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Foreword

The Cold War History Research Center was established in December 1998, as the first
scholarly institution founded as a non-profit organization in East Central Europe. The
Center is specialized in historical research in the Cold War era, focusing on the former
Soviet Bloc. From the outset the Center has been contributing to the flourishing of the
"new Cold War history" aimed at transforming the previous one-sided approach based
primarily on Western sources, finally into a really international discipline through the
systematic exploration of the once top secret documents found in the archives in the
former Soviet Union and the Eastern Bloc countries.

The Center’s English language website (www.coldwar.hu), providing a great number of

articles, documents, chronologies, bibliographies and finding aids is the only such
institution in the former Soviet Bloc and now it is an indispensable resource for
international scholars and students interested in the history of the Cold War,
Communism, Eastern Europe and the Soviet Bloc. Since 2009 the Center has been
affiliated with the Institute of International Studies at Corvinus University of Budapest,
and beginning in 2017, also with the Centre for Social Sciences, at the Hungarian

Academy of Sciences.

The Center works together with researchers and various international cooperating
partners from all over the World, among others, the Cold War International History
Project at the Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, Washington DC, the
Parallel History Project on Cooperative Security (formerly: on NATO and the Warsaw
Pact), the National Security Archive, Washington DC, the Ludwig Boltzmann Institute
for Research on War Consquences, Graz and the European Institute, Columbia

University, New York.

One of the Center's main projects has been the creation of an extensive English
language online Cold War history chronology on East-Central Europe: The Chronology
of the Soviet Bloc, 1945-1991. Parts 1, 2 and 3 covering the period 1945-1980 were
already available earlier, while Part 4 and 5 up to 1991 were published in December,

vii



2017. All this was made possible by the (unpaid) internship project of the Center which
was started in 2009. So far the internationally renowned research activity of the Center
has attracted more than 180 interns from Western and Eastern Europe — mostly in the
framework of the Erasmus program—, the United States, China, Ukraine, Turkey,
Greece; altogether from 33 countries. In 2017 the Center also became an official

internship partner of Oxford University.

Since 2010, the Center has also organized an annual two-day English language
international student conference on the history of the Cold War, with the participation of
BA, MA and PhD students. This volume publishes 29 papers selected from the 144
presentations from 14 countries of the first seven conferences between 2010 and 2016.
Our Center proudly presents these excellent research results by motivated students and

young would be scholars.

Csaba BEKES

Founding director

Cold War History Research Center
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Chapter 1: Explaining the Cold War, debates and
representations



Cold War or not? The Institute of World Economy and Politics and
the Soviet foreign policy (1943 — 1948)

Andrea BORELLI

Introduction

The literature available on the Institute of World Economy and Politics has
reconstructed its role within the Soviet State.! During my studies, I have recreated
relations between Stalin’s power system and the Institute through the analysis of its
members especially in times of cooperation between the Soviet Union and Western

democracies in which pro-Western positions emerged in Soviet Union.

The article is based on various original sources available in the Russian language:

e The Journal of the Institute "Economy and World Politics", published from 1926
to 1947.

e A vast array of documents conserved at the Archives of the Russian Academy of
the Science in Moscow (Archivy Rossiskoi Akademi Nauk: ARAN) and at the
Russian State Archive of the social-political history (Rossijskij Gosudarsvennyj
Archiv Social'no- politiceskoj Istorii: RGASPI).

Furthermore, this paper is of significance because these documents are not yet available

to the international scientific community.

The research is based on the methodological guidelines suggested by Anna Di Biagio.
She reconstructed the archival sources and the Soviet newspapers learning the crucial
role of Bolshevik political culture in the development of Soviet foreign policy at the late

1920s. Moreover, the works of Silvio Pons regarding the relationship between ideology

1 G. Duda, Jené Varga und die Geschichte des Instituts fiir Weltwirtschaft und Weltpolitik in Moskau 1921-
1970. Zu den Moglichkeiten und Grenzen wissenschaftlicher Auslandsanalyse in der Sowjetunion, Akademie
Verlag, Berlin, 1994; O. Eran, Mezhdunarodniki an assessment of professional expertise in the making of
Soviet foreign policy, Turtle Dove Press, Tel Aviv, 1979.
2 A. Borelli, Ideologia e Realpolitik. L’Istituto di economia e politica mondiale e la politica estera sovietica,
Aracne, Roma.
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and Realpolitik during the Stalin era have been central for my research.’ In regards to
the years of 1928 to 1948, I have shared the thesis on the "specificity" of Stalinism® and
the idea that Stalin's regime represented a driving force for the modernization of

Russia.’

In the last three years, I looked in greater depth at those cultural norms and values, a
contradictory but effective mix of nationalism and socialist internationalism, which
characterized the Stalinist leadership.® Furthermore, during my work, the study of the
Soviet political culture and the relationship between the intellectual world and the

leadership in the Soviet Union has been useful.

My hypothesis is that this relationship has determined, in the past as well as today, the
Kremlin’s choice between a policy of cooperation or isolation toward the Western
countries. For those reasons, the history of the Institute of World Economy and Politics
helps to show that the Soviet political culture combined with the perception of external
threats played a decisive role in the elaboration and legitimization of the foreign policy
of the Kremlin. Here new elements are included: soviet political culture and perception

of external threats.

The miroviki’ and Eugene Varga

The Institute of World Economy and Politics was born as a center for studies of
international relations to help the Kremlin in 1924.® The first Director of the Institute
was Fyodor Rothstein. Rothstein was a member of the People's Commissariat for
Foreign Affairs, Narkomindel, and was the head of a bureau that studied international

relations. With his colleagues at this bureau, he was appointed as director of the Institute

3 S. Pons, Stalin e la guerra inevitable 1936-1941, Einaudi, Torino, 1995 [Stalin and the inevitable War].
4 S. Fitzpatrick, (ed.), Stalinism: New Directions. Routledge, New Y ork, 2000.
5 S. Kotkin, Magnetic Montagn Stalinism as a Civilization, University of California Press, Los Angeles,
1997.
®D. Brandenberger, National Bolshevism: Stalinist Mass Culture and the Formation of Modern Russian
National Identity, 1931-1956, Harvard University Press, Cambridge, 2002; D.L. Hoffmann, Stalinist
Values: The Cultural Norms of Soviet Modernity, 1917-1941, Cornell University Press, 2003.
7 Miroviki stands for globalists in English. Originally it’s written in Russian as MUpoBUKH
8 Institut Mirovogo Chozjaistva i Mirovoj Politiki”, in ‘Izvestija’, 19 December 1924
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in 1924. Several members of the Institute were important members of the Party also,

such as Preobrazenskij, Radek, and Rakovskij.

During the early years, the Institute had two different functions: studying capitalist
countries and international relations in general. Additionally, it was also controlled by
the Trotskyist faction. For example, Trotsky wrote the first article published by the
Institute’s journal. During the Stalinist power consolidation, after the defeat of the

opposition in the party, the function and role of the Institute changed.

At the end of 1927, Eugene Varga was named Director of the Institute and members
close to Trotsky were expelled.” In the 1930s, the Institute played a crucial role in the
ideological justification of foreign policy and in collecting information about the
capitalist world. The fate of the Institute was linked to Varga.'’ For example, during the
Great Terror, his personal relationship with Stalin allowed the survival of the Institute.
Stalin intervened directly to protect Varga and his colleagues and allowed the spread of
the miroviki’s non-dogmatic interpretation of the world political and economic system

with the goal of justifying his choices in foreign policy.

Most of the works on Varga tend to describe him either as a loyal advisor of Stalin or as
a non-dogmatic thinker. Regarding to the first interpretation, Varga was never accused
of treason, but between 1947 and 1948 he was persecuted because he was Jewish.
Regarding the second trend, Varga was considered as a non-dogmatic thinker because
he showed also, his opposition to the Stalin's foreign policy. This article will aim to go
beyond these two views, framing Varga's contributions in the wider debate about the

formation of the Soviet foreign policy during Stalin's regime.

Eugene Varga grew up and studied in Budapest, where he was born in 1879 in a Jewish
family. Influenced in his youth by the Marxist ideology, he joined the Social-
Democratic Party in 1906 and then the Hungarian Communist Party. During the short-

lived Hungarian Soviet Republic, the political regime established in 1919, he became

® Aran, Fond 354, Opis 1, Delo 22.
10 A. Di Biagio, “L’Urss e I'Occidente nell’analisi di E.S. Varga”, in A. Masoero e A. Venturi (a cura
di), I pensiero sociale russo. Modelli stranieri e contesto nazionale, Milano, Franco Angeli, 2000.
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Minister of Finance, a position that forced him to find protection in Moscow, amidst a
period of repression that followed the collapse of the republic. At this point, his career
took off. He worked for the Comintern thanks to Lenin’s support, becoming first the
head of the Information Bureau and a member of the plenum of the IKKI (the Executive
Committee of the Third Communist International). The Information Bureau was re-
named as “Bureau Varga”, demonstrating the prestige achieved by the economist during
the 1920s.'" However, the most important achievement for Varga’s career came with the
Institute of World Economy and Politics. Here, Varga found a proper environment to

discuss his thesis with a team of highly specialized colleagues.

In 1931, Rothstein and many of his colleagues were expelled and the Institute, led by
Varga, lost its connection with the Narkomindel. The Institute’s members became the
miroviki (“globalists” in English), a group of scholars highly specialized in the study of
capitalist economy, politics and ideological propaganda. In 1936, the Institute entered
the Academy of Sciences of the Soviet Union, which was established that same year.'?
The miroviki and Varga shared a multicultural background, the knowledge of various
foreign languages, and an open-minded attitude towards capitalist dynamics. During
Stalin's regime, they represented an important part of the Russian intellectual world

quite different from the nineteenth-century intelligentsia.

The miroviki were not just strongly influenced by the political regime, as occurred in the
past, but also they played an organic role in the new state. Indeed, they were researchers
and bureaucrats at the same time. As researchers, they could access to a vast range of
rare sources about the capitalist world such as foreign academic publications and
international press. As bureaucrats, they were required to provide all this information to
state institutions and to the Communist Party to support their activities. This status as
both scholars and members of the Soviet bureaucratic pyramid made them less
independent than most Western intellectuals. For this reasons, they cannot be
considered an independent political group in the traditional sense, and they could not

criticize or directly influence the foreign policy of the regime. However, their work

""RGASPIL F. 504, Op. 1, D. 1.
"2 Aran, F. 1993, Op. 1, D. 1.



must not be underestimated. In several ways, they contributed to a deeper and non-
dogmatic understanding of the development of capitalism and over the international
relations. During the 1930s, the Institute organized a three-year course about these
topics. Many graduates worked at the Institute or at other Soviet academies and state
institutions. The miroviki were the first official think tank on international relations in

the Soviet Union.

In contrast to most of the Soviet political elite, Varga and the miroviki maintained a
more positive attitude towards Western Europe during the Stalin era, shared by the pre-
revolutionary intelligentsia, and consequently, with the rise of the Cold War, they faced

the consequences of these sympathies.

When Stalin consolidated his dictatorship in 1927 and 1928, the catastrophic
interpretation became the official one. Consequently, during the first half of the 1930s,
scholars of the capitalist world, under the pressure of Stalin's regime, adopted a more
dogmatic view of international relations. However, in 1934, with the rise of "collective
security" campaign and Popular Fronts against Fascism, Varga and his colleagues could
again advocate pro-Western positions. In these ways, they legitimatized collaboration

between the Soviet Union and "bourgeois democracies" against Hitler’s Germany.

After the agreement with Nazi Germany, the Institute reworked the previous analysis
and played a propagandist role against the Western democracies, but this situation
changed with the outbreak of the Great Patriotic War, when Varga and his colleagues

proposed again a pro-Western position.

These pro-Western opinions were not only a response to the new international situation,
but also the natural development of the positions that the miroviki had already proposed
during their career. They were convinced that the integration of the USSR into the Post-

War international system would be the natural and better choice for the Kremlin.

From the Second World War to Cold War
6



In 1946, Varga published his most famous work, Changes in the Economy of Capitalism
as a result of the Second World War, a collection of essays from the journal of the
Institute.”” The analysis was based on the concrete observation of the ongoing economic
changes that occurred during the War in the global scenario. According to Varga, the
analogies between Soviet and Western models were progressively growing. In
particular, the emerging role of the state in the capitalist economies looked like the

crucial element shared between the two systems.

This trend would entail three main changes. First, it would facilitate the transformation
of the capitalist economic model into a socialist one. This would be linked to the rise of
new forms of collaboration between social-democratic parties and the communists,
inspired by the French and Spanish "popular fronts". Second, the USSR would be
integrated into the new world system, contributing, for example, to the creation of a new

international organization for global security.

Third, the Eastern European countries, which were now under the influence of Moscow,
would develop democratic socialist systems, which he defined as "democracies of a new
type". This transition would reflect also the national peculiarities and respect political

pluralism without being forced into the Soviet model.

Varga and his colleague’s analysis implied a peaceful evolution of capitalism, which
contradicted Lenin's notion of the "inevitability of the war” under capitalism. The
miroviki suggested that not just peaceful coexistence would be possible, but also the

cooperation and integration between socialist and capitalist states.

In 1946, it was remarkable that those ideas were not censored, and it suggests the
persistence of some cultural openness and pluralism in the post-war Soviet intelligentsia
and establishment about the future of international relations. 1946 was a chaotic year for
the Soviet relationship with Western countries which was marked by "insecurity" across

the entire decision-making process in foreign policy. Between 1943 and 1947, no

B E.S. Varga, Izmeniia v ekonomike kapitalizma v itoge vtoroy mirovoy voyny, Gosudartvennoe
izdatel'stvo politicheskoj literatury, Moskva, 1946
7



dogmatic project oriented Stalin's foreign policy and even a possible collaboration with
the Western countries was seriously considered by the regime. It is in this context that
the non-dogmatic positions of miroviki can be framed. Those theories could circulate
because in 1946, they could still provide an ideological basis for possible cooperation

between West and Soviet Union.

This kind of relationship between the Institute and Stalin implied that miroviki analysis
began to be inconvenient as soon as the international and domestic situation changed at

the beginning of the Cold War.

In 1947 and 1948, Varga and his colleagues were accused of being “reformists” and
“anti-Marxist”. A public discussion of Varga’s book was organized for 7, 14 and 21
May 1947."* Konstantin Ostrovitianov, a dogmatic soviet economist, criticized Varga
and his colleagues for asserting that the struggle between socialist and capitalist
countries had been halted during the Second World War. In other words, the Institute

was an anti-Soviet centre of capitalist propaganda.

In his reply, Varga defended himself and the miroviki from the accusation of being
reformist, declaring, “I regret very much if the comrades who have expressed criticism
here are of the opinion that I have insufficiently recognised my mistakes. There is
nothing to do about it. It would be dishonest if I were to admit this or that accusation
while inwardly not admitting it”. This meeting reflected the confusion and confrontation

within the Soviet Union in the first months of 1947.

In 1947, the Marshall Plan and the foundation of Cominform changed the international
situation. At the end of the year, the Institute was closed. Varga asked in vain for
Stalin's help, but this did not change the destiny of the institute. Nevertheless, Stalin
may have reserved preferential treatment to Varga due to his reputation. While most of
the miroviki were deported to the Siberian Gulag, Varga was not arrested and he was

allowed to work and live in Moscow. Fifty members of Varga’s former institute were

" Diskussija po knige E.S. Varga ‘Izmenenija v ekonomike kapitalizma v itoge vtoroj mirovoj
vojny’, in Mirovaja Chozjajstva i Mirovoe Politiki, N° 11, 1947.
8



dismissed and some were arrested. The Institute of World Economy and Politics was
closed and re-organized under the umbrella of the new Institute of Economy.'” There
were no reasons to justify the work of the miroviki and to tolerate further ideological
pluralism. As shown by the statements from meetings held in Octorber of 1948 in the
new institute, the works of Varga and his colleagues continued to be debated and
harshly criticized by central authorities.'® At the conference, Varga argued that the new
imperialist war against Soviet Union was “highly improbable”. This point of view was
incompatible with the Cold War and the participants of the meeting, including his
former colleagues, attacked Varga. Furthermore, during the discussion, the miroviki

rejected their own analysis and admitted to being “reformist™ and anti-Marxist.

At last, Varga repented publicly on 15 March 1949, when he published a letter to the
editor in Pravda'’. Varga argued that he had been the “first scientist in the Soviet Union
to oppose the Marshall Plan publicly” and that he wasn’t a “pro-Western scholar”
because ‘“today, in the present historical circumstances, that would mean being a
counter-revolutionary, an Anti-Soviet traitor to the working class”. The Cold War had

begun.

