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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

GENERAL 

Some of the speech of international diplomacy is 
intended to prevent wars; in a sense the traditional 
view is that the job of a diplomat ends where the 
job of the general begins. Some diplomatic speech 
is intended to lay a basis for st~rting a war--to 1 
mobilize public opinion for an approaching conflict. 

The above statement, expressed by Robert T. Oliver 

in his book, Culture and Communication, is representative 

of much of what this thesis is all about. Whsn the top 

diplomat of our country, the President, choosBs ~o make a 

speech concerning a war crisis, he does so wi~h one prl~-

cipal purpose in mind: to sway opinion (and where neces-

sary, to prompt action) in the direction he advocates. 

If the intent of the speech is to prevent a war, 

the principal audience consists of those individuals of the 

adversary nation(s) who are influential in the war deci-

sion-makiug process. If the intent of the speech is either 

to prepare for war or to escalate an existing one, the 

principal audience is those individuals or groups who have 

the capability to accomplish the desired objectives--to 

1Robert T. Oliver, Culture and Communication 
(Springfield: Charles c. Thomas, 1962), p. 3. 

1 



pass legislation, to increase production, etc. In either 

case, there is one other element of the audience that an 

American President cannot afford to disregard: the Ameri-

can public. One reason that it cannot be overlooked is 

2 

that in any war crisis the President, as Commander in Chief, 

has a responsibility to keep the people infor1ned. The 

other reason is that, regardless of the nature of the cri-

sis, the public has a role to play. 

In a situation where war is imminent but not de-

sired, the President's hope is that the public will present 

a united front of opinion determined to back him in any 

course of action he may deem appropr:i ate. Although this 

alone is usually not the determinj ng factor in. v1hetbe:r 0r 

not our leaders, or those of an opposing naticn, dccic~e to 

go to war, it is something that they must c:0ns i.de·c. For 

example, if the American public had not supported President 

John F. Kennedy during the early days of the Cuban Missile 

Crisis, the actions that he and Soviet Chairman Nikita 

Krushchev took might have been different. An even more 

current example is the role of public opinion in the Viet-

nam War. According to North Vietnamese guerrilla warfare 

doctrine, an insurgency can be brought to a successful con-

clusion only after the majority of the people of the sup-

porting power (in this ca.se, the United States) are no 

longer in favor of prosecuting the wa1 any further. In 

light of the serious division of opinion in our country 
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about the war, if the North Vie Lnamese had not believed the 

psychological objective obtainable, it is doubtful that 

they would have resisted a negotiated settlement for so 

long. Similarly, if President Richard M. Nixon had not had 

the support of the "silent majority," it is also doubtful 

that he would have kept bis negotiating te=ms as rigid as 

he did for so long a period of time. 

In a situation where the intent of a speech is to 

lay the basis for starting or escalating a war, the role of 

the public is larger for it is they who eventually must 

make tlLe necessary sacrifices--to work harder and longe~, 

to pay higher taxes, to do the actual fighting. etc. An-

other impor-'.::ant function of the public in this si tuatJ..OLl ls 

to apply pressure on their Congressional represen~atives. 

Tee Congress is the governmental body that adopts re3olu-

tions and passes laws which make wars "legal" and appropri-

ates funds to start wars and keep them going. If Congress-

men want to keep their job, they vote for such measures as 

their constituents indicate. 

Realizing this "power of the people," having an 

interest in persuasion, and being an officer in the Army 

are the three principal factors which first caused this 

writer to become interested in the relative effect on 

public opinion of the rhetoric utilized by a President of 

the United States in a time of war crisis. A belief com-

monly held on this matter is that in such a situation the 
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President can always count on the backing of the people. 

But is this really so? This author was u.-riable to uncover 

in his research any studies which supported this conclusion& 

Of importance to an understanding of the issue is 

the recognition that a war crisis represents a special kind 

0£ situation. As defined in Webster's New Collegiate Dic-

tionary, a crisis is "the decisive moment; turning point; 

• • • a crucial time. 112 Since t..he war crises to be con-

sidered in this thesis are international in nature, a some-

what more useful definition is that offered by Oran R. 

Young in his book, The Intermediaries: Third Parties in 

International Crisis: 

An international crisis, then, is a s~t of rapidly 
unfolding events which raises the impact of destabiliz-
ing forces in the general international sys~e~ or any r 
of its subsystems substantially abov.e 11 nof.11'lal" (i.e. , 
average) levels and increases the likelihood of vio-
lence occurring in the systern.3 

Although these definitions are adequate for general 

conversation, they still lack sufficient substance for use 

as an operational definition, especially in the sense of 

how a war crisis affects rhetoric at the Presidential 

level. For this, a more useful approach is to review the 

2John P. Bethel (ed.), Webster's New Collegiate 
Dictionary (6th ed.; Springfield: G. & c. Merriam Company, 
19 61) , p • 1 79 • 

3oran R. Young, The Intermediaries: Third Parties 
in International Crisis (Princeton: Princeton University 
Press, 1967), p. 10. 



characteristics of ~crisis in light of these effects on 

decision-making. Based on research done at the United 

States Army's Command and General Staff College, these 

characteristics are as follows: 

(1) The potential or actual event(s} that precipi-

tated the crisis must have come as a relative surprise to 

the decision-making body. 

(2) To qualify as an international crisis, the 

potential or actual event(s) must involve two or more 

nations. 

(3) At least one of the nations involved must 12~-

cei ve a real or potential threat to its nat.ional securi-t:.y 

(or national interests). 4 

{4) Relatively little tiwe is availa~le for a de-

cision to be made. 

{5) The decision must usually be made with a less-

than-desired amount of infonnation available; i.e., a 

degree of uncertainty is involvea. 5 

The seriousness of the situation, the degree of 

uncertainty j nvolved, and the lack of direct contact with 

5 

4For an excellent discussion of natjonal security/ 
interests/goals from a power aspect, consu]-c the following 
source: Hans J. Morgenthau, Dilemmas of Politics (Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press, 1958), pp. 54-87. 

5Ralph W. Broman, "Development of United States 
Strategy," lesson plan for subject R2526/2, u. sq Army 
Command and General Staff College, Fort Leavenworth, Kan-
sas, October, 19 71, pp. 34-41 (In.J.meo1raphed). 
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decision-makers during a war crisis also place emotional 

pressures on the public. The two most common emotions 

evoked are fear and a general feeling of helplessness. The 

usual result is that the public becomes more susceptible to 

persuasion. Of course, the degree to which they become 

more susceptible depends on a number of factors such as the 

psychological effect of historical events leading up to and 

precipitating the crisis, the nature of the cYisls, opinions 

they held prior to the crisis, and the credibility of the 

speaker. 

NATURE OF THE STUDY 

The purpose of this thesis is to answer q~es-

tion, "How has the persuasive rhetoric utilized by; a Presi-

dent of the United States in a time of war eris is af fecte,1 

public opinion?" Based on the results of prej_lm1.nary re-

search, the following were accepted as working hypotheses: 

(1) providing the rhetoric employed by the President is 

appropriate to the situation, 6 his public support will in-

crease over that prior to the crisis; and (2) the nature 

of the crisis and the mood of the nation at the time of the 

crisis are major determinants of the amount of increased 

public support the President will receive for his decision. 

6see pages 9-12 for a d1.scuss1.on of the method of 
analysis used to deLermine whether or not a speech is 
II fitting• II 
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Since it is not possible to "schedule" a war crisis 

for research purposes, the historical approach was selected 

as the method of research for this thesis. This approaci1 

also provides the advantage of being able to evaluate a 
' 

number of war crises, thus increasing the probability that 

the conclusions reached will be more generalizable. With 

this in mind, four speeches have been selected for analysis. 

Each speech selected was made by a different President and 

each war crisis considered contains significant contextual 

differences. The following chart highlights these differ-

ences: 

President 
Making 
Address 

Franklin 
D. Roose-
velt 

John F. 
Kennedy 

Lyndon B. 
Johnson 

International 
Crisis 

Prompting 
Speech 

J a.panese at-
tack on Pearl 
Harbor 

Cuban Missile 
Crisis 

Tonkin Gulf 
Incident 

Richard M. Mining of 
Nixon Haiphong Har-

bor 

Context of Crisis 

Involved a deliberate an.a overt 
attack on U. S. terr.1-::or./: pe.:- -
ceived threat to nat.iondl secur-
ity extremely high. Resulted in 
war. 

Did not involve an overt attack 
on any nation; perceived threat 
to national security extremely 
high; military action by U.S. 
and subsequent response by enemy 
resulted in dissolution of t.hreat 
without resort to war. 

Involved a direct attack by an 
enemy on American ships and per-
sonnel at sea; degree of threat 
to national security not clear; 
represented an escalation of an 
existing conflict. 

Crisis precipitated by u. S.; was 
an overt military action repre-
senting an escalation of an 
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existing war; public support for 
war prior to and immediately after 
crisis not high. 

The search for information of relevance to this 

thesis was focused in five general areas: (1) war crisis 

theory; (2) historical events leading up to and precipita-

ting the crisesi (3) details of the crises; (4) content of 

the war crisis addresses; and {5) ~ublic opinion prior to 

and following the crises. Information concerning war crisis 

theory, a compilation of which is included in this chapter, 

was obtained from au. S. Army Command and Staff College 

paper and from source books on that subject. Historical 

events relating to and details of the crises were located 

in newspapers, periodicals,, and government document.s puo-
lished around the time of the crisis. Other helpf1.::.l sot:.:t:("'CS 

were books :::elating to the individual crisa~; r:mvever, thr2 

more recent the crisis, the fewer such sources are avail-

able. To increase the probability that the war crisis 

addresses analyzed were "as-delivered," copies from a mini-

mum of tw'o independent sources were obtained and compared 

to each othero In each case, the recording transcription 

as published in The New York Times was utilized. The most 

difficult research task was locating useful information 

relating to public opinion.. One of the most profitable 

sources for such information was a three-volume set of 

statistics compiled by the American Institute of Public 

Opinion. These books give the results of all Gallup 



surveys taken between 1935 and 1971. Fortune magazine, 

other periodicals, The New York Times, and personal cor-

respondence with Louis Harris and Associates were also of 

benefit. 

RHETORICAL ANALYSIS THEORY 

9 

The means chosen to determine if the speeches 

treated in this thesis are appropriate to the situation is 

the theory of rhetorical analysis advanced by Lloyd Bitzer. 

His theory proposes that all rhetoric is situational. By 

this he means that rhetorical discourse constitutes a 

response to the existence of a situation whic.i½. .i.n vi t:E::s 

discourse; if such a situation doeB not e:.xist 1 t.b<2 dis--

course cannot then be classified as rhetorir;al. As re--

lated to thls thesis, Bitzer would maintain t.~at each of 

the speeches (the discourse) was formulated as a response 

to an existing war crisis (the situation) and that if the 

war crises did not exist, the speeches would then be mean-

ingless. 

A more complete comprehension of this theory neces-

sitates an understanding of what Bitzer means by II rhetori-

cal. situation." He defines this as being: 

••• a complex of persons, events, objects, and 
relations presenting an actual or potential exigence 
which can be completely or partially removed if dis-
course, introduced into the situation, can so 



constrain human decision or action as to brin~ about 
the significant modification of the exigence. 

10 

- Again relating to this thesis, the situation is the complex 

of everyone, everything, every emotion, and every event 

involved in the war crisis which, when combined, present an 

actual or potential exigence. lf the war crisis situation 

is such that discourse (e.g., a Presidential speech) when 

introduced, can affect human decision or ac~ion so as to 

significantly modify the exigence (e.g., to reduce world 

tension), the situation is then rhetorical. 
l 

All of the war crises considered in this study are 

rhetorical s1 tuat.ions. How then can th~y be analyze<l to 

see if the Presidential addresses constitw:.e a "fitt.:.ng 

response"? To arrive at this end involves an examination 

of the five constituents of a rhetorical sit•.1a.-!:.ion. l'h.i.E:<:.-

of these, exigence, constraints, and audience, a.::-<2: a2.re<1cl.f 

present before the speech is introduced. The other two 

constituents are the discourse itself and the orator. 8 

Any exigence, according to Bitzer, is "an imper-

fection marked by urgency; it is a defect, an obstacle, 

something waiting to be done, a thing which is other than 

it should be.," 9 An exigence is rhetorical when it can be 

7Lloyd F. Bitzer, "The Rhetorical Situation, 11 

Philosophy and Rhetoric, Vol. I, No. 1 (January, 1968), p. 
6. 

8Ibid. 

9Ibid., pp. 6-7. 

,_ 



11 

changed in a positive direction by discourse. As will be-

come evident in the chapters to follow, the various Presi-

dents responded to what they perceived to be the rhetorical 

exigence. Had they believed that nothing could be accom-

plished by their speeches, they would not have chosen to 

use a portion of the small amount of time that was avail-

able for speechmaking. 

The second constituent is the audience. When 

considering this particular constituent, it is important 

to identify who, among all those to gain access to the 

speech, are capable of being influenced by the discourse 

and who alsc have the power to mediate change. Thi.s body 

of people is ca]led the rhetorical audiePce. 10 I~ is 

necessary to recognize t.hat the rhetorical audience j_n a 

war crisis s.:. tuation, depending on the type cf ch::mge. de-

sired, can consist of individuals (e.g., the Soviet Chair-

man), power groups (e.g., Congress and the press), and/or 

large bodies of people (e.g. , the II silent majority") • "Mr o 

Average Citizen," when considered as an individual, is not 

part of the rhetorical audience; however, he becomes a part 

if he is a member of a larger body of people who can be 

influenced and who possess the power to mediate change. 

The third constituent, constraints, consists of 

"persons, events, objects, and relations which are parts 



of the situation because they have the power to constrain 

decision and action needed to modify the exigence." In-

cluded are sources such as beliefs, attitudes, motives, 

12 

11 documents, images, etc. When considering constraints, it 

should be remembered that they consist not only of that 

which limits or restrains decision and action; they also 

consist of that which forces or compels decision and action. 

The function of the final ~-wo constituents of a 

rhetorical situation is explained by Bitzer as follows: 

••• when the orator enters the situation, his 
discourse not only harnesses constraints given by 
situation but provides additional important constraints--
for example hi12personal character, his logical. proofs, 
and his style. 

Returning to the question of what const1.+~utes a 

"fitting response," the answer which can now be given is 

that it is one which, by its elf or combi"led ·t.:i th ,;;,ction: 

(1) contains that which is necessary to modify the exigence; 

(2) addresses that part of the audience which can be influ-

enced and mediate change; and (3) takes into account the 

constraints present, including those imposed by the orator 

and the speech itself. In short, it is one that is appro-

priate to the particular situation in existence. 

11Ibid. 

12Ibid. 
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ORGANIZATION OF CHAPTERS 

Chapters 2-5 cover the selected crises in chrono-

logical order. Each of these chapters is identically 

organized into five sections. Section I gives the details 

of the crisis under consideration. In order to acquaint 

the reader with those historical events which had an in-

£1 uence on the rhetorica] situation, Se~tion II provides an 

analysis of history leading up to and precipitating the 

crisis. Section III is a rhetorica.L analysis of the Presi-

dential address being considered using Bitzer' s five con-

&tituents--exigence, constraints, audience 1 orator, and 

discourse. The discourse is treated in the discussicn 0f 

the other four. Section IV consists of this author 1 s 

cor1clusions as to \A1l1ether or not t.he speecl1 ~;2;.3 ::it_t~L:n.g 

and the reasons therefor. Section V deals wich -che effects 

of each speech on public opinion. The effects of primary 

interest covered in this section are: (1) whether or not 

the speech had a significant effect on public opinionr and 

(2) the amount of shift in public opinion that occurred. 

Chapter 6 is a comparison of the effects of the 

speeches on public opinion and leads to conclusions as to 

the probable validity of the working hypotheses. 
'-



CHAPTER 2 

THE PEARL HARBOR CRISIS 

THE CRISIS 

Al though Americans were unaware of it at the time, 

the story of the attack on Pearl Harbor bega~ at 6:00 a.m. 

(11:00 a.m. Washington, D. C. time) on Sunday, December 7, 

1941. At that hour 184 planes of the Japanese striking 

force took off from their carriers and set course for 
I 1 their objective, 275 miles to the south. At 6:45 a.rn., 

the first shots of the war were fired when the V. s. 
destroyer Ward, on patrol off the island of Oahu, spot~ed 

the conning tower of a submarine where nQne was suppos6d 

to be and subsequently destroyed it. The ~ard lnunedL1cely 

radioed its report to its headquarters at Pearl Harbor. 

Because of frequent false alarms in the past, however, the 

message did not serve to put the American fleet or the 

naval base on full aler~. 2 

At 7: 02 a.m., two Army privates manning a radar 

station off the northern tip of Oahu spotted a huge 

1 Charles Bateson, The War with Japan (London: The 
Cresset Press, 1968), p. 22. 

2 Roberta Wohlstetter, 
Decision (Stanford: Stanford 
pp. 16-17. 

I 

Pearl Harbor: Warning and 
University Press, 1962), 

14 



formation of aircraft approaching and telephoned a report 

of the sighting t.o the Army Information Center at Fort 

Shafter.. The ltrmy Air Corps lieutenant on duty dismissed 

the report as insignificant, guessing the aircraft to be 

f:riendly. 3 

15 

The Japanese commenced their attack on the island 

at 7:55 a.rn. Protected by fighter aircraft, torpedo bombers 

attacked the ships in the harbor and dive bombers concen-

trated on u. S. military planes lined up on airfields. 

0.ther parts of the island, including the town of Wahiawa, 

were also attacked when the second wave, consisting of 169 

aircraft, arrived on station. When the raid termir1at.ed 

(approximately 10:00 a.m.), it was evident that ~he ~ttack 

was a disaster for the A~ericans: 2,403 persons were 

dead (2,335 milita1::y, 68 civilians) and more tha ... 1'1 lrGOO 

were wounded (1,143 military, 35 civilians); the Army and 

Navy lost 188 of their 476 aircraft; and 19 American war-

ships were hit, including every one of the eight battle-

ships in the Pacific fleet. 4 

Two and a half hours after the attack on Oahu, 

Emperor Hirohito issued a proclamation to his people which 

3rbid., pp. 11-12. 
4Henry B. Parkes and Vincent P. Carosso, Recent 

America: A History (New York: Thomas Y~ Crowell Company, 
1.963), p. 187. Note: All but two battleships were later 
salvaged, repaired, and returned to service. 



began with the following words: 

We, by grace of Heaven, Emperor of Japan and 
seated on the throne of a line unbroken for ages 
eternal, enjoin upon thee, our loyal and brave sub-
jects. We hereby declare war upon5the United States 
of America and the British Empire. 

16 

The American adlninistration and the public had sus-

pected that war with Japan was imminent, but few persons 

believed that the Japanese would be daring enough to attack 

a United States territory. When the news of Pearl HarboI 

arrived, their reaction was one of stunned surprise fol-

/lowed quickly by anger. Once he was able to gain confirma-

tion of the attack, the President began to take action. 

The armed forces were placed on full alert. A meetifig of 

the War Council was convened that afternoon, an:1 sess:l.one 

with the Cabinet and congressional leaders were held th.at 

evening. !{ews censorship was quickly imf,ose::i.. The Eederal 

Bureau of Investigation was ordered to begin a roundup of 

Japanese nationals, in part for perceived reasons of 

national security and partly for their own protection. 

At 12:30 p.m. on December 8, President Roosevelt 

addressed the members of Congress, the Supreme Court, and 

the Cabinet, all of whom were assembled in the House of 

Representatives. Six minutes later he terminated his 

speech with the following stateroent: 

5unofficial translation, The New York Times, 
December 8, 1941, p. 2, cols. 2-4. 



I ask that the Congress declare that since the 
unprovoked and dastardly attack by Japan on Sunday, 
December 7, a state of war has existed6between the 
United States and the Japanese Empire. 

17 

The rapid action and display of unity that followed 

was a reflection of the mood of the public at the time. 

The joint session was dissolved at 12:40 p.m. A resolution 

of war was adopted unanimously by the Senate at 1:00 p.m. 

The House of Representatives adopted it at 1:10 p.m. with 

a vote of 388 to 1. The resolution was then drafted in 
7 formal terms and signed by the President at 4:10 p.m. 

Meanwhile, additional reports of Japan's offensive 

continued to pour in. By the time that December 8 drew tc.-' 

a close the Japanese had, in addition to raidir.g Pearl 

Harbor: 

-Seized control of Thailand and the waterfront of 

Shanghai, and captured approximately 200 U. s. Marinea 

stationed in Peiping and Tientsin, China. 

-Attacked by air, Manila, Singapore, Penang, Guam, 

Midway and Wake Islands, and the Australian mandate of 

Nauru. 
8 -Landed troops in Hong Kong and northeast Malaya. 

6Recording transcription, The New York Times, 
December 9, 1941, p. 6, cols. 2-5. 

7The New York Times, December 9, 1941, p. 3, col. 5. 

811 The U. S. at War,"' Time, December 15, 1941, pp. 
2 0-21; 11 Blitz Chronology,!' Newsweek , December 15 , 19 41, pp. 
19-20; Royal Institute of International Affairs, Chronology 
of the Second World War (London: Oxford University Press, 
1947), pp. 92-93. 
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It soon became evident that the attack on Pearl Harbor was 

an attempt by the Japanese to gain air and naval superior--

ity so that they could seize control of most of the Pacific 

area. 

At 10:00 p.m. on December 9 the President, speaking 

from the Oval Room of the White House, delivered his ad-

dress to the American public" With this act the President 

personally confirmed to the American public and the world 

that as of December 7, 1942, the United States, after 22 

years and 25 days of peace, was once again at war. 

ANALYSIS OF HISTORY LEADING U? TO fil-10 
PRECIPITATING THE CRISIS 

The Situation in Europe 

No historical account leading up to the raid on 

Pearl Harbor is complete without mention of the even-ts 

which had occurred in Europe. As will be seen later in 

this discussion, the activities of the other Axis powers, 

Germany and Italy, had a strong influence on Japan's ac-

tions in the Pacific and on United States' policy toward 

the Japanese. 

The Nazi dictatorship was established in 1933 under 

the leadership of Adolph Hitler. Although in the years 

that followed Hitler often spoke of a desire for peace, in 

fact he was busy making preparations for war. His aim was 

to avenge his country's defeat in World War I and to 

achieve world domination. In 1935 he announced that Germany 
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was beginning universal military service. This signalled 

the beginning of a powerful war machine which would remain 

in existence for ten years. 

In March, 1935, another European dictator, Benito 

Mussolini, ordered his country into war with Ethiopia. 

This conflict was concluded within two months, Italy emerg-

ing as the victor. Meanwhile, the United States in the 

fear of being drawn into another war declared itself neu-

tral. Hitler, who was anxious to gain an ally, signed a 

secret protocol with the Italians in May, 1935. Thus, the 

original Axis was born. 

Hitler began the implementation of his five y-2ars 

of war planning in 19 38. In March of thdt year h-2 gi,i.neJ. 

control of his first foreign territory, Austria, by incor-

poration. Hjs first overt act of aggression cccuYced on 

September 1, 1939--the date commonly recognized as the be-

_ginning of the war in Europe--when the forces of the Third 

Reich began the invasion of Poland. Ten months later, the 

Nazi dictator had become the virtual master of most of 

Western Europe. By then he was in control of Austria, 

Poland, Czechoslovakia, Finland, Denmark, Norway, Holland, 

Belgium, a~d France. 

Prior to this time, those Americans advocating 

isolationism had public opinion on their side. The horrors 

of World War I remained strong in the minds of the American 

people. However, as Hitler next set his sights on the last 
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remaining power in Western Europe, Great Britain, sympathy 

swung rapidly to the side of those advocating a policy of 

intervention. Reinforcement for this line of thinking was 

provided by the British who resisted bravely and with suc-

cess a Nazi aerial blitzkrieg on their country in the fall 
\ 

of 1940. When President Roosevelt signed the Lend-Lease 

bill on March 11, 1941, he had the support of a disturbed 

and concerned American public. This bill allowed for the 

extensive supply of war articles to any country whose de-

fense the President deemed vital tu the defense of the 

United States .. Its implementation required A.-rnerican mer-

chant vessels to sail into the war zone to supply the 

British.. 'I1his action conm,i tted the Urn ted S tab:~s to the 

war in Europe, albeit not yet on an active combat basls. 

In May, 1941, fear became reality--an P-.merica:1 

freighter, the Robin Moor, was sunk by a su.½-marir..e.. On 

September 4 the u. S. naval destroyer Greer was also at-

tacked by a submarine while enroute to Iceland~ President 

Roosevelt decided the time had come for action. During a 

fireside chat to the nation one week later, he posed the 

dilemma thusly: 

. when you see a rattlesnake poised to strike, 
you do not wait until he has struck before you crush 
him. .. let this warning be clear. From now on, if 
German or Italian vessels of war enter the waters, the 
protection of which is necessacy for American defense, 
they do so at their own peril.9 

9Ben D. Zevin (ed.), Nothing to Fear: The Selected 
Addresses of Franklin De Roosevelt (New York: Popular 
Library, 1961), pp. 303-304. 
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Now the Navy was authorized to shoot first! 

Around this s arne time the Germans were about. to en-

counter their first real difficulty of the war on the 

ground. Back in late June., 1941, only nine months aftf~r 

signing a nonaggression pact with the Soviet Union, the Ger-

mans began an invasion of Russia. Their advance was swift 

and they were soon to occupy half a million square nriles of 

R . . 10 ussian territory. But as the bitter cold of the fall 

months began to settle in, Hitler learned that he had made 

a mistake. He had underestimated both the determination of 

the Russian people to defend their homeland and the cold 

weather fighting efficiency of the Soviet armed forces. By 

November, the German advance was brought ~o a sta~ds~ill. 

By the time that the Japanese raid on Pearl Harbor occurred, 

the German Army had begun to lose gxound. 

The Situation in the Pacific 

The military and political situation on the western 

flank of the United States was almost as bad. The dangers 

in the Atlantic area had to be constantly weighed against 

those appearing in the Pacific. Japan, beset by economic 

and social problems, undertook a policy of foreign expan-

sion. Her goal was a united "Asia for the Asians. 1111 

p. 172. 
10 Parkes and Carosso, Recent America: A History, 

11Martha B. Hoyle, A World in Flames (New York: 
Atheneum, 1970), p. 4. 
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Six years after seizing control of Manchuria in 

1931, the Japanese began a full-scale invasion of China. 

American sympathy lay with the Chi.nese, and the Roosevelt 

administration began giving the Chinese limited materiel 

assistance. It was joined in the support efforts by Brit-

ain, France, and Russia. In 1938 the war came to a stale-

mate with most of Chiang Kai-shek' s forces withdrawing to 

the interior portions of China. 

When the war broke out in Europe in 1939, J"apan 

hoped that world attenLion would be drawn from her activi-

ties--and it was. However:, the war in Europe did not. so 

preoccupy President Roosevelt that he forgot about ::fu.pc.me,1,~: 

aggression. On January 26, 1940, the Ur..1.tec:. Stab-=~s r13ft1scd 

to renew the trade treaty of 1911 between t~e two nae.ions, 

thus placing an economic embargo upon J ap?.i.1. The pi...rpose 

of this embargo (which die not include f~el oils) was to 

worsen Japan's economic situation, thereby making it more 

diffi,cult for her to wage war. Unforeseen by American 

policymakers, it also had the negative effect of convincing 

Japan even more that only through a policy of expansionism 

could she control her own destiny. When the Netherlands 

fell to the Germans in the spring of 1940, Japan began 

pressuring the East Indies to sell her oil. When the 

French capitulated, Japan demanded that French Indochina 

close supply routes leading to China, grant them air bases, 

and allow the right of troop passage through Indochina. 



23 

Vichy France acceded to tl1ose demands~ When Great Britain 

got into serious trouble, the Japanese demanded the closing 

of the Burma Road, a supply route to China from the west. 

