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Public diplomacy can make a significant contribution to international crisis
management and resolution when used wisely by governments in conjunction with
military power and private negotiations. This case study very ably illustrates the
usefulness, as well as some shortcomings, of public diplomacy as an instrument of
national policy with the improvement of world communications and the increased

importance placed upon public opinion.

PUBLIC DIPLOMACY
AND
THE MISSILES OF OCTOBER

A rescarch paper prepared

by

G. Scott Sugden

College of Naval Warfare

The recenl presence of Soviel naval
crall at Cienfuegos, Cuba, has redirected
U.S, public attention back to that tur-
meiled island, The aclivitics of these
units have raised guestions as Lo Ltheir
ultimate purpose, such as the eslablish-
menl of naval [acilities in supporl ol
missile-laden  subinavines, and its pos-
sible effect on future U.S, national
sceurity and defense posture. Already
the national press has specululed on this
development in leems of the agreement
that resolved the last United States-
U.5.5.R. confrontation in Guba, which
included halting  the  fucther intro-
duction of offensive weapons Lo Lhe
island,

Nearly a decade has elapsed since the
world was engrossed by thal epic vcea-
gion, Lhe historic Cuban missile crisis of
Oclober 1962, Yel, one is still able Lo
vecall with clarity the tension and

awesome  praspeet  Lhal  suddenly
emerged at its outscl and the inlense
reliel that was apparenl as the super-
powers drew aparl.

The Soviel vessels al Cienfuegos may
be harbingers of a new crisis. Denials ol
the offensive intenl of the vessels or of
the naval lase with which they are
alleged o be concerned sound lamiliarly
like those heard during the prelude to
the missile crisis of 1962, Similacly, the
national press again raises doubls aboul
the intenl and resolve of the U.S.
position in the face of this renewed
Sovicl activily.

But whether or nol this episode
develops inlo another Cuban erisis, the
United States should seek Lo benelit
from the insights gained [rom the carlier
conlrontalion. While world conditions
have changed substantially during the
past decade, this has not altered the
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continued importance ol neighbaring
Cuba o U8, securily interesls, An-
other, albeil wnore subtle, atlempt by
the Soviet Union 1o exlend its offensive
military eapability into the Caribbean
would carry the same challenge Lo the
United Stales that it did in JY62.
Meeting  that challenge would again
require measurcd and elfective use of all
facels of U8, slateeraft which contrib-
uled to resolution of the previous con-
[rontation, including the application of
public diplomacy.

Despite the considerable amount of

litcrature  which has been produced
about the Cuban missile crisis, scant
allention has been given Lo the conduct
ol public diplomacy during that cvent.
This lack of atlention may be explained
in part by the general unfamiliarily
which most people have of this mode of
diplomatic procedure as 4istinel from
the more traditional mode based upon
direct, [formal government-to-
governmenl cxchanges. TU may also be
explained in part by the inherent dilfi-
culty ol incasuring the elfecl that public
aclions, malerials, or pronouncemenls
have upon govermenls® foreign policy
deeisions. Finally, the dearth of atten-
Lion may be Lecause there is no clear
majority conscnsus cvetn among  Lhe
practitioners of this “new diplomacy”™
as 10 whatl conslitules its limits, while
ils Lechnigues remain in fhx,

Nonetheless, public diplontacy has
come Lo bear with increasing ellective.
ness on the affairs of international
relations. This has been pacticularly
evident during the period since the First
World War, an era when social and
political changes have coincided with a
rapid  proliferation  of  lechnulogical
developments in the field of communi-
calions.

Ln a sense, public diplomacy has been
spawned by a merger of modern com-
munications and democeratized politics.
The growth of nass communications
has promoled governmenls whose deci-
sions increasingly reflect an awareness
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of and responsiveness to Lhe opinions of
their clectorales. In tuen, these cleetor-
ales have become the object of a grow-
ing variely of cllorts through the com-
municalions media Lo enlist their influ-
ence for the purpose ol achieving
political leverage. In recognilion ol this
trend, more governments lend lo weigh
the strength of foreign public opinion
when assessing the current strength or
Luture direction of policies promulgated
lyy other governments. AL the same lime
they seck o maximive the elleclivencss
of their own loreign policy by influ-
encing the opinions of overscas cleetor-
ates and governments by dircel and
indircel means, largely through commu-
nications media. [t is upon these efforts
that the practice of public diplomacy
resls,

During the Cuban missile crisis of
1962, public diplomacy played a sub-
stantial role, o role which cmerged in
two distinel phases, The [lirst phase run
from July 1962, when Soviel military
assistance 1o Cuba suddenly burgeoned,
until mid-October, on the occasion of
the [LS. discovery of the missile base
sites, The seccond, more critical but
briel, phase extended from discovery of
the sites until 28 October, when the
Soviet Union agreed o withdraw all
offensive weapons from Cuba. By the
latter date the most significant cffects
ol the impact of public diplomaey
activilies had registered on the crisis.

The initial, preerisis, phase was char-
aclerized by rising popular concern in
the United States over tic rapidly grow-
ing Soviel military  presence in Caba,
This concern reinlorced a residue of
gencral  discontent  and  [rustration
toward Cuba which had remained alter
the abortive Bay of Pigs debacle ol April
1961, It wus lurther enbanced Ly
impending 1962 congressional clections
scheduled for November of that year.

