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Preface

This is a first draft, so I anticinate { at t ere 7111l be gme
chanzes ade. I -mill be hap~y to listen to any critiecis . in this
rez=rde 1L was v understandins that the caze researchers weras to be
coznizant of and zensitive to the work of their rollearues on this
nrojects The only e-se study ovailable wien T vms writins this was
Dlesing's. I b=wve nged, cited, corroborated ani dissgreed with DHesing
in & mybar of loestions in this ~tudy. This was =rticularly eassy
since Diesingls case is “artieulsriv relevant for nine and since I
sgree with Yiesing »m 2 rood many atters--or zo I think. I hore t at

neither Dizsine nor any other case researcher will =g offenderd at the

liberal use I have ' nde of his ‘nsiaht,



THE CUBI CRISIS
The Svstermic Environ:ent

The Cuban crisis occurred in what is gener=1ly held to be 2
bipol~r =ystem, 2nd to a considernble degree the intern=ti nal system
was organized iround the two supernowers. The nreeminance of these two
states may be attributed, at le st in an immediate rather than causal
sense, to their miclear and conventional forces which vastly outstri-ed
the corresnonding capabilities of 211 other states with the “ossible
excention of China's conventionsl land forces. The inabilitv of forces
of this noture to handle nonconventional adversaries svech as guerrililas,
at lesst in some circumstances, had not yet been as coinclusively
demonstrated as it has today, and the milit-ry forces of the 'inited
States and the Soviet Union were clearly on the neak of the system!'s
hierarchy. The Soviet Union's conventionzl land Torces were probably
suparior to those of the United 3tates. The United States nrobably had
surerior conventioncl sea and air forces. A nuclear or strategic balance
existed in tihnt neither state had a "first strike! capabilitr, but the
United States did possess gquantit:stively and qualitativelv--in terms of
hardness--a superior nuclesr force.

Each of the supbernowers =as a bloc le cder of zorts, =nc the
blocs mrnifested theaselves in a variety of grounings ranging from
rather nebulous conglomerates such a2s the '"free world" or the 'corwunist
camp" through seneral regionnl organizations simil-r to the Organization
of Anericon States to reasonably coherent and purposeful allisnces such

as the Worth Atlentic Treaty Orrenization or the Jarsaw act. The nature



and firmness of the commitments tlie bloc leaders had toward the lesser
members of their respective cozlitions varied a great dezl among these
various groupings, and the considerations involved in porticul-r commit-
ments an-ear to have been complex and disparate. Each of the supernowers
was, however, losing its unouestioned &Status as bloc leader., China

had for several ye~rs been engszed in challenging Soviet le:dershin
within the cormunist bloc, and France, under re Gaulle, had been
vociferous in cvesti-ning the nurpose =nd character of the ‘/estern
allisnce in general and specific organizations such as NATO in nartic-
ular. Both China and France h-ad sugeested that their resvective titular
bloc leaders -rere not serious enough in their trosks, and de Goulle had
even cuestioned the necessity of a genersl organization Cor the defense

of lestern kurnoe., In addition a collective conscience was beginning

h

to develop in the third world which was attempting to shake off the

chains of a variety of [orms of imperinlism--of primarily Jestern
origin. This consciznce w-s displayed clearly, Jor example, in the
United MNotions, the most prominant intern~tional organization of global
scope.

This third world conscience was nerhaps more relevant to the
ideologicsl heterogeneity of the system than to the distribution of
power within it. The bloc leaders carried the banners of cross-national
ideologies as well, and the United States snd the Soviet Union were
enzaged in - world-wide ideological struggle for which tha third world
had served as 2 common battleground. But with resnect to the Cuban
crisis the nrimary relevsnce of the ideological disp-rity between the

two supernowers lay in its imnact on the im~zes each nower had of the



other. The ideological schism macde the develonrent of empathy and
reasonably accurste inages between the supernorers difficult to achieve
under conditions of normal interaction, Thus the exectations of e~ch
about the intentions of the othar were rather incorrectly ‘ormul=ted.
Diesing (1970, ppe. 3-26) has, I think, quite accurately set out
the narticulsrs of this oroblem betireen the United States and the 3oviet
Union, and what he finds in the case >f Zerlin mny in large v~rt be
transnosad onto the Cuban crisis. The rerbers of the decision units of
each state orerated under general theories of history which provided
different a2nd contradictorv interpretations of v rious activities. Thus,
menerallv in the pre-crisis period the United States and the doviet
Union did not really commnicate with one another. DLach commuinicated
with a2 "shadow" which amounted to its image of the other. In =dditisn,
the split internal to each of the states between hard and soft liners
which Diesing =so eloquently'examines aprears to continue on through the
Cuban crisis pretty much as Diesing depicts it in Berlin. 4and, 1 Lave
found that President Kennedy shi.red Diesing's assessment of the United
“tntes hard liners as madnen (Schlesinger, 1965, pe 760). It a ears
that in the Cuban crisis the soft liners on both sides had less rigid
imiges--particularly of the advers-ry's bluffing character--tian Jiesing
.escribes in Berlin. There are several possibilities here. Diesing nay
be incorrect--perish the thought; I way be iicorrect; there wmay have been
a general shift on this aspect on the nart of these individuals over
time, or the Tuban crisis may present significently diflereat "stimuli"
than J2rlin. I tend to think the 1l:st a2ltem-tive is corract although

the second may orovide a fallbvack positions
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The Bargaining 3etting

Although the outcome of the Cuban crisis h=ad a direct impact on
min.nally three states--the United States, the Soviet Union, and Cuba,
onlv two of these were acturlly involved in anv but the most mininal
fashion, Both the United States and the Boviet Union man=ged to work
around rother than with Cuba, 2nd thus Cuba =725 largely excluded from
the action of the crisis.

In the relations of the United States =nd the 3oviet Tinion the
erisis e~me 2t 2 noint which is now generallr considerzd to have been
an earlv stage of the end of the old cold war. The sixteen s=ie vears
since the end of UWorld War II had seen the two statas continmually at
odds with one another. Conflict over the <#ivision aznd regimes of [R:rone
and Korea h:d dominnted the Stalin era, 3Since tien, the major bone of
contention between the two was the status of West erlin, and this issue
had recipitated conflict throughout 1960 and 1961. 1In addition s series
of less nersistent issves--MHangary, Suez, U-2 flights, Laocs--h~d cavsed
periodic «iifficulites between the two.

The nature of the issues at stake in the Cuban crisis will be
exanined nore fullv in the bargaining process section. ror now it is
acdeoquate to sav that the Soviet Union decision unit anmpesrs to have been
smurred by a mimber of factors--strengthening its lzsadership position
iithin the socizlist world, exposing the United States as 2 'naper tiger",
improving the Soviet strategic weapons position, =nd defending Cuba--to
take the action which initinted tie Cuban crisis. This action was the

deplo'ment of c~ortain strategic weapons--nedinm =nd ‘ntermedi-te-range



miclear missiles =nd medium-rance bombars--which tihe United Stztes
viewed as '"offensive'.

The issue, so to sreak, then of the crisis was the deployment of
these weapons. Basically, the United States wanted then removed and
appears to have been willing to pay whatever prics necescary o gain
their removale. 'The imnortance of this issue to the United Statss was
not prirmsrily <ue to short-term militarv considerations slthougi, inaswuch
as the missilas severely reduced the Strateric Air Comwand's warning time
and circunwented most United States air defense syvstems, thesz2 were of
somne importance. The real import of the Sovist denlovment for the
United Steates decision unit seems to have lain in the long-term,
nolitical arena., The Soviet move violated a mumber of lorg-standing,
sphere-of-influence conventions dealing with the rel-tionshiv of the
United Stutes and the rest of the Americas. The First of these was
werhaps the dMonrce Doctrine and the most recznt a series of nolicy
statements Kennedy ha+ made about the United States acce~tance, or
ravier lack of same, of the contingency of Cuba as a Soviet strategic
wearons base in the months oreceding the crisis, In effect the United
States haa a long-standing »uwblic commitment to deny such moves as the
denlovyment of Soviet strategic weanons in Cuba, »nd Kennedy and the
members of the group which advised him felt that the irmnlications of the
accentance of this Soviet move on United States inflnence in Latin

Ansrica and, indeed, on the credibility »f United 3t-tes comitments
il e

—_—

in peneral would be disaalrous.
In contrast the Soviet Union, at least in retrospect, a pears to

have been far less comitad to soe of its sevaral objectives which



oresinably avoroximate those outlired above. The only oL jective to

which the 3oviets had a nublic comritment of anv sort was the defrsnse

of Cuba. A nmumber of other asvmmetries way have been influenti-1l in

this skewed or imbalsnced situ~tion. [(mnited 5t-tess stratesic forces
were larzer and better protectzd th:n their Soviet counterparts. The
United Stotes superiority here was vrobablv not sufficient to voset the
bal=nce of terror--th»t is, the United 3tates would have suffered
rrievously in nuclear war, bnt the 3Soviets would hardly h=ve held a
nuclear edge even after some of the weapons in Cuba were onerational,.
Also, the crisis took »lace in an area in which the United 3tatos enjoyed
the supremacy of its conventional forces. The navsl, air, nd land
forces which ti:e Inited States could bring to bear in the Caritpbean
were surely capable of overnowering the Soviet and Cuban forces there.
In sddition, the United States was able to generate considerable supnort
from relevant "allies"--namelv the other states of this hemisphere;
vwhereas, the Soviet Union and Cuba were rather isolateds The “arsaw
ract, of course, sided with the Soviet Union as did the HATO countries
with the United States, but the inoact of Bulgaria snd Greece on the
crisis was r:ther swalle Finally, the crisis involved an area clearly
within a generallv acceotsd sphere of United States influence znd an
action which was rather obviously relevant to United States sectirity.
(Given these asymctries it seens somewhat strange that the
soviets initisted a crisis in Cuba in the first -lace. It now appesnrs
as if the Soviet Union greatly mismerceived the irpact its riove would
ave on the United States and thus the rigidity with which the United

itates would hold to its obj:ctive of keening 3oviet strategic weapons



out of Cuba. The Soviets surelv doubted neither the objectives nor the
1ilitary vower of the United States; what waz ousstioned avvarently wos
tihe willingness of the United Statcs to take risks to achieve its
sbjectives, and it was the demonstration of this lack of resolve which
7as probably one objective of the Soviet denloyment in Cuba. The
inited 3tates also nisnerceived its adversarv and thus did n»>t fully
realize thst it had oresented such an irresolute image to the Sovietb
inion thiat the latter had come to doubt its fibre so seriouslye. In
addition, the United States misjudged Soviet intentions in that United
States intelligence nresumed that the Soviet Union would be unwillinz to
deolyy its strategic weapons outside of its own borders.

Diesing, in his aforementioned examination of the “zrlin crisis
susrests that anv theory which postulates one narty or side as the
initiztor of t'e crisis is inndecuate in th@t each side will consider
t at the provacative activit- of the other has :recivitoted the crisis,
In tiweory I think Diesing is correct. Tnat is, I have viewed =2 ciisis
as essentially 2 challence denicd where the challenge is on attemnt to
alter an wnsatisfzctory status ruo and the dernial is an atiemt teo
frusirate the ciallenge. It is clear that cihzllenges rmay be and, fron
the versuective of the challenger usually are, provoked by some activity
of the denier. My noint in terming the staz s as I have s .ne of
obtaining %EE;IEEE_Eigclicity ratiter than actributing blame. It seems to
me tliat sny objective standard o falirness would find the Joviet de -loyment
of strategic wea ons in Cuba in 1.62 quite legitimate. The 3oviets were

reacting against biased standards imposed by United Stotes militory



power, Yet L still find it useful to speak .f the Soviet chollenge as
initi~ting the crisis.

1ty reasons for feeling this way are these. In order to limit the
material involvaed in analysing crises an initisl nrovocation has to be
adontad. That is, the American activity which nrovoked the Soviet
denrloyment was undoubtedly nrovoked by sore “rior Soviet activity and
so on back in tive. This chain of nrovocation ias to be cut “omewhere.
The issue is where, and it mav be that the two criteria I adonted on the
bnsis of the c=ses I chose for =nalvsis =re —ot aderu~te for Berlin or
oth r cases. One of the criteris was “he z-ecificit:- of the conflict.
In the Cvuban case the Soviet Union's denloyrnnt seasrs to e to have been
provoked not by any ngﬁifiﬁﬁﬂﬂiﬁﬁq_ﬁEﬂ?eﬁ_?Ctﬁon or issue but r=ther

U7 a general climate of stubbornness with which milder Soviet snttenmpts

to manage Sovizt-Averican conflict had run into. The snecific conflict
of the crisis--the issue of strategic weapons in Ouba--began onlv with
the Soviet denlovment.

he second criterion derives fTrom the —anner in which the term
crisis seems 10 be used by nationnl decision-malers. Here a crisis is
essantially vhe confrontation and breakdomm st-ges of wnat T have termed
A crisis., UWhat T have cone here ir to inclu:iz the =ctions which lead to
confrontation, and I have viewed confrmtatim as the intersection of
challenge -nd denial. I think thes criteria work -rettv well with ine
empirical cases I hrve chosen to do. But, it “av be that these ure

cases--Berlin--for which they will not rorlk at all.

ﬂﬁmn} ’OPU{LELC Lo n‘B)LJ n,f.'a,f"f-u ns evgL B&’im m §OS



The Bargaining rrocess
CHALLENGE
The Sovist Denloyment

The intentions of the S:viet decision unit and the details of the
Soviat ‘ecision vprocess remain an enigma, and I shall h ve to work
larzely from some ex post facto smeculation by United States intellirence
analvsts., Thus I will never really break awav from the perceptions of
various lUnited stutes persommel. Ths best accounts of this choracter
with which I aw fariliar are Hilsman (196L), the Wohlstetters (1965),
and Horelick (196L). Two of these--the Wohlstetters exclided--are pretty
hardline speculations.

There seem to be a muber of commonents which c¢ml< have been
involved in the Soviets general decision to -eplov strategic reapons in
Cubas The Soviets mirbt heove been looking for sore form of triuvaph in
foreien policye Huch an event would perhans h=ve rejuvenated Soviet
prestige in 2 manner siuilar to that of the originel snace scheiveients
which had, bv 1962, lost much of their immact and in 2 feshion more
successful chan the Soviets cdubious foreipgn aconomic aid vontures. One
relevant basis here wonld hove been the inmact of a foreisn policy
trimanh on the Soviet leadershin nosition within the socialist world.

i

The Chinese had been harshly critical of the Sovi~=t Union Por it

w

relrtively casnlacent attitude towsrd the West, and a triuph 7513 have
deronstrated clearlv the wizdom of the Soviet l2--ershin. Anothar basis
ight have been to demonstrate clearly beforc the entire world the

apnarent beliof of the Soviet decision unit that the tide of the world
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strus~le had turned against the United States. Hot only were t~e forces
of the Soviet Tinion aporoaching esuality with those of the United States,
but t-e United States did not have the resolve to use its poier. The
new Saviet vosition demonstrated by this challense would then form the
basis for redress of further Soviet grievances ~round the world.

But neither of these coiinonants would have necessarily turned
Soviet ntbention toward Cuba which was, firstly, geosraphic:lly isolated
from other socialist =tates and well within the United States traditional
snhere of “nfluence and certainly within a zone of Anerican wilitary
supariority, and secondly, governad by an indecencent leader wiio showed,
rininally, no great deference for conventionol cormunist narties in:
Cub~ or elsewhere. In fact these consideratiors might have turned
attention away from Juba. Other reasons must have indic+ted Cuba. One
of these may have been that the Soviet Union did suffer from smmething
of » missile gap. FHilsman (196Li) =xplains this asnzct rather
thoroughly. The essence of this speculation is th=2t the Cuban denloyment
offercd not only the opportunitv of a triumph in foreign nolicy but a
solution to the short-term strategic geo as well, I[Gsciles which the
3oviet Union already had could be used to temporarily recress this
situn-tion and promote Soviet securitye. Thus scarce montary re-ources
couls be funneled elsewhere rather than being wasted as the Un'ted
States was doing on a series of obsolete-before-completion missile
projects.

Another compnonent which is not reallv t© ken seriously by the
larsely pro-administration writers on this subject is the Soviet dosire

to Jeter a United 3tates or other werican lasad attack on Cuba. In
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zenerrl this commonent is viewed with susnicion since, so the story goes,
Kennedy n=d no intention >f invadin; Cuba. Tds is robzbly an -ccurate
stavenent of Kennedy's intentions. But, there is no good basis for
believing thst such - statement could bhe exvected to convince Khrushchev
and other oviet declsion-makers., nernedy had attacked Cuba once less
than two years bzfore., He had adiitted that this varticul-r attempt
was an error, but Khrushchev mrst have wonderecd -hetihsr the error .n
Rennedy's ~ind lay in invsading at 21l or in not completing the job. And,
to 2cd substance to Knrushchev's doubts there was =zlways z clamor from
prominant Americans such as Senator Goldwater to invade Cuba and get
rid of Castro.

The snecul-tive substance of these lotter comonscnts fits iglatively

well arainst the hevristic search nrococure of an earlisr chanter, ¢ That

is, given a genersl desire to better their nosition intern-tio-nally plus
the s»ec.fic consti aints of gaining a more f worsble strotegic bilance
without bonkrupcev 2nd of defending Cuba from caooitalist agzression, the
develooment of the general Soviet ontion of vplacing strategic weapons in
Cuba seerns reasonable. The Sovizt decloyment of sty tegic wapms in
Cuba then met some const aints of the Soviet Union, but the actuzl
bar:aining constiraints have not yet been broached. Tlow would the 3oviet
tnion maninulr-te the United 3tates nto accenting the .resence of these
missiles and at the sme time avoid some 7orm of rmtual hostilities
debrivental to tne interests of both sides?

vere bhe oviet irnage of the United Stotes decision unit come
into slay. It is difficult to imzgine thet tie Soviet estinmates of the

surength of the Jnited States [orcss were verv in-ccurate. HNeither is
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it wlausible th-t the Soviets calculated that the united 3tates -ronld be
concletely indifierent to the deployment of Soviet str tzgic 7ezpons in
Cuba. “hat the Sovict decision unit obvisusly aissed was the immortance
thot this deoloyment nad for the lin.ted States, and th.s mispercention

ed Lo a miscalculation of the willingness of tie lnited Stat.:s to take

i_l

risks to :ain its objectives. There seems to be no mnirform 7 even
cohevent o nisn as to .vecise.y .hy the Sovists missed the imvact of
their move, but the entire analysis is symptomatic of hard line inages.,
Zeston (196L) and Horelick (196L) olace the sonrce in the Bav of ‘igs
fiasco and Khrushchev's subsecuent meeting with Kennedy in Vienna,

ibel (1966) sugrests that both de Ganlle and Acheson concurred in the
oninion that United States resolve was held in low remute by the Soviots,
but he gives no concrete reasons for their belizsfs. rerhans by these
chronicles tre Berlin wall or something in the Lzos settlerent and a
mmbar of other small indices--some probably vredating the Lennady
adninintration==hzd simmly been internrated in a congruent vot isleading
fasldon. Xissinger (1962) nrovides a long list of possibilities such

as these. Tn anv ca-e Khrushchev's interview with Knox (1952) leaves
hardly smy ouastion but what the Soviets were still uvnawsre on Tuersday,
Octobar 23, of the full impact of their action on the United Strtes.

The Soviet decision to denlov strategic weavons in Cuba bears the
sta'n »f Soviet hard line influence from a v-rietv of asnects. If there
is anvthing to the forsign wolicy triumnh idea, this was »nrobobly a hard
Jine ~sniration, The de=ire to -eveal the inited 3t tes as a nanocr tiger
would he largelr a hard line asiration as well, Unban deflense and

improving the securit - o the Boviet Union in light of the antics of
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United St:tes h ré liners would have amnealed to a broader seg ent of
the Soviet decision unit, but the crucial arguments about lnited States
accentance ~nd acouiescance rst have been hard line. Thev nrobably
apnroxim-ted closely Le May's argiment that the United Stotes conld
placidly take ovt the Soviet strategic installations in Cuba since the
soviets wonld offer no resvo-se to this —ove. This rent2lity--the very
oonosite of Huntington's (1957) notion of nrofessionalism--an. ears to
nve existed on both sides of the Cuban crisis =and was not limited to
=ilitary personnel.

The Sovist “lan »robobly involved then comnleting the installation
of the stratesic weansns, announcing their orosence in ons fashion or
another, riding out the diplom tic =tor: raised large'v by the United

Statos, and then continuing with whatever was the next iter on their

\ foreizn wolicvy amenda. That is, the Soviets -lanned a fait =cc mpli,

Thev “neluded in this general ontion decention by denving until very
near the end of the crisis the nresence o7 strategzic weanoms in Cuba,
secrecy in terms of keening Cubans avay from the denloyment overation
and using night convoys for the transonortation of n teriel, and sreed
through careful olsrming and implementation of a coimlex logistic and
construction oroject (Hilsman, 196L). One consicderation which was not
nsed here was ¢ mouflage, and of course this neglect led vo the
“igcovary of the o'oration bv the United Stat-se

3pcculation as to wiy camorflage was not used seems so ewhat
futile. Since the Soviets were smrely aware of the nossibility as
they ~id camoufl-ge some install-tions ~fter thair discoverv ans were

obvionsly desirous of secrecy, the gener-l conclusion susrester is that
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they purposely chose not to camoufl-ge their instsllotions. The s»ecific
reasons remain obscurs. Cerhaps the Soviets were unaware of the
effectiveness of United States air raconnaissarce, or ncerhaps the

advant ~es to be gZained through camouflaze ca~e at too high = cost in
torms of speeds In any cazse, 2 far more interesting auestion from a
bargaining ners-oective is the Soviet choice to =2tte vt a Tait 2 ccomnli

in their bid to =2lter the st:tus ~uo.

The sovi~t plan was evidently to spring th: comnleted nlan unon
the Unit:d S tes, and they expected acceptonce, albeit graduszl and
unwilling, but accentance, nevertheless., There an ear to be two
primaery factors which recormend this general ontion =s 3 ch-llenge
“evice or bide First, a fait accompli involves nhysically =altering a
sitnation rather then deronding that the situatiosn be altored ans backing
that femand erhaps with a sanction for noncoiv:liance. The verbal
method s-ems zenerally less effective as a situsation structuring device.
In order to be effec ive the verb2l challenge must both nose a choice
which the adverssry will accept in the challenger'!s [lavor if the tireat
is cre.ible, A4nd, it recuires that the contingsnt threat of dig~dvant-ge
be credible. This is simply a difficult mechanism to onerate. Verbal
bids ol this nature tend to engage other valuss of thes denier, and this
makes osing an deminte choice difricult (Sorensen, 1965, p. 772). Also
craqdibility seems often to recuire some nhysical activity for wwroof. In
addition, the verbal form alerts the adversary in ~dvance, md thus it
allows hin time to prepzre -nd rerhaps to nreemt the challenger's
demand. This c/n be done either by counterins with verbal comitrents

to tlie existing strte of affairs, or by physicsal nreparations simch as



shifting troon concentrations so as to bring the smtecone of the
challenger's tentative nlans into doubt, or by actual nree ptive
onarations which frustrate the challenger's intertions.

Second then, %tlhe Tait accuamli allows a nrrby to physically
structure - situation as it nleases before rev:aling that structure to
the adversary. This means that, by the tise the = dversary gains the
initintive in terms of s tructuring the situation to his own advantage,
he is workins with z situstion which is stacked ag=zinst hi+. This does
nat always rean the oo of the fait accomnli's victim as the Serlin
wloekade cemonstrates clearly. Bub, in the case »f Cuba 2 fait acconpli
~ight heve been more effective. Dezending erhaps upon the manner and
substance of the Soviet announcement of the ¢ esloyment, the United
States mizht have been rather reluctant to attack the contennlated
soviet installations .n their comnleted form. Although the initiation
of violence might not have been necessary to cain the romoval of the
weapous, the United States would nave h=d to start somewn-t higher on
the escalation ladder than it did. 4 blockade, lor instonce, would hove
had to hove been more inclusive and directed against the Cuban =conony
as well as the Soviet forces in general.

The fait accoupli slement of the 3oviet decloyment <id not, in
this instance, reallv conflict with an incrementnl inplement:tion of
Soviat solicy. The Soviets had been involved in minor furams of .dlitary
.id to Cu.= for some time, and the .articular arms buildup which was to
cul:inste with the introduction of stratzgic wesp ns took place over a
neriad of monthse. Horelick (796h) suggests that the Sovists nmay have

re ¢ t© e feedback of United 3t-tes reactions to ~rlier sros shinments
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as indicat .ng a l-ck of concern over the growing Soviet m._litury vosition
in Cuba.

It is difficult to imazine execctly how the 3oviets could have
ickad up this resoonse, and the r.blem ssens to have bzen sonewhat
different. Kennedy'!s stabtemznts Fnd always .ndicated the salience of
the duistinction betuecen -Scfensive and olfensive :o:.ces although his h
strongest and clearest staterments of Sentember L and 13 prob bly came
after the actual shipwent of missiles had begun. Knorr (196L) suzgests
a problem similar to that invoked by Diesing--cirnle failure to
cormunicate at all on this issue. In any case the 3oviets were clearly
not sensitive enough to the salience which the distinction bet esen
cefensive and offensive weapons had for the United 5tates., The Soviets
termed thoir stratesic weapons dafensive; whereas, the Unit-d States
ternied them offensive. Both of the terns were masks. The ZJoviet Union
Iknew what sort »f thing Kennedy had in ~ind -hen he s»oke of offensive
weanons. The 3ovists simoly did not recognize the full iract of the
salience which this distinction had for tre United St-tes decision vnit
in this narticular instance.

There nay hove been two particular »Hroblems involved here aside
from the general shadow communication probleis The ..@ bers of the . ‘oviet

scision unit hnd lived their lives in a battleground, and thot
battleground was now surrounded by United States strategic bas:s which
were for te most »nart no less "offensive" in chrracter iinan the conten-
plated Saviet‘installations in Cuba. It was nrob bl difficult for the
Soviet decision nnit, without a tr-ditin of hemis heric insularity, to

imagine the range of vnlues which tleir denmloynent ould engaze for the
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United States decision unit. The other problem was the double
standard the uUnited States was attemting to an ly. Io the extent that
the Soviet decision unit might have been aware of the concerns of
their United States countervarts in this regard, the concerns would
surelv have laclred legitimacv and would probnoly have aroused little
empathv. I sneculate that these extermating circum tances are helnful,
howevar, onlv in exriaining why the Soviet soft liners were persuaded
by their hard line colleazues., ihat process the hard liners of either
side 7o through remsins a mystery to me.

Although the -eployment of strategic wespons in Cuba <id have a
concrete impact on the nmilitary secnrity of the United States, the
Unite  States decision unit was indeed more deeplv concerned with the
political eonsiderations--namely the credibilitv of United States
commit ients. In other words the Soviet Union's decision unit  ispsrceived
the immact of its action on the United States not in thot it did not
recognize the distinction between the defensive ad offensive weanons
vut in that it did not feel th-t t:e values engaged by the devnloyment
of the latter weanons would be suf icient to cause the United States
to meet the challenge in any strenuous tTashion. If this latter
interpretation is correct, the Soviet Union thonght that it was plaving
Chiclzen; wherzas, it was actually olaving Prisoners!' Dilerma--soon to
be 1ade extended form. The deployient appeared a satisfactory ontion
from the standpoint of the bargaining constraints primarily beconuse of
this misnercention of the expected United St-t2s5 responses.

To surr un the general considerations so far then the Soviat

Union, prowpted bv a variety of objectives, becuze interested in the
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deployment of strategic weanons in Ouba., This seened to be 2
satisfactory option from the standzrint of the barzaining c mstraints
pri~arily b-cause the 3oviet decision unit exected no resnonse outside
of dilom-tic nrotests if the devloyment was handled »ronerlv--that is,
bv a fait accompli., The problem of manipulating the United St tes to
cive vp value and also of avoiding a dangerous confrontation was thoucht
then to bz manageable through a secret Cuban denloyment becszuse the
Soviet Union misperceived the nature of the situation for the inited

Statoes deecision nnite
DENTIAT,
The Cuban Blockade

then dealing with the Soviet Union about all it is nossible to do
is to develop a set of considerati-ns which would have sroduced the
action which actually occurred. Fortunately, the United Statec decision
unit's deliberations over the Cuban crisis are recorded with
uncharacteristic cetail, and it is thus nossible to denonstrate the
relevance of the theoretical work of earlier chz-ters far nore clesrly.