Three major changes that occurred at both national and international level can explain
these decisions towards Varga and the work of the Institute:

1) the new order established by the Marshall Plan in 1947,

2) the spread of a shared anti-Western attitude in the Soviet Union after the Second

World War;

3) the transformation of Stalin’s power.
The introduction of the Marshall Plan changed the state of international affairs. Stalin
re-adopted a more dogmatic interpretation of relations between the USSR and the

Western countries, based on the idea that no collaboration could persist to justify the

15 «Ob Institute ekonomiki i Institute mirovogo chozjajstva i mirovoj politiki”, in Akademija Nauk v
resenijach Politbjuro CK RKP(b)-VKP(b)-KPSS 1922-1991, Sost. V. D. Esakov, Moskva, Rosspen, 2000,
p. 361

'® «Voprosy Ekonomiceskie», N° 8, 1948.

'7 “Pravda’, 15 March, 1949.



rise of the new bipolar order.'® It must also be added that during the Second World War,
the propaganda of the regime promoted feelings of patriotism, the need for national
unity and Soviet superiority. The Soviet identity became more and more flattered by
Russian nationalism. For example, let’s think about Zhdanov’s propaganda, approved
by the dictator and orchestrated in 1946 against some segments of the intelligentsia
accused of admiring Western countries during the Second World War. As known,

Zhdanov combined anti-cosmopolitan and anti-Semitic feelings."’

Finally, in the second half of the 1940s, Stalin began to manage his power in even more
paranoid and authoritarian ways than in the past. He eliminated most of his closest allies
such as Molotov, Mikojan and Vorosilov. In this context, Varga's point of view was

naturally no longer necessary to the regime.”

Conclusion

To sum up, the experience of Varga and the Institute of World Economy and Politics
provides fresh insights to the debate about the role of ideology in Soviet political
strategies and the origin of the Cold War. The ideology played a crucial role at the
beginning of the Cold War, but it was not monolithic. The experience of Institute clearly
shows that intellectual efforts to facilitate the cooperation with the Western countries
existed in the 1940s, though the repression against Varga and his colleagues showed
why pro-Western position remained marginal and couldn’t halt the advent of Cold War.
While in the 1930s and 1940s Stalin was interested in the miroviki’s nondogmatic
analysis, he later condemned them when his strategic goals changed. This article argues

that the miroviki were persecuted in 1947 and 1948 because they were Jews as well as

'8 S.D. Parrish and Narinskij, M.M. “The turn toward confrontation: the soviet reaction to the Marshall
Plan, 1947: two reports”, Cold War International History Project Working Paper N° 9; G. Roberts,
“Moscow and the Marshall Plan: Politics, Ideology and the Onset of the Cold War ", 1947, in Europe-
Asia Studies, Vol.46, N° 8, 1994.

' Mezhdunarodnyj fond demokratiia Rossiia XX Vek (ed.), Stalin i kosmopolitizm 1945-1953
dokumenty, ROOSPEN, Moskva, 2005; N. Krementsov, Stalinist Science, Princeton University Press,
Princeton, 1997; B. Tromly, Making the Soviet Intelligentsia: Universities and Intellectual Life under
Stalin and Khrushchev, Cambridge University Press, 2013.

Y. Gorlizki, “Ordinary Stalinism: The Council of Ministers and the Soviet Neo-patrimonial State,
1946-1953 ", in Journal of Modern History 74, N° 4, 2002, pp. 699-736; O.V. Khlevniuk, Master of the
House: Stalin and His Inner Circle, Yale University Press, 2009; J. Arch Getty, Practicing Stalinism
Bolsceviks, Boyars, and the Persistence of Tradition, Yale University Press, 2013.
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reformist thinkers. In these years, the regime began a propaganda campaign against the
Jewish people accused of being pro-Western and of having anti-patriotic feelings. The
end of the Institute shows the transformation of the USSR and mentality of the
establishment during Stalinism. At the end of the war, after twenty years of Stalin's
regime, the nation was dominated by nationalistic feelings. However, part of Soviet
intelligentsia (especially the miroviki and the diplomats) rejected those feelings and

proposed a collaborative foreign policy with the European countries.

In this context, 1948 represents the turning point. At this time, Stalin condemned every
interpretation of international relations that could weaken the balance of the bipolar
order and the superiority of the Soviet system. In other words, part of the Soviet
political culture justified the collaboration with Western countries, but Stalin was unfit
to oversee that dialogue. The members of the Institute participated in the peculiar
struggle of modern Russian history: the dialectical struggle in the Russian intelligentsia
and establishment between anti-European/isolationist and pro-European/integrationist

positions.
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The Logic of Force: Henry Kissinger’s PhD dissertation about the

sense of insecurity and the origins of the Cold War

Sara RODA

Introduction

In early 1954, Henry Kissinger, student in the Department of Government at Harvard
University, completed his PhD dissertation on the European path from Napoleonic
revolutionary chaos to the international order created at the Vienna Congress. The title
of his thesis was Peace, Legitimacy, and the Equilibrum (4 Study of the Statesmanship
of Castlereagh and Metternich), later published under the title 4 World Restored:
Metternich, Castlereagh and the Problems of Peace 1812-1822.*" There is a gossip that
tells that when Kissinger chose this topic, his colleagues from the Department of
Government were quite surprised and suggested him moving to the History
Department.”? I would like to note that history was at that time considered out of
fashion. In the post-war era, students and professors at most of the American
Universities were mainly concerned with international relations, particularly between
the Soviet Union and the United States. That is why historical work focused on 19"
century European policy seemed out-of-date. Despite this suggestion, Kissinger did not
relent. Later, when he was already a well-known politician, he even admitted in an
interview for The New York Times that: “I think of myself as a historian more than as a

2
statesman.”*’

However, to think that the future diplomat and Secretary of State would be content just
with analyzing Napoleon’s and Metternich’s political moves is mistaken. Rather, 4

World Restored is an analysis of the relations between two main powers on the

2l H. Kissinger, A4 World Restored, Castlereagh, Metternich and the Restoration of Peace 1812-1822,
London 1957 (also: Boston 1957, New York 1964). In this essay all the quotations will be taken from the
London edittion.
2 W. Isaacson, Kissinger. A Biography, London — Boston 1992, p. 74.
3 Secretary Kissinger Interviewed for the New York Times, “Department of State Bulletin”, Vol. 71, N°
1846, November 11, 1974, p. 629.
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international arena. For his theory, Kissinger chose historical background but I think
that the general rules illustrated by the 19" century examples could be applied to many

other political situations.

Kissinger’s dissertation had one more aim: to present the European method of
diplomacy in the US. Certainly of great importance for Kissinger’s views was his
origin. Due to his German roots, he understood the mentality and the European way of
conducting foreign policy. He shaped his views based on European philosophy: “His
conservatism is more Hegelian than Burkean, more German than Anglo-Saxon, and
more European than American.”** Such an understanding of political theory and the
history was missing in the American tradition. For Americans, the freedom of nations
was the overriding principle. Since Wilson’s political philosophy expressed by the
League of Nations did not work on the European political stage, the Americans did not
tolerate anything connected with the European way of foreign policy that minimized the
development of nations and is based on the disagreement between countries. They did
not understand the rules of the European policymaking, because they looked at it
through the prism of America’s own isolated, privileged position:*> “We never had to
face the problem of security until the end of the Second World War, so we could afford

to be very idealistic and insist on the pure implementation of our maxims.”*®

In 1969, Kissinger as President Nixon's national security advisor wrote, “in the years
ahead, the most profound challenge to American policy will be philosophical: to
develop some concept of order in a world which is bipolar militarily but multipolar
politically. But the philosophical deepening will not come easily to those brought up in
the American tradition of foreign policy.”*'Understanding A World Restored is possible

only by realizing why Kissinger dealt with the analysis of the Congress of Vienna and

** B. Mazlish, Kissinger. The European Mind in American Policy, New York 1976, p. 155. Kissinger
refers to Burke also in 4 World Restored, p. 192-195; H. A. Kissinger, “The Conservative Dilemma:
Reflections on the Political Thought of Metternich”, The American Political Science Review, Vol. 48, N°
4 (December 1954), pp. 1017-1030, p. 1018-1019.
> M. Howard, “The World According to Henry. From Metternich to Me”, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 73, N°. 3
(May - June 1994), pp. 132-140, pp. 132, 138-140.
% Secretary Kissinger Interviewed for the New York Times, “Department of State Bulletin”, Vol. 71,
N°. 1846, November 11, 1974, p. 630.
> H. A. Kissinger, American Foreign Policy: Three essays, New York 1969, p. 79.
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the politicians who built the so-called “Metternich system.” The way Kissinger wrote
his text indicated that his purpose was not to provide the reader with specific events
taking place in Europe in the period 1812-1822. Strictly historical data was
marginalized in favor of philosophical arguments about the nature of international
relations and historical events as examples. Kissinger was also not overly interested in

the biographies of Lord Castlereagh and Metternich.

He presented a fairly detailed picture of these politicians due to his individualistic view
of the history, but more important for him were the problems these politicians
confronted. Furthermore, he chose after the post-Napoleonic period because he believed
it reflected his own times. Kissinger himself explained that he decided to deal with
post-revolutionary Europe because it was “a decade which throws these problems into
sharp relief: the conclusion and the aftermath of the wars of the French Revolution. Few
periods illustrate so well the dilemma posed by the appearance of a revolutionary
power, the tendency of terms to change their meaning and of even the most familiar

relationships to alter their significance.””®

In 1957 Kissinger published another book,” Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy,*
which quickly became a bestseller. At first glance, it seems that contrary to 4 World
Restored, the topic of Nuclear Weapons was more fitting to modern trends. However,
both books presented certain contemporary ideas. Stephen Graubard®' wrote in the
biography of Henry Kissinger that “few who read Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy
were at all aware of Kissinger’s other interests; not many who read that book thought it
necessary to look also at A World Restored. Had they done so, they would have noticed
at once the extent to which Kissinger made use in the nuclear weapons volume of
insights drawn from his early-nineteen-century researches. [...] Some of the most

important concepts in Nuclear Weapons derived from the prolonged, almost leisurely

B H. A Kissinger, A World Restored, p. 3.

¥ 4 World Restored was published the same year, but few months later than Nuclear Weapons; see: S. R.
Graubard, Kissinger. Portrait of a Mind, New York, 1973, p. 13.

3% Nuclear Weapons and Foreign Policy, New York, 1957.

3! Stephen R. Graubard was born in 1924. He got PhD degree at Harvard University. He was a colleague
of Henry Kissinger since their studies at Harvard University. Also, they conducted together the Harvard
International Seminar in its inaugural year. Graubard was professor of history at Brown University in
Providence.
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study that Kissinger had made of diplomacy and politics in the Napoleonic era.”** A
few years earlier, in 1946, American charge d’affaires in Moscow George F. Kennan
wrote the most famous diplomatic telegram to Harry Truman. His message from
February 22, 1946 became known as the “Long Telegram.” After Second World War,

the direction of Soviet policy was not clear for the U.S.

First sign of the direction was provided by Stalin in his speech, made on February 9,
1946. He announced the policy based on the concept of permanent and inevitable
conflict of interests between capitalism and communism. Also he threatened conflict
with any opponent of the communist system. Stalin’s speech explicitly determines the

path of Soviet post-war policy. **

Kennan was asked to write an interpretive analysis of Soviet Union policy, its motives
and expectations of the Soviet behavior after implementation of their policy®*. That’s
why Kennan wrote this over 5,500-words long telegram. His text was not only an in-
depth analysis of Soviet policy, but also a presentation on the historical background and
motives of Soviet government actions, information about Russian society and
communist ideology. Moreover, it contained suggestions for the U.S. on how they
should respond to inflexible and aggressive Stalin’s policy. The “Long Telegram”
shaped American foreign policy in the post-war period. Kennan became known as a
“father” of the strategy of containment.”> A modified version of ‘Long Telegram’ was
236

published in 1947 in Foreign Affairs, under the title “The Sources of Soviet Conduct.

For political reasons, the author was hidden under the letter “X.”

32'S. R. Graubard, op. cit., p. 13.
33 A. Bogdat-Brzezifiska, Ewolucja doktryny i koncepcji polityki zagranicznej Stanéw Zjednoczonych u
progu zimnej wojny, in Historia. Stosunki miedzynarodowe. Amerykanistyka. Ksiega Jubileuszowa na 65-
lecie Profesora Wiestawa Dobrzyckiego, ed. S. Bielen, Warszawa 2001, pp. 73-121.
* The Chargé in the Soviet Union (Kennan) to the Secretary of State, in: United States Department of
State, Foreign Relations of the United States, 1946, Vol. V1. Eastern Europe, the Soviet Union (1946), p.
696, note 44. [University of Wisconsin Digital Collection: http://digital.library.wisc.edu/1711.dl/FRUS]
3 J. L. Gaddis, Strategie powstrzymywania. Analiza polityki bezpieczeristwa narodowego Stanéw
Zjednoczonych w okresie zimnej wojny [Strategies of Containment: A Critical Appraisal of American
National Security Policy during the Cold War], trans. Piotr Ostaszewski, Warszawa, 2007, p. 43-80.
* X [G. F. Kennan], The Sources of Soviet Conduct, “Foreign Affairs”, Vol. 25 (1947), N°. 4, pp. 566-
582.
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In my essay, I will present a partial analysis of Kissinger’s 4 World Restored. First of
all, I will focus on his theory on the world powers and rivalry among them as shown in
Napoleonic France. Next, I will briefly discuss the basic features of the Soviet Union
demonstrated in Kennan’s ‘Long Telegram.’ Finally, I will compare these two texts and
propose that Kissinger took certain basic ideas for his book from Kennan’s telegram. I
believe that actually he was writing about the features of Soviet Union through the

example of France ruled by Napoleon.

A world restored

The period of the French Revolution and Napoleonic era changed the European
continent so drastically that a return to the old order was impossible. Politicians that
gathered in Vienna seemed aware of this. They knew also that Europe was tired of wars
and revolutions, which was why a return to a peaceful existence was the only way of
conducting international policy. At this moment Europe was ready for the first time in
history to create an international order based on a balance of power.”’ Therefore, the
main role of the Congress was the pursuit of the lustum Equilibrum and legitimacy, as
well as the fight against any manifestation of power. lustum Equilibrum means to
stabilize the international arena with the balance of power, and its main proponent was
the United Kingdom. Legitimacy means regarding the internal order and lawful
validation of the monarch’s power. Supporters of this principle were Talleyrand and
Metternich. These two concepts are key for understanding the Congress of Vienna and

Kissinger’s analysis in 4 World Restored.

Kissinger based the history of Napoleonic era on the contrasts. He presented a bipolar
vision of the international relations between European powers. Every basic element of
this world has its opposition. The first and basic pair of oppositions in his conception is
the opposition between two international orders, “legitimate” and “revolutionary”.
These two forces define the nature of international relations. There can be “legitimate”

power and “revolutionary” power. Legitimate power accepts the frameworks of the

" H. A. Kissinger, Dyplomacja [Diplomacy], trans. S. Glabifiski, G. Wozniak, I. Zych, Warszawa, 1996,
s. 81.
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international order, while the revolutionary state opposes the international system:
“Whenever there exists a power which considers the international order or the manner
of legitimizing it oppressive, relations between it and other powers will be
revolutionary. In such cases, it was not the adjustment differences within a given system
which will be at issue, but the system itself.”*® Every state can belong only one or the

other and were thus “very distinct categories.””

Kissinger based his theory of legitimacy on the philosophy of Jean-Jacques Rousseau
(1712-1778), echoing his question of what can make authority legitimate?*’ The
Enlightenment philosopher developed the theory of ‘The Social Contract’ in regards to
the legitimacy of power. The theory states a group gives up its freedom for universal
sovereignty resulting in a single ‘social body’ with each member as an integral part.
This “social body” creates a certain framework which becomes the general law.*
Kissinger generalized this theory, replacing the unit with the state and society with the
international community. The rules that define international order became general
framework accepted by the individual states.*? If power undermines this international

order, it was defined by Kissinger as revolutionary.

According to Kissinger, France in the Napoleonic era was a revolutionary power. He
wrote: “There have been societies, such as United States or Britain, in the nineteenth
century, which have been basically conservative. [...] There have been others, such as
France over a century, where all issues have been basically revolutionary”.* In the book
A World Restored, Kissinger built the opposition of Napoleonic France and two kinds of
legitimate powers, conservative and continental Austria and isolationist, insular Great
Britain. I will not write about these powers because they need separate analysis.
However, it’s very interesting that even between two legitimate powers, Kissinger saw
them in opposition, for different reasons, but still contrasting with each other. 1

emphasize further that Kissinger based all his concepts on duality and contrasts. Below,

* H. Kissinger, 4 World Restored, p. 2.
%'S. R. Graubard, op. cit., p. 17.
“ Ibid., p. 3.
17, J. Rousseau, Umowa spoleczna [The Social Contract], trans. A. Peretiatkowicz, Kety 2002.
“2H. A Kissinger, A World Restored, p. 4.
* Ibid., p. 192.
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I present the diagram of the basic concept of the book 4 World Restored. Black arrows

show the point of inevitable conflict.