President John F. Kennedy’s policy
towird Cuba at this juneture had
become less aclive and less aggressive
than  cwlicr  in his  administration,
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Duriug his presidential campaign he had
called [or a strong, active stand againsl
Communist influence in Cuba. Only 17
days belore he assumed oflfiee, relalions
with Cuba ruptured, and as Presidenl he
soon sanclioncd Lhe continuation of
U.S. support for an invasion of the
island by Cuban exiles. Bul alter the
disaslrous failure at Bahia de Cochinos
and the violenl international reaclion Lo
the fiasco, President Kennedy publicly
accepted Inll respousihilily for the 1.8,
part in the attack, and U.S. policy
toward Cuba became distinetly more
passive and indircel.

The Tulility and ignominy of Lthe Bay
of Pigs episode made a deep impression
on Lhe President. Further, it had scrious
politico-psy chological implicalions [or
future relations with Cuba aud the
Soviet Union. Although anlagouism
toward Cuba gained momentum in the
Americas, especially after Castro pro-
claimed thal country socialist and later
announced himsell a Marxisl-Leninist,
the Kennedy administralion concen-
raled upon persuasive efforts Lo achieve
political and ceonomic isolalion of the
island rather than secking to promole
dircet military aelion against Caslro.
With respecl to Lthe Sovicl Union, Presi-
dent Kennedy  discnssed  the Cuban
allack with Premier Khrushehev during
their Vienna meeting iu June 1961,
From accouuls, he did so in an apolo-
gelic manuer,! giving rise to the lecling
that the United Slales was nol prepared
Lo resist [oreelully USSR, involvement
in Cuba.? The apparent lack of will Lo
resist was further reflected in the ULS,
agreemenl to Lhe “nculralization” of
l.aos and later in the failure Lo respond
slrongly Lo Lhe crcelion of the Berlin
Wall in the summer of 1961,

One year later CUnba was  again
brought back toward the focus of allen-
tion as the Soviet Uniou moved Lo Lesl
US. policy and resalve. A"(gt dly in
aorder Lo prevenl a U.S, invasion of
Cuba,® the Soviel Union embarked
upon a coverl operalion to cestablish

nuclear missiles in that country, This
operalion, which involved a massive
sealift ulilizing over 100 shiploads of
meén and material,® was initiated late in
June and conlmu(,d until mid-Oclober
when the missile sites were finally iden-
tified from 1.8, acrial reconnaissance
pholographs. Meanwhile, though con-
scious of the sharp inercase in the
number of Soviet ships arriving at
Cuban ports, the U.5. Government was
sluggish in rcaction, while ils policy
lacked clarily, eohesion, and decisive-
ness.

Quile naturally the Government’s
public  diplomacy refleeted  identical
qualities. During the months preceding
the Cuban crisis, Governmenl spokes-
men coneenlraled upon Lhe economic
ills and the loss of civil and political
liberties in Cuba while generating sup-
porl for the Alliance for Progress as the
mosL logical and ctleclive deterrent
againsl the blight of Castro’s brand of
communism in the Americas. Reler-
ences Lo Lhe influx of Soviet supplies
and cquipment into Cuba were treated
wilh restrainl and moderation, Even
alter opposilion leaders in Congress had
seized upon Lhe Soviel buildup Lo pro-
test the Government’s poliey of re-
strainl, spokesmen {or the oadminis-
tration reflrained from deuouncing the
Soviel operalion and were pul in the
position virlually of delending the de-
fengive characler of the weapons and
personnel being introduced. Al the same
time, President Kennedy and various
members of his  administration  con-
tinucd to assure Lhe public ul home and
ahroad that any genuinc threat 1o Lhe
United States would be  deall  wilh in
an appropriale manner. A closer look at
these Governmeut stalements, which
scrve as Lhe grist for the conductl of
public diplomacy, reveals more -clearly
the ramificalious ol the administralion’s
policy ol restrainl during the preerisis
period.

The U.S. Government made few
public references Lo the Sovict buildup
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in Cuba until late August 1962, Tlow-
ever, 5 months carlier the Departinent
of State had isaued a press release on the
subject of Communist military aid o
Cubu.® In response Lo numerous queries
being received on the subject, the state-
ment poinled out that Caba had been
receiving large-scale military assistance
for 18 months from the Soviet bloe but
that there was no cvidence of any
missiles being supplicd or missile bases
being constructed on the island, When
the United States became aware, in
July, that the number of Soviet ships
arriving al Cuban porls had increased
drastically, surveillanee of the ships and
the island was stepped up without
public fanfare while the Assistant Secre-
Lary of State [or Inter-American Alfairs,
Edwin M. Martin, continued to promole
the policy of isolating Cuba from the
rest ol Latin America.® AL this time
there was a general consensus amonyg the
U.5. forcign policymakers that  the
Soviet Union might be templed 1o
revive its waning postsputnik offensive,
but similarly these officials agreed that
the activity in Cuba did not then consti-
tute a threal o the United States and
did not presage introduetion of offen-
sive missiles.” Concurrently, the grow-
ing press campaign 1o alert the country
to the signs ol increased Soviet aclivity
in Cuba was downgraded by such pri-
vale commenlators as  Salurday
Review’s editor Norman Cousins who
steessed that private information media
did not speak Tor the U.S, Government,
He made it clear that the Soviet Union
should not be misled into  thinking
otherwiae.®

Gradual escalation of Government
comment began in Aupust, coincident
with indications of rising apprehension
in Congress and amid dogged atlention
of the press. After Senator Homer Cape-
hart called Tor a 1S, invasion ol Cuba
to hall the flow ol Soviel troops and
supplics, President Kennedy in a press
conflerence on 29 Augusl opposed such

an invasion .. al this time,” staling
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that such a move could lead Lo
“...very scrious conscquences,”™ One
week laler he issued a stalement deny-
ing the cxistence of any evidence of
oflensive missiles, while announcing the
installation ol surface-Lo-air miesiles on
the island. But, at the same lime, he
clearly inlerred that surlace-lo-surflace
missiles would be considered oflensive
weapons, lhe emplacement of which
would not be tolerated. As emphasis, he
later requested and reccived congres-
sional authority to call up 150,000 U.S.
reservists in case ol a eritical inter-
national situation. The Sovict Union
quickly announced on 11 September
that in view of ils powerlul rockets
there was no need for missile siles in
Cuba or anywhere outside of its own
country,