United States intelligence h=d not besn unaware of the - ossibility
of » Soviet attemnt to deploy nuclear weapons in Cuba. 3ub, as Hilsman
(196):) notes, the cxpectations of such an action were not high enough
bt what some bits of intelligence data were simply not noticed and
others were £it into alternative perceptnal fraeworks somewhat rore
conoruent with nast Soviet behavior. The major assu-ntions unon which

intelligence analysts apnear to have based their expectations ars, first,

that the Soviets would realize that the United Stoates could not accent
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desloyrent of strategic wespons in Cuba and thus would not initiate
such a demloyment, and second, the helief that the 3oviets would not
atte nt such a denloyment anyway since they had never allowed their
strategic weanons off their own soil. '/hen tihe analysis of U=z film
revealed that the Soviets had actually taken such nction, the first
concrete step taken b7 an administration officizl, McGeorge Sundy, was
a more thorough analvsis of the evidence. Kennedy was not informed
unt’l the following morning. At tist tinme he called an advisory
conference for ister in the day, and it was ~riarily in the sessions
of this advisory group that the groundwork for Kennedy's declisions was
1aid,.

The activity which started the first znd each of the rucceeding
sessions of this groun was a nerusal of the inforiation available asbout
the situation and a reocuest for more information. The filr anslvsts at
that time were uncertszin about a varisty of details, but there was,
according to then, firm evidence to indicate clearly that ~wultisle
surface-to-surface missiles with enough range to strike large areas of
the imited St-tes were being installed in several loc~tions in Ciba.
While -n actiosn of this nature had been a vossibility of which 21l the
mempers of the ducision unit were cognizant, none of them had really
exvected the action to occur, and ther was some uncerteinty as the the
meaning of the denlov:ent.

The attemot was then nade to ascertain Sovizst motivation and also
to assess the mnact of this zction -n United St=tes interestss A nu ber
of vossibilities similsr to those discussed z2rli r were sungsoted.

According t> sSorensen (1¥65) the opinion at the tie centered on 2



gener~l provbe of the United States will to resist with the defense of
Cuba ond the redress of the strotegic imbalance as subsi-erary
‘ncontives. This inter retstion had a great pact on the manner in
which United St-tes interests were af’ected. The problen of Juban
defense or ¢ en of redevloyment of missiles might have caused considerably
. less incomn-tibility with United St-tes objectives. Under the
internretation derived, however, the crisis became a test of United
States will and credibility everywhere.

This tendency to voluntarily couple one issue with 211l issues
had besn a kevstone of United States cold war »olicy for many vearse
The basis of the domino theory was ess ntially sn undifferentiated
counling of any given instance of conflict will 211 future Hossibilities

the usefulness or the emnirical

o
[

for conflict. Thus regerdless
validity of the United States nattern, the Soviet notion that the United
States would back down seems to heve been rather nrive. It may well be
true that, had the United St:utes tried to decounle its comitnent to

keep Soviet weapons out of Cuba, success would have been difficult to
achieve, Cuba's nropincuity to the United Stotes, its isolation from

the soviet Union and the socialist world in general, a long trarition

of United Staves dominance in the irericas, and some recent statements by
Kennedy relatinz s ecifically to the 3Joviet derloyment of strat~gic
weapons all tended to reinforce the importance of the United Stotes
credibilityv in the Cuban crisis to United St=te: credibility in general.
Yet the United States decision unit was worri=d abosut whether the states
of Lutin Averica or even its allies in ‘Jestern imrome world recornize the

the necessity for action, so the decisimm unit must have recognized that
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aecounling was not impossible. DNevertheless, it was not the =ltsrnative
which the decision unit wished to take. In Tact, according to Robert
Kennedy, We all agreed in the end that if the Ruseians wore ready to

go to nuclear war over Cuba, they w-re ready to go to nuclear war, and
that wrs that. So we might as well have tne showdown then as six months
later” (Schlesinger, 1965, p. 758). There is some rsason to doubt the
avthenticitv of this -~uote, but, regardless of irhathar or not Kennedy
actually sais this, it a~mears to represent well the intentions of the
United States decision unit. The strategic weapons hacd to come out of
Cuna one way or another.

There never was then really 'much doubt among the members of the
advisory group that the United Statzs could not sinmply aconiesce in the
face of the Soviet challenge. The “roblem was the articulsr “orm: which
nonacauiescence shouls tke. Ball (1962), one of the.“artici“ants in
these conferences, malies some interesting comnents about the n ture of
this problem which vindicate the relevance of the bounded rationality
asswations ex liczted enrlier. "The problem, therefore," writes Ball,
"was one of several dimensions, calling for a soluntion thot met and
balanced many sirultaneous objectives, not one sirmle objective" (v. 989).
In addition, "The choice of available responses covered a broad svectrum
e o o » That broad s ectrum offered a large nu-ber of possible variations
and conbinations® (p. 989). The problem then was one of an “ecustion of
cormound varizbles and mutliple unknowns (. 989). Ball =lso states
suceinctly the essential bargaining oroblem as manifested in this case,
“Tt was not difficult to -devise o ilitarv plan th»t would cuickly

have achieved the elimin»tion of the offensive weapons. ™t it hac to



ne a “lan th:t did not block the road le-ding boek from the »se of force
to a nolitical solution” (p. 989'. And, Ball bacomes 21 95t too sood to
be true as he outlines a series of constraints which gnided the search
for such a nlan--riniw- risk to the United 5tates and its allies,

riniman donger of sscalation towsrd higher orders of violence, consistence
with treaty obligations, and adherence to the nrinciples for which the
United States stood (Cf. Cleveland, 1463,

iWwhether the particularities of Ball's remarks are accurate or
n-t, the general outline of the situation seems difficult to cuestion
and is clerrly 2 bounded rationality situatim of »nroblem solving
character. The sroblem is difficult in that there zre a variety of
discrete objectives and in that a :road range of alternatives which can
be imlemented in a variety of fashions suriest themselves as solution
nathse. Further the solution is derived b using a set of guidelines in
the form of constraints upon the consemuences of action. The “moort nt
ruestion here, however, is not the veracity of the exrlier asswiwtions
but the ipact they have on the bargeining rocess. Specifically, the
cuestion is whether or not the considerations introduced by a nroblen
of this character lend themselves to the sort of tactics which Schelling
prescribes.

Perhaps the first decision iiade with res»yect to 2 solution to the
orovlen was to maintain the veil of sccrecy about the Unitad St-tes
awareness of the Soviet denloyment and the deliberations about the
appronriate response. The concern here was for initiative. The
general >lan was to confront the Soviet Union with a situation structured

so that the Soviets would prefer to alter their uncomnleted nlans with
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respect to the deployment of strateric weapons. The United States
announcement of th.s restructuring was to take the Soviet Union by
surnrise so that the Soviets would bs able neither to reem.t nor to
prepare for the nited States actione. Great imnortance wes placed on
gaining aivantage in this fashion. Relincuishing initiative only after
the United States had contrived a situation favoring its own objectives
annears to have been a very imoortant consideration. Thus the inited

vates decision unit planned to frustrate the attenrted Soviet fait

sl

accordli with a fait accompli of its own (Cf. Sorensen, 1,05, De 775)
Given then this general assessment »f the problem, a search

began for a »lan of action which would achieve the objcetives. 3everal

variations of "diplum=tie" aparoaches--an apneal in the United Nations,

a suwmit conference with Khrushchev, and other variations of these basic

ideas--were sugrested. All were found unsatisfaccoory with respect to

manipulating the Soviets to remove their strategic wea ons. That is, the

manioulative side of the b:rgaining problem here for the United 3States

reduced nicely to the removal of the Soviebt -tratzgic weapons, an: the

various diplomatic avuroaches which were suggested were sinly rfelt to

b ina equ e for the taske Another alternative .nvolvinz an indenendent

approach to C:stro failed essentially on the same grounds. It was the

Soviet Union which had placed the weapons .n Cuba, and resvmasly their

renoval vould be a matter for tne Soviet rather than for the Cuban

govern ient. Working with the Cuban éovernwent wonld only obfuscate the

nature ol the issne and thus 'rovide the S»viets with a viriety of

delegation tactics and delaying ar:u. ents,
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Another slternative failed i mediately in Uaiis of the otner
general conflict managument constraint of avoiding mutusl disaster.
This was an invasion of Cvba 2nd the removal of the Soviet strategic
waapons and Castro as welle. The disaster avoidance constraint was
sonewhat more com-lex than the menipulative constrainte It w=s not
clear what the Soviet response to warticular inited States actions
might be. But, it was felt to be ~lmost a certainty that an invasion
would irecipitate a re-id escal-tion in violence which would be very
difficult to ston. The invasion involved a dangerons escslation of
onjective in that the Soviet Union had »ublicallr cormited itself to
the protection of Cuba on September 11 In 2-dition, the invasion wold
involve the confrontation and destruction of Soviet forc:ss

The elinination of these altcrnatives, —inially as initial
neasures, left two prominant suggestions bet-recn which most of the
subszouent discussion razed. These were an =2ir strike on the Soviet
strategic installations and a blockacde of Cuba. Both of these
altern=tives had advantazes and drawbackse. The air strike hsd the
advantnge of dealing “irectly with the stratezic -ieapons in Cubne. That
is, it took care of the manipulation part of the bargaining - roblene.
Tts drawbacks were several and were generally relsted toward the general
disaster avoidance constraint.

First, the nir strike was not the panecea -rith reswect to the
stratepric wreapons that it apnearad at first glance. The zir Torce was
firm in its argu ent that it could not be certain thot all of the
nissiles and bombers would be destroved, and, of corrse, any which

escaped the attack might be fired w.on the United 3t-tes. In addition,
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the nuclear warheads, housed in protective bunkers, should be destroyed
as well, and the air strike was a dubious alternative for accon~lishing
thise. Also, the air strike was likslv to prompt revrisals in the form
of Cuban 2ir strikes on Florida or air strikes and bombard zsnts of
Guantanano, so the Cuban fighter planes and artillery installations
would have to be included in the air strike. One av or annther the
air strike apneared to involve escalation which led to the invasion
alternative. Recentlw some criticism (Allison, 19693 and Acheson, 1969)
has been raised acainst these deficiencies of the eir strike alternrtive.
These arguents are not norticul-rlr cogent criticism. Sorensen (1965)
implies that these deficiencies in the air strike 'regu-ent were actually
used to bolster the invasion alternative, but regardless of the air
force's devious motives, the state-ent that no guarantee of comlete
destruction of the strategic force could be given seems ~uite ~lausible
as does the necessitv of a broad rather than a surgical 3air strike.
Second, the air strike involved both nractic-l an: ethical
sroblemns of advance n:tice. If avance noytice were gziven to the Soviet
UInion, the mess ge might trigger a spasm or even a rational oree:s tive
launching of the Soviet strategic forces in Cuba or elsewhere. If no
warning were given the linited St-tes would initiste a surnrise attack
against a small nation which would entail the death and su 'fering of not
only sSoviet orces but innocent Cuban civilisans as well, Robert Kennedy
seems to have »icked up an argument advocated initially by Ball that such
an action wsas unacceptable in terms of ethicsl principles. Kennedy
apvarently argued that, "our strugzgle with Co munisw throughout the

world was far more than physical survival--it had as its essence onr
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heritage ~nd our ideals and these we rmst not destroy" (Kennedy, 1769,
De 39, In obther words an A erican politician ha‘i noticzd that a
tentotive foreign nolicy action--the air strike--world cestroy the verv
values which United St-tes foreign nolicy was supposedly r2rresanting or
orotecting. In aidition, he was concerned to the point of arsuing that
the action should not be taken. Acheson, of course, consicered this
entire argu-ent nonsense, but, although few seem to h=ve thought in
these terms before Kennedy emhasized the matter, :anv inclnding the
-r~sident seemed to agree with his nositione.

Third, the air strike would involve the destruction of Soviet
men and nateriel, and this was no m~tter to ve taken lightly. "They,
no nore than we," said the President in response to Lellay, "can let
these things go by without doing something. They can't, after all their
st~tements, vermit us to take out their missiles, kill = lot of Russians,
and then do nothinge. If they don't take action in Cuba, they cartainly
will in Berlin" (Kennedy, 1767, p. 30)s Essentially Presicent K:rnedy
recognized the Prisoners's Dilemma structure of the situation. Although
the Soviet UﬁionjﬁigFT well prefer retreat to nuclear war or even to
Iimited war, it dght well not prefer the humiliation which an =ir strike
woulcd generate to these alternztives just as the United 3States preferred,
annarently, to go to nuclear war rather than to acce~t tze he ili~tion of
Soviet strategic weanons in Cuba. Livpmann enchasized this sa e voint
after the crisis. "A great power," wrote Linpiann, "if it is cornered,
if 211 exits are barred, if it is forced to choose between suicide
\miclear war; and uncomditionnl surrender (unaccest-ble huniliation),

is ouite likely to go to ware . o « There is 2 line of intoler-ble
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nrovocation and huniliation beyond whiek nonular and govern—ental
reactions are lilely to become uncontrollable" (Linomann, 1763, De 57

The great advantage of the blockade was that it signaled the
Uniterd States comitment to the remov:l of the strategic weavons without
inherently involviug a military action apt to engmge soviet values
in a dysfunctional (ashion. In add_tion, the blockzde allowed increased
flexibility in terms of maintaininz 2 nu-her of subseavent altern-tives.
As Sorensen ovut it, "Cresident Kennedy, aware of the enormous hazards in
the confrontation with the Soviets cver Cuba in October, 1962, nade
certnin that his first »ove did not close out either all his ontiins
or all of theirs" (Sorensen, 1,03, pp. 20=21,.

The major drawback of the blockade was its r:levance to the
soviet weipos in Cuba. The blockade would keep add _tional strateg.c
weapons out of OCuba, but it did noathing directly about the strategic
weapno:ns alraoady there. This erucial natter wonld be left up to the
Soviet Union, and there was cons derabls doubt among menu.rs »f the
advisory group tihat the blockade would be a strong enough signal to
cocrce the Soviets int. wrthdrawing the strategic usapons on their owm.

The battle between the proponents of these two alternatives
raged Jor four cays. Few iemb:urs ol the group seemed to have maintained
consistent vieus throughout this seriod. As Robert Kennecy says, "there
was no obvious or simple solution" (Kennedy, 1969, p. Lu)e The desired
state of alffairs involved conflicting constraints, 2nd the se:srch for a
satisfactory altern-tive was [ravght with unceriainty. The final
reco mendation of the advisory group was an amalgam of the two alter-

natives. It was felt that the in tial step should be the blockade. The
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risks involved in this alternative apneared to be less severe than those
inherent in the air strike. If the blockade were successful, a military
struggle would be avoided. Sut, the blocknde choice maintained the
option to escalnte either by stiffening the blockade or through the air
strike and invasion route if the original choice of action were
mnsuccessful.

Although the assessment of the consequences of various altern tives
had involved some implementation considerations, the =zlternative of the
blockse=air strike progression was still a rather abstrazct idea.
Attention was »ow turned to practical planning of the alternatives and
preparations for various contingencies based upon the estin=tes of the
Soviet response.

The military apparently =1rz- <y had Cuba+ inbasion contingency
plans. 30, the air strike-invasion rart of the policv amalga nresented
fewer difficulites than the blockade. 3trike s~uadrons were alerted and
rrenared, and a large invssion force vegan to grther in the southeaztern
United 3tates.in accordance with thess existing ~l=ns.

The blockade nowr ~resented = nuvber of nroble<s which had
previously cone largely unnoticed. The list o7 ouarantined articles was
drawm un and was limited initially to stratesic ‘reapons and their
i nediate supnort ecuipment. This decision both left stiifening the
blockade as an altern=tive available for future escai~tion and irected
the blockade snecifically at the Soviet strteric weanons rather than
a2t the general Soviet nrassence or the Cuban economy.

In addition, the attemrt was made to link the block de to

principles broader than United States sclf-interast. It was tered,
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for example, » ruarantine not a blockade, and OAS ap-roval was to be
sought in order to make the blockade something of a hemis heric rather
than » United States oroject. This was to be dons bv announcing the
intention to blockade Cuba on Monday, October 22, an’ then walting

for te resuit of an NAS meeting on Tuesday before making the blockace
effective on Wednesday. Also a di~ omatic attack on the Soviet inion
was to be launched in the United MNation on Tuesday. !Here the 3oviet
Union was to be indicted as an intarnational cri~-insl because of the
swift and secret--and therefore "illegal'--redenlovment of its strategic
force. As little mention as possible was to be made through all this of
Guantana o or of United States strategic weavons installations which
were located on foreign soil. 'when presced later, tve United States
responded that these weavons were different in th=t they had baen
installed nublically over a period of time.

I want to break from the narr-tive for a mowent here at the
noint of the iinited States general ‘enisl decisiom in order to pull
together some asvects relevant to the earlier chanters. The United
3tates learned of the Soviet stritegic cerloyment in Cuba before the
Soviets could complete that project and before the 3oviets were ready
to amounce the restructured situ-tion to the United States. Although
the 3oviets did mis-erceive tha impact their challenge would have on
tre inited States and thus would have faced an unex-ectedly severe
confrontation in any case, the unexuected discovery of the Soviet
oreration by the United States 2t » stage when -'erloyment was only
partially com leted was probably crucial to the rel-tively cuick and

easy solutisn to the crisis. This dewonstrates the i nortance of
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initiative in terms of strmicturing the situation. Tha discovery

allowed the United St-tes to confront the Soviet linion with a fait
accormli rather than vice versa. Thus many fait accomnli advantages

went to the United States rather than the Soviet Union. Rather than
announcing its conleted stratesic instzllations to a startled and

shaken adversarv, the Soviet Union was itself startled and sh ken from
its complacency by an interdiction which made iis ~rojected installations
untenable. To understand how the initiative of the Uinited Statss so
domin=ted the situation, however, its denial activity rmist be

analysed.

The Tmited States decision unit recognized rather early in its
deliberations that the deployment of Soviet strategic weanons was an
unacee stable activity. So unsatisfactorv was this stnte of affairs that
the United 3States was apvarently willing to go to nuclear war if
necessary to avoid it. The United States then was commite’ to the
renoval of the strategic weanons one way or another. The nroblem was
to corrunicate this comiitr-ent to the Soviet Union in such 2 fashion
that the desired stote of affairs nizht be =chieved. The violent
responses such as the air strike or the invasion seered tied tosether
in an escal-tion secuence which would be difficult if not i:possible to
ston once initi ted and which involved very severe costs. These responses
then were viewed as total operationalizations of the United States
comitment, and thoir sxcessive costs suggested an incremental or

partial omerationalization of that comitinent instead. The various

didlomatic apnroaches which were entionad earlier were corre:tly judsed

to be inadeauate in that they would fail to structure the :ituation so
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that the Soviets would prefer to alter their de lyrent plans. In this
Derspective the blockade presented = viabie nartial overationalization
of the United States commitment. As Gilpacric said, "Essentially, lir,
President this is a choice between limited action (the blockade, and
unlinited action (the air strike and be&ﬁnd); and =105t of us think it's
better to start with limit.d action" (Sorensen, 1,05, pe 182)e In
other worss, rat.er than treating the situation as a two-by-two game
wiobh cooperation--the diplomatic approaches--and defect--the air stirike
escalation sequence~--as the alternatives, the nited States decision
unit looked into the svace on the escalation continvi between esszential
coupzration with the Soviet move and those alternatives tied rather
closely oo total delection or nuclear war anc onerationalized its
commitaent in partial for. The blockade was simply the ‘nitial
increment--a signal in the form of a warning--of the United St-tes
corm_tment in the Cuban crisis. The hope was that .t wouls signal the
natire of the general cowmitment to the Soviet Union while voiding

the d-ngers inherent in more escelated opneravionalizations.

The importance then of the Inited Suates " remature' doscovery
of tae Soviet deployment 1s that it enabled an incre-entcl uperationali-
zation of the commitment. Had the United States not mown of the
deploy ent until the installations were co-mleted, the alternative of
workiny first on the continuing introduction of str tegic weanons into
Cuba and then on ‘he renoval of those already there would h've been
unavailatle. A blockarde would have had to have 2 for worc general
orientation which would have been more Jifficult for the Soviet union

and —sriticularly Cuba to shrug off, This, of course, was srecisely

>
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what the Scviet 'nion wanted to do--to confront tlie United Stotes with
a situntion toward which all availaile alternatives were either
ineffecturl or too “ancerous to initiate. Another, and probablv less
iportant, aspect of the early discoverv was th-t whatever military
impact the strategic weapons in Cuba would have had on any confrontation
betwecen the United States and the Soviet Union was redvced and largely
eliminated bv initiating the denial stage before the challenge was
completed.

Thus, had the .nited S ates gained the initiative somewhat later
in the erisis, tl:e outcome might have been consider:sblv different. The
early initiative enabled the United States to commnicate its comitnent
functionallv in a gra‘ual or incremental fashiion. 'n analvsis of the
dysfunctional asnects of a less gradual overationalization of co mitrent
will reveal some interesting aspects of the general pavoff atterns of
crises as well as some senses of the notion of losing corirol.

In one sense 2 crisis is a challenge denied, That is, it was the
denial on the part of the United Strtes of t'e Soviet deplovment of
strategic weanons 'n Cuba that actuallv provided t e Cvoan crisis. This

eninal ocecurred because the United States nreferred, an arerntlv, any
otlier uonsemiences to those of acaniescing to this challenges That is,
the United Stotes ~referred the costs of -mtual defection to tho=ze
involved in acce-ting the Soviet defection. Thus with respact to the
denil decision the structure of the situation rese bled Frisoners!
Dilemma rather than Chicken.
The roblen for the United Stntes defection move was to wlace the

Joviets in = -oasltion in which thev preferred to withdraw their Onban



33

challenge rather than to escalote the level of the conilict. Kennedy
was well aware that, if he resnonded to the Soviet chzllenge in @
fashion which the Sovi-sts found too provacative, the level of conflict
activity wonld escrlate.

Kennedy's concerns here seen to be of two distinct tvves. First,
he se=med to fear that his action would turn a votential Chicken
situation into Prisoners! Dilea by engaging ~ number of Soviet values
similsr to those which the Soviet challenge had engared for the United
states. In other words the air strike migi:t engage such values of
prestize or face that the Soviet Union world nrefer to escal=te the
co~flict further even though disaster looned ahead rnther than to accent
the humiliation of the air strike.

Anothsr fear Kenne-dv obviously had was te fear of a spasn
resomse which might be different »nd harsher than the rotional,
deliberate "risoners' Dilerma alternative just surgested. Kennedy
realized how easily this could hapven as his own initisl reaction to
the Soviet challenge had been to respond with an air strike. And, the
3enators whon he briefed shortly before he mblically annoimnced that
chnallenge and the charucter of his denial activity had reacted in the
sane way. The time Kennedy had token to celiborate on the mroner
rasnonse to the ch-llenze had not changed “is opinion about the
unaccentable natuce of the challenge, but it had mitigated the
character of his denial move.

There are two distinct feare then. One that ihe ac ersary will
be so provoked b one's own activity that he will escal-te the conflict

in » s-asn without pausing to consider carefvlly the implic-tions of his
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action. 'This actuslly takes the conflict out of the rational, bounded
rati mal, or ga-e mode of activity. That is, this would no longer ve
barsainince. The other is that even after a rational analysis of the
situation 2 marty may fesl the necessity to escelate because of the
vnsatisfactory consemences of nonescalatory responses.

With resnect to the first of these then the fear is essentially
sne of leaving the bargaining process behind, and with this trocess goes
the rational, value sustaining deliberation which provides some management
function in terms of trying to avoid disz:strous consequences. The fear
is not only that a barzainine orientation toward the conflict will be
lost but that it will be lost with such vigor and —rovocation tiat it
can be rezained again only after ruch havoc and suffering. This h.voc
and suffering is normally called wnr. Losing control here neans simnly
miving tit for tat while accepting great costs. The mechanisn which
throws actim out of a bargaining context is unzccentable provocation.
resu ably, it is the noint of Kahn \1¥65) that, if awareness of the
differentistions aong action alternztives in this arsa of rovocatinn
increases, this will facilitate retention of control or ratention of a
barg:ining ramework somewhat further along an escalation ladder.

But control can be lost in slightly different senses within the
bargaining framework as well. Control is in -me sense synony-ous with
initi-tive. Th-t is, a party cont ols the situation as long as it
strictures the sitnation. Thus, as will be discussed shortly, Kemnedy
felt tiat he had lost control of the Cuban crisis once he ad effected
the blocksde an' the 3oviet shivs were still steaing toward ite It

was then up to the Soviet decision unit to stop or steanm on-~-the



influence which Kennedy had exerted on this Soviet decision had been
exhausted.

Contr .1 is lost in still another se:se in crises. Lven if
2scalation t-kes niace within a bargaining frave of referesnce, the
stokes are increased with the escalation. And, even if both narties
would orafer to take seome sort of minor loss to get out of their
present situstions, it may well be that neither can oring about such
an outco e on th2 basis of its own efforts alone., Here tThe vroblen
is one of coordinating a deescalation aong rmltirle narties.

31t, to zet back to the Cuban crisis, all of thes2 considerations
-jere active in the United St tes docision to signal the 5ovict union with
a blockade. The ide: was to show enoush resolve to indic te to the
joviet Imion the natire of the United States comnitment and yet not to
.rovoke the S.viet Union to the degree of -riving them from a bargaining
verspecive of the conflict--.n other words, to warn them credibly--and

_thus to face them with a Cidicken rather than a rrisoners' Dilemna
. T — e - =

__situstione YWoen Kenmnedy and wther participants so ke about leaving
bridses along which the Soviet Union could retreat, this is essentially
what bther had un vand--allowy gz the Soviet niun to recopnize the

Inited S st.s rosition and to maintain control of thsasir response.
CONFRONTATION
The T'plecentation of the iflockade

Kennedy announced the blocka<e vart of the resnlt of a week's
deliberations to a largely unsusnecting worlc oh lMondav, October 22,

1962. He s2id nothing ~irectly about the intention to esc-late to an
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air strike if necessary. Rather he intro-uced the block-~de as an
initial measure, stated that a Soviet missilec lavnched from Cuba toward
any tarzet in the Jestern hemisphere wonld be considered 2 Soviet
attack on the United States which would receive a full retsliatory
response, but he was silent on the possible n=ture of United 3tates
escalation with respect to the continued presence of existing Soviet
reapoms in Cuba.

The next target for United States activitv was to gain the
broadest ~ossible support for the blockade or, as it was c2ll=d, the
cuarsntine which was after all a2 flagrant violation of conventional
frecdom of =movernent on the high seas and thus of ‘nternatiosnal law
(Gerberiing, 1968)., The najor faorums for this dirl-matic offensive
were the OAS and the United Mations. The OAS ‘et on the following dav,
Tuesday, and sovewhat surorisingly endorsed the United 3totes announced
action unaninously. The linited States initiated that same cay a lesal
assault on the Soviet denloyment ‘n the Security Council of the united
Hations. fere the Soviet move wa- denouncad as illersal although the
logic behind this accusation was as flimsy as can be imagined. In
addition to these two major diplomatic undertakings the Tnited States
action was exhlained or justified to foreign leaders sll around the
globe, Tn a few instances actuzl assistance was rsouestbed--the closing
of airmorts to Soviet aircraft bound for Cuba in Canada, Guinea, and
Senegal, and tnese requests were in each case granteds

The i nact ol these efforts to disguiss the blockade in one
fashion or another were surely a2 trtal failure as disyuises. The Soviet

inion certninly did not miss the fact that the blockace was a blockade
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sily because it was called a2 cuarantine, nor were the Soviets in

all likelihood eonvinced that the United States was not guilty of
violating legitinte Soviet rights on the high seas becouce the OAS

had endorscd this act as right ond proper. It is even doubtful as to
whether the Soviets viewed a statement of the JAS as any more an
indenendent noint of view thon their United States counterpsrts woaald
have viewed a state ent of the “arsaw Pact an opinion indenendent of the
3oviet Union. The divlomatic offensive nrobablyv did have some —arginal
impact, however. J3ince even the United 3tates did -ot anticipate the
favoravle resoonse it received, it is hardly likely that the Soviets,
rith n diametrically opposed visw »f legitimacy or what ought to be
sunported, anticinated th-t the United Stotes would be so broadly and
fervently sup orted. The supn:rt which the United States did receive
must have added to the chock and disorienting impact of the United

St tes fait accompli. In a2.dition the favorable resnonse nrobably
added wositive reinforce ent to the confiderce and faith of the United
States decision unit. The United 3tates, unlike France and Great
Britain in the Suez crisic of 1956, did not really need the physical
supnort of its allies in order to carry out its plan of action, but

the iebers of the United 3tates decision nnit were surely thankful for
the nschic boost the favorable reos onse vrovided their confidence and
moral. Had the nations of the Testern hemis here come out =tirongly in
sunpart of the Soviet depvloyrent, and had they castigated the United
States intervention on the hish seas, the United 3tates aght hive been
sonewhat more hesitant in its acti-n and the bSoviet Union somewhat more

bold in its. But, as will be discussed a bit later, the wost important



impact of this allisd sumport was »robably the boost it gave Lnited
States eredibility.