Power
Legitimate Power Revolutionary Power
France
Conservative, Continental Isolationist, Insular
Austria Great Britain

Back to my main topic, Napoleon’s problem was not fighting, but stabilizing the
external and internal field. After 1807, he already defeated Austria and Prussia and
entered the alliance with Russia. There was no more serious opponent to fight. Now he
had to create stability and maintain his power, which is when his problems started.
Kissinger wrote: “For now, the incommensurability between Napoleon’s material and
moral base was apparent, the intermediary powers had been eliminated, the time of
unlimited victories gained by limited wars was over. Victory henceforth would depend
on domestic strength, and Napoleon, having failed to establish a principle of obligation
to maintain his conquest, would find his power sapped by the constant need for the

application of force.”**

There are two possibilities in building the internal structure. It can be based on loyalty
or on duty. Stable order builds its internal structure on duty, which is followed by a
notion of responsibility. It is not connected with the individual, current ruler but with

the individual sense of responsibility for the state. On the contrary, loyalty is typical

* Ibid., p. 16.
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with revolutionary power. This loyalty is to an individual or group of individuals.
People are united in absolute obedience to the ruler. The ruler is strong, unless
somebody undermines his authority. In the structure based on loyalty, it is not important
that power is right or wrong or its rules are good or bad for the state, but its power. In
this system, transferring power from one individual to another is a mortal danger to the
stability of the state.*’ Internal order built on a sense of duty leads citizens to accept
principles for the good of society. In this case, transfer of power from one person to
another, within the same model, does not threaten the stability of the state. However, the
ruler, whose power is based on loyalty feels insecure. In consequence, this insecurity is
followed by “the constant need for the application of force.” Napoleon established his
power based on loyalty, and thus with the first defeat, he could lose everything.
Therefore, in order to maintain his power, he always referred to the possibility of force.
Napoleon is an example of a ruler who believed that power based on loyalty could
survive even with the help of force, but as Kissinger said, “force may conquer the world

but it could not legitimize itself.”*®

The second problem of the revolutionary power is the coexistence with other states.
This is also connected with the legitimization of the power. For Napoleon, the only
justification of his rules was force. It was the reason why he could not admit that his
power was limited. If he admitted this, it would mean that somebody was stronger in
some aspect. For revolutionary power, showing the limits is the beginning of its
collapse. Kissinger wrote in 4 World Restored, “for Napoleon, everything depended on
exhibiting his continuing omnipotence; for Metternich, on demonstrating the limitations
of French power.”’ However, every power that wants to have peaceful relations with
other countries has to find its place in the international system within framework of this
structure. Negotiations are part of the process of “finding own place”, which is why the
art of diplomacy and negotiations are necessary for every state. But negotiation requires
every state to admit its own limits. For revolutionary power, this again results in the
sense of insecurity, and in consequence, the use of force. “A man who has been used to

command finds it almost impossible to learn to negotiate, because negotiation is an

* Ibid., p. 192.
* Ibid., p. 17.
7 Ibid., p. 43.
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admission of finite power.””**

If revolutionary power cannot use diplomacy as a tool for
external contacts, the only tool that persists is force. “A ruler legitimized by charisma or
by force cannot easily accept the fact that henceforth he must seek his safety in self-
limitation, that events are no longer subject to his will, that peace depends not on his
strength but on his recognition of the power of others.” * Acceptance of this self-
limitation does not fit into the revolutionary rulers vision of the world as he knows that
it would lead to the recognition of other powers in a certain area. Hence, a situation in

which there is a natural threat to the revolutionary power would arise, which creates a

sense of insecurity and again of the necessity of using force.

The main features of a revolutionary power and legitimate power is presented in the

table, showing also the oppositions marked by Kissinger in 4 World Restored:

Revolutionary power

Legitimate power

Does not accept the framework of the | Accepts the  framework of  the

international order. international order.

Undermines the system itself. It just needs matching individual
differences within the system.

Looking for a way to legitimize itself It becomes legitimate by social

acceptance, or at least the major powers.

It creates a situation in which one
country feels absolutely safe and others
fully insecure. There is therefore a risk
of continuous revolution in the
dissatisfied countries.

It creates a situation where no country
feels completely safe, but there is not one
that would be absolutely in danger. None
of the members of the international
structure is unhappy enough to lead to a
social explosion.

Nothing can satisfy it besides complete
elimination of the enemy.

It achieves relative satisfaction through
balance.

It considers itself to be all-powerful and
not limited. War is the only means of
communication.

Conflicts are possible, but they have their
limits. War is conducted in the name of
preserving existing structures.

The only form of communication with
other countries are power, war or arms
race.

The main form of communication with
other countries is diplomacy.

It 1s based on loyalty to the ruler.

It is based on the duty and respect to the
established structures.

** Ibid.
* bid., p. 63.
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As we can see, according to Kissinger’s concept, revolutionary power has problems in
both building internal order and in forging stable relations with other countries. In both
cases, Napoleon came to the same point, a sense of insecurity, to a revolutionary state is
resolved force. Kissinger explains that the basic motive of using force is almost in any
case insecurity. It should be noted that the motives of the revolutionary power do not
have to be negative:

To be sure, the motivation of the revolutionary power may
well be defensive; it may well be sincere in its protestations
of feeling threatened. But the distinguishing feature of a
revolutionary power is not that it feels threatened, such
feeling is inherent in the nature of international relations
based on sovereign states, but that nothing can reassure it.
Only absolute security, the neutralization of the opponent, is
considered a sufficient guarantee, and thus the desire of one
power for absolute security means absolute insecurity for all
the others.>

That is why revolutionary power will always use force as a remedy of all problems and
at the same time every problem will be based on and cause the sense of insecurity. The
only satisfaction for the revolutionary power would be total security, which is excluded
in the international order based on balance of the forces. Full security of one country
would mean the absolute danger to others. According to this philosophy, revolutionary
government seeks to completely eliminate the enemy, because only this can ensure its
security. Kissinger stated that legitimate powers cannot apply the tools of diplomacy as
methods of contacting the revolutionary power. In this situation, diplomacy is replaced
by war or an armaments race’’ and some tools of diplomacy merely have supporting

positions.

Before the final part of my essay, I would like to summarize this section by a diagram,
presented below. It is a chain of causation of the logic of the revolutionary power. As is

visible, every action leads to the sense of insecurity.

0 bid., p. 2
! bid., p. 3.
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Long Telegram: The sources of soviet conduct

Kennan points out in his telegram a few main features of the Soviet Union. First, he
summarized the main points of Soviet ideology. This is based on antagonism to
everything connected with the ‘capitalist world.” The Soviets were building an internal
order based on this antagonism by demonstrating to society an enemy could justify the
need for a dictatorship. Also, it helps mobilize all forces in one direction, in this case led
by the Communist Party.”® It combined concepts of offense and defense. The Soviet
Union was also opposed to the logic of reason, which was replaced by the logic of force.
They did not want to help create the international order but instead wanted to defeat the
enemies as the only method of defense, which therefore generates a constant feeling of

insecurity.”

The author of the telegram also raised the issue of the stability of power in the USSR,

which was not yet validated. This issue is connected with the transfer of power from

52X [G. F. Kennan], The Sources of Soviet Conduct, p. 570.
3 Ibid., p. 557.
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one person to another. Kennan wrote that it had not been fully tested.* This problem
was also raised by Kissinger in 4 World Restored. 1f there was a change in the object of
the loyalty, than it was not sure that this new person would be accepted. This loyalty of
the Soviet society was based on the fact that nobody tried to officially undermine the
authority of the government. As Kennan wrote, there was no objective truth in the
Soviet Union, it was created by Party, because they represented the embodiment of the
“ultimate wisdom” and the logic of history. > If anybody tried to undermine the

authority, he would be defeated by force.

Kennan also wrote about the problem in the external relations of the Soviet Union in
that ‘“‘at the bottom of the Kremlin’s neurotic view of world affairs is traditional and
instinctive Russian sense of insecurity.””® Kennan sought the motivation of the Soviets
in this sense of insecurity. In his article, he wrote, “easily persuaded of their own
doctrinaire rightness, they insisted on the submission or destruction of all competing
power.””” When comparing with Kissinger’s concept of of insecurity and neutralization

of the opponents, it seems almost the same.

The last aspect, which I would like to present is the first part of the summary in
Kennan’s ‘Long Telegram.” He wrote that the Soviet Union was “impervious to logic of
reason, and it is highly sensitive to the logic of force.”® Kennan often brings up this
primacy of the logic of force. In any case, the U.S. should have supposed that the
Soviets would use force. Again it was very similar to Kissinger theory. Force is a final
result of every action. It was best for anyone who had contact with the revolutionary
power to assume that the force would be used. Similarly, it was best to assume that the

Soviet Union was able to use the force in any case.

** G. F. Kennan, Telegraphic Message from Moscow of February 22, 1946, in: G. F. Kennan, Memoirs
1925-1950, Boston-Toronto 1957, p. 558.
3 X [G. F. Kennan], op. cit., p. 573.
% G. F. Kennan, op. cit., p. 549.
"X [G. F. Kennan], op. cit., p. 568.
¥ G. F. Kennan, op. cit., p. 557.
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Conclusion

Henry Kissinger presented in his work as a well-defined vision of the world. We get a
picture of a bipolar world, in which one force is trying to eliminate the other, creating a
constant struggle. Kissinger clearly favored the legitimate authority. Moreover, his
vision of the nineteenth-century France is quite often compared to the Soviet Union in
the early Cold War period.” We can suppose that the aim of Kissinger was to present
that resemblance. However, while reading 4 World Restored, it seemed that the author
made a comparison of the two superpowers in the reverse order. First he established the

idea and then proved it through history.

In my essay, I wanted to demonstrate similarities between Kissinger’s concept and
Kennan’s analysis. It seems to me that Kissinger based his PhD thesis on Kennan’s
ideas. He just presented it in a historical background and developed his ideas. Aside
from obvious similarities such as the sense of insecurity, logic of force, loyalty in
internal structure, central position of the authority, there is also one more argument for

my thesis.

Kissinger did not use any source about France under Napoleon’s rules. In his
bibliography, we can find many books about Metternich and Castlereagh, but none
about Napoleon. The author of 4 World Restored declined reading the literature on the
Vienna Congress, opting to read Metternich’s memoirs instead. Finally, as he began to
write his work, he read some basic literature about the Congress, but these books did not
make a good impression on him.®® He most criticized®' the two historians who devoted
their life to researching the “Dancing Congress”, Charles Webster (1886-1961)%* and
Harold Nicolson (1886-1968).% In A World Restored, Kissinger rarely used the
references to the literature and when he did, he did so only to give specific historical

data, which is strange, especially in a PhD dissertation. For me, it means his concept of

9 Zob. S. R. Graubard, Kissinger, p. 18; G. J. Klein Bluemink Kissingerian Realism in International
Politics. Political Theory, Philosophy and Practice, Leiden, 2000, p. 82; B. Mazlish, Kissinger, The
European Mind in American Policy, New York, 1976, pp. 172-183.
9T, J. Noer, “Henry Kissinger’s Philosophy of History”, Modern Age, Vol. 19, Spring, 1975, pp. 180-
189, p. 181.
' H. A. Kissinger, 4 World Restored, p. 342.
82 Ch. Webster, The Congress of Vienna, London, 1934.
5 H. Nicolson, The Congress of Vienna. A Study in Allied Unity: 1812—1822, London, 1946.
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Napoleon’s rules were based on different, contemporary ideas. While reading 4 World
Restored, it appears that Kissinger had a theoretical thesis and tried to prove it on the
historical example, using this data that fit the concept, without developing superfluous

details. As Stephen Graubard noted, “Kissinger’s major resource was his intelligence.”®*

It is clear that Kissinger did not want to be an expert on the Vienna Congress, but was
trying to learn from the nineteenth-century statesmen who lived in the revolutionary
period and who tried to, in their own way, build an international order from the ashes of
the old, conservative, eighteenth-century world destroyed by the French Revolution and
Napoleon. For Kissinger, 4 World Restored is a form of dialogue with himself

conducted in order to understand contemporary politics through the lens of history.®’

It is worth mentioning that Kissinger referred to the Kennan‘s “Long Telegram” in 1994
in his article on the containment strategy.®® However, he did not mention in the article
his approach during his studies at university. Therefore, the question remains open
whether Kissinger's vision stemmed only from the study of the Congress of Vienna or
the study of the nineteenth-century combined with the knowledge of the concepts of

Kennan.

Kissinger’s world was in almost every aspect bipolar, and thus it was intimately linked
to the post-war period. The cause of all problems is the sense of insecurity. It is
characteristic of revolutionary power and thus makes international relations unstable.
The only remedy is stabilization achieved by the balance of powers and coexistence of
legitimated powers. The Soviet Union in early post-war times exactly suited the
theoretical concept created by Kissinger. In both diagrams presented in this essay, we
could classify the Soviet Union as a revolutionary power since from an American point

of view, it was a revolutionary power.

64 S. R. Graubard, Kissinger, p. 16.
65 Stephen Graubard uses the expression that Kissinger was ‘writing for himself’: Ibid., pp. 13-17.
5 H. A. Kissinger, “Reflections on Containment”, Foreign Affairs, Vol. 73, N° 3 (May-June 1994), pp.
113-130.
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It would be also interesting to compare Kissinger’s concept with modern American and
European diplomacy. In a world that has become a global village, there cannot exist a
state that plays the role of a lonely island, and in this global village, a revolutionary
power is even more dangerous. Therefore, the question arises, which elements of the

Kissinger’s concept have survived in contemporary U.S. and European foreign policy?
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Cold War Representations in U. S. Museums

Julia DANYLOW

The Cold War was a basic condition of life for nations all around the globe from 1946
until 1990. Scarcely anyone ever thought it possible to overcome the ideological rift
between East and West, originating from the different political positions on post-war

reconstruction in Europe.

When looking at historical museums, there seem to be different approaches to the topic
of Cold War History; contrasting views from American, European and Asian nations
exist, depending on their respective historical involvement and their coming to terms
with the past. In this article I will analyze four different U.S. American institutions —
some being government funded, others products of public-private partnerships or
completely privately funded. Each institution represents one of the four characteristic
aspects of historical culture — the academic, the aesthetical, the political and the
economic dimensions. The German historian Jorn Riisen developed the prototype of this
classification in 1994.°” My leading question is whether Cold War history in the
described museums follows an American master narrative or allows for broader
international perspectives. In concluding this paper, I will discuss some challenges of

Cold War representation in museums in general.

Museums as an expression of historical culture

The British cultural anthropologist Carol McDonald specifies museums as the “key

9 68

cultural /loci of our times”™ . They are symbols and sites for exemplifying and

67 Jorn Riisen, Was ist Geschichtskultur? Uberlegungen zu einer neuen Art, iber Geschichte
nachzudenken, in: Klaus Fiissmann et al, Historische Faszination. Geschichtskultur heute (Koln, 1994)
5f.
6% Sharon Macdonald, Gordon Fyfe, Theorizing Museums. Representing Identiy and diversity in a
changing world (Cambridge 2006) p. 2.

33



illustrating social relations, identity and difference, knowledge and power, theory and
representation of national and international culture.” The task of historical museums is
to provide orientation for their visitors in time and space. Historical narratives are
constructed and deconstructed to vividly picture times long gone. That is to say that

exhibitions themselves create certain narratives of the past.

In my analysis the exhibitions are evaluated as sources, regarding their way of dealing
with Cold War history and of their date of origin. Which events and objects are shown?
Are there mainly original objects, or rather replicas? Is the presentation a standard
cabinet display or a scenic experience for the visitors? What is the curatorial intention

behind the exhibitions?

Museums and exhibitions representing Cold War history have different purposes. Some
are intended for the improvement of historical knowledge, others engage their visitors
emotionally. At the same time, public history projects depend on economic
preconditions as well as political decisions. These four aspects, the academic, the
aesthetic, the political and the economic dimension are to be found in every exhibition —

but their weighting differs. The following four case studies will explain this idea.

