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Abstract

In October 1962, the Cuban Missile Crisis brought the world as close as it has ever
come to an apocalyptic nuclear war. The United States acted quickly and decisively to
impose a naval “quarantine” around Cuba soon after it learned of the presence of Soviet
nuclear installations under construction on the island. The United States came to this
decision before notifying its allies throughout the world of the presence of the missiles in
Cuba, denying them the opportunity to consult with the United States over policy options.
Once the U.S. made this decision, and allied governments were briefed on the crisis,
Britain’s role quickly became an important factor. Two British officials played important
substantive roles in the crisis. Prime Minister Macmillan, and British ambassador to the
United States, David Ormsby-Gore. During the crisis both of these men talked daily with

Kennedy and proved to be at least moderately successful advocates for British interests

during the crisis in Cuba.



Introduction

On October 15, 1962 United States intelligence reported to Washington the
presence of two seventy foot long Russian Medium Range Ballistic Missiles (MRBMSs) in
San Cristobal, Cuba to Washington. The following day, the first of the Kennedy
administration’s Executive Committee (Ex Comm) meetings took place to discuss the
implications of this discovery in the Caribbean. This meeting became the first of
numerous, tense meetings of the Ex Comm over the next seven days as the Kennedy
administration debated its options and attempted to weigh the impact that each initiative
might have on the situation. By Saturday the 20" a plan of action had taken shape: the
immediate U.S. response to the ballistic missiles would be to establish a selective naval
quarantine around Cuba to prevent further delivery of Russian missile systems to Cuba.
Kennedy made this decision over the protestations of many within the Ex Comm, who
preferred one of several more aggressive responses, such as a land invasion or an aerial
bombardment of the missile sites. Six days after the existence of the missiles was verified
in Washington, Kennedy notified the heads of government in Great Britain, France and
West Germany of the missiles’ existence and his plan to remove them. Kennedy’s
notification was entirely informative in nature, rather than consultative. He offered it for
purposes of r;aadying allied governments for the crisis, not for getting allied approval of
the American plan. On Monday the 22 of October, with a plan of action in hand,

Kennedy made a televised speech announcing both his knowledge of the missiles in Cuba

and his determination to see them removed.
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Thus it came to be that for thirteen days in October of 1962, the world stood at the
brink of nuclear war. The potential for and indeed the probability of world-wide
destruction had never, and has never since, been greater. The Cuban Missile Crisis was, at
heart, an incident in a larger chain of antagonistic events and standoffs called the Cold
War. Britain’s role in the crisis, though not central, was important. Britain played a larger
role than other NATO allies, for several reasons. First, Anglo-American relations during
and since the Second World War had been exceptionally close. Second, Britain held a
substantial amount of diplomatic power, including a permanent seat on the United Nations
Security Council. Third, Britain was the most powerful U.S. ally, with sizable
conventional forces and nuclear capability, not to mention its role as host to numerous US
forward nuclear bases for Thor missiles. There was also a strong personal relationship
between Britain’s Conservative Prime Minister, Harold Macmillan, and America’s
President, John F. Kennedy, which strengthened the so-called ‘Special Relationship’
between Great Britain and the United States.

Given this special relationship and the closeness of Anglo-American relations, it is
noteworthy that Britain’é support for US policy during the Cuban missile crisis was
painfully slow in coming. Macmillan was notably measured in is early assurances of
support for the US during the crisis, lest he intensify the public discontent in Britain over
American policy in Cuba. In addition, despite having days more lead time with

information about the crisis and the same reconnaissance photographs in his possession,

his initial response was less than robust from the U.S. viewpoint.

The effect of the Cuban missile crisis on long-term Anglo-American relations was

surprisingly small. It could have arguably strengthened the relationship despite the fact



that many in Britain were shocked and angry, at least initially, with Washington’s handling
of the situation. United States policy during the crisis reflected a continuing trend in US
policy respecting Britain and other allies that strove to keep allied interference with
American foreign policy to a minimum and at the same time exert maximum control over
the allies’ foreign policies. Britain and other NATO allies learned of the crisis only after
the US had formulated a plan of action and put it into effect. Yet by challenging Soviet
premier Khrushchev, Kennedy was in effect including all of his allies in the nuclear
showdown, since if a nuclear exchange did occur, European targets would not escape
destruction. This tactic placed US allies in danger without their consultation, and this
scenario was especially alarming to many in Britain who did not believe missiles in Cuba
merited the risk of a nuclear exchange.

