the life of the country.
Narrowly read as a designation for the president to exercise command of the armed forces
and to achieve the national war goals when Congress declares war, it is now understood as
enabling the president to authorize military action in the self-defense of the United States
when Congress is unable to respond promptly. The powers granted a commander in chief, to
deploy the armed forces, set the terms on the engagement, and appoint and remove
commanders as he sees fit, are broad and far reaching. In 1982 President Reagan ordered the
Marines into Beirut Lebanon as part of a multinational force to stabilize the City and
demonstrate the support of the United States for Lebanon as an independent nation. The

bombing of the Marine barracks and the damage done to American prestige by the Marines’

withdrawal from Lebanon just 2 years later with no improvement in the situation all landed

133 Paul E. Peterson, “The President’s Dominance in Foreign Policy Making” Political Science Quarterly
(November 1994): 219.

134 U. S. Constitution, art. 2, sec. 2, (The original text designates the Army Navy and Militia but is now

understood to comprise all the military services, hence common phrase “the Armed Forces of the United
States.”)
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on Reagan’s desk. President Clinton sent United States military forces to liberate Haiti in
1994. In 1962 President John F. Kennedy led the United States to the brink of nuclear war
exercising his powers as Commander in Chief, ordering U-2 spy flights over Cuba and a
naval blockade of the island nation to force the withdrawal of Russian missiles capable of
carrying nuclear weapons to the United States mainland from Cuba. The power as
commander in chief is not unlimited but is seems that often when the circumstances conspire
to force a president to use such authority, they also create a set of circumstances where the
broadest possible definition of such authority is accepted across the political spectrum with
little or no effective opposition.
Constitution / Receive Ambassadors of Foreign States

The constitution authorizes the president the receive ambassadors,'>> which has
become in reality the authority of the president to recognize the legitimacy of a foreign
government without congressional action.

There are two important examples of the use of this authority since the end of World
War II. The first was on May 14, 1948 when President Harry Truman extended recognition
to the State of Israel immediately following the expiration of the British Mandate for
Palestine consistent with United Nations Resolution 181 partitioning Palestine and creating a
Jewish state. Truman’s simple and direct statement, uttered without formal consultation with
Congress and in the face of substantial opposition within his own administration, is a plain
example of the power of a President to speak first, to speak for the nation as a whole, and to

make opponents both domestic and foreign react to a presidential act.

135 U.S. Constitution, art. 2, sec. 3.
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The second example is President Jimmy Carter’s recognition on January 1, 1979 of
the People’s Republic of China (the Communist government in Beijing) as the legitimate
government of China."*® In doing so Carter abrogated the mutual defense treaty with the
Republic of China (the government on the island of Formosa). This was challenged in
federal court by Senator Barry Goldwater who won in the district court, was overturned in
the Court of Appeals and finally lost on the issue of “standing to sue” in the Supreme
Court, effectively ceding to the President the authority to revoke this treaty, unilaterally."’

Constitution / Nominating Ambassadors

The power to nominate an ambassador'>® has lost some of its significance in this age
of electronic and mass communication. As originally conceived the ambassador would
speak for his country with only the written and untimely guidance of his government. As
such, ambassadorial appointments such as Benjamin Franklin to France in the Revolutionary
War were of the greatest importance, and their nomination was an eighteenth century
counterpart to the modern-day saying , “personnel is the policy” a reflection of the concept
that appointment of like-minded reliable and doctrinaire adherents to the policy preferences
of the appointing authority will effectively promote policy closely aligned to the ideology

they share with the President.

138 Jimmy Carter: "Diplomatic Relations Between the United States and the People's Republic of China United
States Statement." December 15, 1978. Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American
Presidency Project. http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=30309.

'"Goldwater v. Carter, 444 U.S. 996 (1979).

%8 U. S. Constitution, art. 2, sec. 2.
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Statutory Grants of Authority

Statutory grants of power to the president in foreign affairs are relatively
inconsequential when compared to other sources of presidential power in foreign affairs.
The reasons for such rare designations of authority are complex. While reasoning to prove
the negative is always difficult to determine, in examining the history of the United States
two things become clear. First, the president often does not need a statutory grant of
authority before taking action in the international arena. Often follow-on grants of authority
are almost a housekeeping detail instead of an honest congressional debate about the policy.
For instance few members of Congress were inclined to vote against the Gulf of Tonkin
resolution granting the president the power to wage war in Viet Nam after the attack on U.S.
naval vessels in the Gulf in 1964 barely three months before a general election. Second, the
need for such authority is not readily apparent. There are few if any examples of situations
in world affairs where results were not what the United States wanted or needed where the
analysis by the press and the academic communities was that “if only the president had been
granted authority to do X” then the result would have been more favorable to the United
States. Presidents it seems do not wait, they act; and Congress almost always follows the
President’s lead in such situations.

Treaties and Executive Agreements

Pursuant to the Constitution Article II Section 2 treaties are negotiated and entered
into by the president with the advice and consent of the Senate. Ratification takes a 2/3rds
vote of the Senate for any treaty negotiated by the president. Only when ratified does the

treaty become law for the United States. But it is not that simple. The President may
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negotiate a treaty and direct the executive branch to abide by some or all of its terms and
conditions even when the Senate will not ratify the treaty.

We should note here that while the text gives the President the power to negotiate
treaties with other nations, it does not specifically limit the president to treaty making as the
only kind of international agreement. “The text of the Constitution does not say that the
"treaty- making" process is the exclusive method of making international agreements, and in
practice it has not been so.” ' The text is silent as to what a president must call a treaty and
what other agreements may be made with other nations. In a footnote Wright notes the lack
of a clear line between treaties and executive agreements writing “it impossible to define
"treaties" and "executive agreements" except by the statement "treaties" are international
agreements submitted to the Senate for its advice and consent and "executive agreements"
are all other international agreements made by the United States.”'®

Budget

The President’s power over the budget, in the preparation and submission of the
proposal and in directing the spending that congress authorizes, is a significant power in
foreign affairs. The ability to select a foreign aid recipient for an increased appropriation or
to suggest a reduced or eliminated appropriation can command attention and even suggest
the price of dissent to the president’s competitors in the process of shaping foreign policy.
For nations, international organizations and nongovernmental actors who look to the United

States for funding, a presidential budget is a good first look at where they stand with the

139 Quincy Wright, “The United States and International Agreements,” The American Journal of International

Law 39 (July 1944): 342.

1% Wright, “The United States and International Agreements,” 345.
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administration. Congress makes itself heard with considerable impact as it “grants or denies
funds for foreign policy.”"®!
Fast Track Negotiating Authority

“Fast Track Negotiating Authority” is based in statutory enactments and deals most
often with trade treaties.'®® Such power is only occasionally granted and all such grants of
power have now expired. This is an example of what is possible and occasionally necessary
in the case of complex international agreements. The power of the Senate to approve a treaty
and the complexity of recent agreements on trade or the environment have led presidents to
request from Congress so called fast track negotiating authority wherein the Congress agrees
before the negations begin to approve or disapprove the deal negotiated by the President and
his aides within certain parameters, but not to amend or filibuster the agreement. The intent
is to assure other negotiation partners that negotiation is not in vain but that the proposed
agreement will receive an up or down vote. Such authority is more likely be requested and
become important to the process when different political parties control the presidency and
the Congress. The last grant of fast track authority expired on July 1, 2007. During its
lifetime it had resulted in the passage of NAFTA and the Uruguay Round Agreement Act

and several bilateral trade agreements.

Advice and Consent

' ouis Fisher, “Foreign Policy Powers of the President and Congress,” Annals of the American Academy of

Political and Social Science 449 (September 1968): 156.

12 Fast track negotiating authority is found in the Trade Act of 1974, Public Law 93-618 93" Cong. 2™ sess.
(January 3, 1975) and the Trade Act of 2002, Public Law 107-210, 107" Cong., 2" sess. (August 6, 2002).
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“He shall have power, by and with the advice and consent of the Senate, to make
treaties, provided two thirds of the Senators present concur.”'® While the Constitution gives
the President the power to make treaties with other nations, the requirement that such treaty
be approved by 2/3rds of the Senate is a significant check on that power. For instance the
Senate voted twice on President Woodrow Wilson’s signature foreign policy achievement,
the Treaty of Versailles. On November 19, 1919 the treaty failed by a vote of Yeas=38;
Nays=53. Upon reconsideration 5 months later a majority of the senators’ voting in the
affirmative Yeas=49; Nays=35 the treaty still fell 7 votes short of the required 2/3rds.'®*

The President’s power to nominate ambassadors and the heads of his departments is
also limited by the requirement that the Senate consent to that appointment. Senate consent
may be lost for any number of reasons, some wholly unrelated to the ability of the nominee
to do the job in question. Recent events have shown the issue of taxes and personal
behaviors may undo a confirmation as the Senators reflect the reactions they hear from the
press and the public, some of whom are repelled by wealthy Washingtonians who pay their
taxes late and only when nominated for a new Federal position, for instance Tom Daschle,
whose nomination to head the Department of Health and Human Services for President
Obama was derailed by such a tax issue.

War Powers Act

The War Powers Act is an attempt to rein in the use of the President’s authority as

Commander in Chief to commit the armed forces to battle without a declaration of war from

1B Us. Constitution, art. 2. sec.2.

1% United States Senate, “Treaties, Chapter 4: Rejected Treaties,” United States Senate,
http://www.senate.gov/artandhistory/history/common/briefing/Treaties.htm#5,
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Congress. In the absence of a declaration of war the President must submit a report to
Congress within 48 hours of committing US forces to action.'®® The President shall the

report at least every 6 months during the duration of the conflict.'®®

Within sixty days of the
required report the President must withdraw the forces unless Congress has declared war,
extended the sixty day time period, or is physically unable to meet as a result of an armed
attack on the United States.'®” The original war powers resolution was vetoed by President
Nixon and passed over his veto.'®® Presidents treat the War Powers resolution as
unconstitutional but the pattern of activity in committing forces to the conflict in Iraq
indicate that presidents are at least sensitive to the importance of congressional consultation
before beginning a war of choice.
The Judiciary

Interference by the judicial branch of government in the conduct of foreign affairs is

rare but when it occurs it can be an effective brake on a President’s power in foreign policy.

Generally the courts treat the power to make foreign policy as shared between Congress and

the President.'® The Supreme Court has recognized the “supreme role which both congress

195 War Powers Resolution, Public Law 93-148, 93™ Cong. 1* Sess. (1973) codified at U. S. Code 50 Sec.
1541.

1% War Powers Resolution, section 1543 (c).

17 War Powers Resolution, section 1544 (b).

18 president Richard Nixon vetoed the War Powers Resolution on October 24, 1973. The House overrode the
veto on November 7, 1973 by a vote of 284 yeas to 135 nays. (119 Cong. Rec. 36202, 36222). The Senate
overrode the veto on November 7, 1973 by a vote of 75 yeas to 18 nays. (119 Cong. Rec. 36198)

19 Fisher, “Foreign Policy Powers of the President and Congress,” 151.
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and the executive play” in this policy arena.'” Generally the courts are very reluctant to
enter into the foreign policy arena. In 1948 the Supreme Court refused to get involved in a
foreign policy issue, concluding that the issue was out of its purview and that foreign policy
decisions are “wholly confined by our Constitution to the political departments of our
government, Executive and Legislative.”'”" The underlying legal reasoning which keeps the
courts out of such disputes is simple; often there is no plaintiff who has standing to bring an
action. Courts only decide matters which constitute an actual case or controversy involving a
damaged party with real harm, not the speculative harm of a citizen complaining about an
allegedly “foolish” foreign policy. Courts generally do not substitute their political or
foreign policy judgments for those of the Executive or Congress.

In Youngstown Sheet and Tube Co. v. Sawyer, the case which ruled on President
Truman’s seizure of steel plants during the Korean War, Justice Robert Jackson crafted a
sliding scale in his concurring opinion to weigh the Presidents latitude in foreign affairs and
the limits of that authority. Justice Jackson wrote that:

Presidential powers are not fixed but fluctuate, depending upon their disjunction or

conjunction with those of Congress. We may well begin by a somewhat over-

simplified grouping of practical situations in which a President may doubt, or others
may challenge, his powers, and by distinguishing roughly the legal consequences of
this factor of relativity.

1. When the President acts pursuant to an express or implied authorization of

Congress, his authority is at its maximum, for it includes all that he possesses in his

own right plus all that Congress can delegate. In these circumstances, and in these

only, may he be said (for what it may be worth) to personify the federal sovereignty.

If his act is held unconstitutional under these circumstances, it usually means that the
Federal Government as an undivided whole lacks power. A seizure executed by the

' Japan Whaling Association v. American Cetacean Society, 106 S.Ct. 2860, 2866 (1986).

1 C & S Airlines v. Waterman Corp. 333 U.S. 103, 111 (1948)
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President pursuant to an Act of Congress would be supported by the strongest of
presumptions and the widest latitude of judicial interpretation, and the burden of
persuasion would rest heavily upon any who might attack it.

2. When the President acts in absence of either a congressional grant or denial of

authority, he can only rely upon his own independent powers, but there is a zone of

twilight in which he and Congress may have concurrent authority, or in which its
distribution is uncertain. Therefore, congressional inertia, indifference or quiescence
may sometimes, at least as a practical matter, enable, if not invite, measures on
independent presidential responsibility. In this area, any actual test of power is likely
to depend on the imperatives of events and contemporary imponderables rather than
on abstract theories of law.

3. When the President takes measures incompatible with the expressed or implied

will of Congress, his power is at its lowest ebb, for then he can rely only upon his

own constitutional powers minus any constitutional powers of Congress over the
matter.... '

This is the clearest and most practical analysis in the case law of the sliding scale of
deference the courts will offer to a President in the field of foreign affairs. This structure
also rewards acting first and without consultation of Congress lest some resolution, statute
or congressional act of any other nature intrude on the freedom to act set forth in Jackson’s
second set of circumstances as described above.

Interest Groups

Interest groups, for our purposes, are the organized, professionally run, dues-based,
policy advocacy organizations, usually based in Washington, D.C., which promote
themselves as speaking about a specific set of political issues with authority and credibility.
They are both promoters and brakes on the foreign policy initiatives of presidents. Most

often one interest group may be a promoter and another group a dedicated opponent of the

same specific policy. Consider selling military aircraft to Saudi Arabia. The military

' Youngstown Sheet and Tube Co. v. Sawyer 343 U.S. 579, 637 (1952)
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contractors and trade unions and free trade groups are supportive and the American Israeli
Public Affairs Committee (AIPAC) will be opposed. Both groups have the ability to inflict
upon the president a political cost for a policy they oppose and reward policy they like with
verbal support and campaign resources, both in terms of money and volunteers.

Elite and Mass Public Opinion

Elite opinion is the opinion of the media, academic and political communities to
whom presidents turn for advice from time to time. It can be a brake on the train of events
but is rarely an insurmountable obstacle. Elite opinion may often be an element affecting an
early policy choice rather that an impediment to action in a crisis. Elite reaction to a policy
choice may indicate to a president that a specific course of action requires a large amount of
time and attention in explaining the policy choice to the nation.

Mass public opinion as measured by public opinion polls is a gauge of the public
mood but not an indicator of responsible public policy. It is a brake on a president’s freedom
of action although at times of crisis or in a rapidly developing situation it may be more of a
distraction than a seriously considered item of consequence in the president’s calculations. It
can serve as a serious brake on an unpopular policy, especially when the Congress begins to
sense it will result in the loss of seats in the midterm elections.

Concurrently with mass public opinion is the problem of domestic communities with
a particular ethnic or religious affiliation to a homeland. Americans of Catholic, Cuban,
Greek, Irish, Chinese and Jewish communities have created potent political voices that may
serve as a goad or a brake on a President’s desired course of action. While structural realists

may dispute the existence of such communities’ real impact on foreign policy, few political
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operatives will take lightly the opinions of the Chinese-American community on linking
trade with China to human rights issues, or positions of AIPAC on the Middle East peace
process.

The sources of power for President in foreign affairs are scattered, murky, legally
confusing and when view constitutionally, maddeningly vague. But, these powers dwarf
anything enjoyed by either the legislative or judicial branches of government. Phillip
Trimble puts it this way. “Notwithstanding congressional power and influence, the President
is still the dominant force in foreign policy.”'”® Additionally, according to Trimble,
“Presidential power [in foreign affairs] was accumulated pursuant to law, even

»1"* Thus whether the drafters of the constitution intended this result

congressional initiative.
or not, the President is and will continue to be the center of formulating and executing
American foreign policy.

It is the central role of the president in foreign affairs, which makes possible a test of
Waltz’s “unitary actor” theory of state action in the international arena. We proceed by

examining certain national security issues in the framework of transitions of power between

presidents of different political parties.

Theories of Presidential Power

Richard Neustadt in his book Presidential Power sets out the standard reference for

modern consideration of the presidency as a study in relationships as the foundations of

'3 Phillip Trimble, “The President’s Foreign Affairs Power,” The American Journal of International Law 83
no. 4 (Oct. 1989): 751.

' Trimble, “President’s Foreign Affairs Power,” 752.
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presidential power. ' > This emphasis occurs as a behavioral revolution was sweeping
throughout political science as an academic discipline. Neustadt defines power as “personal
influence of an effective sort on governmental action.”'’® Neustadt sees a great gap between

“what is expected and the capacity”'”’

to carry through to the desired result. Neustadt
believe there are two ways to study the Presidency. The first is to study the tactics of a
situation, for instance, how to get a bill through Congress. The second approach is to study
“influence in its more strategic terms, what is its nature and what are its sources.”'’®
Neustadt pursues the second approach. For Neustadt a president in foreign affairs must
always be thinking “down the road” and must in every decision, be concerned with not only
how it affects the nation today but also, how it impacts the power of the presidency today
and tomorrow.

Neustadt’s primary theory of the presidency posits a weak position created not to
exercise power but to share it; whose occupant must always be on guard for the
preservation of the current power of the office and aware of how an action in the daily
grind of political affairs may impact the powers of the office in the future in ways which
are both predictable and unpredictable. If Neustadt is correct, then presidents in national

security issues may have a difficult proposition responding to changes in the international

situation and various capability changes between states if their attention is diverted and

175 Richard Neustadt, Presidential Power And The Modern Presidents, (New York: McMillan Publishing,
1990).

176 Neustadt, Presidential Power, ix.
177 Neustadt, Presidential Power, ix.

'8 Neustadt, Presidential Power, 4.
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their actions affected by the domestic concern of preservation or enhancement of the
political power of their office over the long term.

