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Abstract

The Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962 was a major incidence which could have led to severe
nuclear war between the superpowers, specifically the U.S. and the Soviet Union. The primary
purpose of this research was to develop an in-depth understanding of the Cuban Missile Crisis in
the context of the Cold War. The study has explored the manner in which crisis reflected the
intense ideological struggle and nuclear brinkmanship that defined the Cold War era. The major
findings from the conducted analysis include great failure in the intelligence from the U.S. side,
the role of crisis leadership and backroom diplomacy, and the profound lessons about
miscalculation risks in the nuclear age. Through contextualization of this important historical
event, the work enhances our understanding of the Cuban Missile Crisis as the seminal moment
when the bipolar Cold War tensions pushed the world to the verge of apocalypse before being
defused through deft crisis management: Ultimately; it illuminates the.crisis as the starkest

historical example of how fact—bawp@nhtg dﬁi&nﬁng.
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Chapter One: Introduction — The Cold War Context
The Cold War Tensions Between the Soviet Union and The United States

Many decades after the World War II were generally characterised by precarious and
tense struggles between the Soviet Union and the United States, primarily involving profound
ideological divisions, geo-political contentions, as well as the continuous threat of catastrophic
military escalation.! Even though Sarotte argued that such heightened rivalry between the U.S.
and the Soviet Union did not lead to a large-scale warfare, it influenced creation of an
environment characterised by suspicion, hostility as well as potentially civilization-ending
nuclear exchange.? Precisely, the Cold War was caused by rivalry between the capitalist
democratic system led by the U.S. and the communist ideology which was advanced by the
Soviet Union in the 1917 Bolshevik Revolution.® The U.S. policymakers were focused on
achieving liberal democratic values of individual freedoms, promoting representation system of
governance and ensuring free markét economies.* Therefdre they perceived the empirical threat
from the Marxist-Leninist principles of single-party totalitarianism, centralization of the
economic control as well as the ultimate purpose of stimulating global proletarian revolution.

The rivalry between the capitalist democratic system and the communist ideology was

primarily focused on ensuring a zero-sum paradigm where any form of advancement in one

! Richard Crockatt, "The Cold War Past and Present" in The Cold War Past and Present,
(London: Routledge, 2024): 12.

2 Mary-Elise Sarotte, “Not One Inch: America, Russia and the Making of post-Cold War
Stalemate,” Cold War History 23, no. 1 (June 15, 2021): 209.

3 Charles William Maynes, The United States and the Ussr in a Changing World (Taylor
& Francis, 2019): 391.

4 Alex J. Bellamy, “Book Review: Karen a. Mingst and Margaret P. Karns, the United
Nations in the Post-Cold War Era (Boulder, CO: Westview, 2000, 272 Pp., No Price Given
Pbk.),” Millennium 29, no. 3 (December 1, 2019): 968.



camp inherently meant a great loss to the other camp.® According to Allen, this form of
superpower rivalry was significantly experienced via multi-dimensional fronts, with both
tangible and intangible consequences.® The most important consequences of the rivalry between
the capitalist democratic system and the communist ideology that influenced emergence of the
Cold War were feverish nuclear and conventional arms race with each of the involved nations
committing immense resources to facilitate development of immensely destructive weapons.’
Therefore, this is a reflection of deep-rooted anxieties and worst-case scenario eventualities.
The Cold War rivals engaged in intense geopolitical competitions characterised with
creation of alliances, formation of military blocs as well as engaging in active support of proxy
forces in the regional civil conflicts in different geographic locations.® The Soviet Union
supported the communist and socialist revolutionary movements from different regions such as
Southeast Asia to Latin America and Africa.® On the other. hand, the U.S. adopted a strategy of
containment by staging covert opéfhr'for{;;afohnql_laﬁg miaEalliances such as NATO in order
to curtail expansionism of the Soviet Union. This dynamic, influenced by aggressive ideological

and rhetoric dogma on both camps, influenced the establishment of a perpetual sense of crisis

instability.1% The resultant climate of suspicion and hyperbolic worst-case scenario forecasting by

® Joseph Nogee, "The Soviet Union in the Third World: successes and failures" in The
Soviet Union in the Third World, (London: Routledge, 2022): 439.

6 Allen Lynch, The Cold War Is Over--Again, 2019: 15

" Hal Brands and John Lewis Gaddis, “The New Cold War: America, China, and the
Echoes of History,” Foreign Aff. 100, no. 13 (2021): 14.

8 Cox, "From the Truman doctrine to the second superpower detente: the rise and fall of
the Cold War" in The Post Cold War World, (London: Routledge, 2018): 15.

% Robert McMahon, The Cold War: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford University Press,
(January 1, 2021): 24

10 Matthew Evangelista, “Innovation and the Arms Race: How the United States and the
Soviet Union Develop New Military Technologies,” Foreign Affairs 67, no. 1 (January 1, 2023):
182.



leadership in Washington and Moscow influenced the development of a self-perpetuating cycle
of tensions as well as different forms of hostilities which greatly defined the Cold War paradigm.
Role of Ideological and Geopolitical Rivalry in Influencing the Cuban Missile Crisis

The Cuban Missile Crisis of 1962 was a key defining moment within the greater Cold
War rivalry between the U.S. and the Soviet Union, after the World War II. Precisely, this crisis
was greatly influenced by the heightened rivalry intensity, involving the specific ideological and
geopolitical rivalries.!* From the U.S. perspective, the success of the communist revolution in
Cuba was unacceptable advancement of the Soviet influence into the Western region.? On the
other hand, the Soviet Union leadership perceived this revolution as a key opportunity to
establish strategic mark on the Americas as a realistic restrictive measure for addressing the
increasing U.S. intervention in different regions globally.®® According to Carole, the Cuban
Revolution of 1959, which led to the overthrowing of the U.S.-supported dictator Fulgencio
Batista and installing of Fidel Castre's r%llltia;arﬁomliﬁegime, is a key source of profound
consternation for the U.S. policymakers.* In addition to the ideological affront which led the
Marxist-Leninist government, the military alliance between Cuba and the Soviet Union led to
significant national security risks which could not simply be endured by the principles of the
containment doctrine.

The concerns related to the conflict can be further validated by the fact that the Cash

administration started to strengthen their relationship with the Soviet bloc, enabling them to

11 Keith Nelson, “The Making of Détente: Soviet-American Relations in the Shadow of
Vietnam,” Foreign Affairs 74, no. 6 (January 1, 2019): 125.

12 Jennifer Miller, Cold War Democracy: The United States and Japan, 1945-1963
(Harvard University Press, 2019): 43

13 Andrei S. Grachev, Gorbachev’s Gamble: Soviet Foreign Policy and the End of the
Cold War, 2018: 20

14 Carole Fink, Cold War: An International History, 2018: 28



receive financial aid, weapon shipments and military advisors from Moscow.'® Evidence from
the existing literature further demonstrated that the Soviet Union greatly capitalised on this
alliance as they perceived it as an opportunity for projecting power into the U.S. areas of
influence following decades of witnessing the U.S. intervention from the Korean peninsula to
Vietnam as well as across the Europe.'® The development of the Soviet miliary group in Cuba
was greatly perceived by the opposing bloc as a strategic measure for counterbalancing
encroachment of the U.S. bases which were surrounding the Soviet sphere.}” There is a
significant increase in the levels of tension in the 1961 after the U.S backing the Bay of Pigs
invasion, which greatly failed to the CIA operations in order to oust the communist regime in Cuba led
by Castro.!® The aftermath of such interventions and conflicts led the Soviet premier Nikita Khrushchev
to make a determination that Cuba generally needed enhanced military strengthening as a strategy of
preparing for any future aggressive actions by the U.S. Precisely, this policyled to a secret deployment of
the Soviet nuclear missilesin1962. %3/ | | | = |4

From the Soviet perspective, installations of the missiles were key for enhancing the
overall defensive ability of Cuba as well as providing valuable strategic approaches as the
nuclear arm race with the U.S. greatly intensified.'® Nonetheless, it is important to note that the

U.S. intelligence agencies which were monitoring Cuba were able to discover key construction

15 Yuen Foong Khong, “The US, China, and the Cold War Analogy,” China International
Strategy Review 1, no. 2 (2019): 223.

16 Alexander Brakel, “Twilight Struggle: What the Cold War Teaches Us About Great-
Power Rivalry Today,” The Israel Journal of Foreign Affairs (Online) 16, no. 3 (September 2,
2022): 415.

17 Charles William Maynes, The United States and the Ussr in a Changing World (Taylor
& Francis, 2019): 391.

18 Hal Brands and John Lewis Gaddis, “The New Cold War: America, China, and the
Echoes of History,” Foreign Aff. 100, no. 13 (2021): 14.

19 Richard Crockatt, "The Cold War Past and Present" in The Cold War Past and Present,
(London: Routledge, 2024): 3.



sites of the missiles, this prompted President John F. Kennedy to give an ultimatum regarding the
immediate removal of all Soviet weapons from the U.S. or Cuba in order to pursue its own
course of action, including the military strikes.?’ During the escalation of crisis, the ultimate
potential of the Cold War’s entrenched tensions, catastrophic possibilities and ideological
rivalries were observed.?! With reference to the evidence reported in the existing literature, it
can be noted that ideological and geopolitical rivalry, characterised by different factors such as
heightened levels of mistrust, hostilities as well as mutually reinforced worse-case scenario
assumptions from both the U.S. and the Soviet Union, were key in influencing the Cuban Missile
Crisis of 1962.22 Furthermore, is important to report that the Cuban Missile Crisis precisely
emerged as a consequence of Cold War’s ideological differences.?2 However, there is need to
comprehensively assess and understand other factors which might have played an important role
in promoting the emergence of the Cuban Missile Crisis. Therefore; this study intends to conduct
an in-depth analysis of the primarWle @yl:d%;y the Qold War in promoting emergence and
escalation of the Cuban Missile Crisis.
Research Aim
The primary aim of this study is to comprehensively understand the Cuban missile crisis

in the context of the Cold War.

