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Does Our Success in Cuba Hold Lessons for Berlin? 

.is one attempts to think through the implications 
of tlie Cuban crisis for Berlin, it seems especially 
important not to generalize without careful analysis 
of all the factors in the h\,o situations. I t  is under- 
standable that in our first elation a t  “victory” the 
ndvocntes of a hard line with Russia should assume 
tliat a similar policy will work in Berlin. Actually, 
one must recognize that the blockade which ob- 
tained the \\rithdriI\val was a graduated use of force 
directed a t  a limited objective. It is by no means 
clear that a dif€erent procedure, for esample c a r n -  
ing our grievance to t h e  United Nations, would not 
have worked as well or better, particularly if one 
of our policy aims is to strengthen the United Na- 
tions. Further, as to the respective strategic posi- 
tions of Russia and the United States, the former 
seems to have many of the advantages in Central 
Europe-and notably in isolated Berlin-that w e  
have in the Caribbean. 

Consequently, the “lesson” of the Cuban crisis for 
Berlin is not as easily learned as w e  might have 
hoped, just as its “lesson” for future relations with 
Cuba is open to several interpretations. In this vein, 
some proposds will be offered about a Berlin set- 
tlement which take into account both the long stnig- 
gle over the city and the kind of balancing of in- 
terests \vhich has been illustrated in the most recent 
dktente between the hvo power blocs in the Car- 
ibbean. 

Nations are most strongly tempted to take uni- 
lateral military action when tliere is a r e d  or ap- 
parent coincidence between an opponent’s position 
of strength and one’s sensitivity to a threat-pattern 
reinforced b\r ideological concepts and espectations. 
The militari force of an opponent acquires an es- 
pecially threatening character Lvhen it seems to con- 
h ideological concepts already well established 
in the national mind. This can be illustrated by 
\Irestern response to Russian pressure on \Vest Ber- 
lin, for the Iiarassments we suffer there are seen by 
US as elements in a continuous advance of Russian 
armies and resulting Sovietization in  Eastern Eu- 
rope, from the close of the Second \\‘orld \!’a until 
the present. Similarly, the Russian penetration of 
Cuba is seen as a direct threat to the hlonroe Doc- - 
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trine, for i t  is not alone the presence of the missiles 
in Cuba but their use in n program of interference 
in iliter-.herican affairs that alarms us. 

Russia esperiences similar threat-patterns by 
means of \vhich she sees in our moves meanings 
and intentions conditioned by past esperience. She 
has the memory of Nazi Geimnn invasion of her 
homeland. She has tlie memory of American use 
of atomic bombs against an enemy and the Amer- 
ican reliance upon her atomic monopoly until 1955 
or 1957. She notes further the present policy of the 
administration to maintain a nuclear superiority for 
“counterforce” warfare. 

From Russia’s point of view the \Vcstern pres- 
ence in Berlin seventeen years after the war is re- 
gzrded as part of a threat to re-unify and to re-mil- 
itarize Germany as the primary po\ver on the Con- 
tinent. This fexr \vould be  real even if Russia were 
a democracy without territorial designs. The  pres- 
ence of nuclear weapons in IVest Germany-al- 
though not in German control-looks like a step to- 
\vnrd equipping a resurgent Germany with die ul- 
timate weapons. IVe niav judge the force of this 
fear by the fact that the peoples of the Eastern sat- 
ellites express it sharply without any great assist 
from communist propaganda. \\.‘e may assume their 
distaste for So\*ietization of their lands but they 
seem to recall Nazificntion as even more repugnant. 
I t  is clearly the satellite fear of neo-Nazism which 
blunts the edge of discontent with Soviet Russia and 
dra\vs the whole European empire of Commuiusm 
together in at  least a sullen unanimit).. 
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I t  is incredible that \ye should be so unimagina- 
ti1.e and so shockingly opinionated as to fail to see 
this tlirent-pattern and \vhnt it must niean to Rus- 
sin and the people of Eastern Europe, Allowing all 
\ve u%h for n cold calculating Soviet imperialism, 
\ire must recognize tliat such imperialism succeeds 
in large part because it feeds upon and finds com- 
mon cause Ivith the grievances of Eastern Europe 
against Nazi Germany and a p i n s t  incipient neo- 
Nazism. 

