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ABSTRACT
The Cuban Missile Crisis Speech: An Analysis
of Text Evolution
by
Ashlyn Gentry
Dr. David Henry, Examination Committee Chair
Professor of Communication Studies
University of Nevada, Las Vegas
On October 22, 1962, President John F. Kennedy delivered a televised speech

announcing the presence of Soviet missiles in Cuba. This speech has been a subject of
scholarship in the field of communication, yet no critic has performed a comprehensive
analysis of its multiple drafts and their relationship to the final version. By using a
comparative analysis, one can examine the process of presidential decision-making, the
translation of those decisions into prose, and the strategic language used to communicate
a particular message. This project follows the evolution of Kennedy’s address, tracing
the changes from one draft to the next, in an attempt to understand the ways in which the

administration used the art of oratory to convey a political decision of significant

consequence.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

At 8:00 AM on Tuesday, October 16, 1962, National Security Advisor McGeorge
Bundy apprised President John F. Kennedy of intelligence photos that captured images of
Soviet missiles in a remote, forested corner of San Cristobal, Cuba. Six days later, on the
night of October 22, 1962, President Kennedy took a final deep breath in the presence of
close counsel and began an address designed to forestall the end of human civilization.

In three minutes, Kennedy captured the undivided attention of a world on the brink of
mutually assured destruction, and delivered a speech described as “the most alarming
ever delivered by an American president.”’ The morning after, The New York Times
reported that the speech was a “horrifying” and “warlike™ display of international peril.
Years later, critics would consider the address “probably the most dramatic and most
frightening presidential address in the history of the republic.”

This speech is not marked by the elegance of Kennedy’s first inaugural.* It is not
one that precedes revolutionary social change as did his civil rights address. And perhaps
because of its anomalous nature, the Cuban Missile Crisis speech has not been thoroughly
examined nor is it revered as one of Kennedy’s most noteworthy addresses. It did,
however, communicate a policy decision that likely helped prevent the onset of a nuclear
exchange between two superpowers, the United States and the Soviet Union. Its message
is indicative of the consequential events that followed its delivery. Had the message
conveyed a decision more aggressive even in the slightest, or had the decision itself been

more capricious and hastened, it is conceivable that day thirteen of the Cuban Missile



Crisis would have marked not the end of a diplomatic struggle, but a diplomatic failure of
apocalyptic consequence.

Just two years earlier, under the administration of President Dwight D.
Eisenhower, mafia were hired to assassinate Cuban leader Fidel Castro, and CIA
operatives were instructed to train anti-Castro Cuban exiles for invasion of the small
communist island. Months before the October crisis, the Kennedy administration
orchestrated a failed operation to invade the Bay of Pigs with these same exiles
accompanied by limited American forces. This aggression prompted Castro to seek
protection from the Soviet Prime Minister Nikita Khrushchev. Castro neither requested
nor wanted the missiles in his country, but was assured by Khrushchev of their defense
capability and bargaining power in case of another attack.’

On September 4, 1962, President Kennedy’s brother, Attorney General Robert F.
Kennedy, met with Soviet Ambassador Anatoly Dobrynin. Robert Kennedy expressed
the administration’s concern about the amount of military equipment being sent to Cuba.
Dobrynin assured the Attorney General that neither ground-to-air missiles, nor offensive
weapons of any kind, would be placed in Cuba. He continued that the Prime Minister
had come to respect the president after a meeting in Vienna and that he would not trouble
Kennedy with such an altercation during an election season. On September 11, Kennedy
publicly declaimed the American public’s anti-Khrushchev sentiment, insisting that
Khrushchev had given his solemn vow against any offensive hostilities. Yet on the
morning of October 16, Kennedy found that he had been played for a fool. He responded

by instructing Bundy to schedule a meeting for 11:45 that morning.®



In addition to the President, Robert Kennedy, and Bundy, those attending
included Vice President Lyndon Johnson, Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara,
Secretary of State Dean Rusk, Joint Chiefs of Staff Chairman Maxwell Taylor,
representatives of the CIA, and primary Kennedy advisor and speechwriter Ted Sorensen.
These men would come to be known as ExComm, the Executive Committee of the
National Security Council. For the next four days, they met repeatedly—often going
without sleep or food—to debate the multiple alternatives of action. These meetings
ultimately allowed ExComm to craft a decision and draft a speech responsive to the
highest possible stakes: the fate of humankind.

Robert Schlesinger recalled ExComm’s heavy burden. “The lives of the world,”
he wrote, “hung in large part on the decisions of fifteen men.” Moreover, “the right
words for the speech itself helped set the terms of the international debate.”” And in
doing so, the speech likely helped prevent Soviet aggression. It is for this reason, then,
that the speech is a historically significant text, a curiously overlooked presidential

speech, and an untapped source for valuable criticism.

Existing Scholarship
The 1960s witnessed some of the most turbulent, violent, dynamic, and
controversial changes in American history.® And Kennedy’s oratorical legacy reflects the
tenor of the times. Analysis of that legacy tends to center on his employment of
traditional rhetorical strategies and tactics. Criticism of his inaugural, for example,
reveals his use of metaphor, themes such as “the new frontier,” and figurative techniques

such as chiasmus, evident in the juxtaposition of “ask not” and “ask”™ as he appealed to



Americans to act on behalf of others.” In addition, a great deal of work traces Kennedy’s
ability to overcome religious intolerance in his race for the White House. Casting
opposition to his presidency as a form of bigotry, Kennedy used a rhetoric of apologia
when he faced the Greater Houston Ministerial Association on September 12, 1960, to
announce that he was “Not the Catholic Candidate for President.”'® Criticism
surrounding his commencement address at American University illustrates his use of
détente with superpowers through the repetition of “peace” as a symbol threaded through
the message.'! An eye to strategies used to overcome rhetorical barriers unearths his use
of juxtaposition in his 1963 address in Berlin and crisis management in the 1962 steel
production quagmire.'?

Despite considerable scholarship on an array of Kennedy’s speeches and
campaigns, however, surprisingly little attention has been paid to the Cuban Missile
Crisis address. The three pieces of scholarship that do examine the speech, though, are
all contextualized in relation to a broader genre of Cold War rhetoric. Perhaps the most
comprehensive analysis to date is by Wayne Brockriede and Robert L. Scott. The authors
evaluate various facets of this “complex persuasive campaign,” most notably the
influences of key personnel on the eventual address."”> Brockriede and Scott progress
through the speech, paragraph by paragraph, highlighting key phrases and repeated
themes. The authors note certain messages that prevail throughout the speech: the
responsibility of the executive branch, the threat as an international one, the justification
of a response by international law, and the tension between peace and defense.

In addition, Brockriede and Scott point out instances of particular word choice as

a function of strategic language use. To say that Soviet forces used Cuba as an



“important strategic base”!*

suggests, according to the authors, the flagrancy of the
U.S.S.R. to establish military strongholds around the world, thus requiring U.S. forces to
keep the rest of the world secure from communism and a nuclear threat. The authors
continue this sort of evaluation, pulling examples from the speech and evaluating what
they perceive to be word choices that are made in an effort to convey a precise message.
The authors also view the juxtaposition of the U.S.-Soviet relationship as an
appeal that pits angel against demon. They explain instances where Kennedy uses the
threat of communism to expose Soviet duplicity and to contrast it to the U.S.’s
benevolent national character. In addition, the authors suggest that Kennedy’s mention of

EIR14

the Soviets’ “special and historical relationship” with America is used to unearth
sentiments of the Monroe Doctrine, which is carefully not named to avoid raising
questions about U.S. authority in establishing a blockade.

Finally, the analysis suggests that Kennedy created his message with intent to
deceive his audience. This is done, the authors contend, by way of strategic language use
and an intentional lack of detail. “The deception theme continues for several minutes,”
they profess. “Nowhere in talking of the Soviet missiles does the President specify the
countries in which American missiles have been placed.” The president “allay[s]
unfavorable answers to [important] questions™ and uses “verbal strategy” to “circumvent
the problems that would attend general world opinion that the United States was guilty of
the first act of war.”'> This prevarication serves as a means by which the president can
feature the threats posed by the Soviet Union without having to discuss instances wherein

the United States may be guilty of similar indiscretions. Although the authors have

sufficient evidence to make this claim, it seems they deem any language “deceptive” if it



1s used in a strategic capacity. A certain refutation to this claim is that any language of a
political nature is inherently strategic, but not necessarily deceptive.

In a broad analysis of 1960s rhetoric, Theodore Windt situates Kennedy’s speech
in relation to the Missile Crisis as an event. He extends the discussion of strategic
language use initiated by Brockriede and Scott. Like his predecessors, Windt traces a
rhetoric of deception, and extends an argument about character that Brockriede and Scott
make only in passing. He explains how the Cold War so profoundly diluted political
language that words lost traditional and legal meaning; he thereby categorizes Kennedy’s
speech as an engagement of Orwellian Newspeak. Citing the infant stage of missile
construction as a minor cause for concern, Kennedy’s speech illustrates the use of
language to transform a questionable threat into one of great concern. The “secret, swift,
and extraordinary,” and “sudden, clandestine” deployment of the missiles is a tactic used
to convince the American public that the threat was of a direct and intended nature.

Finally, Windt notes how Kennedy shifts the issue from a military and political
context to one of moral implications. Using keywords designed to evoke feelings of
American patriotism, Kennedy called upon the world to recognize that “the cost of
freedom is always high, but Americans have always paid it.”'® In framing the debt to
peace and international stability as a national attribute, Kennedy created for his audience
a positive perception of American character.

Denise M. Bostdorff approaches the text from an international perspective.'’
Where Brockriede and Scott, as well as Windt, use limited outside sources to draw
conclusions about the speech, Bostdorff relies heavily on extrinsic contextual factors,

including other crisis documents. She, too, extends the argument of deception, and



exposes the antithetical relationship between the U.S. and Soviet perspectives in a more
explicit, detailed, and critical manner.

A Burkean analysis, Bostdorff explains, reveals how Kennedy’s speech focuses
on the Soviets’ placement of missiles in Cuba, and deflects attention away from the
placement of American missiles in Turkey.'® She explains that “Kennedy’s discourse
portrayed a highly threatening scene of crisis that dictated U.S. goals and actions, which
meant that the scene and the Soviets who were part of that scene, rather than the United
States or its leader, has the highest degree of accountability.”® She continues, examining
how two ratios, scene-purpose and purpose-act, characterized not only this address, but
all of Kennedy’s crisis rhetoric. Further, she evaluates strategic language use in a manner
similar to previous scholarship. Noting the ease with which Kennedy labels the weapons
in Cuba as “Communist,” she argues that this tactic links the missiles to a “more
frightening, overarching devil” rather than simply to a single country. In addition,
Bostdorff contends that Kennedy’s previous rhetorical acts regarding the Soviet-America
relationship effectively “boxed him in,” demanding a particular and carefully-calculated

address.

Purpose
These critiques are insightful. The limits in their conclusions, however, warrant
extended scholarly attention. Thus, the purpose of this project is to perform a more
detailed and thorough examination of the speech’s evolution through multiple drafts, in
order to update and perhaps extend some of the arguments advanced in the earlier

critiques. While Brockriede and Scott engage the text in a more comprehensive manner



than their successors by analyzing the speech paragraph by paragraph, the brevity of the
criticism is problematic. Previous criticism provides valuable insight, but the insight is
unearthed from only one text, the final draft. This project, on the other hand, will
evaluate the speech based on its long-term development. This method will allow the
progression and changes in language choice to be illustrated more clearly. Prior literature
engages in criticism of some instances of language within the text. In doing so, these
analyses draw conclusions about Kennedy’s rhetorical intent based only on one example,
one instance of language use. By natural consequence of their evaluative processes, the
critiques fall short of examining how particular words changed in the drafting stages, and
conclude with equivocal claims that could be made more cogently with the assessment of
multiple drafts. A project that attends to the drafting and re-writing process, however,
affords an opportunity to study the careful making of the message JFK intended to
communicate, supported by evidence of what the speech didn’t say or said differently.
The first draft of President Kennedy’s speech on the Missile Crisis is the initial
attempt to translate days of deliberation, argument, and decision-making into effective
language. The third draft is cited in ExComm deliberations, for which there are audio
data and transcript evidence of the draft changes each member suggested. The two
versions of the fourth draft reflect the changes made after suggestions from the ExComm
meeting, and the final draft reflects the concluding message that JFK decided to deliver.*’
Informed by limited but productive scholarship on this speech, the analysis aims to
extend earlier critiques by rhetorical scholars, and to develop insights made possible by

recent commentary.



More comprehensive conclusions about the final draft can be reached through
asking the following questions: What message did the writers intend to convey? Why did
the writers feel specific words, phrases, and explanations needed to be changed? What
words did each draft use to convey a message? How do the changes from draft to draft
illustrate a particular message that the writers intended to communicate? This process,
one that utilizes multiple drafts in its evaluation, may unveil new evidence about
elements of the speech that have already been critiqued. In doing so, this project may
systematically alter the conclusions drawn by previous research, and provide new insight
into the Missile Crisis as a rhetorical experience. Thus, an analysis of the final text—
based on the evolution of word choice, structure, argument, and so on—promises a more
comprehensive, illuminating, and detail-oriented means of criticism, one that both
benefits from and extends previous research.

In addition to rhetorical-critical approaches to the text, indispensable literature
about the speech comes from accounts written by those present in decision-making
discussions, and is primarily political in nature. The intersection of political science and
thetoric is a fascinating one, and allows scholars and students alike to produce research
that addresses multiple avenues of thought and divergent theories. Robert Kennedy and
Theodore Sorensen produced the most comprehensive material on the creation of the
final text.”' Kennedy narrates the events of those thirteen days with valuable insight as
Attorney General of the United States, and as brother of the commander-in-chief. His
perspective, memories, and conclusions are invaluable to a project that examines the
evolution of President Kennedy’s speech. Sorensen served as special advisor to the

president for over a decade, and was the primary speechwriter for many of the President’s



most notable messages. Sorensen has penned a litany of work over thirty years. The
time span serves to refresh and reformulate Sorensen’s description of the events, with
varying ends of detail, modesty, secrecy, and loyalty with each publication. Both authors
contribute valuable information about the decision to enact a blockade and about the

speech announcing that decision.

Method of Analysis

After visiting the JFK Library and exhausting the drafts found there,
methodological questions arose. How and why is it that these particular words were used
in the first place? What process was underway during the text’s drafting that required
this language? In answering, I found the core of the speech reflected the deliberations of
the Executive Committee, and thus my methodology began to evolve. The dialogue
among these men allowed the group to formulate the arguments and accompanying
language use in a manner that revealed the process of presidential decision-making. The
research approach taken to the first, third, and fourth drafts of the Cuban Missile Crisis
address is a comparative analysis, supported by attention to groupthink, presidential
speechwriting, and strategic language use.

Groupthink

The first analytical tool is an essential consideration because of its role in the
decision making process that parallels the changes made in successive drafts of the
speech. Groupthink, as defined by Irving Janis, is a tendency of group members to think
with similar ideological perspectives or political predispositions.”> This tendency leads

actors to make headlong decisions without exploring the implications of each alternative.
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In his estimation of White House decision-making, Sorensen recalls that “Group
recommendations too often put a premium on consensus in place of content, on
unanimity in place of precision, on compromise in place of creativity.”> Rather, Janis
contends, groups ought to be created in a manner that will overcome this tendency, with
members who will not succumb to in-group pressure. The outcome of a group that can
defeat groupthink is infinitely more productive in many respects. As Sorensen notes, in
“a meeting representing different departments and diverse points of view, there is a
greater likelihood of hearing alternatives, of exposing errors, and of challenging
assumptions.”*

Groupthink is recognizable in even the most learned and courageous circles of
citizens. Ted Sorensen recounts its presence during deliberations among Kennedy’s men,
a group often considered the brightest in presidential history.”> He recognizes the
presence of fear and embarrassment in White House decision-making, noting that “even
the most distinguished and forthright adviser is usually reluctant to stand alone.”*® The
speech drafting process was one of great turbulence within the administration, especially
because of the close relationships among its participants, and the need for imaginative
meetings because “nearly everyone likes to feel that he, too, conferred and concurred.”’

So was the decision articulated in the speech a good decision and devoid of
groupthink? Janis establishes criteria that contribute to a successful decision. These
include the canvassing of multiple alternatives; weighing the costs, drawbacks, risks, and
positive and negative consequences of each; and the continuous search for new
information.”® As Sorensen points out, “The interaction of many minds is usually more

illuminating than the intuition of one.” Janis argues that the quality of the decision is
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based not on the outcome of the situation, but on whether the decision-making process
adhered to these expectations and examined multiple options. Thus, the impetus for
examining ExComm deliberations and their effects on the speech draft, without moving
beyond October 22, is essential to ascertaining the success of the decision as devoid of
groupthink.

An integral part of evaluating groupthink in a presidential administration is to
ascertain how the president’s character is projected onto group members, and how his
leadership style impacts the decision-making process. Political scientist James David
Barber discusses Kennedy’s placement in the legacy of presidential character.’’ Barber
offers a two-axis paradigm through which all presidents can be categorized. One axis
defines leadership as passive or active, that is whether the president engages with daily
decision-making and is active in creating or executing policy. The second axis, labeled
positive or negative, evaluates whether a chief executive gives the impression that he
enjoys his political life. This axis is dominated by his self-esteem, amicability, and
perception of the office and job.*!

Kennedy, according to Barber, was an active-positive president.”” He had hi gh
self-esteem and success in relating to his environment. He valued productivity and was
flexible in adapting his style to suit each situation. He maintained rational mastery, using
his brain to move his feet. This active-positive outlook on his presidency is illustrated by
the discussions JFK stressed would bring the administration to its best alternative for
action during the Missile Crisis. Sorensen notes, “Whether a president is strong or weak
determines if he will initiate or avoid discussion. He will undoubtedly make vital

decisions, and his character and the nature of the office will inform those decisions.”
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The ability to categorize types of presidential character is essential in understanding how
a president approaches the decision-making process in his administration.
Presidential Speechwriting

Because the decisions made by a president and his advisors must often be
articulated to the public, the study of presidential rhetoric has flourished in recent years.
With the advent of communication technologies, the oratorical potential of a president is
significant not only once in office, but on the path to the presidency. James Ceaser, Glen
Thurow, Jeffrey Tulis, and Joseph Bessette explore such themes in “The Rise of the

Rhetorical Presidency.”*

In examining the role of communication in this constitutionally
defined office, they conclude that the president’s duty has evolved into a leadership
position. Rather than tend to defined responsibilities of the commander-in-chief,
contemporary presidents are expected to match unrealistic expectations and to deal with
problems of governance in a manner that will not jeopardize their popularity or ability to
act. Jeffrey Tulis extends this observation and warns of the potential harms of persuasive
thetoric in such a leadership position.”> The danger resides in questions regarding the
soundness and validity of a presidential argument. Tulis’s concern is that “persuasive
power derives more from the fact that the president proclaims, or commands, than it does
from a case that he builds.”*®

Paralleling Tulis, Roderick P. Hart evaluates how presidential speech has become
more than just a requirement of governance. Rather, Hart holds that in contemporary

residential leadership, speaking “is governance.”’ Instead of tending to presidential
p P, sp g isg gop

responsibilities that are constitutionally enumerated, the president performs as a leader of
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the people rather than as a head of one branch of American government. In this instance
what the president decides to speak about instantly becomes policy.

Karlyn Kohrs Campbell and Kathleen Hall Jamieson also address the effects of
the rhetorical presidency and its power in delineating what issues appear on the policy
agenda.®® Rather than just perform the constitutionally defined acts of the office by
enforcing policy, the rhetorical president can concurrently create, introduce, or support an
issue by becoming a player in its birth and publicly legitimizing its purpose. Campbell
and Jamieson categorize eleven genres of presidential speech, one of which is war
rhetoric.”® As a forewarning, the authors note that justifications for military action
“appear less frequently in speeches seeking congressional authorization for future actions
and more frequently in speeches seeking congressional ratification of actions already
undertaken.” The crisis wavers in identical form from a few of these precepts, but
strictly adheres to two: first, “every element in it proclaims that the momentous decision
to resort to force is deliberate, the product of thoughtful consideration”; and second, “the
audience is exhorted to unanimity of purpose and total commitment.”"!

A presidential decision is eventually crafted into a message intended to unify and
persuade diverse audiences. Within a presidential administration, many individuals
articulate their positions clearly. However, the ability to perform such a feat in a manner
that will appease the American people is rare. For this reason, presidents as far back as
Washington have sought aid in drafting important messages.** The speech writing
process differs from the decision making process in one key way: the latter requires
multiple, diverse perspectives to be deemed “good,” while the former is more effective as

the number of people involved decreases. As Sorensen notes,
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Group authorship is rarely, if ever, successful. A certain continuity and
precision of style, and unity of argument, must be carefully drafted,
particularly in a public communication that will be read or heard by many
diverse audiences. Its key principles and phrases can be debated, outlined,
and later reviewed by a committee, but basically authorship depends on
one man alone with his typewriter or pen.**

The skill in discovering, developing, and articulating multiple perceptions is one
evidenced by the events in October of 1962. The artistic melding of abstract and concrete
terms, lofty and pragmatic rhetoric, finite detail and narrative description, are discernable
in the modern craft of presidential speechwriting. “White House decision making is not a
science,” Sorensen notes, “it is an art.”**

Kurt Ritter and Martin Medhurst compiled works by multiple authors about the
process of speechwriting in every administration from Franklin Roosevelt through
Ronald Reagan. In the introduction and conclusion, Medhurst evaluates the role of
speechwriting in a presidency, and suggests that critics focus a close eye on the
implications of its role in creating policy. He explains, “By studying how speeches are
produced and edited by speechwriters prior to their delivery by the president, scholars can
better understand how those rhetorical dimensions of the office function.”*

Robert Schlesinger takes a similar approach in evaluating the same
administrations Ritter and Medhurst study, and adding Bill Clinton and George W. Bush.
He then offers his own evaluation of the role of speechwriting. Schlesinger delves into

the personal relationship between each president and his speechwriter(s) and explores its

impact on the administration and its oratorical legacy. He argues that “the act of

15



translating policy impulses and instincts into prose policy played an important role in the
deliberations before Kennedy’s speech. Setting policy into words had raised new
questions and exposed possible weaknesses.”*® Both Sorensen and Schlesinger argue that
because the written texts of presidential speeches are attributed to the orator, scholars of
presidential rhetoric must understand the nuances of each rhetorical situation and uncover
any extrinsic motivations of the administrators involved. Sorensen notes, “The man who
controls the pen has a great deal of influence over what ultimately becomes presidential

policy.”"

If the written words used to communicate a presidential policy are not penned
by the president himself, there are ample opportunities to expose the role of speech
writers in creating the policy by choosing the words with which to describe and define

the decision.

Strategic Language Use

Finally, the strategic language that develops following multiple drafts illustrates
the precision of the message Kennedy wished to communicate. The use and misuse of
symbols, most often manifested through language, is the necessary and logical starting
point for any analysis that intends to unearth the implications of language. Kenneth
Burke describes the process of sifting through symbols to find the most appropriate
words with which to label something. One element of this process is characteristic of
humans’ desire for perfection. He explains, “To name something by its ‘proper’ name, or
to speak a language in its distinctive ways is intrinsically ‘perfectionist.” What is more
‘perfectionist’ in essence than the impulse, when one is in dire need of something, to so
state this need that one in effect ‘defines’ the situation?””*® Bernard L. Brock summarizes

these key features of Burkean theory:
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The words that one assigns to these functions [of language] and

relationships not only reveal the process of sorting out the world but also

communicate an attitude that is a cue for the behavior of others. Burke

clearly indicates that the act of selecting one symbol over another locks

the speaker’s attitude into the language. For this reason verbal symbols

are meaningful acts from which human motives can be derived. These

motives constitute the foundation or the substance of a rhetorical act, and

through the ability to identify them by the cues in verbal symbols, Burke

constructs a philosophy of rhetoric.*’
The arbitrary nature of symbols requires that their use avoid ambiguity and
miscommunication, which can result in unintended interpretations. Once political and
military consequences are tied to a message, the orator will surely look more closely.
One may argue that any process of evaluating a rhetorical text is informed by Burkean
theory.