If a close personal relationship had not existed between the Macmillan and
Kennedy, would Macmillan have advocated a more non-aligned policy during the crisis?
And would this stance have imperiled the Anglo-American “special relationship”? Would
David Ormsby-Gore, the British Ambassador to the United States, have been confided in
if he had not Been a personal friend of Kennedy? Contact between the two nations during
sis would have been all but cut. But. with these well placed officials working in the

the cri

British government, the British were kept informed and consulted by the United States

more than was any other Western power.

There were, however, groups in Britain that advocated a more neutral policy
during the Cuban Missile Crisis and that favored arbitration over supporting American
claims against the Soviet Union. Important among these groups was the Labour party

opposition in Parliament, led by Hugh Gaitskell, and the intellectual figure, Bertrand
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Russell, who was a leader in popular protest against the US and British handling of the
crisis. These groups somewhat weakened the ability of the Prime Minister to act
decisively in support of the United States in the early days of the crisis.

Macmillan’s difficulty in balancing the need to support the Anglo-American
alliance and Kennedy, against satisfying calls for moderation from a clearly hostile public
was a major consideration in British policy formation during the crisis . While it is evident
now in retrospect, and strongly suspected at the time, that Macmillan was informed rather
than consulted about the situation in Cuba, Macmillan was eager to create an illusion of

feigned participation in the White House’s decision making in order to mollify domestic

dissenters.

In Macmillan’s estimation, photographic evidence would need to be provided in
order to sway the British public decisively into supporting the United States. US U-2 spy
planes had gathered photographic evidence of the missile sites, which were in Macmillan’s
possession from the 21% of October. But they had been classified in order to keep the U-
2’s capability a secret. The timing of the public release of American reconnaissance
photos over Cuba.n missile installations had a great deal to do with Macmillan’s
preoccupation with public opinion during the crisis. British popular support was essential
to Macmillan if he was to deliver sustained support for the United States’ cause. British
support for its ally was not immediately forthcoming. This was mostly because of British
(and for that matter, international suspicions) that the US had concocted the crisis, or at
least exaggerated it in order to rid itself of the fledgling Soviet proxy state that was

quickly maturing in the Caribbean. British support was present in force by the end of the




crisis week, principally owing to the support photographic evidence had won amongst

doubters.

The Bay of Pigs

The removal of Cuban leader Fidel Castro and the communist threat to the western
hemisphere had been a American foreign policy priority since Castro’s ascension to power
in January 1959. The United States’ allies in Western Europe and Latin America, though
not enthusiastic about Castro, were not nearly as hostile about the revolutionary as were
officials in Washington. Constant U.S. urging for help in undermining the Castro regime
convinced most in the West that America was acting irrationally towards Cuba. The
ignominious Bay of Pigs invasion, which took place in April 1961, just months after JFK’s
inauguration, gives some measure of the extreme lengths that the U.S. was willing to go to
overthrow C@o.

In July 1960, as America attempted to tighten the economic noose around the
island, Western solidarity was already in doubt. The U.S. wanted Britain to drastically
reduce its sugar imports from Cuba and to cease allowing British ships to carry oil to the
island. Britain refused to comply with this request since it could ill afford the sanctions

itself, suffering at the time from one of its chronic balance of payments crises.' This

reluctance to join in economic sanctions came in spite of the fact that British companies

had suffered losses under Castro’s nationalization programs, though not anywhere to the

degree that American firms had suffered losses. Moreover, most British officials felt that

! Richard Lamb, The Macmillan Years 1957-1963, the Emerging Truth (London: John Murray, 1995) 351.
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Castro could not be removed with these economic penalties, but would only become more
deeply entrenched against the West, and reliant on Soviet patronage.

This downward spiral of US-Cuban relations came to a head with the Bay of Pigs
invasion. Although the invasion occurred on Kennedy’s watch, it had been the
Eisenhower administration that had planned the invasion and trained Cuban exiles to take
part in a dramatic landing at the Bay of Pigs, which was supposed to trigger a general
revolt against Castro and topple his regime. Unfortunately for Kennedy, the invasion was
a complete failure, for which he was blamed. The failure severely damaged his prestige as
a President, and it weakened his credibility in dealing with the Soviets, making him look
reckless and more inexperienced than he actually was.