20 Cox. "From the Truman doctrine to the second superpower detente: the rise and fall of
the Cold War" in The Post Cold War World, (London: Routledge, 2018): 3.

21 Cox. "From the Truman doctrine to the second superpower detente: the rise and fall of
the Cold War": 8.

22 Robert McMahon, The Cold War: A Very Short Introduction. Oxford University Press,
2021: 29

23 Fink, Cold War: An International History, 2018: 42
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Research Questions
e What are the fundamental ideological and geopolitical tensions between the U.S. and the
Soviet Union which led to the Cuban Missile Crisis?
e What are the key sequences of events and decision-making processes that led to escalated
Cuban Missile Crisis?
e What are the short- and long-term consequences of Cuban Missile Crisis on the U.S.-
Cuba relations and other superpowers, and the shifting power dynamics of the Cold War?
Structure of the Dissertation
This dissertation is organised into five chapters. The first chapter, introduction provides
background information of the research problem. The second chapter provides information about
the Bay of Pigs invasion in Cuba, and explains the Soviet Missiles deployment in Cuba.
Furthermore, chapter third outlines the:majoractions taken by the U:S. and the Soviet during the
crisis, as well as presenting detailé&*gxdlgqa‘ioa_ofﬁe Qsi&anagement and decision-making
process. The fourth chapter explains the revolution process and diffusion of crisis in Cuba as
well as both short- and long-term consequences of Cuban Missile Crisis. The fifth chapter
provides summary of key findings from the conducted analysis as well as the recommendations
for future research in this context.
Chapter Two: The Bay of Pigs and Presence of the Soviet in Cuba
Impacts of the Failed Bay of Pigs Invasion on the U.S.-Cuba Relations
The Bay of Pigs invasion is considered as one of the major crises and foreign policy tests

that President John F. Kennedy faced in his early days of the presidency.? Precisely, the Bay of

24 David M. Barrett, “The Bay of Pigs Fiasco and the Kennedy Administration’s Off-the-
Record Briefings for Journalists,” Journal of Cold War Studies 21, no. 2 (May 1, 2019): 6.
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Pigs invasion was intended to influence development of counter-revolution with the ultimate
goal of overthrowing Fidel Castro’s communist regime in Cuba.?® Nonetheless, the entire
operation ended in a relatively embarrassing defeat for the U.S. which had profound and long-
lasting consequences on the U.S.-Cuba foreign relations.?® The failures associated with the
invasion primarily entrenched eliminated pathways for future rapprochement, mutual hostilities,
and further motivate Cuba to align itself with the Soviet bloc.

The Bay of Pigs invasion plans can be traced back in the warning years of Eisenhower
presidency which authorised a covert program for training Cuba exiles for the paramilitary
actions as a strategy for overthrowing the Castro regime.?’ With reference to the evidence
reported in the existing literature, it can be noted that the initial plans for the Bay of Pigs
invasion emphasised on the creation of a small rebel force in order to spark a greater uprising
against the communist government from within the country.? Howeyer; by January 1961 after
the J.F. Kennedy’s administration inHerited theﬁaﬁh@ilﬁy score of the operation had
significantly expanded under the leadership of CIA leading to the development of a full-scale
amphibious assault.?® During that time, it can be noted that the plans called for the 1,400 U.S.-

trained Cuban exiles to initiate invasion of Cuba’s southern coast at the Bay of Pigs.®° Before its

2% Simon Willmetts, “The Burgeoning Fissures of Dissent: Allen Dulles and the Selling of
theCIAin the Aftermath of the Bay of Pigs,” History 100, no. 340 (March 27, 2015): 168.

26 Phil Carradice, Bay of Pigs: CIA’s Cuban Disaster (Casemate Publishers, 2018): 29.

2" Susanne Schech, “Assembling Humanitarianism in the Cold War: The Role of the Red
Cross in the Bay of Pigs Prisoner Exchange,” Journal of Historical Geography 78, no. 13
(2022): 9.

28 Daniel Layko, “Causes of the Bay of Pigs Invasion’s Failure,” Corvinus Journal of
International Affairs 2, no. 1 (2017): 46.

29 Victor Andres Triay, Bay of Pigs: An Oral History of Brigade 2506, The SHAFR Guide
Online (University Press of Florida, 2020): 72.

% Linda Rios Bromley, Pigs, Missiles and the CIA: Volume 2-Kennedy, Khrushchev,
Castro and the Cuban Missile Crisis 1962, 2nd ed., vol. 5 (Crown Publishing, 2023): 102.
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failure, the J.F. Kennedy’s administration together with the CIA were very confident that that
form of armed invasion would influence significant defections as well as local unrest hence
breaking the Cuban military’s will to rest such invasions.

The primary proposal of the CIA about the invasion was based on the need for the U.S.
government to have an invisible involvement in the entire operation. Precisely, President J.F.
Kennedy was assured that involvement of the U.S. would not be easily noticed as the CIA
planned to use the Cuban exile forces in addition to plausibly deniable series of prelanding
airstrikes on Cuban airbases.®! The 1,400 U.S.-trained Cuban exiles landed at the Bay of Pigs on
the southern coast of Cuba, and expected to receive support from the CIA bombers in order to
achieve total destruction of Castro’s air force.3? Nonetheless, their air strikes were successfully
curtailed at the last minute of the orders by President J.F. Kennedy, hence allowing Castro’s
forces successfully counter the attacks by the exiles.>® With no significant support from the
airstrikes and local uprisings, the &tiles werd outnurmbared Bﬁhe Castro’s military in their first
three days into the operation.

The failed Bay of Pigs invasion had negative consequences on the U.S.-Cuba relations
which had reverberated for many years.>* Synthesis of evidence in this context shows that the
failure of Bay of Pigs invasion, from the Castro’s perspective, was a confirmation of his

suspicions about aggressive acts of the U.S. as well as providing grounds for his continued

81 Julia Lyne, “From ‘This Revolution Is Neither Communist nor Capitalist!” to “Long
Live the Socialist Revolution",” Corvinus Journal of International Affairs 2, no. 1 (2017): 46.

82 Aaron Birks, “Dangerous Obsession: The Troubled History of US-Cuban Relations,”
Undergraduate Research Journal 10, no. 1 (2015): 41.

33 John Tennant, “Solidarity: Russian Links to Cuba Since the Cold War,” Times Literary
Supplement 6057, no. 14 (2018): 16.

% Miguel Faria Jr., Cuba’s Eternal Revolution Through the Prism of Insurgency,
Socialism, and Espionage (Cambridge Scholars Publishing, 2024): 22
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hostility and distrust towards the U.S.3® Evidence from the existing literature in this context
further shows that the failed Bay of Pigs invasion is among the major factors that motivated
Castro’s decisions to solidify his communist revolution as well as create an alliance with the
Soviet Union as a strategy for deterring any other form of invasion that may occur in the future.

The failed Bay of Pigs invasion further had significant implementation from the
America’s perspective. Precisely, this invasion was a major embarrassing foreign policy debacle
for the President J.F. Kennedy during his early years in the office.3® With reference to the
arguments by Anne, the failed Bay of Pigs invasion prompted President J.F. Kennedy to initiate
an insular review of covert operations with stricter oversight policies being imposed.®’
Furthermore, President J.F. Kennedy believed that the CIA might have mislead him during the
entire operation regarding the possibilities of success as well as the extent of support within
Cuba during and after the invasion,® From a general perspective,it-is.imperative to note that the
failed Bay of Pigs invasion had sigsificantlylhindeted the!U'Sastance against Castro, hence
leading to unfriendly economic sanctions and freezing of the Cuban assets.

Most significantly, the mutual mistrust and hostility from the failed Bay of Pigs invasion
was a major hindrance to any form of negotiation or rapprochement between the U.S. and Cuba

to be very challenging throughout the Cold War period.® Therefore, it can be noted that the

35 Robert Hughes, “The Cuban Missile Crisis, 1962: Overt Confrontation, Covert
Diplomacy and Downright Luck,” in Landmark Negotiations from Around the World: Lessons
for Modern Diplomacy, 2019: 261.

% Sherry Nay, “The Cuban Missile Crisis: The Soviet View,” Torch Magazine (January
1, 2015): 18.

87 Anne E. Gorsuch, ““Cuba, My Love’: The Romance of Revolutionary Cuba in the
Soviet Sixties,” The American Historical Review 120, no. 2 (April 1, 2015): 497.

% Radoslav Yordanov, “Cuba and the Soviet Bloc: Searching for the Last Guardians of
Socialism,” Journal of Contemporary History 56, no. 4 (November 11, 2020): 1171.

% Rebecca Friedman Lissner, “Process Learning in Foreign Policy: From the Bay of Pigs
to the Berlin Crisis,” Political Science Quarterly 134, no. 4 (2019): 641.
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failed Bay of Pigs invasion negatively impacted the origin of U.S.-Cuba relations which had
been strong for decades and further pushed Cuba into the Soviet bloc of influence.*® This spoilt
relations between the U.S. and Cuba further set stage for more dangerous crisis over Soviet
missiles in Cuba in 1962.** In addition to its impacts on the bilateral relations between the two
countries, it can be noted that the failed Bay of Pigs invasion also influence emergence of
powerful ideological propaganda by the communist forces globally. The failure further exposed
weakness of the U.S., it high level of incompetence as well as lack of legitimacy in controlling
leftist revolutions within its own sphere of influence.
Major Reasons for the Soviet Union's Increasing Involvement in Cuba

The escalating interventions and entanglement of the Soviet Union in Cuba was
considered as one of the primary factors which influenced increased crisis during the Cold War
period.*? Even though Cuba had experienced-a,communist revolution by 1959, the level and
scope of the Soviet commitment tfilitarizing thelcountdy foomake it as one of their forward
operating bases could be observed as a representation of a profound strengthening of geopolitical
pressures with the U.S.*® Evidence in the existing literature identifies different intersecting
factors which influenced this aggressive Soviet Union act to take over Cuba and increase its

influence in the Western Hemisphere.