A clear example of a rhetorical text examined for its strategic language use is
Dwight Eisenhower’s “Atoms for Peace” speech, delivered December 8, 1953. In his
analysis of the address, Martin Medhurst concludes that the speech was part of the
beginnings of the Cold War, and illustrated an American peace offensive designed to
match a Soviet peace offensive. The text functioned as a psychological victory over the
Soviets, and introduced a program that supplied information and technology in exchange
for a limited nuclear arms build-up. Medhurst concludes that “human agents can shape
language and guide perception in accordance with their own purposes. . . . Language is

not self-explanatory. It is a reflection of the goals, motives, and values of those who
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choose to use it as an instrument by which to realize their ends.”® Further, Medhurst
evaluates how Eisenhower used specific language to gain a psychological victory over
the Soviet Union, to create one audience explicitly and another implicitly, and to portray
the campaign as a part of the free world’s commitment to nuclear arms control. Medhurst
goes so far as to analyze the split from a traditional structure of deliberative speech.
Typically, he contends, such speeches are organized chronologically, but Eisenhower’s
speech progresses from present, to past, to future.’® In doing so, Eisenhower features the
present, rather than burying it in the middle of his deliberative speech. Featuring the past,
he argues, would result in a recitation of failure. In addition, this structure juxtaposes the
failures of the past with his plan for the future. Medhurst demonstrates “how a particular
group of rhetors used language to address multiple audiences for divergent purposes
while at the same moment, maintaining that the audience was one and the purpose
straightforward.”*?

In addition to Medhurst, Brockriede and Scott address the unique language
present in Cold War rhetoric. The authors suggest that a peculiar relationship exists
between words and actions in this period of history: “Words have often been substitutes
for actions and, as surrogates, have been shaped by the actions for which they
substitute.” This doctrine of inaction is peculiar, as the evolution of the rhetorical
presidency has taught us, if nothing else, that speaking is governing. And thus,
Kennedy’s oratory would precede his action, and his action would be determined by his

oratory.
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Plan of Development

This remainder of this project is composed of four chapters. The second chapter
analyzes the decision-making process of ExComm from October 16 through late October
19, at which point the first version was drafted. The most significant elements of this
section address the deliberations over which policy decision would be adopted. The
proceedings of these four days informed a great deal of the political, military, and moral
implications for each policy alternative, including the eventual choice. This choice, to
abstain from any sort of attack and carry on with a blockade, is characterized by an
absence of the groupthink tendencies that ultimately led to the failure of other Kennedy
decisions, most notably the Bay of Pigs in 1961.

The third chapter is the first that employs a critical comparison of two speech
drafts. The changes made between the first and third drafts illustrate the augmented
decisions about policy approaches and language use. Each revision evidences the care
with which ExComm approached the speech. The commentary highlights phrases that
are added and deleted, jargon that is made more and less ambiguous, and audiences who
are included or overlooked. All of these are adjusted for strategic purposes.

The fourth chapter analyzes the changes made between the third and fourth drafts.
Changes to the third draft are reflected in a transcript from the 506™ meeting of the
National Security Council on October 21. A majority of this meeting was devoted to
individual comments and criticisms of Sorensen’s third draft. Paraphrases of such
comments are listed in the transcripts provided by multiple sources, including the

Kennedy Library, the National Security Council, and the Avalon Project. The cross-
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reference feature is useful in comparing the draft discussed in the meeting and the fourth
drafts which reflect suggestions made during the meeting.

The final chapter is a summation of the project’s analysis and commentary on the
implications for the study of presidential rhetoric. This section outlines how the project
contributes unique insight into contemporary rhetorical theories as well as to the benefits
to critical study provided through the close reading of multiple speech drafts, particularly

when the speechwriting process and policy deliberations are closely linked.
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CHAPTER 2
THE CREATION OF DRAFT ONE: TRANSLATING
DELIBERATION INTO THE WRITTEN WORD
Rhetorical performance is a vital tradition of the presidency. Speeches of every
kind provide forms of support for the nation’s leadership. Inaugural addresses, for
example, aim to create a standard for the new administration and contribute to the
patriotic temperament of the day. State of the Union speeches celebrate the heroic deeds
of ordinary citizens, lay out a road map for the near future, and dispel any
disenchantment with the status quo." Rhetorical performance, moreover, is an
opportunity for the Commander-in-Chief to use oratory to display management
capability; consequently citizens often look to a leader’s eloquence as an indicator of the
president’s vigor, intuition, and style of governance.? Because of their power to
influence citizens’ perceptions of their leader’s credibility, speeches are seldom absent
from the rituals of American governance. Not all rituals are exclusively celebratory.
Extant research on the rhetorical presidency, for instance, suggests that leaders are
expected to deliver an address in the event of a disaster or threat.” Such addresses have
instrumental as well as ritualistic or ceremonial functions.
As mentioned earlier, the underlying theme in literature from rhetorical scholars is
that this office has evolved into one that presupposes public address will play a
significant role. James Ceaser, Glen Thurow, Jeffrey Tulis, and Joseph Bessette suggest
that the constitutionally defined office, intended originally to resemble the European
monarchy, has been transformed into a leadership position. Paralleling this work,

Roderick P. Hart evaluates how presidential speech has become more than just a
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requirement of governance. Rather, Hart holds that in contemporary presidential
leadership, speaking “is governance.” Instead of tending to presidential responsibilities
that are constitutionally enumerated, the president performs as a leader of the people
rather than as a head of one branch of American government. Karlyn Kohrs Campbell
and Kathleen Hall Jamieson also address the effects of the rhetorical presidency and its
power in delineating what issues appear on the policy agenda.” Rather than just perform
the constitutionally defined acts of the office by enforcing policy, the rhetorical president
can concurrently create, introduce, or support an issue by becoming a player in its
development and publicly legitimizing its purpose.

Expectations like the ones explored in this literature account for the evolution of
John F. Kennedy’s public address during the Cuban Missile Crisis in October 1962.
Upon hearing that the Soviet Union had delivered offensive ballistic missiles to Cuba, the
President convened high ranking military officers, CIA officials, and members of his
administration to draw up a potential course of action. The members of this group,
ExComm, met for four days before determining an appropriate retaliatory response.
These meetings played a significant role in the outcome of the Crisis. The choice to
abstain from any sort of attack and carry on with a blockade is characterized by an
absence of the groupthink tendencies that ultimately led to the failure of other Kennedy
decisions, most notably the Bay of Pigs in 1961. Groupthink, as defined by Irving Janis,
is a tendency of group members to think with similar ideological perspectives or political
predispositions.® This tendency leads actors to make decisions without exploring the

implications of each alternative. As will be illustrated later, the Missile Crisis address
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reflects these deliberations in a unique manner, one atypical in the legacy of presidential
speechwriting.

Participant narratives and the transcripts of the meetings suggest that Kennedy
anticipated addressing the public from the very beginning of the Crisis. Internally, this
expectation was recognized early on. State Department records show that within three
hours of apprising Kennedy of the situation, Secretary of State Dean Rusk advised, “I
think we do have to announce this development at some time this week.”” And Robert
Schlesinger notes in his study of presidential speechwriting that “[w]hatever action
Kennedy settled on, he would have to explain it to the American people and the world.”®
The role of speechwriting in the White House is one that has long occupied rhetorical
scholars’ attention. Kurt Ritter and Martin Medhurst evaluate the role of speechwriting
in a presidency, and suggest that critics ought to attend closely to the implications of its
role in creating policy. They explain, “By studying how speeches are produced and
edited by speechwriters prior to their delivery by the president, scholars can better

understand how those rhetorical dimensions of the office function.”

Thus, the strategies
employed in the Cuban Missile Crisis speech’s creation reflect the policy-making
processes of the Kennedy White House, and may characterize Kennedy’s rhetorical
presidency in its entirety.

This chapter evaluates the first draft of this speech, a document completed in the
early hours of Saturday, October 20, 1962. The analysis proceeds chronologically
through the draft’s development to reveal the process of invention that underlay the

creation of this surprisingly little-studied text. This includes a brief background of the

speechwriting process, which is important for understanding the draft’s inherent

27



uniqueness. All interpretive claims are supported by ExComm transcripts, narrative
accounts from participants in the deliberations, and scholarly commentary on the week’s
events.

Before moving to a comparative analysis of this document, however, it is
imperative to establish that the creation of this speech’s first draft is unique, particularly
in the atypical method of its crafting. For in presidential decision-making and
speechwriting, it is less common for a speech to be written while a course of action is
decided upon, than for a speech to be written affer that course is determined. Further, the
drafting of the first version of this speech served as a means by which the committee
finally decided upon a response. Although it is not replete with artistic techniques similar
to those used in Kennedy’s more notable speeches, it exhibits extreme precision and care
in its message. In fact, the first draft reflects a process that was underway from the first
ExComm meeting on the morning of October 16 to its submission to President Kennedy
on the morning of October 20. An eye to the contextual factors surrounding its drafting
reveals an unfamiliar process in presidential decision-making and speechwriting. As
substantiated by Kennedy speechwriter Ted Sorensen, the process is usually
chronological. That is, first the administration decides on a course of action, then drafts a
message adhering to the specifics of that course.'® The uniqueness of both the Crisis
decision and the speech resides at least partly in a process in which policy deliberations
and the invention of the text coincided.

In his memoirs, Sorensen recalls the impending responsibility of creating a first

draft. Inconsistent with his previous speechwriting experiences, Sorensen approached the
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task with a muddled impression of what exactly it ought to communicate. As he
describes the events of October 19:
Finally, the blockade/quarantine group, recognizing that whichever path
the president ultimately selected would require a televised address to the
American people, asked me to formulate a draft speech as a means of
articulating, for the consideration of the group and the president, all the
components of the course we were recommending. '’
In a different memoir, Sorensen recalls the challenges he encountered in drafting the
speech:
But back in my office, the original difficulties with the blockade route
stared me in the face: How should we relate it to the missiles? How
would it help get them out? What would we do if they became
operational? What should we say about our surveillance, about
communicating with Khrushchev? I returned to the group late that
afternoon with these questions instead of a speech; and as the concrete
answers were provided in our discussions, the final shape of the
President’s policy began to take form.'
He concludes this discussion by summarizing the impact of the speechwriting process on
the eventual decision. The first draft, he notes, “provided a framework of basic policy
around which an ExComm consensus could be formed and a presidential decision
made.”"?
The first draft of this speech was a preliminary attempt to translate days of

deliberation into effective language, and to lay the groundwork for Kennedy’s precise
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response to news of the missile build-up. The purposes of this message were multiple: to
explain the situation to the American public, to communicate the recourse decided upon
by the committee, and to make the world—including Cuba and the Soviet Union—aware
that America recognized the missiles’ presence.

The rhetorical significance of this draft, then, centers on the process of invention.
In performing this comparative analysis, the implications of studies in groupthink,
speechwriting, and strategic language use are indeed useful. They can help illuminate the
importance of the message’s intricacies: the most discrete language choices; the rationale
behind adding or eliminating particular thoughts; the organization and style of the speech
as a whole. And these theories will undoubtedly prove fruitful in analyzing this and
subsequent drafts. An even more productive criticism of the first draft, however, reveals
itself through the use of an invention-centered apparatus.

In the Rhetoric, Aristotle defines rhetoric as “the faculty of observing in any given

o 5 1
case the available means of persuasion.”

As Aristotle’s treatise progresses, he provides
a systematic fechne (or productive art) for crafting a compelling message. Part of this
skill is derived from, as directed by the definition, the ability to locate topics (or fopoi)
based on existing material or material that must be “created” by the orator. The former
proofs are outlined as laws, witnesses, contracts, tortures, and oaths.'> The latter are
categorized as appeals to an orator’s character (ethos), appeals to the audience’s emotions
(pathos), and appeals to argument (logos).'® In combining both extrinsic and intrinsic
material, an orator is better equipped to locate and employ effective means of persuasion.

This chapter, then, pursues an invention-centered form of analysis. While

subsequent chapters will benefit from the comparison of multiple drafts in revision, this
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draft should only—and can only—be considered rhetorically significant as an initial
attempt to translate discussion and deliberation into effective prose.!” The first draft is
divided into two sections based on the message’s organization. The opening section of
the speech announced the missiles’ presence, discussed why their presence contradicted
previous Soviet statements, and explained why this deception warranted a retaliatory
response by the U.S. The closing section of the speech outlined the steps demanded of

the Soviet leadership and addressed those audiences directly affected by the crisis.

Part One: Demonstrating the Threat

The draft of the address began, “Within the last week, unmistakable evidence has
been gathered by this Government establishing the fact that a series of offensive nuclear
missile bases is now under intensive preparation on the communist island of Cuba.”'®
Overt phrases like “unmistakable evidence” and “establishing the fact” conveyed the
administration’s assuredness of their intelligence, that these claims were accurate and had
been thoroughly vetted. The administration was, in fact, hesitant to pursue any recourse
that might escalate into a conflict. Previous calls for an invasion of Cuba—fueled by
hawkish Senators like Kenneth Keating, Strom Thurmond, and Barry Goldwater—were
rejected daily by the administration in order to avoid hasty and unsubstantiated actions
against Cuba.”

Growing suspicions about the movement of Soviet personnel and equipment sent
to Cuba motivated the administration to begin surveillance of the island on August 27.

Within days, photographs provided the first “hard intelligence” that surface-to-air

missiles, torpedo boats, and substantial numbers of personnel were present on the

3l



island.*® The evidence, then, was indeed unmistakable. The speech implied that
unsubstantiated charges of Cuba’s offensive capability played no role in this decision,
that the government had taken the utmost care in assuring the intelligence was legitimate
and warranted immediate action.

The draft continued, “Three of these missile sites contain launchers, 4 to a site, to
be loaded with Medium Range Ballistic Missiles, two for each launcher, for a total of 24.
Each of these 24 missiles is capable of carrying a 3000 pound nuclear warhead of up to 2
megatons in yield or 100 times as destructive as the bomb which destroyed Hiroshima—

for a distance of more than 1000 nautical miles.”*!

This description, replete with
numerical data and military jargon, reflects ExComm deliberations from October 16 to
October 19. Discussions are frequently dominated by highly specialized language, prose
commonplace to the men present. For example, in transcripts from the evening of
October 16, CIA Deputy Director Marshall Carter described the capabilities of various
weapons and explained to President Kennedy, “these are solid propellant, inertial
guidance missiles with eleven-hundred-mile range rather than the oxygen propellant.”*
Additionally, on October 19, CIA Operative Arthur Lundahl examined the markings on
aerial photography and informed the President that “We [found] 22 of those crates, some
60 feet long. We definitely have not yet seen the Beagle IL28. 1 fuselage has been taken
from 1 of the boxes.”” During the first four days of the crisis, the members of ExComm
participated in nearly a dozen meetings, all packed with information similar in nature.
Thus, it is understandable that any communication reflecting ExComm’s

deliberations contains highly specialized information. In turn, the nature of the language

during the discussions helps explain why a speech addressing the situation takes care to
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articulate the details of this intelligence. This portion of the text is saturated with
numbers, and expresses the Soviet threat in terms of concrete data. In doing so, the draft
leaves no room for disagreement or subjective interpretation. These are facts, confirmed
by the most skilled and seasoned intelligence representatives.

Next, the speech declared that the presence of missiles in Cuba “constitutes a
threat to the peace and security of this Hemisphere—in naked and deliberate defiance of
the Rio Pact of 1947, the traditions of this nation and hemisphere, [and] the Joint
Resolution of the 87" Congress.”* The central principle of the Inter-American Treaty of
Reciprocal Assistance, or Rio Pact, was an agreement among American countries that an
attack on one is considered an attack on all. It is based on the “hemisphere defense”
doctrine, a theme that is invoked often in this speech.”® In addition, the Arms Control
and Disarmament Act passed on September 26, 1961, is a Joint Resolution of the 87
Congress. The goals of this legislation are “formulating, advocating, negotiating,
implementing and verifying effective arms control, nonproliferation, and disarmament
policies, strategies, and agreements.”*® The Pact and the Act reflected Aristotle’s
inartistic proofs of, respectively, law and contract. Both were treated in relation to each
other, “so that any one who disregards or repudiates any contract is repudiating the
law.”*” The speech utilized them as a source of legitimacy. They were not based on
persuasion created through the use of the artistic proofs, but rather on the absolute quality
provided through the law. The guidelines outlined in the speech draft provided an
international, legal justification for American surveillance of the island and any

subsequent action by the U.S. that were within the parameters of appropriate response.
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The Soviet Union was portrayed as a country that defied legal doctrine and disregarded
international laws that were designed to maintain peace and political balance.

The draft then highlighted instances of Soviet leaders offering assurances to
Kennedy that any installation of Soviet weapons in Cuba would be purely defensive.
One such assurance was from Chairman Khrushchev: “[T]he Soviet Union has so
powerful rockets to carry these nuclear warheads that there is no need to search for sites
for them beyond the boundaries of the Soviet Union.”*® Another quotation from Foreign
Minister Andrei Gromyko reads, “assistance [is] pursued solely [for] the purpose of
contributing to the defense capabilities of Cuba.”®

Repeating Soviet assurances that offensive missiles would not find their way to
Cuba is one way that the speech engaged its listeners to accept the accusation of
dishonesty. This rhetorical strategy of reluctant authority works to elicit a similar
awareness of the Soviets’ deceptive nature, the same awareness that provoked the U.S. to
react. By using explicit statements that contradicted the Soviets’ activities, the text
justified American actions as necessary and appropriate for dealing with a country that
acted irresponsibly.

The speech then included a statement consistent with existing rhetorical theories
about Cold War rhetoric. It read, “We no longer live in a world where only an actual
‘armed attack’ . . . represents a challenge to a nation’s security. Nuclear weapons are so
destructive . . . that any increased possibility of their use or any sudden change in the
nature of their threat, may well require an act of self-defense.”” Various entries of
ExComm transcripts suggest that many participants adhered to this frame in gauging the

threat. President Kennedy observed, “the existence of this presents the gravest threat to
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our security . . . appropriate action must be taken.”' Vice President Johnson concurred,
noting that “we’re committed at any time that we feel that there’s a build up that in any
way endangers to take whatever action we must take to assure our security.” Secretary
McNamara reminded the group, finally, that “if Cuba should possess a capacity to carry
out offensive actions against the U.S., the U.S. [said it] would act.”*

Scholars Wayne Brockriede and Robert L. Scott note that there exists a
“particular relationship between words and actions in the Cold War. Words have often
been substitutes for actions and, as surrogates, have been shaped by the actions for which

they substitute.”**

In the Cold War era of military and diplomatic struggle, attacks,
increased possibility of attacks, and words served similar if not identical functions.
Therefore the intent of the draft’s message was clear: it is to align more closely the
possibility of an attack with an actual attack, making the former appear to be just as much
of a danger as the latter. The strategy thereby engenders approval of Kennedy’s proposed
course of action and public support for the rationale behind it.

Next, the initial draft established a moral contrast between the U.S. and the Soviet
Union by explaining each nation’s philosophy of deploying weapons:

For many years, both the Soviet Union and the United States have

deployed such weapons around the world with great care, never upsetting

the precarious status quo which balanced off the use of those weapons in

the absence of some vital challenge. These deployments are not

comparable. Our own weapons systems . . . have always emphasized

invulnerability because they are intended to be retaliatory not offensive.*
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There is a history of U.S. deployment of missiles in international locations® and
acknowledging this fact is a necessary step in creating an impenetrable argument,
whether the statement is true or false. It aimed to circumvent any charges that Kennedy
admonished other nations for pursuing an arms buildup identical to the nation’s own.

During ExComm discussions, while the group questioned what motivation
Khrushchev had to import offensive missiles to Cuba, Secretary Rusk suggested what
“Khrushchev may have in mind”: “[W]e don’t really live under fear of his nuclear
weapons to the extent that he has to live under fear of ours. . . . Khrushchev may feel that
it’s important for the U.S. to learn about living under medium-range missiles, and he’s
doing that to sort of balance that political, psychological [plank].”*’ Additionally,

National Security Advisor McGeorge Bundy asked Secretary McNamara, “How gravely

-?9:38 2239

does this change the strategic balance McNamara responded, “substantially.
These estimations are equally reflected in the first draft. The draft suggested that this
Soviet deployment results in an imbalance of the “precarious status quo.” This strategy
placed importance on the difference between American defensive missiles and these new
Soviet offensive missiles. The difference was heightened by Kennedy’s ethos. Aristotle
contends that “We believe good men more fully and more readily than others.”*® The
difference between the American and Soviet histories of missile deployment is not hard
and fast. This statement relies on an assumption that a dependence on Kennedy’s
character is sufficient enough to absolve him, his administration, and the United States of
any wrongdoing. According to Aristotle, an orator’s character is a feature that can

produce acquiescence out of the most dubious claims: “His character may almost be

called the most effective means of persuasion he possesses.” Thus, the section aims to
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achieve persuasion by contrasting America’s peaceful nature, as embodied by Kennedy’s
credibility, with a hostile and cantankerous Soviet Union.

The text continued, “Our answering objective, in short, must be to take whatever
steps are necessary to prevent the use of these missiles against this or any other country,
and to secure the withdrawal or elimination of these missiles from within the Western
Hemisphere.”** A noticeable element in the group’s decision-making process included
the canvassing of all alternatives available for a retaliatory response. At the close of the
first meeting on the morning of October 16, Secretary McNamara concluded, “It seems to
me that there are some major alternatives here that I don’t think we’ve discussed them
fully enough today, and I’d like to see them laid on paper.”* This canvassing process
continued for four days, with participants often switching sides between the blockade and
air strike scenarios multiple times in one meeting.**

The decision to preclude any air-strike with diplomacy and a blockade allowed
the group to pursue military options of removing the missiles in the event that initial
actions proved unsuccessful. This latitude in subsequent actions was a direct result of the
absence of groupthink in the ExComm deliberations. Again, Irving Janis establishes
criteria that contribute to a successful decision, one devoid of groupthink tendencies.
These include the canvassing of multiple alternatives; weighing the costs, drawbacks,
risks, and positive and negative consequences of each; and the continuous search for new
information.* While the decision was successful in providing a malleable response, the
speech communicated a prose translation of that policy decision. Therefore, the rhetoric

took care to communicate a less aggressive decision, while maintaining the authority to

37



conduct “whatever steps are necessary” if the Soviet government did not respond as
hoped.

At this point, the speech draft diverged into an enumeration of America’s
retaliatory demands, marking an organizational shift. The rhetoric used in the second
half is noticeably more abrupt, punctuated, and direct, lacking the stylistic qualities
dominant in earlier passages. This second section outlined the steps demanded of the
Soviet leadership and addressed those affected by the crisis.

Part Two: Outlining America’s Response

After an explanation of the crisis situation, the first draft of the speech embarked
on a multi-faceted response. The draft made demands of the Kremlin and suggested what
consequences might follow if the state did not acquiesce. The draft introduction qualified
this list by inclﬁding a statement explicating the legal justification upon which the
legitimacy of America’s response rested.

In the interests of both national and hemispheric defense, the draft read, the
President directs action to be taken, “with the authority entrusted to me by the
Constitution.”*® Concern with having legal and political authority to pursue a blockade is
evident throughout the draft; this, however, is the first explicit reference to a governing
document that authorizes the executive branch to act. The discussions of ExComm
participants reflect this concern. Records of an October 19 meeting read as follows:

Secretary Rusk then said he thought there should be an exposition of the

legal framework surrounding possible military measures by the United

States. . . . [Deputy Attorney General Nicholas] Katzenbach said he

believed the President had ample constitutional and statutory authority to
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take any needed military measures. . . . From the standpoint of
international law, Mr. Katzenbach thought United States action could be
justified on the principle of self-defense.*’

The administration, then, clearly recognized the need to have a legal justification for
pursuing the blockade. The administration’s commitment to legal principle combined
with the Soviets’ previously delineated disregard for international law put the U.S. on
higher ethical ground in two ways. First, Kennedy sought to align America’s practice
with its avowed commitment to justice and fair treatment under the law. In turn, that
position accentuated the divide between U.S. habits and the Soviets’ contempt for
international law. The first order of action the draft specified resulted from four days of
deliberation. This is the first mention of a strategic blockade, “on all offensive weapons
under shipment to Cuba, including any materi[a]l such as petroleum which is essential to
the operation of those weapons.”*® Following immediately after, another justificatory
appeal appears: “Such a blockade can clearly be authorized both by the requirements of
U.S. self-defense and by the Organ of Consultation of the Organization of American
States.”* From that point on the draft continues to outline the particulars of the
blockade.