After the Bay of Pigs failure, the US redoubled its efforts to impose sanctions on
Cuba. As Richard Lamb points out, Alec Home, the British foreign secretary, had come
out in support of joining the Americans in order to avoid tension between the two nations.
Home told Fred Erroll, the President of the British Board of Trade that “The existence of
the Communist regime in Cuba is a matter of deep concern to us, but for the Americans a
calamity. A further rebuff to the Americans would lead to a major row.”> But Erroll,
supported by Macmillan, argued against a trade and credit ban, saying “While we are
vigorously enforcing a ban on the shipment of arms to Cuba, we are not prepared to
extend this to other forms of trade or to commercial credit.”® Evidently, the Board of
Trade disagreed with the Foreign Office’s appraisal of British trade with Cuba as not being

of “any considerable volume...not play[ing] a material part in Cuba’s economy.” which

21 amb, The Macmillan Years 1957-1963, the Emerging Truth, 352.
31 amb, The Macmillan Years 1957-1963, the Emerging Truth, 352.
4FO 371/162367/AK1051/1, Foreign Office paper of status of Cuba dated 9-27-62.



VIRt R ATl o St ¥ R 0 vy Stk

would therefore, by the FO’s calculations, make Cuban trade expendable in order to
bolster Anglo-American relations.

Many European nations that otherwise sympathized with the struggle against
communism found the American obsession with Cuba to be grounded more in an
American sense of honor and emotionalism either than in the ideals of freedom, and
justice, or most important of all, in practicality. The Batista Reéime, which Fidel Castro
overthrew in .1959, was generally acknowledged as corrupt and incompetent. Batista’s
demise was lauded by many inside and outside the U.S. as a change for the better. What
had really upset the Eisenhower administration about Castro’s bid for power were the
reforms that he initiated and the increasingly close rapport he was establishing with the
Soviets. Castro’s land reforms aimed at an equitable redistribution of land which included
the seizure of much of America’s vast agricultural and industrial holdings in Cuba. Castro
also initiated a ruthless campaign to eliminate opposition to his rule within Cuba.’
America’s subsequent crusade against Castro was seen by many in Europe, including
Great Britain, more as a punitive revenge for the loss of its quasi-colony than as anything
else. Britain and France were especially unwilling to support the U.S. against Cuba,
considering that just five years before they had been forced into an ignominious
withdrawal by the U.S. for conducting just the same sort of aggressive military venture

during the Suez crisis. Still smarting from the Suez debacle, the French and British people

were less than enthusiastic about supporting what seemed to be American imperialism in

the Caribbean.

S For a fuller account of Casro’s policies and Cuban-American relations in this period between the Bay of
Pigs invasion and the Missile Crisis, refer to One Hell of a Gamble, especially chapters 5-7.




British conceptions of the Cuban situation were shaped primarily during this first
American bout with the Castro regime. The impression that the Bay of Pigs invasion
made on Britain was largely negative, convincing many Britons that the US was
unreasonably obsessed with toppling the Castro government. This belief was held widely
by both the British public and the Foreign Office. Macmillan also worried that because
Kennedy had taken the blame for the Bay of Pigs disaster, he would be pressured even
more to assert himself during the Missile Crisis. It was this sentiment that prompted the
British publicgtion, The Economist, to predict on October 13, 1962, that “There will
certainly be great pressure on President Kennedy during the next three weeks to come to
the aid of his party with some extreme action against Cuba - The imposition of a blockade
for example.”® This prediction and others like it would help to put doubt in the minds of

many in Britain about the United States’ real motives for imposing the blockade once the

crisis had started.
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public his knowledge of the missiles. That afternoon Strong was invited to return to
Langley early the following day before the scheduled meeting began. At 9:30 a.m. Strong
lead his delegation back and received the very same message the President himself had
only received an hour earlier, “The Rusians have sited offensive missiles in Cuba.”” As
advised, Strong immediately boarded a flight to London to tell the Prime Minister of the
situation, forbidden from making any telephone calls or even a cyphered message from the
embassy. As historian John Dickie contends, “That Strong was considered worthy of
exemption [from a White House edict for highest secrecy]. ..is proof that in times of crisis
in the Cold War, whatever the cynics said about Britain as a hapless bystander, the British
were not left on the outside.”® And so the nature of the information and photographs that
Ambassador Bruce and Chester Cooper presented to the Prime Minister on the evening of
Monday the 22™ was hardly a surprise.

