Kuuban kriisi
dokumenttien valossa
Heli Kyllönen

TAVOITE
Sisältötavoitteena tässä oppimiskokonaisuudessa on hahmottaa Kuuban kriisin eteneminen sekä lopullinen ratkaisu ja ymmärtää diplomatian merkitys suurvaltapolitiikassa. Taitotavoitteena ovat primäärilähteiden käyttö, tulkinta
sekä arviointi.

TOTEUTUS
Kuuban kriisi osio on osa kylmää sotaa käsittelevää itsenäistä työskentelykokonaisuutta. Kokonaisuus on kerätty
thinglink -kartalle, jossa edetään ajallisesti ja maantieteellisesti kriisistä toiseen tutkien erilaisia lähdemateriaaleja. Lähdemateriaalit on koostettu erilaisista aineistoista
ja ne sisältävät silminnäkijäkertomuksia, kirjeenvaihtoa
sekä esimerkiksi valokuvia. Kuuban kriisin käsittely suoritetaan kirjeenvaihdon sekä erilaisten mietintöjen avulla.
Jokaisesta osiosta on myös tehtäviä, joihin vastataan kirjallisesti. Kuuban kriisin lähteet ovat englanniksi, mikä vaikeuttaa tehtävän suorittamista. Lisäksi useat dokumentit
ovat pitkiä. Sen vuoksi dokumenteista on lihavoitu osioita,
joita opiskelijoiden on helpompi tulkita. Dokumentit on
kuitenkin liitetty tehtävään kokonaisina ja niitä on oman
kielitaidon ja harrastuneisuuden puitteissa voinut käsitellä
laajemminkin.

ARVIOINTI
Opiskelijoiden palauttamat vastaukset arvioidaan sekä sisällön että taitojen osalta. Sisällöllisesti otetaan huomioon
kylmän sodan kokonaisuuden hahmottaminen sekä yleisesti tehtäviin vastaaminen. Taitotavoitteiden arvioinnissa
otetaan huomioon, onko lähteitä käytetty ja etenkin sitä
kuinka monipuolisesti niitä on hyödynnetty. Onko lähteitä tulkittu tai arvioitu ja onko pystytty tekemään omia
päätelmiä lähteiden perusteella. Onko lähteistä onnistuttu
löytämään tehtävän kannalta olennaisia tietoja ja onko eri
lähdemateriaaleja pystytty arvioimaan ja vertailemaan.
Tehtävän arviointi oli osa kurssin kokonaisarviointia ja
tehtävä toteutettiin itsenäisenä työskentelyjaksona.
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MATERIAALIT, LÄHTEET
SEKÄ TEHTÄVÄNANNOT
Linkki thinglink -karttaan:
https://www.thinglink.com/scene/1049367120678223874

KUUBAN KRIISI
Lue ensin Kuuban kriisi -osuus oppikirjasta ja sen jälkeen
tutustu linkin takaa löytyviin Kuuban kriisistä kertoviin
alkuperäisdokumentteihin. Dokumentteina on Yhdysvaltain NSC:n kokousmuistioita sekä Presidentti John F. Kennedyn ja Neuvostoliiton johtaja Nikita Hruštšovin välistä
osittain salaista (nykyisin julkista) kirjeenvaihtoa.

Vastaa näiden perusteella seuraaviin kysymyksiin.
1. Miten USA oli suhtautunut Kuubaan ennen kriisiä?
2. Mistä Kuuban kriisi alkoi?
3. Millaisia toimia Yhdysvallat olivat aluksi valmiina
tekemään?
4. Miksi näistä aikeista luovuttiin?
5. Miksi Neuvostoliitto auttoi Kuubaa?
6. Mikä oli Neuvostoliiton selitys ohjuksille?
7. Miten kriisi lopulta laukesi?
8. Millaisia vaikutuksia maiden suhteisiin kriisillä oli?

Yleisiä huomioita dokumenteista:

1. Miten mielestäsi kylmän sodan asetelma ja valtioiden
välinen kilpailu tulee esiin dokumenteissa?
2. Mitä tarkoittaa diplomatia ja miten se näkyy näissä
dokumenteissa?
3. Pohdi ja arvioi oliko kriisin osapuolilla mahdollisesti
muita motiiveja toimilleen kuin virallisesti esitettyjä?
Perustele.
4. Pohdi ja arvioi kuinka lähellä ydinsodan syttyminen
oli? Perustele.
Monilukutaidot ja tutkiva ote historian opetuksessa

LIITE 1
Yhdysvaltojen tiedustelulentojen havaitsemat tukikohdat Kuubassa 18.8.1962
https://external-preview.redd.it/
DOaHF8YJnUoxpR9ZPUC2XVvR7ZwvkD9W_-1OeoJJE5c.jpg?s=cb53608b1cb16d326bd90c4676b3c85545395bc6

LIITE 2 Presidentti John F. Kennedyn ja hänen neuvonantajiensa mietintö 18.8.1962.
TCS 10/18/62
Two big questions must be answered, and in conjunction with each other:
1.

1. Which military action, if any:
– Limited air strike: Rusk, probably Ball and Johnson, Acheaon originally
– Fuller air strike: McNamara and Taylor (who convineced Acheaon) Bohlen’s 2nd choice
– Blockade: Bohlen, Thompson, probably Martin, probably MeNamara and Taylor 2nd choice
Invasion: McCone, maybe Nitse

2.

Should political action – in particular a letter of warning to Khrushchev – precede military action?
– If blockade or invasion, everyone says yes
– If air strike
– Yes: Bohlen, Thompson (also K. O’Donnell)
– No: Taylor, MeNamara, presumably Acheson
– Undecided: Rusk
These questions could be focussed upon by considering either the Rusk or the Bohlen approaches.
Rusk favore the limited or ”surgical” air strike without prior political action or warning. This is opposed by 3 groups
– By the diplomats (Bohlen, Thompson, probably Martin, who insist that prior political action is essential and not harmful
– By the military (McNamara, Taylor, MeCone) who insist that the air strike could not be limited
– By advocates of the blockade route
Bohlen favore a prompt letter to Khrushchev, deciding after the response whether we use air strike or blockade
--All blockade advocates would support this, and some of the air strike advocates
-- Taylor would oppose this, unless the decision had already been made to go the the blockade route
--If you accept the Bohlen plan, we can then consider the nature of the letter to K
Also ask Pentagon to develop:
1. Extent to which military problems are increased by the advance warning a note to Khrushehev would touch off
2. Hard necessity of follow-up sortie to initial ”surgical” attack
3. Possibilities of commander-type raid by parachute or helicopter
http://microsites.jfklibrary.org/cmc/oct18/index.html
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LIITE 3 Kansallisen turvallisuuskomitean viidensadanviidennen tapaamisen pöytäkirja
Minutes of the 505th Meeting of the National Security Council Washington, October 20, 1962, 2:30-5:10 p.m.

