THE CUBAN CRISIS REVISITED

Leslie Dewart

Leslie Dewart, the author of Christianity and| Revelution, teaches philosophy 'at St.
Michael's College ol the University of 1l oronto. a

Tm: CCUBAN MISSILE cRISIS was precipitated on October 22, 1962, when
President John F. Kennedy ordered a partial naval blockade of the island.
Suspect vessels were to submit to search, jand any “found to contain offen-
sive weapons' destined for Cuba were tb be forcibly forbidden passage.!
This measure, Kennedy said, was necessitated by the sudden discovery of
missiles and bombers in Cuba, because these weapons (a) had been intro-
duced "under a cloak of secrecy and dereption” and in “deliberate defi-
ance of . .. mv own public warnings to the Soviets on Sept. 4th and 13th,”
(b) upset the Soviet-American strategic balance, and, therefore, (c) threat-
ened the peace of the Western hemisphere.

Now, no scholar should accept uncritically this (any. more than the
Soviet) interpretation of the crisis. Somd documents are available, and it
is now possible to look back upon the pdriod with a modicum of perspec-
tive. This paper will attempt to study only one, albeit the most basic,
problem of the Cuban crisis: Why did the Soviets place strategic weapons
in Cuba?

This question has a twofold meaning which has not always been ade-
quately distinguished. First, the questioh means: What Soviet objectives
was the deployment of the weapons intended to serve? But in view of the
widely accepted allegation of Kennedy, that the Soviet move constituted
“defiance” of his “warnings,” a defiande which “contradict[ed] the re-
peated assurances of Soviet spokesmen,” the question also means: Why did
the Soviets believe that they could successfully deploy the weapons? This
aspect of the problem, in turn, raises a| third, subsidiary enquiry: Why
did the Soviets later decide that they could no longer successfully deploy
them, and agree under duress to withdraw the weapons? s

These three questions will be studied here in that order. But .pre-
liminarily 1 shall mention the principal theories of the crisis offered to
date. Though I reject them as a whole,| there is an element of truth il)

each of these.

1. Presigent Kennedy's TV speech, October 22, 1962. T use throughout the text
of the AP version reproduced by The Toronto |Globe and Mail, but 1 have consulted
other versions, including that of The New Yorg Times, that of USIS Texts, and the
official version of The Department of State Bulletin. Minor variations are to be noted
among these versions, but none_that would njilitate against the observations made

below.
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| —THEORIES OFFERED TO DATE ]

L]

D URING' THE cRisiS and shortly afterwards, several observers developed
the so-called “pre-planned W¥ithdrawal” theory, in order to accounr for
the otherwise incomprehensible “defiance’” of the “warnings,” as well as
for the absurdity pf the American|claim of Soviet “stealth” and for; sev-
eral other facts wfich were being generally ignored at the time.2 Seyeral
variations were available, includi g some developed from a far right
viewpoint. A few gave prominente to a Cuba-Turkey base exchange,
while others emphasized the achievement of a no-invasion “pledge.” Still
others attempted to balance severa possible Soviet objectives.

As one who at the'time of the| crisis wrote along these lines, I must
now reject these hypotheses ip pri wciple. It seems evident in retrospect
that no conceivable set of advantades could have been deemed by Chair-
man Nikita S. Khrushchev to outweigh the tremendous political defeat
and the personal humiliation,which, in the event, were inflicted on him.
Besides, positive indications aboufd that the withdrawal was hutried
and disarrayed. Though the Soviet move did not end in complete disaster,
it was a clear and resounding defeaf. Arnold Horelick rightly asserts that
these hypotheses “mistake skillful salvage of a shipwreck for brilliant
navigation.” 3 ’ /

The explanation first offered by Khrushchev in his speech of Decem-
ber 12, 1962 — that the objective was solely to defend Cuba against an
imminent United States attack, and that the weapons were withdrawn
when U.S. imperialism, having learned its lesson, gave up its intent — js
both inadequate and disingenuous. [It is essentially inadequate in that it
fails altogether to explain how the |Soviet Union expected to cope with
the provocation caused by the presgnce of missiles which, allegedly, had
been declared intolerable by the U.S. Besides, there was no actual or
tacit "pledge” exchanged for the withdrawal. It is true that eventually
(though not until early 1968) Kenn dy renounced his objective of over-
throwing the Cuban govegnment, hut this is not to say that any such
undertaking was ever givellit y him. (We shall have to explain below why
despite Kennedy's “victof¥" the crisis was directly .instrumental in his
eventual decision to tolerate the continued existence of the Cuban Revo-
lutionary Government.) ‘ ,

Khrushchev's explanation is al disingenuous in several ‘ways. My

2. See Stuart Chase, “Two Worlds,” Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, June, 1963:
David Lowenthal, “U.S. Cuban Policy: Illusion and Reality,” National Review, Janu-
ary 29, 1963; Robert D. Crane, “The Cuban Crisis: A strategic analysis of American
and Soviet policy,” Orbis, VI, 4;: and my own “Russia’s Cuban Policy and the Pros.
pects of Peace,” Council for Correspondentce Newsletter, October, 1962, reprinted as
“The Prospects for Peace” in Liberation, D cember, 1962. An abridged, revised version
appeared in The Nation, February 9, 1963. .

3. The Cuban Missile Crisis: an analysis of Soviet calculdtions and behaviour
(Memorandum RM-3779-PR, The RAND rporation, September, 1963), [henceforth
cited as “Horelick”] p. 5. A slightly abridged version of this paper was publishéd in
World Politics, XVI1, 3 (April, 1964), pp. 363-389. : ,
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reconstruction will account for the fact that though Khrushchev obvi-
ously knows the truth, nevertheless he has found it inconvenjents to re-
veal it, except in small and distorted part. _
The early hypotheses offered by thd U.S. were vague and inconsistent,
Kennedy's speech of October 22nd interpreted in detail the hostile nature
of the Soviet move, but did not clearly explain what the Soviets expected
to achieve had the move been successful. Kennedy hinted at “intimida-
tion” and “desire to dominate or conquer,” and other officials spoke of
“nuclear blackmail.” But precisely whal this meant in concrete termis was
never stated. Ambassador Adlai Stevengon’s submissions to the UN were
sheer double-talk: the Soviet move was depicted as “a premeditated at-

tempt to confront this Hemisphere with a fait accompli. By fuickly com- . -

pleting the whole process of nucleariziition of Cuba, the Soviet Union
would'be in a position to demand that the status quo be maintained and
left undisturbed. [Para.] If we were to|have delayed our counter-action,
the nuclearization of Cuba would have been quickly completed. This is
not a risk which this Hemisphere is prepared to take.”* In other ‘words,
the Soviets wanted to place missiles in| Cuba for the purpose of having
them remain there, and unless the ULS. forced them out the missiles
would have stayed in place. Conclusion} the U.S. could not take the risk
of having the missiles remain in Cuba, |because if the U.S. countenanced
their presence there then the missiles wduld remain. Elsewhere, the Soviet
“defiance” was explained awav as a “Blunder.” 5 ently, the Soviets
did blunder. But could it be maintained that Their objective was to
blunder? It not, then what did they $eek? And why did they believe
they could sately place the weapons in [Cuba? The “blunder” theory ex-
plains nothing. It merely asserts that they were mistaken in this belief.
More recently, however, the U.S. government has made its own the
theory of Arnold Horelick.® This theory states that the Soviet Union de-
ploved the missiles in order to redress t¢mporariby a strategic nuclear im-
balance until Soviet production closed the gap. It was "a ‘quick fix’
measure to achieve a substantial, though far from optimal improvement
in Soviet capabilities against the U.S."; [t was “a stop-gap measure, pend-
ing the completion c)J a Soviet-based ICBM force.” 7 _
But there are serious objections to this view. Horelick's thesis simply
ignores the total political situation in |which the crisis took place. He
leaves out of account almost every pelitical factor in the cold war. In
particular he ignores the Cuban factor,|as if Cuba had not been the ob-
ject of conflict between the two great powers. But even within its own
parameters, Horelick’s reconstruction cannot stand. He rightly adduces

4. First statement to the Security Council, October 25, 1962 (as reproduced in
The USS.R. and Cuba: the U.S. position [USIS, 1963], p. 23).