By n-ithdra\ving his missiles from Cuba, for \vlint- 
c\’er reason, Khrushcliev has given us some assur- 
ance that he \\<ill pay heed to our sensithvity on ag- 
gressive Russian interference in the Americas. I t  



would be a sign of good judgment on our put-if 
only to keep a reasonable Khrushchev in power-to 
try to obtain a Berlin settlement, preferably in the 
contest of a wider Central European dhtente, that 
would reduce his fear of neo-Nazism and NATO 
nuclear war. Or, if one assumes that Khrushchev 
has merely used such fear for imperialist purposes, 
believable pressure on our part for such a settle- 
ment would undercut his imperialist design and re- 
duce the likelihood of his further penetration of 
lj‘estern Europe, In other wyords, however we assess 
Kliruslicliev’s motives, i.e., whether the threats just 
described are ;is real to him as to his people; we 
augment his chances of behaving reasonably if we 
:issume that the threat-pattern Xvith which he has 
been operating in Europe is one of those myths with 
eiplosivc public power which we may employ to our 
advantage. In this case it is to our advantage to 
diminish, and hopefully finally dissolve, the myth. 

If that is to be the case we must make up  our 
minds. \\‘e iiiust limit our objectives in Central Eu- 
rope as we did in Cuba. Ifre did not try to over- 
throw the Cnstro regime with the blockade. Our at- 
titude toward Castro is still ambiguous, and we are 
likely to diminish Sovietization of Cuba only as we 
restore diplomatic and economic relations with Cuba 
nnd define our quarrel Lvith Castro on the limited 
matter .of his agitation to overthrow other Latin 
hnericctn regimes. 

Similarly in Central Europe, we must stop run- 
ning intcrference for a re-unified Germany, which 
ll’cst Ccrmany is no longer sure it wants, bxt which 
Adcnauer’s government has grown accustomed to 
cling to as a sign of firmness. It will not be easy 
to con\-ince the Cuban exiles or the Adenauer gov- 
crnniont t1i:it regional stabilization at the expense 
of their ardently held goals lvill be worth it even 
lor tliem in  the long run, but it is vital that we do 
so. It is likely that, \vi& proper safeguards, Ade- 
n:iucr, or his successor, would be amenable to a 
settlement that left ?Vest Germany unambiguously 
frcc to develop its place in the Common Market. 

A wise settlement in Berlin will look at  all trad- 
i n s  of concessions and assurances in the contest of 
tlic trnditional threat-patterns sensed by each side. 
The settlement on both sides \viU have to attack 
;ind break up tlie negative ekTectation-ptterns so 
that Jifi‘crcnces bchwen the two blocs can be 
treated in an orderly and rational way. To achieve 
that, tlie feeling of each side that a conspiracy is 
dirccted against it must be diminished and the agree- 
m c m t  must be so well balanced that the alleviation 
of f c i r  occurs in approsiniately equal measure for 
tlie t \vo parties. TIUs means also the reduction of 
tlic rmge of ambiguity in die motives of the two 
po\\-crs as they operate in and around Berlin. 

Bi-Sinning first \\.pith Russian fear of Gemiany and 
N:\TO, \ve must ask what elements of a Berlin set- 

tlement could allay her anxieties and simultaneous. 
ly be advantageous, or at least not immediately dis- 
advantageous, to us. Certainly the withdrawal of 
NATO troops from West Berlin would assure Rus- 
sia that we are not working for German reunifica- 
tion in the near future, The troops are, from our 
point of view, politically symbolic and militarily no 
more than a “trip-wire,” If w e  had guarantees o$ 
the political freedom of West Berliners, the troops 
could be removed without any jeopardy to our Eu- 
ropean defenses. Further, recognition of East Ger- 
many would be the desirable diplomatic seal upon 
the status quo which would certify the end of po- 
litical agitation from either Germany against the 
other. Obviously this would not imply our approval 
of the Ulbricht regime but it would m a k e unam- 
biguously clear that we believe his regime can be 
more easily moderated, or even replaced, if West- 
ern pressure against it ceases to be hostile. Internal 
liberalization may then follow as has been the case 
in Poland and Czechoslovakia. 

Finally, the Russian/Eastern European dread of 
a NATO/neo-Nazi nuclear war could be dramatical- 
lv reduced by the removal of nuclear weapons from 
illest Germany, so that there would be an actual 
physical separation of the German people and the 
weapons of mass destruction. Properly verified this 
act would have an immense impact upon the p o p  
ulations of the East and would, in a single blow, 
deny Ulbricht his main weapon for stirring East 
Germans to uncritical support of his regime. Again, 
if \Vest German political freedom can be assured 
in such a settlement, there is no military objection 
to removing the nuclear weapons from German soil. 
If, as the Rapacki Plan proposed, nuclear weapons 
were also removed from East Germany, Poland, and 
Czechoslovakia, there would be absolutely no loss 
to genuine \Vestern interests. 
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Now to consider Western sensitivities to Soviet 
imperialism-for we will have a sound settlement 
only if we feel that, in giving assurances, we are 
gaining assurances. ?Ve shodd want to be certain 
that the citizens of West Berlin were politically free. 
Tlus could be achieved by internationalizing the 
city so that it would no longer be a NATO outpost 
or the political capital of either Germany. hlore- 
over, we should want guarantees that communist 
agitation and pressure against West Berlin would 
stop. There are various provisions we could press 
for here, such as the inclusion of East Berlin within 
such an internationalized city and an agreement to 
cease all official propaganda and subversion di- 
rected against the other German state or against the 
internationalized civ.  Since Jf’estern spying and 
propaganda are being directed at East Germany, 
mutual assurances on this score should be desirable 