Despite  this apparent Soviel  dis-
ciiimer, the Kennedy administration
found itscl e¢nmeshed in a cacophony
of criticism. In 6 wecks Senalor
Kenneth Keating made H) speeches in
the Senate warning ol the Soviel mili-
tary buildnp, Other opposition leaders
in Congress, including Senator Everctt
Dirksen  and  Representative  Charles
Halleck, also sounded the Locsin, declar-
ing a threat to the sccurity ol the
Nation and a violation of the Monroce
Doctrine. A Life magazine editorial
decried the administration’s indeeision.
Time mugazine called for armed inter-
venlion, And the US. News & World
Report saw o major U8, deteat in the
Soviel  incursion.  Columnist  David
Lawrence  questioned  why the U.S.
Governmenl was lailing Lo denounee or
protest  publiely the Soviel activity,
while Marguerite Lhigging asked in her
newspaper column if President Kennedy
was destined 1o administer over the
decline of the United States as a world
power. By Seplember a Gallup poll
guaged public support for the President
al an alitime Tow,

In the lace of this vocal opposition,
the Kennedy administration steadfastly
maintained its policy of restrainl.
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Responding 1lo crilics al home and
polential adversaries abroad, the admin-
istralion’s posilion was emphasized by a
serics of public stalements on the Cuba
issuc by Government spokesmen, On 9
September Agsistanl Seerclary of De-
fense for Inlernational Sceurily Allairs
Paul H. Nitve stated on ABC’s “lssucs
and Answers” program thal while the
Uniled States had grounds for concern,
the installation of ollensive missiles in
Cuba would be contrary Lo pasl Soviet
policy and therelore extremely unlikely
lo lake place. Four days later the
President, al a press conlerence, reiter-
aled the conlention that the Soviel
military shiprments, due to the delensive
nalure ol their contents, did nol eonsli-
lule a serions threal lo any part of the
hemisphere, but that if Cuba gained the
capacily lto conducl olfensive aclion
againsl Lhe United States, he would act
lo proleel Lhe hemispheric securily.
Chester  Bowles, Presidential  speeial
tepresentalive and adviser on African,
Asian and Latin American Affairs, in a
public address on 16 September asserted
that a U.8. attack on Cuba would causc
irreparable harm Lo the cause of [ree-
dom and provide the mcans for a serics
of Sovicl vielories. On the very next day
Seerclary of State Dean Rusk assured
lwo Secnale subeommitlees that Lhe
Soviel Union, by denying its need lor
missile bases outside the U.S.5.R., had
alrcady rccognized the “signals™ which
the United Stales had transmitted in ils
public stalements vegarding Lthe danger
ol installing offensive missiles in Cuba,
lincouraged by the apparent clfective-
ness of Lhis public diplomacy, Seerctary
Rusk Lestilied in favor ol the proposed
joinl resolution which would signal the
depth and nnanimity of .S, congres-
sional opposilion lo the crcalion in
Cuba of an externally suppotted mili-
lary [orLc capable of threalening U.S.
SCLUI'[LY

Later, on the last day of Seplember,
Secretary Rusk supported fucther the
administralion’s policy ol reslraint,

During an interview on Howard K.
Smith’s “News and Comment,” Lhe
Scerclary insisted thal the “eonlign-
ralion” of the mililary forces in Cuba
was defensive and thal the United States
should [ind an answer Lo Lhe bnildup
withoul bloodshed. A similar assertion,
thal the forces were no Lthreat Lo Lhe
Uniled States, was made on 3 Oclober
by Under Seeretary of State George Ball
before a eongressional eommitlee in
open hearing on trade with Cuha !

The administration’s public defense
of ils policy continned nntil the last day
of iunocenec. On 14 Ocloher Presi-
dential adviser Me(eorge Bundy, during
an interview on “Tssucs and Answers,”
conlided thal he did not believe that the
Soviel Union would try to establish a
“major oflensive capability” in Cuba,
The final effort by the administralion
was made by Assistanl Scerelary ol
State Martin who on 15 Oclober lor Lhe
fiesl lime placed Lhe poliey ol the
United States toward Cuba on record in
a speech and explained why the Sovicl
Union would not put oflensive missiles
in Cuba.'? During his speech at the
Nalional Press Club in Washington, a
Lelephone call was made Lo inform him
that missile base siles in Cuba had just
been  identified from  reeonnaissance
pholographs.