The blockade was effected or actuallr mace onerative on Yednesday,
the following caye Although the actnal location of the blockade line
remains somewhat obscure, Kennedy attemnted 2t the last rmimte--Tussday
evening--to draw the blockade line back toward Cuba in order to give the
Soviets ‘ore tire to deliberate. 7ith ‘'ednesday then cazme the first of
two harrowins exvcriences of thz week. The Soviets had a line of ships
strung out across the Atlantic--sonme of whiech wovld reach the blockade
zone on ednesday, ~nd there were renorts that these Soviet ships had
been joined b Soviel subnarines. As Robert Kennedy said, " resident
hennedy had in tiated the course of events, but he no longer had control
over then" (Kennedy, 1909, pe 71, OUr, as Abel put 1%, "The ball was
in Nikita Khrushchev's court!" Abel, 1,66, p. 109)s In uvther words
rennedv had structured the situation as best he could, but now his
influence on this nswect of the crisis was exhausted, and 1t was the
other side's turn to sce what it could do. If tlie dlockade were not
a cradible signal or warning of the United States comit ent or if it
was boo provoking the the Soviet Union and Khrushciiev tried to run it,
the situation would surely escalate dungerously. -resident Kenne .y =¥
this moment busied himself witi oreparations for a 5oviet blockade of

Berlin,

The Soviet Blockade Response

It iz smewhat uncertain whether Xhrvshehiov and other Xremlin

laaders knew of the United States areness of strategic weanons in
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Cuba before the blockade announcement. Hilsman (196L) .ndicates that
someone who knew about the strategic deployment and who resd reports
coming from Dobrvnin, the Soviet Anbassador in Jashington, or the Soviet
Foreisn tinister, Growyko, who had visited Kennedvy during the week of
deliheration would have hzc little Lronble determining tiat the United
States was aware of the denloyment. Hilsman seems to attribute alwost
superhuman acu~en to 3oviet intelligence, but in any case, if the Soviets
knew, it ao-ears that thevy were rather lulled br the absence of an
ivrediate resnonse because the Bennedy announcement seemed to arouse
great surprise and confusion within the Kremlin.

The first resnonse of tie zoviet Union was a mublic broadcast
which accused the inited 3tates of piracy--a seeninglv ap rovri-te
accusation--and which denied the stratezic ‘eployment. One indication
of the confusion and turmoil which reigned was the a:varent lack of
knowledge about and instructions for the situation which the Soviet
sersonnel 2t the ‘Iashington and New York embassies had to work irith.

In Jfaswington Dobrymin clained that he was unaware of the nresence of
ireapons sirilar to those which the United 3t-tes was upset abovte In
addition he was unaware of anv chonge in the orders of the ship cu tains
which would lead them to reswect the blockade zone ratiher than soing “n
through to Cuba. [obrymin made these »oints in a private conversation
with Robert Kennedy earlv Tussday evening, and then later at a soviet
ertbassy recention e stood by as a Soviet military ren explained to
suets tiat t e Soviet ships would refuse to recognize the blocknde.
dhen miestioned nbout the validity of the statment e ceatly delegated

tie roblem by explaining that the :ilitnry, not he, knéw what the
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»ilitery wovld do. After the crisis Robert Kennedy seems to have
developed the notion that the Joviet denloy ent of strategic weapons in

Cuba was so secret that Dobrynin actnally did not koaow about ite In

i

ddition, Dobrvnin was orobably plsring the situation by feel so to
speak in trat he ~robably did not yet now what the Soviet Union was
going o do zbo:t the situation.

Tn Hew York the Soviet Unitedl Nations delegation was erually
adamant abont tre defensive rature of irhe armaients being shipped to
Cuba. It is s> ewhat difficult to determine whetler this was a rispute
over semantics or over wh=t items were bzing shipped to C-ba, and this
sa -e confusior probably existed at the time. Frobably both issues were
being arzued in si ultaneous and undifferentisbed fashione. Zorin, for
exa'ple, denving the -resence of o>ffensive weapons in the Security
Council may have been denvina that weapons sich as those which 5tevenson
had mentioned were actually going to Cuba or he ight have bsen arguing
~bout the label "offensive" which Stevenson had attached to the rreapons.
Meanwhile, at least one lesser mewmber of the Soviet delegotion was
wandering the corridors t'reatening nucle-r war if the United States
stooped Soviet shins on the high seas.

In loscow on Tuesday afternoon Khrushchev c2lled a visiting
Americon business an, illism Knox, to the Kromlin for a discussion.
ilere Khrushchev did trv to argne that the weapons the United states
was borming offensive were actuallv defensive. The argnrent over this
distinetion did not change the views of either Knox or Khrushchev over
the nature »f the weapms being shipped to Cuba, hovever, In addition,

Yhrusichev warned that Ssviet siubh nrines wonld sink United sStates
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nlockade vessels if they interferred with Soviet convoy onerabions.
Khrushchev reiterated this general noint several tines subszcuently.

T4 seess as if he was trying to signal that one United States action
which would engage Soviet velues to the degree of making the future
daneers of escalation preferable to the hu iliation of the rresent

was the boarding of a Soviet shipe Whether Khrushichev was dluffing on
this point will probably never be known, but he care back to it tive

and avain as if he really wanted Kemmedy to understand. The danger
involved in bhoarding a 3oviet ship, of course, was cuite obvious to
Kennedy although he ~ay have underestimated it slightly, and the message
of Kennedy's own signal was that in order to avoid such a dangerous
sitiation it would be necessary for the Soviet decision unit to stop the
ships.

But the Joviet ships kept co+ing, and they were joined by Soviet
submarines. Then, e@ssentially at the last moment, some of the Soviet
ships, presumablv those carrying ~uarantined articles and including
those nearest the block:de line, stopped or started sziling in circles.
7ith respect to the introduction of addition 1l tissiles into Cuba
Kennedy had won his voint. The crisis was hardly over in terns of points
to be won, but it seems proper to examine here the considerations which
srompted Khrushchev'!s decision not to rn the blockades

Georze (1762) suggests that the crucial signal which convinced
the Soviet decision unit that the United States meant business with the
blockade -r»s the h~rassment which United Ttates surface vessels withered
npon Soviet submarines. This is 2 rather interesting and hard line

thesis, but even George admits that it is a pretty long shot. George's
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ruess may well be as good as anyone else's hiere, but thers seems to be
more involved than the harassrment of subrarines--although this mav well
have been one elenment of Khrushchev's deliberative -rocesse

The entire Soviet deployment was surely basad n the assumaption
tint the imited States would not react in a fashion sinmilar to that in
which it 'ad already rescted. Khrushchev could not possibly hone Lo
suoport the deployment operation ziven a strenuous resnonse without
ese=lating the conflict either in terms of weapons or geosraphy. Now
that the Unitad 3tates had in fact responded in a fashion which nade
the 3Soviet's original »nlan ineffectual and which had ouashed the
prevailinz Soviet verception of the linited 3t-tes resolve, the 3oviets

| had %0 test their objectives against the situation ‘n order to

| éet;?ﬁine what sort of future cections or asiration shifts nicht be
necessary. In this process the influence of the hard liners :n the
* Kre~slin seems vo have bzen cnecked rather severelv,

One impact of the United States action on the Soviet decision
unit seems to have varalleled a similar Soviet impact m e inited
States unite. The United 3tates action was apparently cuit: :ncongruent
with Soviet nerceptions. The Soviets seem to have roalizod thot their
zarlisr nercentions weve blatantly inaccurate. On2(d gnal whaich did
nrobably filter through all the United 3tates rhetoric was the notion
that b.e Joviet Union had invaded, so to sneak, che United Stotas shhere
of ‘niluence or an avea with which the United States hod a neculiar
da.nance relitionshipe The 3Soviet decision unit then recosm.zed that
they were treading on thin ice, or, as Schelling wmts it, on the slipnery

slope, aid a zood deal of caution was called for. The Soviet caution
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manifested itself in unwillirgness to escalate the situntion. The
essential guideline which anpears to have been active in Soviet nolicy
from this Doint on in the crisis was to obtain as much fron the situation
as nossible without provoking =sscal-tion involving = military
confrontations In other words aspirations were reduced, 2. a search

w5 begun to see what could be =2lvaged from the situation and how,

In showinz this caution the soviets were maintaining & bargaining
nersnectives Although, once film from low level Juban overflighis began
to be anclvsed, it becane evident that the Soviet forces in Juba were
far stronger than originally realized, the Tnited States military
superiorityv in the Caribbean was basically unaltered. This left the
Soviets onlv two choices with respact to posasibie escalation strategies.
First, they conld co nter United States activit s in the Caribbean with
their own aciivity elsewhere. The Tmited States decision unit had, in
fact, thought some for of retaliation--in Berlin, or 'Turkew, or
Iran--nossible in res-onse to the blockade ard a certainty in resmonse
to the air strike. 41lthough Pachter (1963) does revnort =owe Soviet
threats of resrisal in Turkev, later and more corplete sorks on the
crisis contain little evidence that the Soviets serionsly considered
this Corm of escalation. Schlesinger (1965), for examnle, rensorts that
Grovko spoka in Berlin on Tuesdav, the dav followinz the announcenent
of the vlockade, an” made no nention of Orbas Also, Zorin later in the
week hegan assuring other United NWations delegates that the Soviet
imion 701ld not {all into the United States! Cuba-Berlin trap.

Second, t e Soviet Union co'ld attemnt to achieve its objectives,

st whatever level, through the crodibility of thrzats to escalnte to



nuclzar war. In fact, the Soviets actnally used these threcats only in
a Corm which Kennady already recoznized as r2ssonabl™ credible. "=re
wers certain Torms of action which would represent unbearable
mmilistion for the Soviet Union, and Khrushehev uscd his threats, or
nerhqps betier, warnings to outline these aresas. Lssentislly, thav
involve? those areas of which Konnedy was already well aware--tie
killing of Soviet nersornel or the lestruction of Hoviet moteriel.
a1t Khrushchev tried to couple the boarding an insmection of soviet
shins to this categorr of actions as well, and it is uncertain whether
this coupling originally was or ever becane credible in the nercentions
of the Umited States decision unit. The danger of dnmeging a “oviet
si@ip wns, of course, recognized, but njilder forrms of interference seen
to n~ve been viewed rith less horror.

There seens then to hihve been little el 'ort on the part of the
Soviet decision wnit to escalate the conflict. The blocli=de av-ears to
have besn a crediblz sig-al that the United 3tates would net tolersie
the furiher introdirction of stratezic weapons into Cuba. The ciesation
is what asnect of the blockade crented this Soviet psrcevtion. George
sugersts the herassment of Soviet submearines, but afmits that there is
only the barest evidence that this sctivity took place in tire to have
an i=nretb of the Soviet decision. President Kennedv himself suspgested
thnt the strength of the blockade 2y have been so ewhat hicden in that
what the Soviets verlly fenred was the copture of their secret
chrabnoic weanons by the !'nited States. These ~ugrestions may have

had a “rginal L

n

pact on te %o det decision “mit. But 1t apnesrs a

if tre Soviets had rore comwmelling sionals to 70 .



The simnle movement of the United Stat=s naval vessels into an
intercention line was nrobably the crucial sigsnal. The Soviet nerrexztions
of the situation must ave buen jolted severely bv this action and
orobably also by revorts coming from Dobrvnin sbout his conversations
with Sobart Kennedv. . The Soviets must have realized that the Tmited
tates would not construct a blockade line onlv to admit that the whole

oneration was

®

bInff shortly thereafter. To withdraw tie blockade

in this fashion would simnly be too hwyiliating., Lemmedy's Sentember
state:ents, hisz blockade announcement, and a long series of geo~raphical
and “nlitical asymetries were graduzllv becoming clearer., The

blockade was recognized as a warning or a Type I threat (Snyder, 1769,.
That is, the shock of the United 3tates blockade was hiaving a sinilar
ipact on the Soviet decision unit 2s the shock of the Soviet deployment
had had on their 'nited States counterrarts. Percentions -reve being
cleared, and 2 bit of empathy was develoning on both sides.

An>ther factor which probzbly had some impact on the credibility
of tie blockade wove was the larsely favorable internationsl resvonse it
raceived, The henisvheric respomse was sarticul-rly strong, 2nd the
hilistion of the nited 3tates in backing down would sursly be all
the grzater ‘n view of this rather general svoport. This is Just one,
out Jerhans & variticularly prominant if not commelling, asv metrv which
favored the United 3tates.

The bloclkndz then was credible bascausa the Soiets could
nderstand th't the tnited Stoates 3 Lonly could not tolerate withdrawing
it rather than ‘or any »articular actions which resulted from the

seneral decision. Schlersinger (1905) reoorts that Averell “arriran



came to a similar conclusion z2bout the Soviet decision. Harriman cited

the visit Khrushchev -aid to a visiting Amzricsn o-era star on Tussday

cveninz in Moscow, his Tuesday re-ly to a teleiram of *:rtrand :Hussell
surgresting a Soviet- merican sumit conference, :nd hils strange
discrssion with "Hiliam Knox which also occurrsd on 'fuesday. Horriman
thouzht that Khrushchev was siznaling th=t he wanted off the hodk, so to
sneak, and he felt that Kennedy ought not to ignore these sirnals as he

ol
5

thought Eisenhower hsd done in the nast. The hard liners of course

viewed thie sibtuation somewhat differently. Acheson, in a fashion somevhat
similzr to Georse viered Khrushchev s "super rational man". ‘This
charccter was calmly "testing us to the last minute" (Acheson, 19269,
De Ti)e 'mut, “ennedv was helned by the mysterious denise of this
cresture by Khrushchev'!s M"loss of nerve! at the la t minute as Khrushchev

yent to nleces when the ~ilitarv confrontation szened inevitable" (p. L6;.
This intersretation fits noorly with the facts, anv serious introsvective
2ndeavor, and the excellent self-inages whicih Niesing (170) has worked
oute

fith tne blockade credible and the Soviet dacision vnit unwill ng

tn mscalace the conflict, the auastion for the Soviet mion wns what to
do naxt. 3Same of the original objsctives wee now bevond react. An

~

advent. rous challenze had rec.ivad o stiff United 3States lenial rather
than displaying for tie world the 'nited 3tat:s lack 2f resolve as the
ioviels nay have anticipatede Almost anytiiune the Soviets ~id now Jhat
ther r=ce in trouble was likely Lo yenerste horsh eriticism [rom theis

rivals in China. Thz st.ategic woavon dz -l yment was coertainly ndongered,

and tle articular method by which the Soviet 'n:ion had chosen to delend



Cubs seemed a dubious means at best. the S.ovae. decision unit sees to
have decided to attemnt to rescue these last two obj=sctives if it could
oe done withont creating a militar~ confrontation.

To this end the Soviets decided to hnlt, at l-ast temporarily, the
introduction of sirategic wespons into Tuba, and to attermt to use those
alres=dv in Cuba as 2 barzaining tool. Thus on “ednasday sowe of the
3oviet ships in the Atlzntic stopned, sailed in eircles, or turned about
for howe, and work was begun on thz missile =ites in Cuba 2n a tuenty-
four hour vasisz. Also on {ednasdar the Soviets enthusiastically accented
a proposal by U Thant that the Soviet Union susvend its =rms chipnents
and the United States susﬁend its blockade. This sn=restion allowed
tihe Soviets to look as if they were com lying with the initistive of zn
im~rriial body rathar than beekine Adown. The folloirin. ~ay, a»darently
nnder needling from @©ll and Harrissn exerted through 3tevenson, U Thant
altsred this sugrestion slightlvy to form a terporary holding aroa or
sanctuary bevond the blocikade gone for Soviet shins. Ulis was necessary
vecnuse the 'mited St-tes found the Wednesday sugrestion uraccertable,

The Jdoviet fecision to trv to cormnlete their stratesic installations
in Cubs probably had two basic ineentives. Mirst, the comvletion of the
sites mieht give the 3Soviets rore to barzain with. That is, an offer to
dismantle ~nd remove comnleted strrotepic installations might be treaded
for more if these installations could obtain the seclience of 2 naw status
~u0 than simoly offering to ship the wieces of unconstructed installrtions
back to tiie Soviet Unione Or the comletion of the installations mignht
provide enough salience that the “oviets might zain the accentance of

the installations already there. Socond, the Soviets might have f2lt
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that the commnleted eavons revresented less of a ris!s of escalation
thar their cowonent varts. L1t was robably not wvet clenr to the
Soviets that the imited 3tutes would acitually strile the complrted
installations if ther were not rewoved, and the Soviets may have
thouzht that ther were acturlly reducing tie chonees of sscalrtion by
comnleting the rissile sites as ranidly as nossible.

The United 3t-tes then had won a noint, an” the issus of Turtier
shipients of strategic weapos to Ciba seemed sattled for the moaent.
tt tie basic issue o7 the erisis remained. Cnoa still represented a
Soviat strateszic base, and the objective of the lnited States was to
brin: about the end of this state of affairs. The bYlockade, as its
onuonents had fearad, hed not b en an adesu-te simnsl of the United
Statas coriitirent to main the removal of these vea~ons. Thus the

tnited 5t tes decision unit still had cuite a nroblem on its hands,
wiuming the Screw!

"Hth its basic objective still unachisved then the !nited 3t~tes
decision unit stirted deliborating on further actions whici
liners termed "turning the screw'", The actu-l turning done by the vnited
ttates was oretby -inimal in that the Soriets simolv nreemted the

£
il

co=rcive Jelibherations of the imited Stotes with a2 concesazion of

fer.
it Lie deliberations are instrvctive with rogard to tho generel restonse
attern.

Tha first 'oviet ship to enter the blocla’e zone was a soviet

tanker. oOn Tmursd=v nonring thi- shio was hail-d and follored, ont, since

the tanker could not carrv anv of the miarantinad items, Kennedy decided
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not to actually stoo it. This oattarn was reneated with “n k2st German
passeneer  hin later in the day. Allison (1907) revorts that another
Sovi b vessel did reach Cuba by slipping thirongh the blockade line. Tt
was not Xennedy's intention to 2llow this, and it is uncoriain woether
he »ven knew ‘bout it--assuming the event actually occurred. Iy Friday,
however, kennedy felt it was time to denonstrate the blockade. The
navy stopped a ship »f Lebanese registrv under contract to the Soviets.
A boarding n-rtv made a oartial search uhich revezled no cuarantined
cargo, and the ship was allowed to pass.

ut overall attention was increasingly Tocused on the Soviet
instrllations alrendy in Cuba., Low level nhotogranhy which had been
initisted after the Prasident's announcerent of the blockade hac revealed
th=t the 3oviet 7oress in Cubs Wers nore nuaerous snd nossibly far better
armed--with tacticnl nuclear weaoons--than had been evident rerviously.
In addition, sevaral of the mediwn range missiles were co-pleted or
wouls be within hours. Both f these develon ents tended to discourace
the i ;ediate use of force alonz the air strike-invasion fracln, liot
only Jid thess o-tions now carry the sane escalation dansers as thev had
before, but thev now anpenred to be more costly=ven if escalation was
avoided. [.clamars estimated later that the Unistad 3tates would have
sustainted LO,00 to 50,000 casuslities in the air strike-invasion
alonec.

fith the ~ir strike-invasion course looming more ormious, sever
other escalation nrocedures -ere considered. Addine items to the
cuarantine list was one alternative. The Cuban econony could Le destroyed

if netroleum “roducts and other necessities were kent from reuching



Cuba. dnother ifea was to light wp the stratezic installations at nizht
with flaores. This was annarently intended =rti-lly to serve an
intelligence Tunction by —roviding wwenty-four hour “rogress re orts and
vartially to embarrass the Soviets with the vulnorability of their
strategic installations. Another nlternative considered was 2 vrona-
zonda camh2ign involving air dropving leaflets desizned to influence the
Cuban oeople. This last alternsiive, avparently desizned to embarrass
t e Cuban gsvernment, micht or wicht not bhave been combined with an
aproach to Caslro. TIhe zeneral Tantasv character of these -ilternatives
az well as the ratrozres=zion to 2n z2lternative--sppenl to Castro--already
dismissed as irrelevant to the removel of Soviet strategic eanons shovs
tne raluciance o7 the imited States deecision unit to initiate tle
violance iavolved in the air strike-invasion track.
it seems, however, that most of the aforementioned screw turning

was rether irrelevant to nmoanirul-ting the Sovist decision unit. _n the
outheastern Unitad 3-:tes forces for the air strike and invasion were
being collected 2and “remared. The 3trategic Air Comand moved out of
the area to vrovide nore room for tactical ajrcraft, and Florida besches
were litorally swarming with a —otentisl invesion force. The Kennedy
administration essentially ignored this activitr in its oublic statenents.
In fact, when a State Devartrment —ress oifficer hintbed to re orters on
rfriday t.-t the blockade was only the initial step and that, if the
Soviet installations er2 not rewovad, eseal-ted ctivity Lzhi be
farthcorning, an enrag.d Kennedy macde » seri s of telenhonn e¢=lls tirouch
the nisrarchy of Lhe 3tate Deonrtment explaining that he, not the ress

oficer opr the State Department, was running the Unite:d SU.Ues side of



the crisis. et in the sbsence of =zccurate, nlausible statemernts

about the activities of theses forcos coming fron the admunistration
rumors storted circulating around Washington that an invasion was
iminent. BSome newsvapers picked up the rumors and the stories graw.

It a pears as if Kennedy did not want to explicitly confront the 3Ssyviets
with an air strike or invasion prenaturely, and thus he wanted as little
publicity as »ossible 2bout the military preparations in tie Florida

area. .t arpears also as if this was a very clever, albeit unintentional,

tactical maneuver.

BREAKD )

The Soviet Proposals

Had the United States stressed its preparations in Floride in its
official statements or if it had oresented the Soviet Union with an early
ultimaton, it might have been difficult for the Sovist decision unit to
re1ove the missiles. The hard liners would surely have been clamoring
thst the United 3t-tes was merely bluffing and that the bluff kad been
nrecipitated bv the Soviet retreat on Wednesday. In addition, an
ulti~ ~tum ~izht have engazed the face or bargaining reputation of even
the Soviet s07t liners to the noint of being unaccentablee. The rather
cuiet buildup allowed the Soviets to deliberate without the necessity
of including such dysiunctional factors.

By Friday the Soviet decision unit must have made its decision
that the costs of maintaining the strategic installations in Cuba were

simnlv too high and that the costs involved in their removal under

certain conditions were referable. Certainly, this was true by Saturday.
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Khrushchev said liter, "In the rorning of October 27 we receiv 7 inlor-
ration from our Cubsn comrades and Trom other onrces th-t this attack
(the United States air strike-invasion) would be carried out within the
next two or thres dsvse. e regarded the telegrans r-ceived as a signal
of the utwost alarm, and this alarm was justified. Twvediate actions
vere justified in order to pravent an attack azzinst Cuba and to nreserve
peace" (Horelick, 19¢li, p. 368). Rather than "oringing the aggrossors
to thoir senses" (pe. 368) as he had hoved the declyrisnt seered to be
nrecivitating the very action it was meont to deter, This decision,
however, nosed two problems. One of these was the nature of e
recinrncal concession to be decandad of the United States. The other
was the monner of hroaching the deescalntion nroces= with the United
States. Thre Soviet answers to both these wroblens were soon to become
clear.,

On Friday afternoon Jomn Scali, a remteble television renorter
with contacts in the State Devartmant, was contacted b Aleksander
Fordin of the Soviet embassy. Althouch Womin's official title was of a
r:t 'r unassuning, Clark Kent variety, he was susracied by United States
intellisence of bheing the chief of Sovizst intellisence oarations in the
Uinited Stntes. Fowin came stroight to the point. Ile wanted tH kmow
itheth:r the United Stetes would be interested in a soli-tion along the
followring lines. The Sovist Union would remove the sbratesic “reanons
from Cuba, allow United Nations insnection of ths remov:l, and nledge
not to reintrodvce the weanons at a later date. In returnp the !mited

Stotes wonld 7lodge not to invade Cuba.
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Scali took this cuery to the State Deartment. fAnparently the
oflcr was similar to some hints ~roopasd at the Tnited lations that same
1Pternoon. And, after consultation with toe Prasident and others, dusk
askad Scali to et Forin again and to tell him thet the "nited States
gaw "roal possibpilities™ in the sureestion but that "oise wss very
vementt (Milsman, 190h, v. 218). This secon’ neetinz took “dreo sariy
in tie evonin~t, -nd Forin suggeste” that the (nitzd 3tates delezation o
the " nited Wations woild Tind their Soviet cainternarts intercsted in
tallri=e in this vein. Yomin then rished off to cominic~te wibth his
o'm 3ueriors.

Abont the tire »f the second 3cali-Formin mensting Kennedy recelved
2 letter fro Khrushchev., Althongh the letiter was long, ranbling, and
rat A~ vemie, it sesad to indicote a general desire Jor @ “ezaceful
solutio- and ircludacd some hints similar to Fomin's initiative earlier

3

in the =Ttermoon. Ihe United States decision unit consideres the tio as
~ cackage. Khrushchev's letter indicoted a senercl willirgness 1o do
einass, bub it ¢o tained no concrate nrocos-ls which conls be ls%er
firoim bielk in hit face. The Forin-3ca2li conversstion, in an in®armal
Pushion ich conld be disclaimed if necesscry, filled in b specifics
o7 wnat doing business meant. Strangely, the inited 3tates decision
vnit icnored wints hoth from Fomin and Khrushchev to take tha " roihlz to
the mited Nations. It is unclear whether this was simly an oversight
~r a conscious orission on tre nart of Tmite? States decision-izkers.
wnd, if it was the 1l-tter, wotivation is uncleor,. Also raother stranvely,

the inited Statoe did not resvond to the Soviet Union Friday ovening.

That is, ~fter exnlaining to the Soviet Union thnt ti e was vars urgente-



less hhem fourtv-eicht hours, tha Uiitzd States sisnly sat on the Soviet
affer wernight. S oposcdly State Jenartrent ex-erts were vernsing
ahreshehev!s lettor for hidden snags.

Partially this delay was due to another hard line-soft line
struzgle for control. Acheson arguad hers that, "3o long as we had the
thu ‘hscrey on Khrishehev, we should have given it ~nother turn every
day. e were too 2ager to mnke zn agreswent with the ‘issians' (Abel,
1266, p. 162). This is seemingly typical of hard line thinking. Tt
eoncentrates on winninz. lHraculonsly, the advarsary 2lwavs —icks
W1 iliation over mitusl disaster and backs dowme. Lt is furtun te thot
osi-lent Yonned7y and other in-orbant advisers too: soft line stands

ineluded a concorn for

@

on bos Dnban affn’re Ussentially thses stanc
disantar avoidance which the hard liners »rebiy ruch ‘znore. iz two
srouns then “ensrally differ not so —uch in ends but in the ethod o
-r'ich such ends should be achieved. Robert Kennedsr does, nowev.r,
rention that, even after the Soviets ha' =greed to -rithdraw the sir veric
;ea~ons n Cubn, one of the ~ilitar - men nresent wanted to o aha 4 with
L6 air strike snd invosion “nd snocher felt "botraved" (Kennecy, 1997,
e 117;. 'resuiablv these ends were not generally desired; rresident
fernady, izsing, and, I ratoer inmgine Khrushchev sfter this exnorience,
Nern nogord £or tliose men--mad. As Miscing points out this madness ues
Mot manifest itsslf in images of a difficult to discern reolitr vhich

are -lwa-s clesrlvy ncorrsct. 't wns, »fier 211, licCone of the Central

Intzlligence ‘gency who had most correctly prroszive i whnt the [owiets

ware actinlly 40 ne in Cubae. Rather the wadness anicests ithoelf in
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reculiar value or perference strictures of which, as Diesing oints
wb, irnz2rs low's rust renresent the extrene case,

The United Stobes wns still mulling the Fridor sroposal on the
follovin ;. orhing when sevarsl incidents orovokac the second harrowing
axri2 r.ence of the crisis. rirst, the Soviels issned anosher ofier which
sxacted o consideraviy hizher rice for Soviet cormliance. iow the
Ioviab milon wented to trade tlie sirategic installations in Cuwba for
¢l f1-r United S5tat-s installations in Turkew. Iocond, a United
ysateg U-2 as shov down wer Guba, and its pilot wns killade hirg, a
sznzl> Soviet ship boegan to rove Jvom tae holding ovea which hed been
creaued Tlursday st the suzgsstion »f If Thant towsrd the block:~de line,

i -rorebations o these actions are somewhsot ~ifficult. The
shi wihich enused only a romntzry flurry anvusy stonped Sunday morning
117 r~zached tie blockade zme. Lu lhes never be.n cle=r
vhet.ler Lhe U-2 was shob dowm by Cuoans or Soviet rersonnel. IJoLrynin
n o convearsation witi: Robert Kennady 3s2turday evening Liint.d that
it hiad benn done by Cubanse In with:r crse 1t seens o be an = le of
loss of control by niszh civiiosn voliticians over dlitary functionaries
on the spote Suvelv Khrushchev who had turn~d his zhips around in the
Atlantic =nd wio s about to remove his strotesic weansns from Cuba was

not interssted in provoking a confrontstion =t this »oint. Zven honn-dy,

wno nrobably had a for better comymnications svaten, had 4if™enliy
controlling his milit ry frnetionaries, and Khrushehev esn hardly h-ove

had =2n easisr ti e, -ortunztel—r, Kennedvy held baclt an i =diste ~ilit-ry

r2s onse on tre SAM svsten.
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The two offars -ra sotiewh~t more irmortant and sorewhat more

taX
i
3
a7
i
3]

‘aprisnic 95 wells  The consamsus of "authoritative! soacul-tion now

cr

sagnz to be t thie v ets sent the “2ssags in tre order in which
hav ere raceived, rasumably thev #id so in order to obtain ~ betier

aotitloant foor Bbheir soint of viow, Tohey i~ht heve had in vind the

actunl acssniance of t-eir second offer, or thev mizht Frve hosnd tost
2 tou~her shend isht orecinit:te the acce tance of the ~oe lenient
Tirat ositlion.