The organization of this section is clearly important. It is yet another reminder of
America’s legal basis for blockading Cuba, and suggests that the administration expected
the decision to provoke uneasy reactions. The requirements of U.S. self-defense
provided reason enough to support the President’s decision. If his credibility was not

enough, however, the Organization of American States (OAS)—an entity at least

ostensibly separate from American influence—would provide supplementary support for
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the blockade decision. In the beginning hours of ExComm deliberation, discussants
referred repeatedly to the OAS as an outside source of support. Secretary Rusk suggested
that the administration ought to “stimulate the OAS procedure immediately for prompt
action to make it quite clear that the entire hemisphere considers that the Rio Pact has
been violated.”® The announcement of a blockade, accompanied by ample legal
justification for it, constituted the first element of America’s retaliatory response.

Featuring the most aggressive action first served as the speech’s climax, and the
balance of the speech functioned as the denouement. This organizational technique
allowed the remainder of the draft to quell uncertainties and to help the audience through
what they had just heard. It functioned to calm tensions, to use the rest of the speech to
justify the blockade. If the decision were left for the final moments of the speech, then
the beginning and middle would build anticipation for a decision announced at the end.
Communicating that decision without spending time to enumerate its particulars or to
assure the public that the proposed course is the most sound, would signal an
unsatisfactory appreciation for the world’s ability to handle bad news calmly.

The next section began with a notification that Khrushchev would arrive shortly
in New York, and that Kennedy wished to speak with him regarding the missiles. It
continued, “We do not wish to war with the Soviet Union—we are a peaceful people who
desire to live in peace with all other peoples. I am prepared to discuss with the Soviet
Chairman how both of us might remove existing tensions instead of creating new ones.”"
This echoed the perspectives articulated by several ExComm participants. Their

assessments of the situation included:
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President Kennedy: “He’s initiated the danger really, hasn’t he? He’s the
one that’s playing [his card], not us™;
National Security Advisor Bundy: “[W]e are doing only what we warned
repeatedly and publicly we would have to do™;
Secretary Rusk: “If they could provoke us into taking the first overt action,
then the world would be confused.”*
Clearly, the group was convinced that the proposed response was retaliatory, and that any
communication they might fashion for public consumption ought to convey that view.
Here, the role of strategic language use in presidential rhetoric provides an opportunity to
understand how word choice may overcome the impasse of convoluted, contingent, and
sensitive information. As Martin Medhurst writes, “Language is not self-explanatory. It
is a reflection of the goals, motives, and values of those who choose to use it as an
instrument by which to realize their ends.””® The intended message of the draft was that
the Soviets’ actions were deemed unprovoked and unwarranted, and American actions in
no way led to the crisis. Unfortunately, the daily intelligence given to the White House is
not made public, which demands that the most precise and effective language be used to
convey ExComm’s reasoning and presuppositions regarding the Soviets’ actions.
Through using strategic language to create that vivid dichotomy between the two
superpowers, the message came closer to communicating the intended meaning.
The last line of that section subtly, carefully, and creatively charged Khrushchev
with being a trouble-maker, an international instigator with sights set on provocation, not
peace. By explicitly claiming that the American people would never initiate such

hostilities, the draft created a vivid dichotomy between the two superpowers. The
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document accused the Soviet government of creating unnecessary turmoil. In direct
contrast, the American leadership sought to calm international tensions and to pursue
mutual prosperity. This section spoke to the ExComm discussions that focused on the
need for communicating to the world that America was predisposed to peace, and thus
the response was retaliatory rather than pre-emptive.

The next section of the speech resulted in a direct line of communication between
Kennedy and the people of Cuba, urging their cooperation in eliminating Soviet
dominion over the island. It read:

We have no quarre] with the Cuban people, only sympathy and hope.

They did not consent to the building of this target for nuclear war. Their

lives and land are being used as pawns by those who deny them freedom.

We have no wish to war on them, or impose any system upon them. Our

objective, on the contrary, is to give them back the dream of their own

revolution—the dream which Fidel Castro repudiated when he sold them

out to the communists who may now sell him out in turn.>*

In the first meeting of October 16, Secretary Rusk maintained that, “this is no longer
support for Cuba. . . . Cuba is being victimized here. . . . [T]he Soviets are preparing
Cuba for destruction or betrayal.”> At a meeting later that night, Assistant Secretary of
State for Inter-American Affairs Edwin Martin captured the poor judgment of Castro’s
regime when he concluded, “by this action the Soviets [have threatened] him with an

256

attack from the United States. . . . [They] used his territory . . . to put him in jeopardy.

Additionally, “the Soviets are talking to other people about the possibility of bargaining
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this support and these [missiles against] concessions in Berlin and elsewhere, and
therefore are threatening to, to bargain him away.”’

Such descriptions of Castro’s leadership capabilities inform a well-staged
description of the Soviets’ treatment of the island. The Cuban people were mere pawns
being played in defense of a regime leader destined to fail. This metaphor seeks to
achieve persuasion by describing Castro’s treatment of the Cuban people in a manner that
will be universally understood. The technique is a common one in public address, as
substantiated by the frequency with which Aristotle provides an orientation to its uses.
“Metaphor,” the Poetics describes, “consists in giving the thing a name that belongs to
something else; the transference being either from genus to species, or from species to
genus, or from species to species, or on grounds of analogy.”® In this case, the
comparison was between the Cuban people and pawns in a chess game, both manipulated
by one playing a game. By comparing the citizens to expendable capitol in a board game,
the draft illustrated how Castro debases his populace and subjects them to the whims of a
distant Soviet government, one unconcerned with the country’s well-being. The Kremlin
was a more powerful nation, using Cuba’s proximity to the U.S. to advance its own
political agenda and exercise its own military might. The Cuban people had been
deceived in this sleight of hand. America was therefore acting in the interest of world
peace and the freedom of Cuba to eliminate these offensive weapons.

The final section of the draft reverted to more elevated prose, similar to the
language employed in the first half. It abandoned military jargon and numerical data,

relying instead on overarching themes. The draft warned that the road ahead would

include “months in which both our will and our patience will be tested by those who
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would have us do more and those who would have us do less.” The course of action
decided upon, the draft explained, was reached by “my principal military and foreign
policy advisers.”®® This explanation suggested that the policy decision could well be
questioned by proponents of all military, political, and moral perspectives. Of course,
after the Bay of Pigs—wherein the judgment of these same advisers eventuated in a
failure of epic proportions—this announcement was cause for hesitation by even the most
ardent Kennedy supporters.

The lines that followed provided reason for entrusting these men: the course of
action was “consistent with our character and courage as a nation, and our commitments
around the world. The cost of freedom is always high—but Americans have always paid
it. One path we shall never choose—the path of surrender or submission.”®' If a
blockade was indeed consistent with American character, courage, and commitments,
then surely no American or American ally would criticize the U.S., unless they wished
concurrently to question those values.

The draft concluded with a simple yet profound statement describing the
goal of this blockade, and the value-laden motivations which underlay it. It read,

“Our goal is not the victory of might but the vindication of right—not peace at the
expense of freedom, but both peace and freedom, here in this Hemisphere and
hopefully around the world. God willing, that goal will be achieved.”® With a
cadence matched nowhere else in this draft, the concluding line utilized a simple
syntax—short, unencumbered language—to convey a message that defined the
American position and American response in a comforting and well-mannered

closing. The juxtaposition and subsequent rejoining of “peace” and “freedom”
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attempted to engage the audience again in creating an internal perception of the
differences between the U.S. and other nations. While others exude hubris in
achieving one or the other, the U.S. emphasized both values for a working nation.
Kennedy reiterated the distinction between the two countries, leaving the
audience to decide which path, which lifestyle, which course of action they found

more compelling.

Conclusion

This chapter pursued an invention-centered analysis of President Kennedy’s first
draft of the Cuban Missile Crisis speech. This version of the text is particularly important
because of the absence of critical attention in rhetorical-critical scholarship.®
Additionally, the process by which it was created differed markedly from the traditional
processes used in the White House. The method of comparative analysis allows a critic
to move through each section, highlighting the implications of word choice, language
use, structure and organization, and most importantly in this draft the origin of the ideas
behind the words. Use of ExComm transcripts, narratives written by the men involved,
and existing scholarly commentary are all integral elements of this critique. In addition, a
variety of prior studies informs the significance of particular passages and illustrates how
their evaluation contributes to more informed theories of critical analysis. The most
consequential conclusions drawn here are those that illuminate how scholars can better
understand public address through the evaluation of primary documents and relevant

rhetorical theories that unearth the importance of the processes of rhetorical invention.
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Since the foundation of these ideas is set in the first draft, subsequent chapters
focus more intently on the comparison of two drafts, highlighting the implications of
word choice and strategic language use. These changes in additional drafts illustrate the
added pressure of communicating a precise message that is intended to convince the
world that the Soviet Union had, indeed, violated international law and that the U.S.

course of action was justified and necessary.
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CHAPTER 3
DRAFTS ONE AND THREE: A COMPARISON

The first draft of the Cuban Missile Crisis speech was completed at 3:00 A.M. on
the morning of Saturday, October 20. In his first memoir, Ted Sorensen writes, “At 9:00
A .M. Saturday morning my draft was reviewed, amended and generally approved—and,
a little after 10:00 A.M. our time, the President was called back to Washington.”
Kennedy returned to the White House shortly after 1:30 P.M, at which time he met with
Sorensen and together they reviewed the speech.!

At 2:30 P.M., ExComm convened, this time formally as the 505™ meeting of the
National Security Council. State Department memoranda show that the first draft was
discussed towards the end of the meeting, which closed at 5:10 P.M.? Sorensen writes
that afterwards, “The speech was circulated and redrafted.”® The first draft shows
handwritten revisions made with regard to style, organization, and subject matter. There
are additions, deletions, changes, and marks indicating new paragraphs.

Chapter two of this project analyzed the first draft of the Crisis speech. Criticism
and commentary attended to the relationship between the text and other documents,
including State Department memos, meeting transcripts, and memoirs of those present.
The chapter focused on the process of invention. It demonstrated how deliberation and
policy creation influenced the speechwriting process, and conversely, how the
speechwriting process influenced deliberation and policy creation. It also illustrated how
the speech served as the chief document for outlining the American position as the Crisis

continued.
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The criticism in chapter three, in contrast, compares two drafts. A text rﬁarked
“3 Draft” is the next in succession of the drafts found at the JFK Library in Boston. By
looking at the first draft and third draft side by side, one can see the principles of
groupthink, presidential speechwriting, and strategic language use in practice. Revisions
to the first draft provide insight and a more thorough understanding of how the
speechwriting process influenced Kennedy’s decision. The changes were not intended to
enhance the speech’s eloquence, cadence, or oratorical beauty—as is so often the case in
presidential address. Rather, they signaled transformations in political, military, and
moral approaches to a potentially catastrophic event. Comparing these rhetorical texts
thus presents an opportunity to study existing theories about language use, about crafting
persuasive messages, and about the rhetorical presidency.

The changes to the first draft signal four major concerns that are of interest to
rhetorical scholarship. First, the third draft used particular language to explain why the
movement of missiles posed a grave threat. Second, the third draft placed more emphasis
on the President as a source of American leadership and an example of national character.
Third, the third draft used identification appeals to expand geographically the targeted
area. Finally, the third draft addressed the Cuban audience more directly to stress their

victimization.

Exaggerating the Threat Through Strategic Language Use
The language changes between the first draft and the third draft signal an
increased care in framing the movement of missiles as a legitimate threat. ExComm

undoubtedly believed the events posed a serious hazard to world peace. During one
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meeting President Kennedy observed, “the existence of this presents the gravest threat to

,74

our security . . . [so] appropriate action must be taken.”” Vice President Johnson

concurred, noting that “we’re committed at any time that we feel that there’s a build up
that in any way endangers to take whatever action we must take to assure our security.”
Yet after reading the first draft, the group felt that extra precautions ought to be taken to
stress the danger of the Soviets’ actions.

This was done through the addition of emotive adjectives in sentences that
described the build-up. The draft used words like sudden, urgent, false, misleading,
dishonest, and dishonorable to describe the Soviet actions. Qualifying the missiles with
strong prose made the threat of the missiles more immediate and severe, thereby inducing
skeptics to believe in the magnitude of this danger. Kenneth Burke, perhaps the
preeminent twentieth century American theorist of language and rhetoric, explained the
importance of such word choices. Burke described the process of sifting through
symbols to find the most appropriate language for a rhetorical situation. One element of
this process is characteristic of humans’ desire for perfection. He explained, “To name
something by its ‘proper’ name, or to speak a language in its distinctive ways is
intrinsically “perfectionist.” What is more ‘perfectionist’ in essence than the impulse,
when one is in dire need of something, to so state this need that one in effect ‘defines’ the
situation?”®

The clearest example of criticism featuring the use of strategic language to
achieve a desired political effect comes from Martin Medhurst. In a study of President

Dwight Eisenhower’s “Atoms for Peace” speech, delivered December 8, 1953, Medhurst

evaluated how language changes in speech drafts can illustrate the orator’s motives.

53



“Human agents,” he argued, “can shape language and guide perception in accordance
with their own purposes. . . . Language is not self-explanatory. It is a reflection of the
goals, motives, and values of those who choose to use it as an instrument by which to
realize their ends.””

Medhurst also advanced his thoughts on the power of language in the foreword to
Beyond the Rhetorical Presidency. Persuasion, he argued, is the result of careful
deliberation and thoughtful consideration of all elements of the rhetorical situation.
“What distinguishes the skilled rhetorician from others who attempt to persuade is not the
tools or even the outcomes of such attempts, but rather the judgment and powers of
interpretation that the speaker displays in assessing the situation and in selecting the
appropriate language. . . .” In addition, Medhurst claimed that the “art of rhetoric lies not
in whether persuasion actually happens, but in the intellectual powers displayed by the
rhetorician in the selection of what to say, [and] how to say it. . . o8

These commentaries on the use of language help in evaluating the rationale
behind changes to the first draft of President Kennedy’s Cuban Missile Crisis speech,
particularly changes made to clarify the threat. The first draft read, “The presence in
Cuba of these large, long-range and clearly offensive weapons of sudden destruction
constitutes a threat to the peace and security of this Hemisphere.” A handwritten revision
appeared on the draft above this line. The change suggested that the line instead read,
“This urgent transformation of Cuba into a prime strategic base -- by the presence of
these large, long-range and clearly offensive weapons of sudden destruction . . .”
constitute a threat.” This change was found typewritten into the third draft, with “prime”

10

changed to “important,”" suggesting that the threat was not constituted just by the
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missiles’ presence in Cuba. Rather, the threat was significant because it was the result of
an urgent transformation. If the Soviet Union moved missiles to Cuba conspicuously,
and informed the world leaders of that movement, then this particular address would not
have been necessary. The addition of urgent transformation signaled that the move was
hasty. The Soviets’ decision was poorly crafted and was subject to being overturned as a
violation of international law and hemispheric doctrine.

The first draft’s recitation of statements given by Soviet authorities was another
element that suggested the missiles’ movement was a threat. The assurances that no
offensive missiles would be placed in Cuba were separated into two paragraphs. In the
third draft, each of those paragraphs was edited to close with lines that summarized the
flagrancy of public Soviet statements. The first one read, “That statement was patently
false and misleading.” The second echoed, “That statement also was dishonest and
dishonorable.”"! These adjectives characterized the Soviet leadership. A government
that provides false, misleading, dishonest, and dishonorable communication to an
international foe surely could not be trusted. Further, a government with false,
misleading, dishonest, and dishonorable intentions could not be allowed to deploy
offensive nuclear missiles to other nations. The addition of these two lines reflects a
purposeful use of language to frame the threat as a serious one.

Generally, the third draft used more frequent and more vivid adjectives (as
compared to the first draft) to describe the threat. This was done to make the American
response seem more pressing. A handwritten edit to the first draft read that the Soviets’
actions were inconsistent with their previous practices of “stationing strategic weapons

only on Soviet Soil.” This change translated into an addition to the third draft, describing
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the Soviets’ “suddenly stationing strategic weapons for the first time outside of Soviet
s0il.”"* The sudden movement of missiles for the first time was a cautionary sign to
peaceful nations that the Soviet Union decided to deviate from its promises in a hasty and
unwarranted show of nuclear power.

Minor yet important changes permeated the third draft. A “sudden and
extraordinary build-up” highlighted in the first draft was changed to a “secret, swift and
extraordinary build-up” in the third draft."> This build up was “provocative” in the first
draft, and “deliberately provocative™ in the third.!* In the first draft, the United States
would not tolerate “deception,” and in the third draft, this deception was qualified as
“deliberate.”" “Any increased possibility” of the use of nuclear weapons warranted
attention in the first draft. In the third draft, the possibility of the Soviets’ nuclear use
was “substantially increased.”'®

All of these word choices contributed to a particular message, to a carefully
crafted approach in defining the Soviet threat. Language use was strategic and
purposeful. Every word was included or excluded for a reason. The changes between the
first and third draft exemplified how the writing was edited to portray a more offensive
Soviet Union. This illustration aided the president when the time came to solicit public

support. The defensive measures the administration took were substantiated as attempts

to prevent the Soviet threat from becoming anything more than a threat.

Presidential Leadership: The Rhetorical Presidency and Presidential Character
In 1981, James Ceaser, Glen Thurow, Jeffrey Tulis, and Joseph Bessette explored

the role of oratory in the presidency. In “The Rise of the Rhetorical Presidency,” the
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authors warned of the potential harms posed to constitutional balance by chief
executives’ increased use of public address to engage in popular leadership. With this
seminal essay, the authors began a trend in communication studies that aimed to analyze
the effects of rhetorical discourse on the role, responsibilities, and decisions of U.S.
presidents.'” By 1987, presidential rhetoric scholar Roderick P. Hart observed that speech
no longer operated as an aide in governance; instead, “[speaking] is governance.” In
effect, he argued, the act of oratory supplanted constitutional governance.'®

In the same year, Jeffrey Tulis examined how a president’s rhetorical practices
influenced other elements of the political process. Further, Tulis analyzed the role of
“presidential skill or character” in the quality or effectiveness of a president’s leadership.
Here, a pivotal observation was made, one that significantly influenced the study of
political communication: character is a key constituent of a rhetorical presidency.' Glen
Thurow in his 1996 essay “Dimensions of Presidential Character,” considered the
implications of character in an increasingly visible leadership office. Thurow cited the
Aristotelian concept of ethos in explaining what can be deduced to a simple conclusion:
ethos equates to persuasion, persuasion equates to power and success.”’

This concept helps to illuminate the rationale behind language changes that
Kennedy made between the first and third drafts of the Crisis speech. These revisions
suggest that the president was concerned about the character of his decision. These
choices highlight two conclusions regarding the effect of presidential character on the
thetorical presidency. First, Kennedy pursued this political response in defense of the

world. National security was a primary responsibility bestowed upon him by the

American people. And second, he was mindful of limiting any panic that could result
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from particular language use. He took care to describe clearly the threat, but without
inciting alarm.

The third draft began with a line written in on the first draft. It read, “This
Government, as promised, has maintained the closest surveillance of the Soviet military
build-up on the island of Cuba.” In contrast, the first draft read, “Within the last week,
unmistakable evidence has been gathered by this government. . . .**! This addition
communicated that the government kept watch on the island because it promised the
American people it would do so. The speech itself told the country that it demanded
surveillance of Cuba. Of course such a remark was never explicitly communicated by
citizens to the government, or to the President. The line read more like a request from
one friend to another, evoking a familiar and entrusted relationship. As such, it provided
a sense of the White House’s commitment and responsibility. It told of an administration
that anticipated the country’s concerns. The President protected his constituency and
fulfilled his constitutional duty to keep the country safe.

In the first draft, the “evidence has been gathered by this government.” In its
successor, “This Government, as promised, has maintained the closest surveillance.”*
This shifted the burden of requesting the intelligence information onto the American
people. The government was simply meeting the demands of its citizenry. Thus, the
threat was more credible because the American people requested the closest surveillance,
and insisted that the Soviet-Cuban relationship be treated seriously.

The introduction of the third draft was closely followed by this added line: “Until

less than a week ago, no reliable information of this nature had been received -- but,

having now completed its evaluation and our determination upon a course of action, this
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Government feels obliged to report this new crisis to you in full detail.”* The
information being communicated was a commodity that the American people requested.
The government pursued this information not for its own purposes, but rather the
leadership acted on the full faith of the people in reporting the results of the recent
inquiry.

A significant change reflected in the third draft was the addition of an entire
paragraph outlining a communal understanding of American character. It read:

Our policy has been one of patience and restraint, as befits a peaceful and

powerful nation. We had no wish to be diverted from our central efforts

by mere irritants and fanatics. But further action is now required and

underway; and these actions may only be the beginning. We will not

_ prematurely or unnecessarily risk the costs of world-wide nuclear war in

which even the fruits of victory would be ashes in our hands -- but neither

will we shrink from that risk at any time it must be faced.**
This statement is applicable to an examination of the rhetorical presidency, not because it
reflected Kennedy’s character, but because it allowed him to embody the national
character. Through these words he appealed to an American credo that eschewed pre-
emptive action. Kennedy was the leader of a free world that did not wish to engage in
nuclear war, but would not back down from a hostile nation that did.

In addition, the President took precaution in limiting unnecessary fear. This is
evident from the changes made in describing the impending destruction from a nuclear
exchange. The first draft read that jet bombers were capable of “devastating most of the

United States.” The third draft read that the jets were capable of “striking almost any city
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in the Western Hemisphere.”” Similarly, the first draft noted that each of the twenty-
four missiles visible by intelligence photos was capable of “wiping out” Washington,
D.C. The third draft employed the term “striking” instead.”® Finally, a line describing a
Soviet nuclear bomb as “100 times as destructive as the bomb which destroyed
Hiroshima,” was noticeably absent from the third draft.*” All of these changes suggest
that Kennedy aspired not to alarm the public, either at home or abroad.

In his memoir, Ted Sorensen recalled Kennedy’s decision to refrain from showing
pictures of the missile sites during his televised speech. The goal, Sorensen maintained,
was to limit chaos. “Rather than incite fear, he wanted to reassure Americans and the
world that the president knew what was happening, that the missiles would not be
permitted to stay, and that a prudent, limited response had been formulated and was ready
to be implemented.”*® This reassurance ultimately allowed listeners and viewers to
maintain a relative state of composure, while still attending to the information and course
of action that Kennedy announced.

All of these examples extend the scholarship that supports current estimations of
the rhetorical presidency’s power and influence. The messages conveyed Kennedy’s
personal character, but his character was one that embodied a communal and national
identity. The third draft illustrated a better focus in the message’s evolution, a focus that
featured a President who valued his responsibilities. Kennedy met the demands of, and

avoided the civil unrest of, an innocent public.
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Expanding the Threat Through Identification Appeals

The third draft of the Cuban Missile Crisis speech reflected a deliberate attempt to
expand the Soviet threat to nations other than the United States. It marked another
element of this persuasive message, framing the American decision to enact a blockade as
a move of hemispheric as well as U.S. defense. This type of persuasion reflects the
teachings of Burke’s theory of “identification.””

Identification is presupposed by the emotional connection a rhetor aims to make
with his or her audience before attempting to sway their convictions. Burke’s theory
begins with the idea that humans are more divided than united by demographic and
psychological traits. Consequently, rhetors must create identification among listeners
and/or readers, by stressing the salience of those traits common to source and receiver.
Burke noted that human division, whether of general or particular matters, is a product of
symbol using. The use of abstractions to represent intangible ideas results in multiple
interpretations of meaning-laden symbols. These symbols, most often characters of
language, elicit different responses and allegiances to opposing sides of any concept. He
explained how a rhetor must overcome this division to persuade an audience. To do so,
he or she must call upon commonalities that unite an audience with him or herself. These
similarities must be, linguistically, more powerful than the many points of opposition.*

The Crisis speech had to convey the threat’s enormity to audiences outside the
U.S. To create a personal, psychological connection with those audiences, Kennedy
names exact locations that were in range of the missiles’ striking capability. These

efforts at inclusion saturated the third draft, and they ranged in geographic scope. The
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areas outside of the United States that were mentioned vary in proximity to the country,
from the entire globe to individual nations close to America, such as Panama and Mexico.

The third draft was edited to include the broadest of these when it asserted that
threats and deception would not be tolerated. In the first draft, the “United States of
America” was identified as the sole entity that would not tolerate deception. This was
changed to, “Neither the United States of America nor the world community.”" The
United States, of course, was a leader in the world community and spoke accordingly.
The Soviet Union had the diplomatic capacity to be included in this community as well,
but would be excluded until it abandoned its ambitions to establish and sustain a
stronghold in Cuba.