These expressions of U.S. poliey
toward the Sovicl buildup in Cuba by
scnior administralion officials were Lhe
basis for the publie diplomalie aclivitics
conducted during the precrisis period.
By providing these slalements Lo the
inlernalional  communications  media
and hy promoling the dissemination of
these slalemenls and commentarics on
them through the facilitics of ils own
information posts and diplomatic mis-
gions abroad, the Kennedy adminis-
lralion sought Lo assure ally and neutral
that the Uniled States was following a
valional, restrained, and mcasured
policy, despite Soviel provocalion and
U.5. inleenal political pressure, More-
over, since no formal prolests were
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made to the Soviet Union during this
phase, these public statements and the
private exchanges which look place
between United States and Soviet offi-
cials were intended o serve as impor-
tant indicators of U.S, securily interests
lo the Soviel leaders. The polential
adversary in the Kremlin was expected
o note and Lo understand  these
“aignals,” such as the one to which
Secerelary Kusk referred in his congres-
sional Llestimony aboul  Tresident
Kennedy not tolerating the presence of
a force in Cuba capable of threatening
the security ol the United Stales.
Clearly the Soviel Union misinler-
preted or misjudged the signals, But
while public diplomacy promoltes
poliey, it is nol a substitute for it. The
policy of restrainl, by appearing Lo
deemphasize the missile theeal, not only
made the President vulnerable Lo domes.
tic political pressure, but it also pro-
vided the Soviel leaders with grounds
for believing that he lacked the will and
bolduess 1o oppose such a  threat,
Further, sinee the U8, Government
policy failed to include public opposi-
tion lo the exlension ol communism
inlo Cuba, the Soviet Union had reason
o believe that the United States was
becoming acquicscent Lo the incursion.
The administration even appeared Lo
have sanclioned the defensive nature ol
Soviel arms and personnel while deny-
ing Lo opposilion members in Congress
the existence ol ollensive  missiles,
leaving Sovicl policymakers free Lo spee-
ulale us o whether the President was
prnparcd to  accepl presence ol the
missiles or Lo delay announcement until
after  the congressional clections. 1-
nally, leaders in the Kremlin probably
were also wrongly emboldened by some
information media comments in the
United States and  more  pgencrally
abroad in allicd conntiries that  the
United States had beeome obsessed by
Cuba, that it had no grounds lor threat-
ening warlike aclion against the Soviel
Union lor aclivilics in that country, and

. Art.
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that Latin American States could not be
depended upon for support in the cvent
ol a crisis.!

The time for testing began 15
October and conlinued for 13 days.
During that period, initiated by identifi-
calion of the missile sites, U.S, pullic
diplomacy played a far more cilective
and  successful role thun during the
precrisis phase, I the steps which led to
the Cuban missile confrontation were
lacilitaled by misjudgments based upon
public diplomatic relations, the resolu-
lion of that crisis flowed in no small
mecasure [rom the supporl achieved and
the clear and preeise inlentious con-
veyed through public diplomacy.

During the first week alter deleetion
of the missile sites, there was no visible
evidence of unusual aclivity in Washing-
ton, Seleceted members of the National
Securily  Council and  several other
seniot Government officials eondueted
an  exlended serics of meelings in
scereey Lo determine the best way Lo
meel  the Soviel missile threat. By
Friday, 19 October, there was general
agreemenl among the participants, who
were convened as the Fxecuative Com-
miltee of the National Security Council
(FxCom), that the first step should
include  the public  declaration of a
quaranline  against Lhe Turther intro-
duction ol offensive weapons into Cuba
announced  simultancously  with  the
demand  that all similar weapons be
removed from that island. Within 48
hours President Kennedy made a final
decision in coneurrence with that view,
and arrangements were planned lor its
publie release and impleraentation,

The President’s address Lo the nation
al 7 pam., 22 October, was the first
public indication that the United States
and the world faced an unprecedented
crisis. The domestic and foreign reaction
was strong, immediale, and unequivocal,
Alter achieving the support of its allies,
particularly the Organization ol Ameri-
can Stales, the President’s address was
[ollowed by formal declaration of the
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quaraniine o become effcclive on 24
Octlober. While the quaranline remained
unchallenged, the issue of Soviel inlen-
tions stayed in doubl until the denoue-
ment on Sunday, 28 Oclober. Thal
morning, Radio Moscow broadeast Lhe
text of Chairman Khrushehey’s [ifth
letter o President Kennedy since Lhe
advent of the erigis. Through this mcans
Khbrushchey agreed with the condilions
which had been sct forth in President
Kennedy’s most reeent letler calling for
the eemoval of the oflensive weapons
and a “. .. halt Lo further introduclion
of such weapons systems into Cuba.”

In relrospect, it is no more possible
to determine which laclor conleibuled
most clfectively Lo the Soviel decision
lo withdraw its offensive weapons than
it is Lo delermine which laclor was the
most responsible for their introduction.
lHowever,
the U.S. strategic delerrent coupled
wilb the inability of the Sovicl Union Lo
malch U.S. mililary foree in the Cuban
area were, undoubledly, principal con-
siderations. Alter being Lriggered hy Lhe
President’s speech on 22 October in a
preplanned response, the U.S. military
clfort involved aboul 300,000 men, 185
naval vessels, a 2,100 mile quarantine
line, and the most massive airborne alert
in world histery.'® Bul military force
would he cffeclive as a deterrent only Lo
the cxlent thal polential adversarics
were aware ol ils presence, ils capabili-
tics, and the intent behind its ntiliza-
tion. Consequently, onc ol Lhe most
important funclions of U.S. public
diplomacy during the crigis phase was Lo
conyey in a direet, lucid, and unambigu-
ons manner lo (ricnd and loe the vilal
inleresls, inlentions, and capabilitics of
Lthe United Stales.

President Kennedy  immediately
recognized  this need. As soon as he
learned Lhat the missile sites had been
identified, he requesled Special Assis-
tanl Theodore Sorensen Lo review all his
public statements on the possible U.S.
reaction Lo offensive missiles in Cuba.

the preponderant power of

While these statements precommilled
the administration Lo climinaling the
offensive  Lhreal, the Presidenl was
determined Lhal the operation be per-
formed wilthout risking further miscon-
ecptions ol U.S. intentions. IFFor this
purpose he made it clear that the U.S,
Governmenl was Lo speak with a single
voice, Planning (or the dissemination of
public statements was charged dircetly
lo ExCom, with the Presidenl’s press
scerelary Pieree Salinger responsible for
coordination of the deeisions.'® This
determination by the President rankled
many U.S. pressmen during the course
ol the crisis, and it cventually led o
charges ol news management againsl the
administration. Nonctheless, with Presi-
dent Kennedy reviewing all public state-
menls originaling in the While louse,
the decision Lo coordinale release of
information malerials was implemented
laithlully and with telling  effeel
throughoul the erisis phase.