Tt may well have baen th:t the Soviets ware ‘iscourzged with the

init-d “hetas pesnonse or lack of s=ve to teir initiative and -rished to
pro ot the Tmited States n littls. Seali, umon the recu-st ol the
l‘? 2C

izion nnit, check=d srith Fomin 3aturday mornina. Fonin was rather

-

dasnonnent. e snrsrasted thot his rosort of the fovorskle United Btates

rrae-ion had srrived too lote in lloscow to ston the issunance of another
offers Sesli exmloded ot this and at Fomin's subseouent juotilication
of th» loviet scgond offer. Fo-in later told 3c=li that his exnlosion

had lelped Khrushohev t2 vaderstand Unmited Si-tas ~referencns aqd trereby

i
(6]

heled hi< in his decisions (Hils an, 196k, ve 227). The Sovicts mev
~otu-11y havas been uncware of Unitad S ~tes references., The inited
5t-tes had not rospondsd to the first offer, and trhe 3Jovints way have
been senrching for an offer which wonld find accentance. Seversl sources
ineluding falter Lis» ann “n tho Washington Post had sugse ted ohe
fairnoss of the #iubanr-Turkish" missile trade, ar” the Soviats 'ay have

=1~ bren following these cues. #Zven Roburt Kemedy ad-itted thnt,
WPhe £uct was that tie sronosal the Pussisns nde was not unreason-ble and
4id nob snount Lo © loss to the U. S. or to our NiTV 211i 5" (Xennedy, 1969,

pe i)e
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The inited 3tnates Choice

The recei st of the Soviet'!s first or i'ridav o .rfer 1ifi:d the

spirits of t least the United States soft liners. Various hard line
internaretations cnllad for more screw turnine to elicit groater concessions
or vieswed t o offer as simply an ~ttem~t on the =art of the 3oviets to
buy ti e until Sheir install~tions in Cuba wer~ finished. The reczint

of t'2 “oviet's Saturday offer, hovever, bro:.ght gereral gloom as this
was 2 solution unaccentable to all but = very small inority of advisors.
The sscont offer was unaccevtabls from two as wccts., First, it involved
the violation of an ally brought about through the -animnlstive activity
of nn =sdversarv., Although the United States intended to violate this
vorticular ally anvway, it was a warently important to the decision unit
o b the viol-tion occur on the United sStates own initiative rathker than
beins oromoted by the manipulation of an adversary. The latte~, it was
felt, would bring the credibility of United <totes commitnents into
doudt, and it was to sustain th:se com tments thot the United 5tates

was engaged in the crisis in the first place., Second, the trade would

-~

‘et v g miethine »f a dangerous nrecedent. [utual writhdrawal “rom

2stanlisted nositions would be one thing, but to trade inco- lotnd

Cubrn bases Tor estnblished Turkish ones was anothar. The Soviats

might get t e imreszion that all they had to do to znin a ‘nited 3trtes

retreat was to advance thenselves temporarily and then offer a trade.
Cartainly one i pact which the second offer had, whethsr it wis

intentionsl or not, was Lo lower the asnirations of the Uniten 5i tes

¢tecigion vnit. ™M Friday there h~ appsrently been considerable oonigition

to t/2 Soviets first ofere Sut, when on Sstirday “wbert Kemmedy
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interjectad into o discussion of whst response should be wiven the
second o ‘‘er the suerrestion tiat the first offer be =cce-ted, trere
seo s to hove been little opposition. A concrete -ronosal along the

~oneral lines of Karushchev's Tridsvy letter =nd aquite sinilor to Fomin's

$- 1.

pronosal--with ~ors ewphasis on an irmmediate work stonpaze on the
strotegic installations--was sent out.

in orcer to be »articulsrly sure that the United States —osition
was nderstood Robert Kennedy took a cony of the United 3tates offer
over to ibobrynin personallv. How Kennedv exnlained that the strategic
weanons had to bz removed. “Je had to have a commitrent (The corit ent
Kenhnedv sioke o” here presunzbly h~d to be ~de credible b7 the nhvsical
wave of i mediately stooping construction of tha strotegic weanms and

i installationse) by tomorrow (3unday) that those basas wovld be

e

~smoved, I was not giving them an ultiratwr but 2 statement I facte
He (Jobrvmin, and nrasumably Khrushchev as well) shonld vwnderstand that
if they Jid not remove those bases, we would remnove them" (Kemnedy, 1.u9,
ne 10)s Tobrynin t!en asked what the United 3t-tss was willing to
of 7er in order to zain such 2 sormitrent. Konneay stated the terms of
the letter shich had just bzen sent to Khrushchev, Uobrmin, or course,
aueried Kennedv ~bout United 5totes Turkish installations. Kennedy
vsnonded by sayinge that the wissiles would not be removed by “oviet
:animmlation. He somewhst untruthfhlly claised that the rewov-l of the
missilas w s, in =y cuse, a HATO, nov a United States, decision. i,
Kennedy dia odd Lthat Lhe Pras.dent had ordered the renovil of hw
firkish nisiles soae months ago and that the missiles -rould probadly e

romored in the ~onths subsecuent to the crisis. hemnedy ended the meeting
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b strassing that, "ie nesded an answer irmediately Trom the Soviet

Unione I said thot we must have it the next day" (Kennedr, 19269, D. 109)e

The Zoviet Accentance

Tha Soviets were br this time surely concerned that leaving the
conflict unresolved in princinle rrich longer woald lead Lo needless
violence. iloscor radio carried a letter fro- Khrushchev to Kennedy
sarly the next mornins which accented the sreside-t's offers e crisis
was essentially over.

Over tne course of the next fow weeks lnitad 3tates and Soviet
delagates met to work out the details of the solution. <Lhere weire come
snazs. Cnstro relused to =llow »sn-site ins ections in Cvbae. bz had
been oreuty rueh Corgotiten br bot:: »f the other two p rties. Here Castro
it:d 2 chance to exart some influence, and he took it. Both U Trhant ~nd
cdlvyan cLtemptsd to ¢henge his wind, =nd both Tailed. kventually other
satiafactory schemes of ins-ectisn were worl:? »ut vetwsen the vnited
3o tes nd the Soviet Union.

(he ndiva romge pombers proved to be anothar problens The 3avietis
felt that these were not .art of their arms buildup but r-ther ere
g _Tts to tlastru's governmment and, therefore, not sart of th: denl,.
Ke.medy stuck to his original position with considerable tenscity. He
actu~lly contemlated and was anpurentlv prenar=d to heat the crisis up
azain in the 1lat.er half of Noverbar. Eventually the Soviets azreed to
reviove the bowbers as well. Kennedy 1lifted the hlock-de on lovember 20,
A the sane tiae Hennedy rather hinted that the United Ztetes world not

allor the actupl invasion »f Tuba., This wes to serve as © 2 mitad
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Wrtoes oladge of noninvasion. The Soviets, not svrprisinglr, wsre not

sfied with Kennedy's vledge (Kenredv, 1909, pp. 217-210)e Kennedy

cati

caintainad that he id not have to o better with rasnpect to the
sol-tion 27 the crisis unless tie oviets e=-e throuwsh 7ith on-site
inspection. ‘these insues were nevsr really resolved, and, as
lor:nsen sys, thev eventuslly "sil-ntlv sank into liwbo" (3ore-sen,

1965, D- '12).
Outcome and Aftermath

In surmary then th: Soviet Union withdiraw all the weapon:= which
the mited 3tates 'ound oflensive. Althoush on-site insiections never
wook place, lnited Stotes air svrveillance continuad, an! there is no
reason to belicve thst anv of the o’fensive weapons renszined on the
islend or -rers later reintroduced. The United 3+ tes lifted its block:ade
and rather half-heartedly pledged that Cuba would not be the victi- of
iilitary -gression.

Athin the Soviet Union the crisis seerzd to strensthen the hand
of the soft liners. The armv chief of staff lost his position =nd
prominancs rather shortly after trz crisis. Andy eventu-lly =sven the
solitical leacership [ell into the hands of rather ﬁhaﬁventurots er.
Lssentinlly, the im-ges which the h~rd liners h2d of t e United 3tates
vers discredited. The Soviets in goneral vealized that the United States
wag willing to reshond with a military eonfrontation if imortont valves
were ondansered. The wrudent conrse for Sovist :alicy tien wa: to
refrzin from »rovoking the United States by throntening its i wmortant

valucS,.
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Athin the United States te snpnort which nost orominant political
firures 1wy to <rasident Kennedy until the Joviets agresd to roove the
rig~ilas aveonorsted rnicklv therenfter. It wou, > course, an election
e e Jhen on-site inspection fell through the Republicsns in cener-l
are 1o in ars. I'he alection itsell went surorismingls veil for the
TJemocrats, an nwen Khrushehev indiested that he wns mlensed wth the
elections »lthouzh dizturbad by the rhetoric of Hevublicane such as
ixon--who lost the subernatorial r=ce in Califsrnis--and Golcuster.

1% 1o have been thet Rennedy's reluctance to issue a stronger pledaze
of »minvasion with ressect to Cirn~ srew martially -~ut of the molitical

kaw such an ~nnouncerant would hove given the Remnblicsns or h-rd liners

‘n oomarele Bventnally, however, the status of Cuba seene’ to stenilize
itzel T in wericrn polities.

n o brosder ssnge the outcone o7 the Cvban mislis dis not reew
to vl in the sa e rober unadventarous foreisn mwlicy in the United.

tatas thet il seewed to in the Yyvriet Unione. Jith raspact to noviet-

-'."1; R FToAS Y
dmericon velations te erisis Jid masm bo heve guite = benaficial innet.
As Sorsnsen s=ave it was M"the Gettvsburs of the Cold Iart (Sore-sen, 1905,

Ne 15)e A soft line nition emermad in tle United “tates » aentmril-r

1

at le~at rith rasn=zet to the 3oviet Union. A fow -~ inor achieve ents

snek as the Jashington-Moscow hot line ‘=2 schieved ratlwer e-rlv, Then

after ‘r25f lent Xeonendv's Americ=s Tmiversity sniech in Jine, 1963 which
fhrms' ehev eall=d the baest s-eech br anr President since oosevelt care
the test b'n nnotistionss The Tnited 3tates negotintors were led by
Harriman, 2 soft liner, and were succ-ssful in Julv in achievine agreement

k]

with the ‘aviet union on a limit i Test Ban Troatv. Otier siens of
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detente were visable ns well. In June, 1963 the Soviets stouvned jamming
lestern broadeasts into the Soviet mion. Then lsoter in the vear an
agresnont wag mae br which the Tmited 3totes sold surnlus wheat to the
wvriet Union,

Ir general the underlvinsg conflict between the united Strtes and
the Soviet imion remained nretty latent through the Johnson ad iinistration.
'he Saviet Union bas only recently turned az-in to -~dventuris. in foreign
nolicy ontoire of arecas i umedistelw contisuous to its owm borders,

Sovi~t »ilots now seem to be involved on the Arab side of the continuing
Pidedle East contlict. The United 3tsies has avoided direct confromtations
with t.e Soviet Union, bnt, unfortun telw, the United States hes sinly
ignlaced its adventnrism to areas outside the Soviet's swhere of
influesnce since the Cuban crisis. The eunhoris of victorr widch Henn=dy
s0 feared with resnect to the Soviet Unio-n did not arise. I[mat is,
vhe e seened to be a general understanding that certain asvw - etries--
locrl dlitary superiority, traditional domin~nce, clesr =nd imoortant
interests, elc.--had favored the imited states, an' the outcore f the
Cubnn cricis eould not be gzeneralized to fuiture Joviet-Arerican
confrontacions. iet bhases of United 3tates strenszth to which hennedy
atoributed victory in the Cuban crisis--the 24ility to handle - ride
voriety of militar: confrontations--began to be uwsed on 2 razul r basis

o

far + brond snectrun of tasks for which they were wocfnllr inatecu-te.

iy
3
ci

in thz ime - ican ~poetite for conflict saenad to be wiebted by the
guoan viotorvy as long as such conilict rvolded confvyilin- the liviet

imione B, the direet confrontati ns have boen curo:d cince Cnba in

in 1%02. .in the vear preceding the Cuban criszis, the United stoies and
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tre tovict Union confronted sne snosher on Zerlin and Laos as well,

Such confrontations hove sinnly bee nonexistent since Cuba, :nd nort of
tie roason for this is that the Soviet Union has sinly been unwilling
70 be dragoed into a confrontation with the imited 3tstes when the area

involved his been so e distance from the Soviet Union's own torders,

[&]

The Cuban crisis only added fuel to fire the Chinese-soviet
rift. The Chines=2 termed the de: loviient of the stvriesic resp a8 in
the "irst nlace adventurismes Then they ridiculed the -ovietz for
rpitulaving to bhe nopitlaists by rcimoving the wenpons oncs theyr iere
in Cibne Sovieb-Cubsn rolations sufferas comething of a short-ter
sebunck as ell. In tire relstions belieen these states seam o have
recoverea, vuu Castro was wratitv upset for some ti e »'ter the crists
oy the Soviet hapdling of the conflict. Prasumably C:stre wishoed to

e herd gome voice in the Soviet decisions althoush it i unclesr

isions. ~oviet

¢

vnether he isacreed ith the substanee of those de

relstions with the resaining socizlist states in Exsiern L rope -reve

= -~

seletively unaflectad by the erisis.

P

irgac: Khrushchev's scitions h-d on the third world outside

Dovuveen

-

of L. Jesiborn remisvhere wire r b bly prettr ell balanced
positive nd negaitive, Toreign ilitvery basss of listerm or listern
voriety hnd bezun to be comunly ~mnooulax theoughout Africa end Asia.

And, oue fackb thot Kbhrushcehev was engarzed .n daveloning cuch an

wnstellation .robably won hi little applanse in these arzas. On the Crhey

hand Xhrushchev cold rightlv clai: to have s~vad the peace throurh his
witidrawel of the inst-~llations, »n4 this undounbtedly won hir some

nralsc.
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Toe impact of the crisis on the ‘lestern 41 .iance —~riticvl-riy
HATY was not ver: remsrkable. he United States f2iled to brins true

the dire »radictioms of ‘¢ Gaulle that, when the chivs ere down, the

imited St-tes would desert its furorean 21lies. Pt HATO had rwmltinle
~roble s, and the United States decision to ‘=en Turker inviol-te

er~rdless of Soviet meninul “tion narhaps only =rolonged N'\I0's death
throes. The staunch support of the OAS was unexiected, somevh:t
~uz-ling, and rather momentary inasrmch as, once the irmediata crisis
was post, the 'mitr of the henisnhere behind the Tnited -t fLes disapicared
oty ra~idliye.
The activity of the United States probsbly zenerated mix=d trird

esctions simil r to that of the oviet unione. 4t is hard to

P
]
-

ime -ine “het th idea of the United “t.tes threatening the ortire world

Y

ith micle~r destruction becnuse its rival dored to undertake an activity

identieal to its owm avervday activities won much hesrtfelt e roval in

)
T

Africt an fsiae  n the oth r hand, given his values, Kennedy's handling
of thz aflair was truelv masterful, snd this aspect wust h ve gener ted

s2.2 adniration "nd a“nrovol.

Conclusion A

L hove interrupnted the narrative 2t a number of locations to
interject comments avout the processes involved in the Cuban crisise I
want to pull these threads together here. A nunber of models hnave been
useful in the examination of uie crisis. The supergame rovides an
explanation of reference strunc ures. Tle cataclysmic notion exnlic=tes

one meaning of unconirollavle escalation. I have concentroted in earlier
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cuapters on tne axpand:d gane and a nodel of bounded rationality. I
have done so rrimarily because they provide both distinet alternatives
to Schelling's work and explanatory relevance to the Cuban case. 1 have
pretty rmeh inored two models similar to or congruent with Schelling's
conceptualizatvion of bargain ng--uti(litr modsls and "chicken-critical
risk"., 1 5521l justify this exclusion and in-icate w7 opinion of the
bounds .U relevance for these models somewhat later as a discuscion of
these matiers her: would not be narticularly germane to nm, argiment.

The utillity T the expnnded gume .s its ability Lo renresent
tie flexibility »f the overall strategles of the parties in tie Cuban
cr.sis. lhese strateg.es amounted to 2 chronologicel series of ‘artial
strategies in which future actions were not ma-ped ont commletelys or
ware chansed becouse of changes in the sitvnation which made nreviosly
chosen alternntives inefficacious means to ends. I Think little need
be added here in suvnort of this general point. Tre linited Strwes did
not *lan its nost-blockade stratesv until the result of the blockade
was 'miowm on Wednesdavw, The Soviet Union seens not to have vpi=arned its
forther activities in full when it decided to avoid a con’rontstion at
sea. The Soviet Union obviously changed its plannad str-tezy rith respect
to Lts installations in Cubae. And, the United States aliecred its
existing contingenev lan when 2 =2 was shot cdown. _ thini these
examples sneak rather clesrly.

Ansther advantoge of the expanded game is its ~bilitr to disnlay
the deco masition of sirmle, dichotoous ch~ices such as oeace or war,
or buniliation and disastere Es-entially, tie Cuban crisis is = case

of Jeconposing such alternatives into a set of les- severe decisions.
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The original choice for the United 3tntes between doing nothing and
instituting an air strike, for =x=m»le, was decor=osnad in this -=vmer,
Iwventuallv several choices or ontions interposed themselves so that tne
starimess of the choices and the nrovocation of the actions were recucede

But, it is di’ficult to nicture the ex»=nded gane as actnally
nroviding as exvplsnation of these activities. Rather it siumlvy nodels
t e+ -ore effectivelv than the linited, co=nlete stratesr gaes Schelling
uses. The exvlanation of these and other activities lie rath:r in a
‘ndel asssciated nore eloselv with activity than situational structure.
e model I have used here is Jerived from the boinded rationnlitv
concets of Simon. ind, it seens to me that the :odel accounts nicely
for the din srities between Schelling's observations and nrescrintions
and the activitr of the COuban crisis.

The decm~osition of stark alternatives is one of the notions
derived from this bounded r~tionality model. Then =xisting »lternatives
seer unsatisfactorv, a search begins for more satisfactory ontions. In
the Cuban crisis e ‘romising search area szemad to lie netween do
nothing snd the air strike since the air strike and more severe ~lier-
n-tives seemed nound together in an e scalation seaguznce.

This leads to the oth'r concern mentioned ahove--namely flexi-
bilitv angd the =iaintenance of ontions,  Sche1linq stands rath r cle~rly
nn o rly comittal to a complate ﬁtrntegf throngh the slimination of
altornotives. The Cuban crisis is a2 denial of this observation and
admonition., Althoush I have not besn reiarkablv successful so far in
working ont the general inplications here, the importance of lexibility

and -mintaining o-tions in the Cubsan erisis secn nretby clear, The
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Cuban erisis was essentially a sisnaling operation for both sides. Each
artv nad irrevocable commit~ents in the crisis. Fortunately thesme did
not »verlan. <he »roblem was one of sismalinz these areas of coamitment
to the other side. The threatening sicials then had conwunicative rather
thon comiittal value--that is, ther were warnings. The cdanger of
inflavible strateries which elimin-ie alternatives in a situation such
as this i=® that Jisuster is inevitable if t-e signol fails, This is
ihat Kennedv went to zreat lengths to avoid. 'Then Soviet and United
Ftates shins wore about to confront ona anoth'r on Jednesd:v, he wondered
if it were not possible to signal again so that Khrushchev wonld finally
understand. 'Jhen a 11-2 was shot down over Cuba, ¥ nnedy -isensaged an
earlisr contingency »~lan to take out all or nart »f the SAM system and
was determined to "try again" (Kennecy, 1969, p. 1U1) where trv acain
means to atterpt to main Soviet understanding of the sitvation.

With this general introduction then, let me reconstruct rather
terselv the mechanisns of the Cuban crisis., The 3Soviet deploy-ent was
a defection in = zame of Frisoners' Dilemma for the lnited ©tstes. The
Sovizt decision vnit was apparently browbeaten by its own “ard liners
into helieving that the game was essentially two-by-two vhnicken and that,
once the 3oviets chose defect, the United States would have no choice
but to clonse cooverates. Since the gae for the United St tes was not
Chiclken but rather Prisoners! Dilemmz, it is fortunate that the Joviets
als» misconstrued its two-by-two character as well. The gane was more
o licated than two-by-two not because of anv inherent -roverty in the

sitntion but rather because the pradominant majority of the linited

States declsion nnit wanted to signal the United Stntes comitment to
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the removal of the strategic weanons in a gradval or incrarental fashion.
As tobert Kennedy said, "The group neaded more alternatives: surelv
there was some course sebween bombing snd doinz nothing® (Schlesinger,
1465, pe 735).

The two-by-two Chicken which the Soviets anticinated nrobzbly
involved a United St tes invasion as defection and the coaperation
alternative covld have involved a variety of "diploiatic! actions--a
nrotest in the United Nations, specisal emissaries to Khrushchev, etc--
whiech goul 'l be nnsvceeszful in gaining the rewmoval of the strategic
wean-ms,., lefection in this case must have becn considered highly
mlil-elv. The reason for Soviet lack of interest in the alternatives
vevond the intersection of denloyment and invasion and Kemmedv's dasire
to find sn altsrnative between doing nothing and bonbing had seve similar
elements, however. 3oth sides recognized that, once the intersection
of de loment and wilitary attack was reached, there was liitle hove of
nanaring the eonflict so as to avold a number of disastrous consequences.

ihis inters=ction apveared to both sides then as a crucial point.
be ~und whic' neither would be able to control the situstione T dealt
earlier wilh a variety of meanings of loss of control, I think all three
ele ents discussed esrlier vlayed a part .sre. There was o fear tist
the ctions of each side would becone so orovac-tive to toe ot er tht
the bargaining fTramswork would sio~ly be left behind. I have understood
the character of conflict >f this sort to be ‘n Ra »»wrt's (1760) tems
a fight, but L an not wedded to this label if it causes ~ifficulties.

The iden iz thut t e delibverative 'rocess which precedes action in o game

or oargaining situation is forgotten, and the nctors react in svasm
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fashion. Jbviouslv, snother way of looking at this roacessz 15 to

conzider it a cataclysmic process. The fears in th: Cuban cose vere,

’

d tu leaving a bargaining situation. FKenn:dy certainly

cr

howavar, not limt

i

ronliz2d that, when faced :ith certain alternati_ves, even dsliiura2ting
actrs wght choose escalation alternstives whic: /ere danzerous bLoth
froo the standnrint of their immediate costs and in st they wonld
make rleescalation initizcives harder to formulate.

The inited States then was faced with the »eculiar situation
that the solution which apnesred i-nediately and obvionsly to its national
sgcurity anarers (3arnet, 1968) was, uvon closs insnection, dooied to
failure. Th't i3, the removal of Sovint strotegic installations through
the =ir strike-invasion option seeed to lead inexorablv toward disasters.
And, the ineffectuslness of viriovs dinlomatic sizn»ls were correctly
nerceived bv the mited S3tates decision unit. ot wms neednd s a
siznal with sonme punch but not too mich sunch. To-£his and it is
extrenelv fortun-te as I mentioned before that the Tnitec 3tntos discovered
the Soviest denloyeent hefore its co'iletion. Cor-letion »f the strategic
installations -joul’ have ~ade the develonrent of an efficacious simn-l
short of the air strilte a very difficnlt task. The blockace then mav
be viewsd as a wartial or increental defection invelving, not the full
copellent, but only a partizl deterrent act. The idea was that the
initi~1l easure wo.ld siinly uake the Sovi=t defection ineffectual. Tt
1ras hoped thet the Soviats would then nrefer to romove the stratecic
weanons on their owme. That is, the p riial de ection on the nart of the
inited Stites was desigsned to get the Soviet Union to "chicken out'.

Br starting with roletively mild coercion th» imited Stntes decision
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unit honed to construct a Chicken rather than 2 Prisoners' Uilerma
situ tion for the Sovist Imion, If this initi~l action nroved ineffectual,
then twe mitad 3tates could effect its comr-itment in full by removing
the installations with the air strike-invasion.

Phe trick was "to cut the ¢ ain in ti-e" (Schlesinger, 1965, p. 759).
The Sovists had to be signaled in euch 2 manner that 3oviet —restige and
face ere not involved to such a demree that the Soviets preferred
asenlntion to retrest. The incre-ental onerationalization of the 'mited
Atates coviitment kent the escane bridges from crunbling (Kennedy, 1969,
Pe 97)e To maintain these bridges throughout the erisis deanded
consiferable flexibility rather than the rigi- ity which ichelling
preccribes. For instance, before the U-2 was shot down over Cuba, the
nited St-tes decision unit had discnssed this contingency and “ind
decised that a SAM giﬁﬁt would be dastroved once verificatlon of te
-anner of destruction of the nlane was comnleted. Once the event
actually occurred, however, Kennedv checked this »rocess thus holding
off rotnli~tion and facilitating the Soviet withdrawal.

There ~re now » few items which seem not to fit in elsewhere "thich
I want to zo over hafore I gnit, so to sveak. ‘ichelling (19°6) views
the ~xpanded gare, firstly, only imdlieitly -nd, secondlw, A= essentially

cometition in risk taking exercise. Jervis (1966, pe 21) differentiates

hetween cormetition in risk taking and signaling. Althouz: I cisasree
symerriat fith Jervis! distinction and his conclusions, I do agree that
a distinetion betusen the two ~rocesies is nceded, Lhe nartics to the
Gnban erisis secn Lo have been wore concarnad rith sismaling. hrushchev!'s

oricinal challsn-e wary have been a compebtition in risk taking endesvonr
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in a mild way, brt, once inspes clzared un 2 bit, signaling took overs
dopert ¥en edy's descrintion of the President's reaction 1o the

nar»ou.y avoided confrontation at sea on Wednesday shows this clearlv,
The 'nited 3tates had, at this noint, lost control in that the irnediate
ervcial decision was the Soviet Union's. President Kennedv wos larenting
this loss of contrdl in that there was no ti.e, "so e caen send another
-essaz to Khrmchchev and Serhans he will finally understand" (¥ennedv,
1.5, Do T0)e

The d4istinction here is nriarily one of motivation. Ken edy
~nd soevhat helatadls Khrushchev irere trying to solve a problem. They
wishoed to indicate the nature of that »roblem to each other. This
process w's parlticularly difficult since their resnective wnrodlens
intaracted so that the solution of sne if not hardled csrefully »ight
only azeravate the other. The moves and messagss which the n»arties
undertook wers larsely attemots to net the other partv to understand the
nature of the »rablers involvad =o that the » rtv conld act rationally
amd nnnage the conflict.

The comvetition in visk taking which Schelling discusses is
essentiallv a technioue to callously force humiliating retreat unon the
other fellow. T[his is what Acheson wanted--the thi-bscrew turnad as
far as sossible, and aceording to Robert Kemnedy some military rdvisors
santed this as well., The President did note "I 2 not going te nush
the Mssisns nn iuch veyond what is necessary," he said (iennedy, 1,69,
De 177)e Kennedv's concern was th-t for a varicty of reasins--short-tern
=ilitarv, long-term strategic, and domestic nolitical--he coul not live

with Soviet stratesic weapims in “uba. de dic his best to comronicate
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this in an efMicacious yet minirtally »rovoking nanner to the Soviets.
The puriase of the blockade was to recuce risks raticr tian to compete
in tal-ine thewm, and anv risks associated with the olockade were deplored
rather than welcomed.