5. See the article by James Reston, The Wew York Times [henceforth cited as
NYT], October 24, 1962, '

6. See reference above, note 3. Administration sources publicly espoused Hore-
lick’s thesis on December 12, 1963. See NYT of the same date. Since then the theory
has been widely disseminated, e.g. by the NBC tklevision programme “Cuba: the missile
crisis,” broadcast on February 9, 1964,

7. Horelick, pp. 27, 28. ’
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thé well-known facts concerning |the strategic inferjority of- the Soviet
Union and the mythical nature of the “missile gap.” But he fails to give
any evidence, or even to cite reasonable indications, that the nuclear
inferiority of the Soviet Union whs sufficient to render the deployment
of missiles to Cuba a “substantial’| improvement in its strategic position.
For Horelick's thesis would requife not only a considerable, even hope-
less, Soviet lag behind U.S. missile| strength (which in any event remains
to be shown). It would also require the Soviet td lack, as of mid-1962,
even a “minimum deterrent.” It fvould require, in brief, such strategic
weakness in the Soviets, and sucl peril togits security, that the Soviet
Union lay open to the possibility df an essentially unpunishable U.S. first
strike, so*that in desperation’the Soviets sought to improve the range olf
what strategic weapons they did have.

This does not correspond to| the generally available estimates of
Soviet strength as of the period. Horelick’s fundamental assertions are
gratuitously made. The theory, infthe last analysis, assimes the truth ol
Kennedy's words: “As the Presiderit subsequently said, the Soviet leaders
tried materially to change the balance of power.” * For this reason it is a
basically uncritical apologia (alb¢it an unconscious one) for the US,
policy, rather than an independen| critical investigation,

Finally, Horelick's theory suffers from the same tautology of carly
U.S. versions. Horelick fails to explain what concrere political objectives
the strategic redress subserved. Yef, unless one were to sugeest that the

Soviets were concretely preparing to launch an attack on the U.S., one -

must suggest what concrete politigal service this military strategy was
expected to perform. In the end, Horelick is reduced to the conclusion
that the Soviets did not seck any concrete political objective: "Thev
probably anticipated that the emplacement of strategic missiles in Cuba
and their acceptance by the United States would contribute in some de-
gree to the solution of a whole range of military-political problems con-
fronting the Soviet' Union and would alter the environment of the cdld
war in such a manner as to promotg new opportunities for political gain
whose nature could not be precisely foreseen.” ® Now, it is undeniable
that “Khrushchev may have found| the deployment attractive especially
for the increased politicallind dipldmatic leverage it promised to provide
against the West.” 1* Thilis only [to state (inconsistently) the obvious
truth that the fundamental Soviet| expectations were political benrefits.
The suggestion that Khrushchey did not expect any political benefits in
particular, that he did not intend ‘|precisely” anything, may be forgiven

to an honestly mistaken scholar; it cannot be seriously discussed.
L™

Il —THE SOV

2

N 0 AaccounT of the Cuban crisis camn ignore the principle that the crisis
was closely related to the Cuban qhiestion as a whole. This is based on

ET OBJECTIVES

8. Ibid., p. 29.
9. Ibid., p. 32. -
10. Ibid., p. 33.
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" two facts which dominate the background of this period: (a) the Soviet J 117 =
interest in the survival of the Cuban reyolytion, (b) the opposite desire '
of the U'S. After the abortive invasion of April,l 1961, through 1962 Ken- i
nedy harbored, as he first avowed on Appril 20, 1961, a general intention ,
to overthrow the Cuban government at the ppportune time. This meant,
as he explained, that the U.S. would use ilftary force against Cuba after
all other means had been exhausted. [t was this original conflict between
the two powers that escalated into the Cubap crisis.’ Although many oth®r
lactors Intervened and compounded 'ft, Cupa temained at thé heart of
this dispute. . | ,
In November, 1963, Prime Minister Kidel Castro-told French journal-
ist Jean Daniel ' that the Soviet Union Had deployed the missiles in i
order to deter an American attack on Cuba. The decisive event “that
started everything,” Castro said, occurretl whcb Kennedy conveyed cer- :
tainexploratory hints w the Soviets throgigh | Khrushchev's son-in-law, ;
\eksei Adzhubed, to whom Kennedy allpgddly|said that “the new situa-
tion in Cuba was intolerable,” reminding the Russians “that the United '
States had not intervened in Hungary.” Evidently, said Castro, this was ~
a request lor "Rissian non-intervention| in thHe event of an ‘invasion.”
Lhe Soviet Uniop, Castro thought, dec{ded to deter such an invasion - W
with nuclear mftary aid. [,
We need not assume the correctness|off this interpretation. But it i$
a fact that Adzhubei did interview Kenngdy on January 30, 1962, under
circumstances which are relevant to later|eyents: it was on that very day
that the OAS had voted to denv Kennedy the support for action against
Cuba which he had desperately wried, to phtain. Pierre Salinger has core i
frmed that Hungdry was mentioned duripg the interview. Castro was |
surely wrong il he meant that an actual flecision to invade had been
made, but any mention of the wwpic in this context must have been at _
lcast exploratory, : 7
On February 7th the Soviet Union bac Eedl(]uba's charges at the UN A
that the U.S. planned aggression against| Quba. The complaint was un- i
successfully pursued, first in the Political {?om: ittee, next in the General

Assembly, and fnally in the Security Coyncil. On February 18th the
Soviet Union ofhcially declared that the|American policy toward Cuba
“creates a serious threat to world peace,” land ¢harged the U.S. with sup-
porting “preparations . . . for a new armed|attack.”” 12 The Soviet Union, N ER R
- however, made no commitment to defend Cuba except by supplying aid - )
for her own independent use. As often bfore| the Soviet expressions of
support stopped short-of the commitment| fo consider an attack on Cuba -
as an attack on’'the Soviet Union. ‘
Far from it. As had also happened béfpre,| Soviet-American relations :
improved in inverse proportion to the quality of Cuban-American rela- T,
tions. By this time the Soviet Union had Bgcome engaged in a new peace T
offensive aimed at a simultaneous settlement| of the German question
and of disarmament. Russian hopes of a sufnmijt at Geneva in connection |

1. NYT, December 11, 1963. | ' ‘ : .
12. NYT, February 19, 1962, F il ]
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with the forthcoming disarmamerit conference were not denied until the
end of February.
The Soviet Union, thus, had at least two different — indeed some-
what contradictory — objectives a{ this time, not only one, as Khrushchev
later said. It opposed Kennedy's Cuba policy on political and ideological
grounds and wished to deter an attack on Cuba. But not at any price. It
also wished to coexist with the U.S. and, specifically, to avoid any action
that would make more difficult the solution of the German question or
disarmament. More generally, it did rot want to jeopardize a possible
settlement of the cold war. Yet, this did not mean, as the Chinese have
construed it, that the Soviet poligy of coexistence, propelled by deathly
fear of war, implied “softness” towards the U.S. For Khrushchev did not
hesitate to devise 'a plan that wquld put considerable pressure on the
US. The objective was not only|to deter an attack on Cuba, without
guaranteeing Cuba’s security, but also to press the U.S. to negotiate a
settlement of the cold war, under ¢onditions more favorable to the Soviet
Union than heretofore. Let us now consider the various components of
this complex objective.
Suppose that the Soviet miss{le policy originated as an attempt to
pursue a middle course between abandoning Cuba to American invasion
and guaranteeing Cuba’s security hgainst the U.S. Castro, in Daniel’s re-
port, wanted the latter: “do whatg¢ver is needed,” he asked Khrushchev,
“to convince the United States that any attack on Cuba is the same as an
attack on the Soviet Union.” The|Soviet Union, however, wanted some-
thing slightly different, namely, to| press the U.S. to abandon its “plans”
yet without committing Russia to war if the U.S. were not dissuaded (and
let us keep in mind that this may not have been all that Khrushchev
wanted). '
It may be asked whether at this time the deterrent the Soviets had in
mind was a nuclear deterrent. Certain facts indicate that it was so and,
moreover, that from this early datg the U.S. so understood it. Unidenti-
fied diplomatic soarces (possibly (he Cubans_themselves) informed the
U.S. delegation at the Punta del |[Este OAS conference that the Soviet
Union “has not yet" supglied Cuba with “jet bombers” and “short-range
rockets,” but might soorl@ A State|Department intélligence estimate also
concluded that Cubg.“may soon hdve ballistic mjssiles capable of hitting
targets in the United States.” 14 Thjs was reported in the U.S. within one
week of the Adzhubei interview. * _
On the other hand, Castro seems to have granted to the Soviet Union
a singlemindedness which may have been his own. This may have been
the origin of later difficulties. Castro’s unco-operativeness with the subse-