The scope of destruction contracted in this next example. The third draft
explained the “special and historical relationship” Cuba had with “the United States and
the nations of the Western Hemisphere.” The first draft mentioned only the United
States.*> The third draft included the hemispheric reference in order to assert its authority
in defense of the safety of peaceful nations. These nations did not provoke the Soviet
Union to export nuclear weapons. Instead, surely they were exempt from living under the
Soviet bull’s eye as the United States had become accustomed to doing.

The last example, also the most direct and unequivocal, weighed heavily on the
third draft as a profound change. The first draft explained the “precarious status quo” of
the 1960s.” It announced that both the United States and the Soviet Union had long
deployed missiles to international locations for defensive purposes. Additionally,
American’s had always been at risk from medium-range ballistic missiles inside the

USSR. “In that sense,” the first draft read, “our danger has not been greatly increased.”
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Speechwriters edited the third draft to reflect a similar sentiment, albeit in more
aggressive language: “In that sense, missiles in Cuba simply add to an already clear and

2334

present danger.””" The line continued with a message of grave consequence: “Although,

it should be noted, the nations of Latin America have never previously been included as

communist nuclear 1;argets.”3 .

The line implicitly suggested that Latin America was a
Soviet target. This revision was not merely an addition that named a particular region.
Rather, the language choice suggested that the Cold War had evolved to include regions
previously considered neutral. The word selection heightened the significance of the
Soviets’ placement of missiles in Cuba. It imparted a warning that their actions were
characteristic of a Cold War that was no longer Cold.

Comparative criticism coupled with theories about language use and suasory
appeals reveals that President Kennedy and his advisors added identification appeals to
solicit general approval from other countries. Citing hemispheric and global defense, as
well as naming particular regions, enlarged the target audience. The information
conveyed was more likely to resonate with skeptical viewers and listeners if their lives
were in peril. The only way to persuade these audiences was to create a commonality
between them and the President and his perspective, the shared interest of eliminating the

threat of nuclear exchange. Surely this, more than any similarity, was enough to

overpower the many differences between the U.S. and other nations.

Communicating with the Cuban Audience
Ted Sorensen recalled the “many different audiences” addressed in the speech.

Of the eight distinct groups mentioned, two were Chairman Khrushchev and the Cuban
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people. The speech included Khrushchev as a target audience, “lest he believe America
would yield to his threats or at most seek a summit meeting, warning him that, while we
seek to avoid the risk of nuclear war, ‘neither will we shrink from that risk at any time it
must be faced.”” A second audience was the Cuban people, “lest they feel targeted by the
United States.”®

When Martin Medhurst analyzed President Dwight Eisenhower’s “Atoms for
Peace” speech, he argued that the text spoke to two audiences, one addressed explicitly
and the other implicitly. The implicit message was couched in the explicit one. Medhurst
examined “how a particular group of rhetors used language to address multiple audiences
for divergent purposes while, at the same moment, maintaining that the audience was one
and the purpose straightforward.”’ This criticism of Kennedy’s Cuban Missile Crisis
speech identifies a similar approach in the third draft of the text.

In the first draft, twelve lines are explicitly directed at Khrushchev, and eleven are
directed at the Cuban people. In the third draft, the section on Khrushchev is twenty-
three lines, the Cuban people, twenty-nine.*® This significant increase signals a more
precise estimation of audience, or more accurately, audiences: who they were, how far-
reaching they were, and what the implications of this speech were for each.

Originally, the language used to address the Cuban people was indirect and
generalized, with a noticeable absence of first person singular pronouns. The text used
first person plural pronouns throughout the draft, citing “we” repeatedly as the source of
wishes and intentions, and “the Cuban people” or “they” or “their” or “them” as the
object of those wishes and intentions. Lines from the draft include the following: “We

have no quarrel with the Cuban people.” “We have no wish to war on them, or impose
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any system upon them.” “They did not consent . . ..”; “their lives and land” were left
uncared for.*® Each line approached the Cuban people from an unfamiliar distance, an
informal reference reserved for strangers and foes. They were not dignified with direct
conversation, but rather passed over with ambiguous reference.

The third draft, in direct contrast, employed language that deviated from the
indirect style used up to this point. The text carried a message directly from the
President. “I want to tell them this,” the text began. Kennedy continued:

Do not permit yourselves to become involved in the grim confrontation of

nuclear weapons. Do not become the first Latin American country to have

these weapons on your soil. Do not become the first Latin American

country to be a necessary target for massive destruction. These weapons

cannot contribute to the security of Cuba; they can only undermine it.

They can contribute nothing to your peace and well being.*

This language gave the President an opportunity to be assertive and authoritative, and to
demand inaction from the Cuban people. This lack of agency echoed the point that
Kennedy’s language intended to communicate, that the Cuban people had done nothing
wrong, would not be punished by the Americans, and ought to be resolute in their stand
against the Soviet quest for empire.

The next section used similar direct language, the substance of which was more
empathetic than the previous. It read, “We know you did not consent to the
transformation of your island into a target for nuclear war. We know your lives and land
are being used as pawns by those who deny you freedom. We have no wish to cause you

to suffer or to impose any system upon you.”*" This line used repetition of personal
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pronouns such as “you” and “your” more frequently and noticeably, perhaps to evoke
sympathy. The implications of this language change were multiple. First, the choice to
place these more sympathetic statements after the authoritative ones was strategic. The
organization provided for a display of leadership, of zeal, followed by an outreach of
emotional support. If the more emotive message preceded the authoritative, the
psychological response may have been less persuasive. By establishing his leadership
first, followed by a show of human charity, the President created a personal relationship
with those Cuban citizens who felt targeted by the U.S.

In addition, personally addressing the Cuban people, rather than the Chairman,
diminished the chance that Soviet leadership would perceive the information as
aggressive in nature. Kennedy could use more aggressive language towards the Cuban
people because they were not in charge of the missiles” deployment. He and his aides

carefully crafted the language to place blame where blame was deserved.

Conclusion

This chapter used a comparison of two drafts of President Kennedy’s Cuban
Missile Crisis address to speculate on the strategy of language choices made in the
speechwriting process. The speech helped to define Kennedy’s rhetorical presidency in a
manner conducive to soliciting public approval. The first section analyzed how particular
words and phrases were supplanted, added, and deleted in attempts to achieve desired
effects of exaggerating the threat posed by Soviet missiles in Cuba. The second
evaluated how President Kennedy controlled the language in the speech to overshadow

the government’s goals in obtaining intelligence, and to limit the panic that might ensue
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from the use of intimidating word choices. The third portion of this argument illustrated
how the third draft incorporated significantly more references to hemispheric doctrine in
order to expand the audience that would be prompted to support his policy decision.
Finally, the attention placed on addressing the Cuban people in the third draft suggested
that Kennedy wanted to refrain from placing blame on them.

Each of these arguments incorporated and extended significant rhetorical theories
of strategic language use, speechwriting, and the rhetorical presidency. The decision-
making process was well underway even into the drafting of the third draft. Comparing
the first and third drafts revealed the symbiotic relationship between policy creation and
speech development. More importantly, it demonstrated how using multiple drafts of a
text in criticism can unearth accurate, substantiated, and useful critical claims about the

rhetorical significance of a discursive experience.
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CHAPTER 4
DRAFTS THREE AND FOUR: A COMPARISON

If the third draft of the Cuban Missile Crisis speech had been read aloud on the
night of October 22, 1962, it is conceivable that a different history would be recorded.
The recurring theme of this project is that drafts of presidential speech texts are often as
worthy of critical examination as the final versions. Study of the differences between
multiple drafts of President Kennedy’s speech lends credence to this argument. The
previous chapter compared the first and third drafts of the address, noting the importance
of language choice in communicating a precise message. This chapter advances a similar
comparison, this time of the third and fourth drafts. The revisions to draft three presented
more serious implications, however, as the fourth draft was the final version prior to the
speech’s presentation.

Analysis of these documents is informed by two areas of established research.
This chapter uses theories of groupthink and commentary on the practice of presidential
speechwriting to examine the changes made to the third draft. Irving Janis defined
groupthink as a tendency of group members to think with similar ideological perspectives
or political predispositions.! This tendency leads actors to make hasty decisions without
exploring the implications of each alternative. Janis contended that groups ought to be
created in a manner that will overcome this tendency, with members who will not
succumb to in-group pressure. The outcome of a group that can defeat groupthink is
infinitely more productive in many respects. Janis’ criteria for examining decision-
making processes include the canvassing of multiple alternatives; weighing the costs,

drawbacks, risks, and positive and negative consequences of each; and the continuous
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search for new information.” As noted earlier, Janis writes that a key component of the
theory is that the quality of the decision is reliant on an open, critical decision-making
process.

Scholarship on presidential speechwriting, the second area that guides the analysis
here, is robust, but concrete theories about the topic are less so. The reason for this is not
simply inattention on the part of critics, but the closed-door nature of the presidential
institution. One comprehensive guide is Kurt Ritter and Martin Medhurst’s Presidential
Speechwriting. In this book’s conclusion, Medhurst explains that, “By studying how
speeches are produced and edited by speechwriters prior to their delivery by the
president, scholars can better understand how those rhetorical dimensions of the office

function.”

Their book consists of essays about the speechwriting of eight 20th century
presidencies. The essays are sandwiched between an introduction aptly titled “Ten
Myths that Plague Modern Scholarship,” and an afterword, “Enduring Issues in
Presidential Speechwriting,” both written by Medhurst. The observations in these two
chapters made up a comprehensive commentary on the topic.

The conclusion reached in this chapter is about process. Traditionally, the
practices of decision-making and speechwriting are separate. Kennedy speechwriter Ted
Sorensen explains that in White House decision-making, there is a clear chronological
progression from the creation of policy to writing the speech. First, the administration
decides on a course of action. Then, they draft a message attempting to sell that policy to
the public.* The uniqueness of both the Crisis decision and the speech resides at least

partly in a violation of what Sorensen describes as a typical speechwriting process. In the

Crisis speech’s creation, the two processes coincided.
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Janis, again, contends that the Cuban Missile Crisis decision was devoid of
groupthink. The decision-making process canvassed multiple alternatives; it weighed the
costs, drawbacks, risks, and positive and negative consequences of each; and it
continuously searched for new information.” A unique observation about the Cuban
Missile Crisis speech, however, is that all of these “good qualities,” according to Janis,
inherent in decision-making were practiced even up to the creation of the fourth draft.
The revisions noted from comparing the third and fourth drafts illustrated an
extraordinary melding of decision-making and speechwriting, of policy and prose.

Integral to the analysis in this chapter was a memo released by the State
Department that recounted the 506" Meeting of the National Security Council. This was
a formal meeting of ExComm that took place October 21 from 2:30-4:50 P.M., ending 26
hours before the speech was delivered.® A rather significant portion of this memo
identified individuals and their suggestions for editing the third draft. The changes
between draft three and draft four, coupled with this memo, led to the dominant argument
of this chapter: that the processes of decision-making (creating policy) and speechwriting
(creating prose) were one and the same. Analysis of the two documents suggests that
changes between the third and fourth drafts were made for three reasons: political,

military, and moral concerns.

Political Ambiguity, Transparent Language, and Strategic Political Purpose
This section examines decision makers’ strategies in addressing issues of
diplomatic and legal consequence. The examples outlined pertain to the tactics JFK used

to garner international support for his course of action, the quality of American



intelligence, and the policy choices made by the Soviet Union. The ambiguity and
transparency of language became relevant upon examining the changes made between the
two drafts. These changes were purposeful and reflect conventional wisdom about the
importance of language. In a study of President Dwight Eisenhower’s “Atoms for Peace”
speech, delivered December 8, 1953, Martin Medhurst evaluated how language changes
in speech drafts can illustrate the orator’s motives. “Human agents,” Medhurst argues,
“can shape language and guide perception in accordance with their own purposes. . . .
Language is not self-explanatory. It is a reflection of the goals, motives, and values of

those who choose to use it as an instrument by which to realize their ends.”’

In this case,
ExComm’s “end” was the elimination of the Soviet missiles in Cuba. The group
considered certain elements of the third draft problematic in achieving this goal, and
changes were made. In this section, these illustrated how both policy and prose were
changed to recast statements as more or less ambiguous. The speech itself was a foreign
policy tool and the Soviet leadership was a target audience.

The first example concerned ExComm efforts to eliminate uncertainty and
discordant claims about the strength of American intelligence. The third draft read,
“Until less than a week ago, no reliable information of this nature had been received --
but, having now completed its evaluation and our determination upon a course of action,
this government feels obliged to report this new crisis to you in full detail.”® In contrast,
the following appeared in the fourth draft: “Upon receiving the first preliminary hard
information of this nature last Tuesday morning at 9 a.m. -- I directed that our

surveillance be stepped up. And having now confirmed and completed our evaluation of

the evidence and our decision on a course of action, this government feels obliged to
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report this new crisis to you in full detail.” The State Department memo documented the
point at which this change was suggested. It read, “There was some discussion of the
date when positive information as to the existence of strategic missiles in Cuba became
available. The draft was revised to state that such information became available Tuesday
morning, October o

Both of the drafts communicated that hard evidence had only recently become
available. The third draft used language that suggested information may have been
presented before the previous week, but that it was unreliable. The fourth draft was
devoid of any mention that unreliable information existed at some point before Tuesday.
The third draft shared the existence of hard evidence through the negative—that no hard
evidence existed a week ago. The fourth draft abandoned this approach and introduced
the information through its positive existence, providing a more assertive, aggressive,
forthcoming, and confident position. It was transparent, leaving little room to question
whether this information was similarly unreliable. The decision to announce the date that
the information was received bypassed ambiguous prose that otherwise could have left
the decision vulnerable to criticism. This exemplifies how the inclusion of a date
transformed the tone of the prose. The decision to give the public that information
caused a shift in syntax, one that dramatically influenced how the speech began. The
President therefore began his message with a more assured introductory line. Had the
decision of concealing or announcing intelligence details been made before the speech
was drafted, or without input from group deliberation, it may have been left a lackluster

opening.
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A second example reflected how the organization of prose can have serious
consequences for political policy. In outlining what he considered the fundamentals of
the art of structure, Ted Sorensen cited “organiz[ing] the text to simplify, clarify, and
emphasize” as a necessity of effective speech composition.!’ This precept translated into
a change that affected the enumeration of components of the American response. In draft
three, the fourth item listed read, “We shall urge the UN and the OAS to demand removal
of these offensive weapons, and the prompt dispatch of an international inspection team
to make certain that this is done.” Item five discussed Guantanamo Bay. The sixth read,
“Our allies in both NATO and OAS have been alerted; the call for the OAS meeting to
which I referred has already gone out; our case against this serious threat to peace will be
presented, as required by the Charter, to which we subscribe, to an emergency meeting of
the UN Security Council.”’? Mentions of both the OAS and the UN were split on either
side of the Guantanamo Bay section.

The State department memo recalled a discussion regarding how the
administration ought to go about dealing with both the OAS and the UN:

Secretary Rusk raised the question of whether we should move first in the

United Nations or first in the OAS. He said our United Nations actions

should be aimed at removing the missile threat while our objective on the

OAS would be to persuade other Latin American countries to act with us

under the Rio Treaty. In response to the President’s question, Assistant

Secretary [of State for Latin America Edward] Martin said that if there

were a United Nations action before the OAS acted, the usefulness of the

OAS would be seriously affected. Secretary Rusk felt we should act first
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in the OAS, then in the United Nations where our actions program could

be more flexible."

The chronological progression of dealing with these different agencies was critically
important to the President’s response. Without support from both, Kennedy’s course of
action may well have been considered a violation of hemispheric and international law.
As it stood, the organization of the prose was faulty. It called on action from the UN
before announcing the OAS meeting; but to be successful, a request for help from the UN
had to be followed by a favorable OAS vote. The third draft reflected an order of
operations that would be ineffective in garnering international support based on the
United States’ need to have international support before it approached the UN. Sorensen
recalled that the speech “served as the basic briefing document in all capitals of the world
and in a series of ambassadorial meetings in the State Department.”'* The policy
decision had to be employed in a timely fashion in order to be helpful. And if the speech
served as a briefing document for that course of action, it too must clearly outline the
appropriate steps to be taken and the order in which they were to be taken.

The fourth draft, then, reflected those changes. The prose from the third draft
sparked discussion that clarified a policy change. That change was evidenced in the
fourth draft. The section on Guantanamo was moved to point four. Point five called for
“an immediate meeting of the Organ of Consultation under the Organization of American
States, to consider this threat to hemispheric security and to invoke Articles 6 and 8 of the
Rio Treaty in support of all necessary action.” Point five then included a transitional
bridge from the OAS to the UN, reflecting the discussion about the importance of getting

OAS support before facing the UN. “The United Nations Charter allows for regional
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security arrangements -- and the nations of this hemisphere decided long ago against the
military presence of outside powers.” The sixth point then built upon the anticipated
result of an OAS resolution to ask that “an emergency meeting of the Security Council be
convoked without delay to take action against this latest Soviet threat to world peace.”"

The result of the exchange among the President, Rusk, and Martin was a more
transparent outline of the events to follow. Without the inclusion of multiple
perspectives, the interactions of many participants, this mistake could easily have been
overlooked due to groupthink tendencies. The ambiguous organization in the third draft
revealed questions about the legality of Kennedy’s course of action. The policy
discussion prompted the change, thereby communicating a more comprehensive
description of America’s response to the Soviet missiles in Cuba. In this instance, the
decision to include the OAS and UN in the American response had already been made.
The more important decision—#how it was to be used—was clarified only through the
speechwriting process.

A third example explores how the fourth draft better utilized the “repeated
assurances of Soviet spokesmen” to frame the Soviets” actions as deceptive and
dishonest. In the third draft, these spokesmen are quoted as telling President Kennedy
that “Soviet missiles would never be stationed on the territory of any other nation.” Upon
reading this line in the ExComm meeting, participants stopped to discuss how the speech
ought to emphasize Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev’s responsibility for the missiles in
Cuba. According to the State memo:

The question was raised as to whether the speech should emphasize Soviet

responsibility for the missile deployment or [Prime Minister of Cuba
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Fidel] Castro’s irresponsibility in accepting them. Secretary [of State
Dean] Rusk argued that we must hold the USSR responsible because it is
important to emphasize the extra-hemispheric aspect of the missile
deployment in order to increase support for our contemplated actions.'®

ExComm took the issue of assigning culpability one step further. The State memo read:

The president said we should pin the responsibility for the developments

in Cuba directly on Khrushchev. In response to the President’s question,

[former Ambassador to Moscow Llewellyn] Thompson agreed—naming

Khrushchev would make it harder to reverse his actions in Cuba, but such

reference to him would be more effective in producing favorable actions.'”
Both entries clarified that that blame ought to be placed on the USSR rather than
Castro. The deliberations resulted in a fresh line with multiple implications.

The fourth draft conveyed a similar message, but was influenced by the group
interaction illustrated above. The line was recast with language that implicated the Soviet
Union as having harmful intentions. It read that Soviet representatives told President
Kennedy that “the Soviet Union had no need or desire to station strategic missiles on the

territory of any other nation.”'®

This change warranted attention for two reasons.

A distinct difference was the absence and presence of a subject. In draft three,
“Soviet missiles would never be stationed on the territory of any other nation.” “Soviet
missiles” was followed with an ambiguous identification of the Soviet Union’s presence
in their place. The line simply stated that they “would never be stationed.” There was no

mention of who, if anyone, would never station them. Alternatively, the focus of this line

in draft four was the “Soviet Union,” as it was the subject who “station[ed] strategic
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missiles on the territory of [another] nation.” This change in prose befitted exactly the
policy suggestion advanced by Kennedy, Rusk, and Thompson. The passive language
was replaced with an explicit identification of the Soviet Union, placing emphasis on the
subject who stationed the weapons.

In addition, the prose change also placed focus on the Soviet Union’s reason for
sending the missiles to Cuba. Draft three simply stated that the missiles would never be
placed extra-territorially. It was devoid of highlighting the Soviets’ rationale for not
placing them outside the USSR. Draft four, however, provided an explanation by
assigning a motive to the Soviets’ inaction: they had no need or desire to station missiles
extraterritorially. Incorporating this element allowed the prose to suggest what the
Soviets’ grounds were for sending missiles to Cuba; they now had a need or desire to
place offensive weapons outside the USSR, and more consequentially, close to the United
States.

Each participant—President Kennedy, Secretary Rusk, and Ambassador
Thompson—contributed policy questions, the answers to which better clarified the
American response. The decision-making process resulted in the need to make
Khrushchev’s role in sending the missiles more transparent. This need was fulfilled by a
change in prose that worked doubly to identify the Soviets’ responsibility for the missiles
as well as advancing a possible basis for that decision. The change left little room for the
line to be interpreted ambiguously; it clearly identified a perpetrator and a motive.

A final example was different in that it showed more ambiguity and /ess
transparency in the policy and prose. Draft three read, “I trust that both the Cuban people

and the Soviet technicians at these sites will recognize in time our inability to tolerate this
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threat.” The two State memo excerpts above suggested that Kennedy, Rusk, and
Thompson thought it a good idea to focus blame on the Soviet leadership instead of Fidel
Castro. This decision was contrary to draft three. In it, the “Cuban people and Soviet
technicians” are expected to recognize the American “inability to tolerate this threat.”
The line read as if the Cubans and Soviets at the missile sites had the capability or
authority to withdraw the weapons in response to American intolerance. Of course, this
was not the case.

The third draft suffered from faulty construction to begin with. The result was
that the policy seemed to require action on the part of powerless workers on the ground in
San Cristobal. In addition, the draft had to be modified to include the admonishment of
Khrushchev specified in the State memo. The document indeed reflected a different
message in stating, “I trust that, in the interest of both the Cuban people and the Soviet
technicians at these sites, the hazards to all concerned of continuing this threat will be
recognized.”19

In an effort not to implicate Castro or Cuba in wrongdoing, the prose in the new
document was dramatically altered in its treatment of “recognition.” In the third draft,
the “recognizers” were the Cuban people and Soviet technicians, and what they
recognized was an American inability to tolerate the threat of missiles in Cuba. This
placed the focus of the message on something the U.S. could or could not do, suggesting
that the country was the entity capable of action or inaction. It placed responsibility for
peace on America, not the Soviet Union, and asserted that the U.S. alone had the burden
of backing down or pursuing its course. The policy communicated through this prose

was counterproductive and wrongly placed a responsibility to act on America, the Cuban
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people, and the Soviet technicians. The fourth draft was more pointed, and the revised
syntax communicated the idea as intended. To have left this line as is was troublesome
as it shifted the focus of blame away from the Soviet leadership and onto defenseless
workers.

The first section of this chapter explored changes made to the third draft for
political reasons. Each passage of the speech was edited either to increase or to decrease
ambiguity, to make the message’s intent more or less transparent. The changes reflected
a joint process, one that combined policy-making and prose writing. The unique
circumstances of these texts make them valuable pieces of rhetorical criticism and
illuminating examples of the political concerns ExComm voiced at the October 21

meeting.

Creating Military Policy, Drafting Military Language

This section examines elements of the third draft that dealt with military matters.
Although the Crisis itself was militarily complex, the speech aimed to avoid using jargon
that might confuse or even frighten listeners. This approach was a conscious one used in
the speechwriting process, as signaled by the less frequent military references from draft
to draft. By draft four, military language had been thoroughly vetted and received little
attention in the final editing stages. As a result, few changes to the third draft are subject
to noteworthy rhetorical interpretation.

The focus of this segment was one departure from that observation. As
distinguished from the previous section, this portion of the chapter concentrates on a

single revision of draft three: the replacement of “blockade” with “quarantine.” The
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significance of this discussion raises new insight for both groupthink and speechwriting.
Janis’ scholarship paid special attention to the impact of groupthink on military matters.
He noted that he selected particular fiascoes for analysis because of “the grossly
inadequate way the policy-makers carried out their decision-making tasks.”*” For a
variety of reasons, Janis categorized the decisions made during the Cuban Missile Crisis
into what he called a “counterpoint” group, those that avoided the plagues of groupthink.
Janis’ chapter on the Crisis focused on the decision-making process that led to the
blockade scenario. The Kennedy group, on Janis’ reading, practiced similar techniques
to achieve consensus both before and after the blockade decision was reached. The
decision-making process used during the editing of draft three was identical to the
process before it, but was invariably altered by the need to craft the existing message into
a better one. Thus, quality decision-making practices resulted in an opportunity for
ExComm members to reexamine their military concerns, and to address those issues by
revising the prose.

Extant rhetorical theory regarding speechwriting also helped explain the
significance of this example. Sorensen recalled the first discussion of the “blockade”
issue from a late night meeting of ExComm members, after which he suggested a memo
be drafted outlining basic information about the term.*' On one hand, perhaps this
opportunity arose as the result of what Janis called “the forging of many minds,” as the
concern presented itself during an interchange of ideas.”? On the other, this detail may
have emerged as a direct result of the speechwriter’s intuition and experience.