The United States viewed these moves by Japan with alarm 

and responded by placing even more items on the embargo 

1 . t 12 J.S ., 

By the end of the summer of 1940, Japan had decided 

that her interests could best be served if she had some 

allies .. Consequently, on September 27, 1940, she signed 

the Tri-Partite Pact with Germany and Italy. This pact 

provided that Japan recognize and respect Italy and Germany 

in the establishment of II a new order in Eu:::.-opc.;, n u, at 

Germany and Italy recognize and respect Japa .. 1. ln the estab-

lishment of 11 a new order in Greater East Asia," a1:d that 

al~ agree to assist one another with II all pcli-c.ic::11, 

economic and military means" if any or all were attacked 

by "a power at present not involved in the European War or 

in the Chinese-Japanese conflict .. 1113 Japan was now the 

third member of the Axis. From the German point of view 

the pact was bene cial in that, if the United States ever 

entered the war, it would be forced to fight in two differ-

ent theaters. For the Japanese the purpose of the alliance 

12Ibid., p. 71. 
13walter Millis, This Is Pearl (New York: William 

Morrow, 1947), p. 18. 
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was to deter the United States from entering the war and 

to recognize Japan's interests in Greater East Asia. It 

was a failure in this respect because the pact only served 

to convince many Americans that the Axis powers were out to 

take over the world in total disregard of the security and 

legitimate interests of the United States. 14 By the end of 

1940 the possibility of war be~-w~en Japan and the United 

States in the near future seemed very real. Noting the 

same mood in Japan, the American ambassador in Tokyo ad-

vised the President in a personal letter, 11 ••• let us 

keep our powder dry and be ready--for anything. 1115 

Until the raid on Pearl Harbor, the principal 

activity between the Americans and the Japanese in 1941 

was one of intense diplomatic negotiations. Between March 

4 and Decerrber 7 the U. S. Secretary of State, Corde.11 HuJ J. , 

and the Japanese Ambassador in Washington, Admiral Kichisa-

buro Nomura, met with each other about fifty times. The 

United States' position during these meetings was that 

Japan must agree to four fundamental principles: 

(1) Respect for the territorial integrity and the 

sovereignty of each and all nations. 

14Henry B. Parkes and Vincent P. Carosso, Recent 
America: A Histo!Y, p. 162, citing Cordell Hull to Gaston 
Henry-Haye, September 11, 1940, in U. S. Department of 
State, Peace and War: United States Foreign Policy, 1931-
1941 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1943), p. 
56 8. 

15M· 11 · J. l.S t This Is Pearl, p. 25. 
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(2) Support for the principle of non-interference 

in the internal affairs of other countries. 

(3) Support for the principle of equality, includ-

ing equality of commercial opportunity. 

( 4) Non-disturbance of tl1e status quo in the Paci-

fic except as the status~ may be altered by peaceful 

means. 16 

In turn, Japan asked that the United States: (1) stop 

giving support to China; (2) allow Japan to establish a 

commanding position in the Pacific; and (3) give to Japan 

t · 1 · t· 1 d · · 1 7 cer ain poi ica an economic c0ncessions. 

When the Russians became thoroughly occupied. with 

the German invasion in June, 19 41, ~"Japan co1:.sidered that 

her western flank in China was now relatively secure. She 

seized upon this advantage to make another move. In late 

July, Japanese forces completed the occupation of Indo-

china. In retaliation, President Roosevelt froze all 

Japanese assets in the United States, closed all American 

ports to Japanese ships, and added oil to the embargo list. 

Bri -cain and the Netherlands quickly followed suit. This 

16written statement handed by President Roosevelt 
to Japanese Ambassador Nomura on September 3, 1941, Papers 
Relating to the Foreign Relations of the United States~ 
Japan, 1931-1941, Department of State Publlcation 2016 
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1943), Vol. II, 
pp. 131-133, cited in Pauls. Burtness and Warren u. Ober 
(eds.), The Puzzle of Pearl Harbor (Evanston: Row Peter-
son and Company f 1962), p. 27. 

17 Hoyle, A World in Flames, p. 97. 
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action, which severely hampered Jap3n' s economy, was to 

have far-reaching consequences. It caused a crisis in the 

Japanese administration in favor of Lhe militarists, and on 

October 16 the former War Minister, General Hideki Tojo, 

became the new prime minister. 

The new Japanese administration indorsed the course 

of action decided upon by the Japanese Imperial Conference 

on September 6--that if agreement was not reached on a new 

negotiating proposal by early October, war would be de-

clared on the United Stateso The "new11 proposal, which was 

handed to Washington on August 6, specified that Japan 

would not advance beyond Indochina ano would evacuace Incto-

china as soon as the incident with China was terrn:i.nated, 

providing that the United States: (1) discontinued aid to 

China, (2) pressured China into making a tn::aty favorable 

to Japan, (3) restored free trade with Japan, and (4) recug-

. d J 1 • 1' t . Id h' 18 nize apan s specia in erests in n oc ina. 

This proposal was not acceptable to the United 

States, and on November 26 Secretary of State Hull offered 

a ten-point counterproposal which reiterated all of the 

American principles. The Japanese now realized that an 

impasse had been reached. On December 1, 1941, the Japanese 

Privy Council, meeting in the presence of the Emperor, 

18 Pauls. Burtness and Warren 
The Puzzle of Pearl Harbor (Evanston: 
Company, 1962) , pp. 238-239. 

U . Ober (eds • ) , 
Row Peterson and 



. d t1 . k ., H l 19 authorJ.ze •. 1e s tr:i..~e on Fear.L aroor .. Six days later, 

Japan and the Unit.~d States were at war .. 

RHETORICAL ANALYSIS OF PRESIDENT 
ROOSEVELT'S ADDRESS 

The Exigence 

27 

It is sometimes difficult to pinpoint the exigence 

in a rhetorical situation because a series of significant 

events occur witl1in a short timeu In this particular in-

stance the exigence clearly stands out--that which prompted 

President Roosevelt to speak to the nation was the Decembex 

7, 1941, attack by the Japanese on Pearl Haruor .. 

A pra8tice which appears to be co:mr,on in war crisis 

speaking is for Presidents to incluce a statement about the 

exigence early in the speech.. This serves t0 quickly ir~trc·-

duce the audience to the subject of the speech, as w·e u. as 

capturing their interest because of the gravity of the 

situation. President Roosevelt evidently thought this prac-

tice was appropriate in this instanceo He began his remarks 

to the American people with the words, "The sudden criminal 

attacks perpetrated by the Japanese in the Pacific provide 

th 1 . f d d f . t t' 1 · 1· 1120 e c imax o a eca e o in erna iona immora ity~ 

19 Ibid. , p. 2 42. 
20 z · N h' h evin, ot ing to Fear: Te Selected Addresses 

of Franklin D. Rooseve~t, p. 315; Recording transcription, 
The New York Times, December 10, 1941, p. 1, cols& 5-6, and 
p. 4, cols. 2-6. Note: No pertinent differences in the 
speech, as printed in the above references, exist. From 
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Contrary to what is sometimes called for, this 

statement was very general and included almost no details. 

It did not include the date, the time, or specifics about 

the location and what occurred. In this case the exigence 

statement was sufficient because by the time that the 

address was given (10:00 p.m., December 9) i virtually every-

one in the United States had heard about the attack on Pearl 

Harbor and was following events as they were made known in 

the press and over the radio.. In short, it was the major 

subject of discussion in every home and place of business. 

As he continued with his speech, the President did 

furnish his listeners with a few more details of t.~e inci-

dent. For example, he mentioned that "rr(ar.y American scl-

diers have been killed by enemy action, 11 and that II American 

ships have been sunk, American airplanes have been de-
21 strayed." The information itself was superfluous; its 

only purpose was to confirm what the nation had already been 

told by the mass media: that the attack on Pearl Harbor 

presented the United States with a very serious situation .. 

The Cons train ts 

When the purpose of a speech is to convince the 

people of a nation that they must go to war--especially a 

this point foxward only the first reference will be cited. 
21z ' Nth' h evin, o ing to Fear: Te Selected Addresses ----::-=-----:=-=-=----------------0 f Franklin D. Roosevel~, p. 315. 
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war as all-involving as that which President Roosevelt 

_ envisioned--the major rhetorical task facing the speech-

maker is to gain such solid public support for the decision 

that the people are willing to make considerable sacrifices 

un~il the advocated goal is achieved. In this regard, the 

situation facing President Roosevelt was such that he had 

to: (1) place the blame for the Pearl Harbor incident on 

the Japanese; (2) represent the threat as coming not only 

from the Japanese, but also from the other Axis powers; 

(3) justify to the American public his decision to wage war; 

and (4) mentally prepare them for the sacrifices that he 

envisioned to lie ahead. 

The first of these tasks--that of pJ.acing the blame 

for the Pearl Harbor incident on the Japanese--was a rela-

tively simple one in that most Americans had aln:~ady come 

to this conclusion. Although this author was unable to 

uncover any public opinion surveys which would support this 

contention one way or the other, all of the literature 

consulted indicates that the public as a whole was indig-

nant over the Japanese attack. One of the more colorful 

descriptions of this was given in Time magazine: 

What would the people, the 132,000,000~ say in the 
face of the mightiest event of their time? What they 
said--tens of thousands of them--was: "Why, the yellow 
bastards! 11 Hundreds of thousands of others said the 
same thing in different ways, with varying degrees of 
expression. 22 

22 "What the People Said," Time, December 15, 19 41, 
p. 17. 
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In spite of this type of opinion, the President still chose 

to make the point. Whan referring to the incident, he used 

terms such as "the sudden criminal attacks perpetrated by 

the Japanese" and the 11 Japanese treachery. 11 To justify the 

term treachery he pointed out that the attack had been con-

ducted "under the ver:y shadow of the flag of peace borne by 

their special envoys in our midst. 1123 

Far more difficult to accomplish was his second 

task--representing the threat as coming not only from the 

Japanese, but' also from the other Axis powers. Mr. Roose-

velt realized that it was only a matter of time before tl~e 

United States would also be embroiled in an c:1.cti7c war w11.h 

Germany and Italy. Since the nation was el t:eady 1..1.p in a:?::!tl~ 

over the attack on Pearl Harbor, the President recognized 

this as a unique opportunity to transfer s0rn~ of t~e dnqiy 

emotion to the other Axis powers. To accomplish this he 

went to great lengths to convince Americans that the raid 

on Pearl Harbor was just one part of an overall Axis strat-

egy for world domination. He made the first extensive_ 

allegation of this after about two minutes of speaking: 

The course that Japan has followed over the past 
ten years in Asia has paralleled the course of Hitler 
and Mussolini in Europe and Africa. Today it has be-
come far more than a parallel. It is collaboration 
so well calculated that all the continents of the 
world, and all the oceans, are now considered by the 
Axis strategists as one gigantic battlefiela.24 

23'7 . N h' uevin, ot ing to Fear: The Selected Addresses 
of Franklin D. Roosevelt, p. 3U-.--------------

24Ibidm 
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The President then proceeded to list those aggressive acts 

undertaken by the Axis powers from 1931-41 which resulted 

in their taking control of foreign nations. He ended with 

the statement, 11 It is all of one pattern. 1125 From that 

point on, he cont:.inually linked one or both of the other 

Axis powers to Japan when referring to the enemy threato 

This was done so smoothly that the raid on Pearl Harbor 

seemed almost incidental to the last three-fourths of the 

address. 

His third task--that of justifying to the American 

public his decision to commit the nation to war--was also 

a simple one because by the time that the Pkesident ad-

dressed the nation, the press had already done most of the 

work for him. A review of the editorial comments published 

in the country's major daily newspapers on Dec0mb~= 8 re-

veals that tney considered any forthcoming declaration of 

war a mere formality. 26 Even the Republican-oriented, anti-

interventionist Chicago Tribune yielded in this time of 

crisis: 

War has been forced on America by an insane clique 
of Japanese militarists .••. Thus the thing that we 
all feared, that so many of us have worked with all 
our hearts to avert, has happened. That is all that 

25Ibid. 

26The December 8, 1941, issue of The New York Times 
(p. 5, cols. 1-2) carries a review of editorial comment 
from twelve major U.S. newspapers under the heading, 
"Newspapers Call for Meeting Foe." 



counts •••• All of us, from this day forth, have 
but one task. That is to strike with all our might 
to protect and 9reserve the American freedom that we 
all hold dear. 2 
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In spite of assists like this, the President knew that the 

intense emotion which grjpped the people at the moment 

would begin to cool in the near future. Revenge is a sweet 

thought on a short-term basis; it often loses flavor as 

time progresses. He therefore assumed the task of supply-

ing rationale that the public could cling to when reason 

replaced emotion. President Roosevelt's stated goal was 

"victory, final and complete." The two themes he chose 

to channel thought in the direction of his ~cal ~ers: (1) 

11 the enemy is evil and wages war so that he c.3.n impose hi .a 

will on the entire world," and (2) 11 we are good and wage 

war only to protect ourselves and to fashion a world in 

which peace will be assured." These the'l"(les are fou.nd in 

various forms throughout the entire speech. He brought 

the two of them together in the closing moments of his ad-

dress: 

The true goal we seek is far above and beyond the 
ugly field of battle. When we resort to force, as 
now we must, we are determined that this force shall 
be directed toward ultimate good as well as against 
immediate evil. We Americans are not destroyers--
we are builders. 

We are now in the midst of a war, not for conquest, 
not for vengeance, but for a world in which this Nation, 

27The New York Times, December 8, 1941, p. 5, col. 
2, citing editorial comment from the Chicago Tribune, 
December 8, 1941. 



and all that this Nation represents, will be safe 
for our children. We expect to eliminate the danger 
from Japan, but it would serve us ill if we accom-
plished that and found that the rest of the world 
was dominated by Hitler and Mussolini. 

We are going to win the war, and we are going to 
win the peace that follows. 28 
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President Roosevelt devoted a major portion of his 

address to the accomplishment of the fourth task--preparing 

the public for the sacrifices that lay ahead. The problem 

that faced hirn in this regard was not merely to talk about 

sacrifice; rather it was to persuade the American people 

that sacrifice equated to patriotism--that to do any less 

was simply un-American. He went about this in the follow-

ing manner: 

I was about to add that ahead there lies sacri-
fice for all of us. 

But it is not correct to use that word. The 
United States does not consider it a sacrifice to de 
all one can II to give one 's best to ou..c Na =.i en, wllen 
the Nation is fighting for its existenc2 2~ i~s 
future life •••• Rather it is a privilege. 9 

Not yet mentioned is one other major constraint 

that the President had to deal with in the planning of his 

speech: for military intelligence reasons he was limited 

in what he could sayo He knew that the people thirsted 

for information about the military situation throughout the 

Pacific, but he also realized that many of these same de-

tails could also be useful to the enemy. For this reason 

28zevin, Nothing to Fear: The Selected Addresses 
of Franklin D. Roosevelt, pe 322. 

29 Ibid. , p. 319. 



34 

his comments concerning U. S. military losses were de liber-

- ately couched in general terms. Realizing th at this prob-

lem would persist as long as the war continued, Mr. Roose-

velt decided that this was a good time to talk about the 

issue of censorship. He began _by informing his audience 

that "our free a.i.1d rapid communication must be greatly re-' 

stricted in wartime." He went on to explain the difficulty 

in receiving speedy and accurate reports, but promised the 

expedjtious release of facts, providing their disclosure 

would not be of intelligence value to the enemy. Anticipa-

ting some problems in this regard with the mass media, he 

addressed them directlyD The President acknO'tvledged t-J,1-::lr 

right to object if they thought the gover:i.msnt was hicir:.•J 

too much from the public, but warned them II in the ethics of 

patriotism" not to publish unconfirmed reports, In addi-

tion, every citizen was asked to practice self-ce~so~ship in 

the interest of "the lives of our soldiers and sailors. 11 30 

The Audience 

Bitzer states that a rhetorical audience consists 

only of those persons who are capable of being influenced 

by discourse and of being mediators of change. Considering 

the situation as it existed on the evening of December 9, 

1941, who was capable of mediating change? The Japanese 

could by an immediate cessation of all hostilities; 

3oibid., pp. 317-318. 
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however, the possibility of this occurrence was almost nil. 

The other Axis powers could by ceasing their aggressive acts 

and somehow exerting influence on the Japanese to do the 

same. This too was an unlikely possibility. Militarily, 

the Germans and Italians were in a favorable position and 

the Japanese attack only increased their advantage. Be-

sides, it is doubtful that the Japanese would have paid 

much attention to them anyway. Other nations could also 

help the situation by aligning themselves with the United 

States. However, most of the nations with significant 

power were already aligned with one side or the other. 

The remaining segment of the audience capable of 

mediating change was the P.merican public. As w.1.ll b8 seen 

in the discussion o-f other crises in this thesis, especi--

ally those where the nation is not yet at war, the role of 

the American public as a whole is not always critical. 

But in this instance, both sides had already declared war 

on each other and were engaged in active combat. Now the 

role that the public could play was greatly expanded. As 

previously stated, the purpose of President Roosevelt's 

address was to better prepare the nation to conduct war. 

The executive and legislative bodies of the government had 

already done their part. What was needed now was positive 

action by the people. Only they could bring the war to a 

successful conclusion. As the President specified in his 

speech, it was they who would have to make the sacrifices--
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to work harder and longer, to buy bonds, to limit personal 

profit, to support news censorship, to not spread rUinors, 

to fight the war. 

Accordingly, the tone of the remarks and the words 

used were personalized to appeal to the emotions of the 

American citizen. Terms such as "we'' and "us" were used 

much more frequently than third-person ones such as "Ameri-

cans" or "citizens." Citing professions by name--indus-

trialist, wage-earner, farmer, shopkeeper, trainman, doctor--

was a tactic employed to indicate that the speech was meant 

for "Mr. Average American." Overall, the speech was 

fashioned to appeal to the emotion of patriotism. 

As previously noted, the one segne~t of the A..T.eri-

can society directly addressed was the staffs of newspapers 

and radio stations. The President realized that t:.h.ey 11ad a 

special role to play in wartime communication and that they 

were especially sensitive to the issues of a free press and 

free speech. 

The above discussion does not imply that the Presi-

dent completely disregarded the fact that other nations 

would have access to the contents of his remarks. The 

address, when considered in its entire context, is a state-

ment of the political position of the United States in the 

conflict. The rhetoric used is that which he wanted our 

enemies and our allies to hear. To Japan it was intended 

as a reaffirmation that we were ready to engage them in 
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active combat~ To Germany and Italy it was a warning that 

we considered them as being in the same camp with the 

Japanese. And to our allies it represented a renewed 

pledge of continued support. 

The Orator 

The American Public's image of Franklin Delano 

Roosevelt around the time of his speech was very favorable. 

He was recognized as a good politician and according to a 

Fortune magazine survey published in October, 1941, the 

people generally approved of his policies, both domestic 

d f . 31 an oreign. In the last Gallup poll taken before he 

delivered his war address, 73% of the nat.1.on approved tne 

way he was handling his job as Presidento 32 He also had a-

reputation as a good speaker and was blessec. by an ability 

to relate well with the average American citizen. His 

"fireside chats," of which this was one, were popular with 

the people. 

As the orator in this rhetorical situation, Presi-

dent Roosevelt had a favorable image with the people. 

They listened to him and had faith in the wisdom of his 

policies and actions. 

31 nThe Fortune Survey," Fortune, October, 1941, 
p. 6. In the survey cited, 63.5% of those interviewed ap-
proved of his foreign policy and 59.1% approved of his 
domestic policy. 

32 George H. Gallup, The Gallup Poll: Public 
Qpinion, 1935-1971, Vol. I (New York: Random House, 1972), 
p. 295 .. 



38 

Conclusion 

As President Roosevelt began speaking into the 

microphone on the evening of December 9, 1941, the situation 

with which he had to contend was a grim one. To the West, 

the Japanese had inflicted serious damage on the U. S. 

air and naval fleets in the Pacifict and had gained for the 

Axis powers a significant military advantc:tge. The military 

situation throughout the Pacific Theater was bad, but how 

bad he could not be sure. To the east, the situation was 

even worse. Although the German forces appeared to be in 

some trouble in Russia, they still controlled the majority 

of western Europe and North Africa. On t11.e home front, ::1'1e 

United States was not yet ready to enter a.rotter Wo:r.1d \"-aL 

Alt.hough production had been stepped up for almost a year 

and a half i the armed forces were not yet equipped -i:.·ri t:-~ all 

of the munitions, vehicles, and aircraft they required. 

Many of our allies were also in need of the same things 

from the United States. The American Army was but a skele-

ton £orce and needed many more men and the time to train 

them. In short; the nation had to mobilize for war, and 

fast. 

Working in the President's favor was the mood of 

the nation~ The people were tense over the uncertainty of 

the situation and angry at t.he Japanese. They wanted to 

see some action but were not really sure what had to be done. 

In this regard the situation was ideal. The public was 
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highly susceptible to influence at the moment--all that was 

needed was for a leadei to step forward. 

Presldent Roosevelt assured that roleo His speech 

was designed to prompt them into action--to give them some-

thing to do. It capitalized on their patriotic feelings. 

It described the situation as serious, but one that could 

be overcome thr.ough unified action. And most important, 

it was fashioned to consider the eni...tre Axis threat and not 

just that posed by the Japanese. It was a fitting response. 

EFFECT OF PRESIDENT ROOS.EVELT 'S SPEECH 
ON PUBLIC OPINION 

When attempting t0 gauge the direction and arn01.1nt n:t 

opinion change resulting from President Roosevelt's wa~ 

address, it is first necessary to recogni r~e that in tnis 

particular crisis the nations involved had b~e?:l 1.n t:...~c -:c,re-

front of public attention for a considerable time.. When 

Germany invaded Poland in 1939, the news was of such magni-

tude that the majority of the American people sat up and 

took notice. Over one-third of the nation wanted to begin 

supplying substantial aid to the European nations opposing 

H . l 33 1.t er .. By October, 1941, anti-German sentiments had 

risen to such a height that when asked whether it was more 

important that the United States keep out of war or that 

33"Th e Fortune Survey, Forttme, Supplement No. 4, 
January, 19 42. (Unnumbered pages) .. 
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the latter. 34 

40 

When the Japanese invaded China in 1937, American 

sympathies lay primarily with the Chiang Kai-shek govern-

ment. But except for providing the Chinese with limited 

material assistance, Americans were not willing to become 

involved.. However, by the~ time that Japan joined the Axis 

in 1940, 49e4% of those surveyed were in favor of tne 

United States taking strong measures against Japan. 35 

Anti-Japanese feelings continued t.o mount to the point 

that when asked duxing an end-October, 1941, survey if the 

United States should take immediate steps l.o fH:evcn t 1.::iapan 

from becoming more powerful, even at the risk of war, 64% 
36 answered yes. 

Co.m.rnents in the mass media solidly indicate i:h,::c 

when Americans first heard of the attack on Pearl Harbor, 

the common sentiment expressed was that of extreme anger 

against the lJapanese. Of those feeling such an emotion, 

it appears that the majority were in favor of retaliatory 

action against the Japanese; however, there are no known 

34 Gallup, The Gallup Poll: Public Opinion, 1935-
1971, p. 304. 

35 "The Fortune Survey," Fortune, Supplement No. 4, 
January, 19420 (Unnumbered page.) 

36 Gallup, The Gallup Poll: Public Opinion, 1935-
1971, p. 306. 
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statistics available to support this contention. What is 

made clear by the source m~terial is that the threat posed 

by the other two Axis powers was temporarily forgotten. 

Everyone's attention and emotions were focused on events in 

the Pacific. 

Concerning the question of the direction of change 

in public opinion resulting from the Decerrher 9 address, 

available evidence strongly suggests that the American 

public responded in the direction that the President de-

sired. Regarding the President's decision to enter into 

active combat against the Japanese, exce~t for the refer-

ence to the one dissenting vote in Congress, T..his aui..hcr 

was unable to locate in the source material consulted even 

a hint of dissent by anyone or any group. A& sta~~<l iP 

Newsweek, "isolationist senators and representa.t_ive:3, 

groups and organizations, and isolated isolationists agreed 

that the war was here, and the thing to do was to fight it, 

without argument. 1137 

President Roosevelt was also successful in his bid 

to bring the threat posed by the Axis powers in Europe back 

into perspective. The results listed below were obtained 

during two nationwide surveys conducted in the week follow-

ing the President's address. The people were questioned 

3711 Americans All, 11 Newsweek, December 15, 1941, 
p. 21-. 
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as to whether they thought German~ or Japan posed the great-

est threat to the United States. 

Germany 

Japan 

Equal threats 

No c1p:tnion 

. S 38 Fortune Magazine urvey 
(Dec~ 10-17, '41) 

47.5% 

10.2 

32 .. 3 

10. 0 

39 Gallup Survey 
(Dec.. 12-·l 7 '41) 

64% 

15 

15 

6 

The evidence further shows that Americans also 

responded favorably to the President's call for sacrifice 

in the time of crisisg Fortune magazine found in ti~e week 

follow~ng Japan's attack that 87.2% of those interviewed 

were in favor of forbidding defense strikes, 80.2% would 

support a fifty-·hour work week with no overt.irre pa~f 1 ar.d 

79:2% agreed that profits shouJ<l be limited. The conclusion 

reached by the survey analyst was tt1at "there are very few 

people who have yet to mar-..e a drastic readjustment of their 

ideas to tune in to the requirements of a wartime econo-

my."40 

38111rhe Fortune Survey," Fortune, February, 19 42, 
p. 97. 

39 Gallup, The Gallup Poll: Public Opinion, 1935-
1971, p. 312. 

4011 The Fortune Survey," Fortune, February, 1942, 
p. 9 8. 
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The question of the amount of opinion change that 

occurred as a result of President Roosevelt's war address 

is much more difficult to answer for two reasons. First, 

the organizations conducting public opinion surveys at that 

time did not ask the srune questions (of pertinence to this 

study) after the crisis that they asked prior to its oc-

currence. Secondly, the event {the attack on Pearl Harbor) 

was in itself responsible for an unknown amount of attitude 

change toward the Japanese. The only indicator as to the 

amount of opinion change which might have taken place is 

found in two Gallup polls which posed the question, "Do 

you approve or disapprove of the way Franklin Roosevelt ls 

handling his :;ob as President." In the first survey, which 

was conducted from August 7-12, 1941, 73% of +_hose inter-· 

viewed approved, 20% disapproved, and 7% had no opinion., 4·i 

The corresponding statistics for the second survey, taken 

from January 1-13, 1942, are 84%, 9% 42 and 7% .. Because of 

the lengthy time period between the two surveys, as well 

as the fact that a number of significant events occurred 

in the interim which could have affected the President's 

popularity, these statistics are of little help in measur-

ing opinion change resulting from the President's address. 

41 Gallup, The Gallup Poll: Public Opinion, 1935-
1971, p. 295 .. 

42 rbid. , pp. 319-320. 



44 

In summary, it appears th.at the President was able 

to persuade the public to roove in the direction he desired. 

In this time of crisis they stood solidly behind his deci-

sion to go to war and responded very favorably to the pro-

posals he made. Regarding the amount of opinion change 

that took place, the evidence is inconclusive. Although 

this author feels that the amount of change which occurred 

was significant, no conclusive evidence is available to 

substantiate the claim. 



CHAPTER 3 

THE CUBAN MISSILE CRISIS 

THE CRISIS 

Although the Pearl Harbor C~isis resulted in war 

and the Cuban Missile Crisis did not, many persons would 

probably rate the latter as being more serious because iL 

brought the United States and the Soviet Union to the brink 

of a nuclear war--a type of conflict which many Americans 

regard as being the end of the world. The Cuban Miss1le 

Crisis began on October 15, 1962, when the first hard e-... d-

dence was obtained of Russian deployment of nuclear mis-

siles into Cuba.. It ended on October 28, 1962, when Soviet 

Chairman Nikita s. Khrushchev agreed to comply with Ameri-

can demandsQ It became one of the most tension-filled 

periods in the history of the United States during the 

twentieth century. 