Chester Cooper had accompanied former Secretary of State Dean Acheson on an
Air Force 707 on the evening of the 20" for a trans-Atlantic flight. Acheson was charged
with briefing French President De Gaulle the following morning on the situation in Cuba.
Also on the piane were tﬁree bodyguards, two other CIA men, and Walter “Red”
Dowling, the American ambassador to Germany. Sherman Kent, one of the CIA men,
was carrying the U-2 photos. The plane stopped first in England before continuing on to
Paris and Bonn, Acheson was greeted by Ambassador Bruce, who shared a bottle of
scotch with him and showed him a revolver he had been instructed to bring with him to

the meeting. Acheson briefed Bruce, who was to meet with Macmillan the next day, then

7 John Dickie, 107.
® Dickie, 108.
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departed for Paris, leaving behind Cooper with a set of the photographs and one of the
bodyguards.’

The next day, when Acheson met with De Gaulle, the French President offered
assurances of support out of hand, confidently speaking for France as he did so. The
question of the photograph’s authenticity or interpretation was never a question. In fact,
when Dean Acheson attempted to show De Gaulle the photographs, President De Gaulle
declined, “Not at all. Not now. This is mere evidence, and great nations such as yours
would not take a serious step if there was any doubt about the evidence at all. Later, it
would be interesting to see these and I will look at them.”'® When De Gaulle did view the
pictures he was surprised more by the quality of the reconnaissance photographs than their
content. As he examined the photos, he declared “C st formidable...C st formidable.”

Prior to being officially informed of its existence by David Bruce, Prime Minister
Macmillan received some knowledge of the Cuban crisis from David Ormsby-Gore, who
on 19 October warned of “an impending crisis, probably about missiles in Cuba.”"! This
was of course after Strong’s arrival in London, but it was to be the first official
notification tﬁe Prime Minister received. An intriguing question about these early days
remains unclear. What was Macmillan’s first reaction to the news and why did he remain

so secretive about the knowledge he had obtained, not telling a sole cabinet member until

the 227

9 James Chace, Acheson: The Secretary of State Who Created The American World. (New York: Simon &

Schuster, 1998).402.

10 Chace, Acheson, 403. In ‘Special’ No More, John Dickie records De Gaulle as having said “No, Mr.
Acheson, The President of the United States would not deceive me on a question of such importance.”
114.

! Horne, Macmillan, 363.
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In Eyeball to Eyeball, Dino Brugioni argues that Macmillan was upset about the
news he received, and shared many of the anxieties the British public soon displayed. As
he explains, Macmillan “expressed doubt about the information, stating there must have
been some misinterpretation of the photos.”'> Brugioni also claims that Macmillan was
critical of Kennedy’s handling of the crisis during a meeting between the PM, Ambassador
Bruce, and CIA White House Liaison Officer Chester Cooper, complaining that the
President should have talked with Khruschev directly instead of “going on the telly”™ over
the affair. This account is in marked contrast to other accounts of the meeting, and it is 2
pity that Brugioni fails to document the sources in which he found these claims.

In contradiction to Brugioni’s claims, CIA representative Chester Cooper did not
indicate that Macmillan was at all critical of Kennedy. Cooper recalled that, although
Macmillan did say “Now the Americans will realize what we in England have lived
through for the past many years,” he said it Cooper claimed, spontaneously and “hastened
to assure us that it was an instinctive reaction, and that he was terribly worried about the
missiles and would of course, provide the United States with whatever assistance and
support was necessary.”'* Alistair Horne, Macmillan’s biographer, agrees with this
explanation. Although Macmillan did express concern over the situation, it was mainly
due to his understanding of the gravity of the crisis rather than reflective of any doubts
over US motives. As Macmillan said when shown the photos of the missile sites by Bruce,

“] take it for granted that the statements made by your government are unchallengeable.”"®

12 Dino A. Brugioni, Eyeball to Eyeball (New York: Random House, 1990) 328. Brugioni provides no
documentation for his work.

13 Brugioni, Eveball to Eyeball, 329,

4 Horne, Macmillan, 365.

'S Horne, Macmillan, 367.
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These statements, along with the fact that Macmillan had known of the crisis for days
seems to further discredit Brugioni’s argument that Macmillan had seriously questioned
the United States’ actions.

After being notified of the crisis, Macmillan made his first formal reply by letter.
He pledged British support for the U.S., but also pointed out the likelihood that Western
European support would not be automatic, saying “Many of us in Europe have lived so
long in close proximity to the enemy’s nuclear weapons of the most devastating kind that
we have got accustomed to it.”*® This was Macmillan’s first intimation that the Kennedy
administration would have to see to the opinion of its allies during the crisis, and
considering Macmillan’s later concern for releasing reconnaissance pictures in Britain, it
seems likely that he was considering British opinion when he made this statement.