In the introduction to Presidential Speechwriting, Medhurst advocated respect for

the profession based on these qualities when he suggested that “history has demonstrated
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the wisdom of having presidential speechwriters and advisors.” He continued,
“Presidential speechwriters have served the nation well. Presidents know that, which is
why they continue to use them.” One unique talent of the presidential speechwriter,
Medhurst points out, is that he or she often anticipates the process, knowing ahead of
time what problems might arise. He argued that the craft “is a sort of processual
invention whereby ideas become transformed in the process of working with them in a
written text.”** Hence the speechwriter, perhaps more so than any other advisor, foresaw
the obstacles of using language intended to evoke strong memories or feelings.

Medhurst counters a common criticism of the profession: “the reduction of
speechwriting to mere wordsmithing.” He asserts that the power of wielding policy
language is not to be underestimated. Persuasion, he argues, is the result of careful
deliberation and thoughtful consideration of all elements of the rhetorical situation, most
importantly, a keen awareness of audience. “What distinguishes the skilled rhetorician
from others who attempt to persuade is not the tools or even the outcomes of such
attempts, but rather the judgment and powers of interpretation that the speaker displays in
assessing the situation and in selecting the appropriate language . . .” In addition,
Medhurst posits that the “art of rhetoric lies not in whether persuasion actually happens,
but in the intellectual powers displayed by the rhetorician in the selection of what to say,
[and] how to say it. . . ">

The quarantine/blockade issue was the central component of the American
response during the Cuban Missile Crisis. Thus, it was listed as the first “step” outlined
in the third draft: “There is to be initiated a blockade on all military equipment under

shipment to Cuba. . . . All ships bound for Cuba, from whatever nation or port, will, if
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found to contain cargoes of weapons, be turned back. Such a blockade will be extended,
if needed, to other types of cargo and carriers.” %° The importance of understanding
groupthink and speechwriting in the context of this passage becomes even clearer when a
critic considers what has already been said about it.

This project previously argued that few rhetorical critics produced comprehensive
scholarship on this address. In that scholarship, the “blockade versus quarantine” issue is
represented more amply than any other passage. Wayne Brockriede and Robert L. Scott
noted that, “The word ‘quarantine’ introduced in paragraph 19 is an essential part of the
verbal strategy.” They continued, “A blockade is generally considered an act of war.
Labeling the action a ‘quarantine’ was an attempt to circumvent the problems that would
attend general world opinion that the United States was guilty of the first act of war.”*’
Theodore Windt added, “the president had to justify his initiation of an act of war against
another nation, for that is what a blockade is: an act of war. Kennedy did what other
presidents have done. He engaged in Orwellian Newspeak. He described the blockade as
a ‘quarantine,’ denied that this act of war was actually an act of war, and insisted instead
that it was a step toward ‘peace and freedom.”*® And Denise Bostdorff contended in her
analysis that through the use of “quarantine,” the President “simultaneously sidestepped
questions of legal propriety and portrayed U.S. actions as defensive rather than offensive.
... [Quarantine is] a term that historically had referred to preventative isolation intended
to stave off epidemic. Kennedy’s terminological choice described U.S. actions not as a
blockade, an act of war, but as a defensive step that would prevent the contagion of

nuclear missiles in Cuba from spreading.”*’
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These criticisms provided valuable insight into ExComm’s policy and prose
decisions. For years they constituted the dominant rhetorical perception of what the
language choice intended to accomplish. As with all criticism, new insight can uncover
new meaning. One such insight was provided by the State Department memo which
reads as follows:

The question of whether our actions should be described as a blockade or

quarantine was debated. Although the legal meaning of the two words is

identical, Secretary Rusk said he preferred “quarantine” for political

reasons in that it avoids comparison with the Berlin blockade. The

President agreed to use the word “quarantine” and pointed out that if we

so desired we could later institute a total blockade.*

The “Berlin blockade™ here referenced an event also known as the “German hold-up.”
After World War II, multinational forces occupied German territory. Allied forces
controlled the sector of the country known after the war as West Germany. In 1948, the
Soviet Union attempted to cut off access to the area by blockading railways and roads
that provided a route for bringing supplies to the German people in Berlin. Their aim
was to force Berliners to rely on the Soviet Union for food and fuel, thereby causing
Berlin to relinquish power over its land to the Soviets.”!

Rusk’s affinity for the word “quarantine,” as it precluded a comparison of the
United States to the Soviet Union, was designed at least in part to avoid the drawing of
negative parallels. Rusk’s suggestion, then, was that the word choice be appropriate in
naming the American action, as the label ought to avoid any unfounded or misunderstood

suggestions about the intent or nature of the response. In short, replacing “blockade”
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with “quarantine” created tactical distance between the United States and the Soviet
Union.

The significance of this language choice is evidenced further through the
examination of another element of ExComm’s deliberations. Rather than simply
choosing “quarantine” out of fear that “blockade” would evoke an undesired association,
data suggested that ExComm was aware of a fundamental difference in the two scenarios,
and the two terms. The materials subjected to interference provided the common point in
distinguishing between 1948 and 1962. ExComm anticipated a variety of weapons would
be exported to Cuba. Their conversations provided insight into their approach towards
this concern. The State memo read as follows:

Both Secretary Dillon and Director McCone urged that the speech state

that we were seeking to prevent all military equipment from reaching

Cuba. They argued that later we might act to prevent all equipment from

reaching Cuba even though at present our objective was to block offensive

missile equipment. The president preferred the phrase “offensive missile
equipment” on the grounds that within forty-eight hours we will know the

Soviet reaction. At such time we will know whether, as is expected, the

Soviets turn back their ships rather than submit to inspection. Secretary

McNamara agreed we should proceed in two stages. Initially our

objective is to block offensive weapons and later we can extend our

blockade to all weapons, if we so decide.”
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These deliberations significantly affected both the decision-making and speechwriting
processes that were underway before the fourth draft’s creation. The language and
arguments in ExComm’s meeting resulted in the following passage:

A strict quarantine on all offensive military equipment under shipment to

Cuba is being initiated. All ships of any kind bound for Cuba, from

whatever nation or port, will, if found to contain cargoes of offensive

weapons, be turned back. This quarantine will be extended, if needed, to

other types of cargo and carriers. We are not at this time, however,

denying the necessities of life as the Soviets attempted to do in their

Berline [sic] blockade of 1948.%
The changes from the third draft included all mentions of the American “blockade” being
supplanted with “quarantine,” and all mentions of military equipment and weapons being
qualified with the modifier “offensive.” The last line was an addition that succinctly
communicated the goodwill of the American people, justified the use of the word
“quarantine,” and further distanced the United States’ approach from the Soviet Union’s.
In addition, the word “blockade” was used only once in this passage, to describe the
Soviets” actions in 1948. In applying the word to a major event with which it was
traditionally identified, the draft illustrated a powerful use of language.

The central difference between the Soviet Union’s actions in 1948 and the
United States” actions in 1962 was the type of materials being sequestered. The
first memo passage highlighted above noted that “the legal meaning of the two
words 1s identical.” Yet, despite the position that they were indistinguishable,

ExComm created new meaning for one of them. The new “quarantine” policy
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distanced the two terms based on the premise that a “blockade™ only applied to
offensive materials. Without the ability to cite a precedent wherein an action
labeled “quarantine™ had actually pertained to offensive military equipment, a
charge of committing the first act of war was unfounded.

This skilled judgment accounted for ExComm’s anticipation that a critical
audience might misinterpret the word “blockade.” To circumvent any problems that
might arise from the word’s use, the men decided to label their action a “quarantine.”
This change in policy and prose exhibited ExComm’s awareness of the interconnected
relationship of decision-making and speechwriting. The meaning elicited from
“quarantine” was more favorable because it was devoid of any hostile connotations.

Extant rhetorical scholarship on this address attended to the quarantine/blockade
issue, but scholars all attributed the word choice to Kennedy’s fear that the United States
would be charged with the first act of war. Evidence from a comparison of drafts three
and four, coupled with the State memo, illustrates that this conclusion was not entirely
warranted. With this new evidence, the fear of war no longer sufficed as the sole
explanation for the adoption of the term “quarantine.” First, if any fear existed, it was the
fear that the administration’s actions would seem similar to the Soviets’ actions in 1948.
After all, the Berlin blockade was never viewed as an act of war, nor an act intended to
provoke war. Second, the word was carefully chosen to represent the precision of
Kennedy’s choice of action. The speech outlined a policy for which no name existed.
The policy and the prose created a new meaning for the word “quarantine,” a term no
longer simply a synonym for blockade. The authors’ criticisms suggested that the word

was primarily intended to obfuscate the difference between offensive and defensive
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actions. Instead, the current analysis shows that it was intended to emphasize Kennedy’s
goodwill in allowing Cuba to import materials that could not be used for military offense.
This created a clear distinction between the United States and the Soviet Union. Finally,

it was meant to symbolize, as by definition language often does, an action for which there

was no existing label.

The Ethics of Retaliation: Addressing Cuba, Uniting the Globe

In his memoir, Thirteen Days, Robert Kennedy described the moral trepidation
that ExComm participants faced in outlining a response that could precipitate nuclear
war.>* A variety of scholarly work painted the Attorney General as the most pacifistic
participant in ExComm, other than the president himself. Ted Sorensen substantiated this
portrayal, noting that “RFK advised the ExComm that a surprise bombing strike on island
military installations—Xkilling innocent civilians—would be compared to the Japanese
bombing of Pearl Harbor in 1941, thereby tarnishing America’s place in history.”>> RFK
himself wrote, “Our struggle against Communism throughout the world was far more
than physical survival—it had as its essence our heritage and our ideals, and these we
must not destroy. We spent more time on this moral question during the first five days
than on any other single matter.”®

The concern for preserving America’s reputation and acting with moral
conviction was paramount in the drafting of Kennedy’s speech. The changes made to the
third draft showed evidence of this concern. Editing reflected the last opportunity for

ExComm members to voice their ethical concerns. Those anxieties were predominantly

presented by two men, the President and his brother.
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In his evaluation of the Crisis, Irving Janis took note of RFK’s role in pressing
ethical matters. One component of ExComm’s behavior that, according to Janis, resulted
in their triumph over groupthink tendencies was an “explicit discussion of moral
issues.”’ He contended, “During the Cuban Missile Crisis, members of the Executive
Committee explicitly voiced their concerns about the morality of the policy alternatives
they were considering, thus forestalling deceitful clandestine actions. They maintained
an attitude of vigilance toward the moral risks as well as toward the military ones.”® The
ability openly to debate policy questions as they arose in the third draft resulted in a more
finely honed message in the fourth draft. Although the Attorney General remained the
principal advocate of ethical considerations, his contributions to speech editing made
those concerns more prominent to other group members. As Janis explained, “The
debate on these moral issues and related questions of the legality of possible United
States actions in the eyes of other nations continued [throughout the Crisis] with marked
effects on other members of the group.™”

The ethical concerns that mounted during the October 21 meeting resulted in a
clearer, sharper policy. The questions raised represented a host of ideologies, of military
and political predispositions, a varied range of attitudes and opinions regarding the
President’s chosen path. Despite a consensus that a quarantine was the most
proportionate response, ExComm remained aware that the nation and the world might
have different opinions. As such, this speech illustrated the delicate balance between
reproach and empathy, between unity and dissent—two tensions inherent in the policy.

As Medhurst pointed out, few have the talent to craft such a precise message.

“The job of a speechwriter is precisely to mess with language—to try to improve it,
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sharpen it, clarify it.”*® The differing treatment of ethical subjects in the third and fourth
drafts reflected what Medhurst considered a key component of speechwriting.
“Presidents represent the nation, not merely themselves,” he began.

They speak on behalf of the people and represent the views of the nation

as refracted through the lenses of party, ideology, political and economic

constraints, and situational variables. They do not—and cannot—simply

state their own personal views. They need good advisors and

speechwriters precisely for this reason—so that their discourse represents

the best articulation of policy or position possible. The nation expects—

and deserves—no less.*!

This treatment of a presidential message reflected the same conclusions that
prevent a policy from succumbing to groupthink. Despite a president’s individual
perspectives on any occasion, his job—first and foremost—is to represent the American
people. Thus, his policy decisions must be made with the inclusion of multiple avenues,
constant re-evaluation, and a commitment to the values and circumstances of the present.
Some speeches, Medhurst noted, “must be produced under great pressures, both
chronological and psychological.” On these occasions, “speechwriters more than earn
their keep; they help the president express the emotions of an entire nation.”* The
changes in the Cuban Missile Crisis speech’s ethical treatment reflect a keen awareness
of these responsibilities. Two examples in particular illustrate the ways in which policy
and prose intertwined to create a morally sensitive draft.

The first example of changes made to draft three based on ethical concerns

reflected estimations by the President and Attorney General regarding the Cuban people’s
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fear of war. The additions and deletions between the third and fourth drafts revealed a
sincere sense of obligation to the Cubans’ happiness and freedom. Changes to the third
draft resulted in large deletions and rearrangements that exposed an entirely new
approach in addressing the population.

The third draft opened this section by explaining, “I have directed the United
States Information Agency to use all available resources in making clear our position to
the captive people of Cuba. My words tonight are being carried directly to them -- and I
want to tell them this. Do not permit yourselves to become involved in the grim
confrontation of nuclear weapons.” The message continued with two more demands
similarly introduced with “Do not.” These were followed by, “These weapons cannot
contribute to the security of Cuba; they can only undermine it. They can contribute
nothing to your peace and well being.”* It read like a warning or an admonition to a
people who already engaged in foul play; one could see a pointed finger wagging or
hands held out in a forbidding gesture. The language created a policy that replaced
empathy with accusation and prematurely assumed that it must be on the defensive
against a hostile enemy. The State memo noted that during the October 21 meeting, “The
Attorney General felt that the paragraphs in the President’s draft speech addressed to the
Cuban people were not personal enough. The President asked that these paragraphs be
rewritten.”** They were.

Sorensen noted that in preparation for the fourth draft, “a direct appeal to the
Cuban people was expanded considerably by one of Kennedy’s top appointees in State

from Puerto Rico, Arturo Morales Carrion, who understood the nuances in Spanish.”*
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Carrion’s insight resulted in a sympathetic and embracing message of hope, opportunity,
and security. The fourth draft read:

Finally, I want to say a few words to the captive people of Cuba, to whom

this speech is being directly carried by special radio facilities. I speak to

you as a friend, as one who knows of your deep attachment to your

fatherland, as one who shares your aspirations for liberty and justice for

all. And I have watched with deep sorrow how your nationalist revolution

was betrayed -- and how your fatherland fell under foreign domination.

Now your leaders are no longer Cuban leaders inspired by Cuban ideals.

They are puppets and agents of an international conspiracy which has

turned Cuba against your friends and neighbors in the Americas. . . .*
The fourth draft used direct and intimate language, abandoning mention that the message
was filtered through a government agency. This created a conversational tone. The new
draft approached the Cuban audience as equals, as friends for whom the President would
risk nuclear war to protect. The prose was heartfelt, using strong, emotive language like
“deep sorrow” and “betrayed.” Rather than engaging the Cuban people with demands to
prevent nuclear catastrophe, the fourth draft eliminated their responsibility in the situation
and placed all blame on the Cuban leadership. This created a distinction between the
Cuban leadership and the Cuban people. In doing so, the objective was to align the
Cuban people more cohesively with American leadership than their own. The draft
attempted to convince the Cuban nationalists that they were not the targets of any
forthcoming actions. The fourth draft’s prose was edited to meet the request from the

President and Robert Kennedy for a friendlier policy toward the Cuban people. The
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message was tailored to resonate more favorably with the Cuban audience lest they feel
disenfranchised by both Cuba and the United States.

The second example of a revision made for moral ends came toward the end of
the draft. As has been previously noted, ExComm anticipated that some nations would
disagree with Kennedy’s retaliation. Other countries had become accustomed to living
under the threat of proximate offensive weaponry, and thought the United States ought to
do so as well.*’” In addition, nuclear war would likely be avoided if America did nothing.
ExComm encountered most of its moral dilemmas when they discussed the more hostile
alternatives—however risky the consequences of an air strike were, the destruction of
Soviet missiles was an attractive option. War hawks in Congress long advocated military
action in Cuba. Even after the Bay of Pigs, Republican leadership pushed for more
attempts to overthrow the Castro regime. The third draft communicated this imbalance of
opinion:

Many months of sacrifice and self-discipline lie ahead -- months in which

both our will and our patience will be tested by those who would have us

do more and those who would have us do less. But the path we have

chosen for the present is consistent with our character and courage as a

nation, and our commitments around the world.*®
The line communicated that despite dissent on both sides of the divide, the administration
decided on a course of action that best represented America’s (and Kennedy’s)
benevolent defensive stance.

The problem with the language used in draft three was that it prematurely

admitted to the volatile nature of this crisis and the inconsistency of world opinion.

a5



Throughout the speech, Kennedy argued that the Soviets’ actions violated hemispheric
and international laws, that they moved the world closer to nuclear destruction, and that
they flagrantly participated in a defiant and deceptive build-up that violated the honor and
dignity of diplomatic international relations. To admit that opinions were still divided—
even after the President advanced a compelling argument—was to admit that his
argument was flawed, that the situation was nuanced, and that the American response
could be different.

Sorensen recalled Kennedy’s reaction to this section in the third draft, noting the
President’s awareness that the speech seemed to admit defeat. Kennedy averred, “The
worst course of all would be for us to do nothing. . . . There isn’t any good solution. . . .
Whichever plan I choose, the ones whose plans we’re not taking are the lucky ones—
they’ll be able to say ‘I told you so’ in a week or two. But this one seems the least
objectionable.”® As a result, the President suggested a different approach in
acknowledging the threats that come from parties opposing the American response. The
State memo read, “He asked that the draft speech emphasize his belief that the greatest
danger to the United States in the present situation is doing nothing but acknowledging
that in days to come we would be seriously threatened.”°

Draft three revealed that there was an inconsistency in the policy. An admission
of dissent weakened the American position, and thus the language had to be changed to
reflect better the message’s intent. Thus, draft four read:

Many months of sacrifice and self-discipline lie ahead -- months in which

both our will and our patience will be tested, months in which many

threats and denunciations will keep us aware of our danger. But the
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greatest danger of all would be to do nothing. The path we have chosen

for the present is full of hazards, as all paths are -- but it is the one most

consistent with our character and courage as a nation and our

commitments around the world.”"
This revision took a more careful approach in admitting opposition from “those who
would have us do more and those who would have us do less.” By using “who” in the
third draft, the message gave a human identity, albeit an ambiguous one, to people who
objected to the administration’s decision. In the fourth draft, faceless “denunciations”
were featured and the dissenters were overshadowed and forgotten. This signaled an
obligation to acknowledge dissenting opinion, but to refrain from identifying its
source(s). It highlighted the draft’s creative use of strategic prose to obfuscate the
inconsistency of world opinion and strengthen Kennedy’s argument for his policy.

Another addition to the fourth draft was the line, “But the greatest danger of all
would be to do nothing. The path we have chosen for the present is full of hazards, as all
paths are. . . .” This was a modification that came directly from Kennedy. For days
ExComm weighed the benefits and drawbacks of each alternative advanced by its
members. The moral concerns advanced primarily by the President and his brother
resulted in the blockade scenario. This was the second least aggressive alternative; the
first was doing nothing.”* The President, Attorney General, and all ExComm participants
felt that to do nothing would endanger the country and the world, and leave the
hemisphere vulnerable to nuclear exchange. This addition communicated the severity
with which the group weighed each path, and signaled awareness that their decision was

guided by concerns for the moral consequences of policy.
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These examples illustrate the challenges posed to ExComm as the decision
makers faced a choice that would characterize the moral authority of an administration.
Their decision would be subject to both domestic and international reaction, and carried
with it the sheer power of redefining 200 years of national history. America had long
been viewed as a country committed to justice and moral convictions, and any alternative
more egregious than a quarantine posed a very real potential detriment to that reputation.
Moreover, ExComm’s ethical concerns permeated the policies created. Many were
advanced in the October 21 meeting while the group reviewed the third draft of
Kennedy’s address. Thus, the draft’s prose prompted valuable discussions about the
ethical components of Kennedy’s choice. In turn, the fourth draft used more precise

prose to communicate accurately the administration’s stance on a variety of dilemmas.

Conclusion

This chapter utilized concepts of presidential speechwriting and groupthink to
argue that revisions of the third draft reflected policy and prose changes, each mutually
reinforcing the other. The changes evident between the third and fourth drafts fit within
three major concerns: political, military, and ethical. Each revision highlighted in this
chapter was intended to address one or more of these concerns. A comparative analysis
revealed the mutually interdependent relationship between policy and prose changes
within each category. Political questions were raised in response to ambiguous and
transparent messages in the speech. As they were addressed, both the prose and the
policy were augmented to complement each other. A weak element of the speech’s

initially militaristic prose pertained to the policy of “blockading” Cuba. To circumvent
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the use of a term with negative connotations, ExComm used the term quarantine to
describe the administration’s approach to Cuba, thereby creating a new policy and new
prose in one turn. The ethical considerations of the speech’s treatment of the Cuban
people and the disunity of world opinion were similarly affected by the interdependent
relationship between policy and prose. Through careful speechwriting and an avoidance
of groupthink tendencies, the speech addressed audiences in a more empathetic and
compelling fashion.

The Cuban Missile Crisis speech is unique for a variety of reasons that have been
argued throughout this project. The importance of comparing drafts three and four is that
the comparison provides a rare glimpse into what could have been, what Kennedy might
have said, and what might have transpired had there been no October 21 meeting.
ExComm reviewed the third draft in an effort to clarify both their policy and their prose,
each affecting the other. They used sound decision-making skills to discuss the
importance of the address, and offered suggestions to sharpen the message. Their
canvassing of all options, their continuous search for relevant information, their need for
detailing provisions of the plan are all qualities that resulted in a text characterized by
care and finesse. The argument in this chapter remains that because of the Crisis’
circumstances, and because this speech served as a formal outline of United States

executive orders, the creation of both prose and policy were inextricably interwoven.
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CHAPTER 5
CONCLUSION

This project began as an attempt to understand the merits of a “good” presidential
speech. The Crisis speech is not Kennedy’s most notable, a provision that seemingly
excluded it from thorough treatment.' Publications about the event often forego any
explanation about the speech, aside from the date and time of its delivery. Yet of all his
orations, this speech is arguably among the most important. It addressed a wide range of
audiences, its subject was of significant global impact, and it doubled as a presentation of
the American case to heads of every government, including the Soviet Union.?

This project found that the Crisis speech’s merit may be attributed at least in part
to the uniqueness of its drafting. Without understanding the remarkable features of its
composition, one cannot fully appreciate the text’s importance. The composition process
helped to prevent the Crisis from worsening. ExComm’s inability to draft a different
speech, one that outlined a more belligerent alternative, decreased the prospect of a
nuclear exchange between two world superpowers. President Kennedy recognized the
need to address the public, and the speechwriting process precluded more aggressive
plans from being pursued.’ In a very real sense, ExComm’s ability to draft a speech
while deliberating policy contributed to a peaceful resolution of a potentially volatile
situation.

Each chapter of this thesis contributes useful ground for arguing that the Crisis
speech merits rhetorical examination. This final chapter serves two purposes. First, it

reviews the project’s analysis to highlight the news that emerged from the study. Second,
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it explores the implications of the analysis for future research in political rhetoric

generally, and presidential persuasion in particular.

The Analysis

Chapter One introduced the Cuban Missile Crisis speech. The historical context
was primarily important for understanding the sheer significance of any speech of
international consequence during the Cold War. The context of the speech—the
ExComm meetings, the participants and their backgrounds, and the circumstances of the
speech’s drafting—were all integral markers for understanding the nuances of the
speechwriting process. Clearly, an important component of the analysis stemmed from
the examination of multiple drafts of the text. This chapter explained the benefits of
using multiple texts for analysis and how that use leads to a productive project. The
literature review concentrated first on the extant scholarship on the Crisis speech, arguing
that while these criticisms are productive and insightful, they focus entirely on the
speech’s final draft. The chapter then outlined the conventional wisdom pertaining to
groupthink, presidential speechwriting, and strategic language use in order to illustrate
how each would be helpful in approaching a comparative criticism of the speech’s
multiple drafts.