13. The Toronto Globe and Mail [henceforth cited as G&M], February 5, 1962,
(AP report). »
;7 14. The Toronto Star, February 6, 1962 (UPI report). The Interim Report on the
uban Military Buildup, Preparedness nvestigating Subcommittee, Committee on
Armed Services, U.S. Senate [88th Congréss, It Session], [henceforth cited as Senate
Report], confirms that “the intelligence co munity did conclude in early 1967 . . . that
;he IL-28 (Beagle) light bomber would be supplied to Cuba by the Soviets in the
uture,” p., 5, ‘
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ithdraw the missiles, may have

worked out 4 deal with Ken-
n LI'L;? fact that the withdrawal
ut some such “betrayal”

ce late 1960 through 1962 (e.g.
f communist belief) becomes

intelligible if we remember that aband nEE:en By the Soviet Union had

reduced Cuba's defenses against U.S. attack. :
had been a real possibility ever since Ciiba beian to rely upon the Soviet
9

been Cuba’s second greatest danger, aftdr
between February 5, 1960, and October (22, 19?2.15

I know of no evidence that the Soviet Un
trade of Cuba for Berlin, o™Nor any othdr simple strategic advantage such -

e danger of American attack,

on ever intended a simple

as U.S. bases elsewhere. (I argue solely| from |indications, not from any
supposed Soviet incapability to betray a al]y.b On the other hand, there
arce indications that the objective was bpth to'deter an invasion without
4 guarantee, and to press, from a position of strength, for advantageous
settlement of the cold war. Early in Octdber, 1962, and at least once again
before mid-month — that is, just before [the crisis — the Soviet Union ap-

proached the U.S. informally through fthe UN, suggesting negotiations-

to "link the questions” of Cuba and Germany. Specific reference was made
to the deployment of missiles to Cuba.l? The overtures were rejected by
the U.S. (We shall see below why.) I dd not interpret this offer to mean
tas Castro for a time seemed to think) that in exchange for, advan-
tages elsewhere the Soviet Union woul{l abandon Cuba to U.S. attack.
Not only did the Soviet Bnion protect-{Cubal at a late date and despite
disadvantages to its prior commitment |to peaceful coexistence, but the
political disadvantages of such a betrayal wopld hardly have been over-
come by mere concessions in Turkey or Berlin. _

Besides, Horelick has rightly pointed out that deterrence of U.S.

attack did not require the tlcploymcnt «
the same token, the Soviet abandonmen

f the weapons actually sent. By
t of Cuba in trade [or valuable

comsideration could have been achieved, if!at all, without deploying

weapons that exceeded the requirements
“linking" the questions of Cuba and Gen
jective was to solve the German questio
the — fundamental problem of the cold

of ddterrence alone. The idea of

many makes sense only if the ob--
. and, hence, to settle a — if not

war. Thus, in the final analysis

the hvpothesis here suggested is that the objective was to wrap up a
“package deal” on Germany and Cuba. |For the reasons here explained,
it must have appeared to Khrushchev that, paradoxically, it would be
easier Lo negotiate on both questions together| rather than separately:the
LS. did not want to negotiate on either, |but it might be forced to negoti-
ate on both. The U.S. evidently, would |have considered the attainment
of this Soviet objective a major defeat for itself.

I5. Horelick admits (pp. 23, 25), that “beldre the crisis, Khrushchev's expressions
of strategic support for Cuba were formed in notably cautious and equivocal terms,"”
and that "it may be assumed that the Cuban l¢aders| had pressed Khrushchev for an
exphicit and unequivocal commitment to defendl Cuba with Soviet-based weapons im
the exent of a U.S. attack. It was presumably to|securp such a commitment, which the
Soviet Union was evidentally reluctant to give, that %aslro in effect volunteered Cuba
for membership in the ‘socialist camp' in 1961.” & ;

16. G&M, October 15, 1962, '
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we shall see — was to pretend to the U.S. that the weapons had been given
to Cuba, whereas in reality they r¢mained under complete Soviet control.

It was necessary, therefore, td let the U.S. know of the existence of
the missiles, without giving away|the facts about their control. The So-
viets never attempted physical secrecy. On the contrary, the U.S. reac-
tion to the missiles had to be probed. What they kept secret was the offi:
cial arrangements made with the Cuban government.

This was a risky plan. But we must not exaggerate the danger. I
agree with Horelick that although the Soviets took political and military
risks, “the risk of an immediate thermonuclear response was almost cer-
tainly not one of them.” 17 There was indeed no reason for the Soviets
to suppose even that a confrontatfon such as did in fact occur would be
‘precipitated by the U.S. as long ag no surprises were sprung on Kennedy
and as long as the U.S. government could be made to accept each Soviet
move as it occurred. If at any time the U.S. became intransigeant and
could not be made to accept the Boviet policy, the-scheme could dlways
be halted without great loss. g ' "

.Why, then, did the confrontation eventually take place? Wherein
lay the Soviet miscalculation? Why did the Soviets believe they could
safely proceed to the last step, the emplacement of the missiles in the
field, even after the U.S. warnings |of: September 4th angd 13th? These are
the questions to which we shall néw turn.

Il—THE AMERICAN COUNTERSCHEME

THE EVIDENCE SUGGESTs that at a|certain point the Soviets were misled
by the U.S. government into the belief that it would accept the deploy-
ment of the missiles, whereas in reality it did not intend to do.so. On the
contrary, the U.S. plan was to feign surprise at the later “discovery” of
the missiles and, then, with the badking of an aroused, “managed” public
opinion, to demand the unconditional withdrawal of the missiles. Ken-
nedy could not afford tg argue with Khrushchev about the legality or
the propriety of the moyii to do sq would have meant, in effect, to enter
into negotiations on the @lestion whether the Cuban government, though
communist, would be permitted tq exist. Deception was the only way to
nullify the Soviet scheme. Every other splution would have meant nego-
tiations, which in turn would have implied some compromise. *

More precisely, the U.S. goveinment's strategy consisted of the fol-
lowing steps: (I) keep the public partly uninformed, partly misinformed,
about the nature of the Soviet byildup, including the presence of the
missiles, and about the nature of the Soviet objectives, (2) convey to the
Soviets at the right time the impression that the U.S. reluctantly accepted
the Soviet move, (3) issug equivocil statements which would not unde-
ceive the Soviets, but which could|later be made to appear to domestic
(and world) opinion as a stern warning te the Soviet Union against de-

17. Horelick, p. 35.
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ployment of the missiles, (4) wait, then, 3bout six weeks until the missile
were emplaced (with the added bonus that thi§ would bring the U.S. t¢ .
within two weeks of national elections), (5) feign astonishment at th§ *
“discovery” of the weapons, (6) obtain|the backing of public opinio
with the pretense that the missiles gravely endpngered U.S. security anfl |
upset the strategic balance, and with the |chargg that the ‘Soviets mountef
this threat through deception and stealth, and finally (7) demand the uf-
conditional withdrawal of the bombers and missiles. :

Soviet military aid to Cuba had begun on|a modest scale shortly b
fore the invasion of April, 1961. Its pace quickened noticeably later t
same year and during early 1962, but it did no{ become “alarming” unfil
shortly after Raul Castro’s return from Moscow. Early in August, Cubgn ,w f
exile sources began to report the presente of Soviet troops in Cuba, ®n
August 8th a Cuban exile source calculdted that there were about 4,000
Soviet troops. The Cuban and Soviet goyernments had failed to take the
most elementary precautions to keep their :
ously, rumors about missiles began ta flow frgm the same sources. o

No conclusive evidence is publicly available on thé date of arripal
of the missiles. Castro stated to Jean Dapiel tHat they began to arrivd at -
the end of July, 1962. I cannot imagin€ why he should have wished to
falsify the date, and the fact that the exile rumors began in early August
would tend to confirm . On the other hand, the U.S. government mhin-
tains that the equipment did not arrive “until about Sept. 8th.” 18
stead of asking cui bono? 1 shall argue |a fortjori, and continue to fup-
pose that the American date is correct. o