to Ulbricht. It would be essential to have clear 
criteria as to what are meant by propaganda and 
subversion. In negotiations the parties would have 
to specify precise kinds of provocation, perhaps en- 
trusting to a neutral United Nations agency the ad- 
judication of particular complaints and charges. 

Simultaneously our fears of Russian aggession 
would be allayed if nuclear weapons were not sta- 
tioned in Eastern European satellites and if an 
agreed limit to the number of Russian divisions in 
East Germany and NATO divisions in N7est Ger- 
many could be struck, leading to successive thin- 
ning out until all foreign troops had left the two 
states. Naturally, United Nations inspection would 
be needed to assure the carrying out of the plan. 

In my judgment these ingredients in a Berlin/ 
Central European settlement would allay the fears 
of and stabilize the relations between both sides: 
1) internationalization of Berlin, preferably includ- 
ing East Berlin; 3 )  recognition of h e  East German 
state; 3)  guarantees for the cessation of propagqnda 
and subversion against either German state and the 
internationalized city; 4 )  withdrawal of nuclear 
weapons from both German states, Poland, and 
Czechoslovakia; 5 )  a mutyally balanced reduction 
of foreign troops in the hvo Germanies, leading 
eventually to the removal of all foreign troops. 

Russia would feel assured that the !Vest did not 
intend to re-unify and to re-arm Germany. Further- 
more, she would be assured that we n'ere not about 
to build a nuclear preponderance to launch a war 
in Europe. The !Vest would feel assured that Russia 
would not annex the \Vest Berliners or subvert their 
freedom covertly. Likewise, she would be confident 
that Russia \vas not amassing a conventional su- 
periority in aims to be unleashed against \.Vest Ger- 
many. 

The risks in such a settlement are minimal; in- 
fractions would be politically so costly to the of- 
fender that they would not be worth it. The closer 
the surveillance that the United Nations could give 
to the anti-propaganda, anti-subversion, 'and arms 
control features of the plan, the smaller the chance 

that any cheating would be able to upset the bal- 
ance of power. Of course we  do not know what 
Russia will accept. Inspection in Cuba is less threat- 
ening than inspection in Eastern Europe, but East- 
ern Europe is not yet Russia and a Central European 
pilot inspection plan would not touch the most sen- 
sitive areas, namely, the Soviet intercontinental mis- 
sile sites in her homeland. 
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Success in n Berlin/Central European settlement 
will depend upon how much the hvo blocs have 
learned about co-existence as an actual \vily of dip- 
lomacy. Russia, with its official communist doctrine, 
has not been notably flexible and precise in the pow- 
er struggle nor have we, with our vocal rightist ele- 
ments, looked very convincing as a power willing 
to accommodate if  our true interests nre preserved. 
The  President tailored his action and his aim in 
Cuba. Quite as significant as the Russian pull-back 
of the missiles \vas the President's pledge not to 
in\rade the island. If Lve can estend that agreement 
to deny our soil to agitation against the Custro re- 
gime and do the same for the East German regime 
while getting similar pledges for !Vest Germany, in- 
ternationalized Berlin, and Castro's Latin American 
neighbors, we will have obtained a durable arrange- 
ment \vhich offers possibilities for even larger areas 
of agreement in the course of time. 

It is a genuine task for the rcligious communities 
in Americu to contribute to the climate for nego- 
tiation arid dktente. Such n task requires the reali- 
zatioii that the golden rule in international affairs 
in not obsolete or ludicrous, since the only settle- 
ments that can salvage us from the collapse of civ- 
ilization are those in which ttvo parties Iiave truly 
learned to put themselves in their opponent's posi- 
tion. Only the notions of limited force and the civ- 
ilized consensus can rescue us from one interna- 
tional crisis too many. The greatest danger in the 
Cuban outcome is that we shall think ourselves so 
omnipotent and wise that we  do not have to reckon 
with our enemy's strength and wisdom. 
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