I hove rother slighted the Soviet recision rnit's activities
tnrouziout the crisis. +Yhis is due orimarily to tho lack of i terial on
this activitve A brief soecilative discussion may be helpful here. ‘the
decision to denloy strategic weanons in Cuba ias overationalized as the
final inc..ement of a reneral Soviet arms buildun sn thrt island. Soviat
countervnrts of LeMav st simply have browbeaten the generally rore
~esp.nsivle but disconraged (Diesing, 1,(0) Soviet leaders (Cf. tarriman's
view in Schlesinger, 1765, ppe (50-51). The blockade arnnounceent
probably took the Soviet leadership comnletely by surorise and aroused
a good deal of resentient. <1ne ti-e Kennedy allowed the -2oviets scems
to have ~1low:d temoers to cool, however, and the Soviets got around
to rieliberating rather than fning about the situation. From this noint
on t.e 3oviet soft liners seem to have nad the uprer hand. <Lhese men
were 7illing to retreat as long as the iinited States did ndt owrn the
Soviets oridees bv adding insult to injury through orovacative acts. I
hve sweculated ~t several oints throughout the n-rrative zbout the
soecifics of Soviet <eliberations. These snecilations nmay, of course,
bz in error, but the basic outline of Soviet activity--not ex ecting a
streruous United 3t-tzs response and then the shift to soft line control--
seems clLenles

Finally, with respect to Scheiling, it seess s if '@ ig not

incorrect descrintively for » certain sawple of actors wio do or would
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like to f.llow his nrescriptions. LeMav and Acheson, for instance,

would have chosen the air strike inv sion and stuck unswervingly to a
turn-the-screw course throvghout the crisis. The Sovizts seem to have

a siviler rroup. It appears that the Cuban crisis does not in ¢eneral
exhibit the cheracteristics of Schelling's ':odels because there are other
and szenerallv more prominant —~eovle involved in the crisis, For these
actors the bounded rationality sssuaptions provide ~ore accurate action
ruidelinns than 3chelling's version of rationality. And, the =xmanded
gane see-s to be 2 rore useful wav of expressing the flexible increvental’
sarpeini-e strategies of these actors than the lisited, complete strategy

f‘-_ﬂtrixo

Conclusion B

the pages above reoresent the Unban -ase sturdv which will a»p ar,
in revised form, in = dissertation. The section beolow is not part of
the dissertation but is =art of the project case studve I ansier below

the rovositions and meries in Working Panmers 3, 6, and L.

Working Paper f3

TIT. 'Tnotheses

A. llvnotheses relating systemic environment to choice of tactics

1. The Onban crisis certainly ses s to be ch raciterized by caution
after the initin] Soviet chailenze. The orirmarr exanle is, of coirse,
the ‘mitad 3tatas search for an nliternative betwesn <oing nothing and the

sir strike-invasion ootion. It is uwnclesr to r2 why the ~ovential cosis
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of war shonl- b=z hicher in binolar than multinolar svste-s--I 2 not
reallv argueing, just wondering, but it is clear tht cantion pervaded
the Duban erisis after the Soviet challenge.

2, 4Yhis hmotiesis is certainly congru=nt with the Cnban crisis.
Neither 4he United 3tates nor the Soviet IInion consulted with its allies
about decisions made curing the crisis. Rather, each informed its allies
in an ex »jost Troto fashione J1he uost dranatic instznce here ~ight be
the 3oviet U=ion's haniling of Cirba with ras ect to the decision to
remove the strategic remnons, The United Stat s decision unit wms, 4
believe, sincerecly concerned about the reaction of Latin Averican and
Lern inrovean allies, but these men were not concerned enough to
consider a foreisn inut into the decision process even aTter the original
secrecy remmirement was umnecessary. In spite of all this, the crucial
immact of the Soviet deployment an” the later sacond of“er on the United
I-ates decision unit was the n~zative renpercussions they might have on
allisnces wiich the 'mited States used in a very inival fashion when
the chits were down, s2 to speak.

3. As —entioned above (2), the nost ivortant impact which the
inited Stotes decision unit ‘erceived in the Soviet de loyment was that
it would bring into auestion the crodibility of United States commitrents--
the basis for allisnces--in general. As the iresident said, "IT they get
this =ean on this one in onr »srt of the world, whot will thev o on the
next" (Kennedy, 1969, ». 67). Later in the crisis one of the considera-
tions involved in refmsing to accent the Soviet's soecond offer was the
nesative iwonct tht offer wonld have on NATO. Yet the su nort which the

indted States received frot lJestorn Barovne and Lotin Awerica in +he arisis
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was alnost coinletelv limited to verbal summorts. Several of the
individu~l narticipants for the 'mibted Stat:s heve stressed the immortance
of Lhis verbal suvport. But, I tend to think tn=t, as I have discussed
above, this inflnence was rathor marginal,

. <The terms bargaining renut tion and rasolve are not used by
any of thz varticipants. I »arsonally nrefer to shy ~way from the Lerm
resolve n5 rwch as nossib.e. But obviously bargaining re-utatiom, or
prestige, or, as the »articivants say, nride or face are immortant in
the Cuban crisis. This crisis on the besis of some sixteen years of
exparience wns viewed as one 'f a Jong series of Soviet-Aierican
corfrontotions, and both sides surely f2lt thot their activity in one
such confrontation wovld serve in developing the ~dverssory's image of
its stance in future confrontations. The United Stetes was particularly
adaint in this rezarde. The hard liners in the United States refused
o rfecoupls on even the most sbvious casss--fungary in 1956. Tre Soviet
Union sewns to have displaved sorewhat zreater flexinility and
concoitantly sorewant less concern with pride or face. Lt is difficult
to imagine, for instance, t =t the ioviet Union could have been succissful
in preventine the installation of United States foreizn bases in the
same =smner 2s that nsed by the United <tates in Uuba.

5. There is liitle evidence t.at 2it er oesvitv in the Cuban crisis
conseiously exarcerated its valuation of the stakes. Uobrynin nay have
done this ith Rob:rt Kennedy in their evening eeting on 3aturday, and
Khrushchev »ay have been doing this with resnhect to his early ossages
ressrding the bosrding of Joviet ships st sea. “ut, in gener-l com vni-

cations about values seem to have been 7 irly lionast albempbs to show the
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adver:ary the noture »f the nroblen the varties were dealing with. The
ide~logical disnarity between the two grouvs led to some peculisr reward
structures particularly aong the hord liners, but the nuclear as—ect of
the environment does not seem to have been active in this regard.

6. Uontrary to -y earlier expectstions thare were several actions
which ~ight be considered threstening declarations in the Cuban crisis.

Wie blockade annonncerent the ‘resident said that a missile launched

=l
]

cl

fro Ouba azainst anv targset in the Western herlsnhere would be considered
- Spriet attack on the United States which would merit a "full retaliatory
resmonse unon the Soviet Unisn® (3oresnsen, 1965, pe 790). The blockade,
of course, involved something shecific--stonping ships, bnt the actual

for s of vioience which the navy was instructed to use arainst Sovietb
blockade runners--disable not sink--were not trans~itted to the Soviets.
¥hrushchev!s thrastening declarations of retnliation in resvon:e 1o
interforence -with ooviet vessels on the hish seas ware soretires specific--
ret 1iatim on United Strtes blocknde vessels by oviet sb i rires--and
soeti es v-me--some fornn of escalation. Both the Chair an nnd the
President rocognized snd communicated to the otvh v thelr nessirisn about
cont o0lli- escalation once violsnce broke ont. in nerhans the clesrest
threstening: declar-tion of the crisis Robert Kemnnedy told Dobrymin that,
if the aoviets did not neree to renove the 'trategic weapons within
trentr-four hours, the United Statns would reiove thew. Konnsdy slso
indierted th-+ the 'inited St~tes was willing to pay the consenue ces of
the escalation which might follow. In summation then sovetimes 2

snecific ranner of fishting was included, so etimes not. TIn ieneral,
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howvever, it was not necessary to add that 2 rarticular conflict would
escalate to miclear w-r. Both sides were well aware of this.

7. ith the nossible excention of Xemnady's blockade arrouncenent
threat mentioned above (6) and Khrushchev's early statersnts abomt the
blockade, there were no bellicose threats in the Cuban crisis. The
hyoothesis seems to stand up, however., These rarly threats were nrobably
iess credible thon the l-ter ones. After Tuesday every threat :ade was
credibl e--thev were warnings and nerceived as such, and these threats
vere aelivered in infor ative, nroblem definition fashion.

B, Physical actions chort of wvislence--the Soviet reployment, the
United 3t-tes blockade, the United states invasion buildun, the Soviet
withdrawal-~were clearly vrominent in the Cuban crisis. In this resnect
the Cuban orisis revresents, I think, alvost an ide=l type for 2n
escalation model. How tvpical this is of muclear aze crises or how
atypical for pre-niclear age crises is anoth=r issve uoon whici: I am
far more nncertain.

9. I am not cortain I understand the orovosition. ¥The Cuban
crisis was chnracterized oy two confrontations neiti:inr of which -ms
exactly -inor. DMNeither it seems to me involved tasts of United Stntes
resolve so much =8 tre clarification »f United 3tatez intentions although
these nurnoses may bz viewed as similar or even identical.

10« This is o nretty diffienlt uropoasition to write nnot on the
basin of = single crisis. As I mentioned above (7), there were o feu
bellicose threats esarly in the Zuban crisis. After Tuesdny Lrers mre
see inly none of this character. The bhellicosity seers to be -ssocisted

rith the transition fros the shadow bargaining with an irage (esing, 1970)
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hich precaded the erisis and lingered through the early stnges.and the
reasonablv accurate communication which characterized the latter stages
of the crisis. Jobth narties were undoubtedly shocked bv the transition
in thot neithar sesred to realize that it wos so f-r out of touch with
the other.

11. I have mentioned this tonic b fore, but L think it is i or-
tant enough to go over it again. It wonld be mr euess that Schelling's
" ogniopul~tion oi risk" i not a very frecuent tactic. The only tactic
in the Crban crisis which seems to me to fzll into this catezorv is the
initisl Soviet denloyment, and the Soviets oresumably thought this wss
verv 1inor meniovlation of risk. The United States blockade uns intended
wore 15 a2 signal of the United States commitment to zain the removal of
the stritesic wea ons, and its risk manipmlation aspects w re la-entable
far and “vinimized Hv the decision unit. The later I'nited 8t-tos inv-sion
triildun seems not to have besen used consciously by the decisim unit ac
a harenini-z fdevice., The two -2 incidents anrear to have been essentially
accisdents Prom tha nerspectives of the national dacision units.

12, *here was certainly no oroblerm with adverssiv identification
in th» Cuban crisis. The likely denree of escslation presented » variety
6" enbles. Lhers was uncertzinty as to the degrss of escalation with
which the a‘versary would resvond to various o~ tions. Thers wa vneertaintr
as to “hrether a deli-rative nrocess could be maintained shove 2 certaln
level of aseslstion. 1hus there was also uncertaintr as to whether on
escalation seouence conld be reversed short of renersl nuclear war once
violence hod aclkialls hroken ovt. ‘Uhe vincertainty on these latter two

noints se~.n to have been of a vory vwesciistic variety for roth
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Krrishcher and Eennedv. ach wras almost certain that £l 2 anser was no

in both cases.

B ronasitions ohovt cosrcive tactics

1. Ihis ig a difficult ourstion for me to answer becanse I seen
o vse the term comribrent with respect to actal crises sonewhat differ-
e tlv t an 3chelling or Snyder do. Jonsider for the moment that a comiit-
“ent in 2n intention to achisve a nsrticular stote of affairs. TIn this

ensa Lie ‘mited States had 2n 2 bsolntely irrevaocslhe comwaitment to the

L]

ramoral f the <woviet str-oteric wernons from Cuba. The 3oviets obviously
di? not have an absolutely irrevocable commitment Lo keen their strategic
instsllations in Cuba. But the -ovi=ts did n-ve abhsolvutel:r irrevocalile
cormitients to other states of affsirs such as the nonaccentance of the
bin iliation 20 » United 3t .ites ntitack on those bhases or defendines Cuba
frov inwerislistic arprression. In this senss then abisalutely irrevocable
comiltients are not really rare. For every state, decision v it, or
indivi-usl there are » varietv 57 states of affairs which are 1 tally
nnacecentanle.

In the ammarertly more accented sense of the ter co mitment
earinz sn intention to act in + “articulsr fashion which forecloses all
alternative ‘"orms of action the nromosition "s -mch rnore sceurctes wnal
statss are normally the most imporitant s ects of crises. Jfien there
will be a varisty of courses of action by which a  ~riicul-r st-te of
a "'airs marv be aenieved, uline out some oF these ~ntions mav Ye ne~d-
less or even dysfunctional in <ome cuses. In genersl on absolutzly

irrevocable commitrent in this sense nroabably oceurs only whern a single
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alternative is nerceived as canable of achievirs the desired stote of

L

‘airs. There seesss to have bean at least sne exmmmle of this ir the

ai
Ouban crisis. Keonnedi's threat or Ustaterent of fact" to Dobrmin

saturday evenin~ smornted eszentisllv to this. Lhe Tmited 3t=tes ias
determined to #ain the ranid removal »f the Sovit stratesic

installations in “Yuba., The i'mited States had tris2 » varietr of sctivities
to obtain this zo2l; now unless the Soviet IInisn wonld give nssurances
within trenty-four hours that ther would renmove the installations the -
selves, the United St-tes wonld toke =ilit-ry ~ction to renove themn,

Th=t 13, ~Tier twenty-four hours the nited 3t tes wmld be commitied to

an air strike-invasion ootin. Kennadv's st-te -nt mav have hien 2 rild
ex~ - -ration, but it is conceivable that such a comitrent cowld have
cheracterized the mited Stetes decision unit.

Also, sart o' the danger in the escalation »rocess w25 that ench
side recosmized %hiat :nder certain conditions the othar roul ¢ feel the
nece sitv to resovond 'n a nevticulsr Tashione. The sxact nature »f the
~otilor to which the other side woild be committad wns generally
uncertain, mt tne geieral trne--violent escalation--was clesr. Kennedy,
felt that the Soviets world be comitted to soe form of

e = rary 1o
O eXArnnla,

e

violent resuonse in the contingency th=t the (hited States carried ot
the nir strike-invasiom ontion, "If we had invaded Cuba + « « T 27 sure
t-= ‘oviets woul’ hove acteds Thes would have to, just as e wonld h-ve
to. T think there are certain comvulsions on any major vower" (Schlecsinger,
1765, pe 759)%

To nase tha terr comituent rith resnect to an action like the

tlockade seens to me to be both difficult and relatively nseless. The
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Imited 3tntes enacted the blockade., <Lhere was never anv thovsht of
recoving it if Soviet shiss actusllv attermted to run it. And, after
earlr Tuesdav there seems to heve been little donbt in the Soviet's
wind »bort this eithore The bl ckade is, I thinl;, best inter reted »s
a pertial ocerationalization or sirmal of the inited St=tes comitment
to sain the removal of Soviebt strategic weavos froo Cuba .

2. This ronnsition seems to be an inaceurate descrintion of the
duban crisis. Kennedy's blockade announcement threst was exolicit;
Khrushchev's no niracr thresats varied somewhat but come were auite
exnlicit, and Robrrt kennedy's statement of fact to Dorrvmin wns cuite
ex licit.

3. *‘his pronosition also iz ~omewhat at ord s with tie Cvban data.
Tt in trua thot t ere w=as a relatively exnlicit thrreat of mnclesr war if
Joviet shins were olasted delivered by a lesser Soviet 'mited [lations
deleate to a inited States counternart of similar status. 4lso, =
nilitzry ran attachec to the Soviet evbassy in Washington told » muther
of guests thot the Hnviect shins would rn the blockade. <“inally,
Knrnshchev did threaten Knox, an Aerican pbusinass@an, that United
States vessels which interfered with 3oviet convoy orerations wold
be sink br Soviet snbrarines. :ut, the first two ir=tances here sea: to
be matty officials plaving the situation by ear rsther than on Kre lin
directions. In additisn, o mentianad avove n (2) that there zve zeveral
instances of birh o'ficials =ziving sther high officials exlicit, severe
thraats.

e “‘here apprar to be no instances of non-coercive rationcle

covers for coercive actinns in the Cuban crisis.
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5, The mited Stotes and the Sovict Tminn boath =tiemted to
creste loonholes for each other in the Cuban crisis. The whole =77ort
behind the increental sirnaling of the United States co mitmert was to
allor the »oviet Union to back dovm without too mch huriliation. The
Jovists trisd to convince the 'mited 3tates that it was voset about
nathing since there 'w2re no stratesic weavons in Cuba. iten tie- they
t=iod the tret that the str-tegic weavons in Cvba w=re defensive not
of Ponsive. finally, nesr the end of the crisis the Soviets trizd the
apnrosch that the Cubin-lurkish ~issile exchanze sve estion hed been
initioted by nevirasls =nd Jesterners.

6. TIn the Cubsn crisis trreats seem to lLiove been unencu bered
o7 svenues or petrest. +fhis may be somewhat vnusual, bubt I think the

1 o~

reasons here are ratler obvious. +sirst, almost a1l of the threats

Landed out in the Cuban crisis were warninas r-ther than Huffs. That
is, "ad the contingenciles with which thev were concerned arisen, there
is o nioh likelihood thint the threatene! sctivity would have t-ken nlace.
Hth » fer excentions--Kennedy's ™11 retalistiom threst in iids nlockade
iessaze and .hrashchev's uesday no niracy threats--whiel sere Type 1T
thrests or bln s or ab 1.ast so nerceived, nost of the thraats n vhe
suban erisis vere accerted as warnings. Second, the threats were nou
nmeldl curelassly n the Cuban srisis. Rathsr they rere csed as honest
en ianications Lo indicate areasof sensitivity anc¢ Lo clear un coniusion
avou s ntentions.

'« The united Statas, which nerhans issund the vro insnt threats
of the Unban or sis, was clearlv favored by e ~57% atri:s of the

sitoation. The Soviet Union was, Hwev:r, wndonbLodly comitued Lo resct



violently to ¢ rtain rrovocatins--firing on 2 Soviet shin or the air
strilze, and 1t 4did issue sowe rather ox lieit threats indicatine the
natvre off these co'nmitments.

8. 4 am uncertain whether this propos tion refers to the rocess

of serference chanze "ritnin an actor or to the rocers of commnicating

coawiatad states of wand to an acversary. “he ouestion is difficult to

ang+ .y in eith r case, however, Individusls do Zend to develo  preferences

ovaer oie, but someti es choices mi:st be rmade onicllyv. .n =0 @ instancas

conriiinent 1s sicnaled incrementslly--the hlockzoe, but L a» far fron
cervain ohet bthis s 'n ironclad regularity.. I think thet L cannot niake
claviet staterents of repularitins on this proposition. 1ve dissertstion
saciim of this case siudy 'does i~ve some moterial relevont to ihe
pronosition, hovevor.

Yo this concern seers to have had sone moortance =t various
nuines during the Guban erisis. *the Soviet challenge disrvessrdsd this
concarn cornletely. +his move was hard line dominated. 3Ielatively soft
liners, however, dominated the Unit~d States decision unit. 9o e of the
comearn in nroveokine ithe Soviet nion was to avoid increansing e
dlitancy of the Soviet decision unit b decreasing the influence of its
har 1 ne faction (Cf. Harriman in Schlesingar, 1765, p. 751).
Fhrushchev than indicstrd after the crisis that he was nleased »v the
elections in the United States in hich the Democrats farsd ~etty well
and in which ¥Wixon lost. It is difficult to saw whetisr thsse concsrns
had anv ismortant rodulating imract on the short-run activity of the
crisis, oot I tend to think note That is, there were ore iroortant

~odulating constraints in the crisis itself.
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10, %his li'e nany of these nropositiors really reruires more
than L hove--nomely =n oneratioral definitior of public and @ wivate
coimmnicrtions and »n index of ambiwuity. About the bast th-t L can do
on . is ona is this. Althouzh in genersl the ~rivate co munications in
the Cuban crisis do not see: to be less arbisuous than the nublic
co rmnic~tions, the »srticipants did on three very imvortsant occasions
7o to nrivate co mumications to insure clarity. The United S5t tes did
this twice itk Robert Kennedy talking -rivatelw with Dobrmin on Tuesday
and Saturdsr eveninss close to the major coniraontations »f the crisis.
Kennody's pura se hoth tirse was to reinforce and clarify the !mmited
57 bes nosition in 2 orivate, personal wanner.  Also, when the Soviet
linion fir-t sovsht = compromise solution, the Scali-Fomin conversation
was a orivate and snecific means of ~robing t:e lUnited Statzs.

11. Othar thon the original Soviet challenge I thirk there were
no conscious risk manipulstion tactics. The blockacde ¢ 5 T have

indicatad shove (A-11) was not an sttempt to menipulste risk. The brildup

]

of the 1 .wvasion Iorece was nobt even irectly co 'wnientzd Lo the 3Soviet

¢

T e
The 11-2 ineidents se2  to have bean loss of control over srvbhordin-tes.
30 the wropositi-n seems to deseritie the O ban crisis “rettr acenratel-.
12 T thinl that I have said about all I hav> to sav with rezard
t2 this ‘roposition in the dissertrtion section of this case studyv. I

st22 notion is a bit more conmlex than the provnosition here, bt the

tiwo are basiecallv consruent.
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C. 7 othaeses relating t=ctics to res-onses

1+ The Soviets wera offered no opportrnitr to ~etually nresent
their chrllenge in the Cnban crisi=s, so I ¢"n onlv conjecture ~s to how
thew ~igint hove rade their challences 7 wonld muess thet in seneral
'hlatant, reemiory, onenly aggressive derands and threats™ are si-nly
not e, Thet is, wen a challenze like this is issued, it lhas buen
orec=cad bv activity on the nart of those being challenged wthich has
provolad the chollenssrs. Of course, the disnarate iwages and theories
of histor+ which characterized the two rortiszs ‘n the Cuban crisis ade
~ecomition of tiis asnect difficult if not im ossible. (he Lnited 54otes
decision unit wreeived the Soviet challense as an outra-e. Although
the '‘mited Statos hrod strategic bases literally ringing the Soviet
lmion and other =militarv in=tallations in Cuba and 3:rlin, the Soviet
challenge was not merelv nerceived as an nunfavorable strategic 'ove
but a worsl otrase. The 3oviet docision unit, I 2 sure, had a cuite
diferent rersnective m the moral ligiti~-~cy or the ovtragemous character
of its ~ove as well 2s on the lecitirmacy of the Tnited States hlockade,
In anv case the Soviot "outrage" certainly et a stiff resronse from the
imited 3trtes, liwever, the Soviet hard linezrs were probnbly able to
sway the judgenment of the rest of the Soviet decision wnit becruse, as
Diesing exnlnins, an- sort of bid the Soviets 'ade, reasonahle or orenly
aggressive, ran into the same brick wall of United States onposition.
This reisitance shonld not be constried as a ons sided affair, lowever,

2. I storted this case studr with the notion #that this
rronosition was correct, I have had to alter my views soewhat since

then. lthere is obviowsly a fa2ar n-ong Jdecision-eakers that threats can
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F

e denzerous and dysfinctional (Sorensen, 1965, pe 772). That is, the

A

car~»less noe of thrsats mav indeed have such a rovac~tive effect as
that nostrlated. In the Cuban crisis, hovever, thre~ts were vsed in a
very hel-ful —ranner to indicate »reas of sensitivity--the boariing of
Sovi~t ships on the High seas--and to clear un intentions =2nd
preferences--tiie United 3t hes need for rapid re-oval of the strategic
hases. *hreats cdelivered in an honest, factval, and low-kev fashion
see to h-ove baen some of the most useful corvmnicntions of the crisise
I think ona asnect of the threats which made this nossible was that the
vast ajoritv o the threats issned during the crisis were credible.
“{ather than beinz a bluff and brag exnerience, both narties recognired

crisis as a serions problem, and each seens to nave internreted tre

ot
o)

thcats of the ohier as warnings wvseful in delinzsating the »precise
dlsensions of the problem.

3, 'The najor orovoking acts of the Cuban crisis were the Sovist
denloyment and the initad States bloickade. Hhach of these actions was
nerceived b - the partv against which it was directed as a thrzat.e In
adeition o orovoking, however, these acts served toijolt tiie images of
hoth the 'arties fro: a shadow bargaining persnective to a reas-neably
effective problem solvinz relationshipe. The other threats in tie Guban
crisis seet then to have been larcely nonpro%ocative. There 7as no great
effort to alter t-e utilities =nd vtilit¥ perceptions anart from threats,
=n:} at attempts there were ar-pear to h;ve been mini 1ally unzuccassful
and oceasionally dvsfunctional in that they were >rovoking. The Soviet
Inion did n sev ral nccasions trv to convince the .nited States =ither

tiat thers were to strategic weznos in Cuba or ti ot such weapons were
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defensive rather tlisn offensive. ouch attemnts failed wiseranly, and
4ic ~rouse considerable resentment when they took tha form of or*~ight
lies-=no str-tegic UH%DOHS in Cuba., Tie Soviets drooped these tactics
reas nably ouickly, however. Tievy were used on luesdav, Jednesday, and
Mhiradar oy Soviet re resentatives who may have actuellr thought thev
ror: Tactually correct for all or part of this time period. Later in
the crisis a »1d attemnt was made to gain a more receptive United

3% -tes percention of the Soviet second offer. Fouin pointed out to
S¢~1i Lt the idez ad been advnaced by neutrals an' even “slter

fipp -ann in the Jashington fost. <This suggestlon certainly orovoked
Seali who 2xloded. The United Statas seens to have used threats--

the mlockade and, perhaps unwittingly, toe invesion buildun--to alber

the Soviet utilitiss. Stevenson's addresses in the United Natl.ns

e o surel7s unsuccessful in 2ltering Soviet utilitics and also surely
srousad =0 e resent ent as a pack of decarent, capitalist lies in Zorin's
nind as Stevenson went over the .-peccable bshaviur of the United

3tates throughout the cold ware.

li. The Cuban crisis pressnts so ewhat conflicting datz on this
as=ect of »spiration rigidity. Surely part of the tremendous impsct of
the Soviot denlovment on the imited Stetes decision unit was dve to th
Taet tlat, althourh several membersof that unit were aware of the
sossibility o7 such a denloyment, none of the ever really thougzht trat
the 3oviets would be so foolish as to actusllv undartale such an
activitv in rule breakin-. The rale in this case was escantially the

'onroa Doctrine.



The rule which the United S5tates hroke, of eovrse, was freedon
of thz hish seass 3everal snokesmen for the Kennedv ad-inistr:tion
includins Vice President Johnson had in the weeks hefore Lhe 2risis
ridicrled the Hterublicen dem=nds for a blockade arcund Cuba as a de-and
Jor an act of war. The Sovists were obviouslv nrovoked by United St-tes
niracy, bHut they cnlred down enourh to recosnise the sirmal fairly
quicly, =nd they then ~ltered their asvirations in iicht of the
signal,

5« I think this proposition describes cui‘e accurately the
activity on hoth sides of the Cuhan crisis. I hove Tound only one
reference to nrobabilistic thinking in the Cuban crisis. After his
ovloclkade announce :ent Kennedy seemed to feel that the rob bility that
the Swict Union would go all the way to war were "someuhere oetween
one ot ol three and even" (Sorensen, 1265, p. 795)e In zereral actors
try to achieve certain states of affairs, and, as Iurdock h=zs nointed
out to 12, eenerallv in crises even this nrocess is thousi't of in negative
terms. Th=t is, the constrrints which -iefine the -“esirzd states of
affairs are, i'or exarmle, avoiding the continusd nresence of Soviet
strategic weavons in “uba, avoiding hurilisting ‘hrushchev, and othe
avoidances., After the crisis these partici-ents »~v liok back =ositively
2t b eir accomlishrents--saving the alliance or gaining the re-oval
of Jovirt strategic weapons, but the Cuban crisis s'eis to hsve been
an "voidonce exercises. Sosetimes the resnonse of the adversarv is
disreszor-ed, Tn his Saturday conversation with Dobrvnin Hob=rt Kennedy
saic ~ssentially thot the United States would remove tie stratesic

weanoms ~~rly in the week if the 3oviefis did not agrece to do so first
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rezardless of the Soviet resvonse. #Sut this is a last ditch effort.
There is nor~ally an atternt to anticinate the adversary's response,
and, when contennlated -ctions are apt to draw costly resoonses, a search
for 1»ss costlr alternatives normally develones. sSut, this rrocess is
rati2r crude. The term expectztion seens to deseribz this nrocess better
than probability. A dichotomnous deliberative nrocsss sewns fo develon
as sSnyder has pointed out before. An action is exmacted to draw a
narticul=r resnonse or at minirwm a »:rticular class--say violent or
nonviolent--of resnonse., Another resvonse or class thereof -:o'1ld then
oe unexpicted as was the Soviet challenge.

6. This oroposition is intnitively pleasing. It states essentially
the zoft line inage of normal nolitics, and is rather the onposite of
the hord lin=s inage. It does not, however, seem %o hold un durins the
Cuban crisis. The reason for this an-ears to me to be that crises, or
at le~st tie Cuban crisis, are not normal irternrtional politics. The
disaster ~voidance concerns are simnlv too sitrong, and a »roblen s olving
nér3¥ectﬁve seems to negate the provosition. Tn the pre-crisis veriod
a nair of shador relationshi s gave each nartv the impression of toucoh-
ne-=s in the othsr, and this image wnas then reciprocated. 1t is not
c¢l=ar that these chadow rel-tionshiss actually nisnarceived t-e tough
atbitudes remularly. Neith-r side reallv seered resdv to do hisiness
with the other. But durinz the crisis the Soviet challense was et b
2 firm co mibnent operationslized in two begic =teps. Each tiuse the
Soviat Union backed o7f once th2 gignal of the united 3t tes comitment
was understood. Uonciliation initiative b2yun by thz Sovi-t Unfon was,

strangel snourh, =uickéd up rather slowly by the United -5t tes and was
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then reciorocated. Jertainly after the crisis a nrocess of nutual
recinrocation began.