%0 Rafi Raza Sanghro et al., “How Did the Tripartite Relationship Among the United
States, the Soviet Union and Cuba Lead to the Cuban Missile Crisis and Complicate Efforts to
Resolve the Crisis?” Tarih Kiiltiir Ve Sanat Arastirmalart Dergisi 7, no. 3 (September 30, 2018):
199.

*1 Carradice, Bay of Pigs: CIA’s Cuban Disaster (Casemate Publishers, 2018).

42 Gorsuch, “Cuba, My Love’: The Romance of Revolutionary Cuba in the Soviet
Sixties,” The American Historical Review 120, no. 2 (April 1, 2015): 497.

3 Nay, “The Cuban Missile Crisis: The Soviet View.”: 28.
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Ideological and revolutionary principles are considered as some of the primary factors
that influenced increased involvement of the Soviet in Cuba.** From the ideological perspective,
the Soviet Union leadership under Nikita Khrushchev believed that it was very prestigious to
have Cuba as one of the military bases being that it was located in the America's traditional
sphere of influence.*® Furthermore, the ability of Soviet Union to takeover and fully protect an
openly Marxist-Leninist government less than 100 miles from the U.S. shores enabled the
U.S.S.R. to successfully assert their credentials as the principal frontline of the global communist
expansionism as well as the wars of national liberations.

The need to protect the socialist credentials of Cuba from possible U.S. subversion or
counter-revolution was considered by the Soviet Union as an important symbol through which
they could effectively affirm their revolutionary strategies in addition to executing their self-
appointed role as the force for destroying the capitalist and-imperial hegemony globally.*® If the
Soviet abandoned Cuba, it could Hayé beeh perdeivied as-dn ideological defeat as well as a
propagandist impediment with dangerous precedents.*’ The stakes and pride associated with
taking over Cuba by the Soviet were very vital because of their primary focus during that period
to assert their influence over the global anti-imperialist leadership.

Strategic advantages associated with the Western hemisphere is another key factor that

has been reported in the existing literature to play a key role in influencing the Soviet’s increased

44 Gorsuch, “Cuba, My Love’: The Romance of Revolutionary Cuba in the Soviet
Sixties,” The American Historical Review 120, no. 2 (April 1, 2015): 499.

5 Simon Willmetts, “The Burgeoning Fissures of Dissent: Allen Dulles and the Selling of
theCIAin the Aftermath of the Bay of Pigs,” History 100, no. 340 (March 27, 2015): 168.

46 Gorsuch, ““Cuba, My Love’: The Romance of Revolutionary Cuba in the Soviet
Sixties,” The American Historical Review 120, no. 2 (April 1, 2015): 516.

4" Robert Hughes, “The Cuban Missile Crisis, 1962: Overt Confrontation, Covert
Diplomacy and Downright Luck,” in Landmark Negotiations from Around the World: Lessons
for Modern Diplomacy, 2019: 261.
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involvement in Cuba.*® Generally, it can be noted that the Soviet leadership, in addition to the
revolutionary ideology, also recognised the massive strategic advantages which were associated
with taking over Cuba and converting it to forward military base for power projection in the
Western Hemisphere.*® The geographical location of Cuba was considered as invaluable
opportunities for intelligence meetings, political leverage as well as force projection for
fomenting socialist insurrections across Latin America.

The need to develop a strong Soviet-Cuban military alliance further provided Moscow
with strategic depth, access to the U.S. traditional sphere of influence and military flexibility in
unique ways that had never been achieved.>® Precisely, the Soviet believed that Cuba could
perfectly function as a staging ground testing arm, intercept U.S. communications and shipping
activities as well as to monitor American force deployments among others.®* From this
perspective, it can be noted that Cuba was considered as an impeortant.geopolitical ground for
attacking the U.S. supremacy in thewegien. >3 Additionally, theSoviet wanted Cuba for its
national security establishment as it offered a great advantage of direct projection of military
power into Cuba were counterbalanced by the parallel risk of American retaliation or invasion

aimed at removing their influence.

8 Carradice, Bay of Pigs: CIA’s Cuban Disaster (Casemate Publishers, 2018).

49 Nay, “The Cuban Missile Crisis: The Soviet View.”: 28.

% Nay, “The Cuban Missile Crisis: The Soviet View.”: 29.

%1 Hughes, “The Cuban Missile Crisis, 1962: Overt Confrontation, Covert Diplomacy and
Downright Luck,” in Landmark Negotiations from Around the World: Lessons for Modern
Diplomacy, 2019, 261.

52 Gorsuch, ““Cuba, My Love’: The Romance of Revolutionary Cuba in the Soviet
Sixties,” The American Historical Review 120, no. 2 (April 1, 2015): 497.
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The Deployment of Soviet Missiles in Cuba

The most memorable Cold War episode was the installation of Soviet nuclear missiles in
Cuba in 1962, which only prevented the happening of a nuclear conflict between the United
States and the Soviet Union due to their proximity to the detonation points.> This crisis was an
alarming illustration of potential dangers underpinning the Cold War mentality of preventive
military posture and mutual ideological hostility between the two antagonistic poles. As to why
the Russians did it, what were their motives, and all the decisions leading up to the deployment
of missiles in Cuba can shed some light on the dynamics of escalation in superpower conflict
during that period.>* For the Soviet rulers led by Nikita Khrushchev, one of the strategic
objectives in installing the nuclear missiles exactly 90 yards off US shores was manifold. The
missile installation not only demonstrated the Soviet's offensive military capability for the first
time but also brought the bloc's force inte the American atmosphere-in the Western
Hemisphere.>® The deployment allgwed!the $ovietsto presetye their advantage in inter-
continental ballistic missile numbers and capabilities in the eyes of the US. However, they were
yet inferior to the US at that time.

The United States action was a vivid and clear deterrent that prevented the Pro-Soviet
regime from now establishing itself in Cuba under Fidel Castro.® In contrast, 1959 was when

Castro's guerilla forces toppled the U.S.-backed dictator Fulgencio Batista, marking the

53 Ira Helfand, Patricia Lewis, and Andy Haines, “Reducing the Risks of Nuclear War to
Humanity,” Lancet 399, no. 10330 (March 1, 2022): 10978.

% Gloria Dufty, “Crisis Prevention in Cuba,” in Routledge eBooks, 2019: 285.

% Jgor Mori¢, “Nuclear Stability in a World with Overhead Transparency,” Comparative
Strategy 42, no. 5 (July 25, 2023): 621.

% Michael E. Weaver, “The Relationship Between Diplomacy and Military Force: An
Example from the Cuban Missile Crisis,” Diplomatic History 38, no. 1 (April 29, 2013): 137.
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beginning of a Marxist revolution that led to the emergence of the leftist political system in Latin
America. Khrushchev's second major mistake was dispatching Soviet soldiers to Cuba to
strengthen the offensive military component.>’ He concluded that with the failed U.S.-supported
Bay of Pigs invasion in 1961 still fresh, the installation of offensive Soviet military units would
keep the US administration from any future endeavors to displace the Khrushchev government.
Under the leadership of the United States president, the Kennedy administration in Washington
was presented with a set of risky and phantasmagorically complex options after it managed to
identify the missile construction sites.>® There was such a failure for the air strikes to take out all
the missiles that were apt to be seen as bait for large-scale nuclear retaliation, which could hit the
US or its NATO allies. Implementing a full-scale invasion of Cuba to remove the weapons by
force may escalate irresolvable confrontation, which can be increased to the level of engaging
Soviet armed forces.*® Furthermore, if America remained aloof; it would allow for the Soviet
offensive to stay in place while lowh.é i@rltytn fhe dgbaﬁage.

After extensive discussions, the Kennedy administration and his advisors decided on the
naval blockade of Cuba as the primary means of preventing the delivery of Soviet missiles. At
the same time, they secretly initiated the process of opening the dialogue channels between the

US and USSR.®° This civ-mil quarantine, which combines civilian and military aspects, has

" Len Scott, “The Essential Inevitability of Worrying About the Bomb: New Writing on
the Cuban Missile Crisis,” Intelligence and National Security 37, no. 3 (November 28, 2021):
438.

