Abstract

The Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962 was one of the most serious affairs of the Cold War,
and nearly resulted in a nuclear war. The Kennedy administration selected
“Quarantine” —blockade of Cuba— out of seven options and succeeded in avoiding an
escalation in tension. This project aims to throw light on the reason why “Quarantine”
was chosen. For this purpose, we used a method of multi-agent simulation and a theory
of social psychology.

The Executive Committee of the National Security Council (ExCom), whose
members were the president’s most trusted advisers, was assembled to cope with the
Cuban Missile Crisis. We simulated the process of decision-making among these
members. The simulation model was designed so as to allow the virtual ExCom
members to change their views dynamically through their discussion. Since there were
seven options for the Kennedy administration, the simulation tested which option
would have been the most likely choice, as well as showing how this conclusion was
reached.

As a result of our model, in which the member’s initial cognitive structures are
entered and then discussion among members is simulated, we verified that
“Quarantine” was a highly probable choice, and thus confirms the model’s robustness.
Moreover, by adding new information or altering some conditions such as changing the
members, we show the possibility that the United States would have chosen different
options.

This project was made possible by integrating computer simulation, empirical

analysis, and a theory of social psychology. The model was shown to be valid and has the
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potential to be widely applicable to similar situations.
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