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Abstract of Dissertation 

1963: Kennedy’s Final Year and an Opportunity Lost 

John F. Kennedy died on 22 November 1963, the victim of an assassin’s bullet. 

He had been president just over three years and at the time of his premature death was 

gearing up for his reelection campaign. A short-lived détente between the United States 

and the Soviet Union emerged during the final year of Kennedy’s presidency. Had he 

lived, the more developed détente that emerged roughly a decade later may have occurred 

earlier. During his final year as president, Kennedy was no longer a status quo cold 

warrior. Following the Cuban Missile Crisis, he charted a new course, determined to 

avoid a similarly dangerous moment. He chose to engage the Soviet Union and opted for 

interaction that was safer and seemingly more rational. This brief détente in 1963 had the 

potential to continue and develop into a more substantial, systemic association based on 

the avoidance of nuclear war. The Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963 that Kennedy 

championed was a precursor to many forthcoming agreements. Although later policy-

makers concluded these agreements with the Soviet Union, Kennedy laid the groundwork 

and set the tone for greater cooperation which led to those diplomatic successes. 

 This dissertation utilizes newly released documents, oral histories, foreign 

archives, and the Kennedy Oval Office recordings to examine how Kennedy spent his 

final year establishing a framework in which he could test his new approach to relations 

with the Soviet Union and explains how his death resulted in multiple missed 

opportunities to significantly alter the course of the Cold War. This treatment examines 

Kennedy’s actions in the aftermath of the Cuban Missile Crisis, in consideration of 

options regarding resolving the status of Berlin, the pursuit of disarmament, and in US 
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relations with the British, French, West Germans, and Soviets. The impact of the Sino-

Soviet split on US and Soviet policies is also taken into account. 

This study considers Kennedy’s successes, such as the Peace Speech, including its 

origins, delivery, and reception; Kennedy’s European trip in June; the various aspects of 

the Limited Test Ban Treaty, including the selection of Averell Harriman to lead the 

American diplomats, interaction with the British team, the negotiations with the Soviets, 

the treaty’s signing, and its ratification by the Senate; as well as examples of Kennedy’s 

further initiatives, such as the Hot Line, cooperation with the Soviets in space, the wheat 

deal, and Kennedy’s tempered reaction to the Berlin autobahn incidents. Kennedy’s 

foreign policy emphasis in the build up to his reelection campaign, and Johnson’s 

succession, call attention to the expressed continuity between the two administrations, 

and the ultimate effect of Kennedy’s third year. The conclusions presented here are 

relevant to the analyses of the Cold War’s end and the implications of continued nuclear 

dissemination. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 John F. Kennedy died on 22 November 1963, the victim of an assassin’s bullet. 

He had been president just over three years and at the time of his premature death was 

gearing up for his reelection campaign. A short-lived détente between the United States 

and the Soviet Union emerged during the final year of Kennedy’s presidency. Had he 

lived, the more developed détente that did develop roughly a decade later may have 

occurred earlier. 

The Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963 that Kennedy championed was a precursor 

to many later agreements. After Kennedy’s American University speech in June 1963, the 

United States briefly considered a non-aggression pact, a non-dissemination agreement, 

and a settlement on Berlin. In the years following Kennedy’s death, the Soviet Union and 

the United States negotiated and signed numerous treaties such as the Helsinki accords in 

1975, the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty in 1968, and the Quadripartite Agreement on 

Berlin in 1971. Although later policy-makers concluded these agreements, Kennedy laid 

the groundwork for those diplomatic successes. 

 Kennedy’s final year marked a period of transition in the Cold War. In his 

roughly three years in office, he and Soviet Premier Nikita Khrushchev met face to face 

once, corresponded numerous times, dispatched envoys such as Lewellyn Thompson, 

Averell Harriman, Anastas Mikoyan and Alexei Adzhubei to discuss agreements and 

treaties, and challenged each other subtly and overtly in Berlin and in Cuba. Their 

relationship evolved in fits and starts. If the summit in Vienna was a harbinger of things 

to come, both countries did indeed look forward to a cold winter. Fortunately, during the 

Cuban Missile Crisis, the rockets did not fly and the world was granted a reprieve from 
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the horrors of a nuclear holocaust. The end of the missile crisis roughly marked the 

beginning of Kennedy’s last year. In that year he would announce a bold new direction in 

American foreign policy in his “Peace Speech” at American University’s commencement 

ceremony, the two superpowers would install a “hot line” to improve communication 

between their respective capitals and reduce the risk of accidental war, and he would 

achieve the first ever nuclear test ban treaty between the United States and the Soviet 

Union. Within a year of the assassination, the Soviet leadership would remove 

Khrushchev from office, marking the end of an intense and eventful chapter in the history 

of Soviet-American relations. 

 Two important aspects should be considered when examining the end of 

Kennedy’s presidency. The first is the incomplete nature of his term. His unrealized 

initiatives, such as the comprehensive test ban and the non-proliferation of nuclear 

weapons, were either never or only partially fulfilled after his death. The second is 

Kennedy’s impact on influencing the events during his term. Was he merely one of many 

participants playing one role in the course of events or was he a determining factor that 

largely drove those around him?  Was his absence of great consequence or was it 

relatively less so?  Scholars have, to various degrees, considered these questions. Their 

deliberations merit reappraisal now in light of new documentary evidence, such as the 

release of the Kennedy Oval Office recordings and access to Soviet sources. 