In either event, the State Department at|first ridiculed the regorts . b A
of troops and missiles. But the reports berame insistent and detailed, | ;
ever increasing estimates in the number of trpops. Moreover, the ekiles -
began to enlist the willing efrs -of several American legislators. Bffore, "
long the government found it impossible to (lismiss the reports on -the
grounds that they were just exile talk. It now had to contend wit]
opposition, whose charges began to be widely| credited. On August]20th . ‘
the State Department finally admitted the presence of Soviet troops
claimed that they were “technicians,” an| fals¢ly insisted that their Jnum-
ber was much smaller than reported. Americanp opinion, which singe the
invasion had subsided noticeably, became elgctrified and indign
the presence of the troops. There was a fairly common 1idea thgt U.S.
security was being endangered by Soviet| soldiers so close to homd
politicians actually fostered this notion, though precisely what o
able aggressive strategy could have been furthered by Soviet ground
troops in Cuba was never discussed. The U.§. government did |
lighten the public or manage to disabuse it|of this preoccupa
fact, Kennedy kept his peace until August 22nd, when under congi
pressure to comment he confirmed the presence of /‘technicians’
Other government sources then amplified: the {troops had arrived]
as July 21st. Kenngdy's personal intervgntion, however, seemed! ;
increase the demands for invasion or blackade. ¥, oy

[8. NYT, December 12, 1963. I B o
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Abstracting from strategic weapons (which, however, we might keep
in mind as an additional possigili y), it is not difficult to surmise what
the Soviet troops in Cuba meant tp Kennedy. They made a military ad-
venture in Cuba extremely risky. Militarily, of course, they counted as
nothing, nor did they imply a-Soyiet guarantee of Cuba. But they did
put the onus on the U.S. for the international consequences of an attack.
~ Kennedy thus found himself in the paradoxical positian ol having to

counsel against the course he himself had continued to entertain, and to
keep alive in the minds of the American people, during the previous year.

(I assume here that the earliest attempts to hide the true state ol affairs

were motivated *by indecision alone, It is possible to determine, as we
shall see ‘below, that by September| 4th Kennedy's counterscheme was in
operation, but it is impossible to determine when he first conceived it.:1f
he had early intelligence of the Saviet plan, it is possible that from the
outset the spread of misinformation and the counsel of moderation were
intended to permit the Soviets unsuspectingly to proceed. If the missiles
arrived in late July, this constrpction, of course,” would be almost
imperative.) , .

At any rate, the containment of public opinion was attempted on a
variety of fronts. The number of |"technicians” was consistently under-
estimated by a factor of about 5. The presence of ground-to-air missiles
was denied even after the end of Ahgust, when their presence was known
to the U.S.1" On August 29th Kenhedy stated at a, press conterence that
he was not in favor of invading Cuba “at this time.” Such a course, he
added, would have had “very seridus consequences.”” He hinted strongly
“that his words did not mean that he planned to invade at a later time.
However, he refused to confirm whether his qualification “at this time,”
meant that he would favor an invasion in the future. These ambiguitics
served lonly to whet the already rayenous appetites of his critics.

One must go back to the newspapers of the day to recall the full
force of the indignation and the alarm, to regain the stridency and the
hostility, to recapture the fury of the inconsidered as well as the malicious
demands — malicious, that is, more |in relation to Kenngedy than to Castro.
“Public opinion” would not merely have backed a decision to invade: it
was ready for nothing else, But in this context “public opinion” does not
mean the mass of the Atrican people: it means the -representatives of
the public, particularly e politidgians and, the mass media. The Soviet
troops were providing the American people’s personators with an occa-
sion to press for. “action,”” According to the Gallup Poll, among the peo-
ple only one in four favored the use of force.

AT THIs TIME, the end of August,|a crucial juncture was reached. Until
then, as we have seen, the Soviet bhildup merely foiled Kennedy's hopes.
In this respect the Soviet move was| meeting with success. But an undesir-

\ 19. Henry M. Pachter, Collission Course: the Cuban missile crisis and coexistence
(New York, 1963), p. 8.
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able side effect was also accruing. The S‘pviet pplicy! was inflaming «politi- '
cal passions in the U.S. —at a time when an election was loominlg up.
Hence, the Soviet maneuver was achieving a double effect: it deferred
Kennedy from invasion, but it excited many gthers to pursue tha} very
end. This, in turn, excited Kennedy, ¢n whgm the political prepsures
ultimately bore. In short, the Soviet (;Illicy did in part deter Kernedy;
but it also provided him with additional motives, beyond- his o ginal
one, to take action. i ' :
The Soviets, apparently, had not aimicip ted this. The fact that as
late as August 29th Kennedy had not altogether ruled out an in
must have worried them somewhat. Rerhaps fpr this reason, the
began to explain their policy in public and thus to try to elicit a response
out of an annoyingly uninformative administrgtion. :
On September 2nd, the Soviet Unipn confirmed that it was sypply-
ing ‘wedpons and military “technical spe'rialists ' to Cuba, explaining that
“as long as the [United States] .continye threatening Cuba, the (uban
Republic has every justification for taking necessary measures to ynsure
its security and safeguard its*sovereignty and independence, while all _
Cuba’s true friends have every right o resppnd to this legitimgte re- e
quest.” 2 Within two days, on September 4th, Kennedy issued a stat ment
replying to°the Soviet submission. Thig was the first of the two leged
“warnings” to the Soviets against deploying the missiles. '
The statement was read by Kenn%y to |a press conference. Jt was

-

very briel. Its essential part read: |
- o 1
There js no evidence of any Organizeﬂ:i, combat forces in Cuba from 3ny -
Soviet bloc country: of military bases pravided tp Russia; of a violationf of
the 1934 treaty relating to Guantanamo; of the presence of offensive groundfto-
ground missiles; or of other significant offensive [capability either in Cuban
hands or under Soviet direction and guidance. -
Were it to be otherwise the gravest issues wouyld arise.?!

If we read this statement assuming the truth of Kennedy's
22nd statement explaining that it “mdde clear the distinction bgtween .
any introduction of ground-to-ground missiles and the existence
fensive anti-aircraft missiles,” it is not difficult to construe it as K
intended that it be construed by the prlic. But does that const
correspond to .what he actually said? | nd ijl that construction t
which the Soviet Union could have placed on the text? ‘

Kennedy's “warning” was, rather, that|the presence of “o
ground-to-ground missiles” would be onsidﬁred a grave issue.
meant that any ground-to-ground missile would be considered o
why did -he not simply speak of “ground-t¢-ground missiles,”
further qualifications? Why did he fesort|to redundancy, “o
ground-to-ground missiles,” which rendered the meaning ambigu
contrast, on October 22nd he did not [resory to it, and claimed

f this .

20. G&M, September 3, 1962 (AP report).
2]. Text of the statement, NYT, September 5, 1962. Subsequent quotati
this statement refer to the same source.
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warned the Soviets against| “any introduction of groﬁnd-lo—ground:_
*  missiles.” ' - - ' ' '
Nor is this-a matter of ‘mere words. There is, after all, a valid dis-
tinction bepveen “offensive ground-to-ground missiles,” and “defensive
ground-to-ground missiles,” a5 we shall see below. If the “warning” ol
September 4th had conveyed that all ground-to-ground missiles would bg
considered intolerable, because they were offensive, the Soviéts might
haye cgfitested the moral and| legal validity of the reasoning, but at any

its\ meanipg would have been clear to anyone. In point ol fact the

er parts of the statemlent were similarly equivocal. The absence
ejence to bombers may| be significant, since they had lgng been
suspedfed @s a possibility. The reference to “military bases provided to - -
i til we ask exactly what the term means. If,
statement partly hinted, it meant a base for stationing “organized
t forces,” then the stat¢ment’s provisions did not apply, .since no
vase ‘'was being contemplated by the Soviets. On the other hand, if
A pplied to such missile bases as were about to be established, then they
~¥ould have come under the provisions concerning “significant offensive
capability either in Cuban hgnds or under Soviet guidance.” If so, the
gravity of)‘lhe issue depended on what should be construed as significant
offensive capability. Did this |qualification not seem to grant that even
some oftensive capability would be tolerated, as long as it did not en-
danger American security?
This does not mean tha
that it was ambiguous — dece