The incident which touched off the crisis was the 

discovery by u. s. intelligence photograph analysts on the 

evening of October 15, 1962, of the existence of a Russian 

nuclear missile site under preparation in Cuba. The 

photography under inspection had been taken earlier that 

day by an American U-2 aerial reconnaissance aircraft in a 

flight over the island. The President was awakened early 

45 
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the next morning with the news. 

At 11:45 a.m. the u. S. Central Intelligence Agency 

(CIA) made d formal presentation of the photographs to 

President John F. Kennedy and a number of high officials. 

As reported by the late Robert F. Kennedy, brother 

to the President and then Attorney General, 11 a general feel-' 

ing in the beginning was that some form of action was re-

quired. ul The threat, as perceived by the administration, 

was that the Soviets were attempting to change the bal~~ce 

of world power in their favor by establishing a first-strike 

nuclear capability on a land mass only 90 miles from the 

shores of the United States. As such, it represented. a 

danger to the security of not only the Unitea States, but 

also to the entire western hemisphere.. In addil::.ion, c~:b.3. 

is so situated that it sits astride all the main u .. s. 
shipping lanes from the east and Gulf coasts to the Panruna 

Canal. 

From the time of the initial meeting the saga began 

to rapidly unfold~ On October 17 the CIA presented the 

President wit.~ more aerial photographs~ These photos 

showed the existence of additional missile installations 

with at least 16 and possibly 32 intermediate range ballis-

tic missiles of over a thousand-mile range. The experts 

advised that the missiles could be in operation within a 

1Robert F~ Kennedy, Thirteen Days (New York: The 
New American Library, Inc., 1969), p. 31. 
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week. Their estimate was that within a few minutes of'the 

missiles being fired eight million Americans would be dead. 2 

Adding to the frustration of the President was i:he 

now-uncovered deception by the Russians--itself an indica-

tion of the seriousness of the situation. In qn October 17 

meeting at the White House with the President, Soviet 

Foreign Minister Andrei Gromyko not only repeated Russian 

claims over the past one and a half months that the mili-

tary equipment being furnished to Cuba was defensive in 

nature, but also demanded that the United States stop 

threatening Cuba. 

From the outset two courses of action do~inate~ 

the discussions of what should be done. The first was the 

suggestion that the United States invade Cuba and remove 

the missiles by forceo The second involved the initiation 

of a quarantine on all offensive military equipment under 

shipment to Cuba. This action, necessitating the estab-

lishment of a naval blockade around the island, would hope-

fully force the Soviets to dj smantle and withdraw the 

missiles themselves. If the Russians refused, this was 

then to be followed by an invasion. The possible repercus-

sions from either action were great and the President 

wanted to delay his decision as long as he could. In the 

interim he ordered the military to begin preparing for 

2Ibid., pp. 35-36. 
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either contingency. On the weekend of October 19-21 the 

military implemented that order: missile crews were placeq 

on rnaximlim alert; six divisions increased their readiness 

status and large numbers of troops and equipment began to 

pour into Florida and other portions of the southeastern 

United States; the u .. S. naval base at Guantanamo Bay in 

Cuba was reirforced; the Navy deployed 180 ships into the 

Caribbean; elements of the Strategic Air Command dispersed 

to civilian landing fields around the country; and the B-52 

bomber force was ordered into the air fully loaded with 

nuclear ~eapons. This military activity quickly alerted 

the A..~erican press and the public that somet~ing big was 

in the offing 3 

On Sunday, October 21, the President decided in 

favor of a blockade, and scheduled his address to ~he natior 

for the follo'",dng evening. Now it was the turn of the De-

partment of State to a.ct. A detailed hour-to-hour schedule 

was arranged to allow for time to inform our allies, to 

prepare for the meeting of the Organization of American 

States, and to ready in written form the legal justifica-

tion for the actions to be takenM As the time for the 

President's speech {7 p.m.) neared, the activity became 

even more intense. After attending a Security Council 

meeting, the President briefed the members of his cabinet 

3 Ibid. , p • 5 2 • 
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for the first time, and just prior to his speech met with 

the leaders of Congress. At 6 p.m., Sec~eta.ry of State 

Dean Rusk called in Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin and 

informed him of the measures to be taken. At about the 

same time State Department emissaries personally informed 

the leaders of France, West Germany, Great Britain and 

Canada. Other allied nations were informed by a briefing 

given to their Washington-based ambassadors. On sch~dule, 

at 7 p.m., October 22, President Kennedy began his address 

to the nation via radio and television channels. 

The week that followed was punctuated by a series 

of even ts that al ternaLely raised and lowered the hopes of 

American leaders for pedce. October 23 started 01,.1t wi -':..h a 

CIA report that no unusual Russian military activity had 

been observed anywhere in the world. It ended wi t.'-1 a .1,e::s-

sage that the Russians had begun to deploy submarines and 

other types of ships into the Caribbean. 4 

Tension again heightened the following morning. 

Aerial photographs taken the previous day showed that the 

Russians had sped up work on the missile sites and that 

some would be ready for firing within a few days. Adding 

to this bad news was a report received shortly after the 

qu~rantine went into effect (10 a.m.) that Russian ships 

4 "Showdown--Backdown," Newsweek, November 5, 1962, 
p. 34; Robert F. Kennedy, Thirteen Days, pp. 58 and 61. 
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were still progressing on course~ Shortly thereafter, two 

Russian ships, the ~agarin and the Komiles, approached to 

within a few miles of the U. S. 1 naval barrier and a Rus-

sian submarine moved into position between them. Just as 

the American aircraft carrier Essex was to signal the sub-

marine either to surface and identify itself or be sub-

jected to a depth charge attack, all Russian ships nearest 

the barrier either stopped dead in Lhe water or turned 
5 around. A few ships were to continue later on, ··but these 

were either Soviet tankers or inten1ational cargo ships. 

In the days that followed there were almost daily 

communications between Mr. Khrushchev and the Pr,2:sident, 

but little progress was made. 'l'ensions heightened a.gain on 

Friday, October 26, when the first vessel was stopped ~nd 

boarded at 7: 24 a. m. This ship was the Marucla, Panc.manL=1.r~-

owned, registered from Lebanon, and bound for Cuba u..~der a 
, 

Soviet charter. No weapons were found and she was allowed 

to sail on. Meanwhile, aerial photography revealed that 

work on the missiles was still progressing rapidly and that 

Soviet Ilyushin-28 bombers were rapidly being uncrated and 

assembled in Cuba. Preparations for an all-out war contin-

ued. 

During the evening of the 26th, two messages were 

received from Mr. Khrushchev. The first took a "soft 11 line 

5 Robert F. Kennedy, Thirteen Days, pp. 68-71. 
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agreeing to the President's demands. The second took a 

harder line, demanding that the United States remove its 

missiles from Turkey in exchange for the U.S.S.R. removing 

its missiles from Cuba. By the tone of the remarks, ana-

lysts believed the first to be written by Khrushchev him-

self. The second, although signed by the Soviet Chairman, 

appeared to be written by his administration. The Presi-

dent despaired that Mr. Khrushchev was rapidly losing 

control. In a final effort to avert war, a response ~as 

sent to the first letter. 6 

The pessimistic mood that prevailed on the rnorning 

of Saturday, October 2 7, was reinforced by the news th Ac a 

U-2 aircraft had been hit by a surface-to-air rnis3ile 

while flying over Cuba and that -b'le pilot had been killed. 

A military confrontation was now expected by 'I'uesday, and 

possibly as early as Sunday~ It was not to come to pass. 

At approximately 10:00 a.m. on Sunday, October 28, word 

was received that the Russia..~s had agreed to withdraw the 

missiles from Cuba. The crisis was over. 

ANALYSIS OF HISTORY LEADING UP TO AND 
PRECIPITATING THE CRISIS 

From the time of his inauguration Cuba proved to be 

a constant source of trouble for President Kennedy. His 

first real encounter with the Cuban Premier, Fidel Castro, 

6Ibid., pp. 86-90 and 93-94. 
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occurred in April, 1961, when the President backed an ill-

fated invasion of Cuba by a force of Cuban exiles. 

His next major problem with the island came in the 

midsummer of 1962 when Soviet involvement with Cuba became 

intense. Under the pretext of bolstering the failing Cuban 

economy, in July the U.SoS.R. created a special economic 

commission and began sending great numbers of Soviet II tech-

nicians" to that country. By early August reports began 

to filter out of Cuba that some of the technicians were in 

fact Soviet military personnel and that much of the ship-

ments consisted of military equipment. American intelli-

ge.nce operations confirmed these reports. The significance 

of this move J:y the Russians was overshadowed, however, by 

the extreme propaganda emanating from the Kremlin over 

Berlin. 

The potential of Cuba being a battleg~ound was 

again brought into focus on August 30, 1962, when a United 

Stc1tes Navy aircraft, flying a training mission 15 miles 

north of Cuba, was fired upon by two naval vessels believed 

to be Cuban. In response to a White House statement that 

any such action in the future would be met with appropriate 

armed force, the Russians demanded the United States stop 

threatening Cuba. The scope of Russian involvement with 

that island became clearer to the American public when on 

September 2 the Soviet Union announced that in response to 

Havana's request for assistance, Moscow had agreed to supply 
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arros to Cuba and to provide technical specialists to train 

Cuban forces. This time the President felt a stronger 

response was called for. He began by citing highly reli-

able intelligence reports of Soviet assistance in the form 

of anti-aircraft missiles, radar equipment, guided-missile 

torpedo boats, and approximately 3,500 Soviet military 

technicians. He then warned that the United States would 

not tolerate the introduction of offensive weapons of any 

kind into Cuba. He followed by pointing out that "Were it 

to be otherwise, the gravest issues would arise. 117 On 

September 11, Moscow disclaimed publicly any intention of 

taking such action. 

In the interim the Russian buildup continaed at s 

fast rate. Suspicious that the u.s.s.R. might be thinking-

of trying to use Cuba to threaten the wester::i hemisphere, 

President Kennedy decided to issue even a stronger warning. 

During a September 13 news conference he issued the follow-

ing caveat to a statement that unilateral military inter-

vention was not yet justified: 

But let me make this clear once again: If at any 
time the Communist buildup in Cuba were to endanger 
or interfere with our security in any way, including 
our base at Guantanamo, our passage to the Panama 
Canal, our missile and space activities at Cape Cana-
veral, or the lives of American citizens in this 
country, or if Cuba should ever attempt to export its 
aggressive purposes by force or the threat of force 

7The New York Times, September 15, 1962, p. 2, 
cols. 4-5 .-



against any nation in this hemisphere, or become fill 
offensive military base of significant activity for 
the Soviet Union, then this country will do whatever 
must be done to protect its own security and that 
of its allies.8 
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Soviet and American relations continued to worsen 

almost daily. Preparing for the worst, President Kennedy 

asked for and received from Congress on September 24 

authority to call to duty 150,000 reservists. On September 

25 Fidel Castro announced that the Soviet Union would build 

a fishing port in Cuba for its Atlantic trawler fleet. 

This announcement served to strengthen sentiment for the 

September 27 congressional resolution which authorized the 

President to "prevent by whatever means may be necessary, 

including the use of arms, the Marxist-Leninist reg.:iroe ir~ 

Cuba from extendlng by force or threat of force, its aggres-

sive or subversive activities to any part of this he-~1 i-

sphere. "9 

All of the happenings of the past one and a half 

months were naturally well covered by the American press. 

The public soon became embroiled with the situation and 

began to question the apparent hesitancy of their President 

to take action. In a Gallup poll conducted between 

8u. s., President, 1961-63 (Kennedy), "The Presi-
dent's News Conference of September 13, 19 62, 11 Public 
Papers of the Presidents of the United States: John F. 
Kennedy (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1963), 
p. 674. 

9 "House Passes Cuba Resolution, 384-7, 11 Congres-
sional Quarterly, September 28, 1962, p. 1691. 



September 20-25, 53% of those questioned advocated that 

some type of action be taken. 10 
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On October 4 the White House announced that action 

was forthcoming. Disturbed by the vast amounts of Commun-

ist supplies and equipment being shipped to Cuba on allied 

bottoms, the plan involved a United States request to all 

Western nations that they refuse to permit their shipping 

to engage in such trade .. This plan had the additional ad-

vantage of putting pressure on Cuba's economy. 

The Soviet Union appeared to be unperturbed by 

these events, and the buildup continued at a rapid pace. 

The issue finally came to a head when the October 15 aerL.11 

photography produced the damning evidence of the presence 

of offensive weapons in Cuba. Thus, the crisis began. 

The Exigence 

RHETORICAL ANALYSIS o:p PRESID:SN1r 
KENNEDY'S ADDRESS 

The exigence which initiated the Cuban Missile 

Crisis was the perceived threat to the security of the Wes-

tern Hemisphere caused by the deployment of offensive 

weapons to Cuba by the Soviet Union. The three types of 

offensive weapons put into Cuba were Ilyushin-28 jet 

bombers, medium-range ballistic missiles, and intermediate-

10 George H. Gallup, The Gallup Poll: Public 
Opinion 1935-1971, Vola III (New York: Random House, 
19 7 2 ) , pp . 1 7 8 6-1 7 8 7 • 



56 

range ballistic missiles. 'rhe maximu...rn effective range at 

which each is able to deliver nuclear warheads is 700, 

1,000, and 2, 00 O nauticaJ ri1iles, respectively. The fol.Low-

ing is a map projection of the threat: 11 

11When Reds Point Missiles at u.s.--, 11 U. s. News 
and World Report, November 5, 1962, p. 41. 
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At 7 p.m. (Eastern Daylight Time) on October 22, 

1972, President Kennedy responded to the situation by mak-

ing a nationwide television and radio address to the Ameri-

can public. Wcnting to acquaint his audience as soon as 

possible with the threat, he included the following state-

ment of the exigence in the first paragraph of his speech: 

Within the past week, unmistakable evidence has 
established the fact that a series of offensive-
missile sites is now in preparation on that imprisoned 
island. The purpose of these bases can be none other 
than to provide a nuclear-strike capability against 
the Western Hemisphere.~2 

Shortly thereafter, he gave more details of the threat, 

mentioning the existence of both the jet bombers and the 

missiles. To make the threat easier for hi3 audience to 

conceptualize, he cited the range of the two types of 

missiles in both nautical miles and by selected geographica~ 

locations. 

The Cons train ts 

President Kennedy next turned to the constraints 

that he had to deal with in the preparation of his speech. 

12u. S., Presidentf 1961-63 (Kennedy), "Radio and 
Television Report to the American People on the Soviet Arms 
Buildup in Cuba. October 22, 19 62, 11 Public Pape rs of the 
Presidents of the United States: John F. Kennedy (Washing-
ton: Government Printing Office, 1963), pp. 806-809; 11 The 
Threat, the Moves to Meet It--Kennedy's Broadcast on Cuba, 11 

U. S. News and World Report, November 5, 1962, p. 108; 
Transcript of recorded speech, The New York Times, October 
23, 1962, p. 18, col. 2. A comparison of the text of the 
October 22, 1962, address as reported in the above three 
publications reveals no significant differences. All suc-
ceeding footnotes will refer only to the New York Times 
reference. 
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With regard to the Russians, his rhetoric haQ to be so 

designed as to: (1) force them to remove their offensive 

weapons from Cuba; (2) discourage them from making a coun-

termove to the blockade (the principal concern being 'West 

Berlin); and (3) convince them that the United States 

really desired peace, but if forced to do so, would go 

even to the point of nuclear war. In short, he had to 

leave the Soviets with the clear impression th.at they had 

pushed the United States beyond acceptable limits and that 

they must be the ones to back off. 

The most difficult choice facing the President in 

this regard was the tone in which to address the Russians. 

He decided upon the use of strong rhetoric. Wi~~ this in 

mind the President's first move was to indicate to Chairman 

Khrushchev that he was especially perturbed over l!avlng 

been deliberately misled about Russian intentions in Cuba. 

To accomplish this he first quoted the Soviet Union's 

public statement of September 11, 1962, which was a denial 

that they had either sent or had any intentions of sending 

to Cuba armaments and military equipment for offensive 

purposes. He continued by relating similar statements made 

personally to him by Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko only 

four days before the speech. The President then issued his 

reaction to these statements: "Neither the United States 

of America nor the world community of nations can tolerate 

deliberate deception and offensive threats on the part of 
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Having established his position on this matter, 

President Kennedy set about dealing directly with the con-

strain ts. His announcement of the quarantine to be imposed 

was the tool with which he hoped to have the offensive 

weapons dis man t.led and removed. But how to convince the 

Soviets that such action was a condition on which the United 

States would not relent? The President hoped that the 

inclusion of the following two statements were sufficiently 

strong to leave no doubt in the minds of the Russian leaders 

that he was deaaly serious: 

We will not prematurely or unnecessarily rlsk the 
costs of worldwide nuclear war in which even the 
fruits of victory would be ashes in our rnouth--but 
neither will we shrink from that risk at any time it 
may be faced. . . • 

That is why this latest Soviet threa.t--or a11y 
other threat which is made either ind,2pendently or in 
response to our actions this week--must and will be 
met with determination. Any hostile move anywhere in 
the world against the safety and freedom of peoples to 
whom we are cornmitted--will be met by whatever action 
is needed. 14 

The latter statement served to indicate to the 

Soviets that the United States was not willing to toler:ate 

a Russian counterrnove against West Berlin--an action that 

both the President and the press strongly suspected Mr. 

Khrushchev might give serious consideration to. 

13Transcript of recorded speech, The New York 
Times, October 23, 1962, p. 18, col. 3. 

14rbid., p. 18, cols. 5 and 7. 
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Against this background of threatening language his 

next task was to allow the Russians room to back out with-

out a complete loss of prestige in the eyes of the rest of 

the worldo For this, the President chose two themes which 

they could use. The first was the traditional one of peace~ 

Addressing the Soviet Chairman directly, President Kennedy 

prevailed upon him to "halt and eliminate this clandestine, 

reckless and provocative threat to ~orld peace and to 

stable relations between our two nations .. 1115 However, it 

was the second theme, that of the avoidance of a nuclear 

conflict, upon which emphasis was laid. Using phrases like 

"massive destruction," "nuclear threat," "the hazards to 

all concerned," "perilous arms race," and II the abyss of 

destruction," the President repeatedly pointed out the risk 

. 1 d 16 invo ve. 

With regard to our allies, President Kennedy was 

faced with other major constraints. Within the context of 

this crisis, the President and his advisors felt it was 

especially important to gain the support of its allies. To 

do this, his speech had to be fashioned so that: (1) the 

15rbid., p. 18, col. 6. 
16Ibid. Of interest is that the two themes chosen 

by the President were the exact ones utilized by the 
Soviets. Evidence of this is presented in an interesting 
article entitled, 11 What Ivan Knows About Cuba," published 
on page 27 of the November 12, 1962, issue of Newsweek. 
This article gives a summary of the news published by a 
Moscow newspaper, Pravda, during the period of the crisis. 
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blame for the crisis was placed on the Soviet Union; and 

(2) our allies would be convinced that the quarantine was 

also in their own national interests. The first task--that 

of placing the blame for the crisis on the Soviets--was the 

easiest, and as stated by Anthony Lewis of the New York 

Times, a II notable aspect" of the speech. The President had 

a lot of events to fall back on, and he used them all. He 

began by giving information about the Soviet deployment of 

offensive weapons to Cuba. A short time later he reminded 

his listeners that he ha<l issued public warnings against 

such actions on September 4 and 13. He then contrasted 

the Soviet action against the assurance& given by the Soviat 

government on September 11 and by Mr. Gromyko on October 

18 that the arms buildup was defensive in nature. Fina.lly, 

to insure that the focus remained on the Russians, he pic-

tured the Cubans as being a not-so-willing instrument in 

the hands of the Soviets. Speaking directly to the u captive 

people of Cuba," he told them that their leaders were 
11 puppets &"ld agents of an international conspiracy." 17 

The second task, convincing our allies that the 

quarantine was in their best interests, was not too diffi-

cult with regard to those whose territory falls within the 

Western Hemisphere. To insure that those so intimidated 

understood they too were threatened, when depicting the 

17Transcript of recorded speec~, The New York 
Times, October 23, 1962, p. 18, col. 7. 
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geographical limits of the weapons, he cited striking 

ranges in terms of II the Panama Canal," all cities in 11 Cen-0 

tral America or in the Caribbean area, 11 and "ranging as far 

north as Hudson Bay, Canada, and as far south as Lima, 

Peru. 1118 To bring the other nations onto his side, Presi-

dent Kennedy used the tactic of picturing the Soviet move 

as having widespread strategic consequences in the Cold War 

being waged against the spread of Communism. Frequently 

alluding to the aggressive nature of the Soviet Union, Mr. 

Kennedy classified the Soviet missile deployment as being 

"in defiance of American and Hemispheric policy 11 and as a 

"deliberately provocative and unjustified change in -L.11.r-=:: 

status quo,. 1119 To assure them that their support would have 

an international legal basis, he reminded them tha-c the 

transformation of Cuba into a Russian strategic bas~ ~as 

violation of the Rio Pact of 1947 and the charter of the 

United Nations. 

The remaining major constraints dealt particularly 

with the American people. The first of these constraints 

was that an acceptable degree of protection be afforded to 

the military personnel stationed at the Guantanamo Naval 

Base on the southern tip of Cuba. The President's announce-

ment of the evacuation of dependents from and the military 

18rbid., p. 18, col. 2. 
19rbid., p. 18, col. 4. 
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reinforcement of that base in conjunction with his placing 

military units on standby alert in the United States to 

provide immediate assistance if necessary fulfilled that 

constraint. 

The second constraint dealt with the necessity to 

gain public support for his actions. Al though the Soviet 

move constituted a threat to the entire West, this situa-

tion was unique in that the President's decision committed 

the United States to acting alone. Such being the case, 

coupled with the risk that the United States might suffe.c 

massive nuclear destruction in the process, President 

Kennedy desperately wanted (and from a psycholoq,i cal stan3.-

point, p~obably needed} broad public suppoxt~ 

The tactic that President Kennedy used to enlist: 

such support appears to follow the pattern of: first, 

insuring that the public understood the potential dangers 

that lay ahead; second, convincing them of the need for 

action in light of the threat; and third, providing a 

psychological foundation upon which they could be convinced 

that such action was correct. To accomplish this, the 

President devoted the final portion of his speech to his 

"fellow citizens" and spoke solely in the first person 

plural. He began by outlining the potential danger in 

simple terms: "Let no one doubt that this is a difficult 

and dangerous effort on which we have set out.. No one can 

foresee precisely what course it will take or what costs 
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1 . '11 b . d 11 20 or casua ties wi _ e incurre. 

To convince them of the need for action, he used 

just one phrase: "But the greatest danger of all i,rnuld be 

to do nothing. 11 21 

The remaining two paragraphs of the speech dealt 

with the rationale traditionally given by U.S. Presidents 

when war is imminent--freedom, courage, steadfastness in 

the face of injustice, and the ultimate goal of peace. 

The Audience 

The principal segment of the audience to whom this 

speech was directed was the Soviet Chairman, Ni.kit.a s. 
Khrushchev. Al though the other leaders of the Soviet Uni on 

were also included indirectly, President Kennedy recognized 

that, like himself, in the crucial days that ley ahead it 

was Mr. Khrushchev who would be making all of the critical 

decisions. If the Soviet Chairman could be convinced that 

Mr. Kennedy was unwilling to back off, then war might be 

averted. If not, then war was almost certain. With this 

in mind President Kennedy devoted a portion of his speech 

specifically to the Soviet leader, calling upon him by name 

to eliminate the threat, abandon the Soviet course of world 

domination, and to join with the United States in an effort 

to end the perilous arms race. 

ZOibi' d. , 18 1 7 p. , co .. . 
21Ibid. 
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The second segment of the audience for whom the 

speech was meant was the leaders of those nations allied 

with the United States. This was especially true in the 

case of most of the nations in the Western Hemisphere in 

that they, like the United States, were threatened with 

massive destruction by the Cuban-based missiles. The Rio 

Pact of 1947 and the United Nations charter afforded all 

Western nations, regardless of their location, the legal 

basis to assume their role as an ally of the United States. 

In conjunction with the private meetings and briefings 

President Kennedy used his speech as a persuasive attempt 

which he hoped would convince Western leaders to join him 

in presenting a united front against the Soviet threat .. 

As the speech drew to a close, President Kennedy 
} 

singled out and spoke directly to the Cuba~ people, telling 

them that they were not to blame for the situation and they 

were being used as pawns in the hands of the Russians. 

Since these remarks did not appear to be in response to a 

major constraint, this author initially wondered why the 

President had chosen to include such comments in the ad-

dress. Upon reflection, it appears that President Kennedy's 

motive was revealed in his use of the sentence, 11 Many times 

in the past the Cuban people have risen to throw out ty-

rants who destroyed their liberty. 1122 These words represent 

22 Ibid. , col.. 7 .. 
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a gamble by the President that under the new set of circum-

stances he might be able to prompt such an occurrence. 

Since it did not come to pass, the President either under-

estimated Castro's power or overestimated the desire of 

Cubans to free themselves from Castro. Regardless, it was 

a gamble worth taking in light of the potential reward to 

be won. 

The remaining segment of the audience consisted of 

the American people. President Kennedy needed their over-

whelming support, both initially and later, if the situation 

worsened. Although they might not have been aware of it, 

they too had a crucial role to play with respect to the 

Soviet Union. It was extremely important that they, the 

press, and the government present a solid front of angry 

determination in face of the Russian threat. If a serious 

division of opinion had occurred among these elements in the 

early days of the crisis, it is possible that the actions 

of either Kennedy or Khrushchev might have been different. 

This, of course, is a point of contention, but nonetheless 

one worth considering. 

The Orator 

Judging from comments this author has heard and from 

articles he has read, a sizeable segment of the American 

society remember President Kennedy as a beguiling, charis-

matic, and forceful leader. He is well known as the Presi-

dent who confronted the Russians in a time of crisis and 



forced them to back off. Most, however, appear to have 
\ 
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forgotten that the "forceful'' label did not so readily 

apply prior to the crisis. As a result of the Bay of Pigs 

debacle in April, 1961, President Kennedy was severely 

criticized for not having given ~he, Cuban exiles more tha~ 

token support. His lack of forcefulness in that situation 

caused many to think of him as being indecisive and lacking 

determination when dealing with the Russians. This opinion 

was reinforced in September and early October, 1962, when 

Americans became convinced that the Soviets were up to no 

good in Cuba and could see no decisive action being taken 

by their President. Mr. Kennedy's dilenrrna was aptly de-

scribed in the October 22 issue of Newsweek: 

Almost since the day he took office, Cuba has been 
an albatross draped around the President\s nee~. No 
matter what course of action he has taken it often 
seems to have been the wrong one. . .. • Since th.e in-
vasion decision, Mr. Kennedy has never expressed to 
the American people a clear-cut forceful policy in 
Cuba. 2 3 

The President's apparent hesitancy to take decisive 

action was not lost on the Russians either, and may have 

been a major influence in the Kremlin decision to move 

missiles into Cuba. As reported in the October 8 issue of 

u. s. News and World ReF,ort: 

· Khrushchev is reported, however, to be convinced 
that there will not be war. Russia's diplomats, in 
effect, are saying this: "The American people will 

2311 How u .. s. Voters Feel About Cuba, 11 Newsweek, 
October 22, 1962, p. 24. 



not fight over Cuba, over Berlin, over Laos, OI over 
almost anything else." 'l.'hat word, passed privately 
to American newspapermen, is said to be having ;~s 
influence on moves made by the Soviet dictator. 
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Such was President Kennedy's image at the beginning 

of the crisis. Assuming that he also was aware of it, his 

decision to use threatening language to the Russians in ~he 

address was probably meant to modify that image. 