Jeffery Tulis offers the concept that the presidency changed when presidential
statements become the essence of presidential leadership.'” This rise of leadership as
interpretation predates Franklin Roosevelt and is ascribed to Woodrow Wilson. For our
purposes is it sufficient to note that it occurred prior to all the transitions reviewed here. It is
important to note here that other scholars including Philip Abbott have disputed the concept
of the rhetorical presidency, but for our purposes here the validity and usefulness of this
theory does not bear directly on the framework of this study.'®® As it is, Tulis’ work may
add some value to the argument that public speeches and pronouncements of the president
are a valuable source material. It is a major addition to the literature of the presidency but it
does not confirm or rule out the hypotheses tested here.

There are three basic elements to the bully pulpit which taken alone are formidable
and when used effectively in combination are sufficient to allow a president to frame the
debate about a foreign policy issue in a manner most likely to generate the outcome the
president seeks.

The first element is the ability of the president to react with speed and decisiveness
to a development in the international arena. Before Congress can get its leadership together,
or before congressional leaders or committee chairs can check with the members of their

own party, the president, aided by the resources of the executive branch, has formulated a

' Jeffery K. Tulis, The Rhetorical Presidency (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1987).

'8 Philip Abbot, “Do Presidents Talk to Much? The Rhetorical Presidency and its Alternative,” Presidential
Studies Quarterly 18, (Spring 1988).
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response and taken command of a situation. Congress must ask for information from the
intelligence agencies, or the state and defense departments, while the president receives
intelligence information automatically and sets the questions asked of these executive
branch agencies. In today’s environment all of those agency leaders understand they serve
the President first and serve at his pleasure.

The second element derives from the first. When the president moves first he forces
Congress to react to his policy. Congress is then a reactive commentator and not an initiator
of policy. In the reactive mode Congress is always hamstrung by the options excluded from
consideration simply because the president moves first.

The third element is that the President is the only actor elected in his own right by
the entire nation. Each member of Congress has a home constituency that must be satisfied
or the member will not serve long enough to move into a leadership position. In the
presidency the competing interests of the nation as a whole are subsumed into a national
interest far more effectively than in a Congress which is always within 2 years of 586
individual elections.

These three elements form the bully pulpit from which a president can frame the
terms of the debate, examine the alternatives, and select a course of action. The mobilization
of the executive branch to turn the policy into effective government action will often force
skeptics and opponents into a debate on the matter on the president’s terms.

The bully pulpit is a major presidential tool; it helped President Franklin Roosevelt
to nudge the United States into preparedness for World War II in the face of substantial

isolationist opposition. Thus, after a hard fought vote the United States entered into
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December 1941 with a lend lease program aiding Britain and a draft system in place. Used
by a President determined to force events his way without a thoughtful and detailed
consideration so the facts it can lead to mistakes. Consider how President George W. Bush
intimidated the Congress to vote for a war in Iraq many opposed but in the end voted to
authorize simply to preserve their own political careers.

James David Barber posits four kinds of psychological presidencies: 1) active-
positive presidents who see productiveness as a good and flexibly respond to situations in
order to advance toward clear and long held goals, 2) active-negative presidents who strive
and seem ambitious but are personally unsatisfied, 3) passive-positive presidents who are
responsive to other people and seeks rewards from others instead of asserting himself and
his agenda, and 4) passive-negative presidents who may not enjoy politics and are doing the
job because they ought to do it and for whom protecting the process as more important than
the outcome.

For Fred Greenstein, individuals also matter. For the president, certain important
personal and political skills can be divided into six areas that determine the success of the
administration. Those skills or characteristics are: 1) effective communication; 2)
administrative/organizational capacity; 3) political skills; 4) vision, inspiration and a

consistent point of view; 5) cognitive style; and 6) emotional intelligence."®’

'8! Ered I, Greenstein, The Presidential Difference: Leadership Style from FDR to George W. Bush. 2™ ed.
(Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2004) 217-223.
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Stephen Skowronek examines presidents through the prism of political time.'** The
cycles of history repeat and each president operates in a reasonably understandable political
environment which directly affects performance in office. Skowronek types presidents and
their times in four cycles. First, are reconstructive presidents who are elected to make a big
change and overcome the standard institutional pressure to continue the old tired ways of the
past. Examples are Andrew Jackson, Franklin D. Roosevelt, and Ronald Reagan. Second are
the articulators who follow the reconstructors and continue the policies and vision of their
predecessors. Examples are George H.W. Bush and Harry Truman. Third are the preemptive
presidents, political wild cards who upset the applecart appearing in the middle of a
reconstituted regime, often as a result of a failed attempt at being a reconstructive president.
Richard Nixon is an example here. Disjunctive presidencies mark the end of the old order
and are succeeded by a reconstitutive success. The example here is John Quincy Adams
preceding Andrew Jackson, or Herbert Hoover preceding Franklin Roosevelt. Skowronek’s
emphasis on the environment in which a President operates is reminiscent of the realist
attention to the anarchic international situation.

In the literature on the study of the presidency, approaches to presidential decision
making fall into two principal patterns of analysis. The first emphasizes an institutional
approach, covering internal government politics, including bureaucratic politics and
organizational process models, and the new institutionalism. This line of analysis suggests
that, in every administration, the nature of decision making is, for all intents and purposes

basically the same. A second approach based on the presidential management model, holds

182 Stephen Skowronek , Presidential Leadership In Political Time 2™ ed. (Lawrence: University of Kansas
Press, 2008).
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that the unique leadership style of each individual officeholder if the critical element in
determining the decision making process.
Newman argues that considering these two approaches as mutually exclusive is:
...an obstacle to understanding presidential decision making... As a result of
institutional pressures, the structure of national security decision making follows a
distinct pattern of evolution over the first term of any presidential administration.
Each administration begins with a standard National Security Council-based
interagency process. Decision making then evolves in a predictable manner.
Presidents will eventually use three concurrent structures to make decisions: a formal
structure (the standard interagency process); an informal structure, in which the
senior advisers meet with and without the president on a regular basis outside the
interagency process; and a confidence structure, in which the president relies on one
or two select advisers. The latter two are added to the decision making mix after the
administration has been in office for a time.'®
For the purposes of this study it is sufficient to note that whether the structure of the
decision making varies or not, the thesis tested here is unaffected by the structure. However
an understanding of the theories of presidential decision making does allow us to narrow the
area of inquiry in the vast array of presidential documents. Since the test of the unitary actor
theory administered in this study is not concerned with how the policy decision is made, but
only that the policy actually is, an examination of the vast array of information detailing an
administration’s internal deliberations before a decision is made is not necessary here.
However testing the unitary actor assumption by an examination of the decision making

process behind a significant policy shift appears to be a promising area for further inquiry by

both critics and defenders of structural realism.

' William W. Newmann, “The Structures of National Security Decision Making: Leadership, Institutions, and
Politics in the Carter, Reagan, and G. H. W. Bush Years,” Presidential Studies Quarterly, 34 (June 2004):
273.
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Finally, this section must acknowledge the controversial theory of the presidency
pushed forward relentlessly during the administration of George W. Bush, principally by
Vice President Richard Cheney and his principal legal advisor David Addington. They took
the position that the President was vested by the constitution with all executive powers
without exception and that no other branch of government could limit the powers when the
activities referred to took place within the executive branch. Thus the president might do
whatever he felt necessary to do with executive branch personnel to protect or defend the
nation in a time of national peril. Examples of the broad assertion of power under this
unitary executive theory are often found in the signing statements that Mr. Bush issued upon
the signing of particular legislation. For example the signing statement which accompanied
the Foreign Relations Authorization Act for 2003 said in part

Regrettably, the Act contains a number of provisions that impermissibly interfere

with the constitutional functions of the presidency in foreign affairs, including

provisions that purport to establish foreign policy that are of significant concern.

The executive branch shall construe as advisory the provisions of the Act, including

sections 408, 616, 621, 633, and 1343(b), that purport to direct or burden the conduct

of negotiations by the executive branch with foreign governments, international
organizations, or other entities abroad or which purport to direct executive branch
officials to use the U.S. voice and vote in international organizations to achieve
specified foreign policy objectives. Such provisions, if construed as mandatory rather
than advisory, would impermissibly interfere with the President's constitutional

authorities to conduct the Nation's foreign affairs, participate in international
negotiations, and supervise the unitary executive branch.'®*

'8 George W. Bush: "Statement on Signing the Foreign Relations Authorization Act, Fiscal Year 2003",
September 30, 2002. Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project.
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=63928.
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Steven Calabresi and Christopher Yoo describe the unitary executive theory of
presidential power they find in the Vesting Clause of Article II of the constitution in
sweeping terms:

The Constitution gives and ought to give all the executive power to one, and only

one, person: the president of the United States. According to this view, the

Constitution creates a unitary executive to ensure energetic enforcement of the law

and to promote accountability by making it crystal clear who is to blame for

maladministration. The Constitution’s creation of unitary executive eliminates
conflicts in law enforcement and regulatory policy by ensuring that all of the cabinet
departments and agencies that make up the federal government will execute the law
in a consistent manner and in accordance with the president’s wishes.'®

Their unitary executive theory reads as a roving grant or assertion of power, which
they claim all presidents have shared.'®® In a broad assertion of power their president is not
a prisoner of the constitution but instead

The president’s powers go beyond those specifically enumerated in Article II,

Sections 2 and 3, and include at least some implied, residual executive powers, like

the removal power as well.'®’

But, Calabresi and Yoo do not entirely endorse the political uses of the unitary
executive theory in the practices of the administration of President George W Bush. For
them as scholars the issues are the right of the president to direct the actions of and fire at

will those executive branch officials wielding executive authority, As long as the removal

power is intact and the power to direct subordinates in complete and unfettered, then

85 Steven G. Calabresi and Christopher S. Yoo, The Unitary Executive Presidential Power From Washington
To Bush (New Haven: Yale University Press, 2008) 3.

18 Calabresi and Yoo, The Unitary Executive, 4.

187 Calabresi and Yoo, The Unitary Executive, 4.
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The classic theory of the unitary executive is quite agnostic on the question of
whether the president possesses implied, inherent powers in foreign or domestic
policy.'®®

This view is a far more restrictive view of a unitary executive than the position taken
by Berkley law professor John Yoo whose work is the theoretical basis of much of the Bush
(43) administration’s most far reaching claims. Indeed in reviewing the limited
“appointment and removal powers” formulation of a unitary executive as described by
Calabresi and Yoo, John Yoo (no relation) asserts boldly that, “Article II vests powers of
substance that come to the fore during crises.”'® He describes the theory and its origins

The very theory of constitutional interpretation that established the idea of a unitary

executive-that Article II Section 1’s Vesting Clause grants all of the federal

executive power to the president alone, subject only to narrow, explicit exception in
the text itself- did not arise in the context of the removal power. Under the
pseudonym of Pacificus, Hamilton advanced the theory in defense of President

George Washington’s declaration of neutrality in the wars of the French Revolution.

The authority to proclaim neutrality did not depend on the president’s power of

removal, but on an implicit executive authority to set and conduct foreign policy on

behalf of the nation.'”’

John Yoo’s unitary executive theory has now fallen on hard times in the wake of the
failure of the Bush administration. For the purposes of this study it is worth noting that
Yoo’s theory is consistent with a vision of the president as the supreme policy maker acting
in the national interest without legal impediments from other sources of domestic authority.

It is not a legal reflection of the unitary actor assumption but it does claim the same kind of

freedom of action without internal political limits that would parallel the unitary actor

188 Calabresi and Yoo, The Unitary Executive, 20.

18 John Yoo, review “Unitary, Executive, or Both? The Unitary Executive: Presidential Power from
Washington to Bush by Steven G. Calabresi; Christopher S. Yoo,” The University of Chicago Law Review, 76,
no. 4 (Fall 2009): 2018.

%" Yoo, “Unitary Executive of Both?” 1938.
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assumption in the international arena. The unitary executive theory, in either its mild
“appointment and removal power” or its extreme “all executive power without limit” form is
consistent with, but does not predict, the unitary actor assumption examined herein.

The realist conception of the nation-state as a unitary actor is well-settled in the
study of international relations and American foreign policy. The concomitant idea that
states act on their interests in preference to their ideals has an even longer history especially
in the foreign policy of many presidents of the United States. It does not appear from the
literature that the unitary actor assumption has been directly tested in the context of partisan

presidential transitions and national security issues in foreign policy. This study will conduct

that test.
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CHAPTER 3
NUCLEAR WEAPONS AND THE SOVIET UNION, OIL AND SAUDI ARABIA
Issues and Foreign States Considered

Within the context of national security this study will examine the relationship of the
United States with two countries on two separate issues. The first issue is a military matter,
the competition in nuclear weapons between the United States and the Soviet Union and its
successor the Russian Federation and the efforts to control the destabilizing dangers and
proliferation of those weapons. The second issue is an economic matter, the access of the
United States and the western economies to crude oil from Saudi Arabia and the Persian
Gulf.

Both of these issues present a new circumstance in the life of the United States. Both
issues became maters of national security after the end of World War II. Nuclear weapons
were developed by the United States through the Manhattan Project and used only twice
during that war. Nuclear weapons have not been used in combat since the end of the war.
After World War II, the Soviet Union and then other nations, some allies and some
opponents of the United States, also obtained and deployed nuclear weapons.

Gradually after the end of World War Il the United States became dependent on
imported oil. After the end of the war Saudi Arabia developed sufficient oil infrastructure to
access its enormous reserves. Once that infrastructure was in place the Saudis, by controlling
their oil production, gained the ability to exercise enormous influence over the world price

for oil.
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During the time period covered by this study the Soviet Union changed from a
putative ally of the United States at the end of the Second World War to a dangerous
opponent, until it dissolved in 1991. At the end of the Soviet Union’s existence, it
transformed itself into the Russian Federation and 14 other independent nations, nations far

1 In contrast, since 1945, Saudi Arabia

less hostile and less dangerous to the United States.
has been, and through three oil embargos has remained, a friend of the United States.

The time span of 67 years since the end of World War II is relatively brief in the
historical sense. Both the issues, nuclear weapons and oil, and the bilateral relationships , the
Soviet Union and Saudi Arabia, examined in this study give us the ability to study a specific
issue from the time it first became a national security concern to the present day.

Nuclear Weapons and the Soviet Union

A review of some of the early thinking about nuclear weapons illustrates the
unprecedented nature of this issue for national leaders beginning in 1945. The atomic bomb,
“was a revolutionary development which altered the character of war itself.”'**

The first nuclear explosion, code named Trinity, was detonated on July 16, 1945 at
the White Sands Proving Ground in New Mexico. The only use of nuclear weapons during

the war came on August 6, 1945 and again on August 9, 1945 with the destruction of the

Japanese cities of Hiroshima and Nagasaki by the United States. The Soviet Union

"I The Soviet Union dissolved on December 25, 1991. It its place emerged the Russian Federation and the

newly independent nations of Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Estonia, Georgia, Kazakhstan, Kyrgyzstan,
Latvia, Lithuania, Moldova, Tajikistan, Turkmenistan, Ukraine, and Uzbekistan.

192 Erederick Dunn, “The Common Problem” in The Absolute Weapon: Atomic Power and World Order, ed.

Bernard Brodie, (New York: Harcourt Brace and Company, 1946) 4.
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detonated its first nuclear explosion on August 29, 1949 and by the end of 1951 it had
successfully tested three weapons including an aerial bomb drop.'*?

From a military standpoint, the effective possession and deployment nuclear
weapons presents two significant technical problems. The first problem is the construction
of a mobile nuclear device of such size and weight that it can be delivered to a target. The
first thermo-nuclear (H-Bomb) explosion was produced by a machine that weighed 82

194
tons."”

Reduction in the size and weight of the nuclear device so that it could be
incorporated into a weapon delivered by a manned aircraft or an intercontinental ballistic
missile was one of the first priorities of the weapons designers during the Cold War.

The second problem is the development of a delivery system or systems capable of
surviving a first strike and in response hitting an enemy’s homeland with sufficient
destructive power that the inevitable retaliation makes a first strike politically and militarily
useless. Manned bombers are difficult to keep on constant alert. A constant alert status will
inevitably degrade the effectiveness of the pilots and crew. Ballistic missiles may be kept
on constant alert, but keeping an early generation liquid fuel missile constantly fueled is
dangerous. The time from launch in Russia to a missile silo in North Dakota is
approximately 30 minutes. If the missile is kept empty, the fueling time of approximately 30

minutes makes the weapon vulnerable to a first strike. The earliest radar warning would not

provide enough time for the crew to fuel and launch a missile. This necessitated the

193 USSR Nuclear Weapons Tests and Peaceful Nuclear Explosions: 1949 through 1990; The Ministry of the
Russian Federation for Atomic Energy, and Ministry of Defense of the Russian Federation; ed. V. N.
Mikhailov; 1996, quoted in Soviet Nuclear Test Archive at:
http://nuclearweaponarchive.org/Russia/Sovtestsum.html

" The Nuclear Weapon Archive, “Operation Ivy,” Nuclear Weapon Archive,
http://nuclearweaponarchive.org/Usa/Tests/Ivy.html
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development of the Minuteman solid fueled missile, a weapon that could be launched within
in three minutes.

The need to preserve a retaliatory strike capability also drove the creation of the triad
strategy creating nuclear strike options from three platforms, manned bombers, missiles
sheltered in hardened buried silos spread across the American west far from population
centers, and missiles launched from submerged submarines.

Another strategic change was the new timing of war. In a nuclear age the length of a
war would be measured in days, not years. As Bernard Brodie writes,

In fact the essential change introduced by the atomic bomb is not primarily that it

will make war more violent-a city can be as effectively destroyed with TNT and

incendiaries-but that it will concentrate the violence in terms of time. A world
accustomed to thinking it horrible that wars should last four or five years is not
appalled at the prospect that future wars may last only a few days.'””

This analysis will examine nuclear weapons as an issue of nation-state behavior,
following the initial confrontation of two nuclear armed states, to the Test Ban Treaty, the
Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT I and SALT II), the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks
and ending with the Strategic Offensive Reductions Treaty in 2002. It will also consider
nuclear non-proliferation efforts which began in 1958 and resulted in a Nuclear Non-
Proliferation Treaty signed on July 1, 1968 which was supplemented and expanded by the
Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty in 1996.