Kennedy's statement was deceptive, only
tion entered only with the statement of
September 13th.. To the Soviets, who were about to unload the weapons,
the ambiguity myst haye beep the source ol mych worry. What did it
really "svarn™ about? Only onje thing was certain: it offered no reassur-
ance against attack. Did it njean, therefore, that the U.S. rejected the
Soviet submission of Septembéer 2nd, which Jaimed that the U.S. had no
right to invade Cuba? Yet, Kepedy's statement had, in the main, a sooth-
ing tone. On the other hand, if it was meant to reveal a peaceful intent,
why did it not make clear that Cuba would not be invaded? It would have
been easy to convey so, insteadl of implying once more that for the pres-
ent — whatever that t — there was no need to invade. Or did Ken-
, nedy's words indimt% he |was wavering under pressure? The Soviet
Union had stated that the buildup was due solely to U.S. threats against
CubBa. Did Kennedy's failure to reply to this point mean that the U.S.
reafirmed, or that it withdrew, such threats? In brief, the first overt at-
tempt to ascertain the U.S. pogition hgd failed. It was necessary to clarify
the situation. Within thé we¢k, on September 11th, the Soviet Union
issued a lengthy and detailed statement of policy. This was the document
which, according to Kennedy's speech of October 22nd, reassured him
that the Soviet Union “had nd need or desire to station strategic missiles
on the territory of any other nation.” Let us now-examine the Soviet sub-
mission in some detail.
The Soviet statement sai
the press were calling for an

that “at first,” when only Congress and
tack on Cuba, “the Soviet Union did not

.
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pay special importance to this pmpagalui " 3¢ But, “now, howeve}, one .
cannot ignore this,” because now Kennédy's oyn intentions were urjclear:
m his message to Congress asking for a reserve call-up he had envjsaged

“the possibility of rapidly and effectivgly reaqting . ... to a dangef that
might arise . . . and that he was taking uch a step in tonnection wifh the
atrengthenmg of the armed forces of Cu}l a” by [the Soviet Union. A

what (ould have Alarmed the Americ

Lroops are shipped from the Sovict Union to|Cuba.” (Such was ig
the heart of the matter.) What did the §oviet Union have to say in geply?

The first point was that the Soviet Union had the right to station
troops in Cuba at her request, and to supply l'#er with whatever wedpons
were required. The right to self-defense was given considerabldg:
phasis. Only as an afrerthought, and only inci entallyr to contrastin
amount of military aid provided with |the much larger amount o
nomic aid, the Soviet Umon did- allpbw th{ it had in fact seq
Cuba "up-to-date weapons™ and the tro!ops to handle them, ambigu
sug;.j{ sting that these weapons were undk‘r Cul{an control:

We can say to these people that these are ogr ships. and that what we
carry in_them is no business of theirs. It it the inlernal affair of the sides ex-
gaged in this commercial transaction. . . . But we ho not hide from the worl
yublic that we really are supplying Cuba with| industrial equipment anj
&nuds . . . we also send agronomists. machine-operators, tractor-drivers a
livestock experts. . . . It will be recalled that a certain amount of armaments
is also being shipped from the Soviet -Unjion to Cuba at the request of the
Cuban Government in connection with the threats by aggressive imperialigt
vircles . . . ﬁ:s well as] Soviet military spedialists. technicians who wonld traif
the Cubans in handling up-to-date weapons, hcmusv up-to-date weapons nof
call for high skill and much knowledge.

|

The hint cannot be considered too|broad, especially if we recall that
it was unnecessary. By this time, if nof earlier, the U.S. had more fhan
second-hand rumors in evidence of the m,sentie of the weapons. (U.§ in-
telligence has admitted that it first photographed the bomber crates, {and
detected the nature of the missile cargoes, while the ships were stll at
sea en route to Cuba.) The problem, hus, was not how to inform{the
U.S. of the nature of the weapons. The eal p oblem, rather, was twofpld:
(a) to offer such arguments and reassur s would incline the U.S

accept the Soviet policy, and, (b) to asiertam to what degree, if any,}

W

U.S. actually accepted the Soviet subrhissions. Note the semantic gkill
with which the Soviet Union began its ambiguyous argument: “The a
ments and military equipment sent to Cuba are designed exclusively]
defensive purposes and the President ogithe United States and the Amferi-
can militarv . . know what means of defense are. How can these me

Union w anted to know what the U.S. thought, or did it mean that

22. Text of the statement, NYT, Septemb%r 12, 1962. Subsequent quotations ffom
the statement refer to the same source. | |
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Soviet Union asserted that th
date” weapons did not threat
in both senses it betrayed une
Soviet buildup.

U.S. could not but agree that the “up-to-

en the US.? ActualIy, it meant both. And
asiness about the U.S. attitude towards the

Of a different nature wa
excluswely for defensiye pur
“intended for defense only,"”
But, evidently, the Soviets di

the ambiguity of the expression “designed
ses.”” The Soviet phrasé could mean either
r “capable of being used only for defense.”
not think they could expect the U.S. to be

reassured by the mere assertign of peaceful Soviet intentions. Therefore,

it was necessary ta demonstra
used only for defense.

THE SOVIET ARGUMENT was
which the weapons were beinf

e that the weapons were capable of being’

very simple: under the circumstances in
r deployed to Cuba they could not be used

aggressively. But to understand the nature of the Russian submission we
must first consider an elemeptary point of strategy which the layman
often ignores. 1 '
The essential determinant of whether a weapon is intrinsically ag-
gressive is not the intention pl the user. But neither is it the physical
design, the lethal power, the destructive capability, nor any other phiysical
characteristic. The primary standard is the objective situation, that is,
the relation the weapon has o @ potential victim — in short. the 3ctual
possibilities of its being used| to attack. A rifle or a pistol is an pffen-
sive weapon in relation to ar} unarmed man. But the saine weapdns in
the Cuban militia’s hands could hardly be considered offensive in rela-
tion to the U.S. of 1962. By the same token, the short-range misqich once
placed in Turkey by the U.§. were offensive weapons when they were
first installed, in the sense thal they could have been used aggressively for
a %rst strike against the Sovi¢ts. But in time, whep these missiles were
neutralized by new Soviet eqmpment they ceastd to have offensive
capability. ‘At first, when the $oviet Union lacked missiles of its own, the
U.S. missiles in Turkey detenred a Soviet ground attack on Europe by
threatening an “overwhelming” first nuclear strike; now they deterred a
Soviet missile attack only bedause they promised an “unacceptable” re-
taliatory blow. Thus,, had become defensive weapons, unless a way
could have been devi (wHich to date has not) in which they could
have been used in tonnection|with “hardened’ missiles, or other missiles
with “second strike capability]” which released them for a “pre-emptive”
or for a wanton attack. (Eventually the Turkey missiles lost even their
defensive capability in relatidn to the. U.S,, though they retained it, of

ff-;_.

course, in relation to Turkey alone. It was then that they were with-

drawn.)

‘The argument submitted| by the Soviets on September 11th was the
exact parallel of the foregoing. It stated that there was a distinction be-
tween the missiles which the Soviet Union possessed at home (i.e. “hard-
ened” ICBM’s, or “soft” ICBM's with secret locations, or Polaris-type
missiles), which were capable bf threatening aggression by virtue of their

30




| ally sent to Cuba, which could not haye been| successfully so used. Re

23. NYT, September 14, 1962. :
24. CBS Script of 4 Conversation with P{:‘sldent Kennedy, broadcast Decembe)
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apamtv to carry out successfully a wanton attack, and the missiles actu;

minding the U.S. of its bases “in Turkey, Iran, Greece, Italy, Britain
Holland, Pakistan and other countries,” [the Soviet Union submitted that

. there is np need for the Soviet Union to| shift its weapons for the
repulsion of aggresgion, for-a retaliatory hlow, to any other country, for,in-
stance Cuba. Our nuclear wéapons are so powerful ipy their explosive force and
the Soviet Union has so powerful rockets to carryy ; these nuclear warheads.
that there is no need to search for sites for them [beyond the boundaries{ of |
the Soviet Union. We have said and we dqd repeat that . . . the Soviet Union |
has the possibility from its own territory [to render assistance to any peace-
loving state and not only to Cuba. \

The last sentence particularly stipplated that the missiles in qui
tion, which the Soviet Union did not intend to|deploy beyond its boun
aries (a statement that solicited beliel lon the grounds that this und
taking in no wise lessened Soviet aecunty). werle not those which, in the
Soviet submission, were required specifitally for the defense of Cuba.
every respect this paragraph remains true even today. For it cannot
said that the Soviet Union did deploy such weppons to Cuba, nor could
it be seriously argued that the weapons gctually|sent gave Cuba a credi
capability to launch a wanton nuclear :maclT on the U.S. Indeed,
Kennedy himself would put it on the very next day: “if the United Statps
ever should find it necessary to take millitary action against communis{n
in Cuba, all of Castro’s Communist- swpplledlewedpons and techniciags

will not change the result or significaritly extend the time lequnred o
achieve that result,” # though on October 22nd he was to claim precisely
the opposite, narnely, that they “upset the status quo.” (And again, legs
than two months later he would reverse himgelf once more and adm
that strategically the missiles did not change the status quo: “the Cuk
effort . . . was an effort 1o materially change the balance of power. .4}
Not that they were intending to fire th¢m, because if they were going %
get into a nuclear struggle they have Lhen‘ oKvn missiles in the Sov:
Union. But it would have puhtum’[}' chahged the balance of power. .