7. 1 have nad some oifficulty catagorizing the tnreats of the
Cubon erisis into comellent and deterrent tvo2s, and T an sure that
others, particularly Murdock, will disngree with my assignment. The
tynologr seens somewnat irrelevant with resnect to the Soviet
denloyment, so L will skip it excent to say th-L it was a deterrent
nove, Hennedv's blockade announcerent threst of full retaliation on
the Soviet Union for a mis=ile lawmnched from Cuba asainst - destern
tar-et is clesrly deterrent. 4And, there is no evidence to indicate that
this was inversveted as anything ot' er than nronaganda by the Soviet
Union. the blockade itself, although a signal of an un erlving
conpellent cormitment, secms to e to be a deterrent zectivity, =nd it
certainly arcused r:sentrent as described abowve (1-L) althourh it did
not strengthen che Soviet's will to resist on Wednesday. Lhe 3oviet
thrests about interference with their ships ware deterrent, and they
seem Lo have zenerated little resnonse at least in their asrly rather
belligerent form. &5 PFriday these threats :tad calmecd down.and were, I
think, both less neeczssary and considered more seriouslyv. Dz United
States tihreat of strategic wsapon renoval was clearly comvellent, otut
it did not stiffen the Soviet's will to resist. I hove zone ovar my
notions of why several times above. Renardless o. tids ambiguity with

Pl h

wore ALffcult

@

respect to the oroposition I think compellent thraats ar
to winitiate successfully., HRather than stiffening tie will to resist,
however, the major nroblem seems to be lack of credibility. *his is

whv the ultimatur to remove the missiles conld be given ~fter vt of
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the iinited 3tates comitment had 2] ready been operationalized in
deterrent faziiion to lend credibility to the whole tmt not before

\Cf. Scrensen, 1905, D (12,4

De [Ir.otheses relating environient, setting and taciics to outcomes

1. ihere apear to be tio examples of salience writh reswcct to
the outcome »f the Cuban crisis sach rerceived by different grouns a

diffe ent times. One of these was the status ~o. Lthis was sszlient for

Kewi:dr, and I r=t! r wumazine thot Kenredy felt he achieved the status
cuo in the ende The rather minimal noninvasion wledge which Fennedy

~ave proubly differed not ot all from his nre-crisis intentions. Tie
onlr wroblem was thut the exolicit guarrntee as o»orosed to the implicit
intentions gave the Republicans, or at least some of them, a good deal of
solitical hay. Tie other examnle of salience irith resvect to the
solution ware varvine notisns of recinrocity. OStevenson surgested the
nantralization of Cuba--the Soviet Union and the Tnited States both
pulling o+t. 3ome neutrzls, Liptmenn, and the Soviets suiested the
Mrirdsih=Cuban issite trade. The asymmetries of the situsation tended

to reinforce the lnited States nersvpective liere,

It is difficult to know how much to say about salience or prominance
with resnect to other asvects of the crisis. 4Almost all the sltermstives
the inited 3tntes considered in .ts searc: piocess, for instance, were
proiinant from tie standpoint of nublicity or bacsuse they had boen
publically discnss=d in recent months. Hilsoan (196L, p. 203) states
that one of the concerns which haunted tre United Stntes decision 'mit

was &t the alternatives it chose in this, the first nuclear crisis,
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would set nrecedents for future miclear cris=s. That is, the lnited
Strtes solubion to the —anagement of conflict of tris tvne would bhe a
prominant solution in futnre, similar conflicts,.

2. OSalisnece ~npears to hove had considerable imm-ct on the search
for vario:s solrtion nroposals -nd on contincener estimation in general
in the Cuban crisis. J3alience is unfortunatelv = more comnlex subject
thon it aonears 4o b2 in Schelling's sirwple examples, howevar. That is,
there 1ay well be several noints of prominance, and different n:ints of
nroavinance nay avneal to the varving nersnectives of rmltinle parties,
tmt, ~rith »espect to the nroposition, the influence of »rotinance in
the settleient ~wrocess anpears as I indicated above (1) o have been
con:iderable., And, fthe Inited 3tates decision “inil{ was struck by the
lack o7 recedent which could mide limiting tactics and restrict

esc:1=4ion, In the =2nd the alternatives considere” were largel: tho=e

which had entered the oublic, or private, disenssions over Cuba in the

ity

months before the crisise I have suzgeszted (1) that, in the absence o
precedants, these =erved as a prominant sample of ontions. +ihere was,
of course, =ome recedent Tor the Jdinlom-tic offensive in the united
Hations and "or avoiding the use of violence.

3. Superfici-lly, the Cuban crisis seems to supoort vhis
pronositim. It anrenrs to me now that thz n~evmmetries which - vored
the nited States were helpful in achievins a solution favorable to the
imited 3tates only bocause the tzctics of the 'inited 3Statzs utilized
these asv i otries in » varticular ranner. Thot is, had Acheson been

o 4 R o ek S w7 1 b
resnonsible for the United Stotes Jecisions, theso asvmebries would have

been utilized in a different fashinn, and it is Aoubtful vhether this
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use wo 'ld have achieved the United 3tates objectives. T realize that
what I = sawving--both "inherent!" -nd "tactical® nower are imoortant--
is not verv helvful., But it seems unfortinately to be true. Kennedy
timoelf stressed canv times the immortance o’ hoth factors in gaining
such o favorahle outecome.

L I am not certain whv nuclear weanonry shonld lead to de
facto as ovposed to formal settlerents, but in 2 vurely associative,
ratier than causal, sense this oroposition s=emns to be su-tain=d bv the
Cibsn crisis. Lhe originel terms of settlement were writtan ot formally
and ade public, hut some imrrovisation had to be »'nlied to these terms
subsernently as L hove exnlained elsewhere. Lhe nctual setbtlesent was
then a m~tter of simnly forgetting the remaining loose ends.

5. The Cuban crisis fails to sustain this »roposition. The
tard liners who surely sxist in multipolar as wvell as bivolar situations
seer to have an infinite cap~city to misconstrue the opnonents intentions.
Sometines, they seem, unfortunately, to be correct -s iicCone was nbout
the Sovist intention to deploy strategic wes=pons in vuba. In this
crisis, as Diesing explicates clearly, cormunication h-d simpl - hroken
down betreen the two states, and wiscalculation characterized al—ost
evervone's estimate of the other group's intentions. So, emnirically
there see~s 4o be conflict between the »ropnsition and the Cubsn crisis.
The nroblem may lie in the cause of the misnerce-tion which sesms to me
to be at least as closely rel-ted to the conflicting ideologies in this
case ns to the nolarity of the syiteme That is, missercention stems
fror o mesher of sources, and it ennnot be neatly linked to Lhe

distribution of nower in the syote ic environment.
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E. Hynotheses =bout connections between alliance relationships and

adversary bargaining

1. As nenrlv as I c:n determine there was vary little if any
bar~aining amons ~llies in the Cuban crisise. <The United States engaged
itself in 2 debote to dr-w and maintain the support of its allies,
satellites, and neutrals as well. The Sovict Unin did tre sa-e thing
m = sorewhat less2r scales But, with the nossible exception »f Soviet-
Cuban eonversations rith resnect to on-site insnection and the redium-
ran~e bohers, there seens to hsve been no allied hargaining, and the
detnils of anv barsaining which occurred between Cuba and the Soviet
Union are not public. The outcowes, of course, are. OUuba won the issue
on which the 3oviets needed “uban cooperation to win, and the Soviets
on the iosue on which the Cubans needed Sovist cooneratiosn to win. 3o,
snv bargaining which ent on here ~ay have been unsuccessful, -nd this
is, I sunose, congruent with the proposition., *unt, in generzl, the
nrooasition is irrelevant to the Onban crisis,

2« '™he pronosition seens to be irrelevant to the Croan crisis.
There were no supnorting allies of any real im-ortance., And, althonsh
some minor 21lies may have sent messages to the Tmnited “tntes or to the
Soviet Union--certainly this was done in the form of Security Louncil
debstes-=1little heed seers to have bzen paid tn shch ersares.

3. Again, this »nroposition seems to besar little relevance to the
Cubsn crisis.

L. The only thing which I can think of to =zay abort the (nban
crisis with resnect to this proposition is thot along the lines of (v)

the Soviet Union seered anxious to nuse the ausnices »f the Imited Hatims
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wienever nossible in its withdr-wal »rocess. This seemed to have the
effact indicated in (¢)--namely redfucing the hmmili-tion involvad.

. Althouzh the United St-tes decision unit feared greatly that
the states of L-otin America and 'lestern Europe wonld valne the stakes so
minisially as to not be canable of nerceiving a Sovi=zt challenge, this,
=fren=ely enongh, turned out to be incorrect. It remains unclear in my
mind, as it cloes obviously in the 'iinds of several —ermbers of the decision
unit, whv these states did suprort the linited St-tes so nnouestioningly.
rarhang the atztes of Latin America actuaily £olt th-sstened o the
nresence of Sovist streotegic weapons in Cuba or by the nossibility that
Castro right gain control of such weanons, A more nlausinle expl-nafion
with rasonect to Jestern Burope 1s simply elliance lovality. It is

cue ‘Gionable how rmuch this largely moral supvort me»nt., De Gaulle, for
instance, noparently made an instantaneous decision to surmport the

Inites? Stotes in Acheson's vresence. This wold sczem to indicate that

ha felt eithar that he bhad no choice or that he was agreeing to something
rel-Lively costless. Either percention would indicnte the lremendous
lac’ of irflvence which allies of the two superpowers had in this

CYrisis.

6. Althongh the Tinited Shates did certainly view the Crban crisis
as nart ol a lorger confrontation and this <id greavly increase its
nercention of the staes, I really cammot rel-te this “roposition to the
ubsan crisis.

T« ‘he Cuban crisis is not a multinolar crisis although the - sic

nronogition is congruent with respect to the Ouban crisis.
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e Again I have trouble relating this ~rovosition to the Cuban
erisis. Althouzh the Soviet Union srobzbly knew th~t there was ro
loyality in Cnba to 3oviet imperialism, the Sovizt Union probably did
not ‘ioubt Ouban loyality to a rather abstract notion of world socialism
or %0 a 3oviet hard line in the Cuban crisis. 4nd, the Sovict lnion
orobably tried to restrain Cuba with respect to United Stotes and
Imitad lintions insoec.ion and certainly with resnect to the removal
of the mediun-ronge bombers. 5o, I sunnose that this fits with the
pronosition, bnt the srovosition does not really fit the crisis.

9. Ihe ctnal enllaboration between Khrushchev and Kennedy seens
to have begun after the crisis as s rasult of the crisis and other
recent conflicts. It is true thot hard liners in the West such as
Adenauer were very suspicious of such moves. But I ar not certain that
such collaboration caused a reduction in =lliance cohesion. Soviet
collaboraiion with the United States or even the silent accentance of
inited 5tates ~dventurism since the Cuban crisis seems to have had
little impact in the long run on Soviet-Cuban relations which -~re a
rather mininzl alliance of convenience to begin with.

10. In tha Cvhan crisis it w2s certainly easv for the United
States and the Soviet Union to work around rather than with Cuba in
reaching a settlement. 1 have been over this noint several tires.

11« There is not rmch data relevant to this proposition in tre
Ouban crisise. It is highly ruestionable whether anv power other tin
the United 3tates would have denied the Soviat challenge or even have
verceived that action as a challenge in the absence of Inited States

nction., M the other hand Cuba seemed to be sonewhat more hard line in
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its wolicy than the Soviet Unione. fhis, of course, does not really
indicste a greater willingness to take risks than that exihibited bv
toe Soviet Union sirce it must have been obvious at the ¢ire that Cuban
stataments had little imvact on the crisis.

12, I a1 not sure what other things would have to be ecual--

a crisislwith no other asymmetriss seems unlikelv. leithar am T certain
wialch alliance was more cohesive--although T think that, if cohesive
“eans having similar sreferences, I would nick the Jestern with r=snect
to the crisis itself. Finally, I am not certain which side's comnitments
were Cirmer and which side's threats were stronger., Obviously the
Tnited States commitment to gain the removal of Sovint sirntegic sreapons
from Cub~ was firmer than the Soviet desire to have them there, but the
Soviets hard fim: commitients to other ohjectives--cdefending their
install~tions »nd Ouba from United States aggression. The threats of
the Unitad 3t-tes iav have been somewhat stronger both in thot they
involved ohvsicsl inoves and in that the united States had local
militerr suveriority, but this latter negates the other thinzs being
enual notion.

13. The mnenbers of the United 3tatss decision mit have all
exichasized the imnortance of the support which Latin Anerica and estern
Errone provided. It seems cleaxr, however, that this support did not
alter the nreferences or intentions of the decision unit. t is,
it zopears as if the United States commitment to gain ths removil of
the Soviet strotegic weanons in Cuba was unnifecwed bv allied sup-ort.
Housver, ns 1 have mentioned, this suprort mav have been helniul in

increasine the crodibhilitr of the United Stataes comitent to the Soviet
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nion, and thus it mav have had »n imoact on the outcome of the crisis
by cansing the 3Soviet Union to ~ct in a milder fashion than it w~1d
have if the United States had lacked allied sunrorte.

1l ith the nossible excention of tha -2 which m~v hitve been
shot dovm b Cubans the Soviets sesmed to hove been able Lo handle the
Cubans with respect to the crisis. Of course, the 3Soviets were not
able to obtain Cuban cooneration on some solution elements, but they
simly worked s~round the Cubons instead. The imited Statss had simnly

camificent control over its allies in the Uuban crisis.
Fe ‘thmotheses about nercentions and images

1« I think tiis hvoothesis cannot be justlv ansiered short of
raorisnting the entize nroject zround it an? then oreswanly -uxlifing
the model ~mgpe~ted in the hvoothesis in a book-lenzth work. FHowever, I
chall 2ttennt to mll tozether here 'hot I have had to say about this
hyaothesis in rmy case study. As Diesing exolains so well, the building
block of the relavant inages are “isnarate notions of liberty and theories
of the d'marics of history which lead to conflicting interpretations of
iwnon activity. To a certain dagree then signals will be interrreted in
terns of these brsic imeges. =ut, and again as Yiesing noints out, there
z2e ¢ to be consider-ble varistion within the basic socialist and "liberal”
nerstectives. Thers seems to be a doctrinaire, dangerous grou writhin

to have little

each camn., They nre Jdoctrinaire in that signals secen
svmet in altering their imazes. They nre dangerous mininally from the
narsective of heino soor conflict managers in terss of limibvin~ the

dizasirous consaauencas of conflict. Llhere seert to be other individusls
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on soth sides who are more flexible and prod em oriented., Tie i-ages
of these ‘ien seem to be altered by sirnals (Harritan), 12 addition,
the - ame r to be less dangerous in thst thev ~re more concerne: with

limitine the disastrous conseguences of conflicte. his concern exhibits

£

itsa1f in a oroblem solving orientation toward tie meniimlative situations
of international crises. This amounts to showing save flexibility in
both 113rns and endse As DMesing says Schellins's books disregrrd
flexibility not becruse flexibility is disressrded bv evervone, but
becruse Schelling is--or =t least was--one of those o dos=z Alaregard
it--a hard liner.

2. +his srain actually reavires a reorientation of tie project
and » n=t- bonk on socialization and nercentinrm. it succinctly the
anz oy is vese The 3Soviet decision vnit seems unsble to gain the »er-
gsective of their inited States cornternarts axcent in 2 limited fashion
under extre-e dnress--the confrontation and breakdowm sitzzes of the
Jubsan crisis. LThe reverse is trie as well. Psye’ oloricis orobably have

t whieh

l_l..

soe socizl back round nradictors for the sort of Imege siibil
charanterizes tha bard liners. And, svrely the valunss of suck
nroduehs of seculiarly warned lives,

3., This= i= certainlv true of the hord liners. 1t seers also to
have choracherizad tne others as well bofore the Snhan ecricsis. In the
Jatter sheons of bhe actual crisis some individuals ssem o hove over-
coma Lhis tendency,

lis Tris again is a eentral elemnent of t-e hard liners :'is-ercen=-

tisns. IHven when ther smiess activity correctl-, I “magine ther tend 1o

Haravealve Antenbions covevhot. The motives leaned upon nost eavily
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by these analvrsts to exnlain the Scviet challenge do not, as I nentioned
carlier oxodlain hy the Sovists chose Cuba. I thinl the wostula’~d
phenomenon was characteristic of most mercentions in the Giban crisise.
After the orizinal Soviet challenze, hoth vparties -rere simoly trving to
zat out of the -ituation without too wmweh humiliation; vet warcentions
of srsreossive intentions eontinued,  Oresidlert Kennedy on the -rhole seens
to wive baen rancrkaly good at recognizing these -is ercentions and
Liting the vrovecation involved in United Statas action,

5. I irternret this oronositim to —2an thit decision-rinkers
in seneral accent hHa’ news when such is congruent with whelr exmectations
ratihnr than cesring what tiey want to hesr. This szens to be chsracteris-
tic of the riicipants in the Cnbhan crisise. 42 Rohart Kennedv says,
"e (tie President) had not abandoned hone, but what hope there was now
rested with Khrushchev'!s revisins his course -rithin tie next few hours.
It -8 n hose not an exnectation. The exoectalhion was » Alitaryr
confront tion bvy Tuesday « « o (¥ennedr, 1969, p. 109)s I think this
is melativaly chrractaristic of tha norticipants in the Gubar crisis
2] thonsh exmect tions of the conscmiences of varions continzencies voried
a lot.

6. “*his “roposition seens sustained as well, I -rill use onlsr

one exar~ples As Hilsnan (196h) noints ont, evidence thot the Joviets
were denploying stroiesic weapors in Luba was in fact acouired. “ecause
of its arbigrons choracter it was not intermreted roperlvy. Tn
add’tion, so-e notenbial evidence was not even noticed bacouse the
existing images 4id not =elect it for ~tiention Tocus. lHowever, “then

una bimuous evidence annesred, beliefs were reoversed lmmediately.
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7. T find little eviderce hot image rigiditr i+ -osivively

B
I-.l

associntad ith tension lavel.. 45 I hrre entioned cone in ivicd s
seom to ove relatively rizid imeres resardlass of the tension level.
‘afora the Onhen crisis almost 211 the narticinants =e~red to have
develooed rigid i -ages, +4he earlv, 'mambiguous oves of the crisis s=em
©o h ve brokon cown the rigidity of some individval's images. The moves
confllicted so dramatically with nrior inmages tihat the individuals
wer2 Jored to reevaluate. Lhere seemed to bz considerable [lexibility
on the nort of several imnortsnt decisin-makers--Kennedy and thrushchev
‘or exa e--during the tensest varts of the crisis. Tn fact the wroblen
ater the denial sitnpe ~eens to hove bsen lor-elr wmneertainty on both
sides az to whot he other fellow was =bont.

8. This oronosition certainlyv seenus 1o cheracterize the United
s5totes racision uwnit. Thre blockade, for in-tance, was irrevocoble
whnereas the Soviet denloment wros not from the vers-cctive of this
nnit. I have had some trouble writh this bafore, and, as 1 —entionad
then, about the the best I can core up with here is ihe Inres of
asyaetriess Tn addition, the linifted States Jecision rnit a~nsrentlv
consicderad a nmuber of Soviet resnhonses Tor warious contingerciss as
nosinili tics; whereas the ideas were oure fantasy from the Soviet
ars ective, Robart Kennedv's coments about oth the cmicisl =oints
in i~ erisis--the confromtation -t =ea on T=rnasdesr and the United
dhoted cesend o work ctonpage and recoval on Saturiiar--indic-te thot
disaster could 2 avnided only bv Soviet flexinilitv. A »rican flaxibility
Led alpandy baen axcended in both instances. The details »T Sovinst

wreacblors remain unimovm, but it in obviovs thot t e Doviets did not
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take » similer attitude with resnmect to the two confrontstion ecpisodes.
this mar be n2ritizlls due to some asz retries. It a2y also be that, in
siite of Dissing's reusrks (Dinsins, 1970, p. 27), there may e sone-
thi o to =v rather asvmetric stare notion, '™ any case, th= Joviets
acee ted the rrstriction of United states aliem-~tives tuwice “uring the
eri=is an” resyonded with hunilisting withdrawals each time. thus thev
A2 ansbrotad their om flexibilityv.

9. This is a difficult srovosition to asnswar on the brsis of
Cn nn erisis at2. ach decision tnit on the wholoe sms -~ware of the
existence of n» hard-soft contimmm in the other. Tn addition, some
werb rn of the imited States decision unit wevre »~ware of t e nontonolithic

character of the socislist world. Yet ~then the Cinese apnarently

precinitsted a border incident 'rith India during thz crisis, there wa

o) ]

fear, albait rslatively momentary, that a coor-insted, r-ltivle
location atbtack on the "free world" wacs heins —»ieriasken br the
international comrminist monolith. It szems to e that sueh foars are
the result of vncertaintv. Decision-mzkers often =seerm to resnond to
vneertaint T bv ’earing and r~reccring for the worste Acheson (1969),
Lownvar, reads as a nerfect sxamnle of the validitv of this »ropoSition.
{nis serms 19 bz zenerallv sustsined by the actiritr in
the Cuhan crisis. Almost 211 of the major comrmnicotions 2f the Gvbk-an
crisis were made - Fhrushchev =nd Kennedy theselves, lobert lennedy
sun~lanented so-e corvmunicationy with h.es talks with Dobrmine. Fomin
and ~roarently Zorin supplemsntad Khrushchev on ome occasisn. Aind, ==

nos bhes=n menbionud reveatedly, all of these co munic~tin = =rers credible,

tovar leval comminic-tions such as bthe threat of miclenr v issued br
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a 3oviet United Hations delesate ard the niliterv -an rith Jobrmin at
the Soviet enbassv annear o have t-oen given onl- tolen if any consicera-
tion by tie imited States decision unit. The single, pos~ible contrary
exanole T know of is Fomin's nost crisis conversatior rith 3eall in
ahich Fonin relaved khrushchev's thanks to scali Tor -roviding information
nhon rThich to base a decision. Foin said thwt tie infomabien included
calils explosion on Saturdav.

11+ It i3 doubtful whether eithar the 3oviet Union or the United
Stotes drcision unit was naive enough to consider its adversary's long-
term nims as lisited. It avnears as if it was this -ercrntion which
crented an issne of such imoortance for the 'mited Strtes. +the Soviets,
housver, in this restect were f~r rore oragratic. Their ldea was to
exbrn ite Sheas-lves from the situstion and to carrv on the strigrle by
less dangerous means-~that is, means which did not lead to mitual
destructions The asvn etries which in many rescects favored the United
atas in th's crisis also riade the issue too i~mortant for such
nramsmatism. Tmited States restisze was simnlr too involveds ™ut, tre
mited 3trtes has followed a nolicv of counlins for many years. lhzt is,
the lnited States had been reluctant to adort the nragmatisn nf the
Sovicot withdrawal in Uuba at anv tine. Lhis reluctance crew ont of a
zeli-imare ol 2 United States as both the fountainhers of %ha
legitinrte downstic rolitiel structure and =2lso as a nonz gressive
st~te in internationsl prlitics. Thus the soviet nion wns v ewsd as
solnly rosnonsible for continual nrovocations whish if decourlead - 1ld
lend only to greater provocations. This position has now been reached

donstically in American politics. The establishnd injustices are
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sim 1y not scen »r authority, and sttacks on these injustices are

viewed bv authority az wanton, unorovoksd attacks or authority.

Ge “motheses reloting intornal decision-making to bargaining tactics

e

et

1. This nrovosition works »rettv well for the ‘nited 5Stutes s
of the Cuban crisis. Kennedy reslized that sreat -omestic provlens would
plague bhis administr-tion if he consented to 21low Soviey atrriexic
weannns in Cub~. It is perhavs incorrset, however, to visw ganersl
sancivent on bhis issue as vushing Kennedy to work for = position which
he hiseli <id not believe in. That is, Kemnadvy and, to my knoifledge,

211 the newbers of his advisory sroup shorerd this view. 'he Soviet
imion di not attewt to use int:rnal excises s a fronmt or a position
ith mes ect to tie strategic denloynent.

2. The awbimity of the brrgaining noves in the Cuban crisis
wos relatively low. Thers was also consicderable diflerence of ovinion
as to the nature of the moves tht ought to b2 t-ken~-probebly witidn
both tnits but ininally within She United States decision unit. The
canner b- vhich these hypothetically--from the -ronisiti m--inconsruent
asnocts irere melded on the United States side of the crisis was by
develoning an altern tive which could receive a near comsensus nefore
taling retion (Milsmen, 196L). The blockade and the air strike-invacion,
for muwmie, were finnlly aralsa-ated into 2 single escalation ontion.
it iz not lmown how the 3oviet decisiosn vnit anilad its lLard liners on
the isme of the decision to re:iove the stratezic mavons in roturn for

‘arican nooinvasion nledse. (hib, nrobably the hars lirers =2d een

-
e

somewhint dscredited by the 'mitad’ 3hat s oremnture discovery of the



108

installations and its disturbing r¢sovonse, and thev mavy have veen sim ly

overlooked in the develomment of 2 colution to the erisis.

% 4

3. I assume that erotion refers to what I have bzen calling
nondeliberstive resnonses: whereas reasoned calculation refers to actions
vreceded by a deliberative “rocess. There wns definitely a fear »n both
sides that, if violence or hostilities broke out, actions »f the former
chizracter vould re-lace the delib:rate, bargnaining rocess. 4s it wis,
both sides retained this latter frovework thronghout the tensest oments
of the crisis.

lie Althoush both sides in the Cubon crisis were nressed for time,
this burden Cfell €-r rore heavil— upon the Hoviet Tisn and it is
difficult to judee howr srecicelv the Soviets went sbout t eir search
process. It is, however, a “istake to zssime that tradition-l or
habitusl rethods of dealing #ith oproblems or even » z-planned sltermatives
Tor various continsencies sre antithetic to the -“esarch »nrociss. Searcn
ie mided by o nuuber of considerations. Certainly the rotin-nce of
tradition or recazdent and of t e exwsting incbitubionsl arranse ents

for doaling with proolems are two. But, the roblen with the & ban crisis

=)

iy

wnae vhat it wos really without recedent, and the instiv:tion:l arranaze-
ments wa e loroely for a level of ascalation which s never = cied,
‘o omie fesree coterpor: vy noliticzl argunents servad as o source
wrominance--te nlocknde, Tor exammnles Reci-rocity and e siting oud
provicdad orowinent settle ent sucgestions.e wohert sepnszdvls s vestion
rith raavect to the two offer dilewia adsresrs to hrve becn an oxatie

of innovabive renius. Jobth shatos used the niiled Witions

it

and this s aprliang o '!_;r-‘ad‘_‘_'hi-’}'f'l."il aocde ().'!";‘I rRSIMO2 .

2
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the i mediate context of the crisis provided the oromiinant sa“nle of
“lternatives which the search procsss nicked un.

5. the (nban crisis was short and sevsre, -nd excent To» the
»ilitary the inflrence of organizational role on percedtions and
evoluations of ~lternatives see s to have besn nininmal, .52, th2 Cuban
data iz ettty congruent rith this prnsaéitian.
6., Poblic orinion was not reallv much inrolwv-d in v'2 crisis on
the Sovi t's side, no this ~roposition re=lly has no rzlivance here,
Kennedy was care™l to »lan iinited States sctions as ~uch a3 ~anwible
bafare tle Soviet de~l wment was vevzaled, Then lennads crd e the news,
the ~rnersl resnonse was one of silant sunmmort or better. Oncs the
crisis 'ns over o Sunday, however, this bre~dth o7 svonoriy dizen acred,
and cpitics - ross in all corners. Lthis outerr wight have strensthened
fermady's osition with resncet to the mediwr-ranse bo-bers. mt, aside
from this, wblic oninion in the crisis seems to have iind little imnnct,
Partially, as I wnbioned atove (1), the absence of irmact due io basic
conrrience in torms of desired outcome states hetuwzen Kennady and a
varietv of publics.