Conclusion 

All war crises present difficult rhetorical situa-

tions because of the consequences involved. In the opinion 

of this author, the one facing President Fennedy was m~re 

difficult than most because the potential cost of failure--

the unleashing of nuclear weapons upon the United s~ates 

from a distance which would have made a protect.ive rcac-t..iori 

impossible to implement--was inordinately h~gh. To do 

nothing would have allowed the Soviet Union to establish a 

firm position in the Western Hemisphere. An overreaction 

could have resulted in nuclear holocaust. This was Mr. 

Kennedy's dilemma. 

There was one basic task that had to be accom-

plished: to force the removal of the offensive weapons 
' 

from Cuba without resort to war. Considering the person-

ality of the Soviet Chairman, t.o get this accomplished 

required a firm response which would quickly unite the West 

2411 Berlin-Cuba: Soviet Squeeze," U. s. News and 
World Report, October 8, 1962, p. 41. 
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and at the same time allow the Russians to back off without 

a complete loss of prestige.. ln the opinion of this author-, 

President Kennedy's address accomplished this and was thus 

a fitting response to the situation. 

This is not to say that the October 22 address was 

solely responsible for the eventual Russian retreat. Of 

equal importance were a series of messages exchanged be-

tween the two leaders during the week-long crisis. What 

is being claimed is that the address was a proper prelude 

to these messages and constituted a suitable introduction 

to the rest of the world of the situation which had devel-

EFFECT OF PRESIDENT KENNEDY'S SPEECH 
ON PUBLIC OPINION 

The American people are frustrated, angry, deeply 
upset and somewhat confused by the sudden appea~ance 
of Russians and Russian power in Cuba--just a jump 
from Florida .. 

A naval blockade of Cuba apparently would command 
wide popular support. So would active efforts to arm 
and support anti-Castro refugees. 

There is a good deal of sentiment in favor of 
military action to throw the Russians out--after a 
warning to leaveo Yet invasion most often is spoken 
of as a last resort, if all else fails, not as some-
thing to be taken lightly. 

Opinion sounding. e • from one end of the country 
to the other~ reveals that Castro really has Americans 
stirred up. 2:> 

2511 Americans Speak Up on Cuba: 'Run Them Out' 
'Not Yet, 1

" U. S. News and World Report, September 24, 
1962, p. 4 7. 

vs. 



The above statement, which was published in the 

September 24, 1962, issue of U. S. News and World Report, 
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is a summary of a nationwide opinion poll conducted by staff 

members of that magazine. It represents what this author 

believes to be an accurate reflection of the feelings of 

Americans concerning the Soviet buildup in Cuba at that 

time. Americans were angry over the Russians' effrontery 

and felt that something had to be done. But at the same 

time they did not particularly care to get involved in an-

other war--especially a nuclear one. As a result, there 

was a great deal of confusion over what type of action 

should be taken. They looked to their President for tne 

answer. 

In the absence of a decisive response from him, 

their frustration continued to mount with every new step 

that the Russians took. In a Gallup survey conducted from 

September 20-25, 1962, 53% of those interviewed advocated 

some type of action be taken. Another 25% admitted they 

didn't know what to do. Only 22% subscribed to a "keep 
. 26 out, hands off" policy. In an early October poll by 

Newsweek the interviewers found out: 

26 George H. Gallup, The Gallup Poll: Public 
Opinion 1935-1971. The question asked in the survey was, 
1'Taking everything into account, what action, if any, do 
you think the United States should take at this time in 
regard to Cuba?" The results are as follows: 

-Bomb, invade, belligerent action ••.•.• 10% 
-Trade, embargo, starve them out •.•.•. 13 
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-That nearly all Americans are deeply concerned--
but not panicked--by the presence of Russian arms a~d 
"technicians" 90 miles from the Florida Keys. 

-That about 90 per cent don't want to invade Cuba 
now~ 

-That there is wide confusion about which actions 
"short of war" would work against Fide~ Castro or would 
be acceptable under international law. 7 

Such was public opinion just prior to President 

Kennedy's October 22 speech. Unfortunately, the Gallup 

Organization failed to conduct a survey on American reac-

tion to the quarantine. However, some indiciation of public 

approval can be gleaned from Gallup surveys taken on the 

question, "Do you approve or disapprove of the way John 

Kennedy is handling his job as President? 11 In the poll 

conducted on that question from September 20-25, 62% of 
28 the American public indicated approval. That number 

rose to 74% in a poll taken two weeks after the crisis •nas 
29 over. 

Some credence is lent to the approximate validity 

of the latter percentage as an indicator of the rise in 

public opinion resulting from the President's speech by 

two other polls--one conducted by Newsweek and the other by 

-Do something short of actual war •••••• 26% 
-Keep out, hands off • • • • • • • • • • 22 
-Other action. • • • • • • • • • • • • • 4 
-Don' t know • . • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 25 

2711 How u. s. Voters Feel About Cuba," Newsweek, 
October 22, 1962, p. 21. 

28 George H. Gallup, The Gallup Poll: Public 
Opinion 1935-1971, p. 1786. 

29Ibid. , p. 179 3. 



U. s. News and World Report. In its November 5, 1962, 

issue the former. publication reported: 
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U. S. public opinion backed the President. Though 
some questioned the suddenness of his action and many 
had qualms about war, the overriding sentiment ~8s one 
of relief that the line had been drawn in Cuba. 

The latter publication conducted a nationwide 

survey within a few days after the speech and issued the 

following summary of results: 

Oven'lhel.mingly, Americans across the country 
backed the action of President Kennedy in the first 
few days after the U. s. imposed a "quarantine" on 
Communist Cuba. Most felt that the decision was 
overdue and hoped that it did not come 3too late ••.. 
Few people voiced outright opposition. 

In summary, the general mood of the Americdn pwJ-

lic just prior to the crisis was one that dema..7lded act.ion 

but cautioned against war except as a last resort measure. 

Public reaction to the quarantine was reported to be one of 

overwhelming approval. Based on Gallup surveys taken, the 

President's popularity rating rose 12% from late September 

to early November. A review of newspapers published dur-

ing this period uncovered no other major event which would 

appear to have had a significant impact on the President's 

popularity rating. In the absence of any other pertinent 

information the 12% figure is accepted as a general 

30 
11 Showdown--Backdown," Newsweek, November 5, 

1962, p. 34. 

3111 v-1hat Americans Think About 'Quarantine' of 
Cuba," U. S. News and World Rep~, November S, 1962, p. 38. 
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indic~tor of the amount of shift in public opinion result-

ing from President Kennedy's October 22, 1962, address. 



CHAPTER 4 

THE TONKIN GULF CRISIS 

THE CRISIS1 

The next war crisis to occur after ti1e confronta-

tion with Russia over her deployment of missiles to Cuba 

has been coined the "Tonkin Gulf Incident." The Tonkin 

Gulf Incident actually consisted of two incidents occurring 

two days apart. The first took place on Sunday, August 2, 

1964, and involved an armed attack by three No:i:,th Vietnam-

ese torpedo boats on a United States destroyer, the U.S.S. 

Maddox. On that date the Maddox was conducting what was 

purported to be a "routine" patrol in international waters 

of the Gulf of Tonkin off the coast of North Vietnamu 2 At 

1The details of the military actions occurring in 
the Gulf of Tonkin have been extracted from the following 
publications: U. S., Department of State, "United States 
Takes Measures to Repel Attack Against U.S. Forces in 
Southeast Asia, 11 The Department of State Bulletin, Vol., LI, 
No. 1313 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1964), 
pp. 265-267; The New York Times, August 3, 1964, p. 1, 
col. 8 and p. 6, cols. 4-6; The New York Times, August 4, 
1964, p. 2, cols. 4-6; and The New York Times, August 5, 
1964, p~ 1, cols. 4-5, p. 2, col. 3, and p. 3, col. 1. 

2The 11 routine 11 mission referred to by the adminis-
tration was the observation of coastal infiltration. In 
the August, 1967, hearings on the Tonkin Gulf Incident by 
the Senate Committee on Foreign Relations, Secretary of 
Defense Robert S9 McNamara testified that the Maddox was 
also engaged in the collection of electronic intelligence. 
For an interesting account on this matter consult: Anthony 
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approximately 12:00 p. m. 3 the three torpedo boats were 

spotted on the Maddox' radar screen at a distance of over 

ten miles. They commenced an attack run at the Maddox at 

3:08 p. m. After firing three warning shots, t~e Maddox 

opened fire with her 5-inch battery. When the North Viet~ 

namese boats had closed to within 5,000 yards, each fired 

one torpedo and then withdrew. The destroyer immediately 

took evasive action, and the torpedoes missed their mark 

by approximately 150 yards. At 3:21 p. m. the third tor-

pedo boat maneuvered to a position abeam of the Maddox. 

She tl1en loosed one torpedo {which failed to function) and 

opened fire with her machine guns .. Simultaneous]y, the 

Maddox fired at and scored a direct hit on the North Viet-· 

namese craft, causing it to lie dead in the water. 

In the interim, four F-8E jet aircra had been. 

dispatched from the carrier, U.SeS. Ticonderoga. Upon 

arrival in the battle area, they commenced an attack on 

the other two torpedo boats which by this time were flee-

ing toward the coast of North Vietnam. Both boats were 

damaged but not sunk. The Maddox did not suffer any damage. 

On Monday, August 3, the President called the White 

House press corps into his office and read to ~hem the 

Austin, The President's War (Philadelphia: J.B. Lippin-
cott Company, 1971), pp. 200 and 247-249. 

3Except where otherwise indicated, all times cited 
in this section are Gulf of Tonkin time, which is eleven 
hours earlier than Eastern Daylight Savings time (E.DeT.). 
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orders he had issued the day before to the Navy~ In addi-

tion to beefing up the patrol force by adding an additional 

destroyer to the one alreo.dy on patrol and stipulating that 

a comba~ air patrol be placed at their disposal, the Presi-

dent also issued orders to the commanders of the combat 

aircraft ai.'1.d the two destro:yers to n attack any force which 

attacks them in international waters 11 and •~ to attack with 

the objectives not only of driving off the force but of 

d . . t 114 es troy1.ng 1. .. 

On the same day the State Department issued a note 

of protest to the government of North Vietnam. The con-

cluding words of this document served notice to the North 

Vietnamese that any repeat of such action would not be 

tolerated: 

The United States government expects that the 
authorities of the regime in North Viet-Nam wilJ be 
under no misapprehension as to the grave consequences 
which would inevitably result from any further unpro-
voked offensive military actjon against United States 
forces .. 5 

The second encounter of the Tonkin Gulf Incident 

occurred on Tuesday, August 4. On this date the Maddox 

and another destroyer, the U. S" S .. Turner Joy, were again 

4The New York Times, August 4, 1964, p. 1, col. 8 
and p. 2, col. 3o 

5 U. S. , Department of State, nuni ted States Takes 
Measures to Repel Attack Against U. s. Forces in Southeast 
Asia," The Depart.ment of State Bulletin, Vol.. LI, No. 1313 
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1964), p .. 265 .. 
(Hereinafter referred to in this chapter as USDSB.) 
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on patrol in the Gulf of Tonkin approximately 65 miles from 

the nearest land. At 8:36 p.m. two unidentified surface 

vessels and three unidentified aircraft appeared on the 

radar screen of the Maddox. Upon being advised of this 

contact the commander of the u.s.s. Ticonderoga launched 

fighter aircraft to provide the required air cover. Al-

though the unidentified aircraft left the area shortly 

thereafter, at 9:30 p.m. additional small craft arrived 

and immediately began an attack run in excess of 40 'knots 

on the two destroyers. At 9:52 p.m. both destroyers re-

ported they were unde:r. continuous torpedo attack and were 

engaged in defensive counterfire. When the engagement 

ended at 1:30 a.m. the following morning, the aircrafc. from -

the Ticonderoga had sunk at least two enemy vessels. 1J1he 

destroyers did not suffer any damage. 

In Washington the President and his principal ad-

visors went into emergency sessiono They concluded that a 

decisive military response was necessary. The response 

decided upon was to conduct an air attack on the North 

Vietnamese mainland and to reinforce existing naval and 

air forces in the Pacific.. President Johnson informed the 

American people of the attacks to be conducted on Tuesday 

evening {Washington time). 

The air attack on North Vietnfiln began at approxi-

mately the same time as the President was speaking to the 



78 

nation. Sixty-four attack sorties 6 wexe launched against 

four North Vietnamese patrol boat installations and one 

petroleum installation. 7 As a result, 25 patrol boats were 

destroyed or damaged and 9 percent of North Vietnam's entire 

oil storage capacity was destroyed. American losses were 

two aircraft damaged and two destroyed. 

Now that the United States had gone to the brink of 

war, the public could do nothing Lut wait for reaction by 

North Vietnam's two major allies, Russia and Communist 

China. Moscow's reaction, denouncing what it called 

"aggressive actions of the United States" in the Gulf of 

Tonkin, was judged by observers to be remarkably restraini2d. 8 

Peking's rheturic was more threatening. 'l'hey cha..cged that 

the United States had gone "over the brink of war" and 

spoke of II lending a helping hand. 11 It did not, however, 

contain any hint as to what action the Chinese might be con-

templating.9 

Preparing for any eventuality, on August 7, 1964, 

Congress adopted a resolution authorizing the President 

6A sortie is one mission by one aircraft. 

7The patrol boat installations attacked were at 
the coastal cities of Hongay, Loe Chao, Quang Khe, and 
Phuoc Loi. The oil storage facility targeted was at Vinh. 

8The New York Times, August 6, 1964, p. 8, col. 5. 
9 The New York Times, August 6, 1964, p. 1, col. 4 

and p. 6~ col. 6. 



II • as Commander in Chief, to take all necessary meas-

ures to repel any armed attack against the forces of the 

th . 1110 United States and to prevent fur er aggress~on. 
-the moment, however, the crisis was over. 

ANALYSIS OF HISTORY LEADING UP TO AND 
PRECIPITATING THE CRISIS 

For 
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The United States' participation in the Vietnam 

Conflict is officially recognized as having begun in 1961. 

In response to a request by the South Vietnamese government, 

the first contingent of a large supplement to the token 

number of advisors already in South Vietnam began to arri vr~. 

in the latter portion of that year. In the face of a, 

rapidly expanding threat to the security of South Vietnam 

by the Viet Cong, the mission of these American £epresenta-

tives was to participate actively in government administra-

tion, military planning, the conduct of operations, and 

' 11' d t. ll inte igence pro uc ion. 

In February, 1962, the U. S. Military Assistance 

Command, Vietnam, was established to provide overall direc-

tion to the expanded threat. By December of 1962 the num-

ber of American advisors numbered over 3,000. In addition, 

10usDSB, p. 268. The resolution was passed unani-
mously by the House of Representatives and by the Senate 
with a vote of 88 to 2. 

11 Maxwell D. Taylor, Swords and Plowshares (New 
York: W.W. Norton and Company, 1972), p. 242. 



80 

large quantities of materiel, to include ave= 300 American-

operated aircraft, had been shipped to that beleaguered 

country. 12 As a result, the milita~y situation soon stabi-

lized. Nonetheless, the Viet Cong, who were being actively 

supported and supplied by the Nort.h Vietnamese, continued 

to improve in stxength and in the quantity and quality of 

weapons. 

On November 1, 1963, a coup was successfully exe-

cuted by South Vietnam's military leaders. During the 

action the South Vietnamese president, Ngo Dinh Diem, was 

executed. The reins of the government were soon turned 

over to Diem's vice-president, Nguyen Ngoc Tho; howeve1: 1 a 

committee of four South Vietnamese generals was formed tc 

provide him with 11 necessary advice .. n Although the United 

States had hoped that the coup would bring about political 

and military stability, it had the reverse effect--an 

effect which was to prove negative to the war efforto 

The immediate result of the coup was political 

chaos, both in Saigon and in the outlying provinces. Un-

sure of their status with the new regime, the province 

chiets moved slowly and cautiously. This tendency was also 

reflected in the conduct of offensive military operations. 

The Viet Cong were quick to seize upon this lack of activ-

ity and dramatically stepped up the tempo of their military 

12Ibid., p. 288. 
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operations. On December 21, 1963, the Secretary of De-

fense, Robert S. Md~amara, wrote a memorandum to President 

Johnson which included the following comments: 

••. this is a summary of my conclusions after 
my visit to [South] Vietnam on December 19-20 ...• 
The situation is very disturbing. Current trends, 
unless reversed in the next 2-3 months, will lead 
to neutralization at best and more likely to a Commun-
ist-controlled state. 13 -

Against this background, President Johnson was 

forced to reevaluate United States policy. He requested 

from his advisors their recommendations on what steps 

could be taken to change the trend of the war. The recom-

mendation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff was Lhat the United 

States should ma~e ready to conduct increasingly bolder 

actions in Southeast Asia, "not only for its beneficial 

tactical effect, but to make plain our resolut.ion F both to 

our friends and to our enemies." The actions which th1::::_, 

submitted for consideration ranged from overflights of Laos 

and Cambodia for operational intelligence to the cornmi tment 

of American forces as necessary in direct actions against 

N th V . t 14 or 1.e nam. 

Following on the heels of this recommendation was 

more disturbing news from South Vietnam. On January 30, 

1964, another coup was staged, this time by Nguyen Khanh, 

13Neil Sheehan and others, The Pentagon Papers 
(New York: Quadrangle Books, 1971), p. 279. 

14rbid., pp. 284-285. 
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the general in charge of military operations in the northern 

portion of South Vietnam. Although it cannot be proven, it 

is interesting to speculate if this event, coupled with 

McNamara's evaluation of the battlefield situation, made 

the President feel that some type of action was necessary to 

"get things moving. 11 Regardless, the following month Mr. 

Johnson took two actions which were later to play a part in 

the Tonkin Gulf Incident. The first was to approve the 

immediate implementation of Operation Plan 34A, a program 

which provided for American support of South Vietnamese 

clandestine military operations against North Vietnam. The 

type of activity proposed in the plan included a iiide 

variety of intelligence, sabotage, and psychologicdl war-

fare operations by South Vietnamese personnel on North 

V. t ·1 15 1.e namese soi • The second action by President Jcanson 

was to authorize the employment of destroyer patrols in the 

Gulf of Tonkin. The primary purpose of these patrols was 

to observe coastal infiltration and to gather electronic 

intelligence--intelligence which would be of great value 

if a bombing campaign against the North was ever initiated. 

An auxiliary benefit was that some of the information col-

lected could also be of use to 34A operation planners, even 

though the destroyer patrols were in no way linked to the 

15 See footnote 2. 
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1 d t . t' 16 can es ine opera ions. 

Meanwhile, the military situation in South Vietnam 

continued to worsen. Reporting on the results of a just-
-

completed visit to South Vietnam, Secretary McNamara stated 

in a March 16, 1964, memorandum to the President that nin 

terms of government control of the countryside, about 40 

percent of tne territory is under Viet Cong control or pre-

dominant influence. 1117 In the concluding section of his 

memorandum he included a listing of twelve recommendations, 

most of which dealt with actions to strengthen the position 

of the Khanh government and the fighting posture of the 

South Vietnamese military and para:milita:r:y forces.. A.lthou~Jh 

the Secretary was not in favor of d.Lrect military action 

against North Vietnam at the time, he did re.commend that 

the United States prepare itself for that eventuality. In 

this regard ~woof the specific recommendations he made 

were: (1) that the United States be in a position to take 

"retaliatory action" against North Vietnam; and (2) that 

the United States be ready on 30 days notice to initiate a 

program of "graduated overt military pressure 11 against 

North Vietnam. 18 The former included actions such as overt 

16For a detailed account of the type of activities 
conducted under Operation 34A, see Austin, The President 1 s 
War, pp. 229-230, and Sheehan, The Pentagon Papers, pp .. 311-
314., 

17 Sheehan, The Pentagon Papers, p. 287. 
18Taylor, Swords and Plowshares, p. 311, and Sheehan, 

The Pentagon Papers, pp. 290-291. 
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reconnaissance flights by American pilots over North Viet-

nam and retaliatory bombing strikes and commando raids by 

the South Vietnamese against targets inside North Vietnam. 

As explained by the Secretary, graduated overt military 

pressure involved offensive action against North Vietnam 

by both American and South Vietnamese forces: 

This program would go beyond reacting on a tit-
for-tat basis. It would include air attacks against 
military and possibly industrial targets. The program 
would utilize the combined resources of the GVN 
[Government of South Vietnam] Air Force and the U. S. 
Farmgate Squadron, with the latter reinforced by three 
squadrons of B-57 1 s presently in Japan. Before this 
program could be implemented it would be necessary to 
provide some additional air defense for South Vietnam 
and to ready U.S. forces in the Pacific for possible 
escalation. 19 

On March 17, 1964, Mr. Johnson approved National 

Security Action Memorandum (NSAM) 288, a document which 

incorporated the recommendations of the Secretary of De-

fense. In the opinion of this author, this event is of 

special significance. Until this time the criterion upon 

which President Johnson made decisions concerning Vietnam 

was, "Is it in accordance with the principle of the Viet-

namese fighting their own war? 11 --a principle which both he 

and President Kennedy strongly believed in. In one sense 

NSAM 288 was congruent with this line of thinking. For 

example, one part of it reads: 

19sheehan, The Pentagon Papers, p. 288. The refer-
ence states that 11 Farmgate 11 was the code name for an Ameri-
can air commando squadron operating in South Vietnam with 
planes bearing South Vietnamese markings. 



We are now tiying to help South Vietnam defeat 
the Viet Cong, supported from the North, by means 
short of the unqualified use of U. S~ combat forces. 
We are not acting against North Vietnam except by a 
modest 11 covert 11 program operated by South VietJ1am-
ese .••• 

These were and are some sound reasons for the 
limits imposed by the present policy--the?3outh 
Vietnamese must win their own fight ..... -
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In another sense, however, NSAM 288 represents a 

departure £ram this criterion. In addition to the inclu-

sion of the recommendation concerning graduated overt 

military pressure, the document also states that "it is 

vital that we continue to take every reasonable measure to 

assure success in South Vietnam .. 11 This is the first time 

that a foreign policy proposal which included an admission 

that direct offensive action by u. s. forces might someddy 

be necessary in Indochina had been given the blessing of 

the Commander in Chief. As such, it represented a shift 

in thinking which was probably influential in the decision 

to bomb North Vietnamese torpedo boat bases and in the 

decision reached in early 1965 to begin an escalation of 

the war .. 

Military events in the spring and early summer of 

1964 were not conducive to a reversal of this new trend in 

thought. The Viet Cong continued to score one success 

after another and their degree of control over the country-

side and the people increased. Although the political 

2 O Ibid • , p • 2 9 2 • 
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situation had quieted somewhat and the South Vietnamese 

Army again began to conduct more offensive operatjons, the 

Communist forces were able to retain their rnornentUITl. By 

the end of July, 1964, the situation was definitely poor. 

The number of South Vietnamese casualties had doubled over 

the past month, along with the desertion rate and the loss 

of weapons to the Communists. In the northern coastal 

region, the government pacification program was virtually 

at a standstill~ In the Central Highlands, security was 

threatened by a recent Viet Cong offensive. Even more 

alarming was the fact that the enemy's strength and acti v-

i ty had increased sharply during the last th:r~e mo.'.:.ths in 

th t . d d' S ' 21 e coun rysi e surroun ing aigon. In she.ct, news of 

the ground war just prior to the Tonkin Gulf Incident was 

not encouraging to the administration. 

There is one other historical event which pro!::lably 

had a bearing on the Tonkin Gulf Incident, although to what 

extent is still unknown. At about midnight on July 30, 

1964, an amphibious raid by the South Vietnamese under the 

auspices of the Operation 34A program was made on the North 

Vietnamese islands of Hon Me and Hon Ngu in the Gulf of 

Tonkin. The commanding officer of the Maddox had not been 

informed of the 34A raids, and about 36 hours later he 

2111 After the Show of Force: Sti 11 a Losing War in 
Vietnam," U. S. News and World Report, p. 31; and personal 
observations of this author who was in South Vietnam from 
July 21, 1963, to July 14, 1964. 
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maneuvered the destroyer in the vicinity of these islandsa 

The intriguing question t..h.at now arises is, "Did the Nort.11. 

Vietnamese link the Maddox with the island xaids and at-

tack the vessel on August 2 for that reason? 11 

The North Vietnamese themselves lntimated that this 

roay have been the case. In a statement acknowledging the 

attacks on Hon Me and Hon Ngu, they charged that Seventh 

Fleet warships had on several occasions provided support 

for South Vietnamese ships carrying out provocatory activi-
22 ties against the North. If, in fact, this was their 

reason, why then did they repeat the attack on August 4, 

especially after having been warned against such 0 1:!t:ion by 

the State Department note of August 3? The answers to 

these questions may never be known. Regardless, the fact 

still remains that the attacks did occur, thus involving 

the United States in yet another war crisis which necessi-

tated a rhetorical response--a response which President 

Johnson gave at 11:36 pome (E.D.Te) on August 4, 1964. 

The Exigence 

RHETORICAL ANALYSIS OF PRESIDENT 
JOHNSON'S ADDRESS 

The exigence--that imperfection marked by urgency--

which prompted President Johnson's address to the nation 

was the war crisis brought about by the August 2 and 4, 

22The New York Times, August 6, 1964, p. 6, colc 7. 



1964, incidents in the Tonkin Gulf. 

The armed attacks by North Vietnamese torpedo 

boats on American naval vessels in international waters 
-

88 

constituted a violation of the principles of the Charter of 

the United Nations and of international law. By itself, 

the first attack was not considered sufficient grounds for 

retaliation. It was an isolated incident, and the possi-

bi~ity existed that it was caused by an error in judgment 

or identification on the part of a low-level North Vietnam-

ese naval commander. Thus, President Johnson chose only to 

send a note of protest to the government of North Vietnam. 

When a simj lar attack was repeated two days later under the 

cover of darkness, the President. became convin~ed that the 

at.tacks were premeditated and deliberate acts of armed 

aggression. The issue had now changed to one in which the 

honor of the United States and the future safety of Ameri-

can personnel and ships at sea were at stake. Accordingly, 

he ordered the Navy to conduct air strikes against four 

torpedo boat bases and one petroleum installation on the 

mainland of North Vietnam and directed that existing u. s. 
forces in the Pacific be reinforced. 

At this point the President felt that it was neces-

sary to inform the American public of the situation. He 

began his address with a general statement of the exigence: 

••• As President and Commander in Chief, it is 
my duty to the American people to report that renewed 
hostile actions against United States ships on the 
high seas in the Gulf of Tonkin have today required 



me to order the military forces of the United States 
to take action in reply"23 
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Since news of the second attack had not yet been printed in 

the press, he continued by giving more details of the inci-

dent which had occurred earlier in the day: 

The initial attack on the destroyer Maddox 
[italics in the original], on August 2, was repeated 
today by a number of hostile vessels attacking two 
u. s. destroyers with torpedoes. The destroyers and 
supporting aircraft acted at once on the orders I 
gave after the initial act of aggression. We believe 
at least two of the a~4acking boats were sunk. There 
were no u. s. losses. 

The Constraints 

There are four major constraints with which the 

President had to cope. The first of these was to place 

the blame for the incidents on the North Vietnamese. Since 

the first attack had already been given extensive coverage 

by the press for two days running, this was not a difficult 

task. All that was needed was to point out that the latest 

incident was again initiated by the North Vietnamese with-

out provocation and that the attack occurred in interna-

tional waters. Most of the necessary information was 

23usDSB, p. 259; The New York Times, August 5, 
1964, p. 1, cols. 6-7; and U. S., President, 1963-69 (John-
son) IT "Radio and Television Report to the American People 
Following Renewed Aggression in the Gulf of Tonkin, 11 Public 
Papers of the Presidents of the United States: Lyndon B. 
Johnson, 1963-64, Book II (Washington: Government Printing 
Office, 1965), pp. 927-928. No significant differences 
exist in the speech as presented in these three references. 
Hereafter, only the first reference will be quoted. 