%8 Joseph W. Caddell, “Corona Over Cuba: The Missile Crisis and the Early Limitations
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already put an invisible hand on Soviet shipping. Still, it has not escalated the military tension, at
least not yet. It set up a trap to buy time out for negotiations within which Soviet blackmail
would signal that America frankly wanted severe talks.%! On the other hand, the Soviet leadership
team defined by Khrushchev and his aides was plausibly out of touch with the inevitabilities
(such as disastrous ramifications) of boldly moving their missiles into Cuba.®? The firm attitude
of the USA was, in all likelihood, far from a surprise measure and, consequently, something that
had to be taken into consideration and reweighed by Moscow. After a sequence of near misses
concerning a possible atomic conflagration with the world on the edge of destruction, as well as
public statements and private communications intended for diplomatic purposes.® Finally, the
Soviets agreed to take the missile sites down under UN control in exchange for a definite
American assurance against invading Cuba On the one hand, the seeds of the Cuba missile crisis
come down to the more general conflict-between notions-and geopolitical efforts.
Analysis of the Decision-Making Ridcessés andiMétivatiénsaf The Soviet Leadership

The moment Soviet leadership secretly deployed nuclear missiles to Cuba in 1962 was an
incredible heightening of the Cold War and the planet's inclination towards the deadly atomic
exchange to the very edge.%* Thoroughly addressing the motives and calculations determining

this daring act of the Soviets raises a complex intersection of geopolitics, ideologies, and politics
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that propelled it toward the brinkmanship.®® Eventually, although trying to reinforce the Soviet
strategic position through militarily advantageous actions and projecting communist influence,
the missile deployment became a mistake because it changed the notion of America, which might
have been disastrous.®® The Russian side of the story is profoundly hiding in the shades of the
nuclear balance concerns by all means vis-a-vis the United States. Although the Soviet official
propaganda of the direct, inevitable victory of the socialist military over the capitalist forces was
loud and clear, the Soviet leaders failed to let go of their fears of American nuclear supremacy.®’
In 1962, the United States launched a qualitative absolute advantage in the deliverable nuclear
missiles and maintained a very high lead in intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBM).®8 At only
a few minutes away from American territory, gain a deterrent to this strategic imbalance by
planning and conducting commensurate Soviet strike nuclear operations.

One of the most severe disadvantages.of what happened before the crisis was that the
intelligence services of the USSR 'cotild nét brcﬁ_ﬁcﬁﬁ%cﬁs‘t like with the US experts, Soviet
counterparts misunderstood the strong standup of the US administration, hence their inapt
assessment of the US's foreign policy misconception.’® This manifestation of Soviet

overestimation of its capabilities is traceable to the penchant for self-deception and refusal to
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undertake any strategic severe thought among Soviet leaders.’* Instead, they filtered American
actions through a conspiratory, ideologically tinted lens. The Soviet decision-making during the
problematic 13-day confrontation in October 1962 turned into a series of spontaneous actions
and decisions rather than a single coherent long-term strategy.’> Khrushchev attempted an equal
position between the two poles first. As the American military pressure increased and landed on
the so-called "naval quarantine" of Cuba, the latter gained the upper hand.”® The gap between the
American and Soviet views was not just intention-driven but can also, at some point, be
explained by the gross misunderstanding of the stakes involved and the American right of
impermeable borders.

Finally, only after Kennedy presented to him a rather small-sized devil Kennedy, a non-
negotiated readiness to eliminate the missiles from Cuba, Khrushchev made a heartbreaking
decision to dismantle the rockets under UN surveillance.”* Thereby; he averted the nightmare-
like situation where humanity woulé¢/belwipdd fronithd fdce-of Earth and passed on to the
subsequent generations. Yet, the distressful way to this outcome laid bare such undesirable faults
as the Soviet leadership's decision methods and the strategic vision regarding the deployment
that almost ran up against the apocalypse.” The intelligence evaluation was distorted, while the
planning was incoherent, to some extent., Moreover, misguided judgments regarding the

readiness of the public to alter the course of history were made, which led to a self-esteem
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inferring misconception.’® Furthermore, the strategy, often based on one-sided perspectives, was
depicted as a self-fulfilling prophecy. The fact that the Soviets decided to deploy missiles in
Cuba, seemingly severely underestimating the US's willingness to accept any offensive nuclear
forces being present in its territory, was a groundbreaking step.’’ This outstanding strategic error
taught us forever the hazards of the political choices being made without a due stretch of the
imagination, as war, in the case of a nuclear age, can bring everything to a catastrophe.
The Discovery of The Missile Sites in Cuba by US Intelligence

Deep analysis of Soviet missile bases that were made known to the counterintelligence
community of America in October 1962 caused a buildup of a superpower crisis during the Cold
War.”® This innovatory development was the point where the Climatic Crisis of Cuba was
ignited, and the two superpowers, the United States and the Soviet Union were brought to the
end of irreversible nuclear consequences;”® Reviewing, the intelligence assistance in order to
identify and determine the types ofioffenstvel missilesilos! in“South Korea will unravel
continuous successes as well as errors that could have been avoided had it not been for the
enormous gap in foresight and strategic view.

From April 1962, various indicators, such as incidents that needed surveillance and
deployment of armed personnel in certain places, appeared regularly within the Central

Intelligence Agency and other United States intelligence community members.% Naval
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intelligence, which analysed the logs of cargo ships, revealed a steady number of warlike
equipment and personnel from USSR and Soviet-bound ports making their way toward the
Island.’! Reconnaissance missions at low levels by US Air Force aircraft over Cuba as early as
August and during September 1 gave evidence of the surfacing missile sites as well as the
movement of Soviet [L-28 bombers to the Island, which was regarded as a cause of significantly
increased Soviet military presence.®? However, those CIA analysts continually refused to take the
grim possibility that the Soviets would undertake such a dramatic move as station tracks
offensive nuclear missiles just a few miles from us.®3 American evaluations of Soviet ideology
and intentions for Cuba mirrored these inherent biases displayed by Cold War national
determination throughout the US strategic analysis.?* Even as late as August 1962, Soviets could
still field science fiction-like nuclear missiles against the United States, but the Special National
Intelligence Estimate closed this winter that.it was notthe.case because they posed no direct
attack and, therefore, no offensive'thfeat+d the word. |- =

The paradox is that this lack of vision, which is a product of these inherent professional
failures, resulted from the mentality and the assumptions underlying the Russian decision-
making system about the intentions of the USSR.8° Through decades, American analysts were
affected by the risky use of worst-case threats rather than preventive adversary intelligence.

Hence, they were unwilling to accept possible Soviet missiles in the Western Hemisphere as
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practical.®® During the 20th century, enlarging your capabilities and capacity to survive globally
and projecting this power, fuelled by a fear of rivals, was familiar to many other countries. This,
however, could lead to an excellent intelligence mistake since rivals (with the same capabilities)
might do the same.®’ As it was, there was still too little human knowledge about the Soviet
leaders' international intentions in the past, which resulted from the West's misunderstandings of
the latter's activities; with the U-2 flights, the US became more aware of the USSR's Hurricane.
Visual evidence of the U-2 imagery clearly showed that there were severe Soviet nuclear missile
site works, which the American photographic interpreters, however, could not come to a
common understanding, either of the specific Soviet missiles involved or their operational status.
This weakness did not help the intelligence community to perceive and analyse the immediacy of
the threat.

There was need to address major issues, related,to-the,discovery of the Soviet missile
installations in Cuba that legitimise@/thé-earlier lexiting-féarsabout the harmful impact of
intelligence failures concerning the nuclear age.% Only after more extended efforts of remaining
drawn into the analytic biases rooted on the US side were intelligence services capable of
spotting the soviet act of deception, thus ultimately prompting the Kremlin to self-delude about
its success of an unexpected counterplay.®® Only the result of national supremacy and the

steadfastness of the leadership prevented the disaster in the end. However, the trail of

8 Kozovoi, “Dissonant Voices: Soviet Youth Mobilization and the Cuban Missile
Crisis.”: 44.

87 Shaffer, “Gambling with Armageddon: Nuclear Roulette from Hiroshima to the Cuban
Missile Crisis. Martin J.SherwinNew York: Alfred a. Knopf, 2020.”: 48.

8 Ginor and Remez, “The Impact of The Cuban Missile Crisis on Soviet Middle Eastern
Policy. How It Led to The Six-Day War, 1967.”: 44,

8 Hodge, “Fires of October: The Planned US Invasion of Cuba During the Missile Crisis
of 1962.”: 106.



25

transgressions made evident the presence of severe weaknesses that must be fixed upon the
foundation of the intelligence reform.*® With its tendency to foster feelings of safety and
misconceptions, the missile age threatened the survival of entire species, not inferior to the one
the Cold War was posed with.
Chapter Summary

The chapter has conducted an in-depth description of the major factors that led to the
failure of the Bay of Pigs invasion as well as its consequences on the U.S.-Cuba relations. With
reference to the evidence reported in this chapter, it is important to note that major factor for the
the Soviet union's increasing involvement in Cuba was to neutralise the presence of the U.S. in
the Western hemisphere and use it as a key military training area, Furthermore, the chapter has
presented a detailed description of the deployment process of missiles in Cuba and major

consequences of the entire process. The next chapter provides a detailed description of the major

events that took place before, durihiy/and-aftdr the riissilelcrisis in Cuba.
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Chapter Three: The Unfolding of the Crisis in 13 Days

Chronicle of Actions Taken by The U.S. and Soviet Governments During the Crisis

The detection of the Kremlin's hidden nuclear missile installations under construction
aimed to improve the Kremlin's military facilities is what caused a crisis of a destructive
nature.®* On October 16, 1962, the notorious photographs taken by U-2 reconnaissance flights
broadcast the whole gravity doubtlessly to the world — the Soviet Union was installing nuclear
missiles in Cuba, which were just 90 miles away from the US mainland.% After these images
nicely proved the presence of Soviet launch facilities for the smaller medium-range and bigger
intermediate-range missiles, President John F Kennedy met with his secretariat to begin strategic
consultation on the possible actions and responses immediately. Initially, it started on October 16
during the evening and continued into the predawn hours of the 17".9 Kennedy met with the
civilian and military leaders to conduct a.series of private sessions called" ExComm." They
formed a crisis group that worked'i/a somewhat cérdoheli-Gffimanner and which convened
during the 13-day crisis period to evaluate possible alternative military actions ranging from
diplomatic pressure and sealing off Cuba on the high seas to pre-emptive airstrikes and an all-out
military strike against Cuba.