From the beginning of the nuclear age, the anarchy in the international environment

was a defining characteristic of the problem of controlling the new weapons of mass

%5 Bernard Brodie, “Implications for Military Policy” in The Absolute Weapon: Atomic Power and World
Order, ed. Bernard Brodie, (New York: Harcourt Brace and Company, 1946) 71.
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destruction. In 1946, at the very beginning of the nuclear era, Frederick Dunn writing in The
Absolute Weapon: Atomic Power and World Order, observed that:

One was met right at the beginning with two dilemmas of really imposing
dimensions. The first of these arises out of the nature of the procedures available for
the common regulation of the actions of free nations. On the one hand, any scheme
for international control of atomic warfare must be put into effect by voluntary
agreement. There is not supreme power to impose it from above. On the other hand,
it seemed extremely improbable that states possessing bombs or the capacity to make
them would voluntarily restrict their power to carry on atomic warfare merely on the
promises of other states to do likewise.'”®

Anticipating the tactical problem of the lack of time for any nation on the receiving end of a
surprise nuclear attack to organize a response, defense or adequate home front, he continues
that,
“The second dilemma arises out of the time element in the carrying on of atomic
warfare. ...the speed of attack by bombs can be so great that there would not appear
at first sight to be sufficient time for any mechanism of international collective action
to operate successfully.”'”’
No one found a magic formula to put the nuclear genie back in the bottle and most of the
immediate post war proposals for control of the atomic bomb had the same vision and the
same practical problems. Dunn writes that:
The post war popular proposals for control have been those which envisaged a treaty
eliminating the use of atomic energy for destructive purposes and supporting this by

a worldwide inspection system as a means of continuous reassurance that no
preparations were under way to evade it.'*®

"% Dunn, “The Common Problem,” 6.
7 Dunn, “The Common Problem,” 6.

% Dunn, “The Common Problem,” 13.
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From the very beginning of discussions about international agreements to control these
unprecedented weapons, the verification of a state’s compliance with any such agreement
was the critical problem:

This suggests that the basic problem is not just getting rid of bombs; it is rather that

of making faithful participation in an international control scheme highly profitable

and its evasion or violation exceedingly unprofitable.'®®
The international environment was directly impacted by nuclear weapons, although
anarchy remained its predominant condition:

The development of the atomic bomb has wrought profound changes in three major

fields: (1) in the military affairs of nations, (2) in their political relationships, and (3)

in the organized international machinery for peace and security.””

Dunn was also correct in predicting that the new weapon would have a significant
effect on the international arena and from the vantage point of 67 years of peace in Europe
since the end of World War II, his writing in 1946 seems surprisingly prescient about its
effects.

At any rate, we know it is not the mere existence of the weapon but rather its effects

on the traditional patterns on war which will govern the adjustments which states

will make in their relations with each other.*”’

For defense theorists and president alike, from the very beginnings of the nuclear age
proliferation was a matter of real concern. In October 1945, President Harry Truman told

Congress that:

Scientific opinion appears to be practically unanimous that the essential theoretical
knowledge upon which the discovery is based is already widely known. There is also

' Dunn, “The Common Problem,” 15.
% Dunn, “The Common Problem,” 17.

I Dunn, “The Common Problem,” 23.
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substantial agreement that foreign research can come abreast of our present
theoretical knowledge in time.*"?

Deterrence of nuclear aggression was on the agenda as a goal for policy makers from
the very beginning of the nuclear age. Bernard Brodie wrote that:

Thus, the first and most vital step in any American security program for the age of

atomic bombs is to take measures to guarantee to ourselves in case of attack the

possibility of retaliation in kind....Thus far the chief purpose of our military

establishment was to win wars, from now on its chief purpose will be to avert
them.?"

The concept of a “balance of power,” as a necessary element of any treaty to control these
new nuclear weapons, was present in these early considerations of the new nuclear age:
But without the existence of the state of balance-in terms of reciprocal ability to
retaliate in kind if the bomb is used-any treaty purposing to outlaw the bomb in war
would have thrust upon it a burden far heavier that such a treaty can normally
bear.”"*
Arnold Wolfers agreed that in the absence of a comprehensive answer to the problem
of control of nuclear weapons, parity was the path to the future of arms control:
Once again parity may become the watchword of disarmament negotiations, only
this time bearing on the atom bomb and Soviet-American relations rather than on the
naval strength of Britain and the United States.”
Brodie also anticipated the enormous pressure to stockpile nuclear weapons which

would seriously influence weapons spending throughout the Cold War confrontation

between the United States and the Soviet Union:

%2 Harry S. Truman: "Special Message to the Congress on Atomic Energy.," October 3, 1945. Online by
Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project.
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=12327.

23 Brodie, “Implications for Military Policy,” 77.

% Brodie, “Implications for Military Policy,” 87.

% Arnold Wolfers, “The Atomic Bomb in Soviet-American Relations” in The Absolute Weapon: Atomic
Power and World Order, ed. Bernard Brodie, (New York: Harcourt Brace and Company, 1946) 114.
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But the idea that a nation which had under-gone days or weeks of atomic bomb
attach would be able to achieve a production for war purposes even remotely
comparable in character and magnitude to American production in World War II
simply does not make sense, The war of atomic bombs must be fought with
stockpiles of arms in finished or semi-finished state.?*°

A nuclear arms race was in our future:

If existing international organizations should prove inadequate to cope with the
problem of controlling bomb production, --and it would be premature to predict that
it will prove inadequate especially in view of the favorable official and public
reception to the Board of Consultants report of March 16, 1946- a runaway
competition in such production would surely bring new forces into the picture.?’’

The predicted new force to restrain the arms race was actually a very old one, cost.
While some voices on the fringes called for unilateral nuclear disarmament, the idea
was rejected almost before it could be offered. In the new nuclear age there was no feasible

path to return to the non-nuclear past:

No scrapping of American plants and stockpiles could return the world to the happier
days of the pre-atomic age. The “know-how,” and therefore the potential existence of
atomic weapons is here to stay. By ridding itself of all atomic power the United
States would expose itself to the danger that the Soviet Union or some other country
might violate its commitments and emerge as sole possessor of the bomb.**®

Arnold Wolfers predicted a stalemate and a situation where the prevention of nuclear
war was far more important than any prospect for military success in such a conflict:

If and when the Soviet Union — and perhaps other countries — gains access to the
means of conducting atomic warfare, a truly revolutionary change will have
occurred on the military position of this country. While it may still prove capable of
avoiding defeat, never again will it be able to fight a major war without being
exposed to vast destruction. No international agreements however stringent will
remove this threat entirely. With every day that passes we are moving gradually
from a position of unusual safety to a kind of earthquake zone which will be

2% Brodie, “Implications for Military Policy,” 89.
27 Brodie, “Implications for Military Policy,” 107.

*% Brodie, “Implications for Military Policy,” 122.
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rendered livable for our urban population only by the hope and confidence that the
outbreak of another war will be prevented.?”

An arms race in the new weapons was a real possibility he contended,

...it would be a mistake to overlook the other possibility, if not probability, that our
fear of Russian bombs and their fear of American bombs will prove more powerful
than our common anxiety about the atomic bomb in general. If that should turn out to
be the case, the new weapon will tend to strain the relations between the two
countries rather than to associate them in a common enterprise. Those who take this
second and more pessimistic view incline toward the belief that Russia’s possession
of the bomb will unleash a dangerous and unbridled Soviet-American armament race
which will further strain and poison relations between the two countries.*'”

The relative stability of the bi-polar world that became a hallmark of the Cold War was only

barely visible in 1946:
...if the Russians fear that we might attack them someday, they too will seek to deter
us not merely by holding themselves ready for retaliation in kind but by depriving us
of the hope of ultimate victory. Efforts by both countries along this same line, if
equally successful, would bring about a situation in which a war ending in stalemate
would appear most likely... It would not be surprising, therefore, if a high degree of
Soviet-American “equality in deterring power” would prove the best guarantee of

peace and tend more than anything else to approximate the views and interests of
both countries.”*"!

From the very beginning of the nuclear age, some of the basic situational constraints
limiting alternatives available to national leaders were plainly understood. If this early
emerging consensus of opinion accurately describes the policies followed by presidents of
opposing parties and political views, throughout the course of the Cold War, then the
conclusion must be that the unitary actor assumption has demonstrated its validity in

predicting the actions of national leaders dealing with issues of national survival.

299 Wolfers, The Atomic Bomb in Soviet-American Relations,” 125.
219 wolfers, The Atomic Bomb in Soviet-American Relations,” 129.

21 Wolfers, The Atomic Bomb in Soviet-American Relations,” 135-6.
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Attached in the appendices is a list of treaties concerning nuclear weapons and non-
proliferation efforts and a copy of “A Report to the National Security Council, NSC-68.”
NSC-68 is the blueprint for American strategy in the Cold War. The reader may wish to
refer to NSC-68 to understand the pervasive concerns of American policy makers at the
beginning of the Cold War. Today, 23 years after the fall of the Berlin Wall and the end of
the Cold War, NSC-68 can help the reader understand the international environment in

which the largest part of this test of the unitary actor assumption is conducted.

Oil and Saudi Arabia

A lengthy review of the United States relationship with Saudi Arabia and the
dependence of the United States economy on oil from the Persian Gulf is not necessary to
set up a test of the unitary actor assumption concerning oil imports as a national security
issue. In this test of the unitary actor assumption, oil from Saudi Arabia, and that includes
Persian Gulf oil, either flows into the world oil market or it does not. For purposes of the
national security of the United States, the destination of a particular barrel of oil sailing past
the Strait of Hormuz is not as important as the safe passage itself.

The problem of access to and price of foreign crude oil to support the United States
economic engine appears to be resource issue of unique scale. Since 1972 the United States
sustained its position as a global superpower while at the same time experiencing an
increasing dependence on a critical raw material whose price is primarily influenced by a
foreign and very different power, a nation whose society, values, religion, and background

are vastly dissimilar from ours, Saudi Arabia.
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The oil economy that fueled the growth of the United States to the status of global
superpower at the end of the Second World War was fueled by domestic petroleum supplies.
Commercial use of petroleum began as a replacement for whale oil due to the scarcity of
whales in the 1850s.2'? Over the next 100 years the uses of oil expanded as did the
economic engine it made possible:

By 1950 crude oil had completely transitioned from a source of lamp oil to a

transportation fuel, with gasoline, diesel, residual fuel oil and jet fuel/kerosene

accounting for about two thirds of crude oil consumption. *'?

During World War II American defense planners were aware that their domestic oil
capacity was insufficient to meet future needs. As they became aware of the scope of the
Saudi oil reserves, a consensus emerged that this prize must be held, if not directly in
American hands, then in hands friendly to and aligned with the interests of the United States
in that region:

By the end of World War II, the exploitation of Saudi Arabia’s vast petroleum

reserves had become a major foreign policy objective. “In Saudi Arabia,” the head of

the State Department’s Division of Near Eastern Affairs informed President Truman
in 1945, “the oil resources constitute a stupendous source of strategic power, and one
of the greatest material prizes in human history.”**

As early as 1948 American defense planners believed that a major war with the

Soviet Union would probably result in drive by Soviet armed forces, "toward the oil-bearing

212 Morgan Downey, Oil 101 (Albany: Wooden Table Press LLC, 2009) 1.
213 .
Downey, Oil 101, 7.
21 Gordon Merriam, “Draft Memorandum to President Truman” undated (August 1945), in 8 Foreign

Relations of the United States 1945, 45, quoted in Michael T Klare, Blood and Oil, (New York: Metropolitan
Books Holt and Company, 2004) 32.
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areas of the Near and Middle East."*"> In 1949 the year the Soviet Union became the second
member of the nuclear club, the United States produced 276.5 million metric tons of crude

oil while the USSR and countries in its European orbit produced only to 38.9 million metric

tons of oil.>'®

The United States government’s involvement with Persian Gulf oil sources entails a
long history of ensuring American companies access to the region’s oil, but, allowing the
private companies to operate in the open market with regards to the price:

Washington chose to collaborate with rather than supplant the giant American oil
companies, spurring their efforts to gain concessions in the region and providing
them with diplomatic and military support when deemed useful. The result was
what David S Painter of Georgetown University has termed a public-private
partnership in foreign oil development. “Even though private interests rather than
government agencies were given primary responsibility for implementing U.S.
foreign oil policy, the U.S. government was nevertheless deeply involved in
maintaining an international environment in which the private companies could
operate with security and profit™*'’

The growth of Saudi Arabia as an oil supplier between 1946 and 1976 was startling.
As Michael Klare describes it,

In 1946, the first year of the post war era, Saudi Arabia produced a mere 60 million
barrels of oil-just 3 percent of the amount extracted from wells in the United States.
But Saudi production grew so prodigiously that in 1976 the Kingdom’s wells
delivered 3.1 billion barrels- fifty two times the 1946 amount. By that point Saudi
Arabia had become the world’s number three producer of petroleum (after the United
States and the Soviet Union) and its number one exporter.”'®

*!> National Security Council, “NSC-68, United States Objectives and Programs for National Security, A
Report to the President Pursuant to the President’s Directive of January 31, 1950,” (Washington, April 7, 1950)
http://www.fas.org/irp/offdocs/nsc-hst/nsc-68.htm.

*1°NSC-68, 10.

2" David S Painter, Oil and the American Century (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1986) p. 1
quoted in Michael T Klare, Blood and Oil, (New Y ork: Metropolitan Books Holt and Company, 2004) 35.

% Michael T Klare, Blood and Oil, (New York: Metropolitan Books Holt and Company, 2004) 37.
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The Texas Railroad Commission, (TRC) which had the authority to set production

restrictions that allowed it to control the amount of crude oil produced in Texas oil fields,

was, by virtue of that power, the arbiter of global oil prices from 1931 through 1971:*"

During the 1960s, OPEC did not have any power, firstly, because western oil majors
controlled production in OPEC countries via concessions, and secondly, but more
importantly, the TRC (Texas Railroad Commission) still controlled global pricing as
the U.S. had surplus production capacity since Dad Joiner discovered the East Texas
Fields in 1930. The TRC would add or subtract oil to manage global prices as OPEC
later would do.**°

This situation in which the United States controlled the price of the natural resource
most important to its economic wellbeing did not last:

The global pricing ability of the TRC disappeared in 1970 when U.S. oil production
peaked and began to steadily decline. In 1971, facing declining US production, the
TRC gave producers in Texas, previously the only global production area with
excess capacity, free reign to produce as much oil as they could.”’

The result of that order was to shift the ability to control the price of oil to the only
supplier with enough remaining production capacity to impact the world price of oil, the
Saudi Oil Ministry. Thus the power to set the price of oil moved from Austin Texas to
Riyadh, Saudi Arabia. In 2004 Michael Klare wrote that,

It is impossible to overstate the importance of the U.S.-Saudi relationship. Not only
is Saudi Arabia the leading foreign supplier of crude petroleum to the United States —
accounting for approximately 18 percent of imports in Mid 2003- it is the only major
supplier we can be sure will significantly increase its deliveries of oil to us in times
of crisis. Because it has so much of the world’s untapped oil — some 262 billion
barrels or one fourth of proven world reserves — and because it has so much capacity

19 Downey, 0il 101, 9.
0 Downey, 0il 101, 11.

! Downey, 0il 101, 11.
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for extra (or spare) production, Saudi Arabia can single handedly boost its deliveries
enough to compensate for any cutoffs from other major suppliers.***

This is the environment in which Presidents must operate when dealing with the United

States’ need for imported oil.

222 K lare, Blood and Oil, 26.
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CHAPTER 4
EXAMINATION BY TRANSITION
Truman, Democrat to Eisenhower, Republican: January 20, 1953
Truman and Nuclear Weapons

For President Harry Truman the creation of the Atom Bomb and its use heralded the
beginning of a new kind of warfare and a new problem in foreign policy. The use of the
Atom Bomb at Hiroshima and Nagasaki made the invasion of the Japanese home islands
unnecessary. But the bomb and its use created the fear that should this weapon be used
again, the destruction would be on a scale previously unimagined in human history, and
civilization might not recover from the blow. In terms of the structural realist theory of
international relations the possession of an operational Atom Bomb readily capable of
delivery to an enemy target, is the single biggest change in any nation’s military capability
in history.

After the Potsdam conference, Mr. Truman, referring to “the tragic significance” of
the atomic bomb, said it:

...1s too dangerous to be loose in a lawless world. That is why Great Britain and the

United States, who have the secret of its production, do not intend to reveal the secret

until means have been found to control the bomb so as to protect ourselves and the

rest of the world from the danger of total destruction.””

Truman’s first attempt at a policy concerning the possession and use of the bomb

came in a joint statement with British Prime Minister Clement Atlee and Canadian Prime

3 Harry S. Truman: "Radio Report to the American People on the Potsdam Conference," August 9, 1945.
Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project.
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=12165.
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Minister Mackenzie King on November 15, 1945. The leaders recognized that prevention of

future wars was the only real protection from atomic destruction. They signaled an

understanding that, between nuclear armed states, the nature of armed conflict had
fundamentally changed, including the thought that:

We recognize that the application of recent scientific discoveries to the methods and

practice of war has placed at the disposal of mankind means of destruction hitherto

unknown, against which there can be no adequate military defense, and in the
employment of which no single nation can in fact have a monopoly.***

But when they arrived at the crux of the matter, they would keep the bomb to themselves:
We are not convinced that the spreading of specialized information regarding the
practical application of atomic energy before it is possible to devise effective,
reciprocal and enforceable safeguards acceptable to all nations, would contribute to a
constructive solution of the problem of the atomic bomb.**’

Possession and control over a usable nuclear weapons stockpile would remain a
cornerstone of U.S. foreign policy from that date forward. For a short while the United
States held a nuclear monopoly. After the Soviet Union exploded its own atomic bomb, a
nuclear stockpile became a necessity.

The only mention of nuclear weapons in the 1948 Democratic Party platform is:

We advocate the effective international control of weapons of mass destruction,

including the atomic bomb, and we approve continued and vigorous efforts within

the United Nations to bring about the successful consummation of the proposals
which our Government has advanced.**

¥ Harry S. Truman: "The President's News Conference Following the Signing of a Joint Declaration on
Atomic Energy," November 15, 1945. Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American
Presidency Project. http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=12290.

225 Truman, “Joint Declaration on Atomic Energy.”

26 Democratic Party Platform of 1948, from John T. Woolley and Gerhard Peters, The American Presidency

Project [online]. Santa Barbara, CA. Available from World Wide Web:
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=29599.
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The traditional pledge to keep a strong defense must be understood from the
perspective of the United States in 1948; the nation stood astride the world as the sole
unchallenged nuclear armed superpower:

We advocate the maintenance of an adequate Army, Navy and Air Force to protect
the nation's vital interests and to assure our security against aggression.””’