The missiles that were placed in Cuba, however, would®
an American attack possible only at a Orice tpo heavwfo‘be re dlly ag
ceptable. They had, therefore, an apprégciable deferrént effect. But the)
could not be said to have posed the thrdat of aggréssion against the U.S.
for that end they were radically insufficignt, given theia_g their|powe
to that of the U.S. They could have bden useFl only in order to defenc
Cuba from attack.?® ; /

—

, 1962 [cited below as CBS Script], p. 22 (italics mine).

25. Henry Kissinger, writing shortly after the erisiy, made the poml that the mis
siles had neither offensive nor defensive|value for the Spviet Union: “the bases were o
only marginal use in a defensive war. In an dffensive| war their effectiveness was re
duced by the enormous difficulty —if not the |impossibility — of co-ordinating a firs
strike from the Soviet Union and Cuba,” “Reflectionsion Cuba,” The Reporter, No
vember 22, 1962. However, Kissinger failed to |consider the posgibility that they had
defensive value’ for Cuba. Therefore, he fell into the ‘{blunder” fallacy: “it is dlfﬁgul _
to explain Soviet actions except as a colossal tjeunder :
3
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@ Before we proceed to study
should consider this question:
Soviet statement of September
October 22nd to pretend to con
intent to deploy nuclear deliv
Kennedy quoted from the doc

 the American reply-to this document we
in view of the foregoing analysis of the’
11th, how was it possible for Kennedy on
strue its contents as a Soviet disclaimer of
ery systems to Cuba? The reason is that
ament out of context. Indeed, i\one in-

stance he actually did violence

For on October 22nd Kennedy's accusation was that:

. the Soviet Government publicly stated on Sept. Ilth
armaments and military equipmpnt sent to Cuba are designed excl

defensive purposes.” That "ther
weapons .
and that “the Soviet Union has

to the Soviet text itself.
that “the

ilsi\'ely for
is no need for the Soviet Union te shift its

. . for a retaliatory blpw to any other country, for instance Cuba,”

powerful rockets to carry these nuclear war-

heads that there is no need to search for sites for them beyond the boundaries

of the Soviet Union.” That state

Now, the first quoted sen
the gist of the Soviet argumen
the argument was invalid or
statement hardly constitutes an
The third quoted sentence refe
to the missiles actually sent. I
would have been absurd for the

The second quoted senten
to shift its weapons . . . for a

1ent was false.

ence contained, of course, no more than
. The U.S. might well have claimed that
otherwise unacceptable, but the Soviet
undertaking not to send missiles to Cuba.
rred, in the context, to Soviet ICBM's, not
ndeed, it remains true to this day that it
Soviet Union to deploy ICBM's to Cuba 2
re, “there is no need for the Soviet Union
retaliatory blow to any other country, for

instance Cuba,” similarly refe
with second strike capability.
easily misapplied by Kennedy
is no need for the Soviet Unio
aggression, for a retaliatory

rred in the original context to weapons
ut the Soviet words could not have been
ad he quoted the sentence in full: “there
to shi?t its weapons for the repulsion of
low, to any other country, for instance

Cuba.” This described much too obviously the second strike weapons
of the Soviet Union. But by ¢mitting the words “for the repulsion of
aggression” (which, in turn, pecessitated omitting the commas before

and after “for a retaliatory blow” in order to disguise the fact that the
sentence had been tampered w

.

th),?" the Soviet words were made to mean

that the Soviet Union digglaimpd all intention of sending any missiles to

Cuba. . :
26. As late as Septet}nber 12, 1
Carter, while briefing the House
the Soviet argument, namely, “that
any long range offensive missiles in

]

2, the CIA Deputy Director, General Marshall §.

mittee on Armed Services was still exi)ounding
ere was no reason why the Soviets should put in
ba because they had the capacity to fire from the
homeland and therefore did not n go into Cuba,” Hearings, Committee on Armed
Services, U.S. House of Representati (88th Congress, st Session), January 30, 1963
[henceforth cited as House Hearings], p. 269.

27. In most published versions, {though the commas were omitted, the elision of
the words was indicated by the conyentional three dots. However, the official version
published in The Department of State Bulletin (as reproduced in the Headline Series,
Foreign Policy Association, No. 157, Jan.-Feb., 1963), violates the integrity of the
Saviet text even more. It quoles the Soviet statement as follows: “There is no need
for' the Soviet government to. shift |its weapons for a retaliatory blow to any other
country, for instance Cuba.” . (

By
-
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Evidently, this misrepresentation of the Soviet policy was intended 'to
obtain domestic, allied and UN support for the blockade. The blockade,
in turn, was necessary as a means to force the unconditional withdrawal
of the missiles. For had the U.S. privately approgached the Soviet govern-
fnent in reply to the Soviet overture of September 11th it could have
done little but negotiate on a basis which|Kennedy would have considered
an utter defeat. To avoid this utter defeat it was necessary to create ‘the
Cuban crisis.

But the crisis stage was yet to come. First it was _necessary to reply to
the Soviet submission. More specifically, it was pecgssary to answer that
the U.S. accepted the doctrine that the weapons|sent to Cuba should be
construed as having defensive capability nlf;, and to disclaim the inten-
tion of attacking Cuba. On the other hand, if at a later stage the U.S.
government was to claim that the weapons were |offensive in character, it
was necessary to convey the foregoing to the Sovi¢t Union in such manner
that the American public did not become aware that this was being done
— indeed, the reassurance must be so worded that it could be later con-
strued as an additional warning. ‘

It did not take the administration long to compose such a reply. Two
days after the Soviet statement Kennedy held a press conference. It began
with a prepared statement explicitly addressed tp both the Soviet Unian
and to. American and allied listeners:

nical and military personnel have moved steadily on to the lsland in increasing
numbers at the invitation of the Cuban Government

Now that movement has been increasqd. It is
surveillance.
But 1 will repeat the conclusion that [I repor;Ed Jast week that these

| b
. Ever since communism ‘moved mlcb (“uba{ 1958 [sic] Soviet tech-

under our mosl careful -

new shipments do not constitute a, serjous |threat tp any other part of this
hemisphere. g

If the United States ever should find-it| necessafy to take military/ action
against communism in Cuba, all of Castro’s Communist-supplied weap¢ns and
technicians will not change the result or significantly extend the time required
to achieve that result. ?

However, unilateral military intervention on the part of the United
States canpot,currently be either required or jjustified, and it is regrettable that
loose Ea]z%ul such action in this country might sefve to give a thin color of
legitimac¥ 1o the Commumsl pretense that puch a threat exists.28

Under the cirtumstances here outlined these words could have had
but one meaning for the Soviet Union: that the U.S. was well aware of
the nature of the Soviet buildup due tolits “mpst careful surveillance”;
that nevertheless cven the most recent shipmengs were not considered a
threat to U.S. security, because the weapons did not affect appreciably
the overwhelming superiority of the U.S! in relation to Cuba and, thus,
that the U.S. accepted the view that they had only defensive capability. It
also meant, therefore, that the U.S. was in/a position to reassure the Soviet
Union that no invasion would be launched. The Soviets should disregard

28. Text of the statement and press confemrice. NYT, September 14, 1962. Sub-
sequent quotations refer to the same source.
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“loose talk™ about such a md

Union that no such threat exi

The second part of Ken
tions under which the U.S. w
vancies, It omitted ‘all mentia

But let me make this cle

[N

wve: it -did not emanate from those in au-
give his personal assurance to the Soviet
sted. o .

nedy’s statement outlined anew the condi-
buld revise its stand. It abounded in irrele-
n of missiles or bombers: ’

ir once again. If at any time the Communist

build-up in Cuba were to endanger or interfere with our security in any way,

including our base at Guanta
missile and space activitics in
zens in this country, or if Culj
‘purposes by force ov the threat

1amo, our passage to the gananm Canal, our
Cape Canaveral or the livé§ of American citi-
a should ever attempt to export its aggressive
of force against any nation in this hemisphere

or become an offensive military base of significant capacity for the Soviet

Union, then this country will
security and that of its allies.

do whatever must be done to protect its own

The only remotely meaningful condition was the last one. In the

context, it simply meant that

if 1t ever became not a matter of defending

Cuba, but of significantly e

hancing the Soviet aggressive capabilitices,

the U.S. would reconsider. This proposition accepted and confirmed the
validity of the strategic distirjction between Cuba’s defensive capability
and the Soviet offensive capahility. It drove home the proferred clarifica-

tion of the U.S. position.