7. ‘This also is a difficult -roomosition to rel»tz to t = Cuban

cricise The onlv decision-makers in the crisis area were the Cubans and

the ili arv--3oviet, Cuban, and A erican. Presumablr t se indivicrals
‘oe toncher, bt they were not so :mich tougher tiat “wioher decisim-

malkers covld not connensate for ths lack of conbrol —hie™ »~rosc Tron
this Ji “forence. In ad%tion 1t 1o unclear £ -t it was clogenscs Lo the

crisis that crused thase individnals to wree © tovrher line (=311 ~nd
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e The answer here is an ~asy vese +h» »ilitarv in certainly
the U=lted States (Xennedy, 1969) =nd nerhans the %-ret tmion (7 'lesinge:
1958) 2= well seen to be more characteristically hird line tran civilian

i

marhoers of the Jecisisn unitse
4. iWmobheses rolating ovtcomes to aftermiths

1. Tre ‘mited States certainly feared thrt this sroposition
-ras corroct with resnect to its om inter::ts. Cuba =27 havs been a
s eni=] csse in this regard as I have indicated before. Lthat is, it
cight, cave been difficult for the vnited Stzbt~- o decomnle a soft

storce in Uuha from its zeneral stance., Yet, in the »ost-war ceriod

e

t ic difficult to view the "mited St~tas nositinon as having ever been
soft. It i1 strange, however, that Kennedy i edintely dncoupled the
rat er Tlewxible -osition »f the oSnoviets for them., e »ointed o't that
the favorable outcome the United States hod obbainezd was robably
contingent unon a nuvber of ssyimetrizs which favored the inited States
in Cha ~nd thint at other points aroind the world the United States
co 17 not evnect the Soviet union to be so flexible., <The Soviet Uiion
sural> viewed t e metter similarlv. This str-nge double stan’ard, a2
I hooe in‘iczted above (F-11), seems to be derived from the eccrliar
nationnl self-irnge that the individuals who hrve nmade United -tnfes
foreien nolicy since jorld War II have held (Barnet, 13G3).

2. vince tere h's been no Sovist-Arerican crisic nince tie
Ciban, the ronosition is so ewhat Aifficnlt to rel-te to the Liban

cricis, 1he inited itates certainly wantned to ameoar Lousldin trhe

Cuban crisise Yhe wnitsd 3tates " -rd liners assvmed thet the crisis
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. the sovist

7]

hed been nrecivitated by pash demonstrations of -realnes:

i

i'nion, on the other hand, backed down in the Cuban crisis althourh it
'ad ooen flexible in the ZJerlin ecrisis as well. United States touginess
in tim Oehan crisis ay have bren marginally due to previous indecircion
with rasopect to unba in the Bay of Pigse

3. <this provositinsn seens largely unsvstained by the Cuban
crisise <Lthe only really negative immact the Cuban crisis had on the
socialist world wes to give the Chinese fuel for their dismute with
the “nviets. 1hit was not reallv reoducing the cohesion of an 2lliance.
dater it wes driving a wedge further bDetwsen two ourrreling grouns.
The immnact of the Cvhan crisis on hemispheric an< 7'TO cohesion seem
to hove been relrtively mininal. WATO'!'s problems nisht hove grown more
sevare if the Inmited 3tates had rithdrawm sissiles from lurkevr under

soviat voniulation, but ATO's »roblems were sevire encifhe ter
tha ivited States =nined the re wal of str-teric weapons whie™, hnd
thev fallen into Castro's hands, would hnave csused wides re=d snxistv
am my the rightest rovernrents in Latin Aserica, the unity which existed
durine the crisis disammeared. I vould ruess thot this unity ~vas -retty
dinioel anvuav. The concern of the United Statss was the sovist Union.
e wetin merican sovernients were surely frirhtened by Oastro.
L. There s~ams to be little supnort for this -roposition in
the dats of the Cuhan crisis (3).
5, T Lubhan crisis did for -~ while seoen to lend to ~2recefl
comebition hatreen the woviet Union and the ”niﬁed “tates.  Lhe

o~

adventiriss 0" Unitoad 3bawes foreisn nolicy vnder dJdohnson ane Fixon

h g “nacnanad this trend o sood deale But, v oomrpose here is to annlvse
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the characteris-ics of the crisis “hich lad to this Jetente. The
~etilement anesrad somewh 't short of final »t the tire. 4he So7ists
a menrad to live un o thoeir side of the barcain, T er v=oved their
strotesic manons, =nd trese weapons have not heen raintraduced. l‘i=€ey
were uncble to ~»in the on-site insnections -rhich the "mited States
curiously rahed, it the, allowsd inspection f the raterials on the
retim voyage to the Soviet Umion. Tt wrs bhe tnftod 3tstes reslly
thich failed sorewh-t, Sin-e there were no on-site irs eevions, =~ir
maermaissarce of Gioe ¢ mtinued with the sti-ulation thot, if United
et~ siveraft were shot down, the United States wonld retali-*a as
it -aw fit. This, in efTect, nade whatever noninvasion -ledge the
imited Statos aade continrent noon Giban accetance of violation of its
air spsce b the | nited States. The noninvasion nledge Kennedy save
was - rather backhsnded one. He rever reallv ~ledzed nni o invade
{uba althouch he did ladee to continue the »olitical ~nd ecrnomic
stmgele asainst Cuba. ALl this awpaored rathar dubious to e Soviets
at £t tine, I suwmose that I should add th=t the Tnited 3tatzs has
stopnad some roups Tronm engaging “n milit-rv sorties into Cuba. COvba
is, nevertheless, continually bothered by s ch nrouns, =nd some of these
srouns arely have some form of covert, official imited Strtes supporte
Jvernll, howeve-, the security of Cubs Irom foreipgn invesion seems to
have been secirad. The role the wnban crisisz »nlaved in sainins the
security is ruesiionable, though. Cuba was or b-bl¥ seccure from large
secale invasion before the crisis,

Althongh there way 'rell be sroups which view the u“nited States

and the sovist Union as comon enemies, it in very dibinas th t eit er
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the Soviet Union or the United 3tatos has nerceived of the o as having

such an enesy. Therefore, this factor canmmot hawve had ruch to 4> with
the Sovint-American datente following the Cuban cr.sis.

The tactics us=d in the crisis were perians, ziven the -sture
of the Soviet's initial chzllenze, as non:rovacabtive as 7»ossible. These

tactics crobably sllowed not only the neacefnnl settlsment of the crisis

bt facilitated the detente thich Tollowed as well.

Rermardless of the care which the United 3% :tes took to mininize

Jovi:t hmilistion while gaining its ovm objectives, the zrisis was a

hetiliating ordeal Tor the Soviet imion. The 3oviets vacked mvay ron

~rovoked b the

aq

two confrmtations which thev must have viewed =235 hain

h

ollv ol depener-te canitalist imnerialisme. Tiis is to zay bLivit, given
his values, Konnady managed the crisis masterfully, sut iis valves and
those of the Soviet decision 'nit were so incongruent os to e alrost
inex~licable the one to the o>ther,

I irould likz to 24d a bit here ~hout the f-ctors which generated

the detente. Kennedy and Xhrushchev seem to have shred the {eeling

thant the internation-l systen was simply getting too hot to handle. In

the z-ace of mne yezr the United States and vne Sovist Union bi-d
confronted « ch other tiree times--Berlin, laos, and Cuba. Lrers sees
Lo nave been a covion neoception tont the manner in which: Lhe conflict
betieen the bvo states manifested .tself hnd to be ~ltered, or rutnal
disastar woul:! ne the result. On the besis of 4 iz reasonine Ghere

w8, & think, an honest atteapt on both sidis to ciannel tie enilict

into Lzsgs disasirous formse
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Je iiis uronmosition see s fairly congrent with the Cvdan crigise

e vriats rreloomed che United iations inici tive o ninesd

U raday shich allow . d the Soviet Union to holt its ships under United

Hations arvangesents. fhe 3oviets tried and nerhams mate gincerely

16

Lo nss tha Tnited o Gions in Lhe ~etval weason -rit draval offzr 2nd

4.

(o lementetion,  loeir eforts ere wers Trsiraved Ly both toe vnated
5tat-5 ond Cubae. [Drushchev sooke after the crisis of t..e neriic ove
o the Soviet Union to save the seace and perunps huvanity as well.
Thiz =tatement, rezardless of how it was belitiled in the 'est and in
China, is reasonably accurate.

7. There is little data in the Cuban crisi- to swstain this
sroosition. Tt ©s not st all clear that the shtrons stand toe Tmited
Wates hook in the Gshan crisis increasad its atiractiveness as a

Lo

sobrntisd ally- (3 and b).
I. Hmootheses abont bid~ing movas

1. I want to nreface what I have to say about this »ro-osition
with & wom’ op o zhout the torm resolve, ‘esolve has cronpzd up
ronsatedly in this list of nropositions. I have © =n »ilcly critical
of its use bofowm. asre I want to circunserinhe its wtilitr -s I sce it.
wngolve as = szenaral stbribute of a netim-s': e exists only in the
pareontions of hard liners. For Lelav the desenercie communicts are
alwrave Lluffing an’ «7ill back down when their bluff is called. The
Soviet Union has sirdl r creatures aronz its le-dership. [o a lesser
larrea resolve has boon ~n element of the seculiar natio ol self-Liare

o initoed Sbates leaders which I bhave rentionzd he ‘ore. Fowever, this
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seess Lo be a rore circunscribed,

exce b

zeneral notion of ~2solve w-ch sesws to characterivze Hoviet ler farshin
or hard liners is &

olt

288 steble choracierisiic.

The

1»inta

strategic weanons was vary firm or =stable.
LY |

a0

t resolve v ries Tro
agniration of the Imited “tates to vain the remova

issue to isore.

e
1 =f e Soviet
T™e 307 et r3 iration to

such installations was not this stabls, bnt this o8 not

indicate that the Soviet Union has no aspirntions —thich are fira, Their

resolve to retaliate in the contingency of a nited 3tatss inwvrsion »f

Guba was emite firme This is what the herd liners c=nnot scem to under-
stand. fosolwe is not constant.

thrn othars.

dow for the nropositione.
to consant to =i

Jome values receive netter support

Ihe United Strtas was indesad unwilling
ther Soviet stratesic weapons
rennval of such wravons from Turkew and Cubs

in &

A

ha or o the reciprocal
78 a4 mesns
ninulstion or coercion.

AP

The relretance with resvect to the former was

setilemont.
In the nase of the

reluctancs, navert-eless, was rue To the frct
nerc ived the iz

not contirzent uvoon Scviet

latter it was. This
theat Le United “tates
issne in ench ease to he a very immortant ome--the
credibilits of United States cormitments in zeneral. 'This can be
sovarsd with the =reviovs n=ragranh only bv noting, first, the
of this crisis which actu2lly made it nerhans as 1
United States as the United St

ortent for
st~s made 211 crises, and second,
ratler neculi=sr nercention process which I hava spoken

D befora

in

tre
soite of mited (hotes crisis intransigence, lowaver, (obert hennady

£0ld Dobrvrin on Saturdavy evening th-t the =is=il's in *urkey wonld
probably be removed uoon after the crisis.
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1

liow, the action of the DBoviet Tlnion is far lass congruent vwith
the sroposition. It is hieghly nnlikxely thot the Soviots couvld F-we
been nersuaded by "ne2acefrl di-olomacy™ to unilntera:ly withdrar their
strategic weanons from Cuba while the Tmitad Iates maintained nissiles
in ‘MNrkev and Torces at Guantanano. The Soviets withdrew under threst
of fisaster, and in this resrect the crisis »reci-it t~d concessions
which would hove been unlikelv under anv other conditions.

2. The a=ssnssment of this nronosition s2es to be inclided in
t'e working vaner for my crisis. I have no disagrs=-ent -rith Lbe
intern-et-tion given in tire working naver, so I will leave this one
alone excent to say th 't a similsr inter-retation :ight “»e annli=d to
the second offer as well.

3. This nroposition expressss in somew it di7ferent ter:inology
tite idea that asoirations shift so-ewhat with the z2=23e or dfficulty
of achievement. I Iwve disc:ssed this matter in several locations above,
and | think I Peve nothing more to say.

i Concessions in the Cuban crisis were not inter-reted =g 2

%]
E

irm of reskness excent bv the »rd line frinse recardless of the level

tension. All concessions se=m to hove been internreted =zs - sisn o

o]
i

weelmess by the hord liners regardless of the level of tension.

Y. 'The concessions made by the supernowers in the Cuban crisis
srare ade without consultation with interested allizs. The Sovie's
obviously violated whr t was nccrtrble to Ouba--their st intrrasted
21lve It 1s difficult to mow which state was tle 0t intercited ally
on the Inited States side. Tf this stote is cmsidered to bhe semunr of

S4T30, thon tle ‘mited States refusal to remove its dssiles from
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‘Tarkey under Soviet wanipulation might be viewsd as a confirming instonce
for tha -ronosition. Otherwise it is difficnlt to relate this r orosi-
tion to initad States activity in the Cuban crisis.

6. This ‘rovosition see~s to be ouite consistent wwith the Cuban
crisis if "sign laniunze" is construed r ther brordly. “hrushchev's
iriday letter was vogue enough so that, if the United 3Suates wes nnra-
cenvive, Fhrushchev would remain wnhumiliated. The concreve proonosals
were cartind by Fomin to Scali and apnarently also by Zorin to U Thant.
sevtainly the Cormer of these which received ~reater consideration w-s
inf mal enouzh to b: repudiated by the Soviet inion if reouifed by tire
United States. The Unit:d States seemed interested, but, a2lthoush it
indicrted thrt tire was very short, it s merred to e in no hurry to
resnond covcretely to the Soviet 'roposal. The Sovists then is ued a
cecond and more demsnding oifer rrther tinan goinz back Lo any v-gue
orizinal vositione I con only s»neculate as to the nature »f the Soviet
deliberative process at this juncture. I have done so esrli-r, and =
will not reneat that swveculation here. The reneral notion »7 ~oving on
to smething horsher when a concession offer eats only = lukerars

ras onse, however, seems vindicated,

1 shall now move to “orking Paper 6, ‘Then I have finisted with
the nuestions in /0, I wall come back to Tlorking Pener #3 to svz £ anv
of e 'westions in »arts L and IT remain "nanswered. Also, .1 i1l

intermnt #6 doring section B to take un the relevent ~uestion. in

lorking vaover .



Working Paner #06

ITTI. i e 3argaining Process

A. Jtrlity models

1« It is mv om oninion th-t the utilits models =irnlv miss the
voat with respecc to the Cuban crisis. this feelinz has anrarently rabeled
e one of narrow mind. BSo, I shall do nmy va=st to fit the Onban crisis
mto the ntility framework, =nd lat others —ake of it uhet thev will.

The bargaining ronge lay between the reovzl of the 3oviet strotesic

eapoms on sz side and the vnrice for such cevoval on tie other. ihe

ricz involved essentially a «inival amount of hwiiliation. FPreswably
this arounted, first, to an absence of n=agative ite .5--searchins Sovi-t
ships on the high seas, sinking such ships, an 2ir strile, =n invas.on-=-

and, second, the »nresence of some ~ositive cuid wro cuo involwing

rninimelly a pledge abmut the security of Cuba. Tizse lii.us were

unknown 2o the sutset of t..e crisis, and the criscs sctivity Involv:d
ersentially clearing thesz limits. As tie linits or the nature of the
provle wers defined a bargaining snace develored. Toward the end of the
cri=is thers was sore action which «ight be interoroted either as rovement
within the smoce »r a3 discoverv of one end of the s»ace.

2. L 2 not =nre what the difference betwesn crenting = barpaining
ranve -~nd discovaring one is. So, adaittine 4 <t T do not really Imow
what T am doing since creating a hiargaining ranse flonds o fra e, it
certainly an ears to e thnt the barraining ronpe wos discovered. T

com-ebed avove (J4P#3:; b=5 and c-3) ahont atbeints to chanve the

adversary's utilities, and I have nnthing to =97 here. There anpear to
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have been no r-estintions of utili ties on the n»rt of the United Statss,
heve certainly wss a reascessment on the »nart »f the soviet i wm dve
to Umitad States sionalg, and this reassessment cranted, I sv» ose, the
harszainine rance which then had 4o be discoversd by both sides. 1hils
a onntad to a clarification of r:lative prafersnce nrocess. 17 latter
vart of the crisis did involve jome search £ mrtu-~1ly accetasle
outcomas,

3. 0me najor roblem with the utility model with rasmect to the
Cnban crisis is the dimensionalitv nroblen, Diesing (1469 and 1970)
snerests and uses the two dirensional space with the basic conifrontation
being settled first and then a search develoving for chean concessions,
Lhe i'mortarnce of this model is ti~t it is -weeciselv the reverse of the
rationality o el, and it represents clesrly the order of activity in
the Onban crisis, It may well b: =av lack of enthusinsa for this model
which than turns me away from this sumrestion. It s-ems to b= to be
in“ismtanle th~t ovtco e stntes involve discrete, indenendent, and
c o flicting comyonentse Lhe utiliiv model ten 2scentis1lr involves
calculating n weizhed summatior of these comoments and ex ressing this
ew abion in a ho-openeous utility value. <+he avaroxinate level of the
stakes as well as an ordinal renkins wonls b the winimw scnle of any
use. A ~cale which showed somethinzg hout the diffe-ences beteen
various outcomes would oe frr more ns:ful. M this snz2ce “hen the
imnortant 1limits such as the veaoval of stratogic w2aons fros Guba
would hoave g muisor of varistions--and trade for noninvasion oledge or
tende Cor United States missiles in Turkey--strune out around it m a

sinole divension.  Yhe search for mutusily benefici~L noves which does
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tale mlace and the search for noves which benefit one narty sreatly at
slisht costs to tle other which also occurs would h-7e to be 2xt w<ed
by se ~rote wresentations of the single divension Tor each neorty. Diesing's
sche e =228 wore ele~ant than this although T mys=lf fin< © 2 zhove
sche 'e eacier to use than his disgrams (Diesing, 1970).

lie I thinz I have szid shout all I want to say =25out salience
anove (1°#3; D=1 and D=2).

S« Tt sesms to me thot both Schelling and Georce have concentualized
poorlv in this regard. (a) and (b) are hoth positive roals associated

‘o5t closely rith what T have cnlled winning and with what is ¢-llad

warimieing in this onestion. (c) is, of course, the disaster avoidance
concern. It is trne that one elerent may be dominant at one 7ive and

the oth-r at another as in (d). (There seen to be tuo (d)'s as one was
add=ad in the checklist c¢'arification and revision of 26 (~reh 1270, This
latter (d) see's to bz the eruivalent of (5) itself, and I a sherking

of whe one in the orizinal working ~aner.) The gensral chnract ristics
of tliiz 57ift (e) hore been indicated in my Tour st-ze model earlier.

The challenze (a) and denial (b) stares are essentislly -finnin: atternts.
Tha amfrontation st~ge ‘n the Cuban crisis is ~ixad wiming (2 and ») and

disaster avoidance (c). *he breakdom in the GCuban criszis is dondnantly

disaster avoidance (e¢). Vel the =tages 2re sirml- not this cle~r ents
""he deninl in ihe Onban erisis is temperad severelv by disaster avoldance

concerns, and tiw breakdown occurs within the general context 7 winning

for the linited 3tates.
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Be The ilghicken-critical risk! =wodel

1. I have sooken bafore of =y idea of the nt;;ity of the
tghisken-critical risk" ~odel. Briefly, this model nrovides a very
useful tvoology of a wide verietv of tacties under a rather hard
definition of the barsaining oroblem. In ter-s of being empirically
antiicsble then the answer is ves with two cualifications. First,
the n-e of this model mar lead to some "isinterpretstion »r noninter-
pretation if the bargaining problem in the erpirical instance differs
fro+ the bargaining problem in "chicken-critieal ris':". Second, the
actial derivation of interval, homoseneous utility values ~nd thus of
C. R.'s for actual cnses is both imvossible and uni-portant. The
imnortant contribution of the model is the tactic tynoloxy which is
valnable apart from the colculation of actual critical risk values.

2. 1 hsve discussed this above (WP#3; C-5).

3. <ihere are attemots to commnicate to the adversary certain
danger sreas. That is, "we, will do x if you do y," where "x" has
undesirable conseagiences for "you", I have been over this before.

L. Again thers are attemnts to show danger areas or areas which
involve unaccentable outcomes.

5, There is maninulation in the serse that attem=ts arz nade to
indicste thit certain actions will draw reactions which will zive these
actions un-desireable consequences. ‘his is very sivil-r to (3, above.
(Tn zeneral. the specifics relative to 3, L, and 5 above have ~ither heen
riven earlier or will follow shortly or bothe Taus L heve _rovided

rether bonehead resnonses to these tiree meitbionse )
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. I l=ve diseussed this atove (WP#3; B=11/.

n P

e I shift to Jorking raner #li for tiis ansver,
jorking Paper #4
ls racties to inerease credibility
i, GCuenze one's anparent utilities \payolfs)
Reduce the apvarent nat cost of war

1. Building the ctrategic -nstallations would be a tactic of
this.-tyre.

2., Dispsrsing the 3AC bombers to civilian air fields, keeping
loaded SAC bombers in the »ir at all tives, frasing some air fields in
the Southeast for tactic»] air foreces, extending tours of cuty, assqmbliné
an .nvasion force in Florida, reinforc.ng (uantanaio, and ovacuating
derendents Trom that base would all fall under this cater vy,

30 Lle only tactic from this list used in the Cuban c=lriis W78
(£). Both side: nsad it with resnect to diflerent sle ients ol the =mit-

core ntate as has neen described any times above.

Incrense onels ponarent valuabin of the stales (1ncrsase epoarent

costs of backinz dowm)

1. Tarents, of course, ware nads by both sidas. b ciie vout
majority rere issuved and nercewved as warnings--+vpe . tloccats.  Hennedy
n i.is olockade amornezrent nd a Soviet United wruions  olegate

adc 5 Tme 1T threat. Kirushchev!s sarly \Tuesday, staterents abouy
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United Sbates interference with Soviat s ips —ere “arceivad, 1 think,
as bluffs (Type II) wmt ay well have been Type . (2rmings). I "msichev,
T think, wriginally erceived the bl.cka‘e as a Tyme ITT, althorzh it
was actuslly » ‘ype I, and I think this eventually becare evident in
the comrse of tie crisis. Thus the cormittal valve of the threats in
the Crhan crisis was very low.
2« 'This wns done bv the 'mited 3tates as has be=n dircussed often
abova. soth (a) »nd (b) ~mre feared by the imites 35 t-s, but (a) was
the Hrimary feare (c¢) was not exnlicit but 'mowm by both sides.

3. Fach side orirarily, bvt not exclusivelw, in vhe United

Kations ex~lted the ritinacy of its own actions and casvtizated the

oth » for illegitimste acts. Noither (a) nor (b) wns the 2ecific ~loy
used, however.

Li. This was nmore inmliesd than ex»nlicit in the ar uments over
l:gitinacy and leuc=l rights.

5, This technirme was also used in the Oiban crisis by both
partics and arain nrimarily but not =xclusivelwv in the i'nited iatiore.

Actia 1y the basis for the legitinacy mention=d in (3) above w'g

15 vell

<

generally internatio- 'zl law. For the details of this activii:
as =n accurate--1 think--and pessimistic sssessnent of the astlivity see
Gerbardinz (196R).

6. The Soviet Union had a2 mublic cormit ~nt to defsnd Jnba
from acgrassion, an’ it made the most of this commitment in esmizini-g
its 2ctivity in tle Juban crisis. Satisfring this constc-int also

sacned to be the mini-al accentable solrtion from the Soviet persnective.

‘e Inited Stotes was concerned about and fell back upon ireaty
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con-itments and alliance obligations such as the “onroe Doctrine, the

Rio Treaty (191:7) and, with regard to the removal of missiles ir “wrkey.
‘ATO. Tn zereral alliasnce obliz~tions seemed to be taken cuite serionsly
by ooth sides in the Cuban crisis.

7. I nesrly 22 I can deter~ine this nloy wns not nsed b either
gide in the Cuban crisis,

8. This concern was not mentionasd nublically although Eennedy
and his administr tion would probably hove been in severe dovestic
nolitical dancer had Soviet stratesic weanons rennined in iuba. The
~eans, however, woul' probably have been constituti mal--election and
i+ eachent--rather than revolution although, with the Kennedy farily,
assansination seems ‘ndenic. Uf%!“’EL-

9. YLhis one seems to be snswered in the wor'ting “aner itcelf,

B, 1Inc ease apparent probability of firmness withoot chinoing ~rof s

1. there are saveral exarmlss of varving im-ortance. The blockade
:as one ~xample as were most of the threats or wornings of the crisis.

The idea here was thot the United States nrefarence stucture was s'ch
that removine the blockade was impossible, so the oviets had to bend.

A =irilar idea was exorassed by itobert Kennedy in his conversation writh
Dobrvnin on S-~turday evening. The stretazic install »tions siply h2d to
co=s ot soon. Avd, if the Soviets would not remove then, L en the
Unitad - tes ronld have to removs them. On the Soviet side thiz ra ~riks
by e military nan ot the Soviet e-bassy rece tion in Tuesday follond

by <Jobhrymin's re-ly that the ~ilitary, not he, Imew what the wilifary

onld do is an exa mle, The :minal distress ~t the thouszht of escrl=tion
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is -nother exar~le, Hsealrstion bevond the threshold of violence was

not -e=ceivnd 7s a verv monageable but as a rather rtomabic dro. e

2. ‘The Nobrvnin example ahove (1) fits here as well or nerhans

hetter than above,

3. ihis techmieme was not usad or threatened in the Crban crisis

unless Dobrmin's renavis in (1) above ~re to be construzd ‘n this

i« The only sxamnle of sosthins lik: this was Robarid bennedv's

stoboment to Dobrmin on Saturdav svening thot the decision to rewove

niesiles froa +nrkey was not a United States but a MTO decisim.

I.’enne,-“:‘rls State\-s_ent, incidentallv: NS -'-‘-ini '-"?113" an DJ{H.;_'-JTEI"?'{’;"L-’}TI.
5. *his clai- was not ma’e by either Kennedy or “hrushchev.

Kemmedy, Lovever, and probably Khrushchev as well must have Telt

sressnre of this sort (Kennedy, 1969, pe 67)e

6. liis was certainly attempted on a muner of lev-le., Both the

Sovict Union and the Tmited States abternted to inflnence the oninions of

their allies, satellites, and neutrals both in tie United --atims and

without. TIn addition Kemnmedv tried to sener-te Uonsressionsl, Cabinat

and ass ~mblic sunport domestically. T have

o entimed the=ze -~Liers

carlier, however.

. T & . i .,
{+ ihis techniesue was not usad in the Ouban crisis.

o
e

T think this was only -n undersirable consemenrce of some
simalin: activity, mt I have ~mressed my ideus on thin thorom~tly
carliar.

9. Kennodr may have done tihis in his [ull retaliatory mesnonte
statorent in his bloclade sneech.

Khrushehev'!s Tnesday niracy tarests

nay fit here as well.
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10e  Aobi: sides did this to some degree. T.e United 3tates
strucwared Lo confemtations vhiel had this inplic * chzracuver-
iednesday and Saturday.

17« In 7enersl the commnications tried to e-~hasize the
nredictability of certain responscs rather tian mrredictabilitve Sone
nnnradictability was assnciated with the references to escal-tion of tThe
conflict, Lub this was not an immortant toctic in the Guban crisis.

12+ I suppose that the blocka‘ie and the invasion buildun qualify
here although I =m soiewhat vncertain about what is meant.

13¢ L tiink this tactic was used not 21 all durinz the Cuban

1i:e This comes close to the United St:tes rosition, but it
vas not exacily the tactic used.

15« 'This tactic was not nsed in the Cunan crisis,
II. Tactics to reduce the adversary'!s criticnl risk
A, inecr ase the sdversary's estimate of his net costs ol war

1« The rzadiness of the initsd States ras increased, and the
invasion buildup seens to h-ve bzen particularly .nfluentiale. Lhe
Soviets oresu ably increased their readiness ton--the :ove ent of
submarines into the Caribbean is thz only exawmple L know of, it this
sesis not to have had any influence on the inited 3tates dzcisilon
unite.

2. This was (one prior to the erisis by the Soviet U-ion
but was not, to 1y knowledge, done by either side during tie crisis.

e I . . .
3. this was not done durinz the Cibsn crisis.
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lie This was clearl: done, ‘ut I think that I save said 211 4
rish tn say on this subjecie

S5¢ this was not donz during the Cuban crisis.

B3, Devalue Lhe stakes for the a'versary (decrzase hics cost of

cornliance)

)

1. 'This was the vasic strategy of the United =Zi%-t2s, and 1t

¢

manifested itself in seviral manners--beginnings rith tie blockare rother
than the air strike, imnlementing the blockade slowly, not destroving
the 5AM sirhus oflter a 71-2 s shot dovme Tho asymetrices of the

crisis made this tactic of little ise to the 3oyviets exceplt in ter:s

of utilizing tie Tnited States initiatives a2long tiis line in their
thidraval .