The platform position is an understatement as the Truman administration’s internal
deliberation and other actions made the broad outlines of its nuclear policy clear. First, the
United States would produce and maintain a stockpile of nuclear weapons and invest in
sufficient delivery capability to deter any potential enemy, especially the Soviet Union.
Second, while the idea of international control of atomic weapons and energy had an
idealistic appeal, the security of the nation would not be trusted to any international
organization. The Unites States would reserve to itself exclusively any decision to use
nuclear weapons in pursuit of its own self-interest.

The real fears and concerns of the United States government during these years are
best revealed in declassified documents of the National Security Council. NSC 20/4, “U.S.
Objectives With Respect To The USSR To Counter Soviet Threats To US Security" labeled
the Soviet Union "the greatest single danger to the US within the foreseeable future" and

228
d.

believed that the Soviet aim was the domination of the worl The report concluded that

"the capabilities of the USSR threaten US security,” are “dangerous and immediate,” and

227 Democratic Party Platform, 1948.
28 NSC 20/4 "US Objectives With Respect To The USSR To Counter Soviet Threat To US Security", Foreign

Relations Of The United States, Vol. 1 (Washington, DC: Government Printing Office, Department of State,
1948) 663-669 http://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/coldwar/nsc20-4.htm.
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that “no later than 1955 the USSR will probably be capable of serious air attacks against the
United States with atomic, biological and chemical weapons.”**’

The intellectual roots of the doctrine of containment are found in George Kennan's
famous Long Telegram from Moscow in 1946, and article “Sources of Soviet Conduct”
published in the journal Foreign Affairs in 1947. The United States government's internal
embrace of containment is found in NSC-68 titled “United States Objectives and Programs
for National Security, A Report to the President Pursuant To the President’s Directive of
January 31, 1950.”%° This original analysis and statement of policy towards the Soviet
Union in sets a baseline policy against which we examine the unitary actor assumption.

The President’s directive of January 31, 1950 required an examination of U.S.
“strategic plans, in the light of the probable fission bomb capability and possible

thermonuclear bomb capability of the Soviet Union."*!

The report began in a traditional
realist fashion assessing the international system. The authors described two post-World
War II changes in the international structure. The first change was a redistribution of power
in the international system, as power gravitated towards the two new centers of influence,
the United States and the Soviet Union. The second change was that, unlike any previous

international players, excepting Nazi Germany, the Soviet Union was

...animated by a new fanatic faith, antithetical to our own, and seeks to impose its
absolute authority over the rest of the world. Conflict has, therefore, become

29 NSC-20/4, "US Objectives With Respect To The USSR.”
BINSC-68.

BINSC-68.
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endemic and is waged, on the part of the Soviet Union, by violent or nonviolent
methods in accordance with the dictates of expediency"**>

The planners wrote that the Soviet Union’s aggressive efforts were, "directed not
only to our values but to our physical capacity to protect our environment."*> The report
further noted the realist concern of an “absence of order” among nations and sought through
a “strategy of the Cold War” to induce "Soviet acceptance of the specific and limited
conditions requisite to an international environment in which free institutions can
flourish."*** The authors of NSC-68 understood that the core of the struggle between the
United States and Soviet Union lay within the nature of the Soviet regime and wrote that
they could "expect no lasting abatement of the crisis unless and until a change occurs in the

n235

nature of the Soviet system."””” For the authors, military power served the national purpose

as a deterrent.”*
The report in a realist analysis posits Soviet intentions and capabilities, noting that
Soviet tactics were extremely flexible and "the Kremlin possesses a formidable capacity to

act with the widest tactical latitude with stealth and with speed."*’ The outlook for Soviet

atomic capability as forecast by the Central Intelligence Agency was disturbing.

2 NSC-68.
3 NSC-68.
4 NSC-68.
3 NSC-68.
S0 NSC-68.

BT NSC-68.
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Time Frame Soviet Fission Bomb Stockpile238

By Mid 1950 10-20
By Mid 1951 25-45
By Mid 1952 45-90
By Mid 1953 70-135
By Mid 1954 200

American planners believed that the threshold of 200 atomic bombs was a critical level for
United States, because delivery of 100 bombs on targets the United States would seriously
damage the country.”’ 1954 was the year of maximum peril.**

In pursuit of a world environment where America could flourish, NSC-68 set out the
policy of containment of the Soviet Union with four parts:
blocking further expansion of Soviet power
exposing the falsities of Soviet pretensions
inducing a retraction of the Kremlin's control and influence
fostering the seeds of destruction within the Soviet system such that the Kremlin

is “brought at least to the point of modifying its behavior to conform to generally
accepted international standards” **!

=

American planners worried about a widening gap between Soviet military preparedness and
the unpreparedness of the free world in the event of war.”* The authors of NSC-68
considered and abandoned a "no first strike" policy. They concluded that the Soviet Union

would see such a policy as an admission of weakness and America's allies would consider it

¥ NSC-68.
I NSC-68.
0 NSC-68.
I NSC-68.

242 NSC-68.
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243

an indication of America's intent to abandon them in the event of a conflict.” Again,

working in the classic realist mode the authors wrote that, "The Kremlin would weigh the

facts of our capability far more heavily than a declaration of what we propose to do with that

capability".?**

In a startlingly prescient declaration of what would unfold in the conflict over the
next four decades the document summed up the problem as follows

The problem is to create such political and economic conditions in the free world,
backed by force sufficient to inhibit Soviet attack, that the Kremlin will
accommodate itself to these conditions, gradually withdraw, and eventually it change
its policies drastically."**

Between 1950 and 1991 this doctrine of containment succeeded.
NSC-68 Concluded that

the United States now faces the contingency that within the next four or five years
the Soviet Union will possess the military capacity of delivering a surprise atomic
attack of such weight that the United States must have substantially increased
general air, ground, sea strength, atomic capabilities, and air and civilian defenses to
deter war and to provide reasonable assurance, in the event of war, that it could
survive the initial blow and go on the eventual attainment of its objectives.**°

The recommendation was stark:
We must, by means of a rapid and sustained buildup of the political, economic and

military strength of the free world, and by means of an affirmative program intended
to wrest the initiative from the Soviet Union, confront it with convincing evidence of

23 NSC-68.
24 NSC-68.
245 NSC-68.

246 NSC-68.
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the determination and ability of the free world to frustrate the Kremlin design of a
world dominated by its will.**’

The Democratic Party Platform of 1952 opened with an acknowledgment of the
dangers and challenges of the atomic age. Directly addressing atomic energy the platform
pledged,

(1) to maintain vigorous and non-partisan civilian administrations, with adequate
security safeguards;

(2) to promote the development of nuclear energy for peaceful purposes in the
interests of America and mankind;

(3) to build all the atomic and hydrogen firepower needed to defend our country,
deter aggression, and promote world peace;

(4) to exert every effort to bring about bona fide international control and inspection
of all atomic weapons.**®

David Tal writes that Mr. Truman had’

...two principles that dominated U.S. nuclear weapons policy throughout his
presidency, and in many ways the policy of his successor: The United States would
not give up its newly acquired weapon, however devastating it was, and for as long
as possible the United States should remain the only nuclear power. **

Further Tal reports,

Truman was deeply troubled by this reliance on atomic bombing. In May 1948, when
briefed on these plans, he expressed his desire for an alternative ‘without using
atomic bombs.” Again, during the Berlin crisis, he vented his horror of the bomb: ‘I
don’t think we ought to use this thing unless we absolutely have to...It is used to
wipe out women and children and unarmed people and not for military uses.’**°

#TNSC-68.

**¥ Democratic Party Platform 1952, John T. Woolley and Gerhard Peters, The American Presidency Project
[online]. Santa Barbara, CA. Available from World Wide Web:
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=29600.

¥ David Tal, The American Nuclear Disarmament Dilemma 1945-1963 (Syracuse: University Press Syracuse,
2008) 3.

% Robert R. Bowie and Richard H. Immerman, Waging Peace, How Eisenhower Shaped an Enduring Cold
War Strategy, (New York: Oxford University Press, 1998) 14.
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This moral horror did not, however, alter a very clear American policy about nuclear
weapons. If they must be used again, they would be.

Although never adopted, the Truman administration’s proposal of the Baruch Plan to
internationalize atomic technology under the supervision of the United Nations was the first
concrete proposal to control the use and spread of nuclear weapons. The Baruch Plan named
for financier Bernard Baruch contained in a speech made to the General Assembly of the
United Nations in 1946. The key elements of the plan proposed by Baruch the United States
delegate to the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission on June 14, 1946 were:

The United States proposes the creation of an International Atomic Development

Authority, to which should be entrusted all phases of the development and use of
atomic energy, starting with the raw material and including:

1. Managerial control or ownership of all atomic-energy, activities potentially
dangerous to world security.

2. Power to control, inspect, and license all other atomic activities.

3. The duty of fostering the beneficial uses of atomic energy.

4. Research and development responsibilities of an affirmative character

intended to put the Authority in the forefront of atomic knowledge and thus to enable

it to comprehend, and therefore to detect, misuse of atomic energy. To be effective,

the Authority must itself be the world's leader in the field of atomic knowledge and

development and thus supplement its legal authority with the great power inherent in

possession of leadership in knowledge.”"

The Baruch Plan was based on the Truman administration’s Acheson—Lilienthal
report which proposed international control of atomic energy and such control over nuclear
materials and activities as to make impossible the spread of nuclear weapons. At this time it

was thought that the difficulty in obtaining nuclear materials, would, by itself, create a

significant technical barrier that would slow or stop the spread of nuclear weapons. As

! Bernard Baruch. Speech to the United Nations Atomic Energy Commission on June 14, 1946, available
online: http://www.atomicarchive.com/Docs/Deterrence/BaruchPlan.shtml
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discussed in further detail in the section examining President Johnson and the non-
proliferation treaty, over the next twenty years, the relentless spread of scientific knowledge
proved this assumption false. Many nations obtained the technical capability to develop a
nuclear weapon. It is in the Baruch Plan’s proposal to eliminate nuclear weapons from the
arsenals of all nations that we see the first outlines of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty ,
which was finally agreed to by the major nuclear states and an additional 59 non-nuclear
states in July 1968.

In summary Mr. Truman’s policy concerning atomic weapons and the Soviet Union
was as plain and direct as the man himself. First, the United States has and would continue
to keep a stockpile of war-ready, usable nuclear weapons. Second, the United States
reserved to itself the decision to use such weapons in the defense of itself and its allies.
Third, the United States, while open to discussion about an international regime to control
these weapons, was supremely skeptical that any such workable, verifiable, and reliable
agreement was possible. Fourth, the United States would continue to develop and deploy
even more destructive atomic and thermonuclear bombs and even more powerful and
accurate delivery systems such that the military might of the United States was at least equal
to the arsenal of any other nation.

Truman and Oil

As President, Mr. Truman rarely addressed the supply and price of imported oil as a
national security issue. Oil has been a strategic commodity since World War I in which
Winston Churchill oversaw the conversion of the British Navy from coal-powered ships to

oil-powered ships which made the British fleet a faster and more agile counter to the
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German navy.>>” For this analysis of the unitary actor assumption, the story of the American
relationship to Saudi Arabia and its vast reserves of oil must begin with Mr. Truman’s
predecessor Franklin Roosevelt, through whom the American relationship with the House of
Saud first began.

In 1932 Abdul Aziz ibn Saud formally declared the territory he had conquered to be
the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, and in 1933 the United States recognized the Kingdom of
Saudi Arabia.”> That same year King Abdul Aziz awarded the first oil concession in Saudi
Arabia to SoCal (Standard Oil of California) a predecessor of Aramco (Arab-American Oil
Company) which became a principal actor in Saudi —U.S. relations for the next two
decades.”

That part of the Arabian Peninsula now under Saudi control, and where the great oil
reserves are located, has never been colonized or subjugated.> In the contest to secure the
rights to explore Saudi Arabia for oil, the Americans had an advantage over their closest
competitor in the area, the British

...what Abdel Aziz found attractive in the newly arriving Americans was that they

were not colonialists like the British and therefore were uninterested in restructuring
Saudi domestic politics.>®

2 Rachel Bronson, Thicker Than Oil, America’s Uneasy Partnership With Saudi Arabia (Oxford: Oxford
University Press, 2006) 15.

233 Bronson, Thicker Than Oil, 33.
4 Bronson, Thicker Than Oil, 17-18.

25 Thomas W. Lippman, Inside The Mirage, America’s Fragile Partnership With Saudi Arabia (Boulder:
Westview Press, 2004) 3.

236 Bronson, Thicker Than Oil, 33
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The first large scale commercial oil strike in Saudi Arabia came on March 4, 1938 at
the Dammam-7 well, which “blew” and began producing more than 1,500 barrels of oil per
day.”’ The King’s first royalty check was for over $1.5 million dollars.”>® Damman-7
produced 32 million barrels of oil from 1938 until the end of its service in 1982.%%

On February 14, 1945, on his way home from the Yalta conference, President
Roosevelt met with Saudi King Abdul Aziz onboard the USS Quincy on Egypt’s Great
Bitter Lake.”®® At this meeting that the modern relationship between the United States and
Saudi Arabia began. King Abdul Aziz asked for nothing but American friendship and sought

: 261
no monetary assistance.

The King and the President did discuss Palestine and Jewish
immigration, the King maintaining that because the Germans were responsible for the
suffering of the Jews, the Germans should be responsible for putting things right and the
burden should not be placed on the people of Palestine. The best the King could get from
Roosevelt on this issue was a statement that the president would "do nothing to assist the
Jews against the Arabs and would make no move hostile to the Arab people."*** Believing
this was a commitment from the United States Abdul Aziz was greatly angered when, less

than three years later, Truman recognized the new Jewish state of Israel immediately after

the United Nations vote for the partition of Palestine.

257 Bronson, Thicker Than Oil, 18.

238 Bronson, Thicker Than Oil, 19.

9 Lippman, Inside The Mirage, 24.
260 Bronson, Thicker Than Oil, 36

! Lippman, Inside The Mirage, 27-29.

*%2 Lippman, Inside The Mirage, 27-29.
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Saudi Arabia had looked favorably upon the United States since 1919 when Saudi
Prince Faisal attended the Paris Peace Conference at the end of World War 1. Faisal had
been impressed with President Woodrow Wilson’s Fourteen Points, principally the emphasis
on self-determination and decolonization.”*® Indeed many Saudis remember and point to the
U.S. resistance to colonialism as a foundation for the U.S.-Saudi friendship. In 2002 Saudi
businessman Hassan Yassin wrote in the Los Angeles Times,

None of us have ever forgotten that during World War I, when the countries of the

Middle East were still subjected to British and French imperialism, the U.S.

supported our struggle for self-determination and independence and continued to do

so until those dreams of independence were realized.”*

Following Mr. Roosevelt’s death in 1945 the Truman Administration within the
context of the beginning of the Cold War continued the basic framework of U.S.-Saudi
relations. That framework lasted for the next 65 years.

Although Abdul Aziz felt angered and betrayed by Truman’s recognition of Israel,
he nevertheless pursued good relations with Washington on all other fronts and offered
political support for American initiatives in the Middle East (with the exception of the

Israeli-Palestinian conflict.) While not yet an economic security issue the U.S. military was

concerned with access to the Persian Gulf oil fields from the very beginning of the Cold War

263 Royal Embassy of Saudi Arabia, “Chronology of Saudi-U.S. Relations,” Embassy of the Kingdom of Saudi
Arabia, http://www.saudiembassy.net/files/PDF/Reports/Saudi-US-chronology-08.pdf.

2% Hassan Yassin, “U.S.-Saudi Rift Rewards Terrorists,” Los Angeles Times, August 21, 2002.
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... the Joint Chiefs of Staff declared in October 1946 that it was “to the strategic

interest of the United States to keep Soviet Influence and Soviet Armed forces as far

as possible from oil resources in Iran, Iraq and the Near and Middle East.”*®

The story of the United States Air Force base at Dhahran illustrates the growing
cooperation between Washington and Riyadh. From 1945 and 1949 American concern over
Soviet intentions in the Middle East increased. The Dhahran base became a natural place to
counter rising Soviet capabilities in the area. In 1949, Dhahran was the only airfield in the
region that could handle the B-29, the United States’ front line strategic bomber.**°
Washington and Riyadh found they needed each other. The pattern emerged consisting of:
1) U.S. military support and Saudi local cooperation, 2) no American interference in Saudi
domestic affairs, (as compared to the alternative model of British colonialism), 3) stable oil
supplies and a stable oil price managed first by Aramco and then later the Saudi Oil
Ministry, and 4) the compartmentalizing of the Arab-Israeli question. This pattern lasted
even after the September 11, 2001 al-Qaeda attacks on the United States in which 15 of the
19 hijackers were Saudi citizens.”®’

In 1949 Aramco and Saudi Arabia oversaw the creation of a 50/50 agreement

whereby they would split the oil revenue evenly. This grew out of an untenable situation

when in 1949 Aramco had paid more to the United States treasury in taxes, $43 million

%63 Joint Chiefs of Staff, “Memo to the U.S. Department of State,” October 12, 1946, Foreign Relations of the
United States, 1946, vol. 7, pp. 529-32 quoted in Michael T Klare, Blood and Oil, (New York: Metropolitan
Books Holt and Company, 2004) 39.

266 Bronson, Thicker Than Oil, 49.

27 The Associated Press, “15 of 19 September 11 Hijackers were Saudi,” USA Today February 2, 2002,
http://www.usatoday.com/news/world/2002/02/06/saudi.htm.
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268

dollars; than it did to the Saudis in royalty and fees, $39 million dollars.” For the Truman

administration the price of Saudi oil was not an issue, but the preservation of the Near East
free of Soviet domination was a concern.*®
Eisenhower and Nuclear Weapons

General Dwight Eisenhower was a senior member of the American national
command authority since his appointment as Supreme Commander Allied Expeditionary
Forces in 1943. The reasoning behind his decision to seek the presidency is illustrative of a
bipartisan realist foreign policy consensus that persisted at the highest levels of the
American government since his arrival as a member of the club. Eisenhower soundly
rejected both appeasement and a return to the pre-war isolationism. In his inaugural address
he said of appeasement:

...common sense and common decency alike dictate the futility of appeasement, we

shall never try to placate an aggressor by the false and wicked bargain of trading

honor for security. Americans, indeed, all free men, remember that in the final choice

a soldier's pack is not so heavy a burden as a prisoner's chains.*”’

His rejection of isolationism is a more interesting and revealing story. Eisenhower
ran for president in 1952 to ensure a continued American presence in NATO and to support

the collective security efforts which he believed were necessary to the defense of Western

Europe. Those views reflected the consensus of the postwar foreign policy establishment.