On the other hand, in re
ment was sufficiently unclear t
of the press conference: “Mr.
one of last week, at what po
Cuba has lost its defensive
was difficult to follow:

ation to domestic opinion Kennedy's state-
stimulate the first question from the floor
resident, coupling this statement with the
t do you determine that the build-up in
ise to become offensive?” Kennedy's reply
pe ‘

I think if vou read last week's staterrent afid the statement todav —T've
made it quite clear, particularly in last week’s statement when we talked about
the presence of off y missile capacity or development of military
bases, other indicaffons which [I gave last week. All these would of course,
would indicate a cange in the|nature of the threat.

in these two replies, Bt
slightly the credibiljty of his reassurance to the
Soviet Union on the very next|day, September 14th, issuéd a statement of

Kennedy’s word was believed 1

As EARLIER with the Soviet s
feasibility of the American cot
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simplicity. It fequired, to begin with, no more than the semantic skill to
mislead both the Soviets and the American pegple at the same time. We
have seen how this was done. Beyond that, it rgquired only the ability to J
. keep secret the photographic and other intelligence obtained between
! the time of the “warnings” and the time of the {discovery” of the missiles, |
' several weeks later. Thereafter all normal governmental .processes could .}
be followed, including the eventual dedision of| the Executive Committee |
of the National Security Council concerning the specific measures to be
taken against the Soviet Union. The only information that needed to be
guarded for all time is that the U.S. g%wcmm-nt had knowledge of the
missiles at the time when the “warnings|” were issued. ' '
In this connection we should note three [a&;ts. First, though all aerial
reconnaissance of Cuba since 1960 and specifically -during the months
before the crisis had been done by the [CIA’s. U-2's, on October 14, 1962
and thercalter the job was transferred [to the U.S. Air Force's SAC. In-
deed, it was the very first SAC U-2 flight on that date that “discovered”
the missiles. ‘The CIA is, of course, a more secure and compartmentalized
organization than SAC, and the pre('is*: nature of the photographic in-
formation it gathered could remain the exclusive knowledge within the
organization of no more than, say, two people, namely Director John A.
McCone and one photographic intelligence officer. {

4

Second, the U.S. government has persistently refused to make public |
any photographic evidence obtained be{ween September 6th and October |
13th. All its “before™ pictures are dated September 5th or earlier, while
all its "after” pictures are dated Octob%?r 14th or later. This omission is .
especially important in the case of the s¢-called: IRBM’s which, unlike the
fully portable, short-range missiles, required permanent installations and
not simply a clearing in the woods. Now, the earliest photograph of
IRBM bhases-made public by the U.S. government is dated October 17th:
it shows the bases “nearing completion” and |“having the final touches
accomplished,” 2% so that construction must have begun some time before.
Whether it had begun as much as six |weeks before remains, of course,
an estimate, and is not capable of proof| What can be proven, however, is
that these bases were in existence for an unspecifiable time before they
were “discovered.” ’ | X

Third, the U.S. government has alleged contradictory and, at times, ‘|
absurd reasons to explain why (a) it was unable to photograph the mis-
siles at an earlier date, (b) it was able fo phoLograph them, but did not
manage to do so, (c) may have photogr phf;d them, but lacked conclusive
proof with which to back up a public acfusatien against the Soviet Union.
For example, the government insinuated to the House Armed Services
Committee that it exhibited only “before” pictures dated September 5th
or earlier because later pictures did not| have Jood photographic quality:
“We have selected our best photographic materials covering these sites
prior to October 14th and would like to|review them very quickly. [Para.]
This is the Remedios IRBM location as“i# appeared on September
1 !
29. House Hearings, p. 241, ] > 1
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5th. . . .” % To the Senate investigating committee, however, one sug-
‘gestion was that an amazing sefies of coincidences had prevented adequate
photographic coverage during the period — for instance, a scheduled
weekly flight having been capcelled (on account of unexplained diffi-
culties), no one thought of ordering another flight until the next sched-
uled ‘one, which took place one week later.3! (Sornehow this flight was
“not wholly successful” either)) Taking another tack, the government ex-
plained that bad weather continuously -prevented photography of the
whole island between September 5th  and 25th —and that after the
weather lifted somehow it did not think of photographing the whole
island, but only those parts which, as 1t turned out, did not have missile
bases on them.3?

The administration laid |much emphasis on proving to a skeptical
world opinion the existence ¢f the missiles. But, strangely, it produced
no evidence to support its claim about the exact nature or range of the
missiles found in Cuba. Several reports # have pointed out that the evi-
dence shown demonstrated only the existence of very short-range missiles,
certainly not the type which afe usually called IRBM's. The authoritative
Aviation Week has actually suggested that the missiles should have been
called PRBM's — P8litical Range Ballistic Mjssiles.?*

In brief, the American dounterscheme required essentially nothing
else than security, and that security was ensured by two things. First,
some physical secrecy was required, but it was not difficult to preserve. It
had to do with the photographic intelligence obtained between Septem-
ber 5th and Octsber 14th. Every other document could be placed in the
public domain. Secrecy was fequired concerning their true meaning —

- which, in turn, could have been appreciated only in the light of the
information that had been suppressed. Second, the number of people who
had to be privy to the plan ould be kept very small. Indeed, we may
even make an intelligent guess at exactly who these were: Robert Ken:
nedy, for obvious reasons; John A. McCone and one.othet CIA man, for
reasons already given; Robert McNamara and his intelligence assistant,
John Hughes, since in their briefings to House, Congress and public they
introduced the equivocatiens,|ambiguities and evasions required to avoid
clearing up the mystew the September 5th-October 14th photographic

evidence gap. To thes@we might add McGeorge Bundy, given his rela-

30. Ibid., p. 239. The same explanation was read by John Hughes, of the Defense
Intelligence Agency, at McNamara's “Special Cuba Briefing” February 6, 1963; see
the Department of Defense’s transqript, p. 4.’ 3

$1. Senate Report, p. 8.

32. Ibid. At the February 6, 1963 press briefing McNamara denied that there had
been a “photography gap,” explainjing that photographs belween September 5th and
October 14th had not been shown|at the briefing “for lack of time” (Transcript, p.
40). At another press conference laler that month he reverted to the explanation that
somehow reconnaissance flights in [late September and early October had not photo-
graphed the whole -island, but only those sections which, as it turned out, were free
from missile bases. =

33. Newsweek, November 12, 1962; Bulletin of Atomic Scientists, Fcbni:y
The New Republic, February 23, 1963; The New Yorker,-March 2, 1963.