Members of LxCom [requently con-
sidercd Joreign public opinion when
assessing plans and their possible effecls
on Lhe outcome of the erisis.’® While
the minutes ol the ExCom meelings are
nol yel available for public record, it
may be inferred from guidelines laid
down for the implementation of deei-
sions from this body that there were
three prineipal objeclives to be achicved
in the ficld of public diplomacy during
this period: lirst, lo eslablish Sovicl
responsibility for the threal against the
United States, the Western Hemisphere,
and world peace; seeond, Lo convinee all
inlerested parliecs of the firm intenlion
and capability of the United States Lo
remove Lhe threal; and thivd, Lo con-
vince all interested parlties that Lhe
measures lo be used were limiled Lo Lhe
threal, responsible in  their inceplion
and implementation, and peacelul of
intent. Adjuncls Lo these ohjectives
were lo keep world opinion focused on
the offensive weapons in Cuba, disasso-
cialed from similar U8, weapons or
commilmenls elsewhere, while
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countering critics of 1.8, policy and
operations,

The President’s speech of 22 October
provided the tone, direction, and basic
source for the projection of .S, publie
diplomacy during the crisis, Somber,
deliberate, and firm, the specch stressed
the unmistaken evidence and magnitude
of the threat, the duplicily of Soviel
policy in an arca wilh a special relation-
ship to the United States, and the
resolve, Dbul rcasonableness, of the
Uuited States Lo eliminate the threat by
whalever mcans were Lo be necessary,
with a peaceful solution clearly pre-
ferred. By stressing these points, the
President  aought o cmphasize  the
slrongest fucets of the U.S, position: the
mulual threal to hemispherie seeurily,
proven Soviel guill, and the incvitable-
ness of Lhe Uniled States outbidding the
U.SS.It in a ncarby area of Lradition-
ally vital inlerest.

In his speceh the President made the
U.S. position c¢lear, This country con-
sidered thalt the Soviet Union, rather
than Cuba, was primarily responsible [or
the erisis, the resolution for which the
Uniled States was prepared Lo face the
cosl ol worldwide nuelear war, includ-
ing a full rctaliatory response in the
evenl ol a missile launched against any
nalion in the Western Hemisphere, 3ut
concurrently, the peacelul intent of the
limited quaranline—as an inilial slep
toward achievement ol hemiapheric
security —und the appeal to the regional
and international organizations as well
as to Khrushehev himsell all indicated a
balaneed and temperate approach in
favor of a peacelul solution. Each of
these points was amplilied through
implementation of public diplomacy.

The importance of conveying these
points abroad was reflected in the clabo-
rilec and finely timed arrangements
made lo gain maxinum impact with the
speech, In addition to the series of
bricfings seheduled [or forcign ambas-
sadors and the informatlion media in
Washington belore and alter the speech,

special Presidential  covoys were  dis-
patehed to inform key leaders and
represenlatives  abroad. At the same
time the US. Information Agency
(USIA) initiated a massive campaign Lo
disseminale the speech as the [iest step
i its drive to ensure that explanation of
the U.S. position was widely received
and clearly understood overscas,

The senior official available [rom
USTA, Deputy Director  Donald
Wilson,'7  had  been  brought into
IxCom during the weekend preceding
the President’s quarantine specch, [L was
soon elear Lo hiin that the President was
instictively inlerested in foreign public
opinion and in the vital need lor every-
one, cspecially the people in the Soviet
Union and Cuba, to be aware of what
was happening.'® With this insight and
the benelil of the FxCom guidelines in
mind, he organized his Agency’s efforls
Lo promole the objeclives of U.S. public
diplomacy ducing the erisis.

USIA gave multimedia promotion lo
the Presidenl’s quarantine speech on 22
Oclober. After alecting ils overscas audi-
ence, the Ageney’s radio service, Voice
ol Americy, carricd the specch live [rom
the While House on ils worldwide nel-
work, with lranslations in Spanish and
Portuguese broadeast immedialely alter-
ward and in 35 additionat languages
later. Maximum Cuban receplion was
ensured by arranging for Lhe unprece-
dented ulilization of 10 private U.S.
radio slations Lo supplement VOA trans-
missions Lo the island. While more than
doubling ils number of [requencies
carrying Spranish-language programs and
tripling its broadeaslt schedule to 24
hours per day, the Voice of America
also carried the President’s address and
twice-daily news slories thercalter in
Russian lo Cuba lor the Soviel per-
sonnel  slationed  there.  Videolapes,
kinescopes, and standard film prints of
the address in English and a wide variely
ol foreign languages were sent Lo USIA
posls in more than 100 countries lor use
in USIA informalion cenlers,
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commercial  Lhealers, and Lelevision
slations, Telstar transmission of Lhe
speech  was  arranged by USIA  for
millions of viewers in Kurope, Radio
teletype was used (o send the Lext of
the address Lo 107 Agency posls as the
President spoke. These Llexis were Lrane-
lated and reproduced for thousands of
govermment olficials, political leaders,
and newspapers editors around the
world, Finally, illustrated pamphlels
wilh the text of the President’s address
in several languages were published at
the Agency’s regional printing cenlers in
Manila, Mexico Cily, and Beirul, while
100 copics of a pholo exhibit based on
the speech were senl via air Lo Lalin
America, and prints in 40 languages ol a
10-minute documentary on the Cuban
silnalion were airshipped Lthroughoult
Lthe world.