The first draft of the Crisis speech, as explained in Chapter Two, yielded
insightful news based on the application of an invention-centered approach. The draft
was the result of ExComm’s first attempt to translate days of deliberation into succinct
prose that could outline and concurrently justify the American response to the Soviet

threat. The chapter followed the text chronologically as it was divided into two sections
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based on the message’s organization. The opening section of the speech announced the
presence of Russian missiles in Cuba, discussed why their presence violated previous
Soviet statements, and explained why this deception warranted a retaliatory response by
the U.S. The closing section of the speech outlined the steps demanded of the Soviet
leadership and addressed those audiences directly affected by the crisis. The chapter used
this text and State Department transcripts of ExComm meetings to identify the impact of
deliberation on policy and prose creation.

Chapter Three was the first of two that compared speech drafts to locate changes
in language use. The chapter focused on four examples wherein language changes
signaled important features of the speech’s persuasive capability. The third draft used
particular language to explain why the movement of missiles posed a grave threat, placed
more emphasis on the President as a source of American leadership and an example of
national character, used identification appeals to expand geographically the targeted area,
and addressed the Cuban audience more directly to stress their victimization. All of these
changes constituted evidence of an intention to gain a psychological victory over the
audiences by way of persuasion. The chapter highlighted these techniques, each
documented in varying degrees in communication literature. Here, the language changes
were strategic and designed with a specific goal in mind.

A comparative approach also produced noteworthy analysis in Chapter Four.
Here, contrasts between drafts three and four revealed that policy and prose
considerations alike urged changes to the speech. Political, military, and ethical concerns
motivated the revisions that were made to the third draft. Each highlighted passage

contributed some ground to the argument that the processes of creating policy and prose
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were indistinguishable from each other. These changes were particularly significant as
the fourth draft was identical to the one Kennedy read aloud on October 22. Both the
first and last working documents were influenced by deliberation more than those in

between.

Implications for Critical Studies of Presidential Rhetoric

Research on groupthink, language strategies, and presidential speechwriting both
inform and are informed by the Kennedy Administration’s response to the Cuban Missile
Crisis. Although the theory of groupthink derives from Irving Janis’s research in
psychology and from the social scientific study of group communication, its teachings
combine with rhetorical principles in some cases to explain important dynamics of
political speech. The Missile Crisis is such a case. Time and time again, examples
illustrate how passages from each speech draft were added, deleted, or revised because a
new component of the American response to international crisis was added, deleted, or
edited. The best decisions are reached by canvassing alternatives; weighing the costs,
drawbacks, risks, and positive and negative consequences of each, and continually
searching for new information.* These practices were embraced in ExComm’s decision-
making in October of 1962. The policy process was inextricably linked to the
speechwriting process, as neither happened independently of the other.

The best examples of groupthink avoidance, and its impact on the speechwriting
process during the Missile Crisis, came in the second and fourth chapters. The first draft
is a mere echo of those positions advanced during ExComm’s first meeting. The

divergence of different opinions and the language with which those opinions were
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advanced created both the policy and the speech. Every spoken thought translated in one
way or another into the first written version of the speech.

An example of groupthink avoidance comes from an exchange during ExComm’s
first meeting wherein multiple participants said the same thing, but in varied language.
President Kennedy observed, “the existence of this presents the gravest threat to our
security . . . [and] appropriate action must be taken.”” Vice President Johnson concurred,
noting that “we’re committed at any time that we feel that there’s a build up that in any
way endangers [the country] to take whatever action we must take to assure our

’56

security.” Secretary McNamara reminded the group that “if Cuba should possess a

capacity to carry out offensive actions against the U.S., the U.S. [said it] would act.”’
The result was the following line from the first draft: “We no longer live in a world
where only an actual ‘armed attack’ . . . represents a challenge to a nation’s security.
Nuclear weapons are so destructive . . . that any increased possibility of their use or any
sudden change in the nature of their threat, may well require an act of self-defense.”®

This example was chosen specifically because it differs from what Janis might
consider as a consummate reflection of his ideal process. Janis advanced his argument by
explaining what characteristics led to a good decision. By canvassing alternatives and
weighing positive and negative consequences, a group can judge each option on its own
merit, and submit a recommendation that has been thoroughly vetted. This project,
though, illustrates a particular point that builds upon Janis” work. When good group
decision-making strategies are employed for presidential policy deliberations that need no

formal announcement, the process comes to a halt; the evils of consensus were avoided,

and participant interaction resulted in a positive outcome. However, the influence of
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groupthink is an even more influential factor for decisions that do require an
accompanying address, the significance of this factor shining through in the writing
process.

Language choices, like decision-making processes, can be similarly canvassed,
weighed, and evaluated for their respective merits. The example advanced above
included three perspectives:

President Kennedy: “the existence of this presents the gravest threat to our

security . . . [and] appropriate action must be taken.”

Vice President Johnson: “we’re committed at any time that we feel that

there’s a build up that in any way endangers [the country] to take whatever

action we must take to assure our security.”'°

Secretary McNamara: “if Cuba should possess a capacity to carry out

offensive actions against the U.S., the U.S. [said it] would act.”"!

In what Janis might consider an appropriate model of his argument, those statements
would represent multiple perspectives. This example, however, shows three participants,
each with similar yet distinctive statements that contributed to the conservation. The line
in the speech that is attributed to that conversation communicates all three perspectives in
a coherent sequence. Without the input of many, the line might have read differently, and
international response might also have differed. One of those thoughts might be absent,
rendering the sentence weaker and less persuasive. In short, the interaction of many
minds is not only an integral component of good decision-making, but can also contribute

to good speechwriting. In this instance, the product of multiple perspectives, the
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articulations of ideas from varied offices and professions, resulted in a finely honed
version of what ExComm wanted to say.

Some of the most compelling observations in this project substantiate the
importance of studying presidential speechwriting. Surprisingly, few comprehensive
analyses of the theory and practice of presidential speechwriting are in place. Although
scholars have made some strides in delineating speechwriting practices, comparatively
few journal articles or books attend specifically to this practice.'” This is curious, as a
generous amount of classical theory concentrates on speech composition, technique, and
devices.

The conclusions reached in this project, although substantiated by primary and
secondary documents, would be better informed with a comprehensive theory of this
kind. There is much to be said about what could comprise such a theory, and questions
that are unanswered about the speechwriting process. What qualities do speechwriters
possess that make them proficient in the craft? How closely does a speechwriter’s prose
need to mirror his or her principal in order to be believable? Where do speechwriters
look for—and how do they employ—outside material such as biblical quotations,
historical data, or universal anecdotes? How does the process work? How many drafts
are produced? What government agencies have authority to revise and what are the
dynamics of interagency relationships?

Published answers to these questions are generally contextual and tend to the
specifics of each administration. Comparatively little research addresses consistencies
across cases or establishes principles of presidential speech composition that hold from

one administration to another.”> A concrete, frequently-applicable theory of
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speechwriting is lacking in rhetorical studies. Rather than simply dismissing the need or
the practicality of such a theory, the conclusions from this project clearly suggest that
scholarship on presidential speechwriting would be better-informed with an exhaustive
search for theoretical underpinnings of the practice.

This project identified what may be two starting points for building a rhetorical
theory of speechwriting. One entry point is a contradiction that arises when a
speechwriting theory answers the question, “how many writers does it take to compose a
speech?” As argued earlier, an avoidance of groupthink not only benefits the decision-
making process, it also enables a draft to convey a more complete message. Ted
Sorensen’s opinion of this interaction of mind’s does not, however, hold true with the
practice of speechwriting:

Group authorship is rarely, if ever, successful. A certain continuity and

precision of style, and unity of argument, must be carefully drafted,

particularly in a public communication that will be read or heard by many

diverse audiences. Its key principles and phrases can be debated, outlined,

and later reviewed by a committee, but basically authorship depends on

one man alone with his typewriter or pen.'*
Surely, the presidential speechwriting process must be sensitive to nuance; each situation,
administration, and president approaches public address differently. The findings of this
project, though, suggest that differences can be catalogued. Time, secrecy, resources,
previous commitments, intelligence, and personnel were all factor in the composition of
the Cuban Missile Crisis speech. If this speech is unique, then these elements can be

applied to the breadth of presidential speeches at large.
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A second consideration questions the relationship between policy and prose. Ted
Sorensen recalled that he was asked to draft a speech outlining the “air strike plus
invasion” scenario on the night of October 18: “When I reported to the ExComm that no
draft could meet all its contradictory conditions, that diminished the number of
supporters.”’> The speech as delivered communicated a vast number of conditions, all of
which were succinctly organized into an understandable plan. On multiple occasions, the
earlier drafts contained contradictory elements that had to be edited for clarity. Those
drafts, if delivered as written, would not likely have been as effective without revision.
Perhaps this suggests that any executive policy that requires an accompanying address
might benefit from collective input, even if Sorensen is correct that consecutive drafts
become the responsibility primarily of a central speechwriter. As Martin Medhurst
explains, an enduring issue in presidential speechwriting is the relationship between
policy makers and speechwriters.'® It seems, then, that the key component of any
productive speechwriting theory is the relationship between policy and prose. Surely, the
U.S. response to the Cuban Missile Crisis exemplified the value of such a relationship.

Another component of speechwriting theory would likely include considerable
insight about language use. Any sort of research that pursues a comparison-based
analysis has the potential to teach students and scholars of rhetoric about language
designed to persuade. The changes made in these speech drafts exhibited a keen
awareness of how some words better communicate a message than others, how phrases
are made to convey a different tone by adjusting syntax.

This awareness is echoed in Medhurst’s evaluation of President Dwight D.

Eisenhower’s “Atoms for Peace” speech,'” the conclusions of which helped guide the
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analysis in this thesis. Speech is used strategically to enact a specific response from an
audience and achieve a particular end. Presidents, who wield their power through the
spoken word must be especially careful in their speech composition. They must be aware
that their every utterance is synonymous with public policy. In Eisenhower’s speech, the
evolution of language changes suggested that the President intended to communicate two
messages—one implicit, the other explicit. A key difference between the conclusions
reached in that article and this project surrounds the intent of the language changes.

The sharpest example of this argument is the use of “quarantine” instead of
“blockade.”™® The “quarantine” policy placed distance between that term and “blockade”
based on the premise that a “blockade” only applied to offensive materials. Without the
ability to cite a precedent wherein an action labeled “quarantine” had actually pertained
to offensive military equipment, a Soviet charge that the U.S. committed the first act of
war was unfounded. This example illustrated how strategic language use not only applies
to choosing the most appropriate word for describing something, but also relates to the
ways in which words and definitions can be recast to convey a particular idea.

Additionally, this project illustrates how comparing multiple speech drafts
clarifies the evolution of language choices and the relationship of language to policy.
One such theme in the Crisis drafts was hostile language, belligerent and frightening
words and references. This project began with a quotation from historian Michael
Beschloss who called the speech “probably the most alarming ever delivered by an
American president.” To this, Sorensen replied, “I regret that judgment. That was

»19

neither JFK’s intention nor mine.”~ And, indeed, this project confirmed the

speechwriter’s reservations regarding Beschloss’s conclusion.
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From the first draft to the last, the language became increasingly conciliatory.
The sheer magnitude of the threat, communicated through military jargon and numerical
data in the first draft, was noticeably absent in the third. In addition, this threat originally
could “wipe out” Washington D.C., but was only capable of “striking” the capitol in the
third draft.*® The modifying adjectives in the “dark and awful abyss of destruction” were
removed between the third and fourth drafts. In addition ExComm participants criticized
a reference to Hiroshima in an early draft, so the reference was deleted in subsequent
versions of the text.*' It is clear from these and other examples that Kennedy and
ExComm participants thought carefully about the text, eliminating combative vocabulary
in an effort not to incite panic and fear. Political rhetoric is often criticized for using
language maliciously, to obfuscate the truth. This project serves as a reminder of the
ways in which that stereotype can be combated. Evaluating any presidential message and
its creation can add to a more accurate portrait of his character and rhetorical legacy.

The Cuban Missile Crisis Speech is an invaluable presidential address. Despite
its infrequent mention as one of Kennedy’s masterpieces, the Crisis speech retains a
uniqueness unmatched by those more commonly referenced. The arguments advanced in
this project benefited from well-developed rhetorical constructs that helped to explain the
origin of this remarkable text. The conclusions reached provide new insight with which
to understand established theory and to project the pursuit of original theory. Ted
Sorensen noted that “that first draft ultimately went through more changes in the
following forty-eight hours than any speech I wrote in my life.”** To the events of that

forty-eight hours, to the best and brightest who overcame the temptation to pursue swift
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consensus, to the words that captured a world and prevented nuclear catastrophe the study

of presidential rhetoric is indebted.
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the title.

1% See previous note. Of the nine results, three pertained to presidential rhetoric. Of
those three, two dealt with individual administrations.

'* Theodore C. Sorensen, Decision-Making in the White House: The Olive Branch or the
Arrows (New York: Columbia University Press, 2005), 61.

e Sorensen, Counselor, 292.

16 Martin Medhurst, “Enduring Issues in Presidential Speechwriting,” in Kurt Ritter and
Martin Medhurst, Presidential Speechwriting: From the New Deal to the Reagan
Revolution and Beyond, eds. Kurt Ritter and Martin Medhurst (College Station: Texas
A&M University Press, 2003), 218.

1" Martin J. Medhurst, “Eisenhower’s ‘Atoms for Peace’ Speech: A Case Study in the
Strategic Use of Language,” Communication Monographs 54 (1987): 204-220.

18 «Cuban Missile Crisis Speech,” ot Draft, Oct. 21, 1962. Box 48, Theodore Sorensen
Papers, John F. Kennedy Library, Boston, MA., 5.

19
Sorensen, Counselor, 300.

20 «“Cuban Missile Crisis Speech,” 1% Draft, 1; “Cuban Missile Crisis Speech,” 3" Draft,
3.

2l «“Cuban Missile Crisis Speech,” g Draft, 7; “Cuban Missile Crisis Speech,” 4 Draft,
7

2
Sorensen, Counselor, 293.
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TCS - 10/20/62
Ist Draft

Good evening, my fellow cztmzens._ ot h D theanX punmstle—i 5
T G.l.g-u-——J fvs .(/-cwb A 4 ¥ P it Ty B bm-u""'f h\.::l-‘\
A¥ithin the last week, unmistakable evidence has bee&-ga:bher-eé—-bﬁm 4
GovernaTeTt establishgg the fact that a series 'of offensive nuclear missile D"““\
B e ST s
bases. is now undewtenswe preparation on the-cemmesmmmist island, ot@iie.

- - 1 Y
-W-;“hreeﬁf ﬂlese\maumLe sites, contain 1aunché's/\¢-:&wwﬁa-,—te-b@—§em&c& with

sl G bn Rk

fﬂ' Medium Range Ballistic: Mﬂ.s&ﬂé? two %o(. each launchér, foretotmi-oiddy

Each of these 2 mlss:les is ca:pab}.e of cazrying a 3000 pound nuclear warhead
Lot ne oX Sk

of wpbe 2 megatons in yield f\aua& 100 times as destructive as the bomb which

destroyed Hiroshima -- for a chstance of more than 1000 nautical miles,
1'!-1
Each of these 2% missiles, in short, is capable of wiping out Washington, D.C.,

the Panaina Canal, Cape Canaveral, Florida, Mexico City, or any other city

»
Lt

3 -
in the Southeasiern part of the United States, Central America or the
arr TP gl Gy, Aagiastt AR & i~
Caribbean, Fwedwe other launch pi s How under constructmu}%designed

o A
fs?ltermeélate gange Baitistic Phissiles -- capable of travelling more than

twice as far and causing several times as much destruction -- and thus
_ cepable of devastating most of the United States mainland, most of Latin
America and most of Canada, In addition, large numbers of medium range
“jet bombers,capable of carrying'nuciear weapons,are now being uncrated
on Cuba, while appropfiate air bases are being prepared.
A MWM—-" ks (“""‘"”’“M“MH%W"?
- %‘M Cuba ?{,thase large, long-range and clearly offensive
: oin
weapons of sudden destruction conshtu’tes pthreat to the peace and security

A D Clromtnieens
of this-Hemisphers -- in naked and dehberate defiance of the Rio Pact of 1947,
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s
the traditions of this nation and Hemisphere, the Joint Resolufion of the
- 87th Congress and my own warnings to the communists on Septembei 4 and
13, This action also contradicts the reﬁeatad assurances of Soviet ahd
Cuban spokesmen, both.-publicly and privately delz.vered, that the arms
build~up in Cuba would vetain its original defensive cha.racter.:%he size
of this undertak.mg makes clea.r that it had been planned some months aga.
Yet only last month, after I had clearly sta.ted that ground-to-ground mis s:les
would be regarded as an offensive threat, the Soviet Government stated that
"the armaments and.milita.ry equipraent sent to Cuba are designed exclusively

”

- €L
for defensive purposes ..,ft“thare is no need for the Soviet Union to shift

its weapons W@WW for a retaliatory blow (that is,

. : - -
its strategic or offensive weapons) to any other country, for instance Cuba , ea
o
“the Soviet Union has so powerful rockets to carry these nuclear warhsada
that there is no need to search-for sites for them beyond the boundaries of

the. Soviet Union. ”—‘% funly last Thursday, as this offensive build-up

e Gy
! w-nt on, Sov:et Forelgn Mm:l.ster Gromyko told me in my office that,~Fas-
[N e

w-ﬁwiemmtam%o*ﬁ-&ba, he was instructed to make it cleary as the |
& - Lt pth

§ A
Soviet Government had a.lready done, that am-:h assistance pursued solely
- m.)r‘
the purpose “of con.tributing to the defense capab:llhﬁa of Cuba ;W

./'ﬁ:a.zn.mg by Soviet specxa.hsts of Cuban nationals in handl.mg defens:.ve.
s SR

‘armaments was by no means offen-s:wa) "% it were otherwise, the Soviet

Government would have never become involved in rendering such assistance."
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ol B e

b TR
The United States of America need not and canoot tole:;:ata defiance,

deception and offensive threats on the part of any nation, large or sma.ll

i o odek I 1
We no longer live in a world where only m&“mme&%mk“w&-

MMWEWWW&M represents a

o C ATkl am "tk afhe T ke SRGH Sy
_challenge to a nation’s security, Nuclear weapons are so desiructive, and

he Unr
7 Fhnalay

ballistic missiles are so swift, that any increased possibility of their use or
any sudden change in the nature of their threatf_ may well requue an act o:E
e B s G
self-defense. For many years, both the Soviet Union and the United States,
have deployed such weapons ervumd-tkereosdet with great care, never

upsetting the precarious status quo which balanced off the use of those weapons

; of ety

in the absence of some vital challenge. These deployments are noihsompara.bla._
3 P M‘A
Our own weapons systems, puch as Polaris and Minuteman, have always guapasd
G o AW
emphasized invulnexability “because they are intended to be retaliatory not ("3’
« ?\‘u\
g

offensive, and because our'hiatory o= unlike that of the Soviets since World

War ]1 ma dermonstrates that we have no deszre to dominate or conquer other g,
t’v\itv»]

pations or impose our system upon them. Nevertheless, American citizens »

have become adjusted to living daily on the bull's eye of Soviet missiles

located inside the USSR or in submarmes. In that sense, our danger has not
_been _greatly increaseds ‘ :

But this suddenyafd extraordz.nary build~-up of commumst mxss;les in
pecrady

an area well-known to have z special and historical relationship to the United
dougarumm e O Speit frediu of  aXedReemy B S e T s o,,.:./

\gﬁés, in v:.ola.hon of Soviet assurancesﬂhn.d in defiance of American and

hemispheric policy, is a provocative and unjustified change in the status quo

which cannot be accepted by this country, if our courage and our commitments

124



e :

fa e L et
are ever to be believed in the futurey | 24" iy

If the 1930's taught us any lesson at all, it was that aggressive
conduct, if allowed to grow unchecked and unchallenged, ¥l ultimately

5 : i WA e Al g
lead’to war. This nation is opposed to war, —bui-it-is true o §¥% word,
: 3 5 W“\ :

Our unswerving objective, im-shoré, must be to take whatever steps are
necessary to prevent the use of these missiles againgt this ox any other
country, and to secure the withdrawal or elimination of these missiles
from within the Western Hemisphere. I am so informing President Dorticos

of Guba and Soviet Chairman Khrushchev by 4 separate messages already

dispatched.
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w5
. Acting, therefore, in the defense of our own security and that of
‘ the entire Western Hemisphere, and with the authority entrusted fo ine by the
-Constitution as endorsed by the Resclution of the Congresas, I'have directed
that the followinginitizl steps be taken immediately:
1) First} to halt this offensive build-up, there is to be initiated
a full blockade on all offensive weapons under shipment to Cuba, including
aﬁy materiel such as petroieuin which is essential to the operation of
those weapons, Such a blockade can clearly be authorized both by the
requirements of U. S .self--defense and by the Organ of Consultation
of the Organization of American States, acting under AKticles 6 and 8
of the Rio Treaty and this year!s Punta del Este Resolution, All ships
* bound for Cuba, from whatever natmn or port, will be halted and searched =%
2 subm wAe i-p-w\ & s, g AT
and thqse containitag car g_i_mo_a of weapons, 7 r,efusﬁig to ha}.t/mll be dealt
_with appropriately under the rules of international law. Such a blockade
: - :
may be extended, if needed 1:0 other t'y-pej of cargo and carrier. And
et
: le.t me make it clear that Tt. Wall not only prevent completion of the
. Candone
current offenswe bmld-upu 1t will also require the Soviet Union to choose
between fighting ilie American Na.‘vy in American waters, or abandoning
its obligations to Mz, Ga,stro. It will alsoc have, in a comparatively
short hme, a profound efifect on tha m111ta.ry-, economic and paht}.cal

: ;-& Copem Bt 3 ) utiti
'underplnnlngs of the Castzo regime; and it e -continued all

missiles and ofiensive bases are gone from that island,
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~bm

2) Secondﬁ: I have directed our military forces to continue and
increase their close surveillance of Cuba. and its military build~up, as
contemplated i in the OA.S Communigue. of Oc:tobez' 6; to take further mahtary

threatens P
action if that build=up continues, grestews and so requires ;hto.mclude

.. .these air and missile bases on‘the tgrgetzn_g system of our strategic and reta¥atgx

'3) M, g* phﬂ»& W o ‘.aﬂ-».'? =3 [P SO
forceqf sad—Efimeas, to regard any missile launched from Cuba as .an attack by the.