28 Bronson, Thicker Than Oil, 55.
9 NSC-68.
" Dwight Eisenhower, Inaugural Address January 20 1953, accessed on March 17, 2011 at John T. Woolley

and Gerhard Peters, The American Presidency Project [online]. Santa Barbara, CA. Available from World
Wide Web: http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=9600.
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Eisenhower’s fear that presumptive Republican nominee Senator Robert A. Taft of
Ohio would return the United States to its pre-war isolationism was a key element in his
decision to run. But first, he tried to make a deal.

In 1951 at a meeting at the Pentagon with Taft, Eisenhower made Taft an offer. If the
senator would support an internationalist view of NATO and the principle of collective
security in the defense of Western Europe, he Eisenhower, would not run for president. Taft
replied he could not make such a commitment as it would go against his public statements
and his principles. ' Eisenhower, eventually seeing no other course that would ensure the
United States remained involved in collective defense of Western Europe and under great
pressure from his friends, finally announced his candidacy on March 12, 1952.

Eisenhower’s acceptance speech at the 1952 Republican National Convention in

99 ¢¢

Chicago speech does not mention the words “Soviet Union,” “Russia,” “atom bomb” or
“nuclear weapons.” Neither did the acceptance speech of his Democratic opponent Governor
Adlai Stevenson use those words or address those issues. The new president entered office
with a definite internationalist outlook but with few public promises to circumscribe his
dealings with the Soviet Union.

By 1956 both major party nominees are aware of and responsive to the dangers of
nuclear war and both pledged in their acceptance speeches to avoid such war. Eisenhower
said

We are in the era of the thermo-nuclear bomb that can obliterate cities and can be
delivered across continents. With such weapons, war has become, not just tragic, but

"' Herbert Brownell with John Burke, Advising Ike, The Memoirs Of Herbert Brownell, (Lawrence: University

of Kansas Press, 1993) 95.
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preposterous. With such weapons, there can be no victory for anyone. Plainly, the
objective now must be to see that such a war does not occur at all.*’?

Governor Stevenson, once again the Democratic nominee said in his acceptance
speech that,

Other forces, growing yearly in potency, dispute with us the direction of our times.

Here more than anywhere guidance and illumination are needed in the terrifying

century of the hydrogen bomb. Here more than anywhere we must move, and

rapidly, to repair the ravages of the past four years to America's repute and influence

abroad.

We must move with speed and confidence to reverse the spread of Communism. We

must strengthen the political and economic fabric of our alliances. We must launch

new programs to meet the challenge of the vast social revolution that is sweeping the

world and turn the violent forces of change to the side of freedom.

We must protect the new nations in the exercise of their full independence; and we

must help other peoples out of Communist or colonial servitude along the hard road

to freedom.

And we must place out nation where it belongs in the eyes of the world -- at the head

of the struggle for peace. For in this nuclear age peace is no longer a visionary ideal.

It has become an absolute, imperative necessity.”*"

At the beginning of Eisenhower’s term in office he confronted an international
situation with uncertain and war weary allies, determined efforts by former colonies to
obtain their freedom and an ongoing confrontation with the Soviet Union fraught with

misunderstanding, mistrust and danger. American forces had been involved in heavy

fighting with communist North Korean and Chinese forces on the Korean peninsula for two

*” Dwight Eisenhower, “Speech Accepting the Republicann Nomination for President,” August 23, 1956.
Online by John T. Woolley and Gerhard Peters, The American Presidency Project.
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=10583.

13 Adlai Stevenson, “Speech Accepting the Democratic Party Nomination for President,” August 17, 1956.
Online by John T. Woolley and Gerhard Peters, The American Presidency Project.
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and one half years. Fighting had surged back and forth across the peninsula, from just short
of the North Korean border with China at the Yalu River to the Pusan perimeter in the south.
A wartime commander, Eisenhower entered office as a wartime president. Almost
without any real discussion of alternatives, Eisenhower continued the policy of the Truman
administration that the Korean conflict was not sufficiently threatening to the vital interests
of the United States such that it was worth the risk of using nuclear weapons. There is some
discussion that Eisenhower may have sent covert threats to the Chinese that he might expand
the war or use nuclear weapons to finish the conflict. The Miller Center at the University of
Virginia reports that
Nuclear weapons played a controversial role in some of Eisenhower's diplomatic
initiatives, including the President's effort to end the Korean War. As promised,
Eisenhower went to Korea after he was elected but before he was inaugurated. The
trip provided him with no clear solution for ending the war. But during the spring of
1953, U.S. officials sent indirect hints to the Chinese government that Eisenhower
might expand the war into China or even use nuclear weapons. Some historians think
that these veiled threats may have encouraged the Chinese to reach a settlement, yet
there is also reliable evidence that the Soviet leaders who came to power after
Stalin's death in March 1953 worried about U.S. escalation and pressed for an end to
the war. Both sides made concessions on the question of the repatriation of prisoners
of war, and the armistice went into effect in July 1953. Korea remained divided
along the 38th parallel, roughly the same boundary as when the war began in
1950.7
If this contention is true it marks a variation from Truman’s policy. There is no

indicator Truman ever considered using the atom bomb again. It may have been a bluff, and

if so, it worked.

274 The Miller Center, “American President: Dwight D. Eisenhower,” The Miller Center,
http://millercenter.org/president/eisenhower/essays/biography/5
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America in 1953 understood itself as a nation in peril, not a hegemonic power
bestride a world still recovering from the ravages of 7 years of world war. Within the past
four years, the Soviets had obtained the atom bomb and China had been lost to Mao
Zedong’s communists. Eisenhower’s State of the Union address on February 2, 1953
recommended a civil defense program because America has “incontrovertible evidence that
Soviet Russia possesses atomic weapons.”’>

In the fall of 1953, Eisenhower received A Report to the National Security Council
by the Executive Secretary on National Security Policy, referred to as NSC 162/2. The
president approved the policy recommendations on October 30, 1953. Continuing NSC-68’s
gloomy assessment of the Soviet Union, NSC 162/2, completed after Stalin’s death on
March 5, 1953, described the United States situation with regard to the Soviet Union as
follows:

The Soviet Threat to the United States...

2. The primary threat to the security, free institutions, and fundamental values of the

United States is posed by the combination of:

a. Basic Soviet hostility to the non-communist world, particularly to the United

States.

b. Great Soviet military power.

c. Soviet control of the international communist apparatus and other means of

. . 2
subversion or division of the free world.?”®

From a military perspective the outlook was bleak:

*” Dwight D. Eisenhower: "Annual Message to the Congress on the State of the Union.," February 2, 1953.
Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project.
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?7pid=9829.

276 National Security Council, “NSC 162/2, A Report to the National Security Council by the Executive
Secretary on Basic National Security Policy,” (Washington, October 30, 1953)

http://www.fas.org/irp/offdocs/nsc-hst/nsc-162-2.pdf and
http://www.mtholyoke.edu/acad/intrel/pentagon/doc18.htm

109

www.manaraa.com



The capability of the USSR to attack the United States with atomic weapons has
been continuously growing and will be materially enhanced by hydrogen weapons.
The USSR has sufficient bombs and aircraft, using one-way missions, to inflict
serious damage on the United States, especially by surprise attack. The USSR soon
may have the capability of dealing a crippling blow to our industrial base and our
continued ability to prosecute a war. Effective defense could reduce the likelihood
and intensity of a hostile attack but not eliminate the chance of a crippling blow.*"’

In a subsection titled Defense against Soviet Power and Action the report sets forth
the crucial language describing the willingness of the administration to use nuclear weapons:

39. a. In specific situations where a warning appears desirable and feasible as an
added deterrent, the United States should make clear to the USSR and Communist
China, in general terms or with reference to specific areas as the situation requires,
its intention to react with military force against any aggression by Soviet bloc armed
forces.

b. (1) In the event of hostilities, the United States will consider nuclear weapons to
be as available for use as other munitions. Where the consent of an ally is required
for the use of these weapons from U.S. bases on the territory of such ally, the United
States should promptly obtain the advance consent of such ally for such use. The
United States should also seek, as and when feasible, the understanding and approval
of this policy by free nations.

(2) This policy should not be made public without further consideration by the
National Security Council *"®

Adding to the burden of a leader of the free world, only the United States could make
the financial and military commitments necessary to ensure the continuation of the policy of
containment and the Cold War:

Within the free world, only the United States can provide and maintain, for a period

of years to come, the atomic capability to counterbalance Soviet atomic power. Thus,

sufficient atomic weapons and effective means of delivery are indispensable for U.S.
security. Moreover, in the face of Soviet atomic power, defense of the continental

2TNSC 162/2.

8 NSC 162/2.
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United States becomes vital to effective security: to protect our striking force, our
mobilization base, and our people. Such atomic capability is also a major
contribution to the security of our allies, as well as of this country.*”

Against this pessimistic internal outlook, beginning in 1953, Mr. Eisenhower also
pursued a public campaign for the peaceful use of atomic energy and attempted to draw the
Soviet Union into an international community effort to put atomic power to peaceful uses. In
a speech commonly known as “Atoms for Peace” delivered on December 8, 1953 to the
General Assembly of the United Nations, he outlined a vision for the peaceful uses of
atomic energy and addressed the unprecedented strength of atomic weapons. He
acknowledged the immense danger these weapons posed to the future of the world
especially when the Soviet Union and the United States appeared stuck in an escalating
nuclear arms race. Mr. Eisenhower reached out to the Soviet Union on the issues of the
threats to peace from atomic energy, which he described as a discussion in the new language
of atomic warfare. He noted that in the size and variety of the United States arsenal “atomic
weapons have virtually achieved conventional status within our armed services.”**

This is the first effort by any world leader to begin the discussion about the control
of nuclear weapons and it is worth quoting at length to describe adequately the original
nuclear standoff and world situation:

If at one time the United States possessed what might have been called a monopoly

of atomic power, that monopoly ceased to exist several years ago. Therefore,

although our earlier start has permitted us to accumulate what is today a great
quantitative advantage, the atomic realities of today comprehend two facts of even

9 NSC 162/2.

0 Dwight Eisenhower, “Address Before the General Assembly of the United Nations on Peaceful Uses of
Atomic Energy,” December 8, 1953 Online by John T. Woolley and Gerhard Peters, The American Presidency
Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=9774.
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greater significance.

First, the knowledge now possessed by several nations will eventually be shared by
others—possibly all others.

Second, even a vast superiority in numbers of weapons, and a consequent capability
of devastating retaliation, is no preventive, of itself, against the fearful material
damage and toll of human lives that would be inflicted by surprise aggression.”**!

But let no one think that the expenditure of vast sums for weapons and systems of
defense can guarantee absolute safety for the cities and citizens of any nation. The
awful arithmetic of the atomic bomb does not permit of any such easy solution. Even
against the most powerful defense, an aggressor in possession of the effective
minimum number of atomic bombs for a surprise attack could probably place a
sufficient number of his bombs on the chosen targets to cause hideous damage.”™

It is not enough to take this weapon out of the hands of the soldiers. It must be put
into the hands of those who will know how to strip its military casing and adapt it to
the arts of peace... peaceful power from atomic energy is no dream of the future.
That capability, already proved, is here—now—today. Who can doubt, if the entire
body of the world's scientists and engineers had adequate amounts of fissionable
material with which to test and develop their ideas, that this capability would rapidly
be transformed into universal, efficient, and economic usage.

To hasten the day when fear of the atom will begin to disappear from the minds of
people, and the governments of the East and West, there are certain steps that can be
taken now.”

Mr. Eisenhower called on

The Governments principally involved, to the extent permitted by elementary
prudence, to begin now and continue to make joint contributions from their
stockpiles of normal uranium and fissionable materials to an International Atomic
Energy Agency. We would expect that such an agency would be set up under the
aegis of the United Nations.

The Atomic Energy Agency could be made responsible for the impounding, storage,
and protection of the contributed fissionable and other materials. The ingenuity of

1 Bisenhower, “Address on Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy.”

82 Bisenhower, “Address on Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy.”
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our scientists will provide special safe conditions under which such a bank of
fissionable material can be made essentially immune to surprise seizure.

The more important responsibility of this Atomic Energy Agency would be to devise

methods whereby this fissionable material would be allocated to serve the peaceful

pursuits of mankind. Experts would be mobilized to apply atomic energy to the

needs of agriculture, medicine, and other peaceful activities. A special purpose

would be to provide abundant electrical energy in the power-starved areas of the

world. Thus the contributing powers would be dedicating some of their strength to

serve the needs rather than the fears of mankind.***

He finished by pledging the cooperation of the United States in any such efforts
provided the Soviet Union pledges the same,

The United States would be more than willing--it would be proud to take up with

others “principally involved” the development of plans whereby such peaceful use of

atomic energy would be expedited. Of those “principally involved” the Soviet Union

must, of course, be one.*™

While Eisenhower urged that atomic energy be directed to peaceful uses, and that
there be created an International Atomic Energy Agency to direct those efforts on an
international level, he does not call for the elimination of nuclear weapons, offer any
American disarmament proposals or renounce the first use of nuclear weapons in the event
of armed conflict. Even so, it was a breathtaking proposal and an attempt to break the
nuclear deadlock that continued to strangle the superpowers in an atmosphere for fear
insecurity and mutual distrust.

In the aftermath of the Soviet rejection of the “Atoms for Peace” offer, Stephen

Ambrose writes that:

A great opportunity had been lost. Eisenhower's proposal of atoms for peace was the
most generous, and the most serious offer on controlling the arms race ever made by

% Bisenhower, “Address on Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy.”
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an American president. All previous offers and all that followed contained clauses

about on-site inspection that the Americans knew in advance were unacceptable to

the Russians. But it was the strength of Eisenhower's proposal, the measure of his
genius, and the proof of his readiness to try something new to get out of the arms
race that Atoms for Peace seemed to have a real chance of acceptance. It was not
loaded against the Russians. Eisenhower believed that, to the contrary, the proposal
had to be tempting to them.**®

But the opportunity was short lived and the Soviets never actually pursued the
chance to get off the nuclear treadmill that Mr. Eisenhower had offered.

Some discussion had occurred inside the Eisenhower administration about the use of
nuclear weapons during the first term. The policy, as it emerged, was to decline the use of
nuclear weapons in tangential instances not directly involving the existence and fate of the
United States. In the spring of 1954 in a major war scare based on the events in Vietnam,
Mr. Eisenhower addressed the issue of preventive war at a news conference. He commented
on the idea being bandied about in Washington and within his own administration about a
preventive nuclear war to reporters,

I don't believe there is such a thing; and, frankly, I wouldn't even listen to anyone

seriously, they came in and talked about such a thing. It seems to me that when, by

definition, the term is just ridiculous in itself, there is no use in going any further.”®’

But the pressure to use nuclear weapons as a cheap and powerful alternative to
conventional forces continued. Stephen Ambrose reports that,

Five times in 1954, virtually the entire NSC, JCS, and State Department

recommended that he intervene in Asia, even using atomic bombs against China.

First, in April, as the Dien Bien Phu situation grew critical. Second, in May, on the

eve of the fall of Dien Bien Phu. Third, in late June, when the French said the

Chinese were about to enter the Indochina conflict. Fourth, in September, when the
Chinese began shelling Quemoy and Matsu. Fifth, in November, when the Chinese

8 Stephen Ambrose, Eisenhower Soldier and President, (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1990) 343.
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announced prison terms for the American flyers. Five times in one year, the experts

advise the president to launch an atomic strike against China. Five times, he said

10,288

It was becoming clear in the early years of the nuclear age that an unspoken line was
emerging: nuclear weapons would not be used in the proxy struggles between the
superpowers. Before the end of his first term Mr. Eisenhower tried once more for a
breakthrough on the arms control issue with a new idea. The “Open Skies” proposal was
offered as a “Statement on Disarmament Presented at the Geneva Conference” on July 21,
1955. He said:

The American people are determined to maintain and if necessary increase this

armed strength for as long a period as is necessary to safeguard peace and to

maintain our security.

Therefore the United States government is prepared to enter into a sound and reliable
agreement making possible the reduction of armament.

No sound and reliable agreement can be made unless it is completely covered by an

inspection and reporting system adequate to support every portion of the

agreemen‘[.289

Mr. Eisenhower set forth the central question of verification in arms control
agreements. There are not only structural and operational issues of reliability, but also the
remedies for a breach of the agreement. Into the hostile relationship between the United

States and the Soviet Union in 1955 he dropped a dramatic proposal:

I propose, therefore, that we take a practical step, that we begin an arrangement, very
quickly, as between ourselves--immediately. These steps would include:

288 Ambrose, Eisenhower Soldier and President, 379.

289 Dwight D. Eisenhower: "Statement on Disarmament Presented at the Geneva Conference," July 21, 1955.
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To give to each other a complete blueprint of our military establishments, from
beginning to end, from one end of our countries to the other; lay out the
establishments and provide the blueprints to each other.

Next, to provide within our countries facilities for aerial photography to the other

country--we to provide you the facilities within our country, ample facilities for

aerial reconnaissance, where you can make all the pictures you choose and take them
to your own country to study, you to provide exactly the same facilities for us and we
to make these examinations, and by this step to convince the world that we are
providing as between ourselves against the possibility of great surprise attack, thus
lessening danger and relaxing tension.”

These issues were addressed in an environment where any failure of the verification
mechanism or the remedies in an arms control agreement could lead to a complete loss of
national security and freedom of national action. He framed the questions as: “Is certainty
against surprise aggression attainable by inspection? Could violations be discovered
promptly and effectively counteracted?*"!

Just as with the original Atoms for Peace proposal, Open Skies went nowhere. The
Soviet Union, afraid of being exposed as vastly weaker than it appeared, could not afford to
permit the Americans access to such information or allow them to understand the real nature
and amount of Soviet military strength. The combined policy formulation of deterrence and
containment continued unabated.

The basic American military posture, deterrence, was clear and it permeated the
Eisenhower administration to the extent that it appeared in numerous public statements even

ones not meant as a major policy address from the president. In a public announcement,

“Statement by the President Reviewing the Government's Policies and Actions with Respect

% Dwight D. Eisenhower: "Statement on Disarmament Presented at the Geneva Conference

#! Eisenhower, "Statement on Disarmament Presented at the Geneva Conference.”
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to the Development and Testing of Nuclear Weapons™ issued October 24, 1956, Mr.
Eisenhower stated:

America has repeatedly stated its readiness, indeed its anxiety, to put all nuclear
weapons permanently aside--to stop all tests of such weapons--to devote some of our
huge expenditures for armament to the greater cause of mankind's welfare--to do all
these things whenever, and as soon as, one basic requirement is met. This
requirement is that we, as a nation, and all peoples, know safety from attack.