The academic dimension of historical culture — The Space Race Gallery at
National Air and Space Museum (NASM)

Part of the Smithsonian Institution, the National Air and Space Museum (NASM)”’ on
the National Mall in Washington D.C. is a government-funded museum. Within the
scope of its permanent exhibition, the NASM focuses on a specific aspect of the Cold
War — the history of the Space Race between the U.S. and the USSR. In the mid-1990s
the exhibition team developed a narrative called "From Competition to Cooperation",
comparing the American space program to the Soviet one.”' For them, it was a close

fight over presenting the Enola Gay debacle. The idea to display the fuselage of the

69 11
Ibid.
" See The National Air and Space Museum, Washington D.C., USA, URL: http://airandspace.si.edu
(09/15/13).
" Interview with Michael J. Neufeld, Curator, 09/26/11.
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Enola Gay aircraft, which dropped the atomic bomb on Hiroshima on August 6, 1945,
provoked a major controversy between historians and veteran groups.’* In the end, it did
not prove possible to consolidate the perceptions and beliefs of war participants with the
post-war research evidence gathered by professional historians. The exhibition was

cancelled.

The Space Race exhibition delivers a well-balanced display of American and Soviet
space artifacts to illustrate the race to the moon and the effects of this technological
competition on the military confrontation. The aesthetics of the exhibition are not
fashionable. Bulky cabinets, poor lighting and uniformity of explanatory texts refer to
the early 1980s. But on the content level, Space Race is not outdated at all. In particular,
the chapter on the Military origins of the Space Race and the former Nazi-German V-2
weapon, in addition to the NASM internal discussion about its presentation, serve as an
example of successful transgression of historical-political boundaries. The presentation
of the V-2 in the NASM proceeded in two stages. At first the rocket was entitled
“captured German V-2 missile as a prominent and persistent symbol of Space Age”.”
But the retaliatory weapon was intended by the Third Reich's leaders to demoralize the
civilian population of the enemy.”® This rocket is therefore an object with at least two
levels of memory. Repainting the originally camouflaged V-2 in black and white, to

present it as a space artifact, was thereby erasing [also camouflaging] its Nazi past.

Moreover, it was supplemented with further large objects (a Viking, a large liquid-fueled
rocket and a WAC Corporal, the first American sounding record), which strengthened
the purely technological nature of the presentation. A new director and a little luck
concerning the budget made an update of the V-2 representation in the Space Race
gallery possible.”” Using new research results, visitors are now informed as to how the

weapon fell into the hands of the United States and about its role as the technological

2 Richard H. Kohn, “History at Risk. The Case of the Enola Gay”, in: Edward T. Linienthal, Tom
Engelhardt, History Wars. The Enola Gay and other Battles for the American Past (New York 1996) 140-
170.

73 Interview with Michael J. Neufeld, Curator, 09/26/11.

™ David H. DeVorkin and Michael J. Neufeld, “Space Artifact or Nazi weapon? Displaying the
Smithsonian’s V-2 missile, 1976-2011”, in: Endeavour (2011), 1.

75 Interview with Paul Cerruzzi, Curator, 09/26/11.
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beginning of the American space program. In addition to this, American businessman
Ross Perot ’° donated some objects reflecting the Russian perspective. The V-2
presentation, in its new form, features a great starting point for the topic of the Space
Race. That is why Space Race is a good example for a scientific-based understanding of

historical culture.

The aesthetical dimension of historical culture — The Price of Freedom. Americans
at War at the National Museum of American History (NMAH)

The National Museum of American History (NMAH)” in Washington D.C. sees its task
to survey the major themes of American history and culture to the public.” One of its
permanent exhibitions is The Price of Freedom. Americans at War (POF). POF spans
the time from the War of Independence to the present. It was built within three years,
thanks to an $80 million donation by real-estate developer Kenneth E. Behring.” This

type of funding is not possible for public museums in Germany.

The Cold War has its own section in POF covering the period from 1945 to 1989, but
focuses mainly on the Korean and Vietnam Wars. These parts are presented with
dramaturgical and scenographic elements. Illuminated images of war printed on canvas,
enhanced by music and sounds of war, show up in a seven-minute loop to catch the
visitors emotionally right from the beginning of the exhibition. The music is reminiscent
of dramatized films like Saving Private Ryan.*’ As a continuous subtheme, POF
operates with “War in media” — an important topic referring to the Vietnam War as The
Television War.® The curators rebuilt a typical American living room of the 1970s. One

wall is covered with a pyramid of old TV sets playing a compilation of U.S. media

7® Gerald Posner, Citizen Perot. His Life and Times (New York, 1996).
" See The National Museum of American History, Washington D.C., USA, URL:
http://americanhistory.si.edu (09/15/13).
8 See Mission Statement of NMAH, URL: http://americanhistory.si.edu/about/mission (09/15/13).
" See Smithsonian Institution Announces Biggest Single Donnation in ist 154-year history, URL:
http://americanhistory.si.edu/press/releases/smithsonian-institution-announces-biggest-single-donation-
its-154-year-history (09/15/13).
% Saving Private Ryan is a Hollywood movie by Steven Spiclberg from 1998, dealing with the Allied
Invasion of Normandy on June 6th 1944. The soundtrack was composed by multiple Academy Award
Winner John Williams.
¥ See Michael Mandelbaum, The Television War, in: Deadalus (111/44) 1982, 157-169.
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coverage on the Vietnam War. The living room leads directly into a larger room that
contextualizes both the Vietham War and the Cold War in general. There is a
scenographic presentation of the largest object in the collection of the NMAH — a Bell-
Huey helicopter.*® The helicopter is presented in a shaded room; loudspeakers deliver
the sound of rotors. Exhibition designers transformed the surrounding area with grass
and sands into a Vietnamese paddy field. Two display dummies dressed as American
soldiers are lying in front of the helicopter on the ground — one holding the other one,
who is wounded, in his arms. The door of the helicopter is open, showing a large TV
screen. Visitors can select film clips with interview sequences of veterans. This kind of

scenic and emotional presentation has a disconcerting effect on European visitors.

Drama is definitely in the foreground throughout the Vietnam part of POF. Only
visitors with background knowledge and the power of endurance will discover
contrasting views behind this emotionally loaded presentation. Covered behind the
helicopter are two display cases where the typical equipment of American soldiers and
Vietnamese Vietcong are presented. The comparison of an original Ho Chi Minh Trail-
wood bike and American military equipment conveys that the Cold War was a real war,
not merely a TV-event, with real victims and veterans on both sides. Unfortunately,
there is no reference to international media coverage and reactions on the conflict.
Concerning the international dimension, there is one mandatory element, a segment of
the Berlin Wall, but with no elaboration on the European dimension of the Cold War. A
multifaceted global Cold War, as stated by the historian Odd Arne Westad in 2007,* is
not visible in POF.

The political dimension of historical culture — The John F. Kennedy Presidential
Library and Museum
The John F. Kennedy Presidential Library and Museum® in Boston, MA is one of

thirteen Presidential Libraries in the U.S. and is administrated by the National Archives

82 Interview with Dick Daso, Curator, 09/29/11.
%' 0dd Arne Westad, The Global Cold War. Third World Interventions and the Making of Our Times,
Cambridge, 2007.
8 John F. Kennedy Presidential Library and Museum, Boston/Massachusetts, USA, URL:
http://www.jfklibrary.org (09/15/13).
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and Records Administration. The associated museums are sponsored and maintained by
both presidential families and private donors. The Presidential Libraries represent a
particular form of a public-private partnership, and such a model of funding exemplifies
one crucial difficulty, as stated by Presidential Library expert Benjamin Hufbauer,
“Important historical material is often repressed when it is unflattering”.** Only through
the passing of time does the influence of the president, his family and his supporters
weaken, which is a basic requirement for a more balanced view.*® This step is yet to be

completed in the case of John F. Kennedy, and is discussed in the following.

The concept behind the exhibition is that John F. Kennedy himself tells the story of his
life. Movies and sound files from the Audiovisual Collections®’ of the Kennedy Library
are used to illustrate his political decisions. The visitor is to re-experience Kennedy’s
extraordinary career, the challenges he faced and his political decisions. His role as a
decision maker concerning the Bay of Pigs disaster and his handling of the Cuban
Missile Crisis, however, are presented from his perspective only — not as a whole from
different perspectives. Furthermore, some negative but all too human aspects of his life,

including illnesses and his womanizing, are not mentioned at all.

The museum building created by the Chinese-American architect LM. Pei,*® a white
structure with many windows, promises openness and transparency for which visitors of
the exhibition search in vain. The ethical guidelines of the National Council on Public
History postulate that historians owe society the historical truth, insofar as it can be
determined from the available sources.® Following the argument of Benjamin

Hufbauer, the Kennedy Library exhibition does not always meet this standard in the

% Benjamin Hufbauer, Spotlights and Shadows: Presidents and their Administrations in Presidential
lg\ﬁ/luseum Exhibits, in: The Public Historian, 28/4 (2006), 118.

Ibid.
¥ See Audiovisual Collections,http://www.jfklibrary.org/Research/About-Our-Collections/Audiovisual-
collections.aspx (09/15/13).
% Jeoh Ming Pei is characterized as the master of modern architecture. He built other cultural institutions
like the pyramid of the Louvre in Paris, the National Gallery of Art in Washington D.C. and the modern
wing of the Germany Historical Museum in Berlin.
% See National Council on Public History, Bylaws and Ethics,URL: http://ncph.org/cms/about/bylaws-
and-ethics/ (09/15/13).
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historical interpretation it presents to the public.”® The Harry S. Truman Presidential
Library, however, seems to be a positive example for a more critical approach. “The
diverse voices in this exhibition also acknowledge an important truth: History never
speaks with one voice. It is always under debate — a manuscript that is continually being

. . 1
revised, and is never complete.””

In contrast to the Kennedy Library, the Truman
Library curators succeeded in avoiding a pure hagiographic representation. Thereby the

constructive character of historiography becomes visible.

The economical dimension of historical culture — The International Spy Museum

Open to the public since 2002, the International Spy Museum®” is a private museum and
part of the Malrite Company’® based in Cleveland, Ohio. Its founder is the media mogul
Milton Maltz.*® After having served as a Navy soldier in Korea, he worked for the
National Security Agency for some years. He held on to his fascination for espionage,
even after retiring to civil life. The brand name International Spy Museum was tested in
public by an advertising agency before the museum was in business.”” Spy Museum was
the term with the highest attractiveness for potential visitors. This procedure
demonstrates other possible motives behind a museum besides the sole desire to transfer
knowledge about history and espionage, namely as in this case making money. Besides
the museum, the Malrite Company owns the Spycafe and three other restaurants
throughout Washington DC. The company employs about five hundred people, however
only eight of them are working in the Exhibition and Programs Department of the

museum.%

Conceptually the Spy Museum consists of two parts — the School of Spies and the
exhibition space The Secret History of History. While the School of Spies is an

% Benjamin Hufbauer, Spotlights and Shadows: Presidents and their Administrations in Presidential
Museum Exhibits, in: The Public Historian, 28/4 (2006), p. 124.
! bid., p. 126.
92 See International Spy Museum, URL: http://www.spymuseum.org (15/09/13).
%See About the Malrite Company,
http://www.jfkmontreal.com/john_lennon/cache/mmaltz/spymuseum.pdf (09/15/13).
% See Milton and Tamar Maltz biography, URL: http://www.maltzmuseum.org/about/board-of-
trustees/milton-tamar-maltz-bio/ (09/15/13).
%% Interview with Mark Stout, Curator, 09/26/11.
% Thid.
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interactive museum, the latter deals with the history of intelligence and espionage,
beginning with the Trojan horse. The geographical focus clearly lies on the United
States; some excursions are made to the British, Soviet and East German intelligence

mstitutions.

The section on Cold War history starts with an animated wall about espionage and the
construction of the atomic bomb. A narration explains the connections between the
parties. At the end of the story, there is a countdown to an audiovisual detonation of the
atomic bomb. The floor vibrates and the lights dim. The rest of the area is limited,
interestingly enough, to the city of Berlin as a center of the bloc confrontation.
Alongside the following stairs are warning signs and propaganda posters for nuclear
war. The Berlin Wall has its place, as well as a black Trabant that was used to smuggle
refugees across the inner German border. Even a non-scale reconstruction of the spy
tunnel of Rudow, the original version of which is shown in the Allied Museum in Berlin,

can be passed through by the visitor.

With their scenographic presentation, the makers of the Spy Museum take advantage of
the childlike curiosity that arouses even adults when confronted with the topic of
espionage. Historian Robert Hanyok criticizes:

“If anything, this museum is about atmosphere, the physical and
emotional environment to espionage. After paying admission, visitors
are told repeatedly things are not what they seem. They are asked to
join in on the game and memorialize an alias and expect to be
questioned about it later.””’

Having become a part and a product of popular culture — already during the Cold War
itself (just think of the James Bond movies and John Le Carré’s spy novels) — the topic
of espionage works as an amazing catalyst for interest in Cold War history. The hype
about espionage reflects the grade of public interest. Current political developments,
such as those in Korea, show the actual importance that the Cold War can claim

approximately one generation after the Soviet orbit has collapsed.

°7 Robert Hanyok, “International Spy Museum”, in: The Public Historian, 30/4 (2008), p. 159.
40



Conclusions and challenges

Cold War history, as presented in museums in the U.S., is incomplete at this time and
exists with a clear American bias. NASM concentrates on one special aspect — the Space
Race. The gallery focuses on technological developments. NMAH, on the contrary,
plays with scenographic presentations with a human factor. Hiring a stage designer to
install an exhibition means that Cold War history can be emotionally experienced by
exposure to representations of soldiers in a reproduced Vietnamese landscape. Music
and the noises of a helicopter rotor dislocate the visitor in place and time. The partly
privately funded museum at the Kennedy Library does not yet take advantage of the fact
that it has more money to spend on its presentation. It remains stuck in an old-fashioned
and sometimes hagiographic style of historiography. The International Spy Museum
turns the tables. By choosing a bestseller topic like espionage, a lot of visitors are
intrigued right from the beginning. It actually also attracts the so-called “non-visitors”, a

target group that every curator would love to see in his or her institution.

Of course, there are more players in the U.S. museum landscape dealing with Cold War
history. Francis Gary Powers Jr., for instance, decided as early as 1996 to found a Cold
War Museum. He aims to preserve Cold War history and honor Cold War veterans,
such as his father who was shot down on a reconnaissance mission over the Soviet
Union in 1961 and later exchanged for the Soviet spy Rudolf Abel in Berlin. Still up to
today, nothing exists beyond a homepage. From time to time there are announcements
on the progress of the project at the permanent location in Vint Hill, Virginia. The
legally protected title “Cold War Museum” and its mission statement promise a
comprehensive discussion of the Cold War era. Apparently, though, it is not so easy to
present Cold War history in a museum. How should this important historical period be

exhibited?

Today, in times of scarce funding, it is more important than ever for a museum to find
and occupy its own niche. The historical research on the Cold War era, as well as its
presentation to the public, need a global perspective to visualize the unique character of
this unconventional war. No museum, in the U.S. or anywhere else in the world, has

tried to tell a global Cold War history (the different hot and cold spots and their mutual
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linkage) in a multifaceted way (not only the macro-perspective of the two blocs but also
micro-perspectives, the fates of human beings). National master narratives, the scars of
the Cold War and actual conflicts resulting from the Cold War, have a strong impact on
not only the exhibition agenda of public museums, but also on policymakers and
investors. A real challenge is also the range of objects on display. Of course, there are
many large military objects representing Cold War history, but how to display the
typical daily routine under a constant nuclear threat, the human factor? It is not always
sufficient to spend money on the latest exhibition techniques to present a topic in an

aesthetically appealing way.

There are plans to establish a Center of Cold War at Checkpoint Charlie in Berlin,
Germany. In September 2012 a temporary exhibition pavilion of the Cold War Center,
called Black Box, opened there, at Checkpoint Charlie. Berlin’s state government
funded it. It is thought to have won new supporters for the project and to have given a
first glimpse into how an exhibition of the Cold War could look. Unfortunately, the
project faces the obstacle of a political-ideological opposition against the foundation of
a new museum. As a matter of fact it is a question of money as well as a struggle for
interpretive predominance.”® One must await further political decisions, especially after

the uncertain results of recent elections to the German Bundestag.”

A museum for the history of the Global Cold War is nevertheless an important and
necessary desideratum for the worldwide museum landscape. This exceptional conflict
is longing for historicizing in a museum, which is open at the same time to both its

global impacts and to private human fates.

%% See Jula Danylow, Andreas Etges, “A Hot Debate over the Cold War: The Plan for a Cold War Center
at Checkpoint Charlie, Berlin”, in: Jennifer Dickey, Samir El Azahar, Catherine M. Lewis, Museums in a
Global Context. National Identity, International Understanding, Washington, 2013, 144-161.