This extlensive disscinination ol Presi-
dent Kennedy’s quarantine speech Lypi-
lied the manner in which USIA opera-
tions'® promoted U.S. public diplo-
malic objectives during the erisis, Wide
coverage was  also devoted to other
cvenls which served to illustrate or to
strengthen the U.S, position, such as the
unanimous supporl of the Organization
of American States, the acrid Stevenson
-Zorin exchanges at the Seeurity Coun-
cil sessions of the Uniled Nalions, and
the unique scrics of messages among
President Kennedy, Chairman Khrush-
chey, and Scerelary General U Thanl.

AL the same lme, USIA, as Lhe
Governmenl Agency charged wilh Lhe
public promotion of U.S. lorcign policy
objeclives, faced a variely of audiences:
the governments and  peoples  of
friecndly, nonaligned, and adversary
statcs. Many audiences meriled special,
somelimes unique, allention, Three
examples illuslrale he manner in which
this allention was implemcuted wilh
respecl Lo Lhe people in the Soviel
Union, Greal Britaiu, and Cuba,

In order lo keep pressure on Lhe
leaders in the Kremlin, the United
Stales wanted Lo be sure Lhat the people

of the Soviel Union knew about the
genesis and implications ol the erisis in
Cuba. Since the controlled Sovicl press
had nol revealed the presence ol nuclear
missilc siles and olber vital informalion
germane Lo the crisis, USIA undertook
to rectify the omigsions, On 25 October,
following a series of radio announce-
ments  alerling audiences to  the up-
coming event, VOA eonducted a satura-
tion broadcast lo the Soviet Union and
[lastern lourope, Designed Lo penetrate
jamming by 2,000 Communist inler-
ference  transmillers, VOA massed 52
transmillers, slrategically siled around
the Sovicl Union, with a total power of
nearly 4.5 million walls—equivalent Lo
more than 86 of the strongest U.S, radio
slations broadeasling sinmllaneously--
for an 8%-hour-long radio barrage in 10
languages on 80 [requencies. I'avored by
good propagation the saturation barrage
broke through the jamming elforts and,
ag confirmed by eleetronic monitoring
and reporls from American newsmen in
Moscow al the Llime, proved highly
suceessful,

A sceond example look place in
Great Britain, One objeetive of U.S.
public diplomacy was Lo cstablish the
credibility of the Soviet threal Lo world
peace. The United States recognined
that the promotion ol this objective
would contribule to a [ayorable consen-
sus of public opinion and supporl
abroad which, in turn, would exerl
additional pressure on the Soviet Union
lo withdraw Lhe source of the threat,
While the favorable conscnsus was
achicved rapidly in mosl countrics, Lhis
was nol Lhe case wilh respecl o the
United Stales major ally, Great Britain,
where much of the immediatle press
reaction to lhe quarauline address was
negative, The Guardion doubled Lhe
eflectlivencss and wisdom of the quaran-
tine, while the Daily Telegraph saw il as
“greatly mistimed.” The Dotly Mail (et
that the President was being led by
popular cmotlion tather than slates-
manship, and The Times soughl Lo
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promolte the tradilional British stance as
mediator. Perhaps mosl revealing was
the call by the Daily Herald for “ireclul-
able proot™ of the charge against Lhe
Sovicl Union.

Luckily the proof was al hand in the
form of photographs of the ruissile bascs
which had been flown Lo London for
bricfing of the British Prime Minister,
Harold Maemillan.  Presciently, upon
being shown the pholographs the night
the President delivered his quarantine
speech, the Prime Minister had asserted
that they should be published in the
newspapers immediately since the threal
would nol be believed until the photo-
graphs were shown2® As aresullof the
reacltion of the press and the Prime
Minister, USIA olficers in London
sought and received permission on 23
October Lo release prinls of Lhe pholo-
graphs. The prints  were used  that
evening on special programs carried by
both nationwide Llelevision chanuels,
rcaching an estimaled audienee of 21
million persons. Al the same  lime,
prints were provided Lo the national
press, and they dominaled the news on
the following morning, appearing in
newspapers with national eicculations of
24 million copies. Ciling the pholo-
graphs, the London daily Kxpress ran a
onc-word headline “Lvidence.” And the
daily Sketeh called it “Proof.” The
pholographs were eredited with playing
a principal role in converling British
public opinion toward acceplance of the
1.8, position,

Moreover, because of the release of
the pholographs in Great Britain, the
embargo on their use was lifted every-
where. As a result, they made a substan-
lial contribution toward influcncing
world public opinion?! in favor of
principal objectives of 1,5, public diplo-
macy: Lhe establishment of the Soviet
guilt and threat.