In this spirit and in this awareness, we as a nation have two tasks. First: we must--
and do--seek assiduously to evolve agreements with other nations that will promote
trust and understanding among all peoples. Second: at the same time, and until that
international trust is firmly secured, we must--and do--make sure that the quality and
quantity of our military weapons command such respect as to dissuade any other
nation from the temptation of aggression.

Thus do we develop weapons, not to wage war, but to prevent war.*%?

Shorn of the political rhetoric, Eisenhower’s description of United States policy
about nuclear weapons is quite clear:

America has repeatedly stated its readiness... to put all nuclear weapons permanently
aside ...as soon as, one basic requirement is met...that we, as a nation... know safety
from attack...until that international trust is firmly secured, we must--and do--make
sure that the quality and quantity of our military weapons command such respect as
to dissuade any other nation from the temptation of aggression.””

Speaking at a news conference on June 5, 1957 Mr. Eisenhower discussed
disarmament and the emerging concept of a ban on the testing of new nuclear weapons.

Q. Chalmers M. Roberts, Washington Post: In speaking, sir, of your desire for what I

believe you call the total and complete ban on tests under disarmament agreement,

do you mean, sir, that you would be willing to agree to such a ban under this first
step agreement, as part of this first step agreement, with the Soviet Union?

2 Dwight D. Eisenhower: "Statement by the President Reviewing the Government's Policies and Actions With

Respect to the Development and Testing of Nuclear Weapons.," October 24, 1956. Online by Gerhard Peters
and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project. http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=10667.
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THE PRESIDENT. Only you could do that, I think, in toto the way I expressed it
there, in a complete thing. You could do that only if the same agreement were so
couched, so made, that you could see there would be no more atomic bombs used in
war.

Q. Mr. Roberts: But it could be as part of the so-called first step if it were firm
enough?

THE PRESIDENT. Well, only if it brought in that other part, though, that we were
going to eliminate these things as weapons of war, and there were an inspection
system that could make sure that that was coming about; otherwise, you couldn't do
it.

Q. Mr. Roberts: I am not clear, sir. Are you speaking of the so-called fourth country
problem?

THE PRESIDENT. No, not at all. Other fourth countries have got a right to do as
they please. I am saying that we couldn't enter into any program which forever
banned tests unless we also had a system which we knew would and could be
convinced would forever ban the use of these weapons in war.*”*

Over the course of his administration, Mr. Eisenhower’s nuclear weapons policy was
impacted by technical changes in the scientific subject matter of nuclear weapons while the
international situation remained fairly static. Technology in the form of bigger bombs and
better delivery systems moved ahead, but the lines between East and West were stable
during his administration and after the armistice in Korea in the summer of 1953, the two
sides faced each other in a Cold War.

Eisenhower presided over two revolutions in strategic weapons systems: the advent

of nuclear plenty, including the hydrogen bomb, and the emergence of the ballistic
missile for both sides.””

** Dwight D. Eisenhower: "The President's News Conference," June 5, 1957. Online by Gerhard Peters and
John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project. http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=10807.

295 Robert R. Bowie and Richard H. Immerman, Waging Peace, How Eisenhower Shaped an Enduring Cold
War Strategy (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1998) 4.

118

www.manaraa.com



Mr. Eisenhower oversaw a huge expansion in America’s nuclear arsenal to a
reported 18,000 nuclear weapons when he left the White House.”*® He approved the
development and production of the B-52, a manned eight-engine strategic nuclear bomber
designed to reach targets deep in the Soviet Union, and the submarine-fired Polaris missile
capable of carrying a nuclear warhead.*"’

As the nuclear stalemate dragged on some attention turned to the issue of nuclear
testing in the atmosphere. A test ban was discussed where all nuclear weapons capable states
would cease to test their weapons, which had become physically smaller and easier to
deliver and yielded a larger and more powerful explosions.

Especially frustrating was the problem of a test ban. The American position, that the

United States would cease testing nuclear weapons only when the Soviets

simultaneously accepted a ban on further weapons production, had been consistently

turned down by the Russians. Instead, Bulganin proposed, on December 10, 1957, a

two or three year moratorium on nuclear tests.*”®

The original test ban idea had been floated as a separate agreement independent of a
universal arms control agreement by the Soviet Union in 1955. The United States, Britain
and France resisted this idea insisting that it was unenforceable and unverifiable in the
absence of a more complete agreement.

On October 17, 1956 the Soviets tried again with a public letter from Nikolai

Bulganin, Chairman of the Soviet Union’s Council of Ministers, to which Eisenhower took

offense as an unwarranted attempt to interfere in the middle of the United States general

% Howard Jones, Crucible of Power A History of American Foreign Relations From 1945 (Lanham Maryland:
Roman and Littlefield Publishers, Inc., 2009) 64.
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election campaign. Mr. Eisenhower’s insistence on verification and reliability was plain in
his response

The United States has for a long time been intensively examining, evaluating and

planning dependable means of stopping the arms race and reducing and controlling

armaments. These explorations include the constant examination and evaluation of
nuclear tests. To be effective, and not simply a mirage, all these plans require
systems of inspection and control, both of which your Government has steadfastly
refused to accept. Even my "Open Skies" proposal of mutual aerial inspection,
suggested as a first step, you rejected.””

In 1959 the United States and Britain reversed this position and opened the way to
treaty banning nuclear weapons tests if an acceptable versification method could be
found.**

The Soviet Union demonstrated two significant changes in its capabilities during the
Eisenhower administration. The first was the launch of the Soviet Union’s Sputnik, the first
artificial earth satellite in 1957. The second was the May 1,1960 shooting down of an
American U-2 spy plane by Soviet air defenses deep inside Soviet territory. The emotional
and mental challenge of the Sputnik launch caused an American a crisis of confidence and
opened the question of the “missile gap.” Americans feared the Soviets were building
ICBMs on a crash basis. Mr. Eisenhower rejected the idea of a missile gap.

The problem was that his access to U-2 intelligence information which informed his

opinion was not something he could share without revealing the U-2 program itself which

299 Dwight D Eisenhower: “Letter to Nikolai Bulganin, Chairman, Council of Ministers, U.S.S.R.” October 21,
1956. Online by John T. Woolley and Gerhard Peters, The American Presidency Project,
http:// www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=10663.
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would result in furious Soviet protests. In the end Mr. Eisenhower insisted the U-2 program
be kept secret.’®" At the end of his second term in 1960, Mr. Eisenhower had decided that a
test ban treaty as a first step towards disarmament would be a priority for the rest of his

302

term.”" In February he announced he would accept a treaty on all tests, atmospheric, and

underground tests "which can be monitored."*"*

In 1960 as he prepared to go to Paris to meet Khrushchev, Mr. Eisenhower was
hopeful that a genuine breakthrough in talks with the Soviets on nuclear testing and eventual
disarmament was possible. The shooting down of the U-2 made the secrecy of that program
unnecessary, but the resulting damage to US-Soviet relations made any real arms control
progress during Mr. Eisenhower’s administration impossible.

For Mr. Eisenhower, consistently and throughout his presidency, the key to any arms
control or disarmament proposal were intertwined problems of verification and reliability.
As he told the Soviets in a letter to Nikolai Bulganin, Chairman, Council of Ministers, on
January 13, 1958, “The capacity to verify the fulfillment of commitments is of the essence in
all these matters...”?"*

Mr. Eisenhower’s policy consistently reflected the realist assumption that nations act

on interests, and that foreign policy at the level of national security must be driven by the

assessment of the capabilities and intents of other states in an environment dominated by

301 Ambrose, Eisenhower Soldier and President, 504.
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systemic anarchy and national self-help. Being the second most powerful nuclear weapons
state was never an option. This approach distorted in the atmosphere of the Cold War and
nuclear arms race produced a unique defense logic of its own described by Stephen
Ambrose as:

Thus did the logic of the nuclear arms race takeover. It was a logic unique to itself,

with no connection to experience our reality. Everyone agreed that the sole purpose

of making atomic weapons was to deter the enemy from aggression. All agreed to

deter you need only be in a position to threaten to destroy one major city.”

Eisenhower and the Americans wanted -- demanded -- a clear American superiority.

How they would use that lead -- except to ensure deterrence, which could be

achieved with 100 bombs anyway -- they did not know.*

Eisenhower and Oil

On the issue of Saudi Arabia and its oil Mr. Eisenhower essentially began where Mr.
Truman left off and the minimal national security implications remained much the same. As
Aramco gained in power and position within Saudi Arabia, the company itself became a
concern of the U.S. State Department. A February 1951 State Department memorandum
suggested that Aramco should be carefully guided and watched. The company could do a
great deal of good in the battle against communism and the promotion of American interests
in the area.’”’ But, State was behind the curve in Aramco-Saudi relations, and Raymond

Hare, who arrived as U.S. Ambassador in 1950 found that he had little to do with Aramco or

oil issues. Aramco was autonomous in many ways and able to do things like helping with
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sanitation that might have proved embarrassing coming from the embassy itself, while on
the other hand Aramco was more than happy to let the embassy deal with the Saudis’ anger
over Israel.**®

Mr. Eisenhower understood the significance of the Middle East and less than two
months after his inauguration met with the Prince Faisal, Foreign Minister of Saudi Arabia,
at the White House on March 2, 1953. The statement issued after the meeting said,

President expressed his great pleasure at having the opportunity of receiving so

distinguished a representative of a country with which the United States enjoys

especially close relations. He expressed his concern over some evidence that there
had lately occurred a deterioration in relations between the Arab nations and the

United States. He stated that it would be his firm purpose to seek to restore the spirit

of confidence and trust which had previously characterized these relations and he

hoped that the Arab leaders would be inspired by the same purpose.®”’

During the 1950°s Saudi foreign policy was also driven by an increasing struggle for
the hearts and minds of the Arab and Muslim world with Egypt’s leader Gamal Abdel
Nasser. Nasser had emergd as the undisputed leader of Egypt after the 1952 coup that
overthrew King Farouk.’'® Saudi Arabia was pulled further into the American orbit as Egypt
looked to the Soviet Union for help. An “Arab Cold War” resulted with Egypt playing the

role of revolutionary leader of the anti-colonial and often anti-western forces and the Saudis

organizing resistance to Egypt and Nasser along religious lines.”"!

% Lippman, Inside The Mirage, 47.
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As early as 1955 the Eisenhower administration was acknowledging the importance
of oil to our national economy but in a way unfamiliar to us in the 21* century. In a
Memorandum for Arthur S. Flemming, Director of Defense Mobilization, Concerning the
Distribution of Petroleum Supplies Dated October 12, 1956, the President requested “plans
that will be helpful in assuring the efficiency and adequacy of the distribution of petroleum
supplies in the foreseeable future in the free world.”*'? He further states that,

The study should proceed, of course, on the assumption that plans which are

developed are to be consistent with the requests that you have made to oil importers

to voluntarily keep imports of crude oil into this country at a level where they do not

exceed significantly the proportion that imports bore to the production of domestic

crude oil in 1954.°"
The president was concerned with the supply of oil in the world market but, his concern
about price was not the price of gasoline we follow today, but that oil imports not undercut
the price of domestic crude oil by oversupplying the market.

The Republican Party Platform in 1956 acknowledged the strategic importance of oil
from Saudi Arabia and the Middle East with these words,

The Middle East has been strengthened by the defensive unity of the four "northern

tier" countries—Turkey, Iraq, Iran and Pakistan—which hold gateways to the vast

oil resources upon which depend the industry and military strength of the free
world.*"*

*!2 Dwight D. Eisenhower: "Memorandum for Arthur S. Flemming, Director of Defense Mobilization,
Concerning the Distribution of Petroleum Supplies," October 12, 1956. Online by Gerhard Peters and John T.
Woolley, The American Presidency Project. http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=10637.
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Oil and the Middle East, as security issues were fairly quiet during Mr. Eisenhower’s
first four years but all that changed in 1956. The Suez Crisis commenced with an Israeli
attack on Egypt aimed at securing the Suez Canal, with the support of Britain and France on
October 29, 1956. This placed Saudi Arabia in a very difficult position. King Saud felt he
was losing the support of the Arab world to Nasser. Eight days into the crisis the King acted
and Saudi Arabia embargoed all oil shipments to Britain and France, which, given the
distribution of refining capacity and distribution facilities in Western Europe, turned out to
be an embargo against the entire continent. This was the first time Saudi Arabia had used oil
as a political weapon, and it would do so two more times in the ensuing 20 years, in 1967
after the Six Day war with Israel and 1973 after the Yom Kippur war as well.’" This first oil
embargo did not cause the impact on the United States that the 1973 embargo produced,
because, in 1956, the ability to set the world market price of oil still rested with the Texas
Railroad Commission and would not move to the Saudi Oil Ministry until 1971.

But the Suez Crisis did indicate to the president the need for clarity in United States
policy in the Middle East and the significant risks of misunderstanding that emanated from
the absence of a clear statement on American interests and intentions in the region. Thus
was created the Eisenhower Doctrine concerning the Middle East, which was contained in a
speech to a Joint Session of Congress on January 5, 1957.

The United States, Mr. Eisenhower declared, would render,
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...such assistance and cooperation to include the employment of the armed forces of
the United States to secure and protect the territorial integrity and political
independence of such nations, requesting such aid.*'°

Any country opposed to Communism would be eligible for aid in various forms. In
the president’s words, his proposal,

...would, first of all, authorize the United States to cooperate with and assist any
nation or group of nations in the general area of the Middle East in the development
of economic strength dedicated to the maintenance of national independence.

It would, in the second place, authorize the Executive to undertake in the same
region programs of military assistance and cooperation with any nation or group of
nations which desires such aid.>"’

Oil was of course one of the key considerations, and Mr. Eisenhower directly
acknowledged that in his speech, saying of the Middle East,

It contains about two thirds of the presently known oil deposits of the world and it
normally supplies the petroleum needs of many nations of Europe, Asia and Africa.
The nations of Europe are peculiarly dependent upon this supply, and this
dependency relates to transportation as well as to production! This has been vividly
demonstrated since the closing of the Suez Canal and some of the pipelines.*'®

Reporting on the situation to the nation again in February 1957, he continued to
stress much the same themes,

With reference to the passage into and through the Gulf of Aqaba, we expressed the
conviction that the Gulf constitutes international waters, and that no nation has the
right to prevent free and innocent passage in the Gulf. We announced that the United
States was prepared to exercise this right itself and to join with others to secure
general recognition of this right...The Middle East is a land-bridge between the
Eurasian and African continents. Millions of tons of commerce are transmitted

31 Dwight Eisenhower: “Special Message to the Congress on the Situation in the Middle East,” January 5,
1957. Online by John T. Woolley and Gerhard Peters, The American Presidency Project
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=11007.
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through it annually. Its own products, especially petroleum, are essential to Europe
and to the Western world.*"”

On March 10, 1959 the President signed a Proclamation Governing Petroleum
Imports. The program was designed to address the problem of oversupply.

During the past few years, a surplus of world producing capacity has tended to

disrupt free world markets, and, unquestionably, severe disruption would have

occurred in the United States and elsewhere except for cutbacks in United States

production under the conservation programs of the various state regulatory bodies.**

To insure a steady price of oil for domestic producers the president sought a program

“restricting imports to a level that does not threaten to impair security.”*!

It was oversupply
that was the problem, and in realist terms the threat to the United States petroleum industry
was literally the enormous capacity of foreign oil producers to oversupply the market and
crash the price of oil.

On oil, Mr. Eisenhower had charted a course only slightly different than his
predecessors. More freely than presidents before him, Mr. Eisenhower allowed corporate
interests to represent American interests. The Eisenhower administration,

...promoted private initiative as an enlightened way of doing business, as a means to

differentiate the American presence abroad from that of the Europeans and the

Soviets and as a way to advance economic growth and pacify Arab Nationalism.” >

*Y Dwight Eisenhower, “Radio and Television Address to the American People on the Situation in the Middle
East,” February 20, 1957. Online by John T. Woolley and Gerhard Peters, The American Presidency Project.
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=10980.

320 Dwight D. Eisenhower: "Statement by the President Upon Signing Proclamation Governing Petroleum
Imports," March 10, 1959. Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project.
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=11676.

321 Bisenhower: "Statement Signing Proclamation Governing Petroleum Imports,"

%22 Nathan Citino, From Arab Nationalism To OPEC: Eisenhower King Saud And He Making Of US Saudi
Relations, (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2002) 15.
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But, by the end of the Eisenhower administration American policy in relation to the Saudi
oil fields was still consistent with Mr. Truman’s policy eight years before. Saudi Arabia’s oil
fields were to be kept in friendly hands; Soviet influence in the Middle East oil fields was to
be opposed at every turn; and the supply of Saudi oil would not be allowed to undercut
prices set by domestic American producers.
Analysis: Truman to Eisenhower

On the issues of nuclear weapons and containment of the Soviet Union the policy of
the United States in the context of the transition from Mr. Truman to Mr. Eisenhower
appears seamless and consistent. Indeed Mr. Eisenhower ran for office to prevent a return to
prewar isolationism. Anarchy continued as the defining condition of the international order.
Neither the United Nations nor any other international structure served as anything more
than a forum for discussions between states who were indisputably their own masters. Both
Mr. Truman and Mr. Eisenhower controlled the policy, and, in both administrations, on
matters of national security the President spoke for the nation. The Unites States possessed
clear and identifiable decision making for the creation and execution foreign policy, through
the President and the National Security Council and the Departments of State and Defense.
The foreign policy activities examined here were made and executed in public. Mr. Truman
and Mr. Eisenhower both treated nuclear weapons as a vital national security issue.

While this analysis examines the behavior of the United States, we acknowledge here
that this test also posits the existence of a second unit in the international arena in response
to whom foreign policy is made and executed. Both the Soviet Union and Saudi Arabia

constitute the second nation necessary for the test in these situations. The analysis also
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reflects the interrelation of the overall United States policy of containment of the Soviet
Union with the actions taken by the United States in its relationship with Saudi Arabia and
the Middle East in response to the Soviet Union’s attempts to expand its influence in the
Persian Gulf with an aim of achieving dominance of the Saudi oil fields.

The relative capabilities of the United States and the Soviet Union did change over
the years from 1945 to 1961. In 1945 at the beginning, the United States had a nuclear
monopoly and relied on a propeller driven subsonic manned bomber for a delivery system.
By 1952 both nations possessed deliverable nuclear weapons, a parity of capability that
remained through Eisenhower’s term. Any nuclear war fighting would be conducted with
manned bombers. Missile delivery systems were pursued by both countries and the launch
of Sputnik while shocking display of scientific and technical capability on the part to the
Soviet Union did not demonstrate that they had developed a nuclear armed intercontinental
ballistic missile, only that it was only a matter of time before such capability became a
reality. Both nations developed that capability in stages in the late 1950°s and into the early
1960’s. Thus for both the United States and the Soviet Union the ability to influence the
behavior of other states or each other remained relatively stable and the world was locked
into a system of two mutually hostile superpowers dominating the international arena.