% On September 22™ 2013 Germany elected a new federal government. Federal Chancellor Angela
Merkel and the conservative CDU (Christian Democratic Union of Germany) hold the majority but still
have to decide on coalition partner. Available for selection are the SPD (Social Democratic Party of
Germany) and the Green Party.
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“The Cuban Missile Crisis: A Triangulated Vision”

Kate LEVCHUK

Introduction

The Caribbean Crisis is one of the most researched periods in historical scholarship,
boasting not only depth but also a variety of interpretations and viewpoints. The novelty
of this work is the presentation of the perspectives of the immediate participants with an
aim to reveal the existing differences, similarities and conclusions in view of newly
released documents. While performing this kind of comparison, scholars tend to focus
disproportionately on one side’s vision, either Soviet or American. This work will not
only provide a reader with both, but will also show the tendencies and understanding of
the Cuban side, which was paramount in the crucial October days of 1962. A common
belief is that as time goes by, it is harder to reinvent the wheel, especially in regard to
such a well-known case as the Caribbean Crisis. However, accounting for a number of
new sources becoming open to the public each year, there is no doubt the topic can be
built on and valuable additions can be made. The aim of this work, however, is not to
present a new truth, but rather to show that there is no monopoly on truth and that the
truth is usually found somewhere at the crossroads of a wide variety of opinions and

vantage points.

The Caribbean Crisis period was the most tense and dangerous time during the Cold
War. The world was at the brink of an apocalypse and if the two nuclear superpowers
had not resolved their disagreements peacefully, our lives today would be very different,
if they would be at all. As Winston Churchill once said, “I don’t know what will be used
during a Third World War, but have no doubt that the Forth one will be fought with
sticks and stones”. The quote captures the fatality of the possible Third World War,
which was so close in 1962. Indeed, the state leaders’ fears and mood, wrong
interpretations of orders, bad connection or any unfortunate coincidences and

mismatches could have lead to a thermonuclear war. Thus, in-depth and careful research
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allows us to analyze and comprehend what led the people in power to turn from the
cornerstones of national pride and prestige to the realization of human value, dignity
and security. The work puts a particular emphasis on the psychological aspect of the

decision-making and consequences evaluation.

In accordance with the aim and ambition of this research paper, the following research
question has been formulated: how were the perceptions of the American, Soviet and
Cuban sides different and how have these variations and vantage points influenced the
decision-making of the participants of the conflict and their assessment of its aftermath?
The time frame of this work is from January 1959 to November 1963. The paper
captures not only the 13 days of the Caribbean Crisis, but also the period precedating it.
We will start with the victory of the Cuban revolution, which brought Fidel Castro to
power (January 1%, 1959) as this enabled the conflict to occur, and then we will
examine time following the crisis and the “détente” in American-Soviet relations up to

Kennedy’s assassination on the 22™ of November, 1963.

A range of literature has been analyzed for this work with a special focus on memoir
sources and newly released documents. The secondary sources used can be
conditionally divided into Russian and English language sources. Russian sources
allowed us to understand the Soviet perspective of the crisis and the rationale behind
crucial decisions. ' Khrushchev’s son wrote an especially revealing book on his
interactions with his father in the days during the Cuban Crisis and afterwards. '°' The
Cuban perspective was significantly improved in Alekseev’s memoirs, in which he
claims that the missile withdrawal has been a complete surprise for him as well as for

the whole Cuban government.'”> Memoirs of R. Kennedy,'” Dean Rusk'** and Arthur

19 A F. Dobrynin, “Absolutely Privately. Soviet Ambassador to Washington DC During the Presidency
of Six American Leaders (1962-1986).” In USSR in the Contemporaries’ Memories (1939-1991) in 5
Books, 2: 656, Odessa: Astroprint, 2007; A. A. Gromyko, Memorable. Moscow, Politizdat, 2003; G. M.
Kornienko, Cold War: A Testimony of Its Participant. Moscow: Interbook, 1987.
19§ N. Khrushchev, Birth of Superpower: A Book About Father. Century and Personality, Moscow:
Time, 2003.
192 A. 1. Alekseev, The Caribbean Crisis: As It Was. Edited by N.V. Popov. International Questions;
Events and People. Moscow: Politizdat, 1989.
195 R.F. Kennedy, Thirteen Days. A Memoir of the Cuban Missile Crisis. New York: W.W. Norton
Company Inc., 1969.
1% Dean Rusk, As I Saw It. New York: Penguin Books, 1991.
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Schlesinger'” were paramount in understanding the work of ExComm, the importance
of personal connections and psychological reasons directing the actions of American
leaders. The limitations of the undertaken research are the ongoing time distortion of
the events and deeds as well as the shortage of the relevant material. Work with
contemporaries’ memoirs and the declassified files on the period help us to overcome

inaccuracies and generalizations.

In order to give an answer to the research question, the work is divided into three
interrelated chapters. First chapter, “Soviet View”, will show the perspective of Soviet
officials and modern Russian scholars on the events of 1962. Second chapter, titled
“American Side”, will reveal the American approach and evaluations of the crisis while
in the third chapter called “Cuban Perspective”, Castro’s rise to power and assessments
and reactions to his leadership and role in the crisis will be provided. This work will be

concluded with some necessary evaluations and a response to the research question.

Soviet View: “We wanted to protect Cuban revolution and we succeeded”

By 1960, the USSR had established an international position as a strong state promoting
its vision and goals in world geopolitics. Having validated itself during the Second
World War, the Soviet Union had been only strengthening its international position as a
world power and a carrier of Socialism, an ideology pervading more and more states
throughout the 20th century while receiving unambiguous approval by many Western
states. The US was the only country openly hostile to leftist inclinations, taking every
measure to prevent “the spreading of the red disease”. '°® That is why the American

reaction to Cuban events was so strong, especially since Cuba adopted Socialism.'"”’

There is solid evidence that after the defeat of the Cuban emigrants’ assault at the Bay
of Pigs, the Americans were preparing a large-scale invasion of regular troops.

According to the data of the Soviet Foreign Minister at the time, A.A. Gromyko,

195 A .M. Schlesinger, A Thousand Days of John Kennedy in the White House. New York, 1966.
1% G.M. Kornienko, Cold War: A Testimony of Its Participant. Moscow: Interbook, 1987.
197 S N. Khrushchev, “Cuban Missile Crisis. The Events Went Out of White House and Kremlin Control.”
International Life N° 5, 2002, pp. 57-79.
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outspoken anti-Cuban propaganda was accompanied by the mobilization of 150,000
reserve troops. '°° Khrushchev took such American steps seriously and viewed a
possible Cuban defeat as his own. '” He was sure this was a perfect time to show the
authority and power of the Soviets. An assertion by one of Khrushchev’s approximates
regarding the existent “inferiority complex” of the Soviet leader is of a particular
interest for the understanding of the rationale behind missiles stationing.''® According to
the assertion, Khrushchev was concerned that the USSR and the hardliner political elite
(so-called Stalinists) was not given due respect, and he wanted people around him to

fear him as they feared Stalin.'"

While seemingly far-fetched, such thoughts by the
closest advisors of the Soviet leader shed light on the psychological background on the

fateful decisions of the fall of 1962.

It is imperative to say a few words about the head of the Soviet Union in those difficult
times as he played a crucial role in the escalation and resolution of the crisis. Nikita
Sergeevich Khrushchev was realistic, pragmatic, understanding and often respondent to
the needs of Soviet people. However, according to Adgubey, the First Secretary’s best
qualities were his humanity and compassion.''? Braveness equally was an important
quality to him, though this occasionally led to unnecessary risk and recklessness,
notably during the Caribbean Crisis. Indeed, as we can judge post factum, the crisis was

caused by these qualities of the Soviet leader.

In regards to more objective factors directing Soviet foreign policy decision-making, the
strategic ratio of nuclear weapons was outrageously advantageous for the American side
(8:1 according to Soviet and 17:1 according to American evaluations). While definitely
pessimistic for the manifestation of Soviet power, the given numbers do not account to
more than mathematic calculations when it comes to their actual destructive power.

Krushchev is known to have stated, “we are not that bloodthirsty — they are going to

1% A. A. Gromyko, The American Foreign Policy: Lessons and Reality: 60-70s. International Relations.
Moscow, 1978.
19 Khrushchev, Birth of Superpower, op. cit.
"9 A A. Troyanovskiy, Through Years and Distance. Moscow: Misl, 1997.
""" AL Adgubey, The Crash of Illusions. Moscow: SP Interbook, 1991.
"2 A.A. Troyanovskiy, Through Years and Distance, op. cit.
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bomb dead — one time would be enough for us”.'" Nevertheless, a desire for a
psychological advantage could have been a reason for getting into such a reckless
enterprise, especially since the stationed missiles were able to enhance deterrence

between the superpowers and thereby reduce the risk of nuclear war.

A more important reason for Khrushchev’s psychological unrest were the American

114 . .. . .. .
American missiles thus could bomb Soviet cities in

naval bases in Turkey and Italy.
any moment, which, of course, was not reciprocated and could not be ignored by the
Soviet side. Indeed, Khrushchev is known to point to the other side of the sea when
having foreign guests and ask them whether they could see the American base. After a
negative response, he pointed to their bad vision and claimed he could see the change of
guard next to American missiles targeting Soviet cities, saying, “probably this summer

house is put on the map too”.'"”

According to contemporaries as well as Khrushchev’s own explanations, the main
reason for sending missiles to Cuba was his genuine desire to protect the Cuban
revolution. During his informal visit to Bulgaria, Khrushchev was constantly thinking
about the ways Soviet Union could help a newly established ally.''® Back in May of
1962, Khrushchev shared his apprehensions with A.l. Mikoyan and asked for advice on
how to protect Cuba from the imminent invasion.''” “Cuban defense was not only the
question of Khrushchev’s prestige but of a national prestige and validity of Soviet
Union, its ambitions for the status of a superpower,” explains S. Khrushchev in his

memoirs titled “Birth of A Superpower: A Book About Father”.

In terms of how to help the allied state, Khrushchev was contemplating several
alternative strategies. Thoughts on mutual help and cooperation were considered useless

and unproductive. Due to geographical proximity and naval superiority, military

'3 Khrushchev, Birth of A Superpower, op. cit.

""* Dean Rusk, As I Saw It, op. cit.
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assistance was deemed irrelevant.''® Sending missiles was seen as the only way to
drastically change the status quo. Although Krushchev was the main decision-maker
and risk-taker in 1962, he did not make this decision without assistance from his closest
advisors. The Soviet Commission, created for this end, came to a positive evaluation of
the Cuban landscape’s appropriateness and its ability to mask all military
preparations.'”” Despite a widespread misconception on the unilateral viewpoint of the

Soviet commandership, the assessments and opinions were varied in regards to the plan.

While Marshal Biruzov was adamant in pleasing Khrushchev with his positive
conclusions on the ability of Cuban soil and landscape “to obscure all the military
installations”, A.l. Mikoyan, who visited Cuba in 1960 in order to investigate the
revolution and ideological underpinnings of Fidel Castro, claimed that Cuban
plantations would not allow Soviet troops to mask offensive weapons. ' However,
people often focus on the facts and opinions that further credit their original views, and

thus Khrushchev was absolutely satisfied with Biruzov’s assessment.

In May 1962, the Soviet leader presented to the Central Committee Presidium the plan
of Operation “Anadyr”, a transatlantic transportation and secret stationing of Soviet
troops and missiles on the Cuban territory. The plan was supported almost

unilaterally. !

The question arises as to why the USSR did not inform the US about
missile stationing as the Americans had done regarding US missiles in Turkey,
especially considering the diplomatic advantage and validity it could have lended to the
operation. Some experts believe that Khrushchev was confidant Americans would do
everything possible to prevent a public, openly proclaimed stationing. '** Thus,
Khrushchev deprived himself of such an international tool and the whole operation
acquired the flavor of dishonesty and diplomatic cheating in the eyes of the world. He

was sure the Americans would have to put up with the missiles once they were in Cuba.

'"8 A 1. Mikoyan, “That Is How It Was: Discussions over the Past.” In USSR in the Contemporaries’
Memories (1939-1991) in 5 Books, 2:656. Odessa: Astroprint, 2007.
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Unfortunately, the Soviet commandership had not taken into account the peculiarities of
American foreign policy and its geopolitical configuration, which allowed the US to
enjoy its full security as an island-like territory engulfed by waters and weaker states.
The Monroe Doctrine, accepted in 1823, was cornerstone of American foreign policy
worldview. The Doctrine prohibited anybody’s military presence in the Western
hemisphere, which was incompatible with the presence of nuclear ballistic missiles 90

miles from its border.

Moreover, a secret realization of such an operation was a powerful psychological factor
that left the American government with no alternative but to declare the USSR an
aggressor and to implement the required measures. Interestingly, Castro realized the
importance and significance an openly proclaimed stationing could bring to his state, as
well as to the process of missiles transportation itself. '** Shortly after the beginning of

the stationing, he suggested that Khrushchev make the operation public.

However, it was the Americans who made it public before the Soviet leadership could
blink. The Soviets had to maintain appearance and international pride after their plan
was revealed by an American reconnaissance plane and Kennedy’s speech of October
22. Khrushchev wrote a letter of anger and outrage towards the unilaterally taken
American decision, “issuing an ultimatum” and passing resolutions without any

international right.'**

The letter says that the Soviet government considers declared quarantine to be “the
violation of the freedom of navigation in international waters and constituting an act of
aggression propelling humankind into the abyss of a world nuclear-missile war”.
Therefore, the Soviet government instructed the captains of Soviet ships bound for Cuba

to ignore the orders of American naval forces and use weapons in case of an attack.

123 F M. Burlatskiy, Leaders and Advisors. On Khrushchev, Andropov and not only. Moscow: Political
Literature, 1990, p. 232.
12 N.S. Khrushchev, “Letter from Khrushchev to John F. Kennedy.” Woodrow Wilson International
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On October 24, the world was on the brink of nuclear war. Neither sides wanted nor
could afford to cede ground. Nerves were strained to the limit. Soviet ships had several
miles left to the quarantine line. Luckily, common sense triumphed within both states.
Khrushchev ordered military ships to pause. Despite the quarantine, all other Soviet
vessels were let into Cuban waters.'** Both leaders were giving silent signals: we are
strong, but ready for a compromise. No one wanted a nuclear apocalypse. Despite clear
political character and motives both leaders were pursuing in this crisis, no one even
entertained the idea of sacrificing millions of their citizens’ lives for the sake of a
political and tactical victory. Khrushchev’s quote is best at illustrating the idea, “life is

. . 12
more precious than prestige”.'*

While the world was experiencing these tense and dangerous times, the Soviets had to
recontemplate how it could benefit from for the situation. Khrushchev was concerned
with the proximity of American missiles and naval bases to the Soviet cities. These
missiles could destroy Soviet cities at any moment, but the same positioning was being
denied to the Soviet side in the Cuban crisis.'*’ Beyond a doubt, it was an outrageous
injustice. After a considerable time to weigh the alternatives and evaluate his position,
Khrushchev wrote a new letter in which he offered a quid pro quo exchange to
withdraw Soviet missiles if Americans did the same in Turkey. As we now know, the
letter was never answered. Part of the reason is the huge role of the behind-the-scenes
diplomacy and its influence on leaders’ decision-making. The role of reporters and
journalists should not be understated, such as the fateful conversation between Fomin

and Scali in “Oxidental” or a report on the pending landing of American troops in Cuba.

Regarding the latter example, one of the Soviet agents sent a cable to his government on
the imminent American invasion from the coast of Florida, which he heard from a “New
York Herald Tribune” journalist during his visit to the international press club.'?®

Whether it was the imprecise information of an American newspaper or carefully

125§ N. Khrushchev, “Cuban Missile Crisis. The Events Went Out of White House and Kremlin Control.”
International Life N° 5 (2002), p. 73.
120 Tbid. 73.
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thought-out disinformation, it had a strong influence on the Soviet leader and made him
remove the reference to Europe-based American missiles from his letter to Kennedy.'*’
Thus, it can now be safely stated that it was actually him who stepped back first.'*’
Another important meeting, which happened on October 26, was Robert Kennedy’s
meeting with a Soviet Ambassador A.F. Dobrynin, where the same crucial question on
Soviet and American missiles was raised. Robert Kennedy explained to his colleague
that due to national pride and allied considerations in NATO, the US could not
withdraw Turkey-based missiles unilaterally as it would look like a weak concession to

. 131 . . . . .
Soviet pressure'’! and a sacrifice of international NATO members’ interests in order to

secure those of the US.!*?