PARTICIPANTS
The President
Attorney General
Robert F. Kennedy
CIA
John A. McCone, Director
Mr. Ray Cline
Mr. Arthur Lundahl
Mr. Chamberlain
Defense
Robert S. McNamara, Secretary
Roswell Gilpatric, Deputy Secretary
Paul Nitze, Assistant Secretary (ISA)
JCS
General Maxwell D. Taylor, USA, Chairman
OEP
Edward A. McDermott, Director
The first twenty minutes were spent in the presentation and
discussion of photographic intelligence establishing the presence in Cuba of Soviet intermediate-range and medium-range
missiles, mobile missile launchers and missile sites.
Mr. Ray Cline of the Central Intelligence Agency summarized
the report of the Guided Missile and Astronautics Intelligence
Committee, the Joint Atomic Energy Intelligence Committee, and
the National Photographic Interpretation Center, dated October
19, 1962 (SC 09538-62). Mr. Arthur Lundahl of CIA described
the various missile sites and launching pads, displaying enlarged
pictures identical to those in the Committee report.
In response to the President’s question, Mr. Cline stated that
there were no U-2 photographic reconnaissance missions over
Cuba from August 29th to October 14th. The gap in photographic
coverage was in part due to bad weather and in part to a desire
to avoid activating the SAM Air Defense installations which the
Russians were hurriedly installing in Cuba during this period.
Since October 14th, nine high altitude missions have been flown.
Information from these missions is not fully processed, but will
be available for presentation by Monday.
In summary, the Council was informed that sixteen SS-4 missiles, with a range of 1020 nautical miles were now operational
in Cuba and could be fired approximately eighteen hours after a
decision to fire was taken. The bearing of these launchers was
315 degrees, i.e. toward the central area of the United States.
The President summarized the discussion of the intelligence
material as follows. There is something to destroy in Cuba now
and, if it is destroyed, a strategic missile capability would be difficult to restore. (Specific details of the briefing are contained in
the attached Committee report.)
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State
Dean Rusk, Secretary
George Ball, Under Secretary
U. Alexis Johnson, Deputy Under Secretary for Political Affairs
Adlai Stevenson, U.S. Ambassador to the UN
Edwin Martin, Assistant Secretary, Inter-American Affairs
Llewellyn E. Thompson, Ambassador-at-Large
Treasury
Douglas Dillon, Secretary
White House
McGeorge Bundy, Special Assistant
to the President for National Security Affairs
Theodore Sorensen, Special Counsel
Kenneth O’Donnell, Special Assistant to the President
Bromley Smith, Executive Secretary,
National Security Council Intelligence Briefing
Blockage Track
Secretary McNamara explained to the President that there
were differences among his advisers which had resulted in
the drafting of alternative courses of action. He added that
the military planners are at work on measures to carry out
all recommended courses of action in order that, following
a Presidential decision, fast action could be taken.
Secretary McNamara described his view as the ”blockade
route.” This route is aimed at preventing any addition to the
strategic missiles already deployed to Cuba and eventually
to eliminate these missiles. He said to do this we should
institute a blockade of Cuba and be prepared to take armed
action in specified instances.
(The President was handed a copy of Ted Sorensen’s ”blockade route” draft of a Presidential message, which he read.)
Secretary McNamara concluded by explaining that following
the blockade, the United States would negotiate for the removal
of the strategic missiles from Cuba. He said we would have to
be prepared to accept the withdrawal of United States strategic
missiles from Turkey and Italy and possibly agreement to limit
our use of Guantanamo to a specified limited time. He added
that we could obtain the removal of the missiles from Cuba
only if we were prepared to offer something in return during
negotiations. He opposed as too risky the suggestion that we
should issue an ultimatum to the effect that we would order an
air attack on Cuba if the missiles were not removed. He said
he was prepared to tell Khrushchev we consider the missiles in
Cuba as Soviet missiles and that if they were used against us,
we would retaliate by launching missiles against the USSR.
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Secretary McNamara pointed out that SNIE 11-19-62, dated
October 20, 1962, estimates that the Russians will not use
force to push their ships through our blockade. He cited Ambassador Bohlen’s view that the USSR would not take military
action, but would limit its reaction to political measures in the
United Nations.
Secretary McNamara listed the disadvantages
of the blockade route as follows:
1. It would take a long time to achieve the objective of
eliminating strategic missiles from Cuba.
2. It would result in serious political trouble in the United
States.
3. The world position of the United States might appear to be
weakening.
The advantages which Secretary McNamara cited are:
1. It would cause us the least trouble with our allies.
2. It avoids any surprise air attack on Cuba, which is contrary
to our tradition.
3. It is the only military course of action compatible with our
position as a leader of the free world.
4. It avoids a sudden military move which might provoke a
response from the USSR which could result in escalating
actions leading to general war.
The President pointed out that during a blockade, more missiles would become operational, and upon the completion
of sites and launching pads, the threat would increase. He
asked General Taylor how many missiles we could destroy
by air action on Monday.
General Taylor reported that the Joint Chiefs of Staff favor an air
strike on Tuesday when United States forces could be in a state
of readiness. He said he did not share Secretary McNamara’s
fear that if we used nuclear weapons in Cuba, nuclear weapons
would be used against us.
Secretary Rusk asked General Taylor whether we dared to
attack operational strategic missile sites in Cuba.
General Taylor responded that the risk of these missiles being
used against us was less than if we permitted the missiles to
remain there.
The President pointed out that on the basis of the intelligence
estimate there would be some fifty strategic missiles operational
in mid-December, if we went the blockade route and took no
action to destroy the sites being developed.
General Taylor said that the principal argument he wished to
make was that now was the time to act because this would be
the last chance we would have to destroy these missiles. If we
did not act now, the missiles would be camouflaged in such a
way as to make it impossible for us to find them. Therefore, if
they were not destroyed, we would have to live with them with all
the consequent problems for the defense of the United States.
The President agreed that the missile threat became worse
each day, adding that we might wish, looking back, that we had
done earlier what we are now preparing to do.
Secretary Rusk said that a blockade would seriously affect the
Cuban missile capability in that the Soviets would be unable to
deploy to Cuba any missiles in addition to those now there.
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Under Secretary Ball said that if an effective blockade was
established, it was possible that our photographic intelligence
would reveal that there were no nuclear warheads in Cuba;
hence, none of the missiles now there could be made operational.
General Taylor indicated his doubt that it would be possible
to prevent the Russians from deploying warheads to Cuba by
means of a blockade because of the great difficulty of setting up
an effective air blockade.
Secretary McNamara stated that if we knew that a plane was
flying nuclear warheads to Cuba, we should immediately shoot
it down. Parenthetically, he pointed out there are now 6000 to
8000 Soviet personnel in Cuba.
The President asked whether the institution of a blockade
would appear to the free world as a strong response to the
Soviet action. He is particularly concerned about whether the
Latin American countries would think that the blockade was an
appropriate response to the Soviet challenge.
The Attorney General returned to the point made by General
Taylor, i.e. that now is the last chance we will have to destroy
Castro and the Soviet missiles deployed in Cuba.
Mr. Sorensen said he did not agree with the Attorney General
or with General Taylor that this was our last chance. He said
a missile buildup would end if, as everyone seemed to agree,
the Russians would not use force to penetrate the United States
blockade.

Air Strike Route
Mr. Bundy handed to the President the ”air strike alternative,”
which the President read. It was also referred to as the Bundy
plan.
The Attorney General told the President that this plan was
supported by Mr. Bundy, General Taylor, the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, and with minor variations, by Secretary Dillon and Director
McCone.
General Taylor emphasized the opportunity available now
to take out not only all the missiles, but all the Soviet medium
bombers (IL-28) which were neatly lined up in the open on airbases in Cuba.
Mr. McNamara cautioned that an air strike would not destroy all
the missiles and launchers in Cuba, and, at best, we could knock
out two-thirds of these missiles. Those missiles not destroyed
could be fired from mobile launchers not destroyed. General
Taylor said he was unable to explain why the IL-28 medium
bombers had been left completely exposed on two airfields. The
only way to explain this, he concluded, was on the ground that
the Cubans and the Russians did not anticipate United States
air strike.
Secretary Rusk said he hesitated to ask the question but he
wondered whether these planes were decoys. He also wondered whether the Russians were trying to entice us into a trap.
Secretary McNamara stated his strong doubt that these planes
were decoys. Director McCone added that the Russians would
not have sent one hundred shiploads of equipment to Cuba
solely to play a ”trick”. General Taylor returned to the point he
had made earlier, namely, that if we do not destroy the missiles
and the bombers, we will have to change our entire military way
of dealing with external threats.
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The President raised the question of advance warning prior to
military action--whether we should give a minimum of two hours
notice of an air strike to permit Soviet personnel to leave the area
to be attacked.
General Taylor said that the military would be prepared to
live with a twenty-four hour advance notice or grace period if
such advance notice was worthwhile politically. The President
expressed his doubt that any notice beyond seven hours had
any political value.
There was a brief discussion of the usefulness of sending a
draft message to Castro, and a copy of such message was circulated.
The President stated flatly that the Soviet planes in Cuba did
not concern him particularly. He said we must be prepared to
live with the Soviet threat as represented by Soviet bombers.
However, the existence of strategic missiles in Cuba had an
entirely different impact throughout Latin America. In his view
the existence of fifty planes in Cuba did not affect the balance of
power, but the missiles already in Cuba were an entirely different
matter.
The Attorney General said that in his opinion a combination of
the blockade route and the air strike route was very attractive to
him. He felt we should first institute the blockade. In the event
that the Soviets continued to build up the missile capability in
Cuba, then we should inform the Russians that we would destroy
the missiles, the launchers, and the missile sites. He said he
favored a short wait during which time the Russians could react
to the blockade. If the Russians did not halt the development
of the missile capability, then we would proceed to make an air
strike. The advantage of proceeding in this way, he added, was
that we would get away from the Pearl Harbor surprise attack
aspect of the air strike route.
Mr. Bundy pointed out that there was a risk that we would act
in such a way as to get Khrushchev to commit himself fully to the
support of Castro.
Secretary Rusk doubted that a delay of twenty-four hours in
initiating an air strike was of any value. He said he now favored
proceeding on the blockade track.
Secretary Dillon mentioned seventy-two hours as the time
between instituting the blockade and initiating an air strike in the
event we receive no response to our initial action.
Director McCone stated his opposition to an air strike, but
admitted that in his view a blockade was not enough. He argued
that we should institute the blockade and tell the Russians that
if the missiles were not dismantled within seventy-two hours, the
United States would destroy the missiles by air attack. He called
attention to the risk involved in a long drawn-out period during
which the Cubans could, at will, launch the missiles against
the United States. Secretary Dillon said that the existence of
strategic missiles in Cuba was, in his opinion, not negotiable.
He believed that any effort to negotiate the removal of the missiles would involve a price so high that the United States could
not accept it. If the missiles are not removed or eliminated, he
continued, the United States will lose all of its friends in Latin
America, who will become convinced that our fear is such that
we cannot act. He admitted that the limited use of force involved
in a blockade would make the military task much harder and
would involve the great danger of the launching of these missiles
by the Cubans.
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Deputy Secretary Gilpatric saw the choice as involving the use
of limited force or of unlimited force. He was prepared to face the
prospect of an air strike against Cuba later, but he opposed the
initial use of all-out military force such as a surprise air attack.
He defined a blockade as being the application of the limited use
of force and doubted that such limited use could be combined
with an air strike.
General Taylor argued that a blockade would not solve our
problem or end the Cuban missile threat. He said that eventually
we would have to use military force and, if we waited, the use of
military force would be much more costly.
Secretary McNamara noted that the air strike planned by the
Joint Chiefs involved 800 sorties. Such a strike would result in
several thousand Russians being killed, chaos in Cuba, and
efforts to overthrow the Castro government. In his view the
probability was high that an air strike would lead inevitably to an
invasion. He doubted that the Soviets would take an air strike
on Cuba without resorting to a very major response. In such an
event, the United States would lose control of the situation which
could escalate to general war.
The President agreed that a United States air strike would lead
to a major Soviet response, such as blockading Berlin. He agreed
that at an appropriate time we would have to acknowledge that
we were willing to take strategic missiles out of Turkey and Italy
if this issue was raised by the Russians. He felt that implementation of a blockade would also result in Soviet reprisals, possibly
the blockade of Berlin. If we instituted a blockade on Sunday,
then by Monday or Tuesday we would know whether the missile
development had ceased or whether it was continuing. Thus, we
would be in a better position to know what move to make next.
Secretary Dillon called attention to the fact that even if the
Russians agreed to dismantle the missiles now in Cuba, continuing inspection would be required to ensure that the missiles
were not again made ready.
The President said that if it was decided to go the Bundy route,
he would favor an air strike which would destroy only missiles.
He repeated this view that we would have to live with the threat
arising out of the stationing in Cuba of Soviet bombers.
Secretary Rusk referred to an air strike as chapter two. He did
not think we should initiate such a strike because of the risk of
escalating actions leading to general war. He doubted that we
should act without consultation of our allies. He said a sudden
air strike had no support in the law or morality, and, therefore,
must be ruled out. Reading from notes, he urged that we start
the blockade and only go on to an air attack when we knew the
reaction of the Russians and of our allies.
At this point Director McCone acknowledged that we did not
know positively that nuclear warheads for the missiles deployed
had actually arrived in Cuba. Although we had evidence of
the construction of storage places for nuclear weapons, such
weapons may not yet have been sent to Cuba.
The President asked what we would say to those whose reaction to our instituting a blockade now would be to ask why we
had not blockaded last July.
Both Mr. Sorensen and Mr. Ball made the point that we did not
institute a blockade in July because we did not then know of the
existence of the strategic missiles in Cuba.
Secretary Rusk suggested that our objective was an immediate freeze of the strategic missile capability in Cuba to be
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inspected by United Nations observation teams stationed at
the missile sites. He referred to our bases in Turkey, Spain and
Greece as being involved in any negotiation covering foreign
bases. He said a United Nations group might be sent to Cuba to
reassure those who might fear that the United States was planning an invasion.
Ambassador Stevenson stated his flat opposition to a surprise
air strike, which he felt would ultimately lead to a United States
invasion of Cuba. He supported the institution of the blockade
and predicted that such action would reduce the chance of
Soviet retaliation of a nature which would inevitably escalate.
In his view our aim is to end the existing missile threat in Cuba
without casualties and without escalation. He urged that we offer
the Russians a settlement involving the withdrawal of our missiles from Turkey and our evacuation of Guantanamo base.
The President sharply rejected the thought of surrendering our
base at Guantanamo in the present situation. He felt that such
action would convey to the world that we had been frightened
into abandoning our position. He was not opposed to discussing
withdrawal of our missiles from Turkey and Greece, but he was
firm in saying we should only make such a proposal in the future.
The Attorney General thought we should convey our firm
intentions to the Russians clearly and suggested that we might
tell the Russians that we were turning over nuclear weapons and
missiles to the West Germans.
Ambassador Thompson stated his view that our first action
should be the institution of a blockade. Following this, he thought
we should launch an air strike to destroy the missiles and sites,
after giving sufficient warning so that Russian nationals could
leave the area to be attacked.
The President said he was ready to go ahead with the blockade
and to take actions necessary to put us in a position to undertake an air strike on the missiles and missile sites by Monday or
Tuesday.
General Taylor summarized the military actions already under
way, including the quiet reinforcement of Guantanamo by infiltrating marines and the positioning of ships to take out United States
depend-ents from Guantanamo on extremely short notice.
The Attorney General said we could implement a blockade
very quickly and prepare for an air strike to be launched later if
we so decided.
The President said he was prepared to authorize the military
to take those preparatory actions which they would have to take
in anticipation of the military invasion of Cuba. He suggested
that we inform the Turks and the Italians that they should not fire
the strategic missiles they have even if attacked. The warheads
for missiles in Turkey and Italy could be dismantled. He agreed
that we should move to institute a blockade as quickly as we
possibly can.
In response to a question about further photographic surveillance of Cuba, Secretary McNamara recommended, and the
President agreed, that no low level photographic reconnaissance should be undertaken now because we have decided to
institute a blockade.
Secretary Rusk recommended that a blockade not be instituted before Monday in order to provide time required to consult
our allies.
Mr. Bundy said the pressure from the press was becoming
intense and suggested that one way of dealing with it was to