As a final example, President
Kennedy expressed special concern lor
the Cuban people. This coneern sur-
laced in his quarantine speech and way
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have originated [rom the Bay of Pigs
expericnee. He wanled Lo be certain
that the Cubans knew what Lhe Soviel
Union was doing on Lheir island and
that the United Stales sought climina-
tion ol the missile threal withoul the
use of force, These points were high-
lighted in the round-the-clock Spanish
programs ol the Voice of America,
which carried news broadcasts every 30
minutes, Bul the President also ardered
USIA Lo organize a massive leallel drop
for the island.?? Within 72 hours, 5
million copies of a one-page leaflel were
preparcd and prinled in cooperalion
wilh Lhe Psychological Warlare Head-
quarlers al Fort Bragg, N.C, On one side
ol the leaflel was a pholograph identily-
ing o nuclear missile base sile in Cuba,
while the olher side described in
Spanish the responsibility and inten-
tions of the Soviet Union in con-
strucling Lhe missile bases on Cuban
wil, Though the leaflets were loaded
inlo canislers and mounted on planes al
a Plorida airbase, they were never
dropped,

As Lhe leallets were prepared for
delivery, a -2 plane had been shot
down by a missile over Cuba, At the
same lime a leller was reecived [rom
Premicr Khrushehev indicating possible
sliflening of Soviel resistance, As a
consequence, President Kennedy was
probably reluctant to aggravale the
lense situalion with a leallet drop which
might have been interpreted as a prelude
lo invasion. Since the Sovict Union
agreed during the following morning to
remove the offensive weapons [rom
Cuba, the rationale for dropping the
leallets was eliminated.

Through these and a myriad of other
aclivities, USIA played the prime role in
presenting U.S. policy to lorcign audi-
ences during the erisis. In large part
because of this elfort, it was later
claimed that the U8, posilion in e
crisis and the threat upon which it was
based—the Soviel missiles in Cuba—were
more Lhoroughly docenmented
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TOLDO DE CUBIERTA
DE PROYECTILE

REMOLQUES-TANQUE g

DE COMBUSTIBLE
PARA PROYECTILES

REMOLQUES-TANQUE
DE COMBUSTIBLE
PARA PROYECTILES

-
B
3 -

1

ESTAS BASES PONEN EN PELIGRO VIDAS CUBANAS

Esta fotografia fué tomada un dia de la semana pasada desde
« ! i
un avion que volo sobre Cuba. Ella muestm una base de
proyectiles nucleares de cardcter ofensivo cerca de San Cristo-
bal. Esta es una de varias bases que apresurada y secreta-
r
mente fueron construidas por los ruses y para los rusos.
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ERDA.

l.os rusos secretamente han constnn’do bases de proyectiles
nucleares de cardcter ofensivo en Cuba. kstas bases ponen en
peligro. vidus cubanas y la pnz del mundo, porque Cuba es
ahora una base de avanzada para la agresidn soviética,

l.08 rusos, con el consentimiento de Castro, llevaron a caho
su trabajo en secreto. l.os cubanos no tienen acceso a esas
bases. Dero las buses estdn alli.

Para proteger al pucblo cubane, y a todos Jos pueblos del
hemisferio occidental, el Presidente Kennedy con la aprobacion
de todos los paises latinonmericanos ha impuesto una cuar-
entena para evitar que este equipo bélico de cardcter ofensivo
sea desembarcaido en Cuba. T.os alimentos no son detentdos,
las medicinas no son detenidas, solo es detenido el material
de guerra agresivo de los rusos,

Cuande ese material de guerra sea retirado de Cuba la cuar-
entena terminara.

GUANAJAY =5 =
Y L

Ochoe de diez bases de
proyectiles nucleares de
cardcter ofensivo, estdn
localizadas en las cerca-
nias de Guanajay, Iteme-
dios, San Cristébal y
Sagua la Grande.

{Leaflet prepared for the Depurtment of Defense by the Ist Psychological
Warfare Battalion. }
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throughout the world than any oth('
single international issuc in history.??

But USIA was nol Lthe only channel
for promoting the objectives of U.S.
public diplomacy in this period. These
objectives were also advanced by unolli-
cial means, such as through the domes-
tic and internalional informatlion media,
which carried or commented upon
reporls made by 0.8, Government
spokesmen al the While House, the
Department of State, the Departinent of
Deflense, and the United Nations. This
news coverage and commentary nol
only informed the world puhlic about
cvenls and their implications, il also
engaged in transmilting to all recipicnts
gignals ol the will, foree; and intent of
the United States throughout the erisis,
therehy providing an additional means
ol presenting and clarilying the U.S.
posilion abroad. Because of Lhe exlreme
scriousncss ol Lhe situation and the
rapidily with which these reports were
disseminaled hy the international infor-
mation media, this facel of public diplo-
macy had a greater impacl thau usual on
Lhe erisis,

This facct and ils impact became
particularly apparent during the [linal
phase of the crisis, By Friday, 26
Oclober, 4 days alter the gquarantine
gpeech, the United States knew that
conglruclion work on the missile bascs
was heing accelerated, rather than termi-
nated. In view of Lhis information it was
cstimated thal some of the missile bascs
could be operational within several
days, at which timc the United Stales
would have lost its tactical advanlage
and be faced with a new, more dan-
gerons silnation: the probability of mis-
sile launches [rom Cuba againsl targets
in Lhe United Stlates belore the bases
could be climinated by foree, in case a
strike  became  necessary, Operalional
readincss of the bases would raise
sharply the ante of the eonlronlation,
Implementation of the naval quarantine
2 days carlicr and President Kennedy’s
appeal to stop work on Lhe missile bases

had failed to deter construclion at the
sites. 1t was clear that the United States
would have Lo convinee the Soviet
Union of the need Lo halt work ou the
hases very shortly or be prepared to do
il by unilateral means through the usc
of force.