One of the few solid contributions that Britain made in shaping American policy
during the crisis came not from London, but from Washington, on the initiative of
Ambassador i)avid Ormsby-Gore. After a dinner party at the White House on Tuesday
October 23, Ormsby-Gore joined President Kennedy and Robert Kennedy in private and
discussed the crisis at length. Crucially, Ormsby-Gore urged the President to tighten the
radius of the naval quarantine around Cuba from 700 to 500 miles. This move would give
Khrushchev more time to react to US demands by increasing the distance that approaching
Soviet ships would have to travel before encountering the blockade. As Ormsby-Gore
recalled the discussion, after he had suggested moving the blockade, and after the military
had warned of potential skirmishes with Cubaﬁ planes, “the President was very

unimpressed by this argument and said he wanted this thing studied again as he saw great
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value in allowing the Russians rather more time to consider their next action.”"” Kennedy
implemented this suggestion over the protestations of Secretary McNamara, who worried
about the increased possibility of skirmishes with Cuban aircraft.

The tangible contributions made by Ambassador Ormsby-Gore did not, however,
remove the tension that had been created within the Anglo-American and wider NATO
alliance by the United States’ failure to consult it allies. As Alan Dobson argues, it created
a “possibility of one side of the Atlantic Alliance involving the other in a full-scale nuclear
exchange for the sake of interests the other side did not regard as vital.”*® The issue of
consultation became a central part of the Labour opposition’s criticism of how the
Macmillan government handled the crisis. Labour leaders insisted on “much closer
consultation with the Americans in view of possible developments in Europe.”” Yet it
was not Macmillan’s fault that he had been kept in the dark about the crisis until after a
decision had been made by the Kennedy administration to set up the naval “quarantine”.
Instead, it wquld have been more reasonable to judge the Prime Minister on his handling
of the crisis after he had been notified. Labour’s partisan criticism of the Prime Minister

was called “absurd” by Sir William Hayter, the former British Ambassador to Moscow.

He further pointed out the folly of Labour’s criticism by asking, “If Labour had been in

16 PRO PREM 1/3689, 2420 as quoted in The Kennedy Tapes, May, Ernest R. and Philip D. Zelikow, eds.

(Cambridge, MA: Harvard U.P., 1997) p.269.

17 Oral History Interview, Lord Harlech, 17.

18 Alan Dobson, Anglo-American Relations in the Twentieth Century: Of the friendship, conflict and rise
and decline of superpowers (London: Routledge, 1995) p.128. Dobson makes a link of critical importance
relating the Cuban missile crisis and the Skybolt crisis which followed on its heels. Dobson argues that
the US was in effect trying to prevent the possibility of the Europeans ever putting the US into the same
scenario of risking a nuclear war over what might be considered non-vital US interests. By eliminating an
independent European nuclear deterrent, the US could insure that missiles would never be fired against
the enemy unless such an act was at the express desire of the United States.

19 The Times, October 24, 1962 as quoted in H. A. Deweerd, “Bitish Attitudes in the Cuban Crisis.”

RAND Memorandum P-2709, 1963, 12.
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power, what would its leaders have said?”* Meaningful consultation had been withheld
from the United States’ NATO allies until after a US plan had been implemented. This
decision had far more to do with the US fear of being tied down by consultation and
inaction than it was reflective of a fault in the Tory’s leadership during the crisis.

Why, then, did the US fail to consult its allies on such a crucial matter as missile
proliferation? The answer might be found in a statement made six years earlier by
American Secretary of State John Foster Dulles. He concluded that ... The process of
consultation, should never enmesh us in a procedural web so that we fall victim to the
ability of despotism to act suddenly and with all their might.”?

Historian Richard Lamb disagrees with Alistair Horne’s conclusion that, if the
Kennedy-Macmillan conversations did not amount to consultation, they still represented
something very close to that. Lamb’s rejection of this argument is based on McGeorge
Bundy’s declaration after Kennedy’s death that Macmillan’s role “was not very
important.”Z However, this quote is not sufficient evidence to show that Macmillan
played only a minor role in the crisis. As close as Bundy was to Kennedy during the crisis,
he was not tﬁe President, and he did not have daily conversations with the Prime Minister.
The notion that Macmillan played the role of an elder advisor to Kennedy can be easily
taken beyond what their relationship actually was. On the other hand, it cannot be
dismissed on the judgment of Bundy alone. Past Kennedy-Macmillan relations must be

examined, particularly the post Vienna Summit meeting in London, in order to get some

sense of why Kennedy found talking with Macmillan a comfort. Macmillan could console

20 The Observer, November 11, 1962 as quoted in Deweerd, 12.

2 H A DeWeerd, 7. j
21 amb, The Macmillan Years 1957-1963, the Emerging Truth, 356.
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Kennedy and empathize with the President’s troubles, since he too shouldered
responsibility as the leader of a nation.