The American side was never short on diplomatic justifications and the art of
persuading an opponent. Another reason for not publically announcing the withdrawal
of American missiles was the perceived bureaucracy of NATO and a need for a joint
decision to perform a withdrawal, coupled 4-5 month at minimum time frame for
withdrawal if approved.'*® Nevertheless, R. Kennedy gave confidential assurances on
the secret removal of the missiles in the near future. Interestingly, later it was written in

his memoirs, “President Kennedy was going to remove them shortly anyway”.'*

There is no doubt the Soviet side put itself into a diplomatically disadvantageous
position and missed out on the opportunities of the period. As it became later known,
Kennedy was ready to publicly announce the withdrawal of American missiles if the

situation spun out of control."*> What the American side was afraid of was an ultimatum
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139 A F. Dobrynin, “Absolutely Privately”, p. 556.
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regarding West Berlin,*® which the Soviets did not even hint at. After the Soviet
leadership was notified of Dobrynin’s unofficial meeting with Robert Kennedy,
Kruschev realized his letter was rushed. Due to technical setbacks, the American side
had not received the letter yet, so he decided to write a new one included the quid pro
quo request. For the sake of speed, the second message was transmitted by radio.
Khrushchev wanted to pretend the first letter did not exist, and the Kennedy brothers did

: 1
the same to his second message."*’

On Sunday morning of October 28, the Soviet leadership gathered in Novo-Ogarevo.
Whether it was cautious of a possible military strike on the Kremlin or decided to show
the world its cold-bloodedness, they eagerly waited for two messages from the
American counterparts: an official one from John Kennedy and an unofficial one, from
his brother. The President’s message did not boast much creativity or innovation. The
central message was the same, stating “missiles withdrawal on your behalf in exchange
for the security guaranties towards Cuba on our behalf’. The message’s tone was
official and dry. The existent White House tension could be easily read. The impression
was that the President was crying for help. Thus, the ball was on the Soviet side and it
was obvious that a decision had to be made as soon as possible. War was not an option.
In case the Americans had undertaken a strike on Soviet installations in Cuba,

Khrushchev would have had to swallow it or fight back with nuclear weapons.

Nevertheless, whatever the American sources could have consequently said, the Soviet
side never even entertained the possibility of a nuclear strike. Khrushchev excluded war
as a solution as he understood the consequences. Actions had to be taken promptly. A
recent uncoordinated shooting of an American reconnaissance plane by Soviet generals
in Cuba was the last drop in the bucket. As Khrushchev later confessed, this was the
moment when he understood how easily the events could go out of control and the
“missiles have to be taken”."** In his answer, Khrushchev stated that the “President’s

concerns find understanding in Moscow because the weapons he was talking about as
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137 S N. Khrushchev, “Cuban Missile Crisis. The Events Went Out of White House and Kremlin Control.”
International Life, N° 5 (2002), p. 73.
138 N.S. Khrushchev, Memories. p. 308.
55



offensive really constitute a formidable threat”."** The decision to cease installation as
well as to dismantle and return already stationed weapons was announced on October
28.'* Was not this a pure humiliation? Was not that similar to a naughty child’s play
with a forbidden toy, which had to be returned as soon as he was caught? Should not it
have been a direct cause of his removal from power? Opinions differ greatly, even
within Soviet historiography. Khrushchev himself said that with the US’s sincere
assurances on Cuban security, “the motives which prompted the Soviet side to help
Cuba are no longer relevant”."*! From such a vantage point, the Soviet Union achieved
its aims. Of course, the American interpretation differs from the Soviet one and blames
Soviet leader’s weakness as a failure in achieving a desired nuclear parity. The
discussion is endless. The facts stand strong: Kennedy was assassinated in November of

1963, Khrushchev was ousted from power in 1964, while Castro remained head of an

independent and sovereign Cuban state until 2008.

Looking at the situation without prejudice, the USSR plan was pointless. The
transportation of missiles cost millions of dollars and Khrushchev’s political.
Nevertheless, there is no doubt that the Socialist regime in Cuba would have been
destroyed if not for Khrushchev’s decision to play with fire. A verbal assurance on
Turkish missiles allowed Khrushchev to avoid political catastrophe when he agreed to

withdraw Soviet weaponry from Cuba.'**

The hurried decision taken by the Soviet side was not coordinated with the Cuban
government, resulting in grave consequences for Cuban-Soviet relations immediately
after the crisis.'*’ Why had not Khrushchev sought advice from his confidante? There

was no time for formalities.'** As the Soviet leader later stated, transmission of the
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message started before the ending was edited.'* Fidel had a straightforward assessment
of such a decision, “retreat, cowardice, surrender”.'*® AL Mikoyan was sent to to
improve relations with Cuban leadership. Despite the moribund condition of his wife,
the First Deputy Chairman was so devoted to his country that he promptly left for Cuba.
There, he was met with a cold shoulder."*” Throughout their conversation, Fidel stated
outrageously that “the Cuban people did not understand how it was even possible to
decide its destiny behind its back".'** Only the experience and diplomatic skills of the
Soviet chairman turned Cuban frustration and rage into a genuine understanding. Castro

left for Moscow in April of 1963 after more than a month in Cuba.'*’

The direct consequences of the crisis for the Soviet Union were positive. For the first
time, America acknowledged the power and wvalidity of the USSR as a world
superpower. Only after the crisis of 1962 did Kennedy understand the importance of
realism in world politics."*® The Soviet Union caused a significant psychological change
in the American worldview. Both leaders understood that the nuclear race couldn’t be
viewed as a power game as the whole of humanity lay on the other side of the scales. A
sign of relief of the two leaders in the moment of agreement on withdrawal was a
guarantee of a great change in the bilateral relations of the world superpowers. The

détente period began.

American Side: “We met eyeball to eyeball, and they blinked first”

The 1960s were a time of genuine American domination and prosperity. The victory in
the Second World War brought money and importance to America. And if due to some
reasons, such as its limited potential caused by an ongoing confrontation, America had
not yet succeeded to spread its influence into every corner of the world, the Western

Hemisphere had been gained for good. The idea of Western Hemisphere domination
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roots back to the Monroe Doctrine, which declared both Americas to be a zone with no
European control whatsoever. During periods as intense as the Cold War, this region
gained increased importance for the US as a superpower. According to Kennedy’s new
foreign policy strategy the balance of power should not change to the disadvantage of
the US"', and by no means did the American government intend to lead defensive
policies. The US was eager to “help oppositions inside the communist regimes” and to
pursue programs aimed at eroding the iron curtain.'’* Obviously, in pursuit of such
staunch anti-Communist foreign policy, the American government could not allow the

spread of Communism in its main sphere of influence.

It is easy to imagine Kennedy’s amazement and disillusionment when an island, situated
90 miles away from the American coast became Communist. He stated that the
“communist forces should not be underestimated in Cuba or anywhere else”.'>® After
the failure in the Bay of Pigs, he famously stated that the “'the complacent, the self-
indulgent, the soft societies are about to be swept away with the debris of history. Only

the strong [...] can possibly survive".'**

America was fast to act upon Castro’s rise. It brought together members of regional
organizations in order to exclude Cuba and take collective measures. Apart from all the
possible legal measures, secret CIA plans became known recently, ranging from cigar
poisoning to spattering Castro’s shoes with poisonous chemicals. There is no official
reference of Kennedy’s orders to kill Castro, but the desire to “get rid” of him clearly
became an imperative of American foreign policy at the time.'”® Kennedy’s personality
played a crucial role in the Cuban crisis, in its escalation as well as its settlement. Since
early childhood, his father taught him always to be the first and to yield to no one."*® An

Irish temper and brilliant family roots predestined him to play the leading role wherever
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he found himself. Thus, his failure to put up with the presence of Soviet missiles in such
proximity to America should not have been a surprise. Kennedy’s personality as well as
political factors such as November mid-term elections led Kennedy to escalate the

conflict to a qualitatively new level.

It is possible he was looking for an event to overshadow his Bay of Pigs failure. As we
know “all politics is local”.'”” Both Robert McNamara and Roger Hillsman claimed that
it was the American administration rather than the country itself that was in mortal
danger. '*® The official Kennedy foreign policy, such as the flexible response doctrine,
allowed the American government to find the necessary solutions to arising conflicts

and, most importantly, to achieve a compromise in the Cuban Missile crisis.'>

The Cuban government’s nationalization of American property at the island was a major
reason for the deterioration of American-Cuban relations. Numerous American
companies previously present and dominant at the Cuban market lost their market
leverage and profits. The puppet regime of Batista was overthrown and America had to
face the willful and ideological government of Castro, which the US was reluctant to
tolerate. The Bay of Pigs invasion was the first powerful indication of American hatred
towards a new Cuban regime. The surprising negligence of American forces was the
reason for its failure, which brought relentless criticism towards the American President
and his advisors from all sides of political spectrum.'® The immediate reaction of the
United States was diplomatic (exclusion of Cuba from the Organization of American
States followed by a cease of diplomatic relations) and economic (they stopped buying
Cuban sugar, their main export).'’ American actions pushed Cuba towards the Soviet
Union, which provided Cuba with economic aid and adopted Cuban support as its major
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diplomatic strategy. ~~ Khrushchev understood that Kennedy was not going to give up
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that easily after a recent military defeat. Thus, he started providing Cuba with military
equipment as early as May of 1962.'° The Americans became aware only after their
agents started reporting nightly movements of huge machines full of obscure containers

on the Cuban territory.'®*

A threshold moment in the history of the Cold War occured on October 14, 1962, when
Mayor Richard Heyser took photographs of Cuban soil showing a drastic divergence
from those taken a month before. American experts concluded that the masked objects
in the photos contained medium-range ballistic missiles.'®® Kennedy was informed on
October 16. From the start, his goal was to get rid of these missiles by all means
possible.'® He was confident that if he did not act decisively, his cabinet would stop

taking him seriously and the US would lose the support of its NATO allies.'®’

“Last month I said we weren’t going to [permit Soviet nuclear missiles
in Cuba] and last month I should have said ... we don’t care. But
when we said we’re not going to, and [the Soviets] go ahead and do it,
and then we do nothing, then ... I would think that our ... risks
increase.”'®®

Thus, it can be concluded that Kennedy believed he had to remove missiles in order to
restore his authority and protect American superpower status. Soon after the
information reached the American cabinet, Kennedy had a meeting with the Soviet
Foreign Minister, A.A. Gromyko. The discussion was tense and sharp, with the
conversation mainly concerning Cuba and the superpowers’ relations with the island.
Nevertheless, missiles were not mentioned during this important dialogue. It is clear
why Gromyko remained silent on the matter. Possible explanations for Kennedy’s

containment could be his unwillingness to engage in a diplomatic settlement, which

193 S A. Mikoyan, “A Jump Over The Ocean: Why the Missiles?” Latin America N° 1 (2003), p. 98.

194 E. Cohn, “President Kennedy’s Decision to Impose a Blockade in the Cuban Missile Crisis: Building
Consensus in the ExComm After Teh Decision.” In The Cuban Missile Crisis Revisited, edited by James
Nathan, 642. New York: St. Martin’s Press, 1992, p. 525.

195§ N. Khrushchev, Birth of Superpower: A Book About Father. Century and Personality. Moscow:
Time, 2003, p. 472.

1% A. A. Gromyko, The American Foreign Policy: Lessons and Reality: 60-70s. International Relations.
Moscow, 1978, p. 193.

17 R.A. Divine, “Alive and Well: The Continuing Cuban Missile Crisis Controversy.” Diplomatic History
N° 18 (1994), p. 420.

'8 Benjamin Schwarz, “The Real Cuban Missile Crisis.” The Atlantic (January 2, 2012).
http://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/2013/01/the-real-cuban-missile-crisis/309190/

60



could have been viewed as a reminiscent of Hitler’s appeasement, as well as a lack of
guidelines for the situation. According to some Soviet political scientists, instead of
looking to deescalate the situation, the US used “crisis diplomacy”, in which a situation
close to military collision is created in order to demand an unconditional surrender from
the opposite side,'® since the Americans believedthe Soviets would withdraw from a
“hot” confrontation as the decision-making side bearing the responsibility of the
possible escalation. Dean Rusk, the United States Secretary of State from 1961 to 1969,
claimed that the fact the crisis had not become public in the first week gave President an
opportunity to evaluate all pros and cons in order to make a balanced and mutually

acceptable decision.'””

On the other side, Thomas Paterson argues that Kennedy has greatly overstated the
Cuban threat and exacerbated the already existent problem.'”' In any case, we should
not underestimate the courage and wisdom of the American leader, which not only
allowed America to become a perceived winner of a confrontation but also improved its
world standing and authority. Dean Rusk is known to remind American reporters that

American and Soviets met eye to eye and the Soviets blinked first.

It is imperative to understand the American interpretation of Soviet motives for the
crisis escalation as well as the American evaluation of possible Soviet actions. This will
give us insight into the rationale and main reasons for the behavior and actions of the
US. Importantly, the United States saw the Cuban affair as a Soviet attempt to change
the disadvantageous status quo and achieve a nuclear parity. Some American experts go
as far as to suggest that the Cuban Crisis was the “cry of despair” and the result of

2 American officials understood

Soviet realization that they were losing the Cold War.
the undertaking as an attempt to bolster an offensive advantage and consequently their

positions in other foreign policy situations, such as in Berlin.'”?
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It is interesting that in contrast to the Soviet’s desperate effort to give the USSR the
appearance of arms parity, Kennedy's narrow victory in the 1960 election relied upon a
fabricated "missile gap" in the Soviet favor concocted to terrify the country and to

7% The Americans

condemn the Eisenhower administration as soft on national security.
would not recognize that Khrushchev might have had altruistic motives for missiles
stationing, and they piled up their explanations into a Soviet desire to “restore justice”
in a strategic and psychological sense (giving Americans a taste of their own medicine
and to feel the threat just like Soviet citizens of facing close proximity missiles in
Turkey). The Socialist explanation of the allied help is viewed as a bluff and

“laughable” rhetoric.'”

Summarizing extensive research of Soviet motives, American experts Blight and Welch
came to the conclusion that the Soviet decision could be attributed to three main
concerns: a desire to prevent American invasion and abolition of the revolutionary
Cuban government, an obvious necessity to change a strategic nuclear imbalance, and
national pride considerations in that the USSR had a reciprocal right to deploy one’s

. . . 1
nuclear missiles in the adjunct.'”

The logic of the American people was also a major factor in political decision-making.
Unlike the Soviet citizens, Americans were confident that if the Soviets had an
opportunity to push the button, there were no reasons for them not to.'’’ The
aforementioned rationale explains a great psychological crisis America experienced
during the Cuban crisis and its leaders determination to remove the missiles from Cuban

territory as quickly as possible.

Immediately after the spotting of missiles, the crisis group was formed, called
ExComm, in which major figures in American politics gathered to achieve a consensus
as to how to respond to the aggressive actions of the Soviet government. It is worth

noting that unlike Khrushchev, Kennedy decided to hold the meetings without being
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present. This allowed the members to speak openly without trying to please the
President. Kennedy’s brother Robert played a crucial role in the meetings of the

ExComm as well as in the crisis resolution in general.

According to Arthur Schlesinger, Robert was an irreplaceable partner, who helped the
President resist strong pressure from the military to employ weapons.'” It was Robert
Kennedy who headed the ExComm meetings, prevented a suggested “massive nuclear
strike on Cuba”, maintained correspondence with Soviet leadership and held secret
meetings with the Soviet Ambassador, A.F. Dobrynin, which according to Khrushchev
were the most important part of the political dialogue between the states and allowed a

peaceful settlement.'”

However, even the assessment of his role in the crisis is highly
debatable, with Sheldon M. Stern’s account describing Robert Kennedy as one of the
most consistently and recklessly hawkish advisers, pushing not for a blockade or even

air strikes against Cuba, but for a full-scale invasion.'*

It is important to note how diversity of opinions and ideas of its members within the
Executive Committee. Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara stated that there was no
difference in the territorial stationing of the Soviet missiles, as the USSR-based
intercontinental missiles had the same destructive power as the medium-range ones in

Cuba.'®!

The balanced position of such a distinguished person was crucial to pushing back
against the doomed “strike scenario”, advocated by higher military commandership.
Robert Kennedy viewed everything through the lens of domestic politics and the
President’s standing within the government. As claimed by American historiography,
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eventually both Robert Kennedy and McNamara advocated for a blockade. "~ American

UN representative Adalai Stevenson II proposed an extensive political plan on the
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neutralization of American troops in Cuba under direct UN supervision, withdrawal of
American “Jupiters” from Turkey and Greece and territorial guarantees to Cuba.'®® The
American higher command on the other side was confident that the Bay of Pigs failure
was a direct consequence of American indecisiveness and claimed that the Cuban crisis
was a perfect moment to solve the problem of revolutionary. Among the notorious
warmongers, Dean Acheson, Paul Nitze and C. Douglas Dillon were the most
sophisticated and linked the Soviet missiles problem to the American leadership
positions in the Western Hemisphere, advocating immediate and decisive military
actions such as a tactical strike.'® Senator Richard Russell requested an immediate
direct invasion of the island.'®® Eventually the “war party” found itself distanced from
the decision-making process, which, while beneficial for world security and settlement

of the conflict, was a cause of enduring political disagreements.