24 USDSB, p. 259. 
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contained in the exigence statement. In addition, the use 

of phrases such as "renewed hostile actions," "new act of 

aggression, 11 and "repe.ated acts of violence" intimated that 
. 

the North Vietnamese were at fault. It is interesting to 

note that the speech did not contain any mention that the 

attacks were unprovoked; it was left up to the audience to 

fill in this information. In light of the Operation 34A 

attacks on Hon Me and Hon Ngu Islands, which from a persua-

sive standpoint were better left unmentioned, it is won-

dered if the orru.ssion was an oversight, because the Presi-

dent, while speaking at Syracuse University the following 
25 day, unequivocally stated that the attacks were unprovok~ci. 

Secretary of Defense McNamara did the same during an address 

before the Congress on August 5. 

A question that comes to mina is, "Did President. 

Johnson deliberately mislead the American public in this 

regard?" Although pure speculation, it is guessed that. at 

least the President felt he did not. Any doubts that he 

may have had as to the influence of the 34A operation on 

the incident were presumably erased when the second at-

tack occurred. 26 

25 USDSB, pp. 260-261. 

26As pointed out in the book, The President's War, 
the significance of the 34A raids on Hon Me and Hon Ngu 
became a major point of contention in the Senate Committee 
on Foreign Relations 1967 investigation of the Tonkin Gulf 
Incident. 
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The second constraint with which the President had 

to deal was the necessity to link the Tonkin Gulf Incident 

with the war going on in t..he rest. of Southeast Asia. If 

this could be done, then the event could be more effective-

ly utilized in the future as historical evidence to justify 

increased U. s. participation in the war, providing that 

such action became necessary. To make this link Mr. John-

son used the following words: 

In the larger sense this new act of aggression, 
aimed directly at our own forces, again brings home 
to all of us in the United States the importance of 
the struggle for peace and security in Southeast 
Asia~ Aggression by terror against the peaceful 
villagers of South Viet-Nam has now been joined by 
open aggression on27he high seas against the unjted 
States of America. 

The third constraint inherent to this particular 

situation was the necessity to gain the support of ~.101:.h 

Congress and the general public. Although the P1:t-::!sident 

had the legal right in his role as Commander in Chief to 

order the retaliatory attacks on North Vietnam, Congres-

sional support of such action, even though after the fact, 

was desirable. Unilateral action of this type by the 

Chief Executive without involving the Congress can bring 

painful consequences later on--a lesson that President 

Nixon was to learn. The role of the general public in 

this regard was to apply pressures on the Congress. If 

solid public support could be obtained, Congressional 

27 USDSB, p. 259. 
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members would then be much less inclined to vote down the 

resolution on Vietnam that the President was going to re-

quest adoption of the following day. 

In his attempts to gain the support needed, Presi-

dent Johnson proved himself worthy of his reputation as a 

shrewd politician--a reputation he had initially won during 

his many years in Congress. Prior to making the address, 

he met with Republican and Democratic leaders in the Con-

gress and guickly gained their support. He next contacted 

Senator Barry Goldwater, his major rival in the forthcoming 

election. The senator, who had been advocating a tougher 

stance be taken against the Communists in Indochina, 

little choice but to lend his support to the planned 

had 

a ~~·-..... I,. 

strikes. Realizing the persuasive impact of such support, 

the President made sure that it was included in his speech, 

. I have today met with the leaders of both 
parties in the Congress of the United States, and I 
have informed them that I shall immediately request 
the Congress to pass a resolution making clear that 
our Government is united in its determination to 
take all necessary measures in support of freedom 
and in defense of Southeast Asia. 

I have been given encouraging assurance by these 
leaders of both parties that such a resolution will 
be promptly introduced, freely and e~peditiously de-
bated, and passed with overwhelming support. And 
just a few minutes ago I was able to reach Senator 
Goldwater, and I am glad to say that he has expressed 
his supp~Bt of the statement that I am making to you 
tonight. 

By the inclusion of this statement, Mr. Johnson effectively 

removed the issue of support for his actions from the 
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bipartisa..~ arena. 

To complete his appeal for public support President 

Johnson next turned to justifying the war on a moral basis. 

Like others before him, he used the principle of ethics 

which advocates that "the ends justify the means": 

It is a solerrm responsibility to have to order 
every limited military action by forces whose overall 
strength is as vast and as awesome as those of the 
United States of America, but it is my considered 
conviction, shared throughout your Government, that 
firmness in the right is indispensable today for 
peace. That firmness will be measured. Its mission 
is peace. 29 

By this statement Mr. Johnson was able to project himself 

not only as a leader who wants to keep America strong, but 

also as one who is equally interested in world p8ace--a 

desirable image for an American President to have. 

'I'he final major constraint was brought 2~bout by the 

fact that for the first time since the KoreaJ1 i:var, t:be 

United States was about to attack a Communist territory" 

Of the two leading Co:rmnunist powers, the Soviet Union and 

Communist China, the biggest worry to the administration 

was the latter. As reported in a military assessment 

written by Major General (Retired) Max s. Johnson for 

U.S. News and World Report: 

If hostilities are to escalate, the decision will 
be China's .••. If mass war, as fought by peasant 
soldiers with A-frame packs on their backs, is ever 

29 Ibid. 



to secure Southeast Asia for China, t.he Communist 
leaders may feel the time has come to seize the 
.. t' t' 30 in1. · 1.a 1 ve. o • • 
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Thus, the task now facing the President was to convince the 

Russian and Chinese leaders.that although the United States 

was deternd ned to support the South Vietnamese, further 

escalation of the war was not desired. Referring to the 

act of "open aggression on the high seas, 11 the President 

stated: 

The determination of all Americans to carry out 
our full commitment to the people and to the Govern-
ment of South Viet-Nam will be redoubled by this 
outrage. Yet our response, for the present, will be 
limited and fittjng. We Americans know, although 
others appear to forget, the risks of spreading con-
flict. We still seek no wider war. 31 

It is the opinion of this author that lhis part.i-

cular portion of the address is weak. Although the posi-

tion of the United States was expressed, the words used 

do not sound very "persuasiveo II There was neither a call 

for restraint nor an appeal for the use of rational think-

ing in a time of crisis. Considering the consequences at 

stake, it is felt that this portion of the speech could 

have been better formulated with little effort. 

The Audience 

On the domestic front President Johnson's message 

was aimed at two levels. The first was to the members of 

30Max s. Johnson, "After the Battle of Tonkin Gulf--
What Now," U. S. News and World Report, August 14, 19 6 4, 
p. 25. 

31USDSB 259 ___ , p. • 
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Congress and the second was to the American public in 

general. As previously explained, it was important to the 

President that the Congress adopt. tlte resolution which he 
. 

was about to propose, not only for the purpose of obtaining 

Congressional approval for the Tonkin Gulf reaction, but 

also to "legalize" any actions he might wish to take in 

the future. Since 19 6 4 was an election year, party poli-

tics was a factor in any support given him; hence, his 

attempt to remove the whole issue, from the political arena. 

Also pointed out was the role of the public. If 

the Congressmen observed that their constituents were in 

favor of the President's actions, then they would be rn,..--i.r.:-e 

inclined to vote for adoption. At this particula:c t.Lme in 

history the mood of the general public was such that they 

were susceptible to persuasion concerning the role of t.he 

United States in Vietnam. The primary reason for this is 

that the majority of the American people knew very little 

of what was going on there other than the fact that the 

United States was involved, primarily on an advisory level, 

in a struggle against the Communists. Prior to the 'I'onkin 

Gulf Incident, it was not an issue to which they paid much 

attention. 

That portion of the foreign audience indirectly ad-

dressed in the speech was the leaders of the Communist Bloc 

countries, particularly Communist China and Russia. As was 

hoped they did not take direct military action to further 



escalate the war. They were not, however, deterred from 

continuing to pxovide North Vietnam with materiel assis-

tance. 
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Except for South Vietnam (which was specifically 

mentioned in the speech), the message was not addressed to 

the leaders of the free world nations. The reaction coming 

from them indicates that it may have been wise to do so. 

Instead of backing the United States for taking firm action 

in the face of Communist aggression, the support of some 

allied nations was tepid or hedged with worry that the 

Vietnam conflict might quickly escalate into II another 

Korea. 1132 

The Orator 

At the time that President Johnson deliverE:!d the 

war crisis address, his image with the Ams:r.ica.n public was 
I 

favorable. In an end-June survey taken by the American 

Institute of Public Opinion, 68% of those interviewed indi-

cated that there was nothing that they "particularly dis-

liked" about Mr. Johnson--a rather amazing result in light 

of the tendency of the American public to quickly form 

opinions about their national leaders. 33 A Louis Harris 

survey conducted in August, 1964, concluded that "Mr. 

32The New York Times, August 7, 1964, p. 8, col. 1. 

33George H. Gallup, The Gallup Poll: Public Oyin-
ion 1935-1971, Vol. III (New York: Random House, 1972, 
p. 1887. 
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Johnson, as the public sees him, is a hard-working Presi-

dent, bright and clever, a friendly, warm, earthy person." 

In this same poll he received a favorable rating by 75% 

of those questioned, which represents a 3% rise over the 

· month. 34 previous 

As it turned out, this public image worked in 

favor of President Johnson in his persuasive attempt. When 

he described what had happened in the Tonkin Gulf, Ameri-

cans believed him. When he told of the military response 

to be taken, they trusted I-us judgment... When he asked for 

their support, they gave it to him. 

Conclusion 

Although President Johnson realized that someday 

he might have to order an escalation of the war in Vietna~, 

he had hoped that this would not become a necessity.. When 

the North Vietnamese a~tacked the Maddox on August 2, 1964, 

the President was put into a somewhat difficult position. 

On one side he was receiving pressure from the Defense 

establishment urging him to make a decisive military re-

sponse to the attack. On the other were his personal fears 

that such a response might provide an excuse for the Chin-

ese or the Russians to enter the conflict. In addition, 

direct U. S. involvement was contrary to his belief that 

27. 
3411 The LBJ Image, 11 Newsweek, August 31, 1964, p. 
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the South Vietnamese must fight their own war. In accord-

ance with his own feelings, Mr. Johnson decided that a 

warning to the North Vietnamese would be sufficient. With 

the advent of the second attack two days later, the situa-

tion changed. Now the safety of American personnel and 

ships at sea was not the only issue; the prestige of the 

country was also at stake~ This time he decided in favor 

of direct American involvement, albeit on a limited scale. 

The two principal rhetorical tasks that the Presi-

dent had to accomplish were to gain Congressional and public 

support for his proposed resolution on Vietnam and to con-

vince the CommunisLs not to further escalate the war~ In 

the opinion o= this author, President Johnsen's rhetorical 

response was fitting in relation to the former task, but 

weak in relation to the latter. 

EFFECT OF PRESIDENT JOHNSON'S SPEECH 
ON PUBLIC OPINION 

Considering the fact that the threat to the national 

security of the United States in this incident was not near-

ly as formidable or clear as that posed during the Pearl 

Harbor or Cuban Missile Crises, President Johnson did ex-

tremely well in his effort to sway American public opinion 

at all levels. The Congress adopted his Vietnam resolution 

with only two dissenting votes; editorial reaction in major 

newspapers across the United States was heavily in 
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favor; 35 and the response of the general publlc both in the 

direction and amount of desired change, was impressive. A 

Louis Harris poll taken just before the crisis indicated 

that only 42% of the people approved of the Presid8nt's 

handling of the war in Vietnam; after the attack approval 

rose to 72%. 36 A similar result was obtained by the Gallup 

orga~ization. In response to a like question, correspond-

ing statistics were 52% approval before the crisis and 71% 

immediately thereafter. 37 

It is therefore concluded that President Johnson 

was successful in his persuasive attempt on the domestic 

level. This success on his part is attributed to three 

principal fac~ors: (1) the Communist attacks appeared to 

be unprovoked; (2) the favorable public image of the 

35Foc a review of editorial comment from major U. Sa 
newspapers, see The New York Times, August 7, 1964, p. 8, 
cols. 5-7. 

36Excerpt from The Washington Post, August 24, 1964, 
p. Al, colso unknown, and p. 7, cols. 1-3 sent to this 
author from Louis Harris and Associates in response to per-
sonal correspondence. 

37Gallup, The Gallup Poll: Public Opinion 1935-
1971, pp. 1897 and 1899. The question asked is, 11 D0 you 
think that the United States is handling affairs in South 
Vietnam as well as could be expected, or do you think we are 
handling affairs there badly?n The results are as follows: 

As well as expected 
Badly 
No opinion 

Julv 23-28, 1964 August 6-11, 1964 
52% 71% 
38 16 
10 13 
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President; and (3) the general lack of knowledge of Ameri-

cans at this particular tlme concerning the situation in 

Vietnam, thus making them more susceptible to persuasion on 

issues concerning it. 



CHAPTER 5 

THE HAIPHONG HARBOR CRISIS 

THE CRISIS 

The final crisis to be discussed differs from those 

previously analyzed in that this crisis was precipitated by 

the United States with the assistance of its ally, the Re-

public of South Vietnam. Even though the actions taken 

were in response to the North Vietnamese invasion across 

the demilitarized zone into South Vietnam in early April, 

1972, in context it represented a major and surprising es-

calation of the war. 

Conunencing at 9: 0 4 a .. m. (Saigon time) , May 9, 19 72, 

scores of Navy A-6 aircraft based on carriers of the 

Seventh Fleet began the airborne delivery of underwater 

mines at entrances to the ports of North Vietnam. 1 This 

signaled the first phase of yet another escalation of the 

Vietnam War: the interdiction of the delivery of war sup-

plies to the North Vietnamese. 

The most heavily-mined port was the principal one 

in North Vietnam, the port at the city of Haiphong. The 

sensitivity of the mission was heightened by the fact that 

Haiphong was only minutes flying time from the capital city 

1 U. S., Department of State, 11 Secretary of Defense 
Laird's News Conference of May 10," The Department of State 
Bulletin, Vol. LXVI, Nov 1718 (Washington: Government 
Printing Office, 1972), p. 765. 
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of Hanoi. Further complicating the raid was the presence 

of 36 foreign vessels in the harbor: 16 Russian, 5 Com-

munist Chinese, 5 Somalian, 4 flying the flag of British 

Hong Kong, 3 Polish, 2 CQban, and 1 East German. 2 (The 

nations to which the ships were registered were notified 

through United Nations and diplomatic channels that they 

had no more than three daylight periods for their ships to 

clear the harbor free of risk of damage. The mines were 

pre-set to activate automatically at 6 p.m. (Saigon time), 

May 11.) 

Even as the mines were still being dropped, the 

full extent of the new measures to be implemented were be-

ing revealed by the President, Richard M .. Nixon, in a radio 

and television broadcast to the nation: 

All entrances to North Vietnamese ports w511 
mined to prevent access to ~hese ports and North 
Vietnamese naval operations from these ports .. 

United States forces have been directed to take 
appropriate measures within the internal and claimed 
territorial waters of North Vietnam to interdict the 
delivery of any supplies. (This did not, however, 
include the use of nuclear weapons or the use of 
American ground forces.] 

Rail and all other communications will be cut 
off to the meximum extent possible. 

Air and naval strikes against military targets 
in North Vietnam will continue. 3 

2Ibid. 
3The New York Times, May 9, 1972, p. 18, col. 7; 

see also U. S. Department of State, 11 Denying Hanoi the 
Means to Continue Aggression, 11 The Department of State 
Bulletin, Vol. LXVI, NoG 1718 (Washington: Government 
Printing Of ce, 1972), p. 749. The content of the speech 
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The President further specified that the actions 

ordered would cease only when all American prisoners of war 

were returned and when an internationally supervised cease-

fire throughout Indochina had begun. He promised that if 

these two conditions were met the United States would then 

stop all acts of force and immediately proceed with a com-

plete withdrawal of all American forces from Vietnam within 

four months .. 

Although there were a number of reactions to 

President Nixon's address, the common question running 

through the minds of Americans at the time was, "Will such 

offensive action plunge the nation into a war with the 

Soviet Union and/or Communist China?" Remembering the 

human wave attacks made by the Chinese in Korea and cogni·-

zan t of the nuclear warfare potential possessed by the 

Russians, the possibility of a conflict with either nation 

caused most Americans great anxiety. 

Since many of the details of the mining have yet 

to be released to the public, it is difficult to pinpoint 

exactly when the crisis atmosphere came to an end. The 

principal concern was what response the Communist Chinese 

and the Russians would ro~(e. Concern about the Chinese 

abated somewhat on May 9 when a statement by their foreign 

as reported by these publications is identical. All fur-
ther footnotes regarding the speech will utilize the New 
York Times source only. 
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ministry in Peking, although condemning in tone, was judged 

by Washington observers to be unusually muted for such an 

occasion. Similar relief over what the Russians would do 

appeared to be evident on the part of the administration 

following a May 11 "courtesy call" to the White House by 

Nikolai S. Patolichev, the Soviet Foreign Trade Minister, 

and Anatoly Fv Dobrynin, Soviet Ambassador to the United 

States. During that meeting President Nixon was told that 

the Moscow Summit Conference, which was to begin on May 

23, was still on as far as the Russians were concerned. 4 

As it turned out, no Communist nation ever made an attempt 

to break through the blockade. 

ANALYSIS OF HISTORY LEADING UP TO AND 
PRECIPITATING THE CRISIS 

Johnson Administration 

When Congress passed the Gulf of Tonkin resolution 

in August, 1964, President Johnson was given the authority 

he needed to escalate the war. By the end of 1964 the 

number of military advisors stationed in-country had risen 

to approximately 23,000. 5 A large scale buildup was begun 

in early 1965, and on June 27 of that year the first en-

tirely American offensive of the war was launched. At the 

4The New York Times, May 11, 1972, cols. 6-7, p. 1. 
5 George Post, "Longest U. S. War Had High Price 

Tag," Army Times, February 7, 19 7 3, col. 1, p. 2. 
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end of 1965 there were 184,000 men in South Vietnam. By 

January, 1968, that number had risen to 486,000. 6 

Although the American public always had difficulty 

understanding the nature of the war in Vietnam, their reac-

tion to President Johnson's escalation measures in response 

to the Gulf of Tonkin incidents was favorable. This sup-

port, however, waned dramatically as a result of the Tet 

invasion by the Communist forces in January and February, 

19680 After having been subjected to a continuous stream 

of optimistic reports on the progress of the war from the 

Johnson administration, the unexpected successes of the 

Communists during the Tet attacks caused the Amerlcan 

people to seriously question the credibility cf the adminis-

tration on all facets of the war, including the justifica-

tions given for the United States' participation in ito 

As President Johnson neared the end of his first full term 

in office, public support for the policies of his adminis-

tration had fallen to such a low state that he decided not 

to seek re-election. Mr. Johnson announced this decision 

to the nation over radio and television on March 31, 1968. 

During this speech he made two statements which were to 

prove of special significance in the Vietnam policy of the 

next administration: 

6 U. S., Department of Defense, Report on the War 
in Vietnam (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1968), 
p. 19 7. 
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Our presei.""lce there [in South Vietnam] has always 
rested on this belie£: The main burden of preserving 
their freedom must be carried out by them--by the 
South Vietnamese themselves .•.• 

Yet, I believe that we must always be mindful of 
this one th:i.ng--whatever the trials and the tests 
ahead: the ultimate strength of our country and our 
cause will be, not in powerful weapons or infinite 
resources or boundle7s wealth, but will lie in the 
unity of our people. 

Nixon Administration 

The favorable reception given by the American 

people to Mr. Johnson's March 31 remarks were apparently 

not lost on President Nixon. Ten months after he assumed 

office Nixon announced his program of Vietnamization. Pre-

sented as an alternate way to end the war if the Paris 

peace negotiations (which had begun to take shape as a 

result of President Johnson's address) should fail, Vlet-

namization was a plan designed to end direct American in-

volvement by slowly transferring responsibility for fight-

ing the war to South Vietnam's armed forces as soon as they 

could be made combat-ready. Although the ~ain justifica-

tion given for such action was the increasing strength and 

proficiency of the South Vietnamese military, an influen-

cing factor toward the initiation of such a program was the 

mood of Congress and the American public--continuing impa-

tience with the war. A survey by the Gallup organization 

taken shortly after the Vietnamization speech revealed that 

7i:r11e New York Times, April 1, 1968, cols. 1, 2, and 
5, p. 20. 
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the President's public approval rating had risen sharply 

from 56% to 68%. 8 The road ahead now seemed relatively 

smooth for the Nixon administration as United Stat.es' par-

ticipation in the war began t.o wind down. 

Such proved to be the case throughout most of 1970 

and 1971. Although the public was not particularly happy 

about the brief employment of American forces in Cambodia 

and Laos (during mid-1970 and early 1971, respectively) for 

what was characterized as ''protective reaction raids, n they 

were somewhat mollified by the continued withdrawal of 

troop units from South Vietnam. By mid-1971, the majority 
', 

of Americans seemed resigned to the notion that it would .oe 

the Vietnamization program, and not the Paris peace nego-

tiations, which would eventually result in the end of u .. s .. 
involvement. This resignation is reflected in a finding cf 

a nation-wide Gallup survey taken in May, 1971: 

What Americans want in the way of troop with-
drawals contrasts sharply witn their expectations. 
Large majorities have been found to favor the with-
drawal of troops immediately or by the end of this 
year. However, only 9 per cent in the current survey 
expect tha} all troops will actually be withdrawn by 
this time. 

Although doubtful that it was recognized as such at 

the time, the first indications of real trouble ahead 

8Gallup Opinion Index, Report No. 84, June, 1972. 
citing Nixon 1 s popularity statistics since the start of 
his term; see also "What America Really Thinks of Nixon," 
Newsweek, August 28, 1972, pp. 16 and 18. 

9Gallup Opinion Index, Report No. 72, June, 1971. 
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began to appear in late-1971. 10 In October intelligence 

reports suggested that the enemy was in the process of a 

buildup for a major attack. On November 17, the secret 

negotiation session scheduled for November 20 between 

Henry A. Kissinger, Assistant to the President for National 

Security Affairs, and Le Due Tho, Hanoi's chief negotiator, 

was canceled by the North Vietnamese (purportedly because 

Le Due Tho was ill). The United States then began to ex-

perience difficulty in getting the secret talks resumed. 

On January 25, 1972, President Nixon made a bold 

attempt to demonstrate to the world that it was the North 

Vietnamese, and not the United States, which was responsi-

ble for the lack of progress in Paris. In a radio and 

television addiess to the nation he revealed the existence 

of the secret talks, cited the intransigence of ~½.e North 

Vietnamese negotiators, and advanced a new proposal for an 

immediate cease-fire.. In exchange for a North Vietnamese 

withdrawal, the President offered an immediate cease-fire, 

the exchange of all prisoners of war, the withdrawal of 

all American forces within six months, intexnationally-

supervised elections with all political elements (including 

the Communists) participating in and helping to run the 

elections, and the resignation of the President and Vice 

10see Appendix A for a summary of significant oc-
currences during the period January 1 to May 8, 1972. 
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President of South Vietnam one month before such elec-

tions .. 11 Although the North Vietnamese finally bowed to 

world pressure and agreed to resume the secret talks, they 

were able to delay such meetings until May 2--a favorable 

date to them in light of the actions they were to take in 

the interim. periodo 

One of the highligh t.s in February, 19 72, was Presi-

dent Nixon's trip to Communist China. This trip, coupled 

with the news of a scheduled summit meeting in Moscow dur-

ing the last week of May between President Nixon, General 

Secretary Leonid Brezhnev, and other Soviet leaders, once, 

again raised the American public's hopes for peace in 

Southeast Asia. They would scarcely have been so optimis-

tic had they been privy to the alarming number of repo~tB 

being received through U.S. and South Vietnamese intell~-

gence channels concerning the continuing military buildup 

in North Vietnam. The reason for this buildup materialized 

on March 31 as large North Vietnamese units began to cross 

through the demilitarized zone (DMZ) separating the two 

Vietnarns. By Easter Sunday (April 2) the administration 

had positively confirmed that the anticipated invasion was 

in fact taking place. Of special concern was the discovery 

that the North Vietnamese units were armed with 

11u. S. , Department of State, "Indochina~ An Equi-
table Proposal for Peace," The Department of State Bulletin, 
Vol. LXVII, No. 1703 (Washington: Government I)rinting 
Office, 1972), pa 181. 
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sophisticated weapons supplied principally bl:" the Soviet 

Union and Communist China .. 

As later became evident, the North Vietnamese in-

vasion consisted of a thxee-pronged thrust: The first cut 

across the DMZ to the south in the direction of Quang Tri, 

Hue, and Da Nang; the second led from Cambodia west to 

Pleiku, the ultimate objective of which was to continue the 

drive west to the sea, thus cutting South Vietnam in two; 

and the third was from Cambodia southwest to An Loe and 

then toward Saigon. Each was accompanied by devastating 

fire attacks and the use of armored vehicles • 
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As the end of April neared, the provincial capital 

of Quang Tri had fallen and the South Vietnamese units 

fighting there had retreated in disorder, t.he city of 

Pleiku was threatened, and the town of An Loe had been re-

duced to rubble, having changed hands several times during 

the fighting. On April 20 Mr. Kissinger went to Moscow for 

four days to arrange for the forthcoming summit meeting. 

However, he also went with instructions from the President 

to express our dismay over the invasion and to emphasize 

the United States' desire for a rapid solution to the war 

and our willingness to look at all possible approaches. 

The Soviet leaders showed interest and urged resumption of 

negotiations in Par~s~ (On March 23 the seml-private 

plenaries had also been interruptedo) The Russians further 

indicated that they would use their constructive influence 

with the North Vietnamese. 

By April 24, the outcome of the battle raging in 

the south was still uncertain. What was clear, however, 

was that the North Vietnamese were bent on victory. Twelve 

of North Vietnam's thirteen regular combat divisions were 

in South Vietnam, and military estimates placed the strength 

of the North Vietnamese forces there at more than 120,000. 12 

12 U. s., Department of State, "A Report on the 
Military Situation in Viet-Nam and the Role of the United 
States," The Department of State Bulletin 1 Vol .. LXVI; No. 
1716 (Washington: Government Printing Office, 1972), p. 
684. 
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Although the 69,000 American ground troops remaining in 

_ South Vietnam were not yet involved ir1 battle, their chances 

of becoming so were increasing. 

A slightly more optimistic viewpoint was contained 

in an April 25 message to b"le President from General Creig-h-

ton W. Abrams, Commander, U. S. Military Assistance Corru~and! 

Vietnam. In that message General Abrams concluded that if 

the United States continued to provide air and sea support, 

the North Vietnamese invasion would fail and the Sou~h 

Vietnamese would then have demonstrated their ability to 

defend themselves on the ground against future enemy at-

tacks. 13 Based on this assessment and after consul t.a.tion 

with his senior advisors, the President made another deci-

sion which he transmitted to the nation ti.11.a.t eve:·ii. ng. This 

decision contained three elements: (1) to continue with 
' the Vi,etnamization program by withdrawing 20,000 more 

Ac~ericans over the next two months, (2) to send Ambassador 

William J. Porter, the chief United States delegate to the 

plenary sessions, to return to the negotiating table the 

following day, and (3) a continuation of the air and naval 

attacks on military installations in North Vietnam until 

the North Vietnamese stopped their invasion. 14 

The North Vietnamese were not to be scared off. 