The question of consultation also was raised in France. When Dean Acheson
arrived to speak with De Gaulle over the crisis and the decisions already implemented by
the Kennedy administration, De Gaulle asked “Do I understand that you have come to
inform me of some decision taken by the President---or have you come to consult me
about a decision which he should take?” When Acheson explained he had been dispatched
only to inforrp him, De Gaulle replied “I am in favor of independent decisions.”” This
reply was probably the most diplomatic that De Gaulle could have made. Regarding
secrecy and expediency as the reasons for the lack of consultation was perhaps a
preferable stance to acknowledging that France had been left out of the loop far more than
Britain had.

At the close of the crisis, Ambassador Bruce sent a telegram to Secretary of State
Dean Rusk on his take on recent events and the idea of consultation. Bruce’s arguments
are consistent with the predominant view in the United States at the time and thereafter.
Bruce argued that it would be dangerous “to fail to preserve complete freedom of
unilateral decision whether with British or others. ..so-called collective wisdom is a tricky

catch phrase and unreliable when a great nation’s most vital interest are at stake. Only

»24

stupid giants let themselves be tied down by Lilliputians.

2 Chace, 403. ,
4 National Security Files, Box 41, Cables, Cuba, 10/28/62-10/29/62. Telegram number 1705. Received
October 28, 1962.
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The Berlin Crisis

Given the ambiguous status of Berlin and the periodic application of pressure on
West Berlin by Khrushchev, it was a natural assumption that the Soviets would attempt to
link the Caribbean crisis, as they called it, with the status of Berlin. It was suspected and
feared by many in the West that even if this was not the Soviet intention behind the
introduction of missiles onto the island, it would probably become a bargaining chip ina
Cuban settlement. Macmillan recorded these fears in his diary during the crisis, “if
[Krushchev] was stopped, with great loss of face, in Cuba, would he not be tempted to
recover himself in Berlin?* Years later, Macmillan further elaborated on this issue
during a conversation with Alistair Horne, his biographer, saying, “Khrushchev might have
suggested a swap of Cuba for Berlin—how could the Americans have resisted.””*

Even before the crisis went public, some journalists linked the Cuba and Berlin
issues. The Economist, for instance, asserted that Kennedy was trying to get tough in
Berlin in order to make up for shortcomings in Cuba, saying that “President Kennedy

argues that the Russians are interfering in Cuba in order to direct attention from their

much more dangerous plans for Berlin. But it is difficult not to feel that he himself is

building up a sense of imminent emergency in Berlin in order to distract American votes
from the Republican allegations that he has failed to cope with Dr. Castro and that his
foreign policy has been a constant backing down in the face of threats.”” This last

assertion would certainly not help to rouse British public support during the crisis. It

25 Alistair Horne, Macmillan 1957-1986 (London: Macmillan, 1989) 366.
% Horne, Macmillan, 366.
2 The Economist, October 20, 1962, 246.
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suggested that the tough stand that Kennedy took against the missiles in Cuba was directly
linked to domestic political concerns. And as fate would have it, this issue of The
Economist was in its subscribers’ hands just as Kennedy made the missiles’ presence

known to the public.

A study of the American position on Berlin suggests, r‘megirf {h&}%fwmﬂl

anxieties over a Berlin- justi Indee:
over a Berlin-Cuba swap were unjustified. Indeed, gtsee;ﬂngﬂ%m e American

commitment to saving Berlin was even higher than the European eomngp!}'engs A ga_llop

poll conducted in August 1961 had shown that “71 per cent oflAImenggns were ready to

Ejpf the French

fight over Berlin whereas only 46 per cent of the British and 9 per cent of th
were.”?* In addition, Berlin was constantly brought up at ExComm meetings during the
mlss:le crisis and figured prommently in assessments that the Executive Commxtwe made

B4 |1U.TJ,'U:.‘,|A:.'H x,r- \J‘l".'?fj “‘-‘l" \11?? i s ;‘f—'l‘ !Lu

' {r‘_omss‘ Tils was the mo*“ Vi Mecmitien had
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