2. The Sovist Union used this to wnilrate Jdeescalation.

Je *lds was done by the intted States tmt only roiler vamiely.
the suhan strateric depluymant wos a threat Lo neace; thus the rnith-
drawal of these izapoaas would surely hein t e cavse of 25ce.

iie +his wos done v both mides, bet I thinlk 1L have 2lre dy raid
enouil about the use =2nd rirvact of this bacitice

5e¢ this was done “rimarily but not exclusively--airushchev!'s
mecond offer is an exception--in ths nited ¥ations as n=ri o
sides dinlomatic ofTensive which hnas been discuzned esrlier.

6. I have dincussed tniz hafore under (WP#L: I. 4. Increase;

3, lly, =nd S}s T think this tactic 25 well as (5) aibnve 1eve ovo
apnronrintelr enncidered under thie e-rlier heading.

T« As I bove expl-ined »t some length, thi~ tactic was certainly

used ani was mite inoortant althongh, as vy carlier discuasion
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~how, nonz of the three snecific tactics listed under this heading
-rere naed in tihe Cuban crisis.

§e The sradual Soviet armis buildup might be conzidersd an exarple
of this., Othsririse I think thers were no "salami tactics" in the
Guien erisis. The nediun-range hovber controversy and the failure to
gain on-site ins-ection were undoubtedly viered as such »r United States
hard liners, but I think these nercentions are in 2rrors

9., Wth resnsct to the crisis itself both sides did profess

1i- ted 2ise <he Soviet Union stressad th-t it was interested only in

nse of Gba. The inited States stressed tr -t it wanted the

ol
lal
]
=y
o

o
¢l
g |
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e

ic weapong, not Castro, reoved,

10. The imited Stotes certainly trisd to cornle the Cubsn crisis
j~eas to its seneral barzaining stance vis a vis the Soviet Union.
Only after the arisis was over did Kennedy decouvle the issues Jor
Soviet Tmion. e 3oviet Tnion itself did not nake an+ vse of this
tactic in the Cihan crisis.

1, Tn effect this was the nrincinle of tle criris setilevent,
but this notion--tit the stratezic deployrent was necessitated to
nrocnre secvrity for Cuba and thet an 4verican pledge of noninvasion vald
make this denloywnt nnnecessarv--was initi~ted, not by the United
stotes, but by the Soviet Tnion itself. <The Soviets also atiemied
unsuecessiully to convince the United 3Statss voth th:t weanons of the
natrire the Mmitod Strtos was calling offensive were not in Cuba and that
such weanons wers: not offensive put defensive.

12, Stata ients such as this <rere male by hoth sides, ot ther

seet to hove been rel-tively unic ortant and ainore.
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13 If this tactic was undertaken by either side, it was
certainly inor and iwportant.

1lle This tactic was not used in the Sivban crisis.
Jor'sing ‘aper #
B, he Mehicken-criticel risk" model continued

7. I think that I have now in one fashion or another answered
iters (a) throngh (f) with resnect to the Cuban crisis.

8. TIn general I think I have answerad this ~uestion both in
the renarks in (7) above and in other nlaces in the case study. 1
a7t to add just a bit here, however. The tactics in Jorking !aper
coue under two reneral headings--tactics to increase crodibilitv and
tactics to rodvce the adversary's critical riskes Tn general the
tactics in tie latter group were little used and were ineffective in
the Cnban crisis. Excentions to this dictun are A-1, =1, =2nd B3-T.
In genzral then the tactics under the former hezdins ware ore
common althoush section B under this headin: is sretty irrslevant
to tle Cuban crisise. The most imvortant tactics in section 4 were
Jeduce=-2 -nd Increase-2 and 6. Increase-3 and & were al=o noau, oub
their irwact wrs rather marginal. In general, however, the criiical
risk fromework twists tactics so ther do not it the Cuhan crisis.
For exarnle increacing the readiness of cananilities was now mand as
2 teetic Lo reduce the arnarent net cost of war 'mt rather tc increarce
the credibility of Tmited 3tates signals--phrsical actions--and 10
inerease lie coast of war for the “nviet lnion. 3ven rore blat-ntly

tactics such as TI, 3-2 and 11 which were ~vibte in ortant do not
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he scheme at all since tiey were initiated by the Scviet
tie

soviet Union rather than ™7

+
w

fit inte
Union writh res ect to the
States. I will have something ~ore to say abont this later.
9« I have h~< to change + ideas on threats a good deal during
ith respect to rasistance, there is a
unable to find a sinsle> instance of

the coirse of this case studyv,
definite Toar that threats will strengthen the resolve of the obher

et T »n
‘he original immect of the

(Sorensen, 1965, De 772)e
this ncenrrence in the Cuban crisis.
blockade on the Soviet decision unit mayv have oesn of this natire, but
n gen ral threats in the Cuban
I think

the members cooled dowm very quicllye.
crisis hrouzht cov liance or si=oiv had no “npact =t r~lle.
b, and as T havé indicated
a“e during the crisis were

nerceived as such b7 the
imsls of t e

Sl

there ars two f-ectors involvsd here, fir

severnl times before, nost of the threats
, in reneral,

Twroe I threats or -arnings, and they were
These threaws were actrally then
“enond

tihraatened parties,

natnre of the wrobler which the two narties f:ced,
narticularlv on the part of the Tnited Strtes, thers was a emenried

e the:e essential warning siznals as nonnrovscative and

effort to mak
nonhmiilisating as oossible.
1 e Sinze to my mind none of the threats in the Cuban crisis
had “ny comittal ruality at all but only comrunication value (:nider,
frerentiated from (2, #pove. I[he co mit ents
they defined

ry
1-/{)'4,3;, so this cuery is undi
comnicated through warnings in the erisis u=re credible.
the n-tire 97 the problem, and the response was to avoid actions which

ronld lend to the irmnle entation o the sanctions involwved in the

comitments.



11« I h=ve been over this : averal ti ez before. hssentially
the llnited States heritated wthen the 8aviets offered 2 coeiliat -
bid and then accented vhen —rodded nv the 3oviets.

12« loonholes —ere vsed ost effectively br the ‘mited States.
e brzic nobion tras to refrain from nrovoking the S-wiet decision vidb
into escalsting the confliet. The idea wes thnt it was ossible for
the 3oviet's to -rithdraw fron their nresent nositisn and that their
~osition shorld be made so untensnle thot ther would <0 57 rovoking
the Soviets into sore form of eccalation would only crw ble tha biidges
leacdinr out of the crisis.

e Sowvietes tried thrze 1i’ferent loonholes all of which failed
secouse of the n-ture of the United St:otes comitment. hev tri-d the
1o that there wsre no <trategic easons in Cuba, then th>t such
enpons were defensive, and finally that the Iarkey-Cuban trade of the
Sovizt soeond offer hnd actually been initiated by an iericn

journalist.
Cs Ixpanded game rodels

I used this nodel rather inmolicitly and extensively in the

. -

dimsartation wsrt of the case studr. Loolking over these eight cue tions

notr, 1 fnd that I have nothing *ore to add. I thinlr hat 1 ave

answered all of them adequately.

De  Bupsr-gana model

—d

. Althousi: tie Soviets denied the svnergn-e charact:r of the

Oubsn crisis, the Unit d Stotes decision unit erceived one, and 1 an
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L

certain that they were correct. I have gone over the details of tids
asech in the diszertation vart of the case s udy.

2. 1 think the anser here .s ves for the “oviet nion,

3. There is some of this activity. It is deseri
d.ssertation vort of the case studv.

lie I thonk the answer here 1s aifirraivive also--as least for

the Tmated Strtes. I azain refer to the dissertation part of the

Y8 Jasically wes, although the uwer positions do not change
very 'mich due to the corlier crises. See the systemic enviromment and
barcaini - setting sections of tre case studyve.

6o lot reall— in th~t none of the previous crises had altared

the Hrsie nower nositisns.

Be ‘nformation processing model

1o T ar not svre I vnderstend this cusstion. Of conrse i

ex-nctations, —ercentions, and internretstions are i morts-t in
(atnraining the o tcomes T am not certain what the fbasie str teglc
sitnotion" was or how it differasd from ths above. On secon? trousht,

[ s nose this “istinction deorives from the S routs' notion of nerce tions
and tho 1ie governing actiosn, =nd the actual sitnotion coverning the
ontcores.  This distinetion has naver basn Hartierlarly central to oy
selief system nor valid in =y cormitions. Actors act uwon thelr irnrcs,
etc. hev have nothing else upon which to base their actim:. Soietines,

arhaps often or ren.rally, the e i apes -nd tre like are incocrect or

inconplete. Thi: sives rise to cnsemences from action which are
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sertially or com-letely unanticivaited. The —ore accurate isages and
the 1ike are nresu ~hly the less significint the re~Tm of vnfnll “~.tad
conaemerc:s. The siwnaling involved in the C:ban crisis was 2n abbemt
to reduce thiz realr. It largely succeeded in that nction derived

~ost of its intended conseruences.and unanticinated conseouences of
dis==trous nronortions were largelv avoided.

2. T think I have covered this before.

3. and h. These were worked over in WP#3; F-6 and F-5
restactively.

5. The d-ta available on the Cuban crisis are not resllv =ood
eno i o handle this euestion with any soohistication. fnis is
sarticularly disheartening since I inagine that the Znbon data are
neter in this regard than those ~vailable for any other crisis. In
addition, or “erhars at the crux »f the nroblen, I ~m really not
fa ilar enough with » nuwber of arcas of »e-cholorr vo provide a
sonhisticated answer. The intersretation of =ignals is done in the
1i.7% of an im~re or imaces of actors or activities weleavant Lo the
signal, ut the i arzes of v rious individuals seen to vary a 00" ‘eale
Mera -eem to be rininally three sources of voariance a ono incdividnals.
Firet, individuals heve different ex eriences 2nd ~re thus comnizont ol
different things. L‘his neans th 't when historice]l annloyies »re usec,
fhew mav he iferent ones, and different conclusio=r -ay be drawm. The
clancic example here, I suvpose, is Ch berlin's domestic nolicw
ex owience snd “hirehill's foreisn noliey ex -erience. Mt an =2ven
ra~ter ran would apnear between the descrivtions a Yhrushchev and

a Kenvedy would give to any -iven political activity.
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Second, different exmeriences arouse 'ifferins evainatvions.
Some of the dlitery advisors in the Cuban crisis, Tor instarece, -“eow
to heve £21t th 't 2 nuclear war with the Soviet iUnion was in the
nationsal interest. This evalustion was fortunately at veriance with
tht. »f st of the other merbers of the decision unit.

Third, whatever images nre btuilt up throurh exmerience in tarms
of cognitions ond evaluations, the irages scem to very in their rigi ity
Wit r28-2ct to 2ach of these other asnects. The cormitive world of
the h rd liners is a 72rv simple nlace, It resebl?s a very
derenarate form of "chicken-critical risk" in which the other side's
ericics]l risk alwayvs =poroaches zero and the hard liners owm
eritical rislk alwavs asnroahces one. This »eans thet hard liners are

apt to ~iszerceive the sit.ation unless it is coincident2lly consruent

L

with this stoble view. This rigidity in cognition is stched by a
rigidity in eveluation. HMigh ranking nov=1 »7ficers seened to have
diffienlty in -l cins the political =oals of the bhlocknde above the
senerallv subsidiary +ilitarr coals (Abel, 1966, nn., 135-37; and
Allison, 1969).

6. I cammot answer this aquestion.

7. Sfere T want to take un briefly the chenge nrocesses involved
in the less rigid iaages of what I have been collirs ooft liners. e
Cuban erisis started from s »ositiom of 'mt-al -dismrceptime. I have
outlined the srecifics of this 1is ercention,.and Diesins has worked
~ut the general dynamics. The challence of the 3Soviet Tinion an? the

deni~l of the Imited “tates 7eer to have shocked the United 5t tos and

the ‘oviet Union » sractivelwv out of this shadow relationshin and
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~otivobed them to cormnicate mors effectivel s with one another. 5o,
brief?— shoez, fesr, and dsnger seem to have preci i'~ted the &l ~r:d

icarns, These elenents were sirmals that —ercentions and exvectations

-are trildly amiss. ithese individusls then were willing to interpret

mals in different nersrectives in order to determine 'that as roing

on. I surmose then that all Tour of the items listed wnder this
me<tion iave some iact on ivare changes. The most imortrnt in

the (3han erisis for the Imited Stotes were (b) and (¢). (d) night be
added for the doviet Union.

Finallv, I wovld like to apolozize for the noor or nonexistent
-ngers T have siven questions 3, 5, 6, and 7-in this scction. These
aoctions sre i mortant. 1 ave sim 1y concent. nted on other atiers.
It s w7 hope that sonsone else in the nroject would zero in on those.
iYiasing his, and I »m indebted to rin; perhans others will follow.

e Both delih=rate barraining 'oves and other elements »f behavior
not intended primarily for commvnication or bargaining see.. to influence
bar:ssiners. Thot is, signals and indices--in Jervis! tera=-are hoth
Laoortont. For exannie, the blockade was a signal. Yet © 2 invasion
imildup which se~s to have been iportant in the Soviet decisism
was not “entioned in communications with the Soviets. This tnen was
an ‘n'ex which avneared in the —erce.tions of the receivar bit not 'n
the intentionsl isanals of the source.

Ye I think Diesing has besn 7 sole source hare. I think it

he -ays aovout orlin holds for Cub~ ns well, and I have nothir: Go ada

Lo his execellent snalyvsis.
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Fe OCataclvaiic nodel

1. Inasruch o5 one of the :scects of losing control involves
a echanism which may be thought of in cataclvs :ic ter:s, the
cabtaclvs ic odel is relevant as a feared contingencr of escal:ition.

“e The air strize-invasion ontions tended to be collapsed
into steps of a single ontion becanse 1t was Telt th t the air oosils
would leve uatt rs vns=tisfactorily resolved 2nd only an inv zion
comld resolve then after the air strike. In add tion any 2scalation
bavond Lhis level seaned to lead inevitably through ceveral mechanienms
ox lLained abhove Lo miclesr trar.

3. There are such decisions, mt wiey exist by virtuc of
ra2ference functions. +Yhet is, r~cearding bo obert Kennady, if
the Joviets .ad not ~rrzed to remove their strote ic reapons on sunday,
the United 3tates -rould heve had to rewve o e bases with 2n air strike,

This as ovordially because this was the only romainine etho” ~7ich in

9

Kemmedyt's “ercentions womld gain th2 —emoval of the weapons and 2artially

gcmice T e inited States decision init referred the cursequences of

o

o

the o2ir atrilke, brd as they misht be, to the emtimaing "risence o.
Sorioh sirrtegic weanons in Giba.

L. Ther: ~re =mich stnte ents. A1l tiree varietiss describad
wndder this onestion ocenr. T have diserssad these n connecvism 7 iv
varions eariintg of lazing control.

Yo Joth ~ides nrobably trisd to supervise 4 eir militrvw =S
clorely 2o possible in order to retain eontrol., Robert Kennedy scens

to hove bosn uned as a swecial cowmmicati moelannel rith lonremin

¢rrin the bensest oiants on snesday and Saturday sveningne The inlted
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"botes di”? not hedge n its comiit 2nts or moke thew in n a: bisuous
Lashiom. 1The Soviet miosn @id not use ambiguity. “dgin~ =iz
describe what the Joviets dide Lowu2ring their as-iratioms, "wlling bock,

“Avvraring, cetreating, or backins do'm cove closare.

o
U+ ]

6. I have ilscrssed this aove in the dissertation 3 rt of the

cnse studr,

Before moving »n to G., I want to discuss two noints. Lthe first
relates Lo the various models in weneral. Tn the disserst:on art of the
case sty I make use »f expanded gare, superza-e, bounded r ti:ality,
and c: tacliysmic moels. +Lhese ares woven tozethner rather implicitly in
the vorinl narretive. T do not vse utility or "chiclen-critical risi"

odels. T howe trisd to answer the srecific omestisng ralating to

these mo’els on th2 checldlist. out I think I sho 1’ ad? something about
my roasons for nwretty much ignoring these two ndels in the r==t of the
case studv. The exoanded ga e model comes into the Uwban crisis throrsh
tre decisions slout vorving levels of escalation and throuzh v ~ious
choracteristics of strategy. Tie cotaclyvs-ic model renre:s it one a-nect
of the umer end of the escalation range. The supsrgae ' ndel enters in
the a5 ess ent of is=uns and nreferences. T e bairded retionalitr -~odel
char-cieriz:s the »asic »roblem solving nature of bargaininz ac:ivitv.

o

Tt iz th character of this activitv »ns the a -ropri=teness of

o T
LILE

Tiral odel to which T basically attrilmte the inar ro-ristenesc of the

utilitv ~nl “chicken-critical risk" modelse Essentially the activity

of Lhe ¢ ban crisis w3 the mbu~11ly shocking revelation that hoth wides
ere out of touch, an attem-t to reat back in touch »r to delintate the

orecise nature of the nroble: or econflict, or issucs, ar an e"lort %o
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avoid the virions domgerous and unncceptable outcomss which anneared
fro T"ound avery corner.

there is no doubt that the Cuban crisis can oe »ressed into the
molds, so to snenk, of either utility or “chicken-criticel risk'" odlels.
1w only cuestior ere is the relative avnropriateness o> concruence of
the three odels. T have chosen the onz which I feel o te the -ost
anpronriste. The basic rrobler with the wtility —odels is the nature
of the ba-zainine snace they portray and the tactics they snogeste I
hova ~{ =soe lenzth exnlainsd how outcores involve discrete, indenendent,
and zonflicting conseocuences and how actions are chosen Hr avoidine one
after anather of a n2t of undesirable conditions. Tre utility odel
mis:es all of this in its su marv, homogeneous utility msasure. In
arfdition, tvpiecal utility model tactics emeentrate on maninul-tinz the
narcestions of the other fellow to one's own advantage--statin:s
ridicnlors onening ositions and the likee ‘These tactics are alisn to
the =ctivity of the Cnban crisis. L think the utility riodels --ill be

sennrally rather inasnropriate for cricsis cases.

Lrl

fl:e inapnropriszteness of the "chicken-critical rick! motel may

bhe neenliar, Hasically I toinik this model is inanproonri-te becruse the
vast mjority of the threatening, conercive activity involv:d Tyve I
thrests or warnings, and these commnications were so ~arceived. The
various forms of maninulation involved in the sctivity of this model

seer more relevint to Type II and Tywe III threats where there is some
comittal valve to The co munications. Also, this model seens to have
aore nHility in crises which involve little physical action or escalstion

but rother consist lavgely of verbsl cowmnications. If 1y prejudices
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here nre correct, the "chicken-critical risk" model ought to be “iore
amron-iate in other crises.

The second »oint I want to discuss is the diztinction helween
basic ~nd conmmiecntive coercive moves, This is tansentally related to
v oarvgurent abont the aprropriateness of the 'chicken-criticsl risk"
wdel in the escalation situations. A1l the coercive 7oves in the Cnban
crisic rere corymmnicative rwoves regardless of whether or not t.ey
involved chysicsl actions. The bhlockade was a simale The nifference
betieen such nhysicol noves and verbal communications is th-t it
reneirally akes lititle sense to sheak of their credipility wiich, of
course, is the ess:nce of the “chicken-critical risk" framework. 1
thivk tiis is the crucial istinction Letween these two types of
coercive moves. I entimed the =ame noint earlier when discussing
the 32viets choice of a fait ncco:"1i 35 a challense device., Physical
oves are cradible. 3Some are reversible =anc in this sense mav be worked
woon by acdversaries. Butb phvsical action seerms firstly to e crecibvle
in its owm rizbt ~nd secondly often increases the credihility of

conce nlated future actions--the air strile-invasion.

G, i'iscellaneous

1. The For~al ralaes of international law wrere used b- =2ach
gide in its case =gainst the other. Tiis took place oriarily in
the Imited Hations. erberding (1768, shows rather convincingly, !owaver,
that neither the nited 3tatos nor the Soview Tnion actrnlly nsed
intenational lai as a rmuideline for nction, but rather used international

lar ms o oronaganda front for selfish interest. Joth statas lived un

ek T



MIrNon~s
surpases
celezate

to LaTO.

ageression gave tVe Soviet Union =z
igzns for

a noninvasion pledge.

- deescalating the crisis by trading the shr-tegic -ea:
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forial cormitment: to all’es, but these were usad for selfish

as well, Me Latin Anerican states were ur 4 LI0° nid

through the 0AS. The existence of MNATO -ade it easv to Talsély

the dec.sion about removal of United States migziles in Turkey
The existence of a public comitment to delond Cuba from
reasonacle cover storyv and o viable
rons for

Until the denial and ¢ nfr ntstion stages for

the .nited States and the Soviet Union respectively I taini there were

chereeber. stic of the shadow relationshiv of the two statese.

ot thase
k-‘_]ﬁ- ke )
LEeLLAZ
IBLor ts

negalive

enllv no

common rules or norme wmorbant to the crisis. This -ras

The shock

rovocations, hovvever, seems to hove rovided wirniually sore

oy
iR

ith wiicii one decision ninit could sem Aimlv
ssitione. Perhavs the nost nervasive mule which resvlted was a

one--t e co mun fear of crossing the threshold >f violence.

Khrusiichav tried to interest Kennedy in recir city, but Kennedry was not

intarecsteds.

2e

about this tooice

closely

amnoince ent and

with tre

In general I think I have said st of wh-i T hove fo say

s

With resvecet to (b) irration-~lity was associsted

“roTocation of escalation--¥rushchev afier the blockade

smtn~) fears of further escalstion. Tivo exa nlesz which

Hdehit nponalbly be consbrued as faigned irratimaslity (¢) ir2re Hannedy's

™1l rotaliatory resvonse threat in his b

ockade annoine? ent nd

Nobrmin's dele ration of responsihility ploy ~t the Joviet e bassy

reioe shion.

Fe

T nave covered this in the dissertation =s=ction of t'e case
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Ly +vis eores from Workinz Paner #i.

4, Fibolic atts

ig 1ist used b~ elther norey durine the

=
ct
P
=

{he only tretic from

Juban erisis would be (7)) ‘the 1ilitary »nrenarations -rnich tie

Inited 3tatas wndertook--varticulsrly the ‘nvasion bulldrp--zsan o

have * en ouite convinecinz to the Soviets. I suppose that viol-tions
o e 'onmoe Docirine bry the Soviat Tnion and of freedor of t'e ceas

by the Inited States covld be considered as violations of nor al

dinlo atic courtaenies (3), bnt this seens to be stretehing thinpgs a Lite.
Je  acts of harassment

1. Aots of sconosic renrisal were contemnlated bw the Tmihed

Jiates. 4he destruction of the Cuban economy v inereasinz the scope of
the blockade =ras not, however, actually imple wented.
e There were annarently 50 @ demonstrations agrinst :nited

3l a8---rame, Tor exanle. These denonstrations mar have
i 2

Stotbes e s
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heen snontaneov, houever.

6. Theve ware soite relstively hostile »ronaranda state ents

nzde ‘n bhe Inibed Ilotions bv bobth sides. Tn adition EKhrmisteliev!s
earlv responces to the blickade ware rather incenszed.
7« “*he A 2rvicsn 'ress in ronersl was nretty hostile o the

joviet Imion during tie crisis--.Jalter iippaann was then an excentior.

Ao Dovoan T lnor, howsver, tUis ns not stirml-ted br the hennedr
3 3

-

ad ‘nistrobtion. 'n nnv case the i-nacth of the domestic 'ress ol

noth sides on the crisis was nexlizible.



Uorking Caner #

Go Fiserlleonenvs coirbinued

T

e  The "mited Jations nlaved a aedinting role in the erisis.

tbonit the onlvy “eccormlishhent was the initiative of I Thent on

(A FE

ednz2adsy ~wl then again on Ymiwsday following United Stntes pradding

-hich allowmd Khrushchev to anpesr as if he we-e following a United

o
W

Mogions sug-astion rother then bacl-ing aAway from 2 cosfronbation »

-

gea. Othermy=e the Tmited Lations was pretty ineffective. Tiils was
due mirtially to Castrols refusal t9 allow o -site ins»ection iwhich
wonle h=va peen done throuch the avsnices of the United ‘lationm. The

&L

WS, of eo:rse, sunnorted the Unted States in Grisise. The

o
5

iortance of both these stances has hexn dizenszad ahave,

Turning now ~~ain to the ~m-stions in seetions I and IT of

forking Paner #3 ii =2 mears that I have answerad all of the ruastionz
in tection IT. Uf the ~vestions in section I 1h is issinz; 3, 5, 7,

=l

759, 10, 11, 15, 16, 17, 18, and 12 have been answered in ¢+ 22rse o
thic ~tudvs || is not apolicasle to an individnal casej; T think T have

nothing to say abomt 203 and 1 and 2 hove been handlad »~t 2r infor 2lly--
that is, I have not arddressed all nspects of tiese miestions swec feplly,
imt hoern iz sulfic’ent miterial roelevant to them “n the case situdv,.

Jt . o - LY = -
*hi= lesaves 6, 12, and 13 about which I would like to say something iere.
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Te Hoe simda-antzal Tiestions

6o The ‘zior activitr reievont to t'is cusstion is, of course,
the 'mited 3tates imml2rentation of its comndis et to zain trhe removal
of ‘ovieh =trategic wespons from Vuba. The cormiticent of the inited
e Log wee andhs Tire,  Llhe aroblen wes that vorio-s met’ 2d
i wletenting t is co mitrent in ne ©low, zo fto sneak, wers elbher
den ad ineffectizl--oringineg the Soviet UIninn %o task *n the Unlted

ationg—~or dysiunehional in tkot they led inavitably to 2 “isastrons
escalation 'rocess. <the prodlen then was nreciszelv how bo demnonsirate
this W{ir comibrent” and et "oreserve opbtions'. The -anner in wnich
thi~ was Jone was to break down the totel comritrent and to irmle-ent
it edunlly. The blockade itself was rredivle, bt it was nat an
ndesnnbe simmal to g2b across the fll nature of the Tmited 3tates

oo

co nitent. Hnoich of the cormiteent had been credivly ooparstionalized,
hawever, to that, when on Saturday the United 3tates thr-atened

imnlerentation of the rest, this threat was credible; “irerecas, it iras

o

conviderad to be ineffectral (Sorensen, 1965, p. (7?7, before %Hie
rartinl i nle ent~tior n the farm »of the blockade.

1%« This russhion is a toush »snd i-nortant mne, =~ 11 relates
to mv aarlior discomsioss of the nature of € distiretion web asn borle
md cywrunleative nosrcive oves, 3asically I thint what I gsid there
an eovrect, sut I want to add » »saint or twe with » 5 et o the Guban

crisis. T noint T oade carlise is thot phraicad  oves ore Lolkan and

there ie no mettion a3 Lo their credibilitv which eans th L essenhially
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pher have Lo be evbatad differently than verhsl o ¢o mirleative corrcive
moreE wdelh lend the selvas ore »a2adily bo the sort ~f ¢ eve L

rotiar on errative tactics of "echicken-critical risis® or even utility
odria. A vhrreienl act onee - baken rust be deteated b oa eco nellent
throate  And, this ~~ner-lly “esonts severer robless than L fierending

a deterrent th-eats The ockede, as I indicated heore, -ras cradible

= 5

lar:ely bocause tie 3noviet Union could wndersiand tht, no wih r how
woraitine this act was to then, it was not ant o he withéroam began-e
of thae b 1ldiatim this +wuld cause the United St has. A otent rmary
here woid 7 be w v the Boviet de loy ent was any 'iffer:nt than the
inited 3% tes blockade. T have hinted at the reasoss n=afore. There cee

to e two clements. first, the Joviet denloyient was .0t coin leted
Then bhe 'mited states acted, so gaining its #rusovsl was ab least in
nart~-ori arily the blockade~-a deter—ent —at.or t an »n ¢ Hellent
oper-tion. 3Secod, the United States was fuvored oy an incrcdible and

amaenal meoer of - s7 menries. These two ¢onoiderations were, 1 think,

States =snecess in gaining the removel »f iLhe

straieslc 52 nons.

13 in general tie siensle in the Cuban c¢risis weie crndible--L
tave indicted the fou excertions sarlier. . heve -lready suroasted
shy this .. true in the Cuban erisis, and 1 will be interssted to learn
if there iz v conli~watiom fron the other csse stadies. Lo 11 v
thon=hts togellier oriefly here, the siomels »f uhe Cuban crisis were
cre7ille bercause they wvere arninzs, ant thev were perceived s such.
ub tiks sess thw ~umtion really. ‘hy were Lley creadible because ey

were nercaivad oo rernings?  One ceason more 1o.ortant Uor ti~ Talted



1he

States was bhrt the signals wers vhysical actrons. The lockede snd

The vagisn bheilden seen B0 heve been the ¢ nalal + 7
tried to @wlain above (12, way : feel phvsic-l signnls ~r. —ove
credible than verbal ones. A second reason - ore . uoouo7t Jor the
SJoviet Tnion was that its signals were linmited to dsline~ting sensiivive
areas which if attacked :rouls” cause reat m ili-tion. smedy had

cor Lder ble e nothr For the deire not to be Ariven inwo coner.

This «ignals of $ids sort were generally credible.