Monilukutaidot ja tutkiva ote historian opetuksessa 

announce shortly that we had obtained photographic evidence
of the existence of strategic missiles in Cuba. This announcement would hold the press until the President made his television
speech.
The President acknowledged that the domestic political heat
following his television appearance would be terrific. He said he
had opposed an invasion of Cuba but that now we were confronted with the possibility that by December there would be
fifty strategic missiles deployed there. In explanation as to why
we have not acted sooner to deal with the threat from Cuba, he
pointed out that only now do we have the kind of evidence which
we can make available to our allies in order to convince them of
the necessity of acting. Only now do we have a way of avoiding
a split with our allies.
It is possible that we may have to make an early strike with
or without warning next week. He stressed again the difference
between the conventional military buildup in Cuba and the psychological impact throughout the world of the Russian deployment of strategic missiles to Cuba. General Taylor repeated his
recommendation that any air strike in Cuba included attacks on
the MIGs and medium bombers.
The President repeated his view that our world position would
be much better if we attack only the missiles. He directed that air
strike plans include only missiles and missile sites, preparations
to be ready three days from now.
Under Secretary Ball expressed his view that a blockade
should include all shipments of POL to Cuba. Secretary Rusk
thought that POL should not now be included because such
a decision would break down the distinction which we want to
make between elimination of strategic missiles and the downfall
of the Castro government. Secretary Rusk repeated his view that
our objective is to destroy the offensive capability of the missiles
in Cuba, not, at this time, seeking to overthrow Castro!
The President acknowledged that the issue was whether POL
should be included from the beginning or added at a later time.
He preferred to delay possibly as long as a week.
Secretary Rusk called attention to the problem involved in
referring to our action as a blockade. He preferred the use of the
word ”quarantine”.
Parenthetically, the President asked Secretary Rusk to reconsider present policy of refusing to give nuclear weapons assistance to France. He expressed the view that in light of present
circumstances a refusal to help the French was not worthwhile.
He thought that in the days ahead we might be able to gain the
needed support of France if we stopped refusing to help them
with their nuclear weapons project.
There followed a discussion of several sentences in the
”blockade route” draft of the President’s speech. It was agreed
that the President should define our objective in terms of halting
”offensive missile preparations in Cuba”. Reference to economic
pressures on Cuba would not be made in this context.
The President made clear that in the United Nations we should
emphasize the subterranean nature of the missile buildup in
Cuba. Only if we were asked would we respond that we were
prepared to talk about the withdrawal of missiles from Italy
and Turkey. In such an eventuality, the President pointed out
that we would have to make clear to the Italians and the Turks
that withdrawing strategic missiles was not a retreat and that
we would be prepared to replace these missiles by providing
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a more effective deterrent, such as the assignment of Polaris
submarines. The President asked Mr. Nitze to study the
problems arising out of the withdrawal of missiles from Italy and
Turkey, with particular reference to complications which would
arise in NATO. The President made clear that our emphasis
should be on the missile threat from Cuba.
Ambassador Stevenson reiterated his belief that we must be
more forthcoming about giving up our missile bases in Turkey
and Italy. He stated again his belief that the present situation
required that we offer to give up such bases in order to induce

the Russians to remove the strategic missiles from Cuba.
Mr. Nitze flatly opposed making any such offer, but said he
would not object to discussing this question in the event that
negotiations developed from our institution of a blockade.
The President concluded the meeting by stating that we should
be ready to meet criticism of our deployment of missiles abroad
but we should not initiate negotiations with a base withdrawal
proposal.
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_century/msc_cuba034.asp

LIITE 4 Kansallisen turvallisuuskomitean viidennensadannenkuudennen tapaamisen pöytäkirja
Minutes of the 506th Meeting of the National Security Council Washington, October 21, 1962, 2:30-4:50 p.m.
PARTICIPANTS
The President
Attorney General
Robert F. Kennedy
CIA
John A. McCone, Director
Mr. Ray Cline
Mr. Whelan
Mr. Arthur Lundahl
Defense
Robert S. McNamara, Secretary
Roswell Gilpatric, Deputy Secretary
Paul Nitze, Assistant Secretary (ISA)

State
Dean Rusk, Secretary
George Ball, Under Secretary
U. Alexis Johnson, Deputy Under Secretary for Political Affairs
Adlai Stevenson, U.S. Representative to the UN
Edwin Martin, Assistant Secretary, Inter-American Affairs
Llewellyn E. Thompson, Ambassador-at-Large
Treasury
Douglas Dillon, Secretary
USIA
Donald Wilson, Acting Director

JCS
General Maxwell D. Taylor
Admiral George W. Anderson, Jr.,
USN, Chief of Naval Operations

White House
McGeorge Bundy, Special Assistant to the President for National Security Affairs
Theodore Sorensen, Special Counsel
Bromley Smith, Executive Secretary, National Security Council

OEP
Edward A. McDermott, Director

Others:
Mr. Robert Lovett

(There is attached a tentative agenda for today’s meeting, which was followed in large part.)
Introduction
Intelligence officers summarized new information which had
become available since yesterday’s meeting. Attached is a page
highlighting the new facts presented to the Council.
Substantial Issues in a Draft Presidential Speech
The Council members read the third draft of the President’s
speech. (Copy attached.)4 There was some discussion of the
date when positive information as to the existence of strategic
missiles in Cuba became available. The draft was revised to
state that such information became available Tuesday morning,
October 16th.
The draft speech summarized the number of missiles and the
number of sites known to exist in Cuba. Secretary McNamara
recommended, and the President agreed, that specific numbers
of missiles and sites be deleted.
The question was raised as to whether the speech should
emphasize Soviet responsibility for the missile deployment
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or Castro’s irresponsibility in accepting them. Secretary Rusk
argued that we must hold the USSR responsible because it is
important to emphasize the extra-hemispheric aspect of the
missile deployment in order to increase support for our contemplated actions.
The President referred to the sentence mentioning the deployment of missiles by the Soviet Union and called attention to our
deployment of missiles to Italy. Secretary Rusk pointed out that
our missiles were deployed to NATO countries only after those
countries were threatened by deployed Soviet missiles. Hence,
our deployment was part of the confrontation of Soviet power,
and, therefore, unrelated to the Cuban deployment by the USSR.
The President pointed out that Soviet missiles were in place,
aimed at European countries, before we deployed United States
missiles to Europe.
Secretary Dillon recalled that we sent United States missiles
to Europe because we had so many of them we did not know
where to put them.
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The President referred to the sentence in the draft speech
which states that the USSR secretly transferred weapons to
Cuba. He said we should emphasize the clandestine manner in
which the USSR had acted in Cuba.
The Attorney General wanted to be certain that the text as
drafted did not preclude us from giving nuclear weapons to
Western Germany, West Berlin, and France in the event we
decided to do so.
It was agreed that no message would be sent to President
Dorticos of Cuba at the present time and the draft speech was
so revised.
The question of whether our actions should be described as
a blockade or a quarantine was debated. Although the legal
meaning of the two words is identical, Secretary Rusk said he
preferred ”quarantine” for political reasons in that it avoids comparison with the Berlin blockade. The President agreed to use
”quarantine” and pointed out that if we so desired we could later
institute a total blockade.
Both Secretary Dillon and Director McCone urged that the
speech state that we were seeking to prevent all military equipment from reaching Cuba. They argued that later we might act
to prevent all equipment from reaching Cuba even though at
present our objective was to block offensive missile equipment.
The President preferred the phrase ”offensive missile equipment” on the grounds that within forty-eight hours we will know
the Soviet reaction. At such time we will know whether, as is
expected, the Soviets turn back their ships rather than submit to
inspection. Secretary McNamara agreed we should proceed in
two stages. Initially our objective is to block offensive weapons
and later we can extend our blockade to all weapons, if we so
decide.
The President parenthetically pointed out that we were not
taking action under the Monroe Doctrine.
General Taylor returned to a sentence in the earlier part of the
draft (bottom of page 4) and asked whether we were firm on the
phrase ”whatever steps are necessary.” The President agreed
that these words should remain so that he would not be hindered
from taking additional measures if we so decide at a later date.
(The President asked Under Secretary Ball to obtain assurances that Dakar would not be used by the Soviets for air shipments to Cuba.)
Secretary Rusk commented that our objective was to ”put out
the fire” in Cuba and get United Nations teams to inspect all
missile activity in Cuba. The President felt that a better tactic was
for us initially to frighten the United Nations representatives with
the prospect of all kinds of actions and then, when a resolution
calling for the withdrawal of missiles from Cuba, Turkey and Italy
was proposed, we could consider supporting such a resolution.
Ambassador Stevenson said we should take the initiative by
calling a U.N. Security Council meeting to demand an immediate
missile standstill in Cuba. Secretary Rusk pointed out that following the President’s speech we would either be in the posture of
a complainant or of a defendant.
Mr. Sorensen said our posture should be to accuse the Soviets
of being the aggressors and seek to persuade others to agree
with us. He foresaw that some nations in the United Nations
would immediately try to label us as the aggressors because of
the actions which we had taken.
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Secretary Rusk raised the question of whether we should
move first in the United Nations or first in the OAS. He said our
United Nations action should be aimed at removing the missile
threat while our objective on the OAS would be to persuade
other Latin American countries to act with us under the Rio
Treaty.
In response to the President’s question, Assistant Secretary
Martin said that if there were a United Nations action before the
OAS acted, the usefulness of the OAS would be seriously
affected. Secretary Rusk felt we should act first in the OAS, then
in the United Nations where our action program could be more
flexible.
The President agreed that a reference in the draft speech to a
Caribbean security force should be dropped.
The President said we should pin the responsibility for the
developments in Cuba directly on Khrushchev. In response to
the President’s question, Ambassador Thompson agreed--naming Khrushchev would make it harder for him to reverse his
actions in Cuba, but such reference to him would be more effective in producing favorable actions.
The President asked that the phrases describing the horrors of
war should be deleted.
Ambassador Thompson urged, and the President agreed, that
we should use the part of the TASS statement on Cuba which
flatly states that the Russians have all the weapons they need
and require no more for their defense. Therefore, the only reason
for Soviet deployment of weapons to Cuba is the aim of dominating the Western hemisphere.
The President agreed that the invitation to a summit meeting
should be deleted.
Ambassador Stevenson repeated that he favored an early
conference with the Russians on terms acceptable to us, to be
held in an atmosphere free of threat. The President responded
that he did not want to appear to be seeking a summit meeting
as a result of Khrushchev’s actions. Ambassador Thompson
agreed. The President added that we should not look toward
holding a meeting until it is clear to us what Khrushchev really
thinks he will obtain worldwide as a result of his actions in Cuba.
Secretary Rusk said our first objective was to get a fully
inspected missile standstill in Cuba before we sit down to talk
with the Russians. Mr. McCone was concerned that if we let it be
known that we are prepared to talk to the Russians now, it would
appear to outsiders that our only response to Khrushchev’s challenge was to negotiate.
The Attorney General said that in his view we should anticipate a Soviet reaction involving a movement in Berlin. Secretary
Dillon felt that the Soviet reaction in Berlin would be governed by
the actions we would take in response to the Russian missile
deployment in Cuba.
Following a discussion of ways in which we could reach the
Cuban people through television despite Cuban jamming efforts,
the President told Mr. Wilson that we should go ahead with the
television project involving the relay of signals via instruments
aboard a ship at sea for use anywhere.
The Attorney General felt that the paragraphs in the President’s draft speech addressed to the Cuban people were not
personal enough. The President asked that these paragraphs be
rewritten.
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Following discussion of the pressure by the press for information, the President decided that no information on the missile
deployment would be given out today.
In response to a Presidential question, General Taylor said an
invasion of Cuba could be carried out seven days after the decision to invade had been taken. Secretary McNamara said the
President had asked a question which was difficult to answer
precisely. Present plans called for invasion to follow seven days
after an initial air strike. The timing could be reduced, depending
upon whether certain decisions were taken now. Some actions
which were irreversible would have to be taken now in order to
reduce the time when forces could be landed. He promised the
President a breakdown of the decisions which he would have to
take immediately in order to reduce the seven-day period.
The President said that in three or four days we might have
to decide to act in order that we would not have to wait so long
prior to the landing of our forces. As he understood the situation,
a decision taken today would mean that an air strike could not
be undertaken before seven days, and then seven days later the
first forces could be ashore.
General Taylor explained that air action would be necessary
to bring the situation under control prior to the dropping of paratroopers. He added that 90,000 men could be landed within an
eleven-day period.
Secretary McNamara said that planning was being done under
two assumptions. The first called for an air strike, and seven days
later, landings would begin. Twenty-five thousand men would be
put ashore the first day, and on the eighteenth day, 90,000 would
be ashore. The second plan provided for the landing of 90,000
men in a twenty-three day period. The President told General
Taylor that he wanted to do those things which would reduce the
length of time between a decision to invade and the landing of
the first troops.
The President said he believed that as soon as he had finished
his speech, the Russians would: (a) hasten the construction and
the development of their missile capability in Cuba, (b) announce
that if we attack Cuba, Soviet rockets will fly, and (c) possibly
make a move to squeeze us out of Berlin.
Secretary Dillon said that in his view a blockade would either
inevitably lead to an invasion of Cuba or would result in negotiations, which he believes the Soviets would want very much. To
agree to negotiations now would be a disaster for us. We would
break up our alliances and convey to the world that we were
impotent in the face of a Soviet challenge. Unless the Russians
stop their missile buildup at once, we will have to invade Cuba
in the next week, no matter what they say, if we are to save
our world position. We cannot convey firm intentions to the Russians otherwise and we must not look to the world as if we were
backing down.
Secretary McNamara expressed his doubt that an air strike
would be necessary within the next week.
Admiral Anderson described, in response to the President’s
question, the way the blockade would be instituted. He added
that the Navy did not need to call up reserves now to meet the
immediate situation. He said that forty Navy ships were already
in position. The Navy knew the positions of twenty-seven to thirty
ships en route to Cuba. Eighteen ships were in Cuban ports, and
fifteen were on their way home.
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Admiral Anderson described the method to be used in the
first interception of a Soviet ship. It was hoped that a cruiser
rather than a destroyer would make this interception. It would
follow accepted international rules. He favored a twenty-four
hour grace period, beginning with the President’s speech, during
which the Russians could communicate with their ships, giving
them instructions as to what to do in the event they were stopped
by United States ships.
Secretary McNamara said he would recommend to the President later today which kinds of reserve forces should be called
up. He felt that air reserves would be necessary if it were decided
to make an air strike, but probably would not be needed if our
action was limited to a blockade.
Admiral Anderson said we had a capability to protect United
States ships in the Caribbean. If the Komar ships took any
hostile action, they could be destroyed, thereby creating a new
situation. If a MIG plane takes hostile action, he would like to be
in a position to shoot it down, thereby creating again a new situation. He estimated that the Soviets could not get naval surface
ships to the area in less than ten days and Soviet submarines
could not get to the area in less than ten to fourteen days.
In response to a question, Admiral Anderson said that if the
Navy received information that a Soviet submarine was en route
to Havana, he would ask higher authority for permission to attack
it.
Secretary McNamara said he favored rules of engagement
which would permit responses to hostile actions, including
attacks to destroy the source of the hostile action.
The President answered a question as to whether we were to
stop all ships, including allied ships by saying that he favored
stopping all ships in the expectation that allied ships would soon
become discouraged and drop out of the Cuban trade.
Diplomatic Measures
Under Secretary Ball summarized a scenario (copy attached)
providing for consultation with our allies. He said Dean Acheson
would brief de Gaulle and the NATO Council, Ambassador
Dowling would brief Adenauer, and Ambassador Bruce would
brief Macmillan. Present at such briefings would be technical
experts from CIA who could answer questions concerning the
photographic intelligence which reveals the missile sites.
The President said we must assume that Khrushchev knows
that we know of his missile deployments, and, therefore, he will
be ready with a planned response. He asked that the draft speech
emphasize his belief that the greatest danger to the United States
in the present situation is doing nothing but acknowledging that
in days to come we would be seriously threatened.
Ambassador Stevenson read from a list of problems which
he foresaw in the United Nations. Secretary Rusk said we must
decide on tactics for the Security Council meeting. He repeated
his view that the aim of all our actions is to get a standstill of the
missile development in Cuba to be inspected by United Nations
observers and then be prepared to negotiate other issues.
The President asked Assistant Secretary of Defense Nitze to
study the problem of withdrawing United States missiles from
Turkey and Italy. Mr. Nitze said such a withdrawal was complicated because we must avoid giving the Europeans the impression that we are prepared to take nuclear weapons of all kinds
out of Europe.
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Secretary McNamara stated his firm view that the United
States could not lift its blockade as long as the Soviet weapons
remained in Cuba.
The President asked why we could not start with a demand for
the removal or the withdrawal of the missiles and if at a later time
we wanted to negotiate for a less favorable settlement, we could
then decide to do so. The Attorney General said we should take
the offensive in our presentation to the United Nations. Our attitude should not be defensive, especially in view of the fact that
Soviet leaders had lied to us about the deployment of strategic
missiles to Cuba.
The President interjected a directive that we reverse our policy
on nuclear assistance to France in the light of the present situation.
Ambassador Stevenson repeated his view that the United
States would be forced into a summit meeting and preferred to
propose such a meeting.
The President disagreed, saying that we could not accept a
neutral Cuba and the withdrawal from Guantanamo without indicating to Khrushchev that we were in a state of panic. An offer
to accept Castro and give up Guantanamo must not be made
because it would appear to be completely defensive. He said
we should be clear that we would accept nothing less than the
ending of the missile capability now in Cuba, no reinforcement of
that capability, and no further construction of missile sites.
Secretary McNamara stated his view that in order to achieve
such a result we would have to invade Cuba.
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The President said what he was talking about was the dismantlement of missiles now in Cuba.
Ambassador Stevenson thought that we should institute a
blockade, and when the Russians rejected our demand for a
missile standstill in Cuba, we should defer any air strike until
after we had talked to Khrushchev.
There followed a discussion as to whether we wanted to rely
primarily on the United Nations or primarily on the OAS. Assistant Secretary of State Martin indicated that if we did not use the
OAS in preference to the United Nations, we would jeopardize
the entire hemispheric alliance. Under Secretary Ball agreed that
we should put primary emphasis on the OAS and he preferred
that any inspectors going to Cuba should be OAS inspectors
rather than United Nations inspectors.
The President indicated a need for further discussion of this
matter and suggested that Secretary Rusk speak to him later
about it.
As the meeting concluded, the President asked that the word
”miscalculate” be taken out of the draft letter prepared for him
to send to Khrushchev. He recalled that in Vienna Khrushchev had revealed a misunderstanding of this word when
translated into Russian. He also requested that reference to
a meeting with Khrushchev be deleted from the draft letter.
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_century/msc_cuba038.asp
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LIITE 5 Kansallisen turvallisuuskomitean viidennensadannenseitsemännen tapaamisen pöytäkirja
Minutes of the 507th Meeting of the National Security Council Washington, October 22, 1962, 3 p.m.

The President opened the meeting by asking Secretary Rusk
to read the attached message from Prime Minister Macmillan
which had just been received. Secretary Rusk observed that for
a first reaction to information of our proposed blockade it was
not bad. He added that it was comforting to learn that the British
Prime Minister had not thought of anything we hadn’t thought of.
The President commented that the Prime Minister’s message
contained the best argument for taking no action. What we now
need are strong arguments to explain why we have to act as we
are acting.
Secretary Rusk stated that the best legal basis for our blockade action was the Rio Treaty. The use of force would be justified
on the ground of support for the principals of the United Nations
Charter, not on the basis of Article 51, which might give the Russians a basis for attacking Turkey.
The Attorney General said that in his opinion our blockade
action would be illegal if it were not supported by the OAS. In
his view the greatest importance is attached to our obtaining the
necessary fourteen favorable votes in the OAS. Secretary Rusk
commented that if we do not win the support of the OAS, we
are not necessarily acting illegally. He referred to the new situation created by modern weapons and he thought that rules of
international law should not be taken as applying literally to a
completely new situation. He said we need not abandon hope
so early.
Mr. Salinger reported that Gromyko had departed from New
York without making other than a usual departure statement containing nothing about Cuba.
Secretary Rusk said the Department had decided to hold off
calling a Security Council meeting despite the possibility that the
Russians might ask one first. The basis of this decision was that
we would have to name Cuba in the documents requesting the
Security Council meeting and this we did not wish to do.
Director McCone summarized the latest intelligence information and read from the attached document. He added that
we have a report of a fleet of Soviet submarines which are in a
position to reach Cuba in about a week. He also mentioned that
the London Evening Standard had printed a great deal of information about the existence of Soviet strategic missiles in Cuba.
In response to a suggestion by Mr. Bundy, the President outlined the manner in which he expected Council Members to deal
with the domestic aspects of the current situation. He said everyone should sing one song in order to make clear that there was
now no difference among his advisers as to the proper course
to follow. He pointed out the importance of fully supporting the
course of action chosen which, in his view, represented a reasonable consensus. Any course is extremely troublesome and,
as in the case of the Berlin wall, we are once again confronted
with a difficult choice. If we undertake a tricky and unsatisfactory course, we do not even have the satisfaction of knowing
what would have happened if we had acted differently. He mentioned that former Presidents, Eisenhower, Truman and Hoover
had supported his decision during telephone conversations with
each of them earlier in the day.
The President then summarized the arguments as to why we
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must act. We must reply to those whose reaction to the blockade
would be to ask what had changed in view of the fact that we had
been living in the past years under a threat of a missile nuclear
attack by the USSR.
a. In September we had said we would react if certain actions
were taken in Cuba. We have to carry out commitments which
we had made publicly at that time.
b. The secret deployment by the Russians of strategic missiles
to Cuba was such a complete change in their previous policy of
not deploying such missiles outside the USSR that if we took no
action in this case, we would convey to the Russians an impression that we would never act, no matter what they did anywhere.
c. Gromyko had left the impression that the Soviets were going
to act in Berlin in the next few months. Therefore, if they acted
now in response to our blockade action, we would only have
brought on their Berlin squeeze earlier than expected.
d. The effect in Latin America would be very harmful to our
interests if, by our failure to act, we gave the Latinos the impression that the Soviets were increasing their world position while
ours was decreasing.
Two questions were raised which the President hoped would
be discussed and settled the following day:
a. What is our response if one of our U-2 planes is shot down
by a SAM missile?
b. If the missile development in Cuba continues, what is our
next course of action?
The President concluded by acknowledging the difficulties
which he was asking the military to accept because of the necessity of our taking action which warned Cuba of the possibility of
an invasion.
Secretary Rusk commented that if anyone thought our
response was weak, they were wrong because he believed that
a ”flaming crisis” was immediately ahead of us.
The President read from a list of questions and suggested
answers which might be made public. The first question was
why we had not acted earlier. The response is that we needed
more evidence of the exist-ence of Soviet strategic missiles in
Cuba. This additional evidence was required in order to gain the
necessary fourteen votes in the OAS. In addition, if we had acted
earlier, we might have jeopardized our position in Berlin because
our European Allies would have concluded that our preoccupation with Cuba was such as to reveal our lack of interest in Berlin,
thus tempting the Russians to act in Berlin. Earlier action would
undoubtedly have forced us to declare war on Cuba and this
action, without the evidence we now have, would have thrown
Latin American support to Castro.
There followed a discussion of why evidence of Soviet missiles was lacking. Information about the strategic missile sites
was reported by the refugees but these reports could not be substantiated from aerial photography. Aerial photographs taken on
August 29th revealed no missile sites. It was not until October
14th that photographic evidence of the sites and missiles was
available. The cloud cover prevented photography for a period
of time and the possibility of an attack on an overflying American plane led to a restriction on the number of U-2 flights. Mr.
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McCone felt that the information given to Senator Keating about
the missile sites had come from refugee sources, which he had
accepted without further substantiation. The Attorney General
pointed out that even if there had been U-2 flights, construction at the missile sites was not far enough along to have been
detected by photography much earlier than October 14. It was
pointed out that all Soviet experts agreed that Khrushchev would
not send strategic missiles to Cuba. Therefore, there was a tendency to downgrade the refugee reports.
Commenting on what should be said publicly about our actions
in Cuba, Secretary Rusk cautioned that we should say nothing
now which might tie our hands later in the event we wanted to
take additional actions.
The President referred again to the question of distinguishing
between Soviet missiles in Cuba and United States missiles in
Turkey and Italy. Secretary Rusk read extracts from the NATO
communique of 1959. The President thought that it was most
important that everyone be fully briefed as to why these situations with respect to the deployment of missiles do not match. He
again called attention to the secret deployment of the weapons
and the TASS statement saying that the Russians had no need
to position strategic missiles in foreign countries. Soviet missiles
in Cuba have a quite different psychological effect than Soviet
missiles positioned in the USSR in that the Soviet action in Cuba
may in fact be a probing action to find out what we would be
prepared to do in Berlin.
Secretary Rusk added that the threat to the United States from
Soviet missiles in Cuba was of worldwide importance because
this threat was to a country which in effect provided the sole
defense of some forty Free World States.
The President suggested that we should make clear the difference between our Cuban blockade and the Berlin blockade by
emphasizing that we were not preventing shipments of food and
medicine to Cuba, but only preventing the delivery of offensive
military equipment.
General Taylor asked how we should reply to the question:
Are we preparing to invade? The President responded by saying
that we should ask the press not to push this line of questioning
and to accept our statement that we are taking all precautionary
moves in anticipation of any contingency. Secretary McNamara
agreed that we should say that the Defense Department had
been ordered to be prepared for any contingency and that we
were not now ready to say anything more than was in the President’s speech.
In response to a Presidential question, Secretary McNamara
said that an information group was working on the problem of
voluntary press censorship based on experience during the
Korean War.
[1 paragraph (4 lines of source text) not declassified]
Secretary McNamara reported that the Defense Department
was working on how we would prevent the introduction into Cuba
of nuclear weapons by airplanes. He said some planes could
fly non-stop from the Soviet Union if refueled en route. Present
arrangements provided that we would be informed of any plane
flying to Cuba and we would then decide what action to take
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against it.
It was agreed that no reserves would be called today, but that a
review would be made tonight as to the necessity of such action.
Acting Secretary Fowler raised several questions involving
domestic controls, including gold transfers, foreign exchange
controls, and control of the stock market. He said, in response
to the President’s question, that another look would be taken the
following day before any recommendation would be made as to
closing the stock market.
Secretary Rusk said that if we were asked whether our blockade was an act of war, we should say that it was not. The President asked whether friendly ships would be halted and Admiral
Anderson replied in the affirmative, saying that we would challenge all ships. The President agreed that we should stop all
Soviet Bloc and non-Bloc ships when the order to institute the
blockade was given.
Portion of the NSC Meeting Minutes, Monday, October 22,
1962 *
[* The remainder of the source text is classified Top Secret;
Sensitive and has the handwritten notation ”Absolutely No Distribution.”]
The President discussed the reasons why he had decided
against an air strike now. First, there was no certainty that an
air strike would destroy all missiles now in Cuba. We would be
able to get a large percentage of these missiles, but could not
get them all.
In addition we would not know if any of these missiles were
operationally ready with their nuclear warheads and we were not
certain that our intelligence had discovered all the missiles in
Cuba. Therefore, in attacking the ones we had located, we could
not be certain that others unknown to us would not be launched
against the United States. The President said an air strike would
involve an action comparable to the Japanese attack on Pearl
Harbor. Finally, an air strike would increase the danger of a
worldwide nuclear war.
The President said he had given up the thought of making an
air strike only yesterday morning. In summary, he said an air
strike had all the disadvantages of Pearl Harbor. It would not
insure the destruction of every strategic missile in Cuba, and
would end up eventually in our having to invade.
Mr. Bundy added that we should not discuss the fact that we
were not able to destroy all the missiles by means of an air strike
because at some later time we might wish to make such an
attack.
http://avalon.law.yale.edu/20th_century/msc_cuba041.asp
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LIITE 6 Hruštšovin (engl. Khrushchev) kirje Kennedylle 22.10.1963
THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
October 22, 1962
Sir:
A copy of the statement I am making tonight concerning
developments in Cuba and the reaction of my Government
thereto has been handed to your Ambassador in Washington.
In view of the gravity of the developments to which I refer, I want
you to know immediately and accurately the position of my Government in this matter.
In our discussions and exchanges on Berlin and other international questions, the one thing that has most concerned me has
been the possibility that your Government would not correctly
understand the will and determination of the United States in
any given situation, since I have not assumed that you or any
other sane man would, in this nuclear age, deliberately plunge
the world into war which it is crystal clear no country could win
and which could only result in catastrophic consequences to the
whole world, including the aggressor.
At our meeting in Vienna and subsequently, I expressed our
readiness and desire to find, through peaceful negotiation, a
solution to any and all problems that divide us.
At the same, I made clear that in view of the objectives of the
ideology to which you adhere, the United States could not tolerate any action on your part which in a major way disturbed the
existing over-all balance of power in the world. I stated that an

attempt to force abandonment of our responsibilities and commitments in Berlin would constitute such an action and that the
United States would resist with all the power at its command.
Moreover, the Congress adopted a resolution expressing its
support of this declared policy. Despite this, the rapid development of long-range missile bases and other offensive weapons
systems in Cuba has proceeded. I must tell you that the United
States is determined that this threat to the security of this hemisphere be removed. At the same time, I wish to point out that
the action we are taking is the minimum necessary to remove
the threat to the security of the nations of this hemisphere. The
fact of this minimum response should not be taken as a basis,
however, for any misjudgement on your part.
I hope that your Government will refrain from any action which
would widen or deepen this already grave crisis and that we
can agree to resume the path of peaceful negotiation
His Excellency
Nikita S. Khrushchev
Chairman of the Council of Ministers of the
Union of Soviet Socialist Republics
MOSCOW
http://microsites.jfklibrary.org/cmc/oct22/doc4.html

LIITE 7 Kennedyn kirje Hruštšoville (engl. Khrushchev) ja tämän vastaus 23.10.1962
DEPARTMENT STATE
DIVISION OF LANGUAGE SERVICE (Translation)
Embossed Seal of the USSR
Mr. President:
I have just received your letter, and have also acquainted
myself with the text of your speech of October 22 regarding
Cuba.
I must say frankly that the measures indicated in your statement constitute a serious threat to peace and to the security of
nations. The United States has openly taken the path of grossly
violating the United
Nations Charter, the path of violating international norms of
freedom of navigation on the high seas, the path of aggressive actions both against Cuba and against the Soviet Union.
The statement by the Government of the United States of
America can only be regarded as undisguised interference in
the internal affairs of the Republic of Cuba, the Soviet Union
and other states. The United Nations Charter and international
norms give no right to any state to institute in international waters
the inspection of vessels bound for the shores of the Republic
of Cuba.
And naturally, neither can we recognize the right of the United
States to establish control over armaments which are necessary
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Moscow, October 23, 1962
for the Republic of Cuba to strengthen its defense capability.
We reaffire that the armaments which are in Cuba, regardless of the classification to which they may belong, are intended
solely for defensive purposes in order to secure the Republic of
Cuba against the attack of an aggressor.
His Excellency
John Kennedy,
President of the
United States of America
http://microsites.jfklibrary.org/cmc/oct23/
I hope that the United States Government will display wisdom
and renounce the actions pursued by you, which may lead to
catastrophic consequences for world peace. The viewpoint
of the Soviet Government with regard to your statement of
October 22 is set forth in a Statement of the Soviet Government, which is being transmitted to you through your Ambassador at Moscow.
N. Khrushchev
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LIITE 8 Fidel Castron kirje Hruštšoville (engl. Khrushchev)
Dear Comrade Khrushchev:
Given the analysis of the situation and the reports which have
reached us, [I] consider an attack to be almost imminent--within
the next 24 to 72 hours. There are two possible variants: the first
and most probable one is an air attack against certain objectives
with the limited aim of destroying them; the second, and though
less probable, still possible, is a full invasion. This would require
a large force and is the most repugnant form of aggression,
which might restrain them.
You can be sure that we will resist with determination, whatever the case. The Cuban people’s morale is extremely high and
the people will confront aggression heroically.
I would like to briefly express my own personal opinion.
If the second variant takes place and the imperialists invade
Cuba with the aim of occupying it, the dangers of their aggressive policy are so great that after such an invasion the Soviet
Union must never allow circumstances in which the imperialists
could carry out a nuclear first strike against it.
I tell you this because I believe that the imperialists’ aggressiveness makes them extremely dangerous, and that if they
manage to carry out an invasion of Cuba--a brutal act in violation
of universal and moral law--then that would be the moment to
eliminate this danger forever, in an act of the most legitimate

self-defense. However harsh and terrible the solution, there
would be no other.
This opinion is shaped by observing the development of their
aggressive policy. The imperialists, without regard for world
opinion and against laws and principles, have blockaded the
seas, violated our air-space, and are preparing to invade, while
at the same time blocking any possibility of negotiation, even
though they understand the gravity of the problem.
You have been, and are, a tireless defender of peace, and I
understand that these moments, when the results of your superhuman efforts are so seriously threatened, must be bitter for you.
We will maintain our hopes for saving the peace until the last
moment, and we are ready to contribute to this in any way we
can. But, at the same time, we are serene and ready to confront
a situation which we see as very real and imminent.
I convey to you the infinite gratitude and recognition of the
Cuban people to the Soviet people, who have been so generous
and fraternal, along with our profound gratitude and admiration
to you personally. We wish you success with the enormous task
and great responsibilities which are in your hands.
Fraternally,
Fidel Castro
https://www.cubanet.org/htdocs/ref/dis/10110201.htm

LIITE 9 Hruštšovin (engl. Khrushchev) kirje Kennedylle 26.10.1962.
Department of State Telegram Transmitting Letter From Chairman Khrushchev to President Kennedy, October 26, 1962
Moscow, October 26, 1962, 7 p.m.
1101. Policy. Embassy translation follows of letter from Khrushchev to President delivered to Embassy by messenger 4:43 p.m.
Moscow time October 26, under cover of letter from Gromyko to me.
Begin Text.
Dear Mr. President:
I have received your letter of October 25. From your letter, I
got the feeling that you have some understanding of the situation
which has developed and (some) sense of responsibility. I value
this.
Now we have already publicly exchanged our evaluations of
the events around Cuba and each of us has set forth his explanation and his understanding of these events. Consequently, I
would judge that, apparently, a continuation of an exchange of
opinions at such a distance, even in the form of secret letters,
will hardly add anything to that which one side has already said
to the other.
I think you will understand me correctly if you are really concerned about the welfare of the world. Everyone needs peace:
both capitalists, if they have not lost their reason, and, still more,
Communists, people who know how to value not only their own
lives but, more than anything, the lives of the peoples. We, Communists, are against all wars between states in general and
have been defending the cause of peace since we came into
the world. We have always regarded war as a calamity, and not
as a game nor as a means for the attainment of definite goals,
nor, all the more, as a goal in itself. Our goals are clear, and the
means to attain them is labor. War is our enemy and a calamity
for all the peoples.
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It is thus that we, Soviet people, and, together with US, other
peoples as well, understand the questions of war and peace. I
can, in any case, firmly say this for the peoples of the Socialist
countries, as well as for all progressive people who want peace,
happiness, and friendship among peoples.
I see, Mr. President, that you too are not devoid of a sense
of anxiety for the fate of the world understanding, and of what
war entails. What would a war give you? You are threatening us
with war. But you well know that the very least which you would
receive in reply would be that you would experience the same
consequences as those which you sent us. And that must be
clear to us, people invested with authority, trust, and responsibility. We must not succumb to intoxication and petty passions,
regardless of whether elections are impending in this or that
country, or not impending. These are all transient things, but if
indeed war should break out, then it would not be in our power
to stop it, for such is the logic of war. I have participated in two
wars and know that war ends when it has rolled through cities
and villages, everywhere sowing death and destruction.
In the name of the Soviet Government and the Soviet people,
I assure you that your conclusions regarding offensive weapons
on Cuba are groundless. It is apparent from what you have
written me that our conceptions are different on this score, or
rather, we have different estimates of these or those military
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means. Indeed, in reality, the same forms of weapons can have
different interpretations.
You are a military man and, I hope, will understand me. Let
us take for example a simple cannon. What sort of means is
this: offensive or defensive? A cannon is a defensive means if
it is set up to defend boundaries or a fortified area. But if one
concentrates artillery, and adds to it the necessary number of
troops, then the same cannons do become an offensive means,
because they prepare and clear the way for infantry to attack.
The same happens with missile-nuclear weapons as well, with
any type of this weapon.
You are mistaken if you think that any of our means on Cuba
are offensive. However, let us not quarrel now. It is apparent
that I will not be able to convince you of this. But I say to you:
You, Mr. President, are a military man and should understand:
Can one attack, if one has on one’s territory even an enormous
quantity of missiles of various effective radiuses and various
power, but using only these means. These missiles are a means
of extermination and destruction. But one cannot attack with
these missiles, even nuclear missiles of a power of 100 megatons because only people, troops, can attack. Without people,
any means however powerful cannot be offensive.
How can one, consequently, give such a completely incorrect
interpretation as you are now giving, to the effect that some sort
of means on Cuba are offensive. All the means located there,
and I assure you of this, have a defensive character, are on
Cuba solely for the purposes of defense, and we have sent them
to Cuba at the request of the Cuban Government. You, however,
say that these are offensive means.
But, Mr. President, do you really seriously think that Cuba can
attack the United States and that even we together with Cuba
can attack you from the territory of Cuba? Can you really think
that way? How is it possible? We do not understand this. Has
something so new appeared in military strategy that one can
think that it is possible to attack thus. I say precisely attack, and
not destroy, since barbarians, people who have lost their sense,
destroy.
I believe that you have no basis to think this way. You can
regard us with distrust, but, in any case, you can be calm in this
regard, that we are of sound mind and understand perfectly well
that if we attack you, you will respond the same way. But you too
will receive the same that you hurl against us. And I think that
you also understand this. My conversation with you in Vienna
gives me the right to talk to you this way.
This indicates that we are normal people, that we correctly
understand and correctly evaluate the situation. Consequently,
how can we permit the incorrect actions which you ascribe to
us? Only lunatics or suicides, who themselves want to perish
and to destroy the whole world before they die, could do this.
We, however, want to live and do not at all want to destroy your
country. We want something quite different: To compete with
your country on a peaceful basis. We quarrel with you, we have
differences on ideological questions. But our view of the world
consists in this, that ideological questions, as well as economic
problems, should be solved not by military means, they must be
solved on the basis of peaceful competition, i.e., as this is understood in capitalist society, on the basis of competition. We have
proceeded and are proceeding from the fact that the peaceful
co-existence of the two different social-political systems, now
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existing in the world, is necessary, that it is necessary to assure
a stable peace. That is the sort of principle we hold.
You have now proclaimed piratical measures, which were
employed in the Middle Ages, when ships proceeding in international waters were attacked, and you have called this ”a quarantine” around Cuba. Our vessels, apparently, will soon enter
the zone which your Navy is patrolling. I assure you that these
vessels, now bound for Cuba, are carrying the most innocent
peaceful cargoes. Do you really think that we only occupy ourselves with the carriage of so-called offensive weapons, atomic
and hydrogen bombs? Although perhaps your military people
imagine that these (cargoes) are some sort of special type of
weapon, I assure you that they are the most ordinary peaceful
products.
Consequently, Mr. President, let us show good sense. I assure
you that on those ships, which are bound for Cuba, there are
no weapons at all. The weapons which were necessary for the
defense of Cuba are already there. I do not want to say that there
were not any shipments of weapons at all. No, there were such
shipments. But now Cuba has already received the necessary
means of defense.
I don’t know whether you can understand me and believe me.
But I should like to have you believe in yourself and to agree that
one cannot give way to passions; it is necessary to control them.
And in what direction are events now developing? If you stop the
vessels, then, as you yourself know, that would be piracy. If we
started to do that with regard to your ships, then you would also
be as indignant as we and the whole world now are. One cannot
give another interpretation to such actions, because one cannot
legalize lawlessness. If this were permitted, then there would
be no peace, there would also be no peaceful coexistence. We
should then be forced to put into effect the necessary measures
of a defensive character to protect our interests in accordance
with international law. Why should this be done? To what would
all this lead?
Let us normalize relations. We have received an appeal from
the Acting Secretary General of the UN, U Thant, with his proposals. I have already answered him. His proposals come to
this, that our side should not transport armaments of any kind to
Cuba during a certain period of time, while negotiations are being
conducted--and we are ready to enter such negotiations--and
the other side should not undertake any sort of piratical actions
against vessels engaged in navigation on the high seas. I consider these proposals reasonable. This would be a way out of the
situation which has been created, which would give the peoples
the possibility of breathing calmly. You have asked what happened, what evoked the delivery of weapons to Cuba? You have
spoken about this to our Minister of Foreign Affairs. I will tell you
frankly, Mr. President, what evoked it.
We were very grieved by the fact--I spoke about it in Vienna-that a landing took place, that an attack on Cuba was committed,
as a result of which many Cubans perished. You yourself told me
then that this had been a mistake. I respected that explanation.
You repeated it to me several times, pointing out that not everybody occupying a high position would acknowledge his mistakes
as you had done. I value such frankness. For my part, I told you
that we too possess no less courage; we also acknowledged
those mistakes which had been committed during the history of
our state, and not only acknowledged, but sharply condemned
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them.
If you are really concerned about the peace and welfare of
your people, and this is your responsibility as President, then I,
as the Chairman of the Council of Ministers, am concerned for
my people. Moreover, the preservation of world peace should be
our joint concern, since if, under contemporary conditions, war
should break out, it would be a war not only between the reciprocal claims, but a world wide cruel and destructive war.
Why have we proceeded to assist Cuba with military and economic aid? The answer is: We have proceeded to do so only for
reasons of humanitarianism. At one time, our people itself had a
revolution, when Russia was still a backward country. We were
attacked then. We were the target of attack by many countries.
The USA participated in that adventure. This has been recorded
by participants in the aggression against our country. A whole
book has been written about this by General Graves, who, at that
time, commanded the US Expeditionary Corps. Graves called it
”The American Adventure in Siberia.”
We know how difficult it is to accomplish a revolution and how
difficult it is to reconstruct a country on new foundations. We
sincerely sympathize with Cuba and the Cuban people, but we
are not interfering in questions of domestic structure, we are not
interfering in their affairs. The Soviet Union desires to help the
Cubans build their life as they themselves wish and that others
should not hinder them.
You once said that the United States was not preparing an
invasion. But you also declared that you sympathized with the
Cuban counter-revolutionary emigrants, that you support them
and would help them to realize their plans against the present
Government of Cuba. It is also not a secret to anyone that the
threat of armed attack, aggression, has constantly hung, and
continues to hang over Cuba. It was only this which impelled us
to respond to the request of the Cuban Government to furnish it
aid for the strengthening of the defensive capacity of this country.
If assurances were given by the President and the Government of the United States that the USA itself would not participate in an attack on Cuba and would restrain others from actions
of this sort, if you would recall your fleet, this would immediately
change everything. I am not speaking for Fidel Castro, but I think
that he and the Government of Cuba, evidently, would declare
demobilization and would appeal to the people to get down to
peaceful labor. Then, too, the question of armaments would disappear, since, if there is no threat, then armaments are a burden
for every people. Then too, the question of the destruction, not
only of the armaments which you call offensive, but of all other
armaments as well, would look different.
I spoke in the name of the Soviet Government in the United
Nations and introduced a proposal for the disbandment of all
armies and for the destruction of all armaments. How then can I
now count on those armaments?
Armaments bring only disasters. When one accumulates
them, this damages the economy, and if one puts them to use,
then they destroy people on both sides. Consequently, only a
madman can believe that armaments are the principal means
in the life of society. No, they are an enforced loss of human
energy, and what is more are for the destruction of man himself.
If people do not show wisdom, then in the final analysis they will
come to a clash, like blind moles, and then reciprocal extermination will begin.
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Let us therefore show statesmanlike wisdom. I propose: We,
for our part, will declare that our ships, bound for Cuba, will not
carry any kind of armaments. You would declare that the United
States will not invade Cuba with its forces and will not support
any sort of forces which might intend to carry out an invasion of
Cuba. Then the necessity for the presence of our military specialists in Cuba would disappear.
Mr. President, I appeal to you to weigh well what the aggressive, piratical actions, which you have declared the USA intends
to carry out in international waters, would lead to. You yourself know that any sensible man simply cannot agree with this,
cannot recognize your right to such actions.
If you did this as the first step towards the unleashing of war,
well then, it is evident that nothing else is left to us but to accept
this challenge of yours. If, however, you have not lost your
self-control and sensibly conceive what this might lead to, then,
Mr. President, we and you ought not now to pull on the ends of
the rope in which you have tied the knot of war, because the
more the two of us pull, the tighter that knot will be tied. And a
moment may come when that knot will be tied so tight that even
he who tied it will not have the strength to untie it, and then it
will be necessary to cut that knot, and what that would mean is
not for me to explain to you, because you yourself understand
perfectly of what terrible forces our countries dispose.
Consequently, if there is no intention to tighten that knot and
thereby to doom the world to the catastrophe of thermonuclear
war, then let us not only relax the forces pulling on the ends of
the rope, let us take measures to untie that knot. We are ready
for this.
We welcome all forces which stand on positions of peace.
Consequently, I expressed gratitude to Mr. Bertrand Russell, too,
who manifests alarm and concern for the fate of the world, and I
readily responded to the appeal of the Acting Secretary General
of the UN, U Thant.
There, Mr. President, are my thoughts, which, if you agreed
with them, could put an end to that tense situation which is disturbing all peoples.
These thoughts are dictated by a sincere desire to relieve the
situation, to remove the threat of war.
Respectfully yours,
[s] N. Khrushchev
October 26, 1962. End Text.
Original of letter being air pouched today under
transmittal slip to Executive Secretariat.
Kohler
http://microsites.jfklibrary.org/cmc/oct26/
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LIITE 10 Kennedyn vastaus Hruštšoville (engl. Khrushchev) 26.10.1962.
Telegram of President Kennedy’s Reply to Chairman Khrushchev’s Letter of October 26, 1962
Washington, October 27, 1962, 8:05 p.m.
1015. Following message from President to Khrushchev should be delivered as soon as possible to highest available Soviet official.
Text has been handed Soviet Embassy in Washington and has been released to press:
”Dear Mr. Chairman:
I have read your letter of October 26th with great care and
welcomed the statement of your desire to seek a prompt solution
to the problem. The first thing that needs to be done, however,
is for work to cease on offensive missile bases in Cuba and for
all weapons systems in Cuba capable of offensive use to be rendered inoperable, under effective United Nations arrangements.
Assuming this is done promptly, I have given my representatives in New York instructions that will permit them to work out
this weekend--in cooperation with the Acting Secretary General
and your representative--an arrangement for a permanent solution to the Cuban problem along the lines suggested in your
letter of October 26th. As I read your letter, the key elements
of your proposals--which seem generally acceptable as I understand them--are as follows:
1) You would agree to remove these weapons systems from
Cuba under appropriate United Nations observation and supervision; and undertake, with suitable safeguards, to halt the further
introduction of such weapons systems into Cuba.
2) We, on our part, would agree--upon the establishment of
adequate arrangements through the United Nations to ensure
the carrying out and continuation of these commitments--(a) to
remove promptly the quarantine measures now in effect and (b)
to give assurances against an invasion of Cuba. I am confident

that other nations of the Western Hemisphere would be prepared to do likewise.
If you will give your representative similar instructions, there is
no reason why we should not be able to complete these arrangements and announce them to the world within a couple of days.
The effect of such a settlement on easing world tensions would
enable us to work toward a more general arrangement regarding
’other armaments’, as proposed in your second letter which you
made public./2/ I would like to say again that the United States is
very much interested in reducing tensions and halting the arms
race; and if your letter signifies that you are prepared to discuss
a detente affecting NATO and the Warsaw Pact, we are quite
prepared to consider with our allies any useful proposals.
But the first ingredient, let me emphasize, is the cessation
of work on missile sites in Cuba and measures to render such
weapons inoperable, under effective international guarantees.
The continuation of this threat, or a prolonging of this discussion
concerning Cuba by linking these problems to the broader questions of European and world security, would surely lead to an
intensification of the Cuban crisis and a grave risk to the peace
of the world. For this reason I hope we can quickly agree along
the lines in this letter and in your letter of October 26th.
/s/ John F. Kennedy”
http://microsites.jfklibrary.org/cmc/oct26/

LIITE 11 Hruštšovin (engl. Khrushchev) kirje Kennedylle 28.10.1962.
Official english text of khrushchev message
Moscow tass in,english to europe 11 28 oct o2
Dear Mr. President
I have received your message of October 27. I express my
satisfaction and thank you for the sense of proportion you have
displayed and for realization of the responsibility which now
devolves on you for the preservation of the peace of the world.
I regard with great understanding your concern and the
concern of the United States people in connection with the
fact that the weapons you describe as offensive are formidable weapons indeed. Both you and we understand what kind of
weapons these are.
In order to eliminate as rapidly as possible the conflict which
endangers the cause of peace, to give an assurance to all people
who crave peace, and to reassure the American people, who,
I am certain, also want peace, as do the people of the Soviet
Union, the Soviet Government, in addition to earlier instructions
on the discontinuation of further
work on weapons constructions sites, has given a new order
to dismantle the arms which you described as offensive, and to
crate and return them to the Soviet Union
Mr. President, I should like to repeat what I had already written
to you in my earlier messages--that the Soviet Government has
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given economic assistance to the Republic of Cuba, as well as
arms because Cuba and the Cuban people were constantly
under the continuous threat of an invasion of Cuba.
A piratic vessel had shelled Havana. They say that this shelling was done by irresponsible Cuban emigres. Perhaps so,
however, the question is from where did they shoot. It is a fact
that these Cubans have no territory, they are fugitives from their
country, and they have no means to conduct military operations.
This means that someone put into their hands these weapons
for shelling Havana and for piracy in the Caribbean in Cuban
territorial waters. It is impossible in our time not to notice a piratic
ship, considering the concentration in the Caribbean of American ships from which everything can be seen and observed.
In these conditions, pirate ships freely roam around and shell
Cuba and make piratic attacks on peaceful cargo ships. It is
known that they even shelled a British cargo ship. In a word,
Cuba was under the continuous threat of aggressive forces,
which did not conceal their intention to invade its territory.

http://microsites.jfklibrary.org/cmc/oct28/doc1.html
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LIITE 12 Kennedyn kirje Hruštšoville (engl. Khrushchev)
UNCLASSIFIED
Classification
Mr. Chairman, both of our countries have great unfinished tasks
and I know that your people as well as those of the United
States can ask for nothing better than to pursue them free from
the fear of war. Modern science and technology have given
us the possibility of making labor fruitful beyond anything that
could have been dreamed of a few decades ago.
I agree with you that we must devote urgent attention to the
problem of disarmament, as it relates to the whole world and
also to critical areas. Perhaps now, as we step back from danger,
we can together make real progress in this vital field. I think we
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should give priority to questions relating to the proliferation of
nuclear weapons, on earth and in outer space, and to the great
effort for a nuclear test ban. But ve should also work hard to sea
if wider measures of disarmament can be agreed and put into
operation at an early date. The United States Government will
be prepared to discuss these, questions urgently, and in a constructive spirit, at Geneva or elsewhere.
/s/ John F. Kennedy
http://microsites.jfklibrary.org/cmc/oct28/
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