AL this juncture, on 26 Ocloher,
Department of Stale spokesman Lineoln
While noted al the noontime press
hricling thal construction work was
continuing on the missile hases. He then
called altention lo Presidenl Kennedy s
carliecr stalement in his guarantine
speceh to the elfect that further U.S,
action would be justified il the military
preparations continued, Later that day
the White House rcleascd a staterient
indicating that construction of the bascs
was being speeded up under the attempt
ol camouflage. Shortly thercafter Con-
gressman  Clement  Zablocki  told
reporlers Lhal il might soon bhe neces-
sary lo conduel “pinpoinl bombing™
against the missile siles, Finally, the
press was aulhorized Lo reporl on the
buildup of a marince strike foree in
Florida.2* This serics of public
announcements was sufficient Lo ignile
H harr.lgc ol headlines indicaling the
growmg Jusl,lllcdl,lOl’l for, and the strong
imminence of, invasion or airstrikes
againsl Cuba. Wllhm 48 hours Radio
Moscow broadcasl the text ol Khrush-
chev’s lcller agreemg to dismantle the
missil sites and to remove Lthe offensive
weapons {from Cuba,

Publicizing knowledge of the aceel-
erating conslruclion work on the missile
bases established the basis {or “further
action” ciled by the Presidenl, By
coupling nolice ol this aceelcration with
the Duildup of a U.S. invasion florce
implicd what Lthe next aet on the part of
the United States could be, Morcover,
corrclating the preparations lor invasion
with the construcltion work on the
missile bases scrved to indicate Lo
Premicr  Khrushehev how the Sovict
Union could stop ecscalation of U.S.
mililary action againsl Cuba.
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Khrushchev later admitied that the
Soviet Union agreed to withdraw the
offensive weapons when it became clear
that an invasion from the United States
was actually imminent.>® And Pierre
Salinger, the President’s press secretary,
concluded that the statements released
on the continuing work at the missile
base sites were as important in main-
taining pressure at this time as the
positioning of U.S. troops for the pos-
sible invasion of Cuba.?¢

There was no boasting and no claim
of victory by the United States when
the Soviet Union agreed to withdraw its
offensive weapons from the island.
President Kennedy declined to appear
on television at this occasion and made
it clear to his staff that moderation
remained the rule—pgiving rise to the
suggestion that the United States wished
to avoid dismantling Khrushchev along
with the missile bases. Even during the
following weeks that it took to achieve
removal of the wmissiles and the
bombers, without the agreed on-site
inspection, the United States refrained
from any appearance of gloating over
the outcome of the crisis. Realization of
how close the United States had come
to open hostilities with its ouclear-
armed adversary must have been suffi-
ciently sobering for the policymakers
who had endured the traumatic experi-
ence. During this aftermath period they
also may well have been assessing the
factors which created the crisis, as well
as those that facilitated its resolution.
The same delerminations could be
sought with respect to the role played
by public diplomacy during this epi-
sode.

With hindsight, there is general agree-
ment that misjudgments and misconcep-
tions contributed substantially to the
growth of the crisis. Both the United
States and the Soviel Union erred in
assessing the strength of the other’s will,
interests, and intentions. The “signals”
that the Kennedy adm'misn-ation felt

islerin
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apparently did not transmit the
messages that were intended. These
efforts were conceivably masked by the
administration’s seeming reluctance to
challenge openly the blatant Soviet
buddup of military supplies and person-
nel in Cuba. Certainly the U.S. policy of
restraint, as reflected in its public diplo-
macy, provided ample grounds for the
Soviet Union to be misled into sus-
pecting Lthat the United States might not
oppose, either publicly or forcefully,
the presence of offensive weapons in
Cuba, at least untd after the congres-
sional elections—by which time the mis-
silc bases would have been operational
and incalculably more difficult to elimi-
nate.

But after the discovery of the missile
sites by the United States, the extent of
Soviet misjudgment was revealed by
deft and coordinated application of
military power, private persuasion, and
public diplomacy. Under firm, unilateral
leadership, the United States rallied its
own lorces, its allies, and world opinion
to the defense of a vital interest. By
clearly defining achievable objectives
and by pursuing them with the mini-
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mum amount of foree (hrough means
which allowed the Soviet Union an
honorable means for public accomo-
dation, the United States reached a
resolution of Lhe erisis. This process was
facilitaled by the abilily Lo convince Lhe
Sovicl Union and other mlerested coun-
trics Lhal the United States had bolh the
resolve and the military power Lo climi-
nale the threal of the offensive weapons
in Cuba by whalever means were neces-
sary. 1L was in this capacily thal public
diplomacy made ils most mecaningful
contribulion.

In shorl, during the Cuban missile
crisis 11.S. public diplomacy scrved as a

makers, Morcover, il demonstrated with
lorce the dependence of its effecliveness
upon sound poliey and the strength of
credible evidence.

If the United Slates is Lo [face
another conlronlation wilh the Soviel
Union iu Cuba, it would do well to
profit from the experience ol ils previ-
ous enconnter, The Soviet Union must
not be misled into harboring misconcep-
tions aboul the interests of the United
States and its capacily and resolve Lo
proleet Lhose intercsls. IL should he
made clear al the outsel whal the
United Stales considers inimical Lo ils
sceurily and Lo its intercsls,

principal means of counveying the will, The conlrontation of 1962 demon-
intent, aud capability of the United  strated that public diplomacy can make
States. 1ts use expressed recognilion of — a  significant  contribution Lo inler-
the influcnce that modern communica-  national crisis management and resolu-
lions media and world public opinion  tion. The United States must he well

cau have upon government decision-  prepared Lo use it wisely and cllectively,
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The printing press is the greatest weapon in the armory of the
modern commander.

T.E, Lawrence, 1888-1935

https://digital-commons.usnwc.edu/nwc-review/vol24/isss/6



	Naval War College Review
	1971

	Public Diplomacy and the Missiles of October
	G. Scott Sugden
	Recommended Citation


	tmp.1529612582.pdf.bfthQ