Parallel with the initial deliberations that were carried out at the supreme privacy level,

the Kennedy administration also secretly mobilised military forces into position.”* DEFCON 3 is
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the designation given to the Strategic Air Command, which stepped up its combat posture as the
nuclear-armed B-52 bombers came out of their bases and were diverted to forward staging
points.*®® Sightings of the Soviet missiles being shipped by sea resulted in introducing a
restrictive "quarantine" line that ensured that any dispute in the area involving this kind of
shipment would be under surveillance.®® In the course of speaking to the nation and the world on
the afternoon of October 22, the TV served as a medium through which Kennedy had revealed
the presence of PCMs in Cuba besides giving an explicit use of his administration's response
plans.®” Kennedy expressed his disapproval in rough language, uncommon in the Cold War.*
The missiles were described as an "explicitly offensive" threat directed at the world's most
precious thing - a life that was not protected by the war. Thus, the Soviet Union was required to
remove the missiles immediately.

The hard-stance rhetoric was also, deliberately softened with-long intervals of awkward
silence, indicating that the disputé'ﬂwreréaill unresotvet=Oiieof the notable aspects of the
famous speech was when JFK indicated that he would "quarantine all offensive weapons under
shipment to Cuba."% At the same time, he reserved all his rights to take "additional measures" if
they failed to remove their missiles. This meticulously designed approach was designed to utilise
the prospect of a massive military action to encourage the Kremlin towards a peaceful outcome

and give time away from the imminent escalation.’®® As the Soviet navy fleet zipped through to
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the already-not-well-set-up American navy maritime restriction line on October 24, each
superpower was forced to address and implement a worst-case scenario plan for eventual direct
military frictions that could soon change to nuclear exchange.!®! In an unexpected turn of events,
the first Soviet ships attempted to breach the quarantine zone. Still, they choked off suddenly and
turned back, invariably depriving any American blockade in that area of a chance to make things
worse.

On November 27, 1962, the world situation was seconds away from a militarization event
with all its unpleasant consequences when Soviet missiles shot down a U-2 spy plane of the US
Navy over Cuban airspace with the American pilot killed in action.'%? The revolutionary event
that happened for the first time in space history was the destruction of the national boundaries,
the consideration of the emergency meeting of ExComm, and the recommendations that an
invasion is the proper response or that.itis fairer to.conduct undeclared air strikes against
Cuba.'% In this crisis, US Presiden#John-K ehnddy'sadmihistration and Soviet premier Nikita
Khrushchev pushed hard on diplomatic initiatives and contacted government representatives to
pioneer a pathway to a joint step-by-step de-escalation of tensions and a peaceful return out of
the shadows of nuclear war.!% In his public address on October 28, Khrushchev solemnly
ensured that the Soviet government would take several steps for the removal of the offensive

weapons as long as only the United States was willing to support Cuba's sovereignty.
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Amid a letter of face-saving deal ratified, the next few days followed a dynamic of
constant crisis-escalating negotiations between Moscow and Washington through which the
details and modalities of implementation were to be specified.’®® UN observers who had been
hurriedly deployed to Cuba to oversee and verify the fact that the agreements on the Soviet
missile sites were being fully implemented were appointed.'® Following these developments,
American inspectors obtained unrestricted access rights into which missiles were removed and
their infrastructure dismantled about its kind. Nevertheless, the notion of forthcoming
possibilities did not allow the distrust to drain the core of mutual agreements, as verifications
were still in process.'%” Moscow could be devising a disguise or misleading us in any way. At
any moment, the US u-2 flights or the satellites could only witness Moscow's decision.
Immediate retaliatory nuclear forces held the advanced posturing at high alert until substantial
evidence was found on the likelihood of the,Soviets honoting their, premises in genuine. On
November 20, the Western Union ‘mgnifering systetrrhaddall‘the necessary data to prove that the
missile installations had been dismantled. Among these were the data from American and Soviet
reconnaissance sources. This procedure met the essential, non-negotiable demand of the
American front by making verifications easily accessible to them. The Kennedy team established
calm through slow methods of strategic de-escalation of forces.'®® The US naval quarantine
wound up its deactivation process towards the close of the month while the last Soviet vessels

crossed the waterway carrying nuclear warhead armaments.
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Crisis Implications and Lessons Learned

If the Cuba crisis of 1962 was resolvedThe resolution of the Cuba crisis of 1962 occurred
without an unleashing nuclear war, the unforgettable 13-day standoff still left us with a great deal
to remember about the fears of peace in the atomic age; Soviet and American leaders had a new
perspective on the world due to this superpower encounter cannot be named otherwise than to
say they faced the ultimate question.'® During this episode, strategic analysis, decision-making
processes, and crisis management experienced their vital flaws, each of which could potentially
lead the world to use nuclear bombs because of the miscalculation.!!® An American national
security system became highly interested in the whole situation because it brought to light the
weak monitoring of the environment for threats and analysis of an adversary. The inability to
forecast or predict the Soviets' strategy to deploy nuclear missiles BMFUCB's in Cuba freshly
pointed to the same problem: the established dogmas very. closely encircled the minds of the
Cold War schemers.''* The lack ofléubt-dnd blindlspots-in ftose conditions contributed
significantly to the tendency of the planners to systematically ignore the fundamental factors
causing variation in the behavior of the Soviet decision-makers and their estimate of the risks
and benefits of various actions.

As a result, the Kennedy administration has set up significant inquiries into the practices
and priorities of American intelligence, along with the necessary changes, and has made

tremendous progress.''? Repeated stereotypes and fixed views anew, which are summarised by
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the erratic reaction of the Soviets in putting a missile in Cuba, were with fondness taken and
removed. The major shift witnessed was the focus on the practical study and the unadulterated
reading of opposing countries. However, the lesson drawn includes the fact that nations were not
mirror reflections of each other, and thus, one needed to be careful when predicting the motives
of others.!*® However, the problems relating to late ad hoc crisis management and decision-
making forums, like ExComm, were also demonstrated, which intensified as the superpower
confrontation deepened.''* The case at hand is a classic illustration of how knowledge is closed
in elite compartments and works against generating coherent information and necessary
decisions amid the progress of hostile behaviors.!'® This turning point caused the implementation
of the remaining procedural reforms and, subsequently, the building of more elaborate, strategic,
and resilient national security processes, frameworks, and structures.

The most crucial point that the,Cuban Missile Crisis brought.te light was the breaking
down of the Cold War's communidationladd signaling systerisiof the East and the West.
Numerous times in fourteen days, Kimbell put his life at risk.!*® Also, he provisionally increased
the tension in the world because they did not meet face to face, and there was no direct
conversation between Kennedy and Khrushchev. Beyond doubt, the shock of the Missiles of
October failure drove home the bitter truth to the Soviet Union that the consequence of
ideological dogmatism clung to the organizational corner stoned and equally to prerogative

capture in the civil administration were highly detrimental.!*’” The Soviet leadership under
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Khrushchev and the Kremlin made a profound error by specating the American reaction and
interests without considering the correctness and accuracy.'!® The Soviet decision policy-makers
artfully layered with a prism of rationalization, which hardened over decades, finally broke under
the weight of the determination of the new US administration under J.F. Kennedy that would
reach no agreement on the stationing of offensive missiles only miles away from the US
coastline.

The Kremlin's paranoid thinking fueled an imaginary view of a constant world
encirclement over which was plotted an irremediable military encroachment by the US that, in
the end, rendered Moscow unable or unwilling to conduct level-headed, object-based analysis of
the US redlines and crisis response calculations.!'® A flawed institutional logic, which has taken
root in resistance to diverse data and unrealistic net risk calculations, has racism in its essence
and thus created a problem of a biased mindset that has,resulted in the stunning miscalculation of
the outcome of the missile deployhaent. E2Consequentlysthétorrors that the Soviet leadership
endured in the aftermath of the Second World War were a strong enough pain to necessitate the
passage of some vital institutional reforms. High importance on realistic risk assessments and red
factor scenarios Python games against enemy reaction panoramas instead of just following one-
way showdown plans became the primary trend.*?! The plausible course gradually adopted in

Moscow was establishing crisis administration directives and more rationalised policymaking.
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Evaluating the Leadership and Decision-Making of John F. Kennedy

In that same month, during the Cuban Missile Crisis, President John F. Kennedy's
leadership and decisions were at their most critical moment. At the age of 43, this was the
youngest man that had ever come into power. Amongst the most dangerous conflicts between
superpowers of the time, Kennedy found himself in a nuclear standoff with the US halfway
through his first term.'?? Analysis of how Kennedy made that crisis decision illuminates his wise
calculation and management as well as the lapses in decision-making during a crisis that is based
on time compression effectively and limited information availability.*?® At their inception,
Kennedy being up to date with the fact that there were Soviet nuclear missile installations in
Cuba on October 16 did indicate that it involved an unprecedented stake. This being so, his
creation that day of an ad hoc Executive Committee of the National Security Council (ExComm)
demonstrated a highly sophisticated understanding that the-inept work of the rigid and
individualised bureaucratic prOCeM néeded tolbe Eld@/ raaced by a more suitable system
for such a highly immediate and existential issue.*?* The ExComm, in a close-knit circle and with
the president personally supervising the panel, could carry out unhampered and safe games of
contingency while protecting sensitive information from unforeseen leaks or likely hysteria
driven by paranoia. On the other hand, the narrowness of his build-up process restricted him in
the first critical days of crisis as this might cause a precarious situation.'?® Because this core

group and the contingency structure were informal, one still had to deal with the possibility of
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decision-makers needing to agree and developing inaccurate premises that could disrupt the
crisis management process. Though this intended to preserve the republic, a trade-off for secrecy
and insulation was made, which led to negating the need for broader consultation.

As the crises unfolded on October 22 with Kennedy's televised speech, which brought
about the full disclosure that missile sites existed, his leadership proved to be total and appealing
to all with opinions and value systems even though the public mask revealed determination and
firmness.'?® Being the Excomm's closed-door talks, Kennedy arranged between For and against,
with voices from all in the spectrum. With the amalgamation of benign views and suggestions
from members of the Joint Chiefs related to unilateral airstrikes or invasion, more rational and
sober diplomatic overtures, and economic/political warfare proposals, he was desperately pulled
to different sides of the problem.'?” Although Kennedy saved the world from serious crises by
not boldly and directly making decisions,at the,crucial juncture, hispassive attitude also resulted
in a weaker, less decision.'?® For éﬂhﬁlp[l;a in thé eventfulhessof the American U-2 spy plane
being shot down over Cuba on October 27 - this was a violation of the hypocrite of the redlines -
Kennedy rather avoided the cry of hawkers of invading the Russian military. Still, he disposed to
diplomacy and put pressure on Moscow diplomatically. That became a double message to
Moscow, strengthening its unwillingness to move swiftly.

Unquestionably, it is Ford's leadership that outshines all the others in his stubbornness to
employ even the slightest diplomatic ruse that can force Russia's deescalation of the crisis, but

even so, make sure that very solid military opposition will never allow Russian blackmailing, so
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the US Navy blockade remains.!?® He was very smart to use the hazy nature of the possibility of
American intervention in the negotiations with Moscow in such a way that he could achieve
issuance of the orders to dismantle missile sites without the occurrence of war. Kennedy's
evenness of character and keen ability to emerge on top of impromptu stress situations saved him
from making precipitate movements and impulsive decisions when faced with excessive crisis
control. In the upshot, Kennedy led by processing, absorbing, and accommodating many crisis
inputs and contingencies without any hasty action. At the same time, there were some
limitations, such as sticking to trough and tunnel vision in the decision-making process, mixed
signaling in communications, and insufficient cooperation with intelligence services.!* The
application of both his determination to work with diplomatic means to solve the crisis at all
stages and to increase economic and military sanctions to at least avoid the risk of a direct
military conflict is a mixed, though significant,; way of crisis;management.
Evaluating the LeadégsHiplaid Degision-Ntakidgof Nikita Khrushchev

The Soviets' leader, Mr. Khrushchev, was very imprudent during the crisis. His fatal
combo of impatience, ideologically rigid mind, and an inaccurate idea of Americans' will and
desire made the situation difficult and risky for both sides.!®! There has been ambiguity about
whether Khrushchev's communications were postured or truly bellicose. Nevertheless, this
disregard and misjudgment of the dangers that his unilateral missile deployment in Cuba posed

are equivalent to the risks he unintentionally rationalised. His authoritarian approach in
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following dogmas led the Soviet leaders to a blind place that made them underestimate the
American reaction, which, if it had not been checked, would have brought about a nuclear
disaster that had no survivors.'® Regardless of whether the crisis had peaked or not, the decision
to put the nuclear missiles in Cuba was a horrible error of judgment in terms of where the US
would not tolerate any further invasions, and secondly, the Soviet Union's MFN misjudgment on
its power or ability to promote communism in the western hemisphere. However, right on the
surface, this seemed to be nothing but a deterrent that would fail to meet the solid Cuban
government after the botched Bay of Pigs injection.'®® For Khrushchev, the leaders of the US
were going to pay for this sign of resistance. What resulted from this was an unfounded mental
picture attributed to ideological lenses, which made Moscow assume that the United States was
an incapable empire unwilling to play the game over some unimportant causes such as Cuba's
fate.

Right after Kennedy infortaéd thedvdrldiregarding thiezexistence of nuclear missiles on
October 22, Khrushchev and the Kremlin got their world's hill turning as they discovered their
fundamental assumptions regarding American capitulation had been shattered.!3* At this stale-
mate stage of communications, Khrushchev resorted to both blabbering rationale and an
undefined tone of finding "a relaxation of tensions" through the deal. These mood swings,
coming so quickly, and besides no contingency planning or risk assessment regarding the US

response, are very revealing and reflect the idea that there was no thoughtfulness in the
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process.™® Struggle with stove-piping and prerogative accumulation were fatal flaws of the
Soviet national security apparatus. The decisions on immediate crisis response were frozen in
rival bureaucratic sheriffs' power struggle. As the all-powerful rubber stamp for Khrushchev's
leadership, the Presidium never provided any alternative force for challenging the barren years of
the Soviet Union and filled the vacuum of power.**® The proponents from various services,
including military, diplomatic, or intelligence, could offer Khrushchev the most politically
convenient and fragmented scenarios that reflected each agency's priorities rather than presenting
a centralised, intelligible, and comprehendible analysis of Soviet strategic interests.*3” Thus,
although "more peaceful" elements considered conceding something so emotions cool down,
"aggressive" factions proposed belligerent things like swapping out the withdrawal of American
Jupiter missiles from Turkey for withdrawing from Cuba. This conflicting signaling confused
Nikita Khrushchev, who could not clearly explain his positions to the USA and made it difficult
to reach a way out that would be ageéptable fo bothsidesd —

When it was proved that the Americans were unambiguous in their position and they
unmasked their decision, which was to eliminate the Soviet missiles of Cuba, only then did
General Secretary Khrushchev start to think that it became too serious for Moscow.'*® By
communicating with the US people via the representatives of John Kennedy's administration
during October 24th-27th, Soviet leaders ranged from harshness to hints about a hypothetical

agreement about eliminating the station if specific conditions were met, for example, a no-
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invasion pledge of Cuba.™®® These probing tendrils emphasised that for Khrushchev, there was no
clearly established decision-making apparatus for finding the balance between party
compromises while events were dramatically escalating. To begin with, these haphazard
arrangements or the absence of a specialised regime of supervision and juridical review deprived
the euphoria of the discipline to manage conflict and control the risks of a global crisis.**® It was
only on October 28, when Kennedy's actual private communique was issued, which said that he
would settle the matter on Cuba island by hook and crook, that Khrushchev started stepping back
from the brink.}*! Khrushchev ended his speech with the urge to address the American president
and proposed mutual deescalation.!*? Interestingly, the beaten Khrushchev wrote a letter to the
United States president, striking a surprisingly peaceful and reflective tone: "If there are no
intentions to lead the world to the catastrophe of thermonuclear war, then let us not only relax the
opposite forces.
‘W Gapter/Summdry =

The chapter has discussed the key events that took place during the missile attack in
Cuba, the major implications of this crisis. Furthermore, the chapter has conducted an in-depth
assessment of leadership and decision-making of John F. Kennedy and Nikita Khrushchev, who
were the key leaders involved during the crisis. Furthermore, evidence presented in this chapter
shows that the U.S. and the Soviet Union took different actions during the crisis in order to

strengthen the military presence and activities of their blocs in Cuba and the entire Western
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Hemisphere. The next chapter provides a detailed explanation of the key strategies that were

applied to resolve this crisis and major actions taken by all the involved groups.
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Chapter Four: The Defusing and Resolution of Crisis

Examine the Negotiations and the Eventual Agreement to Dismantle the Missiles

The nuclear-armed superpowers (the USA and the Soviet Union) made the Earth scared
of nuclear war, and the Cuban Missile Crisis brought that.*® The dispute over the placement of
nuclear weapons in Cuba by the Soviet Union made the situation dangerous. Nevertheless, the
two powers managed to settle for some weak points of conflict; they had come dangerously close
to the event that would have marked the most dangerous moment in the history of the Cold
War.2* In the last two weeks, before being voted on, both sides involved in the incidence of such
nature were assumed to be involved in several high-stakes moves and negotiations. The USA,
under President John F Kennedy's Administration, held a stern view in staying firm by enforcing
a naval blockade in grating the access of Soviet Navy vessels around Cuba and pressurizing them
to remove their missiles.** This combinationof power and diplomacy. began a prolonged, tense
period between the two superpowh}sg‘rkr[avnl as thel Cold-Waro

Reciprocal negotiations and a judicious blend of diplomacy and brinkmanship accelerated
the Cuban Missile Crisis.}*® While it was a public matter fought between the US and the Soviet
Union over the topic of the missile launching site in Cuba, there was secretly an intricate

network of back channels and hidden agreements creating the conditions for the eventual
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dismantlement of the missile sites.'*” However, the note passed in this crisis between President
John F. Kennedy and the Soviet Premier, Nikita Khrushchev, lay at its core.**® These letters
became an integral tool of communication through which each of them made their presentations,
reiterated their demands, or disclosed the readiness to come to concessions outside the public
spotlight.

On October 26, 1962, Khrushchev wrote a letter to Kennedy and suggested how to deal
with the impasse. Officially, he suggested removing the missiles from the Caribbean island in
return for a guarantee by the United States of no military operation against Cuba.#°
Nevertheless, the USSR leader Khrushchev added an unconditional demand for the removal of
US missiles that were located in Turkey at the NATO borders. On October 27, 1962, US
Secretary of State Dean Rusk wrote a letter to the USSR that the US would agree to the removal
of the Soviet missiles from Cuba in exchange for a public commitment not to invade the
island.'>® However, the reaction showld hayeltouchéd tﬂ@o&about removing the American
missiles from Turkey head-on, hence missing out on the problem. On October 26, 1962,

Khrushchev wrote a letter to Kennedy and suggested how to deal with the impasse.™! Officially,

he suggested removing the missiles from the Caribbean island in return for a guarantee by the
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United States of no military operation against Cuba.'®? Nevertheless, the USSR leader
Khrushchev added an unconditional demand for the removal of US missiles that were located in
Turkey at the NATO borders.

Led by Kennedy and his team of national security representatives, including his ExComm
group, they thought thoroughly about Khrushchev's offer. However, they pondered the exact
consequences of accepting or rejecting the terms, considering what they meant to the US'
credibility, alliances, and international dynamics.153 However, in the end, the question of whether
to allow the withdrawal of Soviet missiles from Cuba at the expense of ignoring the demand for
the withdrawal of US missiles from Turkey was a secretly addressed one (at least in public).'>*
By making this choice, we had two tracked objectives. We wanted to prolong the negotiations,
not be flexible, and go the easy way in giving the Soviet Union what it demanded.

As a private agreement, Kenndey's goyernment with Khrushchev laid out the removal of
USSR missiles from Cuba, while Mh@g‘ee}aeﬂfbﬂeﬂle US and the URR was directed
in secret.® In this confidential Agreement, the administration of the Kennedy era consented to
the destruction of the American missiles in Turkey within a short time frame to achieve
Khrushchev's demand for removing the danger directed by a missile community into one of our

countries without seeming to the Soviets to yield the power.'% This quiet Agreement was
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accomplished through backdoor communications and talks in which Llewellyn E. Thompson, the
American ambassador to the Soviet Union, and Anatoly Dobrynin, the Soviet ambassador to the
United States, were taken as key figures.*®’ This diplomatic avenue allowed discussion of the
ideas on both sides and sent counterproposals without worrying about the opening of cross-
border negotiations in the public and no one-upmanship games.**® The Cuban Missile Crisis with
the chained events was one standout example that demonstrated the complexity of international
diplomacy and the vital role of skilled mediators and interlocutors in bridging the gap between
superpowers.
Discuss the Impact of the Crisis Resolution on U.S.-Soviet Relations

The Cuban missile crisis, which generated the standoff between the US and the USSR in
1962, remains the advancing in the complex relationships between the US and the USSR in the
Cold War.'®® Marina Abramovich argues that eyen though, they came tantalizingly close to the
end of humanity through the nervéMa&Ei?nQ event§of thé 1980s superpower standoff, in the
end, with the help of negotiations amongst the different state powers and international actors, a
change in the political landscape came about which is perhaps going to be remembered for the
way how world powers are interrelated.*®® The world politics is shaped would not After the end
of the conflict, they realised very well that a disastrous situation of the population and

ecosystems was going to lead to the escalation of the conflict and that in the absence of good
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dialogue and crisis management protocols, the situation would most likely get worsen. This idea
led to the creation of the Hamburg hotline institution as a robust communication mechanism
between both capitals in June 1963. The hotline functioned in such a way as to facilitate swift
communication and to counteract future misinterpretations or mishaps.'®! This tool was
important to keep the crisis calm and prevent it from growing. The first time a party could obtain
a concrete outcome was the Limited Nuclear Test-Ban Treaty, signed in August 1963. This treaty
banned any tests conducted through the atmosphere, outer space, and underwater, their main
function being to either minimise the environmental burden of these tests or strengthen the
existing non-proliferation efforts.’%? Yet the most important achievement was that although the
treaty did not limit stockpiling of weapon materials, it did represent a meaningful move towards
the creation of nuclear disarmament and the shared realization of the consequences of nuclear
proliferation.

The influence of the concltgion ofithis crisiswil Fdotfind the boundary in the area of
arms control and crisis management.'®3 Still, it might extend to the political arenas of the
relations between the US and the Soviet Union. Thus, The political crisis had far-reaching and
broad consequences for global geopolitical architecture and the combination of the two
superpowers. Meanwhile, the crisis resulted in the imperium being impaired in international
recognition and losing the status of a world colossus.®* Khrushchev's scheme to set up a
strategic military base in the West in the American western hemisphere has shown no results, and

they were forced to abandon its headquarters in Cuba, a very humiliating gesture for them.
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Consequently, the United States and its allies were confident that the ability of the Soviet Union
to influence their foreign policy limitations was a factor in their consideration.®® Thus, the
Cuban Missile Crisis's ending paved the way for a new state of the global distribution of power,
where the US became the major power in the Western Hemisphere and reestablished its
dominance in different parts of the world.'® It, undoubtedly, had a tremendous effect on how the
Cold War was played out, as the USA of the day started to restrict the expansion of Soviet
influence and make decisions that would enhance its geopolitical interests.

As a result of these power shifts, it also underscored that whether it is a superpower or a
middle power, the nuclear crisis demonstrates their common vulnerability to consider the danger
of the nuclear conflict.!®” The ideological hardening that had marked the early years of the Cold
War was an inevitable outcome, even though the realization that mistakes or escalation could
lead to catastrophic consequences prompted. a reconsideration of one's position—these years
followed brought about a gradual anf;;'n lhegpﬂE_OaMS Gfthe two superpowers toward each
other.'®® The US and USSR now tended to opt for a more cautious and pragmatic attitude,
realizing that the only way forward was to coexist peacefully and refrain from direct military
engagements. The steps taken to promote stability and the arms control deals in the late 60s and
early 70s characterised this altering phase in which economic and cultural exchanges between

the two countries increased while the arms race was limited.
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The Resolution of the Cuban Missile Crisis marked a major step up in U.S.-Soviet ties,
course in a trend towards a more pragmatic approach and mutual recognition as equal vulnerable
nuclear powers. Upon the crisis, the deficit of the Soviet power projection abilities became
known, and the world balance of power changed that way.'%® However, the efforts undertaken
later to improve communication, crisis management mechanisms, and weapons control treatment
were also conducted. The impediment led to a revitalization of the inflexibility of the early years
of the Cold War. It brought about a détente and a careful deal with the dangers in superpowers'
relations.!’® In the final analysis, the conflict settlement was instrumental in a major turnaround
in evolving the delineation of powers between the United States and the Soviet Union.

Short-Term and Long-Term Consequences of the Cuban Missile Crisis

The Cuban Missile Crisis, a prominent episode during the Cold War, continues to have
loud implications that sound in different fields, even from,the mid and long periods.*’* The crisis,
which used the term 'nuclear war' Wvortd politics &s an-ihsfrumental difference, points to the
dynamics between the United States and the Soviet Union but also a geopolitical landscape.
Short-Term Consequences

The first short-term consequence involved heightened levels of tensions and mistrust. The
first reaction of the USA and its allies to the crisis was the growing tensions and mistrust

between them and the USSR, which was the highest pitch ever.}’2. Furthermore, this crisis led to
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a shift in the balance of power. The relative success of the US, which was demonstrated by the
collapse of the USSR and the historic watershed in the Cold War, was seen as the result of
Khrushchev yielding against US political pressure. This view brought about the occurrence of
global power reallocation, in which the United States consolidated its position as the leader in the
Western Hemisphere and made this role resound worldwide.'”® At the same time, the Soviet
Union saw a loss of respect and glory regarding world affairs.

The conducted analysis further demonstrated that the crisis influenced establishments of
crisis management systems.'’* In the aftermath of the missteps of the past, the two parties fully
understood the great damages that may result from such incidents and that what was needed was
the improvement of the means of communication and crisis management.!” As a result, the idea
originated from the hotline between the two capitals, which had been operating since June 1963
and was designed to facilitate accurate and rapid information exchange.

Long-Term Consequencesw I T EIRS

The first long-term consequence of this crisis is impetus for détente. Although the quote-
unquote "honeymoon period" of the conflict was full of mutual tensions at the time, the notion
that the Goliath Russian Union and David, for example, America, might both fall victim to
nuclear retaliation explained the gradual ( Cold War) paradigm shift of both ideologically rigid

camps after the outbreak of the conflict.}”® During this reconsideration, an era of détente
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emerged, mainly known for increasing economic and cultural ties, efforts to decrease the arms
race, and create a more stable nuclear power system.

Furthermore, the crisis influenced implementation of arms control agreements. The
Cuban Missile Crisis got this way turned into a breakthrough in the missile arms control process
between the United States of America and the Soviet Union. The aftermath of the crisis
contributed to securing major treaties, including the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty (NPT) in
1968 and the Strategic Arms Limitation Talks (SALT) agreements in the first part of the 1980s.1"’
These agreements were aimed to see to it that nuclear weapons don't spread as well as to
discourage the arms race; in the end, they made a clear statement of the risks that can be caused
by unchecked nuclear proliferation.

The conducted analysis demonstrated that the Cuba Crisis infleunced historical limits and
personal assembly experience. The Cuban Missile Crisis constituted.an epoch-making event in
the development and history of intetsational [relations. [*dt demonstrated the dangerous features
of nuclear escalation, while the diplomatic engagement enforcement heralded the importance of
negotiation in resolving sensitive international conflicts.}’® The crisis served as an outstanding
example of crisis management, which brought to the fore the imperative factors of open
communication channels, sound decision-making, and seeking to avoid catastrophe by having

peach talks as an alternative.
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Significance of the Cuban Missile Crisis in the Broader Context of the Cold War

The Cuban standoff in 1962 may represent the main issue during the "Cold" War period,
resounding well beyond this specific event, history itself. During this thirteen-day standoff
between the USA and the Soviet Union over the stationing of the ICBMs in Cuba, both of them
brought up the most dramatic issues of their nuclear rivalry, the global superpower competition,
and the whole nature of that time's Cold War.'®° The Cuban Missile Crisis was just an issue for
these two countries in a time of contradiction. The USSR's strategy of deploying nuclear missiles
just 90 miles away from Cuba, bordering the US, was impressive and intended to show the might
of the USSR as well as to have a greater strategic possession in the West.!8 This Soviet defiance
in its perceived "right" to rule over Eastern Europe was a direct rebellion against the doctrine of
containment upon which US foreign policy depended during the Cold War.

Along with it, the nuclear conflict was yery close to ending the world. It demonstrated
that the balance of power can easily\distugt dndicause disdsttons consequences in the event of
plan failure or escalation.'® The exposure of this cold hard truth represented a wake-up call for
both great powers, subsequently bringing forth pragmatism rhetoric, namely, their ideological
Stance softening and practical approaches hammering. However, the two countries that believed

it to be on opposite ends of a geopolitical divide, the United States and the Soviet Union, felt the
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need for better channels of communication and crisis management mechanisms after the crisis.8®

This realization gave birth to the Moscow-Washington hotline, a direct communication channel
between the two capital cities created to quickly eliminate the chances for distorted information,
misunderstanding, or misproportioning. The previous diplomatic engagement became even more
evident with this development as the two powers, still on opposing sides, sought to build trust
and tackle the crises in the superpower sphere.

The most significant impact of this crisis on the search for arms control and nuclear non-
proliferation was that the Cuban missile crisis gave new weight to these issues. This was one of
the few instances in which the issue of atomic arms developments and the accompanying
measures to prevent nuclear warfare were declared as one of the urgent tasks. Such an outcome
has laid the foundation for the treaty on the partial nuclear test ban and political dialogue of the
non-nuclear countries on non-proliferation (NNPT) and strategic arms, limitations treaties
(SALT). Beyond the immediate effégt itthdd bn superpdwérdTelations and events in the field, the
Cuban Missile Crisis had far-reaching implications for the world balance of power and
geopolitical dynamics of the Cold War. Finally, the situation was settled, which resulted in the
Soviet Union pulling out the missiles from Cuba.!8* This occasion was observed as a triumph
over the Soviet Union and a reminder that the Soviet capabilities for projection beyond their
border were hindered. This multiplied the influence of the United States, besides reasserting its

stronghold over Europe and determining policies in many other quarters.
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The crisis substantially affected the level of standing and credibility of the Soviet Union,
not only in the Soviet Union but also abroad.'® The strategy of the Soviet Union president,
Nikita Khrushchev, to gain a hold on the territory in the Western Hemisphere through the
strategic use of war equipment failed; the United States was able to stand its ground, and the
Soviet Union had no other choice but retreat.'® The deterioration in the Soviet prestige
encouraged the United States and its allies, so they were thrilled when the Resolution was
passed. They perceived the Stance as approving the Containment Policy and the American-led
Western alliance system.187 In a wider area of the Cold War, the Cuban Missile Crisis, as it were,
was a pivotal turning point when the conflict tensions and suspicions between the superpowers,
which could lead to the war, were revealed fully. 3 The importance of the Cuban Missile Crisis
can hardly be overstated since it not only manifested itself in a conflict itself, but it also defined
the shifting dynamics of the Cold War,and redefined the geopolitical, strategies of the United
States and the Soviet Union, constutiéting dompletely new Space of scientific and strategic
confrontation.

Chapter Summary
The chapter has presented detailed description of the major events that took place during

the crisis resolution process. Evidence reported in this chapter shows that the Crisis Resolution
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has negative impacts on the U.S.-Soviet relations, with the crisis being a major factor which
influenced heightened levels of ideological differences between the two blocs. Another important
area discussed in this chapter is the consequence of the crisis, both long-term and short-term
consequences. The conducted analysis in this chapter has further presented the primary
significance of the Cuban Missile Crisis in the general international relations. The next chapter
provides a detailed explanation of how each of the three questions of this research were

answered.
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Chapter Five: Conclusion and Recommendations
Research Question 1
The primary aim of the first research question for this study was to assess the
fundamental ideological and geopolitical tensions between the U.S. and the Soviet Union which
led to the Cuban Missile Crisis. Results from the conducted analysis demonstrated that Cuban
Crisis was among the major factors that led to the heightening of the Cold War, as major
conflicting blocs were antagonising against each other over the control of Cuba and the entire
Western hemisphere. During the entire course, the ideological gap that nurtured the Cold War
dispute between the two superpowers and gave rise to different world views and boggling
influences is unearthed. This emphasises reducing the conflict that later manifested as the Berlin
crisis. The ideological conflict, reflected in the political and economic views that serve as a basis
for developing the competition, is brought to-light. This allows the USA and USSR to look more
closely at each other. This US-Soviét'ideelogical gap-haddmére concrete expression in the
maintenance of containment policies on the American side, intended to limit the spread of Soviet
spheres of influence, on the one hand, and the effort on the Soviet side to acquire larger country
dominion and challenge American hegemonic position, on the other hand. The author of the
analysis succeeds in extensively examining the ideological/doctrinal split, opposite geopolitical
interests, and the overarching context — all triggers and circumstances that led to the missile
crisis in Cuba. Through its comprehensive analysis, we fully comprehend the intricate synergy
between ideology and geopolitics, which will make the whole picture clear, which becomes the

bottom of one of the most dangerous episodes of the Cold War.
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Research Question 2

The second research question for this study involved assessment of the key sequences of
events and decision-making processes that led to escalated Cuban Missile Crisis. The analytic
method is done through a thorough study of the exact moment of the crisis and demonstrates our
policy actions and even what the USSR did that increased the risk of nuclear war. An in-depth
account of the sequence of events is provided, beginning with the Soviet Union's October
decision to deploy ICBM capacity in Cuba. This dramatic act was deliberately executed as a
show of power and a strategic move to establish a dominant force in the Sphere of the Americas,
and the many aspects that informed this act are examined here, tracing the line of thinking of this
high-risk gamble. Through this impeccable documentation of details in chronological order, from
the signaling takeoff of missiles to the vast negotiations and decision-making process, the
analysis captures, compares, and contrasts the important milestones-of occurrences that ushered
in the heightening of the Cuban MissilelEtisis. Thellesson sliowcases a thorough perception of
men of high purpose, tactics, and political maneuvers behind the situation that brought it near the
verge of nuclear war, providing valuable insights into one of the key episodes of Cold War
history.

Research Question 3

The third research question for this study involved assessment of the key short- and long-
term consequences of Cuban Missile Crisis on the U.S.-Cuba relations and other superpowers,
and the shifting power dynamics of the Cold War. The study that has been intensely investigated
in the preceding chapters provides comprehensive coverage by evaluating and reporting on
subsequent and long-term effects of the Cuban Missile Crisis, enabling the realization of how

relations between the USA and Cuba, dynamics between superpowers, and shifts in power
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relations of the Cold War have changed. Turning the attention to the post-crisis period, the
analysis portrays the changing political atmosphere, with high levels of U.S.-Soviet tensions and
decreasing credibility and respect for Soviet international policy. The crisis revealed the
dangerous nature of nuclear balance and the heavy calculus of decision mishaps, which led to the
development of crisis management mechanisms such as the Moscow-Washington hotline and a
lot of attention to the arms control negotiations.

This analysis will focus on the long-term effects, explaining how the Cuban Missile
Crisis triggered a relapse in the late 1960s to early 1970s when the superpowers saw increased
economic and cultural exchange. This period was known as détente and included attempts to cool
the arms race and provide stability in nuclear matters. The analysis shows how the fear (of
mutual destruction) of shared vulnerability pushed both sides to revise their ideological rigidities,
which had been defining their early years during the, Cold War period so that they could adopt a
more pragmatic approach to interWerﬁNdr rmatlo_llsmy ﬁforming a detailed examination
and writing a report that covers both the immediate and long-term repercussions of the Cuban
Missile Crisis, the analysis vividly demonstrates how it helped to resolve U.S.-Cuba issues—
these lessons shaped superpower rivalries and balances of power in the Cold War. The evaluation
offers a thorough description of the many-sided consequences of this turning point, which fixed
the direction of the Cold War, made peaceful agreements easier to reach, and made diplomatic
initiatives more likely.

Recommendations for Practice

A detailed study of the Cuban missile crisis, which took place during the Cold War, still

has contemporary significance, as it can be used as a vivid example of the features of current

international conventions, crisis management, and the conflict-resolving process. Such insights
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and lessons are timeless and would pave the way for others who care about making open
communication channels, diplomatic ecosystems, and peace-making through other means aside
from political processes. Indeed, they are the enduring solutions to intractable and far-flung
international problems.

Another pertinent result is the need to preserve the crisis management mechanism and
the lines of mutual communication between countries, even if profound ideological
disagreements or civilizational divisions exist. The initiation and establishment of a direct line
between Moscow and Washington ensured that confidential information was transmitted and
complicated problems identified, stressing that such arrangements can go a long way in
preventing the worst situation. Furthermore, the thing worth highlighting is the invaluable role of
the negotiation experts and messengers that helped resolve the menu cases, including the cease-
fire. While the secretive conversations happened as a last resort;-where the major decisions were
made to resolve the Cuban Missilé,@tisisxit $hopws fthe impoftance of handling diplomatic
matters tactfully because a fine balance between public and private conversation is essential to
negotiating the best solution rather than failure.

Recommendations for Future Research

Providing an overview of the Cuban Missile Crisis research in the Cold War context,
suggestions of future research steps to explore this crisis in detail can be thought about to enlarge
our understanding of this particular event and its repercussions for the further history of
humanity. Future studies from this work must have a comparative feature with the Cuban Missile
Crisis and other prominent international crises and conflicts during the Cold War period.
Examining the agreements and disagreements concerning the decision-making mechanisms,

crisis management techniques, and settlement of disputes can help discover more aspects of the
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political relations of superpowers on the constantly changing map and the effectiveness of
diplomacy and military solutions.

With more historical papers and archival materials being declassified, it is already known
that future researchers should take the new information released from this source to uncover
many new viewpoints and hidden facts. By conducting such archival research, we could find out
the detailed account of the backstage negotiating sessions, calculated tactical moves, and
personal motives of the main actors, which can lay the foundation for more sophisticated
analysis. By following this trail, researchers and policymakers will solve the puzzles of the
causes and consequences of this particular event and, hence, contribute to creating unfolding

pictures of the missile crisis accumulated over time, serving future generations.
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