Soviet Union requiring a massive retaliatory response upon the Soviet
?I{}m‘" A Shath A PR UM eh T IAF B m& W"
Dot spdrmaid ariopire ol B Quediydifen o] e L RkeA i
% \-ﬂrl-\a;v-. T B ks WAl TheRx Rl B dopt,
Eﬂ i to bring further economic pressure on the Castro.regime,

Union,

and increase its heavy cost to the Soviet Union, I am issuing a directive ~ -
following up the emhargo' on U, 8. trade which I imposed last February ==
designed to deter the ships of 21l nations. which trade with the United

States from ferrying arms or communist cargoes of any kind to Cuba, "
A owth  Oeateo—  phdgpeS A M“""N 5 ok Mﬂ"""‘h‘q‘d
Tight restrictions on American flag ships went into effect last month,

Ay, #
&

Fourth, as a nemessary military precaution, I have reinforced

.

our base at Guantanamo, evacuated the dependents of our personnel there
and ordered additionel military units to stand by on an alert basis.
S (T,

‘5] A Fifth, our allies im both NATO and the OAS have been alerted;
the call for the OAS meeting to which I re:fe:rred has already gone out;
our case against &isﬁth're’at to peace will be presented to the UN; and we

; Caribbean
shall, in addition, shortly convene a Gxmmibeamxsecurity meeting to work

out cooperative means of halting the clandestine movement of subversive

agents and materials between Cuba and Latin America,
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- :

3) @) SSith, I am asking Soviet Chairman Rhrushchev, who will
shortly be coming to the United Nations meeting in New York; to meet with
me at the earliest opportunity with respect to.this provocative threat to

= : :
world peace and the relations between our two countries, We do not wish
to war with the So'viqf Union -~ we are a peaceful people who desire to
live in peace with all other peoples. I am prepared fo disciuss with’
o ke g S & ol o A A RE TR

the Soviet Ghazrmanﬁmw ‘both ai-:::a might remove existing tensions instead

i ~ t,-.,f;u.,w-l L s Dai MM}?«-*}M T o A
of creating new ones. AQuqv_a.th-t&d-e-ea-%hH was Giﬂ:g(recently shown in c,.;..',

P e (s e
our acquiescence in the Iranian Government's announcement that it would al v 9
o fud

not permit the estabhshmﬁnt of foreign missile bases upon its territory, e m T

e Vkgem 7T

.

saml in our efforts to halt the testing and sprea.d of nuclear weapons, and S
i faaad B Al A fairvand M,
to end the arms raceé and a.]l overseas bases in 2 Joskoeme effective treaty, ~Twe |
Prs - CA

But#kx we will not negotiate with a gun at our heads == a gun that imperils "":‘_;"‘m"
“Negotmtmn yes; W

innocent Gubans as well as Americans., Our byword is: '"Mepotabemomeay B

; i fnR Pt [ P, 3 G U-A:‘ ;
intimidation no'ls That is Wﬁy th152‘chxea'ﬁ == or any other threat which Peaieerh
e S

e L't"\«l(“-
is made 1ndapendenﬂy or in response to our blockade == must and will

be met with determinations Bnd, therefore, while any talks go on, our
. forces all over the Wdrld w_i]i 'i:-'e ;a.lert == am:d the blockade will remain

Any Soviet show of force at Berlm, ;Eor example, will be met in Berlin
oy Sevie R
by whatever action is needed - although such presponse,could no be

Jusﬁf:ted,_ masmuch as the Western Allies have never imported strategic

weapons into West Berlin, : : s ; "
i T e AR
A

o’)% Finally, I have directed the United States Information “‘gency

T e

'
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“8= : :
to use all available resources in making clear our position to the %
Coghi : . ‘

‘_pe?ple of Cuba. We have no quarrel with the Cuban people, only sympathy
‘and hope. They did not consent to.the building of this target for nuclear
war, Their lives and land are being used as pawns by those who deny them
freedom, We have no wish to war on them, or impose any system upon
them. Our objechva §, on the contraxy, is to g‘.we them back the dream
'nt MM-; | )“""“‘ o and

of their own revolution == the dream which Fidel Castro repudiated when

he sola them out to the communists who may now sell him out in turn. e
e ¥ SR SR S w@hwmwnw«mﬂ“ﬁ s
!ﬂ“"\w

Jectwa in the world is peace and freedom == i the peace
ARl fuAil : o vﬁ-ﬂ' d""‘ R 4
and freedom of the Cuban people, SV ot
drefam ]

B P K T
My fellow citizens: let no one doubt that this is a difficult and ‘“““‘"“ﬁ

dangerous effort on which we ha.ve set out. No one can foresee precisely “""‘f-“"“‘-"“{
Gt

what course it will take or what costs or casualties will be incurred, g
: ! GA Dy,
Many months of sacrifice and self~discipline lie ahead =~ months in. b o
which both our w:ill and our patience will be tested by those who would e
Cadas by
“have us do more a.nd those who would bave us do 1ess. But the path we M
w-—-..
ﬂ-u'v-’
have chosen for the present, as recommended by my principal military e
iy < e : & s - O, o
and foreign policy advisers, is consistent with our character and
: . : 1 Ela ' v, “i{*\&
- ] d . i SR Bt e e
ge as a nation, and our commitments around the world, Gmeope e ‘s 5
The cost of freedom is always high -- but Americans have always paid it, gu-
2 1 3 i /
B Yvmsos G ey
One path we shall never choose == the path of surrender or sSubmission. ' Taaiaw—
Lok ‘[;'
Itell you, therefore, that these :m::ss:les now in Cuba. will someday go == nM.,\
y ; arEy oA
and no others will take their place, : PSRN
: - - e
o~

ot B
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: right
Our goal is not the victory of might but the vindication of mghk ~-

not peace at the expense of freedom, but both peace and freedom, here
in this Hemisphere)and hopefully around the world, God willing, that

goal will be achieved,
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TCS - 3rd Draft
10/21/62

Good evening, my fellow citizens:

: This Government, as promised, has maintained the closest
surveillance of the Soviet mi.lid‘:ary build-up on the isla;ld of Cuba, Within
the past .vsfeek, un:.mistakable evidencé has established the fact &Lﬁt 2 series
of offensive nuclear missile sites. is now in preparation on that unhappy -
is'la,nd.l Unﬁl less than a week ago, no reliable information of this natﬁre
had been received -~ but, having nov-r éompleted its evalua.tion.. and our
_deterzn-ina.ition upon a course of action, this Government feels obliged to
report this new crisis to you in full detail,

‘Four and 'possi’bly five of the:;e; :ites. cbntainin._‘g 4 launchers each,
are Medium Range B_a;ll.iatic Missile site's, with two mi‘srs‘iles to be loaded
on;ea‘ch launcher, ach of these 32 ;nissiles would be capable of c;,rr\,;ing
a nuclear warhead for a distance of Jn‘:.tore than 1000 nautical miles. Each
.o.i these 32 missiles, in short, is,capable of stri.king Washington, D.C,,
the P'ana.rpa. Canal, Gape Canaveral, Mexico City, or any other city in the
_Southeaste'z.'n ;garf{;-'c{ t}"f’._ gn_i..?:ed States, in Central America or in the..
Caribbean area.

T\{m additibnal sites not yet completed appear to be designed for
sixteen 'I‘nte;medi‘ate Range Ballistic Missiles -- capable of travelling more
than twice as far and thus capable of striking almost any city in the Western
Hemisphere, ranging as far north as Hudson's Bay, Canada and as far

south as Lima, Peru. In addition, medium range jet bombers, capable of
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i
carrying nuclear weapons, are now being uncrated on Cuba, while
appropriate air bases are being prepared.
: ‘I‘izis urgent transformation of Cuba into an important strategic
base -- by the presence of these large, long-range and clearly offensive
weapons ‘'of sudden destruction -- constitutes an open threat to the peace
and secuxi.t;} ofall the Americas, in naked and delibe.‘rate defiance of the
Riq.: Pact of 1947, the traditions of this nation ;nd Hemisphere, the Joint
Resolution'of the 87th Congress, the Charter of the United Nations, and
my o{vn pu'iﬂic warnings to the Soviets on Septernbér_ 4 and 13, This
action also coutradicéa the rey_eatad assurances of Sovi.et spuke;men,
both pubiicly and prixl.'a.tel_y delivered, that the arms build-up in Cubf:t
wauid retain its ‘origiaal defensive character, and that Soviet mis siles
would:never be stationed on the territory of any other nation.

The size of this underteking makes clear that it had been planued‘

- some months ago, Yet only last month, after I had made clear the distinction

between any introduction of ground-to-ground missiles and defensive anti-

aircraft missiles, the Soviet Government publicly stated that ''the

armaments and military equipment sent to Cuba are designed exclusively

for defensive purposes', that ''there is no need for the.Soviet Union to
shift ifs weapons . . . for a retaliatory blow to any other country, for
instance Cuba', ap:‘c} tha;g ﬁ‘}‘i;h_e Soviet Union has so pow'erﬁll rockets to
ca.rr‘y these nuclear w_'a.rhea.QS that there is no need to search for sites for

them beyond the boundaries of the Soviet Union." That statement was
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R
patently false.and-misteating
Only last Thursday, as this rapid offensive build-up conhnued, :
Soviet Forej.gn M:.mster Gromyko told me in my office that he was
:.ustructed to rnake it claar once again, a8 he said the Soviet Gevarnment
" had already done, that Soviet assistance to Cuba "pursued solely the
: purpose of contributing to the dafenae capabilities of Cuba', that ”tra.imng
by Soviet specialists of Cuban natmnals :Ln handling defens:.ve armaments
was by no means ofienswe”, and that 'if it were otherwiae, the Soviet
Govern:nent -would have never become involved in rendering such aaslsta.nce.
That statement also was d;shonest Andiishenarable, ';'
Neither the United States of America noxr the world cammumty of
nations can tolerate dehberata deceptmn and offensive threats on the part
of any nation; large or-small, We no longer live in a world where only

the actual firing of wea.pons represents a sufficient challenge to a nation's
.tmr W’L b ek

securxty to constitute an "armed attack'' under Article 51 of the UN Gharter,

e

Nuclear weapons are 50 destructive, and ballistic miasﬂes- are so.swi.ft,.
tha?: any‘ sdbstantially increased possibiiity of their use or any sudden
(_~"change in the nature of their threat may well require an act of self-defense.
. Fozx rx‘ia.ny years, both the Soviet Union and the United States --
recognizing this fact -~ have deployed nucleé.r weapons _With great caré,
never upsetting the precarious status quo which ensured that these

.weapons would not be used in the absence of some vital challenge, Our

' OWn weapons systems have never been secretly transferred to the territory
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. of any other nation; and cur history -- unlike that of the Soviets since

Wﬁr}.d-Wa._r II -~ demonstrates that we have ﬁo desire to dominate or

conguer any other nation or impos;e our system upon its people. Never-
theless, American citizens have become adjusted toAli:ving daily on the '
bull's eye of Soviet missiles located inside the USSR or in submarines, '

in that sense, roissiles in Cuba a"ﬁuply add to an already clear and present

danger - although, it should be nctsd, the nations of Lah.n .Amenca. have

never prsvmusly been included as _communist mzcle.ar targets.

But this secret, swift and extraordinary buald-up of ccmmumst .

missiles in an area well-known to have a special and historical relationship

to the United States and the nations of the Western Hefnisphere -= in
violation of Soviet asau.xa_nces, in suddenly stationing ﬁtrategic weapons
for the first time outside of Soviet soil, in defiance of Ainer_i.ca.n and

Hemispheric policy -- is a deliberately provocative and unjustified change

“in the status guo which cannot be accepted by this country, if our courage

and our commitments are ever to be believed again by either friend or foe. .
The 1930's taught us a clear lesson: aggressive coud.uct, if

allowed to grow unchecked and un.ci:a._llenged, ultimately leads to war.

This nation is oppc;éad to war. We are also true to our word. Our

unswerving ob.jec.tive, therefore, must be to take whatever steps are

necessary to prevent the use of these tmissiles agai.nsf. this or any other

country, and to secure their withdrawal or eli;minaﬁoﬁ from the Western

Hemisphere. I am so informing Soviet Chairman Khrushchev and
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Pr_esident Dorticos- of Guﬁa by separate messages already dispatched.

- Ouz pc;licy hga been ane of patience and restraint, as befits a
peaceful and powerful nation. We had no wish to be d.iverted from our
éeni;ral efforts by mere irrétlants and.fana.ti.cs. But further action is now
req_ui_re& and underway; and thess actions may only be ‘the baginniné.
We will not prémamrely or unnecessarily risk the costs of world—ﬁde.
nuclear war in which even the fruits of victory would be ashes in our
hands -- but neither will we shrink from that risk at al.ny time it must
befhcsd,

Acting, therefore,-in the defense of our own security and that of
the entire Wast.r:rn Hemisphere, and under the authority entiusted fo
me ‘by the Cc;nstihﬂ:i.c'ml 25 endorsed by the Resolution of the Congress,

I have directed that the fo];}.owing initial steps be taken iﬁnmr_-:diat_ely:

1} ..EE.?E to halt this offensive build-up, there is to be initiated
a blockade on a.ll military equipment ﬁnder shipment to Cuba. Such a
blockdde can clearly be authorized both by the requirements of Us 5.
s..e_lf-dafen.;.ie and by the Organ of Consultation of the drganiiaﬁon of
'American—Statss, acting under Ari;.icles 6 and 8 of the Rio Treaty and this'
yearr's Punta del Este R't;,-soluti(;u. Al'l shj.pé bound for Gui:;a,l__‘ from.

: ST
whatevérr nation or port, will; if found to contain cargoes of v;eapons,
be Saensibick Hush s blovkads will be exteideéd, if needed, fo other

types of eargo and carriers. In short, it will not only prevent completion
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of the current offepsive.._ buildau? on Cuba, It mll also require the Soviet
Union to choose between fighting the U, S.' Navy in American waters or
aba.ndonin;g its build-up oln Cuba. And it will Tequire _Cuba. to choose
between pursuing the interests of her owi people or subjecting them to
. great dEngers in the.interests of a distant power,

.2) Second: I have directed the continued and increased close
au:r:.vei_lla.nce o.f Cuba and its military builq—up. The Féréign Ministers
of the OAS in their communique of October 6 rejected z;ecrecs;v on such
m,athﬁs in this Hemisphere. Should offensive mii_itar}f preparations
continue, thus increasing the threat to the Hemi;phez"e;. appropriate a.c‘l:io;z
willvb; uﬁ:{grt;kén at a tin_ae and in a manner of our a':w?n determination,
I _hav'e &irécted the armed forces to prepare for -;u:im ex:ren'hxalities, Ancluding
th '

#e=foTees; and I trust that both
thg Cuban-people and the Soviet technicians at these sites will recognize
instime our inability to tolerate this threat, 7
3) M It .s'k.;.él-‘lle_ t%ze policy of this nation to regard any" nuclear .
missile launched from Cuba against any nation in the W.estern Hemisphere
as an attack by the Soviet Union on the United States requiring a full
retaliatory response upon the Soviet Union,
. 4} Foufrth: We shall urge the UN and the OAS o demand removal

of i_:hese offensive weapons, a.md the prompt dispatch of ‘an international
" inspection team to mak;: certain that this is done,

5} Fifth: Asa necessary military precaution, I have reinforced
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our base at Guantanamo, evacuated the dependents of our personnel there.
and ;rdergd additional military units to stand by on an alert basis.
6) Sixth: Our all';es in both NATO and the OAS have been alerted;
the call for the OAS meeting to which I referred has already gone out; our
case against this serious threat to peace will be preseﬁted, as required

by the Charter, to which we subscribe, to an emergency meeting of the UN

Security Council; and we shall, in addition, convene immediately a meeting

* of countries in the Caribbean avea to work out cooperative means of halting

the clandestine movement of subversive agents and materials between
g R | iR by

Cuba and Latin America,

7) Seventh: I call upon Chairman Khrushchev fo halt and eliminate .

- this clandestine, reckless and provocative threat to world peace and to

stable relations between oux" two nations., I call upon him further to
abandon this couraé of world aominatiun, and o joir with me and others
in an historic effort to end the perilous arms race and transform the
history of man. By his action last week the world has moved a step
cléser to the brink of that dark and awful abyss of destruction. Itis time
for both sides to step back from that brink -- to refrain from any action
which will widen or deepen the present crisis -- and to resu:t;ze the search
for peaceful 'a.l:;d parnia_;:tent snlu‘t:i._oqs.

This nation is prit-z'pé.re&. to present its case against this threat to

. peace and our own proposals for a peaceful world at any time, in any forum,

to any figure -- in the _OAS ; in the I%ited Nations, and to Chairman Khrushchev

138




-8
c-_i-n,-ager'son.‘ We have in the past made strenuous efforts to limit the spread
of_nucl_aalj ‘weapons., We ha.v.e proposed the elimination of .all arms and
overseas bases in a fa'.i:'- a..nc.i effective disarmament tr;:-.aty. We are
prepared to discuss new proposals for the removal of tensions on both
- sides -~ ‘in-cludin‘g the possibilities of a genuinely independent Guba, free

to determine its own destiny, We haveonly recently suppozted-the
WW?@}MWM'&&

estabﬁahrﬁeat&ifomignmiasﬂe—bawmry. We have no

wish to war with the Soviet Union; for we are a pca.cefu.l people who desire

to live’ in peace with all other peoples.

But we cannot setﬂ.e these problem.s under threa.ts -= n&gs#mton
mmmm That is WhY this latest Soviet threat -- or any

other threat which is made either independently or in response to our

hﬂi-%_kge'-- must and will be met with determiriati_on." And-that-is—why,

elop, our forces =
andthe-blockade will-semain, Any Sovi £ 6T ce anywW ; '“the-
world-against the safety and freedonrof peoples to whom we are committed --

-including the brave people of West B

is needed;‘ and we sfe increased over Berlin, to

additional ground and air forces to Europe.

8) Finally, I have directed the United States Information Agency to

use all available resources in making clear our position to the captive
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weople of Cuba. My words tonight are being carried directly to them --
/ and I want to tell them this. Do not permit yours-elves to become involved
in the griﬁ confrontation of nuclear weapons. Do not become the first .

Latin American country to have these weapons on your soil. Do not
become the-first Latin American country to be a necessary target for

massive destruction. These weapons cannot contribute to the security of

Cuba; they can only undermine it, They.can contribute nothing to your

£

f'f peace and well being.

: This nation has no quarrel with the Guba.p--penpla, qnly syrapathy
and hope. We know you did not co:'zsent to the transformation of your island
into a tla.lh‘get for_. nuclear war. We know your lives and land are being used

a8 pawns by those who deny you freedom, We have no wish to cause you.

to. suffer or to impose any system upon you,
Our objective, on the coutrary, is to give back to the Cuban people

the dream of their own revolution -~ the dream of ”lib'erty and justice

for all' which Fidel Castro repudiated when he sold you out to the Soviets.

Many times in the past, the Cuban people have risen to throw out tyrants --
estroyed their liberty, 'And I have no doubt

stic -- who &

foreign and dome
i "".'r_—‘.g-.‘u_-'
that the vast majority of Cubans today looks forward to the time when
they will once again be free -- free to choose their own ieaders, free to
select their own system, free to owh their own land, to speak and write

and worship without fear or degradation, And when foreign domination is
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chosen for the present is consistent with our character and courage as - : !

e ~10-
ended, and the use of Cuba as a base of subversion and a.ggreés.ion has
ceased, -ws.z shall gladly welcome her back to the soei-aty of free nations . i :
and to the associations of this Hemisphere, For the basic objective of
the United Bt ben in e worin today is peace and freedom -- and that
includes the peace and freedom of the Cuban people.
* #* %

My fellow citizien;: let no éne doubt that th:.s is a difficult and
dangerous ‘effort on which we have set out. No one can foresee precisely
what course it will take or what costs or ca.sx.zalﬁies will be incurred.

Many monfils of sacrifice and éelf—‘aiScipliﬁe 1lie aheéad -- months in which °
both'our will and our P‘f_i._tiéncé will be tested by those who would have us

do more and those who would have us do less. But the path we have

.a. nation, and our ccmmit:naﬁts around the world. The cost of freedom

is always high -- but Americans have always paid it. One path we shall

never choose -- the path of surrender or submission,

Our goal is not the ’victory of might but the vindication of right --
not peace at the expense of freedom, but both peace and freedom, hers in
this Hemisphere, and, we hope, around the world. God willing, that

goal will be achieved.
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-Gcod evening, my fellow ciﬁzens:‘
This Gavernmént. as promiped, has :maintai_ged the clogest
survelllance of the Bovist military build-up on the island of Cuba, Within
e, the past week, . unmiataﬁﬂ:le evidence has established the fact that a geries

A {ALIMER
-of affensive sweteer misﬂue sites is now in preparation on th}ﬁ@b

'__. The purpose of these bases can be none other than to provide a nuclear strike
T ca.pab:l:tty against the Wastern Hema.sphere. ;

p e i S
!

: 'mw I dizected that our surveiliange be stepped npy

Brntrp e,

And having now confizmed and sompleted our svaluation of the evidence

EC{5s1s O : : 7
and our % : a course of action, this Gopvernment fesls

Missiles, capable of earrying a naclear warhead for a distance of more

“than 1000 nautical miles. Each of thes misgiles, in short, is capable of striking
' Washington, D. G., the Papama Canal, Cape Ganaveral, Mexico Gity,
or aﬁy' other eity in the Southeasiern part of the United States, in Centval

Ameriga or ia the Caribbean area. }
Additional sites not yet completad appear to be designed for
Imef;‘?e&iate Range Ballistic Missiles -~ capable of travelling more than

twice as far':gnd thus 'capable of stz;iking wmost of the major cities in the

Western Heﬁaisph_ere, ranging as far north as Hudson's Bay, ‘Canada and
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a8 faF -saaﬁthlaa Limaa, Peru. In addition, W jot l;ﬂmba-rﬁ.
‘ capable of carrying fuclear weapbng.ﬂ:_ﬁare nOW b:‘zmg unerated and agsembled
on Guba, while thé necessary alr "baées are being prepared,
This urgent ﬁr;anﬂ‘m:;gaﬂm of Guba into an important sirategls
base =« by the presence n;thsse layge, long-range and clearly offensive
waapm':s of sudden n;ags dastruction == constitutes an explicit thrsat to
the peace and Secu¥ity of a1l the Americad, in flagrant andélibe;;ghgéfmx_me
of the Rio Past of 1947, the tx-aditiuns of this nation and Hemisphere, the :
Joint Resoclution of the 87th Cong#das, the Chartdr of the United Matione,
and my tswh publig warfings to the Soviets on Ssptermber 4 and 13, This

action also contradicts the repeated assurances of Boviet spokesmon, both

publicly and primﬁﬁ;ﬁ;ad. that the arme build-up in Cuba would
rotain ite pﬂi'giaai ﬁefa,ngive character, and that the Soviet Union had no
n_e:t:d or desire te s;taﬁéa‘s ‘at&:ai:gie.mi-a-s'i:lea on the territory of any other
nation.
The size of this undertaking makes clear that it had been planned

‘sorme months ago. Y-ét only last rononth, after I had made clear the
distinetion batween any i_nti*dductiap éf ground«tospround missiles and

the saistencé of daf.em‘siw anti~aircraft missiles, the Boviet Jovernment
publicly stated on Sep‘te‘mbar. 11 that "the armaments and military equipment
.‘aeutAto Guba are désigned exclusively for defensive purposes’’, that "there is no
need for the Soviei _li.?nion to shift its vfieapu;xs + » o for a retaliatory blow

to any other country, foz instance Cuba", and that "the Soviét Union has
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-1 -pﬁw;rf:ﬂ rockets to earry these nuclear warheads that there iz ne mesd
. 3o seareh for sites for them beyond the boundaries of the Soviet Union, "
That stamantwm; wu_m £a;s.g.

Q_fay last ’I’.hméday. a8 -evidemes of this rapld offensive huildeup
wag ié: {;:; ‘hand, Soviet Forelgn M}niﬁtgr Gromyks told me in my office
that he was instrantéa to yaake it ¢lear once aga‘in. ag he said his Gcﬁrmnsnz
had ajready dpne, that Sovist aspistance to Cuba "pursued solely the purpnse
of contributing to the defense vapabilities of Cuba', that Miralning by
Soviet gpacialiste of Gubdn nativnals in handling defonsive armaments
was by Bo means offe“n'ﬁive‘-’, and that "1 { it were otherwise, the Soviet
Government would never become dnvolved in rendering such assistanes.
That statement also wauﬁmmm&W»

meifhar the B’n&itﬂd States of American hor the world qommuﬁitér
uf. nations -:-an tolerats deliverate deception and offensive threats on the part
:sf any nation, la?ﬂgg or amall, We no longer live in a world Wvhere only the
agtual firing of weapons :\ef;‘?f?f“ a::iffieimt challenge to & nation's
sscurity to constitute a m——_—\ Ty Nucleax
weapons are so dql;'truct:_wa. and ballistic misailes are so swift, that any
substantisliy‘ ine_zeeaéeﬁ_ pt:fﬁibility e;i thelr use or any sudden change in
their deployment f:;{ﬁ:;agai'ded a8 a definite threat to the peaces
: For many years, beth the Sovist Unlon and fhe Ukited States -»

recognizing this fact ~- have deployed strategic nuclear weapons with

great c.are. ‘never -upsetting the precarious status guo which engired that
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these weapnas wau.ld not be used in the abaence of semée vijpl challenge.
Our gwa stratagu: misa;&e,s have never been transierred to the tervitory
of any other nation under a closk of secrecy and deception; and our history ==
unlike that of the Soviels gince World War I -~ demopnsirates that we
have no desire o éominat'e o fm‘nque: any nth.e:‘- nation or impose our
system upon ité people, Neverthelsss, Jimarican zitizens have ;ecoma
adjusted to mi’:;g"%’auy on the b\ﬁl’s oye of Soviet misailes lsaeatedﬂins&;aa
the USSR or in submarines, In that-pende, wisgiles in Cuba 2dd to an
aiready clear and present danger w- aith.,oug'h. it ghould be noted, the
nations of Latin ‘Athetica have never previously been subjected o
potdstial huclear threat. .