34. Pachter, p. 11.

36 | - Suge

, 1963;




_, hinged almost exclusively on two factorg that ¢
" trolled by him: what he did not say to the Amerjcan people, and what he
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Rusk

tions to Kennedy, and also because the
Possibly he completed the list. But Dean
be admitted, if only because the forthc
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is.very much in-his style.
might be. the/ last one to

ing Aimerican cas¢ at the UN

and in the courts of allied opinion w uld haye to be handled by or

through him. These eight persons were Il wh

o/had to knoW. Kennedy's

scheme was feasible, in the last analysis becau;e apart ffom security it

did say to Khrushchev.

ould be fairly easily con-
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IV—THE DEFEAT OF THI SOVIET_SEHEME

l 0 sAY THAT the U.S. counterscheme

/

as h:ghly"feasible is not to say

that 1t was bound to succeed. K.ennedﬂ plan| was, evidently, the last

resort of a cornéred man. Very probably

he idea|of misleading the Soviets

in order later to protest was put together without any final decision as to

what form that protest would take or ho
important thing was to secure popular backing
the final decision to blockade was hammered/o
15th and October 22nd by the Execuu e Com
as events proved,
stronger than the U.S. counterscheme all
the reason was not the U.S. blockade.

wed. 1

the diplomatic pos:Lnn of

effective it could be — the most

(As already mentioned,
ut only between October
mittee of the NSC.) But,
the Soviet Union was
f the Soviet sche;ne failed

The weakness of the blockade was| twofold. Diplomatically it suf-

fered from glaring illegality; the presencg of eve
ity in Cuba would not have violated internati
was settled bilaterally before the U.N. kase re
can only speculate as to what would have hapy
in view of the Soviet veto, that the U.S, could

n truly offensive capabil-
onal law. Since-the crisis
ached its completion,  we
vened there. It is certain,
not have secured the en-

dorsement of the Security Council. If the case

Assembly, it is doubtful that the U.S. would haje fared well. The neutral .

bloc almost certainly would have voted kigams
which ultimately would have sided with the
sympathy with hennedys brinkmanship. The
support only from its Latin American s3gtellites
Militarily also, as events showed, j

had gone to the General

Even the NATO allies,

IU S., did not show much

U.S. had wholehearted

he blockade was ineffective. As

long as the U.S. did not go beyond mere blockade the Soviet Union could

afford to wait — as in fact it did — and

to carry ordinary supplies. After all, the| weap

ither submit its commercial ¢

ns already were in C

goes to search (under protest), or to us non-%ovnet bottoms exclusi a‘%

There was no reason to try to run the| blockade. The case at the UN

could proceed at its own pace. Eventually the

blockade would have had

to be lifted — or, at very least, the U.S. wpuld have had to negotiate.
Evidently, Kennedy recognized very|soon that the policy announced
on October 22nd was not enough to def{at Khrushchev. But he held an

ace up his sleeve, namely, his knowledg

(probably partly reasoned, but
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surely intelligence-confirmed) that the weapons in Cuba re wained pinder
Soviet control.®® Towards the end of the week of the crisis "'t rough [news:
- papers and allied nations, the¢ information was leaked out [by the us.®
govemmcntl that an air strikg [against the missile bases{ might 11 exe-
cuted ‘shortly,’ ” 3 ‘unless the Soviets agreed- immediately to withdraw
the weapons. | (I _ .
~ Of course, this put the situation in a new light. If the bases were
attacked the Soviet Union would be placed in an impossible dilemma,
for the attack would have directly impinged on its military fcijce-. It
would have had, unthinkably, to submit supinely to military attackjupon
its troops, or it would have had to reply with its home forces — and this
surely meant nothing less than a thermonuclear first strike. Khrushchev
admitted defeat when he realized that Kennedy was now determined to
launch a first, conventional stfike upon the Soviet lorces present in [Cuba,
regardless of consequences; that Kennedy was ready to go to war rather
than abide the presence of the missiles, or otherwise suffer a dipl matic
defeat of the magnitude her¢ involved. Khrushchev was Jlost, 1n|shart,
when he realized that his orjly alternative to withdrawing the missiles
was to order a thermonuclear first strike. Kennedy's victory consisted in
having:maneuvered Khrushchev into that position. "

Whatever Khrushchev's shortcomings, the disposition to go to-nu-
clear war rather than suffer [the corresponding humiliation and | defeat
was not one of them. Though it was probably foolish of him to have

. tempted a U.S. presidential fircle renowned for its political pugnacity
and for its Spartan self-conc¢it, proud of its “lean and:mean” interna-
tional image, it was surely fgrtunate for the world that he had enough
wisdom to limit the risk even at the cost of a catastrophic diplomatic
defeat. ' :

But it is supremely ironi¢, in an episode rich in irony, that although
Khrushchev suffered a crushing defeat (which very likely figured largely
in his later downfall), Kenn¢dy's victory was less than conclusive. The
Cuban crisis so changed the| world political climate that before many
months had passed Kennedy himsélf had to face the fact that the forcible
overthrow. of the Cuban government was no longer expedient. (Shortly
after he so declared Soviee Union finally decided the time was ripe
to undertake to regar atlack of Cubaras an attack on itself.) Part of
the reason may be deSribed analogously to why Britain and France's
failure in Suéz forbade them| further future moves of the same gort: in-
today’s incipient world polifical organization, organized force against
a supposedly illegitimate opponent automatically legitimizes that
opponent. : |

The Cuban crisis legitimized the Cuban Revolutionary Government
in a variety of ways. The American move granted belligerancy right.s to

|
35. Even this knowledge was mot strictly required. It was enough to know that
the Soviets were manning the sites; a fact which had never been in doubt.
86. Pachter, p. 55. In his testymony to the Holse Committee on Armed| Services
McNamara confirmed, in answer fto the t}uation whether “we were preparpd for a |
time to invade,” that “we were ptepared for whatever eventuality developed]” House /

Hearings, p. 273. g'
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' policy logically implied that a

" the crisis entered Kennedy's calculatior}s; the
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long as Cuba|did not offer a military
g as the interdicted weapons were with-
the U.S| had np right to apply military

the Cuban revolution against {ppositi‘n from} the U.S. And the U.S,

threat to the U.S. (that is, as lo
drawn and kept out of Cuba),
force. ' ‘ :
By the same token, Kennedy's counterscheme focused the definition
of illegitimacy upon nuclear deterrent| weapops, on the grounds that
every nuclear deterrent confers [‘offensive” capgbility. The logical impli-
cation was that other weaponﬂ (e.g. those of |a parrying type, such as
anti-aircraft missiles), were nedessarily defensiye. Therefore, their pres-
ence in Cuba did not justify an; American attack. Now, in what category
did this leave the Soviet-manned anti-pircraft bases? Or possibly even

Soviet manned fighter aircraf&? Or other defensive concentrations of

Soviet troops? Evidently, they c¢ould not be classified as offensive. Irori-
cally, the continued presence of Soviet troops in Cuba was, in the climate
of the post-crisis, a sufficient deterrent tg accomplish efficiently the defen-
sive role in which the missiles had failed — th(;rl}gh not enough, of course,
to achieve the full original Soviiet aim. In sum,‘the Cuban military situa-
tion was not radically changed| by the withdrawal of the missiles —any
more than it had been radically altered by their introduction. Kennedy
eventually had to admit this into his c Iculations and, therefore, found
it advisable to rethink his Cuban policy. Whereas in the climate before
the crisis he might have dared to bom Soviet| troops in Cuba, after the
crisis such a step had become unthinkable. . _

It seems, therefore, that there was|an element of truth in Khrush-
chev's assertion that the impenialists learned their lesson. But since the
Soviet Union withdrew the missiles long before they learned it, his repre-
sentation was disingenuous. Moreover, it is probably incorrect to suppose
that fear was the principal motive in Klenedy's reappraisal. 1 would like
to think that when Kennedy reversed himself early in 1963 and renounced
his alleged right to overthrow the Cuban goverpment, the basic reason
was the gradual acquisition, over the mjonths sirice the previous Novem-
ber, of a world-political sobriety — indeed, a wisdom + Which_he had not
previously enjoyed. We might even guess at :u;lelement of remorse, if not
at the way in which he had deplt with Khrushchev and with the Ameri-
can people, at least at the way|in which he had put the world in danger

of thermonuclear holocaust. Whatevér the reason, there is ample evi- -

‘ was even the hint of an
admission that he had not been as clearsighted|during the crisis as he was
now: . . s
|
When that day comes and |there’s a massive exchange then it's the end
. you're talking about . .. 150 million|fatalities in the first 18 hours . . .
nobody wants to go through what we wen lhrouglh in Cuba very often . . . 1
think Mr. Khrushchev realizes the care with whidh he must proceed now as
do we . .. Cuba was the first time wher¢ the Sofiet Union and the United

dence that after the crisis a retrospective aerreness of the enormity of

States directly faced ecach other with the prospect of the Use of military forces
. which could possibly have fTscalalr:d into a nu¢lear struggle.37

37. CBS Script, pp. 21, 31-32. | ' |
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conflict about whose military dominipn shall
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