Evaluating the possible alternatives, the Americans were also trying to predict the
reaction of international actors in view of various historical precedents. It was hard to
overlook the parallel to Pearl Harbor when contemplating a massive air strike. At the
last meeting of ExComm, Robert Kennedy sent his brother a note saying, “now I know

what Tojo must have felt planning Pearl Harbor”.'®

To the Soviets would likely blockade Berlin in response, which was why this was not an
option for an American government. Finally, McNamara’s assurances that the targeted
strike would not be 100% effective was a last straw as remaining missiles could have
been directed towards American cities, and the strike option was given up. In his speech
on October 22, Kennedy declared an establishment of naval quarantine for offensive
weapons. He stated that all vessels carrying weapons of mass destruction to Cuba would

be stopped and returned to the ports they had left."®” He also pointed out that any missile
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launched from Cuba would be regarded as a Soviet attack and would lead to a full-scale
counter-attack on the USSR. The reaction of the world leaders to the American decision

varied greatly.

Nevertheless, everyone understood the danger of the situation and the possible
consequences of mutual miscommunication. European NATO allies were especially
concerned with the escalation of the conflict due to the fact that in the tense days of
October 1962, as alliance with the United States potentially amounted to, as Charles
de Gaulle had warned, “annihilation without representation.”'®® UN General Secretary
U Thant suggested a high level meeting between Kennedy and Khrushchev in order to
reach a settlement. If such a meeting took place, however, the American President could
have been accused of cowardice and incoherence, and the political spectrum of the US
could tilt to the Republicans. Thus, Kennedy took the only possible decision — to put

.. . . 1
negotiations on hold until the missiles were removed.'*

It is hard to overestimate the panic Americans during October of 1962. Throughout the
world, forces went on high alert. World War III seemed imminent and, across the globe,
terrified people prepared for Armageddon.'®® People built bomb shelters, bought
provision for years to come and waited for the worst while hoping for the best. The
order was given for the evacuation of Washington DC. Kennedy was decisive and
pertinacious. Recently declassified sources show that the American government was
planning a full-scale military invasion in case a compromise was not reached."”’ An
important factor in such a tense atmosphere was Jacqueline Kennedy’s refusal to
evacuate, which, according to some scholars, helped smooth the belligerent attitude of
her husband.'”® Apart from Jackie’s position, the meeting between Aleksandr Fomin,
the counselor of the Soviet Embassy, and John A. Scali, an ABC reporter, was a

decisive point in turning the American position to a more realistic approach. Fomin
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mvited Scali for a lunch at the old Occidental Restaurant, two blocks from the White

House in hope of getting some first-hand information.

According to Fomin’s interpretation, during lunch, Scali suddenly began threatening, “if
Moscow does not remove missiles in the next 48 hours Pentagon will tear Cuba apart

. . . 1
and leave neither missiles nor Castro intact.”'*

An outraged Fomin took the
responsibility to retort with the blackmail regarding Soviet retaliation in West Berlin,'**
leaving Kennedy in jitters. West Berlin was an important American foreign policy
success and since it was located in the middle of Soviet East Germany, the Soviet threat
was real. Thus, Scali was instructed by a concerned American government to transmit
the newly formed suggestions on the removal of Soviet missiles in exchange for a
guarantee of non-intervention on the US side.'”” This was the final pronounced deal,

apart from the secret assurances on the withdrawal of Turkish missiles.

American assessment of the events can be summarized as a unilateral account of
American victory and a shameful backing of the Soviet leader. Scholarship immediately
following the crisis largely supported this harmful idea. According to James Nathan,
such a false characterization of the events had the unfortunate adoption of a “resolve”
rather than an acceptable compromise as a main goal of the American Cold War
policy.'”® Despite an apparent victory of the American side, an obvious change in the

US attitude towards USSR-directed foreign policy warrants consideration.

A pronounced evidence of the increased soberness of American policy making is
Kennedy’s famous speech at American University in Washington on June 10, 1963,
where he acknowledged that the US could not perform the gendarme role forever, but

should rather strive to make the world a safer place by accepting a whole multitude of
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ideologies and worldviews.'”” A degree of realism shown by Kennedy caused some
violent assaults by American reactionary powers. Extremist and pro-fascist American
organizations operating in the 60s were confident that it was Kennedy who turned out to
be a “weakest link.”'”® Some accusations go as far as to suggest that Communists

infested the State Department and the war plans were transferred to the Soviet Union.'”’

According to Dean Rusk, the deterrent was as important as power.””’ As a result of this
frightening stand-off, the parties were able to get to know each other and form their
opinion on the representatives of the opposite camp. In the aftermath of the crisis, JFK
said, “Khrushchev has made an important input in the peace and stability of the
world”.?*! Khrushchev was equally impressed by the statecraft and wisdom of his

American colleague.

The Cuban crisis showed that nuclear war was not an option. Both Russians and
Americans understood that they were just people and not blind system apologists.***
Talking about the leaders’ role, Khrushchev noted, “any fool can start war and not a
hundred of wise man would be enough to finish it.”** Indeed, it is hard to imagine what
would have happened if Eisenhower was in Kennedy’s place and Stalin was the USSR

leader at the time.

Cuban Perspective: “Cuban People Do Not Understand...”
It would be wrong to view the positions of superpowers only in the Caribbean Crisis.
Looking only at the global side of the ideological contestation of two-world systems

would be same as playing basketball without a court. Cuba was that court during 1962.
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To a great extent, the October events were linked to the preceding Cuban revolution was
and Castro’s ascent to power. Castro was born to a Spanish immigrant and poor Cuban
peasant. Despite this humble upbringing, his parents strived to give Fidel the best
education and from early childhood, his educational success was remarkable.?* His
revolutionary temper did not go unnoticed either. At age 13, he participated in the
workers’ revolt at his father’s sugar plantation. Max Lestnik, Castro’s school friend
said, "he possessed unbelievable braveness. They say who follows Castro will either

die or win!”

Initially America was favorably disposed towards a new regime. Unaware of the
pending turn in Cuban foreign policy, Senator Robert Kennedy joined in on the
approval of a new Cuban government as an improvement to the “despotic” Batista’s
dictatorship.”” Castro was equally inclined towards friendly relations with the US.
Indeed, during the Cuban revolution, Cuba had diplomatic relations with the US, but not
the USSR. The mistrust and lack of information on the other side precluded the Soviet
Union and Cuba from any meaningful interaction until the Soviets examined Castro’s
plans and ideological standing. Rapid nationalization of American property could not go
unnoticed by the Americans and created a fear that the Castro’s regime would have a
profound effect on the leftist movements in the other Latin American states and start a
detrimental impact on American business. Cuban agrarian reform led to the

expropriation of American property amounting to 1 $ billion.

The change in American attitudes was drastic and ill conceived. An ostentatious neglect
of the Cuban leader by the American President played a significant role in the decline of
mutual relations. Eisenhower redirected Castro to his Vice-President, R. Nixon,
choosing to play golf over a scheduled high-level meeting. Castro considered such an
attitude towards the President of an independent and proud Cuban republic
humiliating.**® Had Eisenhower met with Castro and promised support in his fight with

corruption and chaos, would there have been a crisis in the first place? There is reason
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to believe that Washington did everything possible to push Cuba into the Soviet

embrace.

The role of the US economic embargo cannot be overstated. The ceasation of sugar
imports signified the end of previously blossoming bilateral trade and put Cuba on the
brink of economic collapse.””” Soon afterwards the US broke all diplomatic interactions
with the republic. In a bipolar world,“my enemy’s enemy is my friend”. The US left
Cuba with no choice. The alternative of a strong ally instead of waiting to be annihilated
was a welcoming option. The USSR was happy to support a friendly Communist regime
in the sphere of American interests. Soon, the Soviet Union became Cuba’s lifeline.>*®
Due to its reliance on the USSR and in light of the recent Bay of Pigs invasion, Castro

announced turned Cuba into a socialist state.

The Americans called Castro’s revolution treason and set out on the annihilation of
Castro and his regime.’” The 1963 failed plan, Mongoose, is the most well known
though many plans existed before 1962, some of which were really curious. One plan
was to apply thallium salts to Castro’s shoes in order for his beard to fall off and destroy
his charisma. Another one was to sprinkle Castro’s cigars with a chemical substance,
causing temporary disorientation before he was to give a speech.”'’ The duplicity of
American liberalism was especially evident in its relation to Cuba, when the notions of
state sovereignty, democracy and the will of the nation were disregarded for the selfish

national interest of the US.

“We cannot overestimate to what extent CIA officers felt the pressure and urges to take
actions in regard to Castro and his regime,* said a CIA agent in 1967.'' The politics of
the time were to get rid of Castro. So why was the US so persistent in its fight of

Castro regime? How can we explain its irreconcilable position? According to American
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political scientist, Thomas Patterson, the major reason for American leaders’ anxiety
was the challenge to American superiority in the Latin America.”'? Castro’s survival

was an affront to American pride.

A plausible explanation for American reaction at the time of Castro’s rise to power as
well as today might be an account of ontological security, thus the need to define itself
in opposition to another. The Monroe Doctrine and the perception of Cuba as a defiant
power in American sphere of interests could not leave the Americans silent. On August
23, 1963, Kennedy issued National Security memorandum #181, “a directive to
engineer an internal revolt that would be followed by US military invasion”. One of the
most popular planned operations was operation Mongoose, tacitly approved by
Kennedy in March 1962, which, again stated that the eventual success of the program
would require a decisive US military intervention. *"> Military exercises called
Filbrixlex-2>'* involving 40,000 military personnel directed against an imagined dictator
called Ortsac (Castro backwards) was a powerful indication of American intentions to

invade as well as a validation for the Soviet missile stationing.

Accounting for the numerous sophisticated plans to invade the island, there is no
wonder Cubans constantly felt existentially threatened. After the Bay of Pigs invasion,
Castro called Kennedy a “new Hitler”.*'> Cuba persisted that its problem was not that
the opposition of geopolitical West and East, but rather its pursuit of independence and
sovereignty. Nevertheless, it is important to note a sharp geopolitical contestat over the
island. At a time when the US was planning yet another full-scale invasion, Soviet
leadership was thinking of options to protect the Cuban Revolution. The drastically
different standing towards the Cuban Revolution for the procurement of political
objectives was the main reason for the Soviet success with an enduring Cuban

government. The result of Soviet deliberations was Khrushchev’s decision to station
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nuclear missiles on its territory. Indeed, the missiles’ transportation would prove Soviet
ability to strike the heart of American interests with impunity, and thus signify an
important victory for the Soviet people, who were used to seeing the world as a zone of

geopolitical contests.'°

One roll of a dice could restore Soviet international standing, frighten Americans, save
Cubans, shut up Stalinists, frustrate the Chinese and gain a potential advantage in the
bargain over West Berlin. Risk was medium, reward great.”!” Thus, a Soviet delegation
was sent to Cuba to explain the situation and reach an agreement for weapons
stationing. *'® Surprisingly, Cubans were more than willing to accept murderous
weapons. “Let us be the first victims in the fight against American imperialism”, stated
Castro. Despite being an extravagant character, his decision was motivated by an

.. . . T 21
altruistic sacrifice in the name of socialism .2"

Soon afterwards, Raul Castro arrived in the USSR to prepare all the necessary
documents. A final meeting of Raul Castro and Khrushchev took place on July 8. The
secrecy of the operation was especially important. All possible measures were taken to
ensure the safety of documents. All materials were written by hand in a single copy.**
The Cubans offered to make the stationing of missiles public. This not only heightened
the prestige of the agreement but also gained Cuba greater importance in the
international community. Who would try to preclude the agreement between the two
independent governments? If someone in Moscow was considering making Soviet
intentions public, it was a recently appointed Soviet Ambassador to Washington
Anatoly Dobrynin, who claimed, “we could have predicted a violent reaction of
9 221

America to Khrushchev’s undertaking as soon as it becomes known”.””" The covert

nature of the operation only escalated the negative perception of it.
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The veterans of the Cuban administration acknowledge that if the Soviet missiles
stationing had been public, the US would have had more difficulty resisting due to the

. .. . . 222
precedent of American missiles in Turkey and elsewhere in Europe.

Kennedy
himself declared repeatedly that the Jupiter missiles were “the same” as the Soviet
missile in Cuba.**® Thus, the only role they performed was to enhance nuclear

deterrence by complicating America’s planning for a successful first strike.

The psychological factor of a secret stationing and a newly acquired US awareness of
the fact could not allow them to “sit back and let them do that to us,” as the US

224 . ‘o
The fact remained. Missiles were

Assistant Secretary of State Edwin Martin put it.
stationed. US leaders were informed. In his speech on October 22, Kennedy did not

even try to hide an obviously hostile attitude towards Cuba.

He did not even recognize Cuban attempts to protect itself and ensure its regime’s
future. The State Department published a brochure, which called Castro a traitor to
common American interests and viewed its Communist regime as a challenge to the
stability of Americas.”** The considerations of the security dilemma were at work here.
According to Gromyko, the roots of Cuban crisis can be found in the American desire to
ensure its monopoly on security while rejecting the right of other states to protect
themselves.

Indeed the explanatory force of the security dilemma in the Cuban Crisis case is an
astonishing one. It was at play when Americans refused to accept the validity of the
Soviet rationale for the stationing of the missiles as well as when the Cuban government

did not trust American guarantees of non-aggression.

The tension during October was remarkable. In such a situation, the third player was an

additional burden on the decision-making and control. It was hard for two leaders to
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come to terms and put themselves into each other’s shoes in order to reach a
compromise. To know what was going on in the heads of mysterious and irascible
Cuban leaders was even harder. In these crucial days when the Cold War tension
reached its peak and the order of any Cuban general could cause a nuclear Armageddon,
the connection and information exchange with the Cuban side bore a prodigious

importance.

An illustrative was the shooting down of an American reconnaissance flight U-2 on
October 27, which consequently has been called “Black Saturday”.??’ Even though the
American public has been long misinformed as to the responsibility of shooting down
the plane, it is now known that a Soviet General made the decision without any prior
consultation with central command. This was the turning point in the crisis, when the

Soviet government realized the danger of the situation in Cuba.

As Khrushchev later acknowledged, this was the moment when he got a gut feeling that
the missiles ought to be removed with no further delay,*® and he decided to accept
President Kennedy’s proposal of October 28.7*° A number of IRBMs were controlled
directly by Cuban commandership. Thus, the possibility of an unexpected situation was
multiplied by the existence of a third decision-maker. Practically simultaneous with the
Soviet order to ignore the flying planes, Castro ordered his soldiers to shoot down
American reconnaissance planes. He believed the Northern neighbor could be
influenced by nothing but power. Indeed, he was the leader of the Cuban Republic and
American planes were flying over his territory.

The situation in Cuba was escalating every moment. Castro was ready to die together
with the Socialist camp. From the newly released documents, we now know that Castro

d.?° He was not aware of the

was urging Khrushchev to use missiles if Cuba was invade
overwhelmingly American-inclined nuclear balance and had no idea what the explosion

of an atomic bomb was or what the consequences of a nuclear warfare would be for all

227 Raymond Garthoff, “Cuban Missile Crisis: The Soviet Story.” p. 72.

228 NI.S. Khrushchev, Memories, p. 308.

229 Raymond Garthoff, “Cuban Missile Crisis: The Soviet Story.” p. 76.

239 John Swift, “The Cuban Missiles Crisis.” History Review (2007). http://www.historytoday.com/john-
swift/cuban-missile-crisis.
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the sides involved, irrespective of the winning and losing positions.”>' He was sure that
if the Soviet Union struck first, it would end the arrogant Northern neighbors and the era

of freedom, welfare and economic prosperity would reign on the Cuban soil.**?

Thus, the Soviet decision to withdraw the missiles came out of the blue for the Cuban
side. “Up to this very moment we were sure the missiles would be used,” stressed
Castro. This was likely the rationale for Castro’s message of October 27, in which he
suggested launching a preventive nuclear strike.”>> The Soviet government, however,
decisively rejected such a scenario as one that had never been considered by the Soviets.
“Dear comrade,” wrote Khrushchev, “I think your suggestion to be wrong, however, |

. . 234 . . . .
understand your motivation”. ** Later on, Castro claimed his intentions were

. . 2
misunderstood in Moscow.>*

However, Castro was not consulted when the final decision on missiles withdrawal was
negotiated in the Soviet echelons. On Sunday, October 28, around 7 AM, Cuban
President Osvaldo Dorticos notified the Soviet ambassador in Cuba, Alekseev ,on the
official Soviet resolution. “When Dorticos said that the information could not have been
falsified as it was coming from the Moscow radio, I felt myself the most unhappy
person on the Earth and I could not even imagine what Castro could have felt,”
Alekseev wrote in his memoirs on that famous day.”*® The following expansive cable
addressed to the Cuban leader stressed a dangerous time shortage and informed Castro
on the positive consequences of the crisis settlement. According to the cable, Cuba was
assured of at least 6 years of peace as Kennedy, who “was definitely going to be newly

elected was not going to bridge its gentleman’s word”.