_ But this secret,, a\;;ft and axtraarﬂina;sy build-up of communist
miasiles =« in an area weﬁ-lmm to have a gpecial and historical

relationship to the United States and the nations of the Western ;Hemis;:herg 4
A8

; ﬁn violation of Sovigt assurances, e

¥ & . TR ik 5 .
. Smmiidear it LA u S Rtk wedd i Asflaura BF Armerican and am
-- this sudden, clandestine decision to station strategic weapons for the first

time outszde of Somet s0il -~

. 5 s
o Tima &
change in the status guo which cannot be ascepted by this dountdy, if our gv1i s
«F
gavieT

courage and ouy commitmante are ever to be trusted again by either iriend

L B
or foe.
The 1930's taught ds a clear lesson: aggeessive conduct, if
allowed to grow unchecked and unchallengsd, ultimately leads to war,
: i % ;

3 . :
This nation is opposed io war, *We are also?txua o our word., Our
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nnawerﬁng ﬁbjeztiwfe. therefors, must be to prevent the use of these - A
missilas against this or any other vouniry, and to setire theh_»
withdrawal or eltmination from the -’i\;—_péta}'g ;ie:i:i%pha&ee.
* Jhith leads a worldowide allinaice, " .

SEaHeE AR el C e YRR SR TR AT,

pea.ceful and powai'ful naiiﬁn,h We Wstermlﬂ&ﬁ ot ta be ﬂ!.verted

havie (Grer
from our ventral n&mcﬂrxs by mare irritants and fanatics, J‘fut im-thez

action is fidiflrequired »~ and it ip underway; and these actions may uinzy
be the beginoing. We wﬂ. not prematurely v unnecessarily rigk the

costs of workdwwide anclear war in which ¢ven the fru.-it.a of victory would
be asiten in our mouth »« but ¥ l

frep it Wit
} wa wﬁa shrink from that risk at any Hme it must be faced,

Auting, t’hex-si'we. i ti:a defenge of ouwr’ own sedurity and that

Le e et e i

of the em&x-a Weataz-n Iﬂem—iaphum; and under the authority sntrusted to
me by the Gﬁnaﬁmtm a8 .e;;aora'gﬁ by-the Resolution »f the Gaﬁéraasn. Iﬂ
have digscted that the following };}ijgg‘_f;;epe be taken lmmpediately:

1) First: tb halt this offensive buildwup, a strict guarantine on all

A TR TR,
- wifensive militazy equi;;mam yunder shipment $o Guba is being iwdliiited.

o A P
AL shipnhbound for Guba, from whatever natlon or pors, will, if found
to eontain cargoes of offensive weapﬁns.v be turned back, This quarantine
will be extended, if needed, to sthey-types of carge and carriers. We ave not
at this time, hc_m.r.f}var_. den‘y'ing aTseer the negesgitien of life as the Soviets

attempted to do in thels Bevling blockade of 1948,
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2} ﬁﬁﬁqnféé I have directed the continued and jncreased sloge
survsillance of Guba and it military buildeup. The Foreigs Miniaters of
the DAS in thety communique of Oatobar 6 rejected secreey on such

: L Thann g S
matters in this Hemisphere. Should pffensive roilitary prevevaiiony
continus, thus increasing the threst to the Hemisphere, further action will

a2 T FlRD, :
ba wadesison, I have dlrected the aymud foroes to prepare for any

swnﬂmﬂiﬁagg and ¥ tamst: that, in the interest of both the Cuban people and

oot T 2 aw e

Sl dhe Saulat tesknlotome ot thisa altes  mu bt LTt : ;
the hazards to all concerned of continuing this threat will be recognized.
L3 . - - -

N recoghized,

.

3) Thixd: T ghail igga the policy of this nation b regardény
nuglear missile .iaunc‘hed' irom Goba agdinet any nation in the Wedtern
Hemisphers as an attack bix the Boviet Union pn the Ynited States reduirving
a full setalintory response upon the Soviet Union. :

4) Fourth: As a uecessary military precaution, I'have reinforced
oux i}mse at muaﬁtam;'zﬁo. evn;:;;t;di:hh—:}e!psnﬁ”?gta of pur personnel there

‘and grdered additional military wﬁta to stand by/fm an alert basis.

5) Fifth: We are calling tonight for sa iromediate meet"i:;_:fg. nf ‘the

Qrgaa‘oct' Gonsyltation under the Organization of American Sates, ‘to consider

The United Nations Charter allows for regional se&ﬁ?{'ﬁ'&'— arﬁms’:_?n%&

nst the military presence

r Logah  this vheest to hemispherin security and to invoke Articles 6 and 8 of theRio
|

' the nations of this hemisphere decided long ago agai

-of outside powers,

world have also been alerted. J\‘ £y

i phaAds
e e el
R it

e
[ et ‘)_',.,,w,
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6) $ixth: Under the Charter of the United Natisos «wsmeieys-

we sye asking tonight that an emergency
' masting of the Segurity Couneil be zonviked without delay to take action
agaiust this htaﬂ Boviet threat to world peace. Our Resolution wall

call for :h.a ﬁ}ﬁmamﬁng and withara.wal of all offensive B4R esnms

aapuns in ;:uha. under the gn;.e:visiun ui 17 obrervera, befors the

quaraniine ¢an be Hited,

; 1 eall upem" Ghairman Khrushensy to Balt™ -

and elishinate this clandestine, rav:kiesa aﬁél p:’b‘ﬂ:eaﬁw thraa; io wﬁﬂ

pe&m& and to Btabla reiaﬂ,ana batwsaa suy two nations. I eall upon hlm
further tv abandon this course of world domination, and to join withrfle—
M in an historic. effort o end the perilons aysne ¥ace and transform

the history of man. He hag an npportutﬁty ngw to move the wurld back from

ReTY f‘..m.»—! T 2
the abyse of destruction -« by »E58ny his government's wards that it had

ne nsedo st&tion miﬁtsﬂes autnide its own terpitory, and withdrawing

{ahese weapons from Cuba == by raﬁa&ning irom any acﬁnn which will widen
: o B e L AR

or deepen the present crieis ~- and mmws-aa&mmch for peacefid
and permanent sshutions. :

"This nation is prepared to prosent ite case against this Sovies

threat to peaei,and bur own proposals for 2 ﬁeaceiul world,at any tine and

pd
in any forum -« in the OAS, in the Tﬁutad Nations, or in any other Wa

i e VTR T LiwaTid ovh |
?wwﬁg#mmmeeﬁng that could be usefu_l,\ e(:;;a.fq

g 8 -[nr’.
. We have in the past made strenuous efforts ip limit the spread of nuckear
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wEApoOns. - Wa have propotedthe aﬁmimﬁm of a1l aArras and cepsiieds batss

A ,.,»,s.an-i—-;f' {

in & fair and effective d:sarmament tra&ty. We are prepayed (o ﬂiscuas

new pm:pasa;iﬂ ﬂar the ramwal of tevsions on bbth pides -- including the

poseibilities of a gsnuinely independent Cuba, free to determine its own

——

destiny. We have no wish to war with the Soviet Unlonpdor wo szaa
peacefil people who desire to Hve in peace with all othier’ ;.)aﬂl‘ﬂe‘s'_,) :
But it is Aot o seitle or even discuss these problems in an
. atmosphere of intimidatton. That is why this Jatest Sovist threat - or any
sther threat which ig made elther independently or in reSponse o our

actions this week ~» must and will be et with determination. Any hostile

o2
ar':ﬂan a.nywhern in the worid againgt the pafety and fyeedom of peoples
PAR Ty LA™ h
to whom we ave commitied »- inclnd:lnghthe brave people of West Berlin ==

will be met by whatever acﬂ:m is needed,

Finally, I want fo 8ay 3 few woyds to the captive people of Guba,
s'tu:«M @-Nﬁ.u AciviTyes
tﬂ whom ‘this apeacb io being directly carrisd by T,

% speak to yow as a fr.isnti. mwmmm

© andjbs, as sne who knows of your deep azt;f:lxment to:your fatherland,

HS A wihe nof""' Bsfitare ~7 Pt

—W%mw libexty and }usﬁne for all, And I have

: L aeTs pRpoieoRnsT
watthed with deep sorrow how esldewts—ofcihat revolution m betrayed ==

and how your fatbewland'fell ynder foreign dominetion. Now your leaders are
wﬁa-v rzr‘srr&m £ cutfm,_v e tdeals,

no lenger Guban 1eaftdérs SPITE

Mﬁey are puppets and agents of an inxernaﬁm} éonspizagy which
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has turned Cuba against your friends and neighbors in the Americag ==
and turned’it into -
7 the firet Latin American country o become a target for nucleaz war ==
the first Latin American country to have these ﬁeapuua on its@il,
These new weapons are not in your interest. They oopat#ibute
nothing to your peace and well~being, They ¢an only undermine it,
But this country has no wish to cause you to suffer or to impose.any

system upon you. We know your lives and land are being naed as pawns

by those who deny you freedom.

Many tifies in the past; the Cuban people have visen to throw

out tyrants who deatm-:yeé their lberty. And I have no doubt that most
Cobans today look forward to the time when they Mﬂ-%&tﬂﬂy free »- fros
froom foreipgn domina.tion.. fzee o choose thelr own leaders, free to

gglect thelr bwn system, frea_‘tb own their own land, free to speak and
wﬁta and worship without fear or degradation, -And then shall.Guba be
w_em;:med back to the soclety of free nations and to tﬁe associations of

" this Hemnisphere.
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My fellow citizens: let no ‘ore doubt thatihia is a difficult
‘and dangerous effort on which walha-ve act bule ﬂn_ upe can fm‘eae;e e

pregively what vowras xiwiﬁ take or what s::méta oF campaities will be

ingiiFred. . Many months of sacrifice and self~dlacipline He ahead ==
mbnﬂié in which both our with and our patisngce will bg tested M
tata oo it

L
i : in w:hiéi_:‘many threats and denunclations will kesp us awars of our danger,
i'! But the. gveé&est danger of 51 would be te dé nothing ,--—-kv-be-wﬁmﬁgn_

(full of Baserda, ag all paths are ) :
The path we have chosen for the prosent iads

BETx

=

SAtswe But it is the one most consistent with dur charavter and courage as
& nation and our commitments around the-world, The tost of freedom
is alwaye bigh == but Americans have always paid it ‘And one path we /

shall never choose is the paTis of surrender br submission.
Qur goal is not the victory of might but the vindication of right ~=

] r
unt peacs at the expense of freedom, but both peace apd freedom, hers in

‘\. 4
i this Hemisphere, and, we hope, around the world, God willing, that goal

will be achieved.
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Good evening, my fellow citizass:

This Government, as promised, has m_a.inizained the closest
survelllance of the Soviet military buildnup on the island of Cuba, Within

the past week, - umn;stalsha.ble evidence has established the fact that a senes

;

of offensive nuclear missile sites is now in prepaxatl n on that
JﬁmeﬁtﬁmebwemhmﬁmMag’“‘Lm -J‘ﬂé
xsland.ﬂ Upon receiving the first preliminary,information of this nature last é
We“,'&
#

Tuesday morning at 9 a, m., w=

i o,
it
i

#ved »w I directed that our surveillance be stepped upe

And having now confirmed and completed our evaluation of the evidence
- decision on 3y %
and our HERTLHHRKKXXKMEAR 4 COUrse of action, this Government feels
obliged to report this new crisis to you in full detail,
The characteristics of these new E:ssﬂe sites indicates two distinct types
EEEEEREEEE ameader Medium Range Ballistic

! of installations, Several of the

Missiles, capable of carrying a nuclear warhead for a distance of more

than 1000 nautical rpiles, E_ach of these missiles, in short, is capable of striking
Washington, D. C., the Panama Canal, Cape Canaveral, Mexico City,
or any other city in the Southeastern part of the United States, in Central
America or Ain t].:.e Caribbean area, .

Additional s‘ifges not yet completed .a.pp.ear to be designed for
.intern—fsdie}te Ran.;lge Ballistif:: Missiles == capable of travelling more than

twice as farfand thus capable of striking most of the major cities in the

Western Hemisphere, ranging as far north as Hudson’s Bay, Canada and
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ag far ;muth as Lima, Peru. In a_.ddifion, xxedinomeangs jet bombers,
capable of carryfng nuclear weapons, are now being uncra;ted and a;sembled
on Cuba, while the necessary air E;ses are bei-né prepared, .

This urgent trandormation of Cuba iI.LtO an i;nportant strategic
base == by the presence of these large, long=range and cl’earl.y offensive
weapons of sudden iz;ads destruction == constitutes an eﬁrplicit threat to
the peace and security of 2ll the Americas, in flagrant and@liberate defiance
of the Rio Pact of 1947, the traditions of thi..s nation and Hemisphere, the
Joint Resolution of the 87th Congress, th.e. Charter of the United Na.tions,
and my own public warnings to the Soviets on S‘eptember 4 an-d 13, This’
action also coniradicts the repeated assurances of Soviet spokesmen, both
publicly and privately deiivgred; 'l;;v,lat the arms build=up in Cuba would
retain its original defeﬁsive 'charé.cter, and that the Sq:.)viet Union had no
need or desire to station ;st'xategié missiles on the territar;_,r of any other
nation,

The size c:)f this uﬁ_ndertald:ng makes clear that it had been pla;nneci
some months ago, Yet only last month, af.te.r I had made clear the
distinction between any introduction of groundsto~ground missiles and
the Bxixten;:e of defeﬁsive anti-aix;:raft missiles, the Soviet Government

publicly stated on September 11 that ''the armaments and military equipment

sent to Cuba are designed exclusively for defensive purposes', that ''there is no

need for the Soviet Union to shift its weapens . . . for a retaliatory blow

to any other country, for instafce Cuba', and that ''the Soviet Union has
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so pcwérful rockets to carry these nuclear warheads that the;x;e is mo need
to search for sites for them beyond the boundaries of the Soviet Union,
That statment, Saragpeisteneask, was -pekomtly false,
Only last Thursday, as evidence of this rapid offensive build=up
"%‘"r;zfiv : : iy ; :
was/in my hand, Soviet Foreign Minister Gromyko told me in my office
that he was instructed to make it clear once again, as he said his Government
had already done, that Soviet assistance to Cuba "pursued solely the purpose
of contributing to the defense capabilities of Cuba'’, that "tx'aining by
Soviet specialists of Cuban nationals in‘handling defensive armaments
was by no means offensive', and that '"§f it were otherwise, the Soviet
Government would never become involved in rendering such assistance.
false, .
That statement also was diwhomesizaadzdistamarebd ey
Neither the United States of American nor the world community
of nations can tolerate deliferate deception and offensive threats on the part
of any nation, large or amall. We no longer live in a world where only the
actual firing of weapons represents a sufficient challenge to a nation's
_ 3 : maximum peril.
© security to constitute a PEEATRZEEAzArelec b 2ol iz AN xCharker, Nuclear
weapons are so destructive, and _ballistic missiles are so swift, that any ~

substantially increased possibility of their use or any sudden change in
gy : ; “may well 7 : . : o
their deploymentfw'x{l' be regarded as a definite threat to the pedcés - - 1,

For ipaﬁy'}[ears, both the Soviet Union and the Unitéd'!3¥qte$- -
recognizing this fact == have deployed strategic nuclear weapons with

great care, never upsetting the precarious status gquo which ensured that
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thése weapons Wcuid not be‘used in the absence of some vifpl challenge.
.Our own strategic missi.'les have never been transferred to the territory
of any other nation under a-cloak o-i secrecy and deception; and our history ==
unlike that of the Soviets since World War II == dem:;‘nstrates that we
have no desire to Ho:;cina.te or conquer any other nation or impose our
system upon it;:s people, Nevertheless, American citizens have become
adjusted to living daily on the bull's eye of Soviet missiles loca;ed inside
the USSR or in submarines, In that sense, missiles in Cuba add to an
already clear and present danger == altixough, it should be noted, t‘he
nations of Latin Aﬁeiica have never previously been subjected to a
poréntial huclear threa't.

But this secret, swift and extraordinary build=up of commumnist
missiles == in an area well=known to have a special and historical
relatimlsh.ip té the United States and the nations of the Western Hemisphere e
in violation of Séviet‘ assurances, mraxrkodyrstatioriogrskmiegie saespaas

; : oy 5 and 4 -
oz the firapdimeranbideruk Smwriat suil, in defiance of American and

this sudden, clandestine decision to station strategic weapons for the first time outside of
erately provocative and unjustified \Soviet soil - !

Hemispher#ic POLicy =~Jis a de
change in the status gue which cannot be accepted by this country, if our
courage ar:;d our comrﬁitmentg are ever to be trusted again by either friend
.or foe,

The .’1930'5. taught us a clear lesson: aggezessive conduct, if
allowed to grow unchecked and ﬁﬁchallenged; ultimately leads to war.

This nation is opposed to war: We are also true to our word, Oux
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unswerving objective, therefore, must be to prevent the use of these
missiles against this or any other country, and to secure their
withdrawal or elimination from the Western Hemisphere,
Our policy has been one of patience and restraint, as befits a
which leads a world-wide alliance., have been
peaceful and powerful nation, We 38&e/determined not to be diverted
: : Bpy
from our central concerns by mere irritants and fanatics, . But/further
action is mEw required == and it is underway; and these actions may only
be the beginning, We will not prematurely or unnecessarily risk the
costs of world=wide nuclear war in which even the fruits of victory would
' mneither will we :
be askes in our mouth == bui lIgteseryzrabizorkoawyZrediriend o iuayx
thabpmerwiixoek shrink from that risk at any time it must be faced,
Acting, therefore, in the defense of our own security and that
of the entire Western Hémisphere, and under the authority enirusted to
me by the Constitution as endorsed by the Resolution of the Congress, I
have directed that the following initial steps be taken immediately:
1) Firsty to halt this offensive buildeup, a strict quarantine on all
offensive military equipment undex shiprhent to Cuba is being initiated,
of any kind
A1l ships/Bound for Cuba, from whatever nation or port, will; if found
to contain g:a;rgoe.s of offensive weapons, be hﬁned back. This quarantine
will be extended, if needed, to other types of cargo and carriers., We are not
at this time, however, denying meeesmgur the necessities of life as the Soviets
attempted to do in their Berline blockade of 1948,

{

{
e
1
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2) S“e'c:'o'n‘d‘: I have.directed the continued and increased close
surveillance of Cuba and its military build=up, The Foreign Ministers of
the OAS in their communique of October 6 rejected secrecy on such

; " . I
these capabhiies P“’M' 7-»?—%-';\:»
matters in this Hemisphere, Should/offensive military preparaiiawsc l
continue, thus increasing the threat to the Hemisphere, further action will
justified. . !
beguudma:kam. I have directed the armed forces to prepare for any ..
eventualities: and I trust that, in the interest of both the Cuban people and
the hazards to all concerned of continuing

\')m' Soviet technicians at these sites, exwinabibitpitoxtolexatesthizthrestywilix
this threat will be recognized, i :

shecrrergiansd

3} Third: It shall be the policy of this nation to regard any
nuclear missile launched from Cuba against any nation in the Western
Hemisphere as an attack by the Soviet Union on the United States requiring
a full retaliatory response upon the Soviet Union.

4) Fourth: As a necessary military precaution, I have reinforced
our base at Guantanamo, evacuate%}%gg dt;.pendents of our personnel there
and ordere& additional military units to stand bv;rﬂon an alert basis,

5) Fifth: We are calling tonight for an immediate meeting of the
Orgax:ll of Cupsulta..tion under the Organization of American States, to consider
this threat to hemisplipric sec.urity and to invoke Articles 6 and 8 of theRio

Treaty in support of all necessary action., Our other allies around the

world have also been alerted.

“The United Nations Charter allows for regional security arrangements -~ and the
nations of this hemisphere decided long ago. against the military presence of
outside powers. F ;
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6) Sixth: Under the Charter of the United Nations; swandows:

we are-asking tonight that an emergency
meeting of the Security Council be convoked without delay to take action
against this latest Soviet threat to world peace., Our Resolution will
prompt . :
call for the/dismantling and withdrawal of all offensive Buorkecbxsusxznd
; vs;e;.pons“in Cuba, under the supervision of UN observérs, before the’

guarantine can be lifted,

7} Seventhiand finaglly: I 'ca.lllupon Chairman Khrushchev to halt
and eliminate this clandestine, -recklessi and provocative threat to world
peace and to stable relations between our two nations. I call upon him
further to abandon this cé:u.rse of world domination, and to join withkzmex
ZxAREKIEEd in an historic. effort to end. the perilous arms race and transform
the history of man., He bas an opportunity now to move the world back from

~ returaing to own
the abyss of destruction == by/x=eaitieg his government's/words that it had

no need to station missiles outside its own territory, and withdrawing

these weapons fr(;m'Cuba == by refraining from any action which will widen
or deepen the present crisis =~ and memmc? oirnpiaceiul
and ‘parmanent solutions, :

TI:ILiS nation ;isl.prepaxl'ed to present its case against this Soviet’
threat to peace,and our own proposals for a peaceful world at any time and
in any forum == in the OAS, in the United Nations, or in any other xmm

bamexs & rrsh magcfrmmcary meeting that could be useful.
without limiting our freedom of action.
We have in the past made strenuous efforts to limit the spread of nuclear
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Wea.pon:s,, We have proposed the elimination of all arms and %&%&x bases
in a fair and effective disarmament treaty, We are prepared to discuss
new prvoposals for the removal of texllsions on b(-Jt;h. sides == including the
possibilities of a gsnuir;.ely independent Cuba, free to determine its own
é.lestiny. We have no wish to war with the Soviet Un;ionj -f;r we are a
peaceful people who 'de.si_re to_}iye in peace with all other peoples,

But it is difficult to seftle or even discuss these problems in an
atmosphere of intimidation., That is why this latest Soviet threat == or any
other threa:t which is made either independentiy or :’m; response to our
actions this week == must and will be met with determination, Any hostile

move ;
UK anywhere in the world against thgz safety and freedom of peoples
to whozﬁ we are committed = inclé&fg;tgg‘gggve people of West Berlin e
will be met by whatever ‘a.ction is needed.

Finally, I want to say a few words to the captive péople of CuEa,

: to‘ whom this spa_ech is being directly carried by E%%m@%fés'
‘I speak to you asa friend, mszamsmdmiversofiyeaxaiedizatiom: tefrmertom

" zozlcpyedtes, as one who knows of your deep attachment to your fatherland,
&5 one who shares your aspirations for liberty and justice for all,

&Wm&amﬂawmmwwmm

matirmeitskreaninongrarrsing dAiEexax andrprottea forxaly And I have
- _your nationalist WaE
watched with deep sorrow how tkesxizieatsscidiirt revolution wers hetrayed -»

and how your {atilerland fell under foreign domination, Now your leaders are.

. - Cuban ideals,
no longer Cuban leaders ¥ inspired by 1K RNRNIFEEIGIDES K OITFSUL HERLFHATISEX

mmhﬂﬁnm’iﬁhey are puppets and agents of an international Eonspiracy which

3

1
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has turned Cuba against your {riends and neighbors in the Americas ==
KApp TaRARe R R o

the first Latin American couniry to become a target for nuclear war ==
: o . :

-the first Latin American country fo have these weapons on its @ile

These new weapons are not in your interest. They oontribute
nothing to your peace and wellebeing, They can only undermine it,

But this country has no wish to cause you to suffer or to impose any

system upon you, We know your lives and land are heing used as pawas

by those who deny you freedom. And.that is why wetrve noguarreb-witi—

Many times in the past, the Cuban people have r?sen‘to throw
out tyrants who destroyed their liberty, And I have no doubt that most
Cubans today look forward to the time when they will be truly free == free
from fm’:eggn éomina.tion., free to choose their own IeaderE/ free to
select their own system, free to own their own land, free to gpeak and
write and worship w_ithuqt fear or degradation, And then shall Cuba be

welcomed back to the society of free nations and to the associations of

this Hemisphere,

(Mozre}
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My fellow citizens: let no one doubt that this is a difficult
and dangercus effort on which we.ha..ve set out, ll\To one can foresee
precisely what course it will take or what cus'ts or c:?.sua,lties will be
incurred. Many mohths of sacrifice and self~discipline lie ahead ==
months in which both our will and our patience will be testédfw
wernkeh v 20 s 2 TR A O BB R E BRI R RN BE 2 FEEE§XIX months
in which miny threats and denunciations will keep us aware of our danger,
But the greatest danger of all would be to do nothing.‘xambzmwbgmmbgm
fam R e ke o b oz B TRz A 2 X :
full of hazards, as all paths

_ The path we have chosen for the present is

ake
¥ ~= but it is the one most consistent with our character and courage as
a nation and our commit.ments around the world, The cost of freedom
is always h.igh == but Americans have always paid it, And one path we
shall never chocrse is the patlh of surrender or submission.

Our goal is not the victory of might but the vindication of right ==
not peace at the expense o_f ireedom, but both peace and freedom, here in

this Hemisphere, and, we hope, around the world, God willing, that goal

will be achieved,
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