The invasion continued and the peace sessions in Paris 

13Ibid. 14 b'd 684 Ii., pp. -685. 
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turned out to be a disaster. The plenaries resumed on 

April 27 but were again interrupted on May 4 due reportedly 

to North Vietnamese intransigence. At the one private 

session on May 2 the administration accused the North Viet-

namese of refusing to even discuss any American proposal 

and of not offering any new approach of their own. 

When it became apparent that the negotiations would 

not produce any meaningful results, the President began to 

consider what actions, if any, should be taken next. Three 

courses of action were explored: Immediate withdrawal of 

all American forces, continued attempts at negotiation, and 

decisive military action. On the afternoon of May 8 he 

chose the lat-cer and announced his decision to the na1:.ion 

over radio and television that evening. 

The Exigence 

RHETORICAL ANALYSIS OF PRESlDE~T 
NIXON'S ADDRESS 

The exigence prompting President Nixon's May 8, 

1972, address to the nation was the existence of a highly 

unfavorable military situation in South Vietnam brought 

about by the massive North Vietnamese invasion. As re-

ported in the press, the northern provinces were in danger 

of being overrun, control of the Central Highlands was 

being contested, and the situation northwest of Saigon in 

the vicinity of An Loe was of deep concern. After a month 

of hard fighting the South Vietnamese were still in control 
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of the overall situation, but this was due primarily to the 

stepped-up U. S. air and naval attacks against North Viet-

nam. During a May 9 news conference Mr. Kissinger repeated-

ly alluded to the seriousness of the situation and told re-

porters that the only safe conclusion to make at that 

moment was that the outcome of the situation was uncer-

t . 15 ain. 

President Nixon had repeatedly asdured Americans 

that if the Paris negotiations failed, the only other 

honorable alternative which would insure success was his 

Vietnamization plan. As President Johnson had incurred a 

giant credibility gap because of the Tet offensive, so now 

was President Nixon facing the possibility of lncurring a 

similar problem because of this latest North Viet~am~se cf-

fensive. Because of this development, Mr. Nixon began tc 

draw criticism from all quarters. The Democrats in Con-

gress renewed their demands for immediate withdrawal with 

increased vigor, campus demonstrations began to start up 

again, support by other nations was slow in coming, and 

even the "silent majority" began to question the wisdom of 

his past actions. For the President, the nation, and the 

rest of the world, it was a situation which demanded some 

15u. S .. , Departraent of State, "Presidential Assis-
tant Kissinger Discusses Considerations Leading to Presi-
dent Nixon's New Decisions on V1.et-Narn 1 " The Department of 
State Bulletin, Vol. LXVI, No. 1718 (Washington: Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1972), p. 757. 
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type of action along with a publiC' statement of what was to 

be done. 

The May 8 address constituted the President's re-

sponse to the situation. As was the case in the other 

speeches discussed, the President identified the exigence 

for his audience in his address. He began the speech with 

a statement about the invasion, condemn.ad the North Viet-

namese for it, and implicated those nations who were pro-

viding them with supplies. Although he did not choose to 

describe the situation as bleak as it actually was (pre-

sumably to maintain some degree of confidence by the public 

in South Vietnam's arme~ forces), he did explain it as a 

serious one which demanded further action. 

The Constraints 

The major constraints facing President Nixon were 

basically these: 

(1) The Paris negotiations had fallen apart; some-

thing had to be done to get them going again. 

(2) As a result of the North Vietnamese offensive, 

American lives were in danger, the Vietnamization program 

was in trouble, and the defeat of South Vietnam had become 

a distinct possibility. 

( 3) Neither the American public nor the administra-

tion wanted to be inadvertently pushed into armed conflict 

with the Soviets or the Chinese. 
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(4) The credibility of the United States as a world 

power willing to defend her treaty commitments was at stake. 

(5) It was highly desirable that any action taken 

meet with the general approval of the American public. 

Faced with these constraints, the President was 

forced with the difficult problem of taking some type of 

action which would be effective and at the same time not 

too drastic, and also of how to present his case to the 

audience. The action he decided upon ~as to take those 

measures he considered necessary to stop the flow of sup-

plies into North Vietnam in the hope that the result would 

be a logistical problem with which the North Vietna£ne~se 

could not cope .. The rhetorical strategy he chose wa.s Lo 

explain the situation and the reasons for his decision in 

detail, followed by a plea to all concerned for suppo~~~ 

President Nixon began his speech by outlining 

selected events in history which led up to the crisis. 

Once he had dealt with the details of the problem, he con-

tinued by commenting on abortive attempts by the United 

States to negotiate with the North Vietnamese. The purpose 

of this tactic was two-fold: To establish a historical 
\ 

justification for his decision and to place the blame for 

the crisis directly on North Vietnam and those of her 

allies which were providing her with materiel support. 

The President was now ready to present to his audi-

ence his justifications for his decision. These he 
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identified as "the only two issues left for us in the war": 

First, in the face of a massive invasion do we 
stand by, jeopardize the lives of 60,000 Americans, 
and leave the South Vietnamese to a long night of 
terror? This will not happen. We shall do whatever 
is required to safeguard American lives and America~ 
honor. 

Second, in the face of complete intransigence at 
the conference table do we join with our enemy to 
install a Communist government in South Vietnam? 
This, too, will not happen. We will not cross the 
line from generosity to treachery. 16 

As can be readily discerned, these ntwo 11 issues in 

reality include many sub-issues: Firmness in face of 

crisis, the physical safety of Americans and South Viet-

namese, treaty commitments, and the moral issue of honor--

all of which were of varying degrees of importance t..o th.e 

American public. 

Working within this framework, the President next 

chose to demonstrate to his audience that the thought p1·0--

cess' leading to his decision was logical, that he had 

indeed considered alternate solut1ons to the problem. To 

do this he used the technique of outlining those courses 

of action which were seriously considered. The three he 

presented were: (1) an immediate withdrawal of all Ameri-

can forces, (2) continued attempts at negotiation, and (3) 

decisive military action. 17 By outlinfng the advantages 

and disadvantages of each, he was thus able to introduce 

16The New York Times, May 9, 1972, cols. 2-3, p. 
18. 

17rbid. 
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and re-introduce many of his constraints. The first course 

of action was rejected on the grounds that it would doom 

the South Vietnamese to a life of II tyranny and terror, 11 

would leave the United States with no bargaining leverage 

to guarantee tl1e return of American prisoners of war, and 

would invite similar aggression by the Communists all over 

the world. The second, negotiation, was rejected on the 

demonstrated unwillingness of the enemy to negotiate. 

This form of elimination left only the third--decisive 

military action. While again repeating many of the con-

straints, Mr. Nixon presented this as being the only course 

of action considered that would bring peace, a con di ti on 

f h . h Am . h d t d ' 18 or w ic er1 cans a a grea , e~n re. 

Having presented these considerations to his a~1ai-

ence, the President announced that he had decided in favor 

of the third course of action. He then proceeded to outline 

the military measures to be taken and the conditions under 

which they would be ceased. 

The President now turned to the task of convincing 

the American people that this course of action was appropri-

ate. Many of the key phrases which traditionally had proved 

sound were used: "withdraw with honor"; 11 end the killing"; 

"bring our POW' s home 11 ; "works of healing and of peace. 11 

18. 
18The New York Times, May 9, 1972, cols~ 3-4, p. 
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The concluding remarks were directed individually 

to each of the major parties on both sides involved in the 

Vietnam war. In addition to adding a personal touch to his 
-speech, this tactic was presumably used to allow the Presi-

dent to comment directly to what he considered to be the 

two most critical portions of his audience: Soviet leader-

ship and the American public. His remarks to the Soviet 

Union are particularly interesting. It should be recalled 

that a major constraint was the need to avoid any armed 

conflict with either the Chinese Communists or the Soviet 

Union, especially the latter. The President, although 

recognizing the necessity to take some action in the face 

of crisis, wanted to minimize the risk of taunting th~ 

Russians into taking counter-measures which might eventual-

ly plunge the two nations into an unwanted nuclear war:. 

With this objective in mind the President con-

structed this portion of his speech on a base of diplomatic 

rhetoric, avoiding the use of terms which the Russian 

leaders could interpret as threatening or II saber-rattling. 11 

The comments are especially interesting in that they are 

clearly a persuasive attempt (as opposed to a demand) to 

convince the Soviets that they should not become further 

involved. Anticipating the arguments of those Russian 

"hawks" who rnigh t have access to Soviet Chairman Brezhnev, 

President Nixon presented what he hoped would be inter-

preted as rational counterpoints: 



We recognize the right of the Soviet Union to 
defend its interests when they are threatened. 
The Soviet Vnion in turn must recognize our right 
to defend our interests. 

No Soviet soldiers are threatened in Viet-Nam. 
Sixty thousand Americans are threatened. We expect 
you to help your allies, and you cannot expect us 
to do other than to continue to help our allies. 

120 

After stressing the recent progress that had been made be-

tween the two nations, the President ended this portion of 

the address with a call for restraint in the mutual inter-
19 est of peace. 

Before leaving the subject of constraints, I would 

like to point out what it is felt to be two deliberate 

omissions. The first is the absence of a~y attempt to 

justify the war for reasons of a threat to nat.Lo:1.::t:L secur-

i ty--a justification which in past war crisis speeches was 

always used. The reason for its omissio:w. was that bo-t!i c-i.e 

Johnson and Nixon ad.ministrations had been unable to c:0.1-

vince the majority of Americans that this was a viable 

issue. Hence, President Nixon relied heavily in his speech 

on the two aspects he knew the American public would re-

spond favorably to: increasing the chances for peace and 

the safety of Americans already there. 

The second omission is any direct mention of the in-

creased risk of a nuclear conflict with the Soviets if 

they chose to challenge the blockade. Although a great 

number of ~..mericans suspected that such a threat existed, 

19 The New York Times, May 9, 1972, col. 8, p. 18. 
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it is reasonable to assume that the thought escaped a great 

many others. The President chose, wisely I believe, not to 

channel thinking in this direction. 

His concluding remarks to the American public con-

stituted a strong appeal for support for his decision in 

the name of peace. It is probably not happenstance that 

this word was used six times in the last forty-five seconds 

of the address. His key position was one commonly used by 

American Presidents in times of war crises: the hope 

that the actions to be taken would "win the kind of peace 

that will last. 1120 

The Audience 

To review Bitzer's concept, a rhetorical audience 

consists only of those persons who are capable of being in-

fluenced by discourse and of being mediators of change. 21 

As was the case in the other speeches, the foreign audience 

was made up primarily of the leaders of the other nations 

somehow involved in the conflict. In his address, Presi-

dent Nixon specifically addressed the leaders of North 

Vietnam and the Soviet Uniono The former had the capabil-

ity, if they were so willing, to put an immediate end to 

the conflicte The latter were important, not only because 

20 rbid. 
21Lloyd F. Bitzer, 11 The Rhetorical Situation," 

Philosophy and Rhetoric, January, 1968, pp. 7-8. 
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they were crucial to the success of the forthcoming summit 

meeting and the ongoing strategic arms limitations (SALT) 

talks, but also because they could expedite the end of the 

war by using their constructive influence with the North 

Vietnamese and by drastically reducing their shipments of 

supplies to No~th Vietnam. Of course, the area of highest 

concern to the United States was that the Soviets respect 

the blockade. 

The remarks to the South Vietnamese were directed 

to the citizenry as a whole. In reality, they were meant 

more for the government and the armed forces of that na-

tion. The one thing that the Vietnamese were afraid of 

was that the Americans would withdraw before they were 

ready to assume the military burden of the war alone. At 

the time the invasion took place the Vietnamese had far all 

practical pu~poses reached that point on the ground. But 

they were not yet quite ready in terms of providing ade-

quate air support. Also, in the precarious situation that 

existed, for purposes of morale the South Vietnamese armed 

forces needed reassurance that they still had the backing 

of the United States. Mr. Nixon provided that reassurance 

by word and deed. 

Of interest is that Mr. Nixon chose not to address 

directly the Communist Chineoe. Instead, they were included 

in the category of "other nations, especially those allied 

with North Vietnam. 11 That they were of concern was alluded 
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to by Mr. Kissinger in a news conference which he held on 

May 9, Nonetheless, it is presumed that the potential 

Chinese threat, as compared to that posed by the Soviets, 

was judged to be significantly lower. 

Using Bitzer's concept of "rhetorical audience," in 

the case of some Presidential addresses to the nation it is 

possible to argue that the general American public is not 

part of the audience because they are not able to mediate 

change. In these instances the President is simply ful-

filling his responsibility to keep the nation informed. 

Such was not the case, however, with the May 8 speech. As 

ti.Le resignation of President Johnson bore witness to, puh-

lic opinion with regard to the Vietndm war was indeed a 

powerful tool--especially in the hands of liberal Co:Pg,ress-

men. But it:. was President Nixon who gave weight tc the 

concept of a "silent majority"; it was they who gave him 

support; and it was to them that the speech was primarily 

directed. 

The Orator 

To attempt to judge what influence President Nixon 

personally had on the rhetorical situation,· it is first 

necessary to get a picture of how he appeared to the major-

ity of the American public. Unfortunately, this author was 

unable to locate any good sources of information originating 

about the time of the crisis. However, a national survey 

commissioned by Newsweek and conducted by the Gallup 
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1ieved to be fairly reliable. To quote from Newsweek: 

"Modern, forward-looking," "sticks to his prin-
ciples'" . . . has generated a Presidential aura 
that has won him the respect, though probably still 
not the love, of large numbers of his countrymen. 

Re may not arouse great fervor, but he has come 
to epi·tomize a certain safe and solid competence. 
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The cheers he inspires may n0t raise any roofs but 
they are cheers none52eless--for both his performance 
and his personality. 

Of the above statements the most pertinent to the, 

part he played in the rhetorical situation is that regard-

ing the public's view of his competence--"safe and solid." 

This is not to say that the "silent majority" did not have 

any criticisms of President Nixon. The poJnt, however, is 

that in a time of crisis they felt that he could be 

trusted. This was reaffirmed in the minds of many as his 

intage and voice were projected before them on :May 8. He 

spoke slowly and clearly without a trace of anxiety in hjs 

voice. His expression radiated concern and sincerity, but 

h d . d t ' d 23 T h h d h' e 1 ao, appear worrie. o t ose w o supporte im 

before the speech, and even to others whose support was 

wavering~ in a time of crisis he was their man. 

Con.cl us ion 

The invasion of South Vietnam by her neighbor to 

the north coupled with the failure of the peace negotiators 

22-:1What America Really Thinks of Nixon," Newsweek, 
August 28, 19 72, p. 16. 

23Personal observation of author. 
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in Paris presented President Nixon with one basic task that 

he had to accomplish. This problem was the necessity to 

take action which would slow down the momentum of the at-

tacking North Vietnamese to the point that the security of 

American bases in the south would not be jeopardized and 

that the South Vietnamese armed forces would be able to 

bring the situation under control. His decision that the 

United States would continue the bombing and mine the 

harbors of North Vietnam offered a good chance of resolv-

ing this task. Once the President made the announcement 

in favor of offensive military action, the additional task 

of convincing Communist China and the Soviet Un.Lon {pr:1.ruo..c-

ily the latter) that they should not become further i.c·-

vol ved was created. This he attempted to resolve th r~ugh. 

the use of persuasive rhetoricv 

Since his response to these tasks also permitted 

a continuance of both the withdrawal of American forces 

and the transferral of combat responsibility over to the 

South Vietnamese, it is the opinion of this author that 

the May 8, 1972, address by President Nixon was a fitting 

resp~nse to the rhetorical situation in existence. 

EFFECT OF PRESIDENT NIXON'S SPEECH 
ON PUBLIC OPINION 

As was the case in the other speeches discussed, 

the President's popularity rating with the public increased 

after the crisis. In a Gallup poll taken in late,March, 
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19 72 1 5 3% of the Amerl can public approved of the way that 

President Nixon 'ivas handling the duties of his office. On 

the next Gallup survey taken during the last week of May, 
24 Nixon rece.:. ved approval from 61% of the American people. 

Part of this increase, howevE?r, was probably due to the 

President's summit meeting in Russia which began on May 23. 

More indicative in this particular case were the 

results of two Gallup surveys dealing with the question, 

"Do you approve or disapprove of the way President Nixon is 

handling the situation in Vietnam? 11 In an April 21-24 

survey, 48% of those interviewed approved, 44% disapproved, 

and 8% expressed no opinion. 25 In the first Gc:..11 up s urve':{ 

to be taken after: t.1-ie May 8th speech (May 26-29), 53% ap-
d 38° d' d d 9° d · · 26 prove , '5 .1.s approve , an -o expresse n0 opin:-.C'n. 

Sadly enough, no Gallup poll was taken immediately aft-1~:t: 

Nixon's speech; therefore, on the basis of this organiza-

tion's results it is impossible to tell if the 53% approval 

figure is truly representative of public support for 

Nixon's decision immediately after his address to the nation. 

Based on a Harris poll published on May 14, there is reason 

to believe that the Ebbinghaus Effect--where as time 

24GalluE Opinion Index, Report No. 84; June, 1972, 
citing statistics from surveys conducted during the periods 
March 24-27, 1972, and May 26-29, 1972. 

25Gallup Opinion Index, Report No. 83, May, 1972. 
26 Gallup Opinion Index, Report No. 84, June, 1972. 
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progresses, a change in public opinion tends to regress 

toward that level at which it was prior to the action which 

produced the change--was taking place by late May~ For 
-

example, the Harris poll, which asked the question, "Do 

you approve of the mining of North Vietnamese harbors, 11 

indicated 59% approval by Americans, 24% disapproval, and 
27 17% who were no~ sure. 

Although the poll results are clear and fairly 

easy to interpret, such is not the case with the American 

press. In general, most of the newspapers and magazines 

who were critical of his Vietnam policy prior to the min-

ing of North Vietnam's harbors remained critical after 

that action and vice versa. 

, Based on the evidence which has been uncov~-1E~d 1 .1. 't. 

is concluded that there was a shift in publlc oplnio~ in 

the direction that President Nixon desired. The amount of 

this shift is more difficult to pinpoint. Using the April 

21-24 Gallup survey results of 47% public approval as a 

base for comparison, the May 26-29 Gallup survey shows a 

6% rise and the Harris poll, published on May 14, indicates 

a 12% rise. The advantage of the Harris poll percentage 

(versus that of the second Gallup survey) is that it was 

obtained almost immediately after the President's address. 

Its disadvantage is that the question asked differs 

27The New York T;mes, May 14 1972 1 8 28 ...1.. I I CO • I P • • 
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slightly in context from that ask.ed in the April 21-24 

Gallup survey. For example, it is reasonable to assume 

that a person could approve of the mining action and still 

not be satisfied with the President's handling of the 

Vietnam situation. For this reason, the more conserva-

tive 6% figure is accepted for this study as representing 

the amount of shift in public opinion--despite this author's 

hunch that the shift which actually occurred was slightly 

more. 



CHAPTER 6 

CONCLUSIONS 

GENERAL 

The objective of this chapter is to synthesize the 

data presented in Chapters 2-5 in order to answer the 

question, "How has the persuasive rhetoric used by Presi-

dents in times of war crisis affected public opinion?" In 

this regard, the dimensions of special interest are the 

direction and the amount of public opinion change. 

HYPOTHESIS 1 

The first hypothesis of the thesis was t;-.a-t: pro-

viding the rhetoric employed by the Presieent is appropr~-

ate to the situation, his public support will increase over 

that prior to the crisis. 

To arrive at a conclusion as to the probable 

validity of this hypothesis, two questions must be answered. 

The first of these is, "Were each of the Presidential ad-

dresses appropriate/fitting responses to the war crisis 

situations in existence at the time?" Using Bitzer's con-

cept of rhetorical situation, it was concluded that each of 

the Presidential addresses can be considered ~o be an appro-

priate/fitting response. The caveat that was applied to 

129 
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President Johnson I s Tonkin Gulf address is that it was 

rhetorically weak in its appeal to the Russians and the 

Communist Chinese to not become further involved in the 

war; however, this weakness is not of import to a shift in 

American public opinion. 

The second question that must be answered is, "Does 

sufficient evidence exist Ln each instance to clearly in-

dicate that public opinion shifted in the direction desired 

by the President?" Editorial comment appearing in the na-

tion's press and magazines immediately after the crisis is 

of some assistance in providing proof that public opinion 

shifted in this direction. For example, in the case of 

Presidents Roosevelt, Kennedy, and Johnso::-1, edit:...:irial com-

ment was overwhelmingly in favor of the President's deci-

sions. Such comment is not helpful, however, in the case 

of President Nixon since most of the newspapers and maga-

zines which were critical of his Vietnam policy prior to 

the mining of North Vietnam's harbors remained critical 

after that action, and vice versa. 

Statistical evidence of a favorable shift in pub-

lic opinion is provided by the results of public opinion 

polls. 1 For example, President Roosevelt received over-

whelming public approval on three issues he advocated in 

1columns 1-5 of Appendix B2 (Summary of Results of 
Research) (Comparison of Opinion Polls) provide a compara-
tive summary of the results of public opinion polls. 
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his speech: forbidding defense strikes, a fifty-hour work 

week with no overtime pay, and limiting profits. President 

Johnson's approval rating on his handling of the situation 

in Vietnam rose 19% in one poll taken immediately after hls 

speech and 30% in another. President Nixon, who had re-

ceived a rating of only 48% on the same issue prior to the 

crisis, gained the approval of 59% of those interviewed 

for his decision to mine North Vietriam's harbors. Finally, 

on the one survey issue that can be applied to all of the 

Presidents--public approval of how they were handling 

their duties--the ratings that each received after his ad-

dress was higher than that prior to it. 2 

Considering the combined evidence of edii:.orial com-

ment in the printed media and the results of public opinion 

surveys, it is concluded that the rhetoric used by the 

Presidents in times of war crisis affected a change in 

public opinion in the direction desired by the Presidents. 

The question that must now be asked is, "To what 

extent can this conclusion be generalized? 11 This author 

is of the opinion that the crises selected are sufficiently 

varied in nature3 to permit the conclusion to be consistently 

used with a high degree of assurance of its validity. 

2President Roosevelt's popularity rating rose from 
73% to 84%; Kennedy's, from 62% to 74%; Johnson's from 72% 
to 75%; and Nixon's, from 53% to 61%. 

3For a comparison of the nature of the crises, see 
·colUI1111s 1-2 of Appendix Bl (Comparison of Crises). 
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HYPOTHESIS 2 

The second hypothesis of the thesis was that the 

nature of the crisis and the mood of the nation at the time 

of the crisis are major determinants of the amount of in-

creased public support the President will receive for his 

decision. In order to arrive at a conclusion as to b~e 

probable validity of this hypothesisf a comparison of these 

factors as they appli~d to each crisis will be made. Based 

on this comparison, the author will forecast what he thinks 

the public opinion statistics will show. This forecast 

will then be compared to the actual statistics to test its 

validity. 

Nature of the Crises 

Of -che crises considered, the Pearl Earbcr and -::.he 

Cuban Missile Crises are judged to be the two most sericus. 

Japan's declaration of war on the United States, accor,1panied 

by her attack on Pearl Harbor, clearly constituted a formid-

able threat to the security of the United States. This 

threat was of such magnitude that for most Americans the 

only acceptable response was war. AJ. though the Russian de-

ployment of offensive weapons to Cuba did not by itself 

demand a war response, it, too, constituted an awesome 

threat to the nation's security. The seriousness of this 

threat was greatly heightened because nuclear weapons weie 

involved. 
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Of the remaining two crises--the incidents in the 

Tonkin Gulf and the mining of North Vietnam's harbors--the 

latter is considered to be the more serious. The primary 

reason for this judgment is that the possibil:i.ty th.at the 

United States would end up in a direct confrontation with 

Russia and/or Communist China is believed to have been much 

higher in the latter. According to the "ethics of war," 

the United States' reaction to the North Vietnamese attack 

on its vessels in international waters is considered a 

justifiable escalation. However, a response which directly 

affects other nations not involved in the actual fighting, 

as was the case wiL~ the actions taken by Pre3ident Nixon, 

places a strain on those "ethical limitz. 11 This is esF-eci-

ally true when a state of war has not been formally de-

clared. 

In review, the Pearl Harbor and Cuban Missile 

Crises are considered to have been the most se~ious in na-

ture, the minjng of North Vietnam's harbors as the next 

most serious, and the Tonkin Gulf Crisis as being the least 

serious. As related to the amount of opinion change that 

occurred, this conclusion compares favorably with the re-

sults of the surveys taken on the popularity rating of the 

President. Mr. Roosevelt's rating rose 11%; Kennedy's, 

12%; Nixon's, 6%; and Johnson's, 3%. 4 Unfortunately, no 

4see columns 1-5 of Appendix B2. 
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other public opinion polls taken allow such a comparison. 

The ramifications of this will be discussed later ln detail-. 

Mood of the Nation 

The next determinant for consideration is the mood 

of the American at the time the crises occurred. Any 

analysis of this matter must eventually concern itself with 

the question of how attuned psychologically the nation had 

become toward the possibility of having to go to war (or to 

become further enmeshed in one). Involved therein are two 

interacting elements: (1) the public's perception of the 

threat posed by the enemy to the national secu:r:1 ty /i,.ttere3ts 

of the United States; and (2) its perception of the s,2rious-

ness of the incident which prompted the crisis. 

The pub lie' s perception of the thre ::1.t. the enerr~r 

poses to the national security/interests of the natlo~ is 

formed over a period of time by historical events occurring 

prior to the crisis. For example, by late October of 1941, 

Americans judged the past actions of the Japanese in the 

Pacific to be so inimical to the national interest that 64% 

of those polled approved of taking immediate steps to pre-

vent Japan from becoming more powerful, even at the risk of 
5 war~ Many Americans had reached the point of hoping that 

something would happen to provide an excuse for the United 

States to take some type of decisive action against Japan; 

5see columns 1-5 of Appendix B2. 
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The second element--the public's perception of the 

seriousness of the incident which proropted t.he crisls---is 

that which can serve to quickly heighten the desires of the 

public to take action against another nation, regardless 

of their previous opinion regarding the threat posed by 

that nation. For example, prior to the Tonkin Gulf Inci-

dent, many Americans found it difficult to view North Viet-

nam as posing a serious threat to their security, and woula 

not have lent their support to direct U. s. military action 

against that nation. This attitude quickly changed. when 

the North Vietnamese twice attacked our cestroyers in inter-_ 

national waters o Americans became angry ovarnight and 

their pride was hurt. As a consequence, most cf t."l..<.:-m 

readily accepted President Nixon's decision, even though 

they realized that the United States might end up in a war 

as a result of it. 6 

Taking the interaction of these two elements into 

consideration, a forecast of the relative amount of opinion 

change that should have occurred based solely on the moods 

of the nation is as follows: The greatest amount of opinion 

change is expected to have occurred as a result of the Pearl 

Harbor and Cuban Missile Crises, the next greatest amount 

6see columns 1 and 5 of Appendix B2. 
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as a result of the Tonkin Gulf Crisis, and the least amount 

as a result of the mining of North Vietnam 1 s harbors. The 

moods of the nation at the time of incidents prompting the 

Pearl Harbor ru~d Cuban Missile Crises is estimated to be of 

about equal intensity because in both instances the public 

viewed the enemy as representing a serious threat to the 

security of the United States, and in both instances they 

viewed the incidents prompting the crisis as also quite 

serious. The reasons that many Americans were susceptible 

to being persuaded in favor of direct military action 

against the enemy, even at the risk of war, subsequent to 

the incidents in the Tonkin Gulf is explained in tl:e pre-

ceding paragraph. It is felt that the nation was least. 

psychologically attuned to the possibility of qoing to war 

as a result of the mining of North Vietnam I s harbors for 

two reasons. The first is that by the time the North Viet-

namese began their full-scale invasion across the demili-

tarized zone into South Vietnam in April, 1972, a sizeable 

portion of the American public had decided that the North 

Vietnamese did not pose a significant threat to the secur-

ity of the United States. Having made this decision, 

nothing short of an annihilation of U. S. forces in South 

Vietnam could have changed many minds. Secondly, it was 

difficult for many A..mericans to view the North Vietnamese 

invasion as being an extremely serious incident. In fact, 

many were not even sure that the President was telling them 

the truth. 
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Based on the results of the poll taken on the popu-

larity rating of the Presiden~s, the ranking of ti1e first 

two crises based on the mood of the American public is up-

held. Presidents Roosevel-:. and Kennedy received the high-

est amounts of opinion change--11% and 12%, respectively. 

'The second half of the forecast is not upheld, however, 

since President Johnson received only 3% as compared to the 

2% received by Presldent Nixon. As was earlier pointed out, 

this is the only area in which polls were taken that per-

mits a comparison of the amount of public opinion change 

occurring in the four crises treated in this thesis. 

Discussion of Evidence Related to Hypothesis 2 

Although sufficient evidence exists to provide a 

clear indication of the direction of change in oplnion 

resulting from the war crisis addresses, this author has 

enco.untered several problems in attempting to reach a con-

,clusion concerning the relative amount of opinion change 

that book place. One major problem is that of all the 

:survey issues upon which polls were taken, the only one 

tha~ ca:1 be applied to all of tl1e crises considered in this 

thesis is the popularity rating of the Presidents. Polls 

were taken on more useful survey issues, but these issues 

were not treated by the survey organizations in every 

crisis. For example, a useful question th at was asked prior 

to and immediately after th6 two crises involving the North 

Vietnames,e was, "Do you appr0ve of the President's handling 
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0£ the situation in Vietnam?" No questions of a similar 

nature were asked both before and after the Pearl Harbor 

and Cuban Missile Crises. Hence, the difficulty in making 

a comparative analysis. 

Another major problem is that the popularity rating 

of a President is not an especially good issue upon which 

to sole~y base a conclusion of the amount of opinion change 

resulting from a war crisis address. Involved in that 

issue is the public's opinion of the President's perform-

ance in a host of other areas besides his handling of a 

crisis; e.g., keeping the economy healthy, handling race 

problems, getting Congress to act, keeping corruption out· 

of government, implemen~ing other foreign policy, etc. 

The third major problem arose when tilis author came 

to the realization that the amount of opinion change that 

occurred was somewhat affected by the percentage level of 

public opinion on an issue just prior to the occurrence of 

a crisis. The reason for this is that in the vast major-

ity of all situations there appears to be an upper percen-

tage limit, short of 100%, beyond which public approval 

will not go. Stated another way, it appears that regard-

less of what a President says or does, there is a certain 

percentage of the'American public that will not support 

him. If this is true, then the higher the percentage of 

public approval the President has on any issue before a 

crisis, the lesser the percentage of people there are left 
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for him to persuade. This is an extremely important con-

sideration when attempting to interpret relative amounts 

of change in public opinion. This can be translated into 

reality when considering the popularity ratings received 

by Presidents Johnson and Nixon. Prior to the war crises 

Johnson and Nixon had popularity ratings of 72% and 53%, 

respectively; after their speeches they attained ratings 

of 75% and 61%, reflecting a respective change of 3% and 

8%. Assuming that most of the change could be attributed 

to their handling of the crises, the tendency would be to 

conclude that Nixon "out-persuaded" Johnson by 5%. More 

useful statistics suggest the contrary. One poll taken on 

President Johnson's handling of the situation in Vietnam 

indicates that he was able to persuade 19% of -chose inter-

viewed (from 52% to 72%). Another polling organization 

gave him a favorable opinion change of 30% (from 42% to 

72%). In a poll taken on the same issue, it was found that 

President Nixon was able to change the minds of only 8% of 

those interviewed (from 53% to 61%). Why the discrepancy? 

It is suggested that on the popularity rating prior to the 

occurrence of the crisis, Mr. Johnson was already near the 

11 upper limit" and that Mr. Nixon potentially had a longer 

way to go. 

Incidentally, this same discrepancy is just one more 

reason that this author cannot with confidence arrive at a 

conclusion as to the probable validity of the second 
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hypothesis using only the survey results pertaining to the 

popularity rating of the Presidents. Again, the problem 

is that this is the only issue that was treated before and 

after all of the speeches considered in th.is thesis. 

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The question to be answered in this thesis was, 

"How does the rhetoric used by the Presidents in times of 

war crisis affect public opinion?" Based on the conclusion 

reached on the first hypothesis, a partial answer which cari 

be given is that providing the rhetoric employed by the 

President is appropriate to the situation, the puclic sup-

port rendered to him will represent an increase over that 

which he had prior to his address. 

In this regard, if a situation had been enc:ountered 

in which the response to the war crises was not appropriate 

to the situation it might have supported the obverse conclu-

sion that if the rhetoric employed by the President is not 
I 

appropriate to the situation, the public support rendered 

to him will represent a decrease over that which he had 

prior to the crisis. Since no such response was encountered, 

however, this conclusion cannot be made with certainty. 

Because of the inadequacy of the evidence available, 

it was not possible to reach a conclusion as to the probable 

validity of the second hypothesis. Nonetheless, this author 

still believes that the nature of the crisis and the mood of 
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the nation at the time of the crisis are major determinants 

of the amount of increased public support that the Presi-

dent will receive for his decision. To anyone with enough 

interest to tackle the problem further, this author recom-

mends that three criteria be adhered to in the selection 

of the crises for dilalysis. First, ~he c.cises should be 

varied enough in nature to pe.cnd.t a generalization of cha 

conclusion(s} reached. Second, appropriate statistics 

resulting from polls taken a relatively short time prior to 

and after the crises should be available. In this xegard, 

appropriate statistics should result from a survey dealing 

with a question similar to the following: "uo you approve 

or disapprove of the way the President- is handling the 

situation in _______ ?" Finally, the percentage lev~l 

of public approval on the polling question prior t.c the 

occurrence of each crisis should be approximately the same. 

This will avoid the "upper limit of public approval II prob-

lem. 
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APPENDIX A 

SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICAl~T OCCURRENCES, 
J~.,NUARY 1-MAY 8, 1972 

Jan. 25: President Richard M. Nixon delivers radio-tele-
vision address to nation revealing existence and substance 
of secret peace talks and advances a new peace proposal, 
consisting of: 

-An immediate cease-fire .. 
-The exchange of all prisoners of war~ 
-The withdrawal of all U. S. forces within six months~ 
-Internationally-supervised elections with all political 

elements, including the Communists, participating in 
and helping to run the elections. 

-Resignation of the President and Vice President of 
So-:.1th Vietnam one month before such elections. 

Jan .. 26: U., S. sends message to Hanoi indicating readiness 
to resume private negotiations. 

Feb. 14: Hanoi indicates willingness to meet at any time 
after March 14., 

Feb. 17: Uo S. accepts Hanoi's proposal and sugs;ests r:tate 
of March 20 .. 

Feb. 29: Hanoi accepts date of March 20. 

Feb. 21-27: President Nixon visits Communist China. 

Mar~ 6: Hanoi postpones March 20 meeting until April 15. 

Mar. 13: Ue S. makes counterproposal of April 24. (April 
15 unsuitable because of scheduled trip by Mr. Kissinger 
to Japan.) 

Mar. 23: Ambassador William J. Porter interrupts plenaries 
due to lack of response by North Vietnamese to March 13 
message. 

March 27: Hanoi accepts date of April 24, contingent on 
U. S~ returning to the plenary sessions. 

Mar; 31: Message to Hanoi drafted by U.S. agreeing to 
resume plenary sessions on April 13, and confirming secret 
meeting date of April 24. 
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Mar. 31: - Approximate date the major North Vietnamese 
ground offensive through the demilitarized zone begins. 
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Apr. (general): Six messages exchanged between Wa.s;.1.ington 
and Hanoi. All revolve around the question of wh::i..c!.1 should 
be held first--a plenary session or a secret session. 

Apr. 2: Easter Sunday. U. S. message based on March 31 
draft sent to Hanoi. Administration becomes certain that 
North Vietnamese invasion is underway. 

Apr. 20-·24 Mr. Kissinger visits Moscow to arrange for 
forthcoming summit meeting. Soviet leaders er;i.courage 
resumption of negotiations. 

Apr. 25: President makes radio-·television address to nation. 
Announces continuation of troop withdrawals, directs Am-
bassador Porter to return to plenary sessions, and continua-
tion of U. S. air and naval attacks or.. North Vietnam until 
invasion ceases. 

Apr. 27: Plenaries resumed in Paris with 148th sessi,Jn 
taking place. 

May 2: Mr. Kissinger meets with Le Due Tho in Paris at 
resumption of secret sessions. No£th Vietnamese refus~ 
to discuss any U. S. proposal, and instead deTTJand as 
necessary occurrences for a cease-fire on thelr part tl:at: 

-The President of South Vietnam resign. 
-The "machinery of oppression" of t.1-ie South Vietnamese 

government be disbanded. 
-The pacification program be stopped. 
-The Vietnamization program be stopped. 
-All political prisoners be released. 
-A government composed of those who favor "peace, inde-
pendence, neutrality, and democracy" be formed in 
South Vietnam. 

May~: 149th plenary session. Ambassador Porter again 
interrupts plenaries due to North Vietnamese intransigence. 

May 8: President Nixon makes radio-television address to 
nation, announcing the mining of Haiphong Harbor and other 
measures designed to interdict the delivery of war supplies 
to North Vietnam by other nations. 



(1) 
CRISIS 

PEARL 
HARBOR 

CUBAN 
MISSILE 

APPENDIX B 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF RESEARCH 

Bl. COMPARISON OF CRISES 

(2) 
NATURE OF CRISIS 

Involved a deliberate and overt 
attack on U. s. territory; thou-
sands of Americans killed or 
wounded; Japan declared war on 
United States; perceived threat 
to national security extremely 
high; u. s. response was war. 

(Very Serious) 

Involved threat of nuclear attack 
on the United States; one American 
pilot killed; no war declared, but 
involved direct confrontation with 
Russia; perceived threat to national 
security extremely high; threat of 
nuclear war very high. 

(Very Serious) 

(3) 
MOOD OF NATION 

Toward Japanese: Considered as 
guilty of aggression in the 
Pacific; considered as enemy of 
U.S. because of alliance with 
Axis powers; seen as threat to 
national security. 

Toward incident: Viewed as ex-
tremely serious and as one which 
demanded a war response. 

Toward Russia: Considered as 
adversary of United States for 
long period of time; thought of 
as being a world poNer; seen as 
a constant threat to the national 
security. 

Toward incident: Viewed as ex-
tremely serious and as one which 
demanded some type of decisive 
response~ 



(1) 
CRISIS 

TONKIN 
GULF 

HAIPHONG 
HARBOR 

Bl. COMPARISON OF CRISES (continued) 

(2) 
NATURE OF CRISIS 

Involved a direct attack on U. s. 
ships and personnel in international 
waters; no American casualties; per-
ceived threat to national security 
in terms of principle of freedom of 
the seas considered high; ultimate 
threat that u. s. would become in-
volved in a war considered as least 
probable of the four crises consid-
ered. 

(Least Serious) 

Crisis initiated by U.S. in re-
sponse to North Vietnamese invasion 
of South Vietnam; undeclared war in 
existence; possibility existed that 
U. So might end up in direct con-
frontation with Russia or Communist 
China. 

(Serious) 

( 3) 
MOOD OF NATION 

Toward North Vietnamese: Con-
sidered an enemy of the Uv S., 
but not a serious one; not 
thought of as a powerful nation, 
but had backing of Russia and 
Communist China. 

Toward incidents: First attack 
viewed as a possible mistake; 
second attack viewed as deliber-
ate; viewed as serious and as 
one which demanded a decisive 
response., 

Toward North Vietnamese: By this 
time considered as an enemy by 
most, but large segment of Ameri-
can population did not view as a 
serious threat to national secur-
ity. 

Toward incident: North Vietnam-
ese invasion considered as seri-
ous; many Americans approved of 
U.S. response and many did not; 
all viewed response as serious. 



(4) 

SURVEY ISSUE 

President Popular-
ity Rating 

Handling Situation 
in Vietnam 

Mining of North 
Vietnamese Harbors 

Taking Some Type of 
Action Against Cuba 

Taking Immediate 
Steps to Prevent 
Japan from Becoming 
More Powerful, Even 
at the Risk of War 

Forbidding Defense 
Strikes 

50-hour Work Week 
with No Overtime Pay 

Limiting Profits 

B2. COMPARISON OF OPINION POLLS 
(Percentage of Public Approval) 

(5) (6) ( 7) 
ROOSEVELT KENNEDY JOHNSON 

(Dec. 7, 1 41) (Oct .. 22, '62) (Aug. 4, ! 64) 

Before After Before After Before After 
Crisis Crisis Crisis Crisis Crisis Crisis 

73% 84% 62% 74% 72% 75% 

52% 71% ____ .-a __________ 

42% 72% 

52% 

64% 

87% 

80% 

79% 

(8} 
NIXON 

(May 9, I 72) 

Before After 
Crisis Crisis 

53% 61% 

48% 53% 

59% 



APPENDIX C 

PRESIDENT ROOSE\7ELT 1 S WAR CRISIS ADDRESS, 
DECEMBER 9, 19411 

My fellow-PJne~ic2~s~ 
The sudden cri111.:.n:9.l attad:s perpetrated by the Japanese 

in the Pacific prc~lide tbe climax of a decade of interna-
tiona] im.~orality. 

Powerful and r2sou:rcefu1 gangsters have banded together 
to make war upon the whole hwnan race. Their challenge 
has now been f 11.mg at the United States of America. The 
Japanese have treacherously violated the long-standing 
peace between us. Many American soldiers and sailors have 
been killed by enemy action. A~erican ships have been sunk; 
American airplanes have been destroyed. 

The Congress and the people of the United States have ac-
cepted that challenge. 

Together with other free peoples, we are now fighting tc 
maintain our right to live among our world neighbors in 
freedom and in common decency, without fear of assault. .. 

I have prepared th.e full record of onr past relations 
with Japan, and it will be submitted to the Congress., It 
begins with the visit of Corrimoa.o:.--e Perry to Japan e1.ghty-
eigh t years ago. It ends with the visit_ of two Japanese 
emissaries to the Secretary of Stat6 last Sunday, an hour 
after Japanese forces had loosed their bombs and machine 
guns against our flag, our forces and our citizens. 

I can say wi 1:h utwost confidence that no Americans today 
or a thousand years hence need feel anything but pride in 
our pat.1.ence and in our efforts through all the year.s towar.:l 
achieving a peace in the Pacific would would be fair and 
honorable to every nation, large or small.. And no honest 
person, today or a thousand years hence, will be able to 
suppress a sense of indignatlon and horror at the treachery 
committed by the 1t1ili tary dictators of Japan under the very 
shadow of the flag- of peace borne by their special envoys in 
our midst .. 

The course that Japan has followed for the past ten years 
in Asia has paralleled the course of Hitler and Mussolini 1n 
Europe and in Africa. Today, it has become far more than a 
parallel. It is collaboration, actual collaboration, so 

1Recording transcription, The New York Times, Decem-
ber 10, 1941, pQ 1, col3e 506 and p. 4, cols. 206. (Note: 
Newspaper subtitles placed in square brackets.) 
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well calculated that all the continents of the world, ru1d 
all the oceans, are now considered by the Axis strategists 
as one gigantic battlefield. 

In 1931: ten years ago, Japan invaded Manchukuo--without 
warningo 

In 1935, Italy invaded Ethiopia--without warning. 
In 1938, Hitler occupied Austria--without warning. 
In 1939, Hitler invaded Czecho-Slovakia--without warning. 
Later in 19 39, Hitler invaded Poland--wi thout warning .. 
In 1940, Hitler invaded Norway, Denmark, the Netherlands, 

Belgium and Luxembourg--withou-c wai::ning. 
In 1940, Italy attacked France and later Greece--without 

warning,, 
And in this yedr, 1941, the Axis ?ewers attacked Yugoslavia 

and Greece and they dominated the Balkans--without warning. 
In 1941 also, Hitler invaded Russia--without warning." 
And now Japan has attacked Malaya and Thailand--and the 

United Sta~es--without warning. 
It is all of one pattern. 
We are now in this war. We are all in it--all the way. 

Every single man, woman and child is a partner in the most 
tremendous underta¥ing of our American history. We must 
share together the bad news and the good news, the defeats. 
and the victcries--the changing fortunes o= war. 

So far, the news has been all bad. We have suffered a 
serious set-back in Hawaii. Our forces in the Philippines, 
which include the brave people of that comi."Uonwealth, are 
taking punishrne~t, but are defending themselves vigorously. 
The reports from Guam and Wake and Midway Islands are still 
confused, but we must be prepared for the announcement th~t 
all these three outposts have been seized. 

The casualty lists of these first few days will undoubtedly 
be large. I deeply feel the anxiety of all of the families 
of the men in our armed forces and the relatives of peop 
in cities which have been bombed. I can only give them my 
solemn promise that they will get news just as quickly as 
possible. 

This government will put its trust in the stamina of the 
American people and will give the facts to the public just 
as soon as two conditions have been fulfilled; first, that 
the information has been definitely and officially confirmed; 
and, second, that the release of the information at the time 
it is received will not prove valuable to the enemy directly 
or indirectly. 

Most earnestly I urge my countrymen to reject all rumors. 
These ugly little hints of complete disaster fly thick and 
fast in wartime. They have to be examined and appraisedo 

As an example, I can tell you frankly that until further 
surveys are made, I have not sufficient information to state 
the exact damage which has been done to our naval vessels 
at Pearl Harbor. Admittedly the damage is serious. But no 
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one can say how serious until we know how much of this 
damage can be repaired and how quickly the necessary repairs 
can be made,. 

I cite as another example a statement made on Sunday night 
that a Japanese carrier had been located and sunk off ti1e 
Canal Zone. And when you hear statements that are attri-
buted to what they call "an authoritative source, 11 you can 
be reasonably sure from now on that under these war circum-
stances the "authoritative source" is not any person ln 
authority. 

Many rumors and reports which we now hear originate, of 
course, with enemy sources. For instance, today the Japan-
ese are claiming that as a result of their one action against 
Hawaii they have gained naval supremacy in t..~e Pacifice This 
is an old trick of propaganda which has been used innumer-
able times by the Nazis. The purposes of such fantastic 
claims are, of course, to spread fear and confusion among 
us and to goad us into revealing military information which 
our enemies are desperately anxious to obtain~ 

Our government will not be caught in this obvious trap--
and neither will the people of the United States~ 

It mus~ be remembered by each and every one of us that 
our free and rapid commnnication t.hese days must b8 greatly 
restricted in wartime.. It is not possihle to recei w::i full, 
speedy, accurate reports from distant areas of combat. 
This is particularly true where naval operations are con-
cerned. For in these days of the marvels of radio it is 
often impossible for the commanders of various unJ~ts t.o re1-

port their activities by radio, for the ver.y simple r~ascn 
that this information would become available to ~he enemy, 
and would disclose their position and their plan of defense 
or attack. 

[Pledge Concerning Information] 
Of necessity there will be delays in officially confirming 

or denying reports of operations, but we will not hide facts 
from the country if we know the facts and if the enemy will 
not be aided by their disclosure. 

To all newspapers and radio stations--all those who reach 
the eyes and ears of the American people--I say this: You 
have a most grave responsibility to the nation now and for 
the duration of this war. 

If you feel that your government is not disclosing enough 
of the truth, you have every right to say so. But--in the 
absence of all the facts, as revealed by official sources--
you have no right in the ethics of patriotism to deal out 
unconfirmed reports in such a way as to make people believe 
that they are gospel truth. 

Evei-y citizen, in every walk of life, shares this same 
responsibility. The lives of our soldiers and sailors--the 
whole future of this nation--depend upon the manner in which 
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each and every one of us fulfills his obligation to our 
country. 

Now a word about the recent past--and the future. A year 
and a half has elapsed since the fall of France, when the 
whole world first realized the mechanized might which the 
Axis nations had been building for so many years .. America 
has used that year and a half to great advantage. Knowing 
that the attack might reach us in all too short a timer we 
immediately began greatly to increase our industrial 
strength and our capacLty to meet the demands of modern 
warfare.. ' 

Precious months were gained by sending vast quantities of 
our war materiel to the nations of the world still able to 
resist Axis aggression. Our policy rested on the fundamen-
tal truth that the defense of any country resisting Hitler 
or Japan was in the long run the defense of our mm country .. 
That policy has been justifiedo It has given us time, in-
valuable time, to build our American assembly lines of pro-
duction. 

Assembly lines are now in operation. Others are being 
rushed to completion. A steady stream of tanks and planes, 
of guns, ships, and shells and equlpment--that is what these 
eighteen months have given us. 

But it is all only a beginning of what still has to be 
donea We must be set to face a long war against craf~y 
and powerful bandits. The attack at Pearl Harbor can be 
repeated at any one of many points, points both oceans 
and along both our coast lines and against all ti1e rest of 
t..h.e hemisphere. 

It will not only be a long war, it will be a hard war. 
That is the basis on which we now lay all our planso That 
is the yardstick by which we measure what we shall need 
and demand money, materials, doubled and quadrupled produc-
tion--ever increasing. The production must be not only for 
our own Army and Navy and air forces. It must reinforce 
the other armies and navies and air forces fighting the 
Nazis and the war lords of Japan throughout the Americas and 
throughout the worlde 

I have been working today on the subject of productione 
Your government has decided on two broad policies. 

The first is to speed up all existing production by working 
on a seven-day-week basis in every war industry, including 
the production of essential raw materials. 

The second policy, now being put into form, is to rush 
additions to the capacity of production by building more 
new plants, by adding to old plants, and by using the many 
smaller plants for war needs. ' 

Over the hard road of the past months we have at times met 
obstacles and difficulties, divisions and disputes, indiffer-
ence and callousness. That is now all past--and, I am sure, 
forgotten. 
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The fact is that the country now has an organization in 
Washington built around men and women who are recognized 

- experts in their own fields.. I think the country knows 
that the people who are actually responsible in each and 
every one of these many fields are pulling together with a 
teamwork that has never before been excelledo 

On the road ahead there lies hard work--gruelling work--
day and night, every hour and every minute. 

I was about to add that ahead there lies sacrifice for 
all of us. 

But it is not correct to use that word. The United Stated 
does not consider it a sacrifice to do all one can, to give 
one's best to our natlon, when the nation is fighting for 
its existence and its future life. 

It is not a sacrifice for any man, old or young, to be in 
the Army or the Navy of tl1e United States. Rather is it a 
privilege .. 

It is not a sacrifice for the industrialist or the wage-· 
earner, the farmer or the shopkeeper, the trainman or the 
doctor, to pay more taxes, to buy more bonds, to forego 
extra profits, to work longer or harder at the task for 
which he is best fitted.. Rather, it is a privilege .. 

It is not a sacrifice to do without. many things to whid1: 
we are accustomed if the national defense calls for doing 
without them. 

[Summary of Nation's Supplies] 
A review this morning leads me to the conclusion that at 

present we shall not have to curtail the norroal use of 
articles of foodo There is enough food today for all of us 
and enough le over to send to those who are fighting on 
the saIT1e side with us. 

But there will be a clear and definite shortage of metals 
for many kinds for civilian use for the very good reason that 
in our increased program we shall need for war purposes more 
than half of that portion of the principal metals which dur-
ing the past year have gone into articles for civilian use. 
Yes, we shall have to give up many things entirely. 

And I am sure that the people in evecy part of the nation 
are prepared in their individual living to win this war. I 
am sure that they will cheerfully help to pay a large part 
of its financial cost while it goes on. I am sure they will 
cheerfully give up those material things that they are asked 
to give up. 

A...~d I am sure that they will retain all those great spirj-
tual things without which we cannot win through. 

I repeat that the United States can accept no result save 
victory, final and complete. Not only must the shame of 
'Japanese treachery be wiped out, but the sources of interna-
tional brutality, wherever they exist, must be absolutely 
and finally broken. 



164 

In my message to the Congress yesterday I said that we 
"will make very certain that this form of treachery shall 
never endanger us again." In order to achieve that certain-
ty 1 we must begin the great task that is before us by 
abandoning once and for all the illusion that we can ever 
again isolate ourselves from the rest of humanity. 

In these past few years--and, most violently, in the past 
few days---we have learned a terrible lesson. 

It is our obligation to our dead--i t is our sacred obli-
gation to their children and to our children--that we must 
never forget what we have learned. 

J\nd what we have learned is this: 
There is no such thing as security for any nation--or any 

individual--in a wor.ld ruled by the principles of gangster-· 
ism. 

There is no such thing as impregnable defense against 
powerful aggressors who sneak up in the dark and strike 
without warning. 

We have learned that our ocean-girt hemisphere is not 
immune from severe attack--that we cannot measure our safety 
in terms of miles on any map any more. 

[Part of "Dirty Business" J 
We may acknowledge that our enemies have performsd a 

brilliant feat of deception, perfectly timed ar.d executed 
with great skill. It was a thoroughly dishonorable deed, 
but we must face the fact that modern warfare as cor.ducted 
in the Nazi manner is a dirty business. We don't like 1 :.:--
we didn't want to get, in i t---but we are in it and we' re ~oing 
to fight it with everything we've got. 

I do not think any American has any doubt of our ability to 
administer proper punishment to the perpetrators of these 
crimes. 

Your government knows that for weeks Germany has been tell-
ing Japan that if Japan did not attack the United States, 
Japan would not share in dividing the spoils with Germany 
when peace came. She was promised by Germany that if she 
came in she would receive the complete and perpetual control 
of the whole of the Pacific area--and that means not only the 
Far East, but also all of the islands in the Pacific, and 
also a stranglehold on the west coast of North and Central 
and South America. 

We now [sic] also that Germany and Japan are conducting 
their military and naval operations in accordance with a 
joint plan. That plan considers all peoples and nations 
which are not helping the Axis powers as common enemies of 
each and every one of the Axis powers. 

That is their simple and obvious grand strategy. That 
is why the American people must realize tha~ it can be 
matched only with similar grand strategy. 

We must realize, for example, that Japanese successes 
against the United States in the Pacific aLe heloful to ,; 
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German operations in Libya; that a~y German success against 
the Caucasus is inevitably an assistance to Japan in her 
operations against the Dutch East lndies; that a German 
attack against Algiers or Morocco opens the way to a German 
attack against South America and the Canal. 

[Points to Aldin FightJ 
On the other side of the picture, we must learn also to 

know that guerrilla warfare against the Germans in, let us 
say, Serbia, or Norway, help us; that a successful Russian 
offensive against the Germans helps us; and that British 
success on land or sea in any part of the world strengthen 
our hands. 

Remerober always that Germany and Italy, regardless of any 
formal declaration of war, consider themselves at war with 
the United States at this moment just as much as they con-
sider themselves at war with Britain or Russia. And Ger-
many puts all the other Republics of the Americas into the 
same category of enemies~ The people of our sister Republics 
of this Hemisphere can be honored by that fact. 

The true goal we seek is far above and beyond the ugly 
field of battle.. When we resort to force, as now we !UUst, 
we are determined that this force shall be directed toward 
ultimate good as well as against immediate evil. We Ameri·-
cans are not destroyers--we are builderso 

We are now in tl1e midst of a war, not for conquest, not 
for vengeance II but for a world in which this nation, ar~d 
all that this nation represents, will be safe for our chil-
dren. We expect to eliminate the danger from Japa~, but 
it would serve us ill if we accomplished that and i:01.1.nd -chat 
the rest of the world was dominated by Hitler and Mussolini. 

So, we are going to win the war and we are going to win 
the peace that follows. 

And in the difficult hours of this day--and through dark 
days that may be yet to come--we will know that the vast 
majority of the members of the human race are on our side. 
Many of them aie fighting with uso All pf them are praying 
for us. For, in representing our cause, we represent theirs 
as well--our hope and their hope for liberty under God. 
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PRESIDENT KENNEDY'S WAR CRISIS ADDRESS, 
OCTOBER 22, 19621 

Good evening, my fellow citizens: 
This Government, as promised, has maintained the cl0sest 

surveillance of the Soviet military buildup on the island 
of Cuba. Within the past week, unmistakable evidence has 
established the fact that a series uf offensive missile 
sites is now in preparation on that imprisoned island. The 
purpose of these bases can be none other than to provide a 
nuclear strike capability against the Western Hemisphere. 

Upon receiving the first preliminary hard information of 
this nature last Tuesday morning at 9 a.m., I directed that 
our surveillance be stepped up. And having now confirmed 
and completed our evaluation of the evidence and our deci-
sion on a course of action, this Governffient feels oblig3d 
to report this new crisis to you in fullest detail. 

The characteristics of these new missile sit·"::, indica-t:.e 
two distinct types of installations. Several of them in-
clude medium range ballistic missiles, capable of carrying 
a nuclear warhead for a distance of more than l. 000 nauticd.L 
miles. Each of these missiles, in short, ls c~pable of 
striking Washington, D.C., the Panama Canal, Ca.pe C2.naveral,, 
Mexico City, or any other city in the southeascern part of 
the United States, in Central America, or in the Caribbean 
area. 

Additional sites not yet completed appear to be designed 
for intermediate range ballistic missiles--capable of travel-
ing more than twice as far--and thus capable of striking most. 
of the major cities in the Western Hemisphere, ranging as 
far north as Hudson Bay, Canada, and as far south as Lima, 
Peru. In addition, jet bombers, capable of carrying nuclear 
weapons, are now being uncrated and assembled in Cuba, while 
the necessary air bases are being prepared. 

This urgent transformation of Cuba into an important stra-
tegic base--by the presence of these large, long-range, and 
clearly offensive weapons of sudden mass destruction--con-
stitutes an explicit threat to the peace and security of all 

1u. S., President, 1961-63 (Kennedy), "Radio and 
Television Report to the Ame:rican People on the Soviet Arms 
Buildup in Cuba. October 22, 1962," Public Papers of the 
Presidents--John F. Kennedy (Washington: Government Print-
ing Office, 1963), pp. 806-809. 
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the Americas, in flagrant and deliberate defiance of the 
,Rio Pact of 1947, the traditions of this Nation and hemi-
sphere, the joint resolution of the 87th Congress, the Char-
ter of the United Nations, and my own public warnings to 
the Soviets on September 4 and 139 This action also contra-
dicts the repeated assurances of Soviet spokesmen, both 
publicly and privately delivered, that the arms buildup 
in Cuba would retain its original defensive character, and 
that the Soviet Union had no need or desire to station 
strategic missiles on the territory of any other nation. 

The size of this undertaking makes clear that it has been 
planned f,or some months. Yet only last month, after I had 
made clear the distinction between any introduction of 
ground-to-ground missiles and the existence of defensjve 
antiaircraft missiles, the Soviet Government publicly 
stated on September 11 that, and I quote, 11 the armaments and 
military equipment sent to Cuba are designed exclusively 
for defensive purposes," that, and I quote the Soviet Gover'11.-
ment, 11 there is no need for the Soviet Government to shift 
its weapons ••• for a retaliatory blow to any other 
country, for iris tance Cuba, 11 and that, and I qnote their 
government, "the Soviet Union has so powerful rockets to 
carry these nuclear warheads that there is no need to 
search for sites for them beyond the boundaries of the Sov~ .. ,:::t 
Union .. " That statement was false .. 

Only last Thursday, as evidence of this rdpid offensive 
buildup was already in my hand, Soviet Foreign rii:iis t8r 
Gromyko told me in my office that he was instructed to m~~c 
it clear once again, as he said his governrre11t had already 
done, that Soviet assistance to Cuba, and I quote, "pursued 
solely the purpose of contributing to the defense capabili-
ties of Cuba," that, and I quote him, "training by Soviet 
specialists of Cuban nationals in handling defensive arma-
ments was by no means offensive, and if it were other.wise," 
Mr. Gromyko went on, "the Soviet Government would never be-
come involved in rendering such assistance." That statement 
was also false. 

Neither the United States of America nor the world commun-
ity of nations can tolerate deliberate deception and offen-
sive thre.ats on the part of any nation, large or small. We 
no longer live in a world where only the actual firing of 
weapons represents a sufficient challenge to a nation's 
security to constitute maximum peril. Nuclear weapons are 
so destructive and ballistic missiles are so swift, that anv 
substantially increased possibility of their use or any -
sudden change in their deployment may well be regarded as a 
definite threat to peace. 

For many years, both the Soviet Union and the United 
States, recognizing this fact, have deployed strategic 
nuclear weapons with great care, never upsetting the pre-
carious status quo which insured that these weapons would 
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not be used in Lhe absence of some vital challenge. Our 
own strategic missiles have never been transferred to the 
territory of any other nation under a cloa~ of secrecy and 
deception; and our history--unlike that of the Soviets since 
the end of World War II--demonstrates that we have no desire 
to dominate or conquer any other nation or impose our system 
upon its people. Nevertheless, American citizens have be-
come adjusted to living daily on the bull's-eye of Soviet 
missiles located inside the U~S~S.Ro or in submarines. 

In that sense, missiles in Cuba add to an already clear 
and present danger--although it should be noted the nations 
of Latin America have never previo:isly been subjected to a 
potential nuclear threat. 

But this secret, swift, and extraordinary buildup of 
Communist rnissiles--in an area well known to have a special 
and historical relationship to the United States and the 
nations of the Western Hemisphere, in vlolation of Soviet 
ass~rances, and in defiance of American and hemispheric 
policy--this sudden, clandestine decision to station strate-
gic weapons for the first time outside of Soviet soil--is a 
deliberately provocative and unjustified change in the 
status quo which cannot be accepted by this country, if our 
courage and our commi tme:1ts ar.e ever to be trusted again by 
either friend or foe. 

1 

The 1930's taught us a clear lesson: aggressive conduct, 
if allowed to go unchecked and unchallenged, ultimately 
leads to war. This nation is opposed tc ware We are also 
true to our word. Our unswerving objective, therefore, must 
be to prevent the use of these :missiles against this or any 
other country, and to secure their withdrawal or elimination 
from b"Le Wester.1.1 Hemisphere .. 

Our policy has been one of patience and restraint, as be-
fits a peaceful and powerful nation, which leads a worldwide 
alliance. We have been determined not to be diverted from 
our central concerns by mere irritants and fanatics. But 
now further action is required--and it is under way; and 
these actions may only be the beginning. We will not prema-
turely or unnecessarily risk the costs of worldwide nuclear 
war in which even the fruits of victory would be ashes in 
our mouth--but neither will we shrink from that risk at any 
time it must be faced. 

Acting, therefore, in the defense of our own security and 
of the entire Western Hemisphere, and under the authority 
entrusted to me by the Constitution as endorsed by the reso-
lution of the Congress, I have directed that the following 
initial steps be taken immediately: 

First: To halt b~is offensive buildup, a strict quarantine 
on all offensive military equipment under shipment to Cuba 
is being initiated. All ships of any kind bound for Cuba 
from whatever nation or port will, if found to contain car-
goes of offensive weapons, be turned back¥ This quarantine 
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will be extended, if needed, to other types of cargo and 
carriers. We are not at this time, however, denying the 
necessities of life as the Soviets attempted to do in their 
Berlin blockade of 1948. 

Second: I have directed t.~e continued and increased close 
surveillance of Cuba and its milltacy buildup. The foreign 
roinisters of the OAS, in their coro.munique of October 6, 
rejected secrecy on such matters in this hemisphere. Should 
these offensive military preparations continue, thus in-
creasing the threat to the hemisphere, further action will 
be justified. I have directed the Armed Forces to prepare 
for any eventualities1 and I Lrust that in the interest of 
both the Cuban people and the Soviet technicians at the 
sites, the hazards to all concerned of continuing this 
threat will be recognized. 

Third: It shall be the policy of this Nation to regard 
any nuclear Inl.ssile launched from Cuba against any nation 
in the Western Hemisphere as an attack by the so~riet Union 
on the United States, requiring a full retaliatory response 
upon the Soviet Union. 

Fourth: As a necesary military precaution, I have rein-
force<1our base at Guantanamo, evacuated today· the qepend·-, 
ents of our personnel there, and ordered additional rnilitaxy 
units to be on a standby alert basis. 

Fifth: We are calling tonight for an immedia~e meeting 
of theOrgan of Consultation under the Organization of , 
American States, to consider this threat to hemispheric 
security and to invoke articles 6 and 8 of t~e Rio Trea~y 
in support of all nece~sary action. The United Nations 
Charter allows for regional security arrangements--and the 
nations of this hemisphere decided long ago against the 
military presence of outside powers. Our other allies 
around the world have also been alerted. 

Sixth: Under the Charter of the United Nations, we are 
asking tonight that an emergency meeting of the Security 
Council be convoked without delay to take action against 
this latest Soviet threat to world peace. Our resolution 
will call for the prompt dismantling and withdrawal of all 
offensive weapons in Cuba, under the supervision of U.N. ob-
servers, before the quarantine can be lifted. 

Seventh and finally: I call upon Chairman Khrushchev to 
halt and eliminate this clandestine, reckless, and provoca-
tive threat to world peace and to stable relations between 
our two nations. I call upon him further to abandon this 
course of world domination, and to join in an historic ef-
fort to end the perilous arms race and to transform the 
history of man. He has an opportunity now to move the world 
back from the abyss of destruction--by returning to his 
government's own words that it had no need to station mis-
siles outside its own territory, and withdrawing these 
weapons from Cuba--by refraining from any action which will 



170 

widen or deepen the present crisis--and then by participa-
ting in a search for peaceful and permanent solutions. 

This Nation is prepared to present its case against the 
Soviet threat to peace, and our own proposals for a peace-
ful world, at any time and in any fotum--in the OAS, in 
the United Nations, or in any other meeting that could be 
useful--without limiting our freedom of action. We have in 
the past made strenuous efforts to limit the spread of 
nuclear weapons. We have proposed the elimination of all 
arms and military bases in a fair and effective disarmament 
treaty. We are prepared to discuss new proposals for the 
removal of tensions on both sides--including the possibili·-
ties of a genuinely independent Cuba, free to determine 
its own destiny~ We have no wish to war with the Soviet 
Union--for we are a peaceful people who desire to live in 
peace with all other peoples. 

But it is difficult to settle or e·Jen discuss these 
problems in an atmosphere of intimidation. That is why this 
latest Soviet threat--or any other threat which is made 
either independently or in response to our actions this 
week--must and will be met with determination. Any hostile 
move anywhere in the world against the safety ar.:.d freer.lorn,. 
of peoples to whom we are commi tted--1ncluding 1.n pa.rticu.Lar 
the brave people of West Berlin--will be 111.et by ·what,~ver~ 
action is needed. 

Finally, I want to say a few words to the captive people 
of Cuba, to whom this speech is being directly cax:ried ty 
special radio facilities. I speak to you as a frien~r 33 
one who knows of your deep attachment to your f ath•~.::-1 t.1.nd, 
as one who shares your aspirations for liberty and jusc~ce 
for all. And I have watched and the American people have 
watched with deep sorrow how your nationalist revolution was 
betrayed--and how your fatherland fell under foreign domina-
tion. Now your leaders are no longer Cuban leaders in-
spired by Cuban ideals. They are puppets and agents of an 
international conspiracy which has turned Cuba against your 
friends and neighbors in the Americas--and turned it into 
the first Latin American country to become a target for 
nuclear war--the first Latin American country to have these 
weapons on its soil. 

These new weapons are not in your interest. They contri-
bute nothing to your peace and well-being.. They can only 
undermine it. But this country has no wish to cause you to 
suffer or to impose any system upon you. We know that your 
lives and land are being used as pawns by those who deny 
your freedom. 

Many times in the past, the Cuban people have risen to 
throw out tyrants who destroyed their liberty. And I have 
no doubt that most Cubans today look forward to the time 
when they will be truly free--free from foreign domination, 
free to choose their own leaders, free to select their own 
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system, free to own thei£ own land, free to speak and write 
and worship without fear or degradation. And then shalJ 
Cuba be welcomed back to the society of free nations and to 
the associations of this hemisphare. 

My fellow citizens: let no one doubt that this is a dif-
ficult and dangerous effort on which we have set out. No 
one can foresee precisely what course it will take or what 
costs or casualties will be incurred. Many months of sacri-
fice and self-discipline lie ahead--months in which both our 
patience and our will will be tested--months in which many 
threats and denunciations will keep us aware of our dangers. 
But the great.est danger of all would be to do nothing. 

The path we have chosen for the present is full of 
hazards, as all paths are--but it is the one most consistent 
with our character and courage as a nation and our commit-
ments around the world. The cost of freedom is always 
high--but Americans have always paid it. And one path we 
shall never choose, and that is the path of surrender or 
submission. 

Our goal is not the victory of might, but the vindication 
of right--not peace at the expense of freedom, but both 
peace and fieedom, here in this hemisphere, and, we hope, 
around the world. God willing, that goal will be acl1.ieved. 

Thank you and good night. 
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PRESIDENT JOHNSON'S WAR CRfSTS ADDRESS, 
AUGUST 4, 1964 

My fellow .Americans: As President and Cororoander in 
Chief, it is my duty to the .American people to report that 
renewed hostile actions against United States ships on the 
high seas in the Gulf of Tonkin have today required me to 
order the military forces of the United States to take ac-
tion in reply. 

The initial attack on the destroyer Maddox, on August 2, 
was repeated today by a number of hostile vessels attacking 
two U.S. destroyers with torpedoes. The destroyers and 
supporting aircraft acted at once on the orders I gave after 
the initial act of aggression. We believe at least two of 
the attacking boats were sunk. There were no U.S. losses. 

The performance of commanders and crew.3 in this engagemtint 
is in the highest tradition of the United States NaV"J. But 
repeated acts of violence against the Armed Fo~ces of the 
United States must be met not only with alert defense bu~ 
with positive reply. That reply is being given as I speak , 
to you tonight. Air actjon is now in execu-c:.on ~qair!c,;t gun-
boats and certain supporting facilities in North Viet-~am 
which have been used in these hostile operations. 

In the larger sense this new act of aggressi.::m, a.lmed 
directly at OUL,own forces, again brings home to all of us 
in the United States the importance of the struggle for 
peace and security in Southeast Asia. Aggression by terror 
against the peaceful villagers of South Viet-Nam has now 
been joined by open aggression on the high seas against the 
United States of .America. 

The determination of all .Americans to carry out our full 
commitment to the people and to the Government of South 
Viet-Nam will be redoubled by this outrage. Yet our re-
sponse, for the present, will be limited and fitting. We 
Americans know, although others appear to forget, the risks 
of spreading the conflict. We SLill seek no wider war. 

I have instructed the Secretary of State to make this 
position totally clear to friends and to adversaries and, 

1u. s., Department of State, "United States Takes 
Measures to Repel Attack Against U.S. Forces in Southeast 
Asia," The Department of State Bulletin, Vol. LI, No. 1313 
(Washington: Government Printing Office, 1964), p. 259. 
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indeed, to all. - I have instructed Ambassador Stevenson to 
raise this matter immediately ana urgently before the 
Security Council of the United Nations~ Finally, I have 
today met with the leaders of both parties in the Congress 
of the United States, and I have informed them that I shall 
immediately request the Congress to pass a resolution making 
it clear that our Government is united in its determination 
to take all necessary measures in support of freedom and in 
defense of peace in Southeast Asla. 

I have been given encouraging assurance by these leaders 
of both parties that such a resolution will be promptly 
introduced, freely and expeditiously debated, and passed 
with overwhelming support.. And just a few minutes ago I 
was able to reach Senator Goldwater, and I am glad to say 
that he has expressed his support of the statement that I 
am making to you tonight. 

It is a solemn responsibility to have to order even 
limited military action by forces whose overall strength is 
as vast and as awesome as those of the United States of 
America, but it is my considered conviction, shared through-
out your Government, that firmness in the right is indis-
pensable today for peace. That firmness will always be , 
measured. Its mission is peace. 
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PRESIDENT NIXON'S WAR CRISIS ADDRESS, 
MAY 9, 1972 1 

Good evening. 
Five weeks ago, on Easter weekend, the Communist armies 

of North Viet-Nam launched a massive invasion of South 
Viet-Nam, an invasion that was made possible by tanks, 
artillery, and other advanced offensive w~apons supplied 
to Hanoi by the Soviet Union and other Communist nations. 

The South Viet..~amese have fought bravely to repel this 
brutal assault. Casualties on both sides have been very 
high. Most tragically, there have been over 20,000 civil-
ian casualties, including women and children, i~ the cities 
which the North Vietnamese have shelled in wanton disregard 
of human life. 

As I announced in my report to the Nation 12 days ago,. 
the role of the United States in resisting t.11.is in~,asion 
has been limited to air and naval strikes on military tar-
gets in North and South Viet-Nam. As I also pointed out 
in that report, we have reponded to North Viet-Nam's massive 
military offensive by undertaking wide-ranging new peace 
efforts aimed at ending the war through negotiation. 

On April 20, I sent Dr. KissingeI [Henry A. Ki2singer, 
Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs] 
to Moscow for 4 days of meetings with General Secretary 
Brezhnev and other Soviet leaders. I instructed him to 
emphasize our desire for a rapid solution to the war and 
our willingness to look at all possible approaches. At 
that time, the Soviet leaders showed an interest in bring-
ing the war to an end on a basis just to both sides. They 
urged resumption of negotiations in Paris, and they indi-
cated they would use their constructive influence. 

I authorized Dr. Kissinger to meet privately with the top 
North Vietnamese negotiator, Le Due Tho, on Tuesday, May 2, 
in Paris. Ambassador Porter, as you know, resumed the 
public peace negotiations in Paris on April 27 and again on 
May 4. At those meetings, both public and private, all we 
heard.from the enemy was bombastic rhetoric and a replaying 

1u. S. , Department of State, "Denying Hanoi the 
Means to Continue Aggression," The Department of State 
Bulletin, Vol. LXVI, No. 1718 (Washington: Government 
Printing Office, 1972), pp. 747-750. 
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of their demands for surrender. For example, at the May 2 
secret meeting, I authorized Dr. Kissinger to talk about 
eveiy conceivable avenue toward peace. The North Vietnam-
ese flatly refused to consider any of these approaches. 
They refused to offer any new approach of their own .. In-
stead, they simply read verbatim their previous public 
demands. 

Here is what over 3 years of public and private negotia-
tj ons with Hanoi has come down to: The United States, with 
the full concurrence of our South Vietnamese allies, has 
offered the maximum of what any President of the United 
States could offere 

We have offered a deescalation of the fightingo We have 
offered a cease-fire with a deadline for withdrawal of all 
American forcesa We have offered new elections which would 
be internationally supervised, with the Communists partici-
pating both in the supervisory body and in the elections 
themselves. 

President Thieu has offered to resign 1 month before the 
elections. We have offered an exchange of prisoners of war 
in a ratio of 10 North Vietnamese prisoners for every one 
American prisoner that they release.. And Nortli Viet-Na.-,, ho.s 
met each of these offers with insolence and insult~ They 
have flatly and arrogantly refused i:.o negotiate an end to 
the war and bring peace. Their answer to every peace of.Eer 
we have made has been to escalate the war. 

In the 2 weeks alone since I offered to resume neaotia-
tions, Hanoi has launched three new military of fens Ives .1.r. 
South Vie t~N am. In those 2 weeks the risk that a Communist 
government may be imposed on the 17 million people of South 
Viet-Nam has increased, and the Communist offensive has now 
reached the point that it gravely threatens the lives of 
60,000 American troops who are still in Viet-Nam. 

There are only two issues left for us in this war: 

First, in the face of a massive invasion do we stand by, 
jeopardize the lives of 60,000 Americans, and leave the 
South Vietnamese to a long night of terror? This will not 
happen. We shall do whatever is required to safeguard 
American lives and American honor. 

Second, in the face of complete intransigence at the con-
ference table do we join with our enemy to install a Com-
munist government in South Viet-Nam? This, too, will not 
happen. We will not cross the line from generosity to 
treachery .. 

We now have a clear, hard choice among three courses of 
action: immediate withdrawal of all American forces, con-
tinued attempts at negotiation, or decisive military action 
to end the war. 

I know that many Americans favor the first course of 
action, immediate withdrawal. They believe the way to end 
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the war is for the United States to get out and to remove 
the threat to our remaining forces by simply withdrawing 
them. 

From a political star1dpoin t, this would be a very easy 
choice for me to accept. After all, I did not send over 
one-half million Americans to Viet-Nam. I have brought 
500,000 men home from Viet-Nam since I took office~ But 
abandoning our commitment in Viet-Nam here and now would 
mean turning 17 million South Vietnamese over to Communist 
tyranny and terror& It would mean leaving hundreds of 
American prisoners in Communist hands with no bargaining 
leverage to get them released. 

An American defeat in Viet-Nam would encourage this kind 
of aggression all over the world, aggression J.n which 
smaller nations ar~ed by their major allies could be tempted 
to attack neighboring nations at will in the Mideast, in 
Europe, and other areas. World peace would be in grave 
jeopardy. 

The second course of action is to keep on trying to nego-
tiate a settlement. Now, this is the course we have pre-
ferred from the beginning, and we shall continue to pursue 
it. We want to negotiate, but we have made every reasonable 
offer and tried every possible path for ending this wai. at 
the con£erence table. 

The problem is, as you all know, it takes two to negotiate 
and now, as throughout the past 4 years, the North Vietnam-
ese arrogantly refuse to negotiate anything but cu1 imposi-
tion, a11. ultimatum that the United States impose a Ccmmunist 
regime on 17 rnilli on people in South Viet-Nam who .:lo not 
want a Communist government. 

It is plain then that what appears to be a choice among 
three courses of action for the United States is really no 
choice at all. The killing in this tragic war must stop. 
By simply getting out, we would only worsen the bloodshed. 
By relying solely on negotiations, we would give an in-
transigent enemy the time he needs to press his aggression 
on the battlefieldG 

There is only one way to stop the killing. That is to 
keep the weapons of war out of the hands of the international 
outlaws of North Viet-Nam~ 

Throughout the war in Viet-Nam, the United States has 
exercised a degree of restraint unprecedented in the annals 
of war. That was our responsibility as a great nation, a 
nation which is interested--and we can be proud of this as 
Americans--as America has always been, in peace not conquest. 

However, when the enemy abandons all restraint, throws its 
whole ai"'Il1y into battle in the territory of its neighbor, 
refuses to negotiate, we simply face a new situation. 

In these circumstances, with 60,000 Americans threatened, 
any President who failed to act decisively would have be-
trayed the trust of his country and betrayed the cause of 
world peace. 
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I therefore concluded that Hanoi must be denied the wea-
pons and supplies it needs to continue the aggression. In 
full coordination with the Republic of Viet-Nam I have 
ordered the following measures, which are being implemented 
as I am speaking to you: 

All entrances to North Vietnamese ports will be mined to 
prevent access to these ports and North Vietnamese naval 
operations from these ports. 

United States forces have been directed to take appropri--
ate measures within the internal and claimed territorial 
waters of North Viet-Nam to interdict the delivery of any 
supplies. 

Rail and all other communications will be cut off to the 
maximum extent possible. 

Air and naval strikes against military targets in North 
Viet-Nam will continue. 

These actions are not directed against a~y other nation. 
Countries with ships presently in North Vietnamese ports 
have already been notified that their ships will have three 
daylight periods to leave in safety. After t..hat time, tbe 
mines will become active and any ships atteir,pti.ng to leave 
or enter these ports will do so at their own riska 

These actions I have ordered will cease when the follow-
ing conditions are met: 

First, all American prisoners of war must be returned. 
Second, there must be an internationally sti.p(::rv·ised 

cease-fire throughout Indochina. 

Once prisoners of war are released, once the internation--
ally supervised cease-fire has begun, we will stop all acts 
of force throughout Indochina, and at that time we will pro-
ceed with a complete withdrawal of all American forces from 
Viet-Nam within 4 months. 

Now, these terms are generous terms. They are terms which 
would not require surrender and humiliation on the part of 
anybody. They would permit the United States to withdraw 
with honor. They would end the killing. They would bring 
our POW' s home. They would allow negotia"':.lons on a politi-
cal settlement between the Vietnamese themselvess They 
would permit all the nations which have suffered in this 
long war--Cambodia, Laos, North Viet-Nam, South Viet-Nam--
to turn at last to the urgent works of healing and of peace. 
They deserve immediate acceptance by North Viet-Nam. 

It is appropriate to conclude my remarks tonight with some 
comments directed individually to each of the major parties 
involved in the continuing tragedy of the Viet-Nam war. 

First, to the leaders of Hanoi: Your people have already 
suffered too much in your pursuit of conquest. Do not com-
pound their agony with continued arrogance; choose instead 
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the path of a peace that redeems your sacrifices, guarantees 
true independence for your country, and ushers in an era 
of reconci]iation. 

To the people of South Viet-Nam: You shall continue to 
bave our firm support in your resistance against aggression. 
It is your spirit that will determine the outcome of the 
battle. It is your will that will shape future of your 
country. 

To other nations, especially those wb.ich are allied with 
North Viet-Nam: The actions I have announced tonight are 
not directed against you. Their sole purpose is to protect 
the lives of 60,000 Americans who would be gravely endangered 
in the event that the Communist offensive continues to roll 
forward and to prevent the imposition of a Communist govern--
ment by brutal aggression upon 17 million people .. 

I particularly direct my comments tonight to the Soviet 
Union. We respect the Soviet Union as a great power. We 
recognize the right of the Soviet Union to defend its inter-
ests when they are threatened. 'I'he Soviet Union in turn 
must recognize our right to defend our interests. 

No Soviet soldiers are threatened in Viet-Name Sixty 
thousand Americans are threatened. We expect you ~o help 
your allies, and you cannot expect us to do other than to 
continue to help our allies. But let us, ar~d let all great 
powers, help our allies orily for the purpose of their de- ,1 
fense, not for the purpose of launching invasions against 
th.eir neighbors. 

Otherwise the cause of peace, the cause in wt.ich we both 
have so great a stake, wlll be seriously jeopardized~ 

Our two nations have made significant progress in our ne-
gotiations in recent months. We are near major agreements 
on nuclear arms limitation, on trade, on a host of other 
issues. 

Let us not slide back toward the dark shadows of a previ-
ous age. We do not ask you to sacrifice your principles, 
or your friends, but neither should you permit Hanoi's 
intransigence to blot out the prospects we together have so 
patiently prepared. 

We, the United States and the Soviet Union, are on the 
threshold of a new relationship that can serve not only the 
interests of our two countries but the cause of world peaceo 
We are prepared to continue to build this relationship. 
The responsibility is yours if we fail to do soe 

And- finally, may I say to the American people: I ask 
you for the same strong support you have always given your 
President in difficult moments. It is you most of all that 
the world will be watching. 

I know how much you want to end this war. I know how much 
you want to bring our men home, and I think you know from 
all that I have said and done these past 3 1/2 years how 
much I, too, want to end the war, to bring your men home. 
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You want peace, I want peace. But you also want honor 
and not defeat. You want a genuine peace, not a peace that 
is merely a pcelude to another war. 

At this moment we stana together in purpose and resolve. 
As so often in the past, we Americans did not choose to 
resort to war. It has been forced upon us by an enemy that 
has shown ut~er contempt toward every overture we have made 
for peace. 

And that is why, my fellow Americans, tonight I ask for 
your support of this decision, a dec1sion which has only 
one purpose, not to expand the war, not to escalate the 
war, but to end this war and to win the k.ind of peace that 
will last. With God's help, with your support, we will 
accomplish that great goalo 

Thank you and good night. 