21 B.J. Bernstein, “Reconsidering the Missile Crisis: Dealing with the Problems of the American Jupiters
in Turkey.” p. 549.
32 B J. Bernstein, “Reconsidering the Missile Crisis: Dealing with the Problems of the American Jupiters
in Turkey.” p. 549.
233 A. Fursenkoand T. Naftali. One Hell of Gamble. New York, 1997, p. 74.
2% 1 L. Gaddis, We Now Know: Rethinking Cold War History. Clarendon Press, 1997, p. 277.
233 AL Alekseev, “Cable from Soviet Ambassador to Cuba Alekseev to USSR Foreign Ministry.”
Woodrow Wilson International Center for Scholars, October 31, 1962.
http://digitalarchive.wilsoncenter.org/document/112640.  Apparently, N.S. Khrushchev did not
understand me or the translation was not correct since in the cable of 27 [26?] October I did not suggest to
be the first in delivering a blow against the adversary territory during the crisis, but in the case if there
were an aggression against Cuba and Soviet people would be perishing together with the Cubans.
236 A 1. Alekseev, The Caribbean Crisis: As It Was, p. 71.
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The Cuban government, however, was dissatisfied with such a conclusion. The
perspective of the Cuban leaders that the Soviet Union completely ignored Castro’s
ideas on how to resolve crisis were not only credible but bitterly exacerbated by the
outrageous negligence of Castro’s famous 5 Points by the American government right
before the settlement of the crisis. Castro felt he was used as a pawn by the two
superpowers.”’ This led to a decline in relations with the Soviet Union and the Cuban
regime adopted a general suspiciousness and insular attitude for many years to follow,

irritating America and causing the Cuban people to suffer.

Conclusion

Drawing a conclusion from such a controversial and crucial period in human history is
more than an ambitious task. However, a summary of the events can be given. The crisis
became a turning point in the relations between the two superpowers. It demonstrated
how dangerous the possibility of nuclear showdown was and that the only rational way
out in such a case would be through peaceful negotiations. Kennedy’s quote is an
illustrative example of a rational attitude towards international relations, “let us never

negotiate out of fear, but let us never fear to negotiate.”

The American and Soviet leaders understood the insurmountable danger of another
similar misunderstanding and established a red line between Kremlin and the White
House. The realization of mutual vulnerability showed the US that the exercise of power
is not limitless and the only acceptable way to regulate power in the nuclear age is by
negotiation. The new concept of “peaceful coexistence” was accepted in the aftermath,
which signified the beginning of défente and an understanding that despite a different
ideology, the world superpowers do not have to exasperate those differences by military

means.

The universally accepted conclusion of the crisis is that it was a definitive victory by

the US. Due to greater access of information by the American scholarship as well as

27 Adrian Brito, “The Cuban Missile Crisis”.
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intense propaganda techniques, the account of a wise, brave and victorious American
leadership long dominated the general narrative. Indeed, if we look at the situation from
the position of public appearance and proclamations, there was an unambiguous
American victory, but the withdrawal of Turkey-based Jupiters seems to invalidate such
a claim. In terms of geopolitics, American victory could be questioned due to the fact
that a hostile political regime acquired a strong footing in close proximity to the

American border.

The Soviets have usually cited the Cuban defense and the prevention of a US-initiated
nuclear war as their main rationale for the stationing of missiles. Clearly, these are the
only explanations that could afford them to keep up appearances in the aftermath of
withdrawal. Cuba indeed received the assurances of non-intervention and for good or
bad, the Cuban regime lasted long. Despite such a positive outcome for the regime,
consequences for the Cuban people were less than satisfactory due to a persisting,
destructive, economic embargo. As for the second reason of deterring the US from
starting a nuclear war, Khrushchev’s strategy worked well as he got assurances of the

withdrawal of Turkish missiles and then signed a nuclear test ban treaty in 1963.

This work examined how the differences between American, Soviet and Cuban sides
influenced the decisions of the participants of the conflict and how these variations can
help explain the differences in crisis assessment. From the research, it becomes evident
that not only can there be no universally correct account of the events, but also that the
politically motivated and acceptable national interpretations create a multitude of

equally logical and explanatory motivations and assessments of the events.

The main goal of a researcher is to approach all these interpretations from an unbiased
point of view and understand the situation in its complexity. Due to recently released
documents of the Soviet side, the account of the event became fuller, eliminating
conventional stereotypes and a dominant American view. Despite the smaller influence
of Cuban decision-making, a similar addition of Cuban sources would greatly help to
understand the psychology of the crisis and the leaders’ decisions to engage in such

irreversible and risky behavior.
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Not only was this paper to show the complexities surrounding the political decision-
making and its interpretation, but to imply we should learn from history and not commit
the same mistakes if they can be avoided. As Mark Twain once said “History doesn't
repeat itself, but it does rhyme. “Even though officially Cold War is over, the tensions
existing among some states continue to exist and heighten. And let our prudence and
understanding trump over our ambition and self-assertion if we want to continue enjoy

the world which we all now take for granted.
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Top Secret Soviet and Hungarian Plans for Pre-empting NATO — USA
Unexpected Nuclear Strikes

Rita PARODA

In this article, I would like to focus on the lack of preparation during the Cold War by
the countries of the Warsaw Pact (WP) for defense against a nuclear missile attack
before the 1980s because their basic strategy was to make a pre-emptive strike.
Additionally, I will explore the possible reasons that led them to make defensive
preparations. The secret documents of the WP from the 1970s and the 1980s are
increasingly available for historians. By analyzing these documents, we can create a
more accurate image of the function and intention of the WP. From these documents,
we can conclude the point of the WP’s military doctrine was to take the offensive in
fighting a potential World War III against NATO. This is clearly demonstrated in the
nuclear war plans, in which they shifted from a defensive position to an offensive war

against NATO forces.

Starting in the 1960s, the Soviets led WP nations to conduct military exercises or Front
Command Post exercises every year in some member states involving military forces of
the Soviet Union along with those of other WP member states. Annually, with the
approval of the Hungarian political leadership, they formulated and modified plans for

. . 2
waging a possible war.”*®

These secret documents reveal that even in the 1980s, the Soviet Union was prepared
for an offensive war in which they would likely use nuclear weapons. This is
demonstrated by a Front Command Post exercise in 1980. In this scenario, "self-
defense" would persist until completion of full military invasion of Italy as part of WP

forces’ pre-emptive strike, in which if they encountered minimal resistance and did not

238 presentation of Miklos Horvath in the Terror Haza Muzeum, October 7, 2010.
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lose any captured territory, WP forces could move from the Hungarian-Austrian border
all the way to Trapani, Sicily. Recent research by military historian Mikl6s Horvath
indicates there was no significant change to this strategy, even after the 1987 Berlin
meeting of the WP Political Consultative Committee, in which they decided to
strengthen the defensive nature of the WP's military doctrine. In 1987, 32 years after the
formation of the WP, in a Front Command Post exercise, for the first time, the Unified
Armed Forces were dealing with the challenges of preparing and waging a defensive

. . 2
military operation.”*

The WP countries first began taking increased measures in the 1980s in regards to an
unexpected nuclear attack from NATO. In 1981, KGB chairman Yuri Andropov
announced that the Politburo decided the KGB and GRU (the Soviet Military
Intelligence) were to collaborate for the first time in a global intelligence operation,
code-named RYAN (PAH), from the acronym for Raketno-Yadernoe Napadenie,
meaning “Nuclear Missile Attack”. The purpose of RY AN was to collect intelligence on
the presumed, but non-existent, plans of the Reagan administration to launch a nuclear
first strike against the Soviet Union. Operation RYAN slowed during 1984, though it
did not end quite then.*** We still do not have enough information about the function
and role of this intelligence operation during the early 1980s, so this issue needs further
research. Based on the secret correspondence between the Soviet and the Hungarian
intelligence services in 1984-1985, we know that Soviet officials drew alerted
Hungarian political leaders to the perceived aggressive policies of the USA. Among
other aspects, they indicated that

The USA in favor of increasing its military power began the
implementation of monumental armament programs. With the
mobilization of huge financial and technical resources they began
developing new strategic nuclear weapon systems, anti-missile
systems, and the preparation of cosmic warfare... The leading circles
of the USA ultimately want to create an arsenal which is capable of
making the first strike, which allows them to use nuclear blackmail
and the unlimited instruments of power politics.>"

% Horvath Miklés: Uj szakasz a hideghaboru torténetének kutatisaban? - Mozaikok Magyarorszag
hideghaborus torténetébol, 2010, p. 8.
%0 Christopher Andrew and Vasili Mitrokhin: The Sword and the Shield: The Mitrokhin Archive and the
Secret History of the KGB, 2001, pp. 213-214.
**1'43 document - ABTL 1. 11. 4. EV/84-88/1 3-12.
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Some key historical events

Starting in 1977, the Soviets replaced the SS-4 and SS-5 missiles with longer range
(5000 km) SS-20 missiles, which was followed by firm reactions from the USA. In May
1978, NATO adopted a new armament program for the next 15 years, including
developing a neutron bomb. The armament war between the superpowers accelerated. A
NATO meeting was held on December 12, 1978 in Brussels, Belgium. They adopted
the Double-Track Decision, in which NATO would deploy 572 American Pershing-11
and Cruise Missiles into Western Europe in 1983 if the Soviets refused to disarm the

SS-20 missiles.

Meanwhile in 1980, the Wartime Statute of the Combined Armed Forces of the WP
countries, drafted in 1978, was approved. In November 1981, President Reagan made a
proposal called “Zero Option.” If the Soviet Union disarmed all of their missiles in
Europe and beyond the Ural Mountains, then NATO would stop enforcing the 1979
Double-Track Decision. The Soviets rejected this offer. By autumn of 1983, no
agreement was reached and negotiations stalled. As a result, the USA deployed the
American Pershing-II and Cruise Missiles to Greenham, England, Mutlangen, West

Germany, and Comiso, Italy.

These missiles only needed 5-8 minutes to reach their target. As a countermove, the
Soviets increased the number of the SS-20 missiles in East Germany and
Czechoslovakia. On November23, 1983, American-Soviet negotiations broke down

completely.***

In addition, we can assume that a 1983 NATO war plan may have played
a part in the development of the defensive preparations of the WP. In the military
exercise, code-named “Able Archer”, NATO member states, with the participation of
the government leaders, also practiced preparations for a nuclear war. Able Archer was
the final phase, the conclusion of the Autumn Forge 1983 exercise, and was conducted
between November 7-11, in which the exercise shifted from conventional war to nuclear

24
war. 3

2 Fischer Ferenc: A kétpolusu vilag, 2005. 293-323.
3 The 1983 War Scare: “The Last Paroxysm” of the Cold War Part I, National Security Archive
Electronic Briefing Book N° 426, Edited by Nate Jones, posted in May, 2013.
http://www2.gwu.edu/~nsarchiv/NSAEBB/NSAEBB426/
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Soviet intelligence agencies kept a close watch on the maneuvers, and their reports led
Andropov and his top aides to conclude that a nuclear attack was imminent. According
to John Lewis Gaddis, it was probably the most dangerous moment since the Cuban
Missile Crisis in 1962.>** The events of the first half of the 1980s like this NATO
exercise created a fear of war among the Soviets. According to Richard Rhodes, this
“made the Soviet leadership uneasy, so there was very little that prevented them from
making the first nuclear strike”.>** Recently declassified secret documents also reveal
that even in the 1980s, the world was extremely close to a thermonuclear war, but this

1ssue needs further research.

Instructions for detection of and preparation for nuclear attack

According to the Soviets, “the escalation of the tension between the opposing military
forces increases the possibility of the unexpected nuclear strike against the Soviet Union
and the other socialist countries, and thereby the danger of global thermonuclear war”.
Consistent with propaganda materials, the West was the aggressor and the countries of
the WP were in the peace camp, the approach assumed that the first nuclear strike would
be carried out by the USA, and hence Soviet leaders thought that the Soviet and
Hungarian intelligence services had to join forces and make necessary preparations

together.

At the beginning of the war, before the first strike, we can read in the letter that despite
all the secrecy “the enemy will be forced to make a series of actions in the political,
economic, military and social spheres which would be directed to ensure the
effectiveness of its nuclear strike and to limit the damage caused by retaliatory strikes.
All of this activity inevitably produces abnormal movements, which could be explored
with the appropriate use of the work tools available to national security intelligence”.
They detailed the processes, activities and preparations for every area, political, military
and economic and civil defense, which the initiator, the USA, would make before an

unexpected nuclear attack. At the end of the 1984 letter, there was a suggestion that the

24 John Lewis Gaddis: The Cold War, 2005, p. 228.
245 Richard Rhodes: Az atombomba torténete, 2013, p.8.
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WP countries create and publish an “Action Plan” concerning “the organization of
intelligence efforts directed toward detection of the danger of an unexpected nuclear
attack”. This action plan was not made prior to 1985, because they sent the proposal for
it only at the end of the previous year, proving that the Soviets did not inform their allies
properly previously, and that prior to the 1980s, they did not prepare for defense against
an unexpected nuclear missile attack, because, they had intended to make the pre-
emptive strike at the beginning of the war. Vladimir Kryuchkov, Deputy Chairman of
Soviet Union KGB, sent documents regarding this action plan to Janos Bogye, a deputy
leader in the Hungarian Home Office at that time. Their top secret correspondence
reveals that the predicting an unexpected nuclear attack from NATO and the USA was a

problem at this time; hence they emphasized the importance of early detection.

Kryuchkov drew up the actions and signs related to the preparations for an unexpected
attack in the political, military and economic areas and for civil defense.
In the political area:
“Unusually frequent special sessions of the political decision making bodies
and the higher level leaders of the USA and NATO member states”.
"Increased intensity of the bilateral and multilateral political-military
consultations between the USA and NATO allies.”
In the military area:
- “Sudden changes in the activities of the key military leaders of the USA and
NATO member states”.
“Enhancing the combat readiness of the major components of the USA
strategic nuclear forces”.
In the economic area:
“Unusual actions for the protection of the essential industrial objects from the
consequences of nuclear strikes”.
For civil defense:
- “Closed meetings between the civil defense leaders of USA and NATO
member states and the political and military leadership”.

“Building further nuclear-proof bunkers and restoring the available ones”.
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At the end of the letter, Kryuchkov suggested that they would talk about the “clearing
up of the main organizational and practical aspects of the intelligence work related to
the unexpected nuclear missile attack and the discussion of the submitted documents” at

the consultations to be held in Budapest.**®

In his reply to this letter, Major General Bogye provided information indicating that
“they had made steps to intensify the state security intelligence activities in this field, to
improve the efficiency of their work. Based on the resolution of the meeting of the
Deputy Ministers, they worked out a detailed action plan for organizing state security

intelligence work for the detection of preparations for an unexpected nuclear strike”.

The next remark deserves special attention, “we are presently establishing the necessary
organizational framework and we are working on creating the adequate human and
material conditions”, We can also conclude from this that previously they had not made
these peparations, because they had not focused on the detection of the unexpected
nuclear strike, but that the WP would attack first, and which way, which troops and with

which weapons they would begin the pre-emptive attack.”*’

Conclusion

These 1984-1985 documents prove that the intention of the WP since its establishment
was the preparation for a war that would be started with a pre-emptive strike against
NATO and the USA, and until the 1980s, they did not put the emphasis on defense or

on preparation of defensive plans.

The first half of the 1980s was a critical period in the relations between NATO and the
Warsaw Pact countries, and in my opinion it needs further research. Additional
declassified documents from recent years, such as the 1980 Wartime Statute of the WP,

could help to clear up several issues and to better understand this period.

246 44 document - ABTL 1. 11. 4. EV/84-88/I1. 97-89.
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Nuclear Madness: What was special about the Brazil-Germany

Nuclear Agreement of 1975?

Thomas KOLLMANN

‘Nuclear Madness' was the title of a New York Times editorial from June 13, 1975
responding to news of the Agreement for Nuclear Co-operation (hereafter the
Agreement) signed in Bonn, West Germany on the 27th of June, 1975 by the Foreign
Minister of 