Evidence which seems to confirm the Unitary Actor Assumption as an effective
predictive theory is found in two major developments in the capabilities of other states in the
international system during the Eisenhower administration. The first major change in
capability comes on October 4, 1957, with the Soviet launch of Sputnik, the first artificial

Earth satellite. Sputnik came as a surprise to the United States and President Eisenhower. He
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was surprised by the intensity of the American response to Sputnik. He understood the fear
that Sputnik created but he was unready for the way Sputnik simply swept aside what had
been basic American assumptions of national technical competence and caused a nationwide
crisis of self-confidence. Sputnik demonstrated a technical capability in Soviet missile
design and construction that American intelligence had previously underestimated. This led
to concern about a “missile gap." America raced to catch up with the Soviet achievement in
space.

The second change in capability came in May 1960 with a demonstrated ability of
the Soviet Union to shoot down the U-2; a Central Intelligence Agency operated
reconnaissance aircraft flying 70,000 feet over the Soviet Union. Previously, American
intelligence had flown at these altitudes over the frustrated Soviets with impunity. After
Major Francis Gary Powers, U-2 reconnaissance flight was brought down by a Soviet
surface-to-air missile; the United States entered a period of substantial concern and
uncertainty about Soviet intentions and capabilities. This lasted until space based
reconnaissance satellite imagery finally met and then exceeded the capacity of the U-2 to
show American intelligence analysts what was happening on the ground inside the Soviet
Union.

Thus during the eight years of the Eisenhower administration, he confronted three
significant changes in Soviet capabilities, 1) the accumulation of a stock of deliverable
nuclear weapons, 2) the launch of Sputnik, the first artificial earth satellite, and 3) the
demonstrated ability of the Soviets to shoot down the U-2 high altitude spy plane. However,

none of these events precipitated a change in United States policy towards the Soviet Union
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and nuclear weapons. Indeed in the posturing that followed these events, the basic three
pronged policy seemed to harden into the national consciousness. At the end of the
Eisenhower administration the policy about nuclear weapons was consistent with the policy
at the end of Mr. Truman’s presidency which can be summarized as:

1. The United States has nuclear weapons at the ready, and without absolutely reliable,
verifiable inspections to ensure against any cheating by any party, will not give them up.

2. The United States will use nuclear weapons if attacked.

3. To ensure the destruction of any foe after a surprise attack, the United States will
maintain a nuclear arsenal superior in strength and numbers over any prospective enemy.

A minor inconsistency is that Mr. Eisenhower did not develop American
conventional forces to the extent contemplated as necessary in 1948 by NSC-68. For
essentially budgetary reasons, he relied on a nuclear deterrent to contain the Soviet Union.
While the Eisenhower administration’s bellicose Secretary of State, John Foster Dulles,
publicly derided containment, he practiced it.**> On the issues of containment and nuclear
weapons policy in relation to the Soviet Union the evidence is clear, that the transition from
Mr. Truman to Mr. Eisenhower did not greatly affect the international behavior of the
United States which result tends to verify the unitary actor assumption.

The issue of Saudi Arabia and the security of its oil fields as a source of supply for
the western democracies rose in importance in the period from 1945 to 1961 as the birth of
the Eisenhower Doctrine demonstrates. There is no indication that the Eisenhower Doctrine

is anything other than a response uncertainty in the Middle East and distrust of Soviet

323 Jones, Crucible of Power, 63.
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intentions. The Eisenhower Doctrine was not a result of domestic political pressures within
the United States.

During the early years of his presidency, Mr. Eisenhower was quite consistent with
Mr. Truman’s minimal involvement in the region. As the decade progressed, worries about
the spread of communism into the area through Egypt or Iran led to the Eisenhower doctrine
as part containment of communism and part a desire to keep the Persian Gulf oil fields open
to the United States.

During the 1950’s, Saudi foreign policy was also driven by an increasing struggle for
the hearts and minds of the Arab and Muslim world, with Egypt’s leader Gamal Abdel
Nasser in the “Arab Cold War.” The Suez Crisis had emboldened Nasser. Britain and
France were no longer the stabilizing forces in the region. On direct oil issues, Mr.
Eisenhower allowed corporate interests to represent American interests. Throughout the
course of the decade Saudi Arabia was pulled further into the American orbit.

On access to oil and the U.S. Saudi relationship the evidence is less plentiful. Mr.
Eisenhower’s pro-business policies had a larger presence in administration policy about oil
than on nuclear issues. For our purposes it is sufficient to note Mr. Eisenhower’s concern
about foreign producers was the possibility that an oversupply caused by their production
would undermine the price of oil on the world market. American access to a steady supply
of imported oil at a world market price had not yet become an issue of national security
significance. Coupled with the Eisenhower Doctrine the pattern of acting on national

interests in response to international events is clear.
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This analysis of the Truman to Eisenhower transition, in terms of nuclear weapons,
disarmament proposals and the Soviet Union, and in the context of American policy towards
Saudi Arabia and Saudi oil tends to verify the unitary actor assumption.

Eisenhower, Republican to Kennedy, Democrat: January 20, 1961

Kennedy and Nuclear Weapons

Often the presidency of John F. Kennedy is thought of as the height of the Cold War.
From the Bay of Pigs to the Cuban missile crisis to the atmospheric Test Ban Treaty, the
struggle with an aggressive Soviet Union and international communism defined America
and America's goals in the world community. From the beginning of the Kennedy
presidency and awareness of the dangers of nuclear weapons and nuclear arms race,
permeated political atmosphere in which the administration operated. Even before his
election, Mr. Kennedy knew his place in history might well be defined by his handling of
the issues of nuclear war, nonproliferation and relations with the Soviet Union.

The Democratic Party Platform of 1960 set forth the party's concern with the issues:

A fragile power balance sustained by mutual nuclear terror does not, however,

constitute peace. We must regain the initiative on the entire international front with

effective new policies to create the conditions for peace. ***
That platform stated that arms control was indeed on the table as an issue as well:

A primary task is to develop responsible proposals that will help break the deadlock

on arms control. Such proposals should include means for ending nuclear tests under

workable safeguards, cutting back nuclear weapons, reducing conventional forces,

preserving outer space for peaceful purposes, preventing surprise attack, and limiting
the risk of accidental war.**’

3% Democratic Party Platform 1960, Online by John T. Woolley and Gerhard Peters, The American

Presidency Project, http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=25839.

%% Democratic Party Platform 1960.
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As a candidate Mr. Kennedy believed that the United States lived in a dangerous
world in which the Soviets held a technical advantage in rocketry and that the missile gap,
illustrated by the Soviet Union's first successful launch of an inter-continental ballistic
missile, followed closely by the Soviet Union's first successful launch of an artificial
satellite orbiting Earth, Sputnik, was real and dangerous. That loss of technical leadership
had to be promptly addressed if the West was to defend itself against international
communist aggression. The "missile gap" became a campaign issue for Kennedy in 1960.
Kennedy found fertile ground in America's shaken self-confidence following Sputnik and
the collapse of the Paris summit between Mr. Eisenhower and Soviet Premier Nikita
Khrushchev in May 1960, a diplomatic disaster driven by the Soviet Union’s successful
downing of an American U-2 reconnaissance aircraft piloted by Major Francis Gary Powers,
deep inside Soviet territory on May 1, 1960. The Democratic Platform had a plank
promising to restore American leadership in Atomic energy which they argued had been lost
under four years of Republican rule:

Atomic Energy

The United States became pre-eminent in the development of atomic energy under

Democratic Administrations.

The Republican Administration, despite its glowing promises of "Atoms for Peace,"

has permitted the gradual deterioration of United States leadership in atomic

development both at home and abroad.

In order to restore United States leadership in atomic development, the new

Democratic Administration will;

7. Provide a balanced and flexible nuclear defense capability, including the
augmentation of the nuclear submarine fleet.’*

26 Democratic Party Platform 1960.
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The 1960 Republican Party Platform also addressed the problems of nuclear
weapons and disarmament:

We are similarly ready to negotiate and to institute realistic methods and safeguards

for disarmament, and for the suspension of nuclear tests. We advocate an early

agreement by all nations to forego nuclear tests in the atmosphere, and the

suspension of other tests as verification techniques permit... We have deep concern

about the mounting nuclear arms race. This concern leads us to seek disarmament

and nuclear agreements. And an equal concern to protect all peoples from nuclear

danger, leads us to insist that such agreements have adequate safeguards.**’

Once again the fundamental lack of trust between the United States and the Soviet
Union led to an American insistence on safeguards and verification techniques which
presented a stumbling block in negotiations between the superpowers from the very
beginning. In an oblique response to the concerns about a "missile gap" the Republican
Platform pledged at American technology would never lag behind any adversary for any
reason:

As rapidly as we perfect the new generations of weapons we must arm ourselves

effectively and without delay. In this respect the nation stands now at one of the new

points of departure. We must never allow our technology, particularly in nuclear and

propulsion fields, to lag for any reason until such time as we have dependable and

honest safeguards of inspection and control.**®

Neither party platform in 1960 mentioned oil imports, or Saudi Arabia, although
both made obligatory mention of the need to keep the Middle East free from Soviet

influence.

327 Republican Party Platform 1960, Online by John T. Woolley and Gerhard Peters, The American Presidency
Project. http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=25839.
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Kennedy's acceptance speech at the Memorial Coliseum in Los Angeles on July 15,
1960, directly addressed the nation’s fears about nuclear weapons, the "missile gap" and a
Cold War that seemed to be favoring communist expansion on many fronts:

Abroad, the balance of power is shifting. There are new and more terrible weapons--
new and uncertain nations--new pressures of population and deprivation. One-third
of the world, it has been said, may be free--but one-third is the victim of cruel
repression--and the other one- third is rocked by the pangs of poverty, hunger and
envy. More energy is released by the awakening of these new nations than by the
fission of the atom itself. Meanwhile, Communist influence has penetrated further
into Asia, stood astride the Middle East and now festers some ninety miles off the
coast of Florida.*”

During the presidential debates on October 13, 1960 Kennedy gave this answer
directly addressing disarmament and the “missile gap” tying together the crosscurrents of
American defense and foreign policy; seeking enough military strength to be secure and
second-to-none while searching for opportunities to lessen tension and military spending

though negotiated agreements about nuclear weapons and arms control.

...then I believe that we should move full time on our missile production,
particularly on Minuteman and on Polaris. It may be a long period, but we must - we
must get started immediately. Now on the question of disarmament, particularly
nuclear disarmament, I must say that I feel that another effort should be made by a
new Administration in January of 1961, to renew negotiations with the Soviet Union
and see whether it's possible to come to some conclusion which will lessen the
chances of contamination of the atmosphere, and also lessen the chances that other
powers will begin to possess a nuclear capacity.>*°

329 John F. Kennedy: "Address of Senator John F. Kennedy Accepting the Democratic Party Nomination for
the Presidency of the United States - Memorial Coliseum, Los Angeles," July 15, 1960. Online by Gerhard
Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project.
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=25966.

339 presidential Candidates Debates: "Presidential Debate Broadcast from New York and Los Angeles,"

October 13, 1960. Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project.
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=29402.
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The persistent distrust between the superpower rivals led to a consistent American
emphasis on verification of any agreement with the Soviets, an emphasis that the Soviets
were unwilling to accommodate. As a matter of consistent national policy an insistence on
reliable and dependable verification by the United States is non-negotiable. The details and
mechanism of the inspection system may be a subject for discussion but the insistence on an
inspection system that works is a consistent part of American policy. In this next October
13, 1960 debate answer Mr. Kennedy used the carrot of negotiation and the stick of
resumed nuclear testing to leave himself room for maneuver on the details of the system:

The Soviet Union may not agree to an inspection system. We may be able to get

satisfactory assurances. It may be necessary for us to begin testing again. But I hope

the next Administration - and if [ have anything to do with it, the next

Administration will - make one last great effort to provide for control of nuclear

testing, control of nuclear weapons, if possible, control of outer space, free from

weapons, and also to begin again the subject of general disarmament levels.*

In his Inaugural Address Mr. Kennedy met the Cold War challenge head on with
language designed to tell America and the world that he would pursue a confident an
assertive policy of confronting communism wherever it was found and that nothing was
more important that that confrontation. He said:

Let every nation know, whether it wishes us well or ill, that we shall pay any price,

bear any burden, meet any hardship, support any friend, oppose any foe to assure the

survival and the success of liberty. 32 1n the long history of the world, only a few

generations have been granted the role of defending freedom in its hour of maximum
danger. I do not shrink from this responsibility--I welcome it***

331 presidential Candidates Debates: October 13, 1960.

32 John F. Kennedy: "Inaugural Address," January 20, 1961. Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley,
The American Presidency Project. http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=8032.

3 Kennedy: "Inaugural Address,"
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But also contained in the speech was the first call for arms control negotiations
between the superpowers in an inaugural address:

Let both sides, for the first time, formulate serious and precise proposals for the

inspection and control of arms--and bring the absolute power to destroy other nations

under the absolute control of all nations. ***

Mr. Kennedy was concerned that Mr. Eisenhower’s penny pinching reliance on
nuclear weapons and deterrence alone would leave an American president with the
untenable position of a nuclear response to a non-nuclear threat. This disproportionate set of
capabilities needed correction. In the January 11, 1962 State of the Union address to
Congress he said:

But our strength may be tested at many levels. We intend to have at all times the

capacity to resist non-nuclear or limited attacks--as a complement to our nuclear

capacity, not as a substitute. We have rejected any all-or-nothing posture which
would leave no choice but inglorious retreat or unlimited retaliation.*

In August 1961 the President’s efforts at arms control suffered a serious setback
when the Soviet Union announced a decision to resume nuclear testing The White House
statement attacked the Soviet decision as “complete hypocrisy” and as being,

...a hazard to every human being throughout the world by increasing the dangers of

nuclear fallout. The Soviet government’s decision to resume nuclear testing is in
utter disregard of the desire of mankind for a decrease in the arms race.>°

% Kennedy: "Inaugural Address,"

333 John F. Kennedy: "Annual Message to the Congress on the State of the Union," January 11, 1962. Online
by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project.
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=9082.

336 John F. Kennedy: "White House Statement on Soviet Resumption of Nuclear Weapons Tests", August 30,

1961. Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project.
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Negotiations had been proceeding in Geneva for three years without a single nuclear
test to disrupt the moratorium that had emerged in 1958. The President’s disappointment
was clear as the White House statement laid out the surprise with which the world was taken
with the Soviet announcement.

For three years world attention has centered on the negotiations in Geneva for a
treaty to secure an end to nuclear testing. Until last March it appeared that slow but
encouraging progress had been made. At that time, the Soviet Union reversed its own
earlier positions on key issues, refused to discuss seriously the genuine efforts made
by the United States and the United Kingdom to meet known Soviet views, and
blocked the path toward a nuclear test ban treaty. In order to avoid missing any
possible opportunity to arrive at an agreement, the United States and the United
Kingdom remained at the negotiating table. Only this week Ambassador Dean has
made additional proposals in the hope of moving toward a test ban under effective
international control. Urgent discussion of this issue had been scheduled at United
States initiative at the forthcoming session of the General Assembly in the hopes that

constructive debate could show the way to surmount the impasse at Geneva.>".

The next major effort to renew negotiation on nuclear arms control came with Mr.
Kennedy’s unilateral declaration of a moratorium for atmospheric nuclear testing in his
speech at the commencement ceremonies at American University in June 10, 1963.

To make clear our good faith and solemn convictions on the matter, I now declare

that the United States does not propose to conduct nuclear tests in the atmosphere so

long as other states do not do so. We will not be the first to resume. Such a

declaration is no substitute for a formal binding treaty, but I hope it will help us

achieve one. Nor would such a treaty be a substitute for disarmament, but I hope it
will help us achieve it. ***

He succeeded on getting the negotiation back on track and the final conclusion of the

Limited Nuclear Test Ban Treaty on August 5, 1963 was the culmination of an effort dating

37 Kennedy, "Statement on Soviet Resumption of Nuclear Weapons Tests."

3% John F. Kennedy: "Commencement Address at American University in Washington," June 10, 1963. Online
by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project.
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=9266.
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back five years to the original Soviet offer of a testing moratorium and the positive response
from the United States and British governments. The original offer of a testing moratorium
undertaken on a unilateral basis in 1958 was the first successful effort to slow the arms race
if only marginally effective. Although the undoubted propaganda benefits of the
announcements certainly contributed to the motivation of the parties, the desire to avoid a
violent end to the superpower nuclear standoff was also real. The moratorium was an on-
again, off-again arrangement depending on the current position governments involved and
always vulnerable to rejection. Its tenuous nature demonstrated the necessity for an
international agreement for even so small a goal as the elimination of atmospheric nuclear
testing which all parties understood threatened human health and the environment.
Formally known as the “Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere,
In Outer Space and under Water,” the treaty was signed in Moscow on August 5, 1963. It
was ratified by the U.S. Senate on September 24, 1963 and became effective on October 10,
1963. The treaty is of unlimited duration and was signed by the foreign ministers of each of
the three “Original Parties,” the United States, the United Kingdom and the Soviet Union.
The treaty itself is only 805 words long. The substance of the agreement is found in
the Preamble and Article One which state:
The Governments of the United States of America, the United Kingdom of Great
Britain and Northern Ireland, and the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics,
hereinafter referred to as the "Original Parties,"
Proclaiming as their principal aim the speediest possible achievement of an
agreement on general and complete disarmament under strict international control in
accordance with the objectives of the United Nations which would put an end to the

armaments race and eliminate the incentive to the production and testing of all kinds
of weapons, including nuclear weapons,
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Seeking to achieve the discontinuance of all test explosions of nuclear weapons for
all time, determined to continue negotiations to this end, and desiring to put an end to
the contamination of man’s environment by radioactive substances,

Have agreed as follows:
Article |

1. Each of the Parties to this Treaty undertakes to prohibit, to prevent, and not to
carry out any nuclear weapon test explosion, or any other nuclear explosion, at any
place under its jurisdiction or control:

(a) in the atmosphere; beyond its limits, including outer space; or under water,
including territorial waters or high seas; or

(b) in any other environment if such explosion causes radioactive debris to be
present outside the territorial limits of the State under whose jurisdiction or control
such explosion is conducted. It is understood in this connection that the provisions of
this subparagraph are without prejudice to the conclusion of a Treaty resulting in the
permanent banning of all nuclear test explosions, including all such explosions
underground, the conclusion of which, as the Parties have stated in the Preamble to
this Treaty, they seek to achieve.

2. Each of the Parties to this Treaty undertakes furthermore to refrain from causing,
encouraging, or in any way participating in, the carrying out of any nuclear weapon
test explosion, or any other nuclear explosion, anywhere which would take place in
any of the environments described, or have the effect referred to, in paragraph 1 of
this Article.””

The key shift giving rise to the possibility of a test ban treaty was limited nature of

the tests the treaty would eliminate. Not all tests were banned; only those in the atmosphere,

outer space and under water were restricted. The parties were confident of their existing

scientific capability to detect nuclear explosions anywhere but underground. The technical

339 “Treaty Banning Nuclear Weapon Tests in the Atmosphere, In Outer Space And Under Water,” Department
of State, (Washington, August 5, 1963). http://www.state.gov/www/global/arms/treaties/Itbt1.html The full text
of the treaty is also set out at: John F. Kennedy: "Joint Statement by the Heads of Delegations to the Moscow
Nuclear Test Ban Meeting," July 25, 1963. Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American
Presidency Project. http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=9358.
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capacity to distinguish between a natural seismic event and a nuclear explosion was still
unreliable. As Mr. Kennedy said in his address to the nation on July 26, 1963:

A ban on nuclear tests, however, requires on-the-spot inspection only for
underground tests. This Nation now possesses a variety of techniques to detect the
nuclear tests of other nations which are conducted in the air or under water, for such
tests produce unmistakable signs which our modern instruments can pick up.

The treaty initialed yesterday, therefore, is a limited treaty which, permits continued
underground testing and prohibits only those tests that we ourselves can police. It
requires no control posts, no onsite inspection, no international body.340

The President went on to discuss the complete elimination of all nuclear weapons
tests as a continuing goal of American policy, citing:

...our strong preference for a more comprehensive treaty banning all tests

everywhere, and our ultimate hope for general and complete disarmament. The

Soviet Government, however, is still unwilling to accept the inspection such goals
. 341

require.

As he continued, Mr. Kennedy rejected the idea that the United States needed a
strategic nuclear superiority in terms of the numbers of weapons or the size of those
weapons, arguing that:

For in today's world, a nation's security does not always increase as its arms increase,
when its adversary is doing the same, and unlimited competition in the testing and
development of new types of destructive nuclear weapons will not make the world
safer for either side. Under this limited treaty, on the other hand, the testing of other
nations could never be sufficient to offset the ability of our strategic forces to deter
or survive a nuclear attack and to penetrate and destroy an aggressor's homeland.

We have, and under this treaty we will continue to have, the nuclear strength that we
need. It is true that the Soviets have tested nuclear weapons of a yield higher than

9 John F. Kennedy: "Radio and Television Address to the American People on the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty.,"
July 26, 1963. Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project.
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=9360.
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that which we thought to be necessary, but the hundred megaton bomb of which they
spoke 2 years ago does not and will not change the balance of strategic power. The
United States has chosen, deliberately, to concentrate on more mobile and more
efficient weapons, with lower but entirely sufficient yield, and our security is,
therefore, not impaired by the treaty I am discussing.>*

Cheating and evasion of the requirements in the new agreement were possible but in
a statement of invoking each nation’s self-interest in a classic example of realist thinking
Mr. Kennedy dismissed these as matters of serious concern:

The gains of illegal testing are obviously slight compared to their cost, and the
hazard of discovery, and the nations which have initialed and will sign this treaty
prefer it, in my judgment, to unrestricted testing as a matter of their own self-
interests for these nations, too, and all nations, have a stake in limiting the arms race,
in holding the spread of nuclear weapons, and in breathing air that is not
radioactive.’®

In his message to the Senate recommending ratification to the treaty the president
expressed the other consistent thread of United States nuclear policy since the Truman
administration that the United States would always be prepared and ready to fight:

This Treaty is not a substitute for, and does not diminish the need for, continued
Western and American military strength to meet all contingencies. It will not prevent
us from building all the strength that we need; and it is not a justification for
unilaterally cutting our defensive strength at this time. Our choice is not between a
limited Treaty and effective strategic strength-we need and can have both. The
continuous build-up in the power and invulnerability of our nuclear arsenal in recent
years has been an important factor in persuading others that the time for a limitation
has arrived.”**

2 Kennedy, “Address on the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty.”

3 Kennedy, “Address on the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty.”
4 John F. Kennedy, “Special Message to the Senate on the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty” August 8, 1963. Online

by John T. Woolley and Gerhard Peters, The American Presidency Project
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=9370.
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Kennedy and Oil

U.S.-Saudi relations soured in the years 1960-1962. Mr. Kennedy saw the Saudi
monarchy as conservative and status quo oriented, in contrast to the new administration’s
desire to engage reformers and nation builders in the developing world. Beginning with a
letter from King Saud that Mr. Kennedy found insulting and adding to that the Saudi’s
refusal to renew the U.S. lease on the Dhahran air base thing went downhill.”*> American
policy on the Arab world began tilting towards Egypt while American oil executives argued
that the shift was threatening both the U.S.-Saudi relationship and Aramco.>*

In October 1962, while King Saud was out of the country on medical treatment
Prince Faisal the prime minister removed several government officials and replaced them
with more competent personnel.**’ The power struggle between the two continued within
the family after the King returned to his country. In November 1964 Prince Faisal and others
forced King Saud to abdicate and leave the kingdom. Faisal became King.*** Mr. Kennedy,
who remained concerned about the future direction of Saudi Arabia believed that,
“...without reform the West’s access to Saudi oil was vulnerable and Communists would

ultimately subvert the kingdom.”**

345 Bronson, Thicker Than Oil, 61.
3% Bronson, Thicker Than Oil, 77-81.
3% Bronson, Thicker Than Oil, 85.
8 Lippman, Inside The Mirage, 112.

349 Bronson, Thicker Than Oil, 89.
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Mr. Kennedy’s brief presidency was preoccupied with the Cold War confrontation
with the Soviet Union abroad and the burgeoning Civil Rights movement at home. Oil was
not yet a significant national security issue. The price of oil on the world market was then
managed in Austin, Texas by the reserve requirement at the Texas Railroad Commission.
Accordingly aside from a concern about Saudi Arabia’s role in the Cold War, Kennedy
devoted relatively little time or attention to Saudi Arabia and its oil.

Analysis: Eisenhower to Kennedy

During the terms of Mr. Eisenhower and Mr. Kennedy anarchy continued as the
defining condition of the international environment. Despite the existence of various
international organizations, the United Nations, the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and
others, no central organizing authority was present with the power to resolve disputes
between member states. Each international organization was dependent upon the strength of
member states and was unable and even unwilling to control the behavior of its most
powerful members.

The United States possessed clear and identifiable decision making for the creation
and execution foreign policy, through the President and the National Security Council and
the Departments of State and Defense. The foreign policy activities examined here were
made and executed in public. The President continued to speak for the United States in
matters of national security. Both Mr. Eisenhower and Mr. Kennedy treated nuclear
weapons as a vital national survival issue.

The relative capabilities of the United States and the Soviet Union changed little in

the three years of Mr. Kennedy’s tenure in the White House. The two nations’ relative
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military capabilities remained fairly even. The tension reached a peak in October 1962, but
neither nation felt they held such a significant military advantage that they took the
opportunity to commence hostilities. The Soviets had sought a significant increase in their
strategic offensive capability by attempting to place of nuclear armed missiles in Cuba. In
the end that effort was unsuccessful.

At the end of the Kennedy administration the policy about nuclear weapons was
practically identical to Mr. Eisenhower’s policy:
1. The United States has nuclear weapons at the ready, and any arms agreement must

contain absolutely reliable, verifiable inspections to ensure against any cheating by any

party.

2. The United States will use nuclear weapons if attacked.

3. The Unites States has not renounced the right to the first use of nuclear weapons.
4. To ensure the destruction of any foe after a surprise attack, the United States will

maintain a nuclear arsenal sufficient for that purpose.

Here we find a small departure from Mr. Eisenhower’s tenure as Mr. Kennedy had
rejected the necessity of numerical superiority which was constantly advocated by the armed
forces under both administrations. Mr. Kennedy made is clear that he sought a nuclear force
sufficient to achieve the nation’s strategic goals, and that numerical superiority was not a
strategic goal of his administration. Given the increasing Soviet capability to produce
nuclear weapons and missile it appears that the issue of nuclear numerical superiority first
truly surfaced under Mr. Kennedy but its existence and Mr. Kennedy’s response to it cannot

be argued as a confirmation of the unitary actor assumption. The issue of numerical nuclear
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weapons superiority is an issue of military procurement and internal defense spending. In
terms of the capabilities of the United States, as judged by other nations, U.S. capability
remained constant; the United States would always retain sufficient nuclear retaliatory
strength to destroy any nuclear aggressor.

Saudi Arabia and its oil were a minor part of Mr. Kennedy’s presidency. At the end
of the Kennedy administration the policy about Saudi Arabia and its oil was basically the
same and Mr. Eisenhower’s policy:

1. Access to Saudi Arabia and Gulf oil by the United States was a matter of national
interest although it was not yet the national security interest it would become.

2. The United States would deploy and if necessary use military force to keep the oil
flowing even to the extent of commencing combat operations before the oil flow had
stopped.

3. The US would use diplomatic pressure and persuasion on the Saudis over the issue
of price but was unwilling to intervene with sufficient force to achieve the control necessary
to allow Washington set the price at the pump.

No substantial contradictory evidence concerning the unitary actor assumption
appears in this transition concerning nuclear weapons. No substantial contradictory evidence
concerning the unitary actor assumption appears in this transition concerning oil.

In the context of United States policy towards nuclear weapons, disarmament
proposals and the Soviet Union, the analysis of the Eisenhower to Kennedy transition

supports the unitary actor assumption. Concerning the issue of Saudi Arabia and imported
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crude oil the analysis of the Eisenhower to Kennedy transition also supports the unitary

actor assumption.

Johnson, Democrat to Nixon, Republican: January 20, 1969
Johnson and Nuclear Weapons

Lyndon Johnson took office after the assassination of President John Kennedy on
November 22, 1963, a mere 109 days after the signing of the Limited Nuclear Test Ban
Treaty in Moscow and just over 13 months after the Cuban Missile crisis. He pledged to
continue the policies of his martyred predecessor, both in the search for new arms control
agreements and in the United States military buildup to counter the Soviet Union. Five days
after taking office, in his first address to a joint session of Congress on November 27, 1963,
assuring the nation of his continuity with his predecessors back to Harry Truman, Mr.
Johnson pledged that:

From this chamber of representative government, let all the world know and none

misunderstand that I rededicate this Government to the unswerving support of the

United Nations, to the honorable and determined execution of our commitments to

our allies, to the maintenance of military strength second to none, ... **°

Speaking to the General Assembly of the United Nations on December 17, 1963 he

previewed the achievement that was to become his most significant result in the field of

330 Lyndon B. Johnson: "Address Before a Joint Session of the Congress," November 27, 1963. Online by
Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project.
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=25988.
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nuclear weapons when he said “The United States wants to prevent the dissemination of
nuclear weapons to nations not now possessing them.””!

Nuclear weapons were a significant issue in the 1964 presidential campaign with the
Democrats attacking Republican nominee Senator Barry Goldwater as reckless and
irresponsible after when mentioned the use of nuclear weapons in Viet Nam on May 24,
1964, less than two years after the Cuban Missile crises. Goldwater’s careless speculation
about the use of nuclear weapons left Mr. Johnson with a great deal of room to maneuver on
the issue while appearing the careful and prudent choice for the voters.

In his acceptance speech on August 27, 1964 in Atlantic City, New Jersey Mr.
Johnson reported to the nation that

Since 1961, under the leadership of that great President, John F. Kennedy, we have

carried out the greatest peacetime buildup of national strength of any nation at any

time in the history of the world. I report tonight that we have spent $30 billion more
on preparing this Nation in the 4 years of the Kennedy administration than would
have been spent if we had followed the appropriations of the last year of the previous
administration. ...under the leadership of President Kennedy brought a treaty
banning nuclear tests in the atmosphere. And a hundred other nations in the world
joined us. ... The only course is to press with all our mind and all our will to make
sure, doubly sure, that these weapons are never really used at all.*>>

Goldwater had opened the subject of the possible use of nuclear weapons in his

remarks in May. National Security Advisor McGeorge Bundy reminded Mr. Johnson in a

memo to the President shortly before a major campaign speech in Seattle that, consistent

! Lyndon B. Johnson: "Address Before the General Assembly of the United Nations," December 17, 1963.
Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project.
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=26432.

32 Lyndon B. Johnson: "Remarks Before the National Convention Upon Accepting the Nomination.", August

27, 1964. Online by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project.
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=26467.

149

www.manaraa.com



with the Eisenhower administration, current doctrine viewed the decision about using

nuclear weapons directly against a hostile military force attacking an American military unit

as less serious than the decision to attack the Soviet Union directly.*

In his remarks in Seattle on the campaign trail on September 16, 1964 while
discussing the problems of nuclear weapons Johnson said,

...every American President has drawn the same conclusion:

President Harry Truman said: “Such a war is not a possible policy for rational man.”
President Eisenhower said: “In a nuclear war, there can be no victory-only losers.”
President Kennedy said: “Total war makes no sense...”>*

Johnson then detailed a five-point policy concerning nuclear weapons which he

claimed was consistent with every president to hold office since 1945. “First, we award to

99355

avoid war by accident or miscalculation.”””” By this he refers to the American system of

command and control concerning the release of nuclear weapons, and the fact that this
decision would come from the president alone. Second, "We have worked to limit the spread
of nuclear weapons.">>® "Third, we have developed ways to meet force with appropriate

n357

force by expanding and modernizing our conventional forces."””" Here, Johnson argued that

3 McGeorge Bundy, “Memorandum to the President, Summary of Existing plans for Emergency Use of
Nuclear Weapons.” September 13, 1964. The National Security Archive, George Washington University,
http://www.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/news/predelegation2/pre3-1.htm

% Lyndon B. Johnson: "Remarks in Seattle on the Control of Nuclear Weapons," September 16, 1964. Online
by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project.
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=26506.

353 Johnson: "Remarks on the Control of Nuclear Weapons.”

356 Johnson: "Remarks on the Control of Nuclear Weapons.”

7 Johnson: "Remarks on the Control of Nuclear Weapons.”
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the United States should not need to threaten to use nuclear weapons to solve every problem.
"Fourth, we have worked to damp down disputes and contain conflict."*** And finally
"...fifth, we constantly work towards arms control. A test ban agreement has ended
atmospheric explosions which were poisoning the atmosphere. We have established
a “hot line" for instant communications between the United States and Moscow in
case of any crisis."*>’
While some of Johnson's speech is clearly campaign rhetoric, designed to take political
advantage of a comparison between him and the perception that Goldwater was casual and
irresponsible in his approach to nuclear weapons, the outlines of a consistent American
policy also show through.
In his 1964 State of the Union address to Congress, Mr. Johnson pledged to maintain
a “margin of military safety and superiority,” as well as to “make new proposals at Geneva--

toward the control and the eventual abolition of arms.”**°

He continued to press on this issue
and on June 28, 1965 in National Security Action Memorandum 335 he directed the
preparation of new “program for arms control and disarmament including a proposed
program for preventing the further spread of nuclear weapons.”*®'

At the 1966 State of the Union address, Mr. Johnson pledged to follow what he

described as “continuing lines of policy that America has followed under its last four

% Johnson: "Remarks on the Control of Nuclear Weapons.”
*% Johnson: "Remarks on the Control of Nuclear Weapons.”

369 Lyndon B. Johnson: "Annual Message to the Congress on the State of the Union," January 8, 1964. Online
by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project.
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=26787.

%1 McGeorge Bundy, “National Security Action Memorandum 335.” June 28, 1965, Lyndon Baines Johnson
Library and Museum. Available online
http://www.lIbjlib.utexas.edu/johnson/archives.hom/NSAMs/nsam335.asp
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Presidents. ... We will vigorously pursue existing proposals-and seek new ones--to control

arms and to stop the spread of nuclear weapons.” >*

By 1967 Mr. Johnson had grown more concerned about Soviet missiles.

The Soviet Union has in the past year increased its long-range missile capabilities. It
has begun to place near Moscow a limited antimissile defense. My first responsibility
to our people is to assure that no nation can ever find it rational to launch a nuclear
attack or to use its nuclear power as a credible threat against us or against our allies.

I would emphasize that that is why an important link between Russia and the United
States is in our common interest, in arms control and in disarmament. We have the
solemn duty to slow down the arms race between us, if that is at all possible, in both
conventional and nuclear weapons and defenses. I thought we were making some
progress in that direction the first few months I was in office. I realize that any
additional race would impose on our peoples, and on all mankind, for that matter, an
additional waste of resources with no gain in security to either side.’®

The push for a treaty to halt the spread of nuclear weapons continued. In the State of
Union address in 1968, Mr. Johnson was able to report that

Because we believe the nuclear danger must be narrowed, we have worked with the
Soviet Union and with other nations to reach an agreement that will halt the spread
of nuclear weapons. On the basis of communications from Ambassador Fisher in
Geneva this afternoon, I am encouraged to believe that a draft treaty can be laid
before the conference in Geneva in the very near future. I hope to be able to present
that treaty to the Senate this year for the Senate's approval. ...But despite this
progress, we must maintain a military force that is capable of deterring any threat to
this Nation's security, whatever the mode of aggression. Our choices must not be
confined to total war-or to total acquiescence.”®

%62 Lyndon B. Johnson: "Annual Message to the Congress on the State of the Union," January 12, 1966. Online
by Gerhard Peters and John T. Woolley, The American Presidency Project.
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=28015.

363 Lyndon B. Johnson: “Annual Message to the Congress on the State of the Union,” January 10 1967. Online
by John T. Woolley and Gerhard Peters, The American Presidency Project,
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=28338.

364 Lyndon B. Johnson: “Annual Message to the Congress on the State of the Union,” January 17 1968 Online
by John T. Woolley and Gerhard Peters, The American Presidency Project
http://www.presidency.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=28738.
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In 1967, the so-called Outer Space Treaty, formerly titled "Treaty on Principles
Governing the Activities of States in the Exploration and Use of Outer Space, Including the
Moon and Other Celestial Bodies," became the Johnson administration's first success