 

New Evidence 

 Utilizing previously untapped resources allows historians to consider anew the 

importance of Kennedy for the course of events and the latent potential to impact US-
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Soviet relations that existed in his final year. For the last forty-two years one could only 

speculate as to what his intentions were at the end of his first term or during a potential 

second term. With the ending of the Cold War and the declassification of many American 

documents has also come the opening of the archives of the former Soviet Union 

allowing historians to move beyond the realm of mere hypothesis and come to a more 

substantiated view. 

 Largely due to the National Archives’ release of documents, further supplemented 

by Freedom of Information Act requests, the body of American documents relating to this 

period continues to grow yearly. Additionally, the Kennedy Oval Office recordings for 

Kennedy’s final year are only beginning to be tapped. Using recently declassified tapes, 

one can listen to Kennedy’s thoughts and musings, unedited for the official documentary 

record. Utilizing these newly released documents, and with the availability of Soviet 

sources, one can see how relations evolved between Kennedy and Khrushchev and, by 

extension, between the United States and the Soviet Union. In 1963 this evolution was 

significant. In that year there was a fundamental change that portended a potentially 

different, if not shorter, Cold War in the decades that followed had Kennedy been able to 

implement his new foreign policy initiatives. 

 Unfortunately for historians Kennedy left no diary or memoir. The documentary 

record and his secret Oval Office recordings contain only hints as to what he was actually 

thinking. Rather than expound at length as to what his thoughts and desires were, he 

would more often ask brief questions of those in the room with him and subtly attempt to 

steer conversations. Additionally one cannot know with certainty how much of what he 

voiced was sincere. Surrounded by writers, he must have guessed that they would write 
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more than one book regarding him and his presidency, although he had no way of 

knowing that those accounts originating within the administration would be posthumous. 

Perhaps he never voiced his true views aloud or limited an open exposure of his beliefs to 

the most private of conversations with his brother. Despite this, however, one can take 

the little he said and then consider the context of his public pronouncements and the 

actions that follow. With this understanding, one must examine the few fragments that he 

did leave and piece together a tenable whole. 

 

Further Consideration  

 As historian John Lewis Gaddis notes, implicit in historical analysis “is some 

sense of what might have been: the assumption that history did not have to have 

happened in the way it did, and that many of our conclusions about what did happen 

involve an implicit consideration of paths not taken.”1  To explore potential lost 

opportunities is not to rewrite history but rather to utilize available evidence to assess an 

incomplete administration with unrealized policies. 

Melvyn Leffler examines key points in the Cold War narrative that presented 

opportunities to alter or shorten the course of the Cold War. One of these historical 

moments was following the Cuban Missile Crisis when Kennedy and Khrushchev could 

both capitalize on a resolution that prevented nuclear armageddon. Unfortunately, the 

“ideological prisms and historical memories” in Washington and Moscow encouraged a 

return to the Cold War status quo. The Cold War was therefore a “history of lost 

opportunities.” Leffler credits Ronald Reagan, Mikhail Gorbachev, and George H. W. 

                                                 
1 John Lewis Gaddis, “History, Theory, and Common Ground,” International Security, Vol. 22, No. 1 
(Summer, 1997), 83-4. 
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Bush with being able to overcome the inertia created by ideological paradigms. For 

Leffler, “It was not inevitable for the Cold War to end as it did.”2 These more recent 

heads of state were able to accomplish what Johnson and others after Kennedy could not. 

They successfully redefined superpower relations by reorienting their national ideologies. 

Reagan cautiously increased discussions and negotiations with a nation he had previously 

dubbed the “evil empire.” Bush, after a hesitant start, eventually engaged Gorbachev and 

guided the transition toward unification in Germany. Despite being a life-long 

communist, Gorbachev radically altered Soviet foreign policy and infused Soviet 

communism with new ideas. Kennedy’s final year foreshadowed these transitions that 

occurred almost three decades later. 

Deborah Welch Larson explicitly considers “lost opportunities” during the Cold 

War. She differentiates this from merely a US-Soviet failure to come to some accord. “To 

propose what might have been...entails showing how changes in a set of historical 

conditions could have led to a different outcome.” If “deep structural constraints” 

prevented an agreement between the Americans and the Soviets, then it would be difficult 

to argue that there were neglected alternatives. “To make the case for missed 

opportunities entails showing that both sides wanted an agreement, that history need not 

be completely rewritten to end up with a different outcome—in other words, that a 

plausible sequence of events could have led to an agreement, and that U.S. and Soviet 

leaders could have cooperated on many occasions if they had more effectively 

communicated their intentions.” Larson contends that because the United States and the 

Soviet Union were able to reach some agreements, one cannot make the case that 

                                                 
2 Melvyn P. Leffler, For the Soul of Mankind:  The United States, the Soviet Union, and the Cold War 
(New York:  Hill and Wang, 2007), 9, 233. 
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structurally the United States and the Soviet Union were exclusively incompatible. A 

continuation of the hostilities following the end of the Second World War was not 

inevitable. Larson contends that it was a lack of trust between US and Soviet leaders that 

sustained Cold War hostilities and prevented more mutual understandings.3 

 According to Larson, not just during the Kennedy administration but throughout 

the Cold War, ideologically and structurally the two superpowers were fundamentally 

unchanged. The “foreign policy strategy of individual leaders” was the key variable that 

changed. With this in mind, she selected conceivable “branching points” where the 

course of US-Soviet relations presented alternative outcomes; key among these was the 

third year of the Kennedy administration.4 Larson places her greatest emphasis on the 

trust established between the two nations and, by extension, the two leaders by 1963.  

 

Individual Agency 

 When Kennedy died, Johnson was thrust into the White House as a relative 

outsider since Kennedy had not made him a member of his inner foreign policy circle. 

Johnson pledged that he would maintain Kennedy’s policies upon entering office and 

kept Kennedy’s cabinet virtually intact. Despite much continuity in people and policies 

on the US side, relations between Johnson and Khrushchev were markedly different than 

Kennedy’s had been. Part of the difference lay in emphasis. Aside from Vietnam, 

Johnson was significantly more interested in domestic policy and his Great Society 

                                                 
3 Deborah Welch Larson, Anatomy of Mistrust:  U.S.-Soviet Relations during the Cold War, (Ithaca, NY:  
Cornell University Press, 1997), 3-4. 
4 Ibid., 35. 
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programs. Kennedy, on the other hand, tended to favor foreign policy over domestic 

issues.5 

To argue that Kennedy’s death, and thereby his failure to serve a second term, had 

a significant impact on the course and duration of the Cold War, stresses the importance 

of the role of the individual in international relations and international events. There has 

long been a debate about the role of individual leaders, or “great men” in history. 

Historians such as Thomas Carlyle have argued that “The history of what man has 

accomplished in this world, is at bottom the history of Great Men who have worked 

here.” Similarly, historian Isaiah Berlin minimizes the impact of “impersonal forces.” 

Others, however, stress the social, economic, and political events outside of a so-called 

“Great Man’s” control or influence. Historian E. H. Carr emphasizes the importance of 

the context and the societies within which individuals lived and acted. “The desire to 

postulate individual genius as the creative force in history,” notes Carr, “is characteristic 

of the primitive stages of historical consciousness.” What may have been appropriate to 

an earlier time, when “society was simpler” and a few individuals controlled “public 

affairs,” is not applicable to the “more complex society” of the modern era.6 

 Leffler also ponders the impact of individual agency during the Cold War, 

questioning: “If men so different ideologically as Reagan and Gorbachev could muster 

the will and the ability to change the Soviet-American relationship, might their 

predecessors have done so?” As for whether or not Kennedy could have accomplished 

                                                 
5 On Johnson see Thomas Schwartz, Lyndon Johnson and Europe (Cambridge, MA:  Harvard University 
Press, 2003), 2-3; On Kennedy see Richard Reeves, President Kennedy:  Profile of Power (New York:  
Touchstone, 1993), 276-7. 
6 Thomas Carlyle, On Heroes, Hero-Worship, and the Heroic in History (London:  Oxford University 
Press, 1968), 1; Isaiah Berlin, Historical Inevitability (New York:  Oxford University Press, 1955), 6-8; 
Edward Hallett Carr, What is History? (New York:  Alfred A. Knopf, 1967), 41-2, 55. 
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such a radical shift in policy making almost three decades earlier, “the future of détente 

was unclear” following Kennedy’s assassination. Kennedy was peace’s “most eloquent—

if conflicted—champion” in the United States when Johnson replaced him.7 

While one should not blindly advocate Thomas Carlyle’s “great man” theory of 

history as absolute, Kennedy was poised to make a significant contribution to the world 

of diplomacy and US-Soviet relations at the end of 1963. Were he re-elected in 1964, as 

historian Robert Dallek deems not only possible but probable, he would have had an 

additional four years to make his mark and implement what he had learned in his first 

three years.8  This, however, assumes that Kennedy learned in those three years that the 

status quo in Cold War US-Soviet relations would do nothing but prolong a diplomatic 

and military stalemate between the two superpowers, a stalemate made all the more 

dangerous by the constant threat of accidental or deliberate nuclear war. This is just one 

of the issues debated in the Kennedy historiography over the last four decades. 

 

Historiography 

Camelot Historians 

 As the distance of history allows for greater perspective and new evidence comes 

to light, the debate over Kennedy in general and 1963 specifically continues to evolve. 

Soon after the President’s death, members of his administration, most prominently Arthur 

Schlesinger, Jr. and Theodore Sorensen, wrote the first histories of the Kennedy 

presidency. The accounts published in the early sixties tended to portray the former 

                                                 
7 Melvyn P. Leffler, For the Soul of Mankind, 4, 191-2. 
8 On the chances of Kennedy’s reelection see Robert Dallek, An Unfinished Life:  John F. Kennedy 1917-
1963 (New York:  Little, Brown and Company, 2003), 686-7. 
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president in a very positive light. These early Kennedy biographers reinforced the 

Camelot myth.9  

In addition to Kennedy’s own fondness for the musical Camelot, the allusion to 

and comparison with Camelot implied that Kennedy had noble qualities and, like Arthur, 

had a vision for creating a better world. The “court historians” were convinced that, until 

his death, Kennedy held great promise for the future, not only for the United States but 

for potentially all nations. He was a leader who, by his third year in office, recognized the 

dangers of nuclear proliferation and nuclear war, and was capable of effecting change for 

the better. In their estimation, if anyone could have negotiated successfully with the 

Soviets, it was Kennedy. 

 For Schlesinger, Kennedy’s pursuit of détente epitomized the spirit of Camelot. 

Writing so soon after Kennedy’s assassination, he was unable to comment on the 

administration’s impact on the negotiations and agreements that followed in later years. 

He addresses détente only in the specific context of the American University “peace 

speech,”10 the limited test ban treaty, and the consideration of a non-aggression pact. He 

notes that during Kennedy’s last year, had the President and Khrushchev not been 

                                                 
9 Other works in this vein include Pierre Salinger and Sander Vanocur, A Tribute to John F. Kennedy 
(Chicago:  Encyclopedia Britannica, Inc, 1964); Evelyn Lincoln, My Twelve Years with John F. Kennedy 
(NY:  D. McKay Company, 1965); Pierre Salinger, With Kennedy (Garden City, NY:  Doubleday & Co., 
1966); Roger Hilsman, To Move a Nation:  The Politics of Foreign Policy in the Administration of John F. 
Kennedy (Garden City, NY:  Doubleday & Company, Inc., 1967); Kenneth P. O’Donnell and David F. 
Powers, Johnny, We Hardly Knew Ye (Boston:  Little, Brown, and Company, 1970); Rose Kennedy, Times 
to Remember (Garden City, NY:  Doubleday & Co., 1974). One of Kennedy’s favorite musicals was 
Camelot. Weeks after Kennedy’s death, Jacqueline Kennedy quoted the musical in an interview with 
journalist Theodore H. White. The allusion to Camelot is often used because this period offered an 
optimistic future, full of as yet unrealized potential. Kennedy’s assassination has also been identified with 
King Arthur’s own downfall. The First Lady’s quote from the musical:  “Don’t let it be forgot, that once 
there was a spot, for one brief shining moment, that was known as Camelot.” Caroline Latham and Jennie 
Sakol, The Kennedy Encyclopedia (New York:  Penguin Books USA Inc., 1989), 30. 
10 This should not be confused with Dwight Eisenhower’s 16 April 1953 “Chance for Peace” speech. 
Although Sorensen never explicitly mentions this speech, possibly he was alluding to it, with its similar 
themes, in the address he crafted for Kennedy.  
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distracted by their respective domestic crises, the Civil Rights Movement in the United 

States and the agricultural setbacks in the Soviet Union, they would have been able to 

play a greater role in overriding their entrenched foreign affairs bureaucracies. While he 

suggests nothing significant was missed, the spirit of cooperation was weakened and the 

momentum of this consequential period was lost.11 

Sorensen does not stray far from Schlesinger, being another close Kennedy 

insider. He maintains that Kennedy viewed the test ban treaty as “a symbolic ‘first step,’ 

a forerunner of further agreements. It facilitated a pause in the cold war in which other, 

more difficult problem areas could be stabilized.” Kennedy was already looking toward 

reelection during his trip to Dallas and was confident that he would be reelected.12  

Schlesinger and Sorensen both address an emerging détente between the United States 

and the Soviet Union, and both see the American University speech and the limited test 

ban treaty as stepping off points for much more to come. They establish 1963 as an 

opportunity wasted, a potential that never came to fruition. 

 Roger Hilsman, another prominent Kennedy insider, shares this assessment. Due 

to his position at the State Department, Hilsman is able to comment with first hand 

knowledge on many of Kennedy’s foreign policy initiatives. He stresses the connection 

between the end of the Cuban Missile Crisis, the peace speech at American University, 

                                                 
11 Arthur M. Schlesinger, Jr., A Thousand Days:  John F. Kennedy in the White House (Boston: Houghton 
Mifflin Company, 1965), 918-9. Leffler also addresses the tension between the Soviet military’s appetites 
and Khrushchev’s desire to prove the superiority of socialism through “more housing, schools, medical 
care, and consumer goods.” Khrushchev’s consumer shortages and infrastructure issues hampered his 
ability to pursue a more proactive détente. Leffler, For the Soul of Mankind, 156-6. In the United States, the 
Civil Rights Movement grew increasingly prominent in 1963. On 2 May, Birmingham, Alabama police 
armed with dogs and water hoses attacked peaceful African-American protesters. The images were 
televised nationally and internationally. On 28 August, Martin Luther King, Jr. gave his “I Have a Dream” 
speech on the steps of the Lincoln Memorial before a crowd of 250,000 civil rights supporters during the 
“March on Washington.” On 15 September, four young girls died in a racially motivated bombing of a 
church, also in Birmingham. 
12 Theodore Sorenson, Kennedy (New York:  Harper & Row, Publishers, 1965), 740, 753. 
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and Kennedy’s desire for détente with the Soviet Union. The test ban was a direct 

outgrowth of the peaceful conclusion of the crisis in Cuba and a “first concrete step” 

toward détente.13 

These initial assessments have the advantage of their authors’ intimate knowledge 

of Kennedy and the workings of the administration. Their objectivity is limited, however, 

for that same reason. They are as dependent as others on the declassification of 

documents about events in which they were only tangentially involved. 

 In response to an overly positive image of Kennedy that was almost impossible to 

maintain, there was a backlash of revisionism in the 1970s. Kennedy’s actions, such as 

his decision to increase military spending thereby accelerating the arms race, his 

responsibility in the escalation of US involvement in Vietnam, his conduct during the 

Cuban Missile Crisis, and his anti-Castro activities such as Operation Mongoose14, were 

viewed in a much more critical light. 

For Louise FitzSimons, the essence of the “Kennedy Doctrine” was that the 

United States “should affect the course of events around the globe,” merely because it 

could. This led to an accelerated arms race, a proliferation of conflicts on multiple 

continents, and excessive and intrusive involvement in far too many countries around the 

world.  She considers Kennedy’s actions during the Cuban Missile Crisis both dangerous 

and unnecessary.  He elevated the situation to a crisis level in an attempt to rebuild 

American prestige in the wake of the Bay of Pigs and the disappointing summit in 

Vienna. Worse, the missile crisis was a political show for the benefit of voters in the 

                                                 
13 Hilsman was the Director of Intelligence and Research, Department of State (1961-1963) and later 
Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs (1963-1964). Hilsman, To Move a Nation, 228-9. 
14 Operation Mongoose was the collective term for the CIA’s numerous efforts to discredit or kill Fidel 
Castro in an attempt to overthrow the regime in Cuba. 
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impending mid-term elections. In her estimation, the “missiles were not a new and 

unprecedented threat” and that America’s “deterrent was not threatened or reduced” by 

their presence. “By a careful leading of public opinion,” Kennedy could have reduced the 

tension surrounding Cuba and convinced Americans that forcefully removing the missiles 

was not worth the risk to the United States. FitzSimons notes that instead, Kennedy opted 

for confrontation over traditional diplomatic channels and avoiding the crisis altogether. 

His greatest sin, however, was his use of his charisma to perpetuate cold war viewpoints 

in the United States rather than eliminate them. His “policies were as dominated by cold-

war thinking as his predecessors.”15 

Lewis Paper also sees nothing innovative or fresh in Kennedy’s thinking. “The 

difficulties in forging new policies and new programs, as well as his narrow margin of 

victory in 1960, often made Kennedy very cautious in striking new ground to meet old 

problems or in fashioning bold strategies to deal with emerging ones.” Regarding 

Kennedy’s final year, Paper makes no mention of the American University speech and 

the only mention of the test ban is to note that Kennedy micromanaged Averell Harriman. 

Paper sees a distinct disconnect between Kennedy’s performance and the expectations 

that he did not fulfill. Although he was a capable and well intentioned politician, he 

focused too heavily on the presidency and his use of its power.16 

 

 

                                                 
15 Italics in original. Louise Fitzsimons, The Kennedy Doctrine (NY:  Random House, 1972), 9, 15-6, 171-
2. 
16 Lewis J. Paper, The Promise and the Performance: The Leadership of John F. Kennedy (NY:  Crown, 
1975), 345. Similar assessments of Kennedy include Ronald Steel, Pax Americanna (NY:  Viking Press, 
1972); Richard Walton, Cold War and Counterrevolution:  The Foreign Policy of John F. Kennedy (NY:  
Viking Press, Inc., 1972); and Bruce Miroff, Pragmatic Illusions: The Presidential Politics of John F. 
Kennedy (NY:  David McKay Publications, 1976). 
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JFK, Individual Agency, and post-1970s Revisionism 

 In the 1980s, 1990s, and in the first few years of this century, Kennedy and his 

handling of foreign policy are being treated with a greater appreciation for complexity. 

The focus of more recent biographers ranges from Kennedy’s distinct historical 

significance, to the impact of his inner circle, to the timing and brevity of his presidency. 

For Michael Beschloss, it was the leaders of the two superpowers themselves who were 

the determining factors in the success or failure of resolving the crises in Berlin and Cuba 

and improving US-Soviet relations. Beschloss argues that Kennedy “provoked” 

Khrushchev by revealing the disparity in nuclear capabilities between the United States 

and the Soviet Union and further exacerbated the situation between the two leaders and 

their respective governments. Beschloss notes that the combination of these two men 

“meant years of almost unrelenting crisis.”17  In line with Carlyle’s Great Man theory of 

history, Beschloss has placed particular emphasis on the two leaders. 

 Beschloss also focuses on Kennedy and Khrushchev’s attempts to achieve some 

kind of détente, although their attempts were frustrated by communication breakdowns, 

misperceptions, and mutual misunderstandings. He places heavy emphasis on the role of 

Kennedy and Khrushchev while to some degree minimizing the context in which they 

had to act. Beschloss credits Kennedy with being able to successfully manage the crises, 

such as the various difficulties in Berlin, he was unable to avoid. He de-emphasizes the 

American and Soviet conflict over Germany and Europe, as well as the preponderance of 

visceral anti-communism and fear of Soviet expansionism in American government at the 

time. He does not ascribe these anxious tendencies to Kennedy but he also does not 

                                                 
17 Michael R. Beschloss, The Crisis Years: Kennedy and Khrushchev, 1960-1963 (New York:  
HarperCollins Publishers, 1991), 701-2. 
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believe the president had a clear vision of how to deal with the Soviets. He blames 

Kennedy for not warning Khrushchev to keep missiles out of Cuba until they had almost 

reached the island. In his estimation, Kennedy escaped much criticism by dying and not 

having to face tough questions in a reelection campaign.18 

 Presidents can also be judged on their ability to cope adequately with the various 

demands of the office, whether they be mundane or extraordinary. Any president must 

balance the challenges of foreign policy crises or domestic exigencies. In considering a 

response to any of these situations, a president must also weigh the merits and faults of 

taking a long-term versus a short-term view. Furthermore, an analysis of such presidential 

performance is complicated when the presidency is cut short. Kennedy presents historians 

with all of these challenges when attempting to draw conclusions about his presidency. 

Despite Kennedy’s penchant for foreign relations, he obviously could not neglect 

domestic issues. Domestic considerations, such as the Civil Rights Movement, competed 

daily for his attention. Richard Reeves approaches the Kennedy presidency from the 

perspective of Kennedy himself. He focuses on what the President “knew and when he 

knew it and what he actually did—sometimes day by day, sometimes hour by hour, 

sometimes minute by minute.”19  His most striking conclusion, greatly at odds with 

Schlesinger and Sorensen, is that Kennedy did not grow in office. Based on this 

assessment, Kennedy’s professed desire for a new direction in US-Soviet relations was 

not a genuine conversion from his initial public stance as an anticommunist militant. His 

foreign policy in his third year would have merely paid lip service to achieving some sort 

of détente and his final year would have been, at best, a continuation of entrenched Cold 

                                                 
18 Ibid., 564. 
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War conditions. This conclusion would obviously have a significant impact on his second 

term, were he to have one. Additionally, where Beschloss sees Kennedy as quite capable 

when handling crises, Reeves stresses that Kennedy was reactive rather than proactive 

and the disorganization and administrative chaos in which he seemed to thrive could have 

potentially undermined the president. 

 Kennedy’s preference for handling crises rather than charting a cohesive plan 

suggests that he often took the short view and did not consider broader or long-term 

implications. Lawrence Freedman asserts, however, that Kennedy was not “all tactics and 

no strategy,” and believed that a modus vivendi with the Soviets was possible if 

negotiated from a position of strength. This resulted in an arms race but also more 

diplomatic options at Kennedy’s disposal. A source of frustration for Kennedy was that 

he was unable to capitalize on the success of the test ban treaty and further relax Cold 

War tensions.20 

 In Freedman’s estimation, by 1963 Kennedy had finally taken a “measure of 

Khrushchev and start[ed] to appreciate the severity of his opponent’s problems—in 

agriculture, economics, and alliance management.” Kennedy’s leadership at such a 

decisive moment in the Cold War, however, was incidental for Freedman. In 1963 the 

“Soviet challenge simply ran out of steam.” Kennedy’s impact on history was more that 

he set the stage for a European détente that was realized in later years. Kennedy 

demonstrated his commitment to cooperation between the United States and the Soviet 

Union in statements and actions, both public and private. For this reason, Kennedy is 

known for managing several crises rather than engaging in war with the Soviets. 

                                                 
20 Lawrence Freedman, Kennedy’s Wars:  Berlin, Cuba, Laos, and Vietnam (New York:  Oxford University 
Press, 2000), 417-8. 
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Although Freedman downplays the Soviet role during this period, he recognizes 

Khrushchev as an adversary who also wished to avoid nuclear war. As a result, the world 

avoided a nuclear holocaust and successive generations of Americans and Soviets inched 

their way more safely toward a peaceful end to the Cold War. 21 

 Dallek, in contrast to Freedman, focuses most explicitly on the incompleteness of 

the Kennedy presidency, stressing that Kennedy’s actual accomplishments during his 

three years were few. Beyond the Cuban Missile Crisis resolution and the limited test ban 

treaty, in foreign relations Kennedy completed little. Dallek does not pretend to know 

that an “opportunity” was missed, but he does see potential for more diplomatic successes 

between the United States and the Soviet Union in a second Kennedy term.22 

 In Dallek’s estimation, Kennedy’s handling of the missile crisis and his success 

with the test ban treaty, despite US military and Senate resistance, yielded “much greater 

credibility as a defender of the [sic] national security than Johnson” would have. The 

Cuban Missile Crisis’ “successful resolution now allowed him to set a more rational 

agenda on nuclear weapons and to encourage possibilities of Soviet-American détente.” 

The President was “eager for negotiations,” believing that the test ban could result in the 

decreased proliferation of nuclear weapons. At a minimum, notes Dallek, “a second 

Kennedy term might have brought a resolution to unproductive tensions with Castro and 

foreclosed more than forty years of Cuban-American antagonism.” He believes that 

advances Kennedy hoped to make towards a Soviet-American détente, however, had to 

be postponed until the resolution of issues with America’s European allies.23 

 

                                                 
21 Ibid., 419. 
22 Dallek, An Unfinished Life, 609-12, 618-23, 626-30, 707-11.  
23 Ibid., 607-9, 613, 709-10. 
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Supporting Players 

 Critical to Kennedy’s development and execution of his foreign policy, whether 

with the Soviets or the Western allies, were his most important subordinates in this area, 

Dean Rusk, McGeorge Bundy, and Averell Harriman. Rusk, as Secretary of State, was 

specifically tasked with coordinating American foreign policy. Rusk, however, was not 

Kennedy’s first choice to run the State Department. Kennedy settled on Rusk largely 

because he was looking for a “bureaucrat,” someone who would support his decisions. 

The nexus of Kennedy’s foreign policy “lay not in Foggy Bottom but in the White 

House.”24  By his third year, Kennedy knew he could engage in a radical new foreign 

policy with the Soviets without fear of strong opposition from the State Department.  

 Harriman, as roving ambassador and then Assistant Secretary of Far Eastern 

Affairs, had titular responsibility for some aspects of foreign policy. He served as special 

negotiator on Laos and the limited test ban treaty. According to biographer Rudy 

Abramson, due largely to Harriman’s advanced age, Kennedy initially excluded him from 

prominent positions, including those related to the Soviet Union despite his extensive 

experience in dealing with the Soviets. Relations between Harriman and Rusk were 

sometimes strained as well.25 

Harriman’s views of the Soviet Union tended to be relatively positive. His 

extensive contacts and experience with the Soviets allowed him to take a more nuanced 

view of Soviet actions than Rusk. Rusk had good working relationships with the Soviet 

Ambassador to the United States, Anatoly Dobrynin, and Soviet Foreign Minister, Andrei 

Gromyko, but he viewed the Soviets as “tough negotiators, extremely stubborn, 

                                                 
24 Reeves, President Kennedy, 25; Dallek, An Unfinished Life, 315-6; Schlesinger, A Thousand Days, 420. 
25 Rudy Abramson, Spanning the Century:  The Life of W. Averell Harriman (New York:  William Morrow 
and Company, Inc., 1992), 571, 580-4, 588-94, 613-14. 
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persistent, and unyielding in their positions.”26  Although it was late in coming for 

Kennedy, the president increasingly relied on Harriman in matters involving the Soviets. 

Harriman favored a more aggressive approach to the test ban and was outspoken about 

wanting to pursue a comprehensive ban.27 

 Walter Isaacson and Evan Thomas address Rusk’s hesitation regarding Harriman 

to lead the test ban negotiations in Moscow, noting that Rusk suggested Harriman “with 

little enthusiasm” because he was “too much of an independent operator” and “too great a 

foe of the [State] department’s bureaucracy.” The State Department bureaucracy stressed 

the status quo and was not inclined to take risks or pursue new directions in foreign 

policy. Someone like Harriman, who saw himself outside the limits of that bureaucracy, 

could be a useful tool for Kennedy in making innovative inroads toward a new foreign 

policy with the Soviets. Earlier Harriman had earned his second promotion at State to 

Under Secretary for Political Affairs. Isaacson and Thomas note that Harriman advanced 

“by fighting the bureaucracy, a cause Kennedy endorsed, not by ingratiating himself with 

Rusk.”28 

 Despite Rusk’s misgivings, Kennedy chose Harriman to go to Moscow to 

negotiate the test ban treaty. His July 1963 mission to the Soviet Union resulted in one of 

Kennedy’s few concrete foreign policy successes and could be considered evidence of an 

opportunity for a more lasting détente. Isaacson and Thomas note that Harriman 

considered a complete ban a definite possibility. Considering how far ahead of the 

                                                 
26 Dean Rusk, As I Saw It (NY:  Penguin Group, 1990), 355. 
27 Glenn Seaborg, Kennedy, Khrushchev, and the Test Ban (Berkeley, CA:  University of California Press, 
1981), ix, 242. 
28 Walter Isaacson and Evan Thomas, The Wise Men:  Six Friends and the World They Made:  Acheson, 
Bohlen, Harriman, Kennan, Lovett, McCloy (New York:  Simon and Schuster, 1986), 630-1, 633. 
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Soviets the United States was in nuclear testing in the 1960s, the possibility of stopping 

all testing was an “opportunity missed.”29 

 Nuclear testing, capabilities and proliferation were issues very important to 

Kennedy and were to some degree the province of McGeorge Bundy. Bundy, the Special 

Assistant for National Security Affairs for both Kennedy and initially for Johnson, served 

as the “link between the White House and Foggy Bottom.”30  Kennedy’s National 

Security Advisor played a vital role in all major decisions that related to national defense. 

Bundy was not a bureaucrat. He could embrace a new policy if he saw its utility. 

Kennedy’s utilization of his National Security Advisor departed from the precedent set 

during the Eisenhower years. Bundy was much more proactively involved in policy 

formulation and the dissemination of the administration’s message. He, too, fought 

against the bureaucratic limitations of the State Department that might have hindered 

innovation and creativity in Kennedy’s new policies.31  America’s nuclear policy was an 

area on which he focused much of this ingenuity. 

 While Bundy acknowledged in the years after Kennedy’s death that nuclear 

weapons could “end modern society overnight,” he did not immediately dismiss their use, 

describing their existence as “necessary.” He even deemed the development of the 

hydrogen bomb, a weapon significantly more destructive than those used at the end of 

World War II, as the correct course of action by the United States. Despite this, he 

                                                 
29 Ibid., 632. 
30 Schlesinger, A Thousand Days, 420. 
31 Beschloss, The Crisis Years, 249; The NSC’s official website details the changes Bundy spearheaded in 
the transformation of the NSC from its form and function during the Eisenhower years to those of 
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expressed concern regarding the proliferation of weapons in the years following the 

peaceful resolution of the Cuban Missile Crisis.32 

 Writing in 1964, Bundy stressed the deterrent value of nuclear weapons and 

asserted that the president was the one most capable of “preventing the unexampled 

catastrophe of general nuclear war.” He believed that nuclear weapons “should exist” but 

also noted Kennedy’s “aversion” to first-strike weapons. The “field nearest the 

President’s heart” was “that of limiting the nuclear danger.”33 

 Bundy, Harriman, and Rusk were all in positions that allowed them the 

opportunity to influence Kennedy and his decisions. From the perspective of these 

autobiographers and biographers, their impact was considerable. These individuals make 

a strong case for individual agency and its significance for the course of historical events. 

 

Kennedy, Alliances, and Nuclear Proliferation 

 In addition to the need to examine Kennedy’s inner foreign policy circle, any 

analysis limited strictly to Kennedy, the United States and the Soviet Union is 

incomplete. While the United States and the Soviet Union were the dominant Cold War 

powers, they were not the only participants affecting the course of international relations 

                                                 
32 McGeorge Bundy, The Strength of Government (Cambridge, MA:  Harvard University Press, 1968), 20-
23. With the perspective of time, Bundy’s views shift and he downplays the utility of nuclear weapons.  
Writing decades later, he argues that nuclear weapons for all nuclear powers have proved of little value as 
either military weapons or tools of diplomacy.  The prospect of using nuclear weapons is simply too 
terrible to contemplate and every president or world leader when faced with this prospect has chosen to 
resolve whatever crisis or situation without the use of nuclear weapons. How strong these beliefs were 
initially, or only developed later, is unclear.  Also, that Bundy would publicly discount the use of nuclear 
weapons while still actively connected to a sitting presidential administration is doubtful.  What is clear, 
however, is that his earlier published views are in sync with Kennedy’s public declarations. See: McGeorge 
Bundy, Danger and Survival:  Choices About the Bomb in the First Fifty Years (New York:  Random 
House, 1988), 586-94, 608-10. 
33 In contrast, regarding Cuba, Bundy sensed a “difference between American and Soviet standards of 
nuclear responsibility as revealed in this moment of danger.” McGeorge Bundy, “The Presidency and the 
Peace,” Foreign Affairs 42 (3) (April 1964):  353-6, 359-60. 
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in 1963. Both sides of the Iron Curtain offered supporting players who influenced 

negotiations and great power relations. Frequently the most contentious issues concerned 

nuclear weapons and nuclear access. Regardless of the issue, however, the United States 

faced allies in Europe that were, to varying degrees, both supportive and recalcitrant 

when faced with a superpower patron attempting to pursue détente or any form of 

improved relations with its chief adversary. The most important of these allies were the 

British, West Germans, and French. 

 

The British 

Kendrick Oliver contends that the British contribution to US foreign policy was 

most effective when American efforts were “most passive and complacent.” Following 

Kennedy’s diplomatic reengagement with the Soviets after the American University 

commencement address, when “American diplomacy was imaginative and effective,” 

British input diminished. The most prominent role the British played during this period 

was as the third party in the limited test ban negotiations. Harold Macmillan and his 

countrymen, however, exerted influence over a broader spectrum of Soviet-US 

negotiations, in general and specifically relating to nuclear issues.34 

 Oliver examines the limited test-ban negotiations with an emphasis on the role 

played by Macmillan and the British. Most accounts of the treaty negotiations understate 

the British role, whereas Oliver, in an attempt to redress this, possibly overstates the 

British contribution. Still his observations are important in that he looks beyond the 
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United States and the Soviet Union and examines the impact of allies on superpower 

relations.35 

 In 1963, the British were ancillary to the Americans and Soviets in their hesitant 

steps toward détente. As much as Kennedy would have probably preferred to unilaterally 

refocus superpower diplomacy, he had to involve the British to at least some degree. 

Orthodox Cold War diplomacy was well entrenched in the West. Changing the direction 

of a policy that had evolved over the previous two decades would take some finesse and 

considerable cooperation. To gain support of the island nation, Kennedy nurtured his 

relationship with its head of government. If Kennedy could win Macmillan’s support for 

his new initiatives with the Soviets, Macmillan could help sway the British government 

and people toward embracing détente. 

 To this end, Alistair Horne is slightly at odds with Oliver’s assessment. In his 

estimation, personalities were the determining factor in US-British relations. It was 

through the close personal relationship between Kennedy and Macmillan, closer than 

probably any president and his British counterpart other than Roosevelt and Churchill, 

that the British left their mark on US foreign policy. As such, British influence on 

American policies during this period was most evident during crises, Berlin and Cuba in 

particular. As to whether Kennedy consulted or informed Macmillan during the Cuban 

crisis, surprisingly, Horne leans toward the former. Due to their close relationship, 

Kennedy and Macmillan were both instrumental in ushering in a “new era of détente” 

after Cuba. They assisted each other; Kennedy helped Macmillan after the Skybolt 

missile deal collapsed and Macmillan lent his weight to the limited test ban. Horne 

openly ponders what might have occurred had Macmillan not resigned and were Kennedy 
                                                 
35 Ibid. 
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not assassinated. He concludes that Macmillan, and Kennedy, could “claim (and perhaps 

not totally without reason) some share in the Strategic Arms Reduction Talks” and many 

of the events at the end of the Cold War.36 

 The importance of individual agency on Kennedy’s efforts to improve relations 

with the Soviets is exemplified in his relationship with the British prime minister. 

Kennedy and Macmillan’s association mirrors the closeness of the United States and the 

United Kingdom as well. The two nations share a history and a culture. They were, and 

are, partners, although the junior and senior partner have reversed roles in the last 

century. In contrast, Khrushchev’s Soviet Union had no such comparable ally. Chinese 

Premier Mao Zedong’s communist China was not so intricately linked nor was its culture 

so uniformly identified with its Eurocentric neighbor to the north. A distance, personified 

in their leaders, existed between the two communist powers that was lacking on the 

Western side. While the United States had greater influence in foreign policy matters in 

the West, it was not absolute. The United States, to some degree, depended on the British 

to support détente with the Soviets. This dependence extended to the West Germans as 

well. 

 

 The West Germans 

American relations with the West Germans were typically more complicated than 

with the British. Macmillan and the British had clearly signed onto the American 

program, but West German Chancellor Konrad Adenauer and the West Germans were 

more problematic. Kennedy’s primary concern was improved relations with the Soviets. 
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Adenauer’s chief interest was in the “German Question,” the final resolution of post-war 

Germany’s status and the issue of reunification. Berlin, the divided capital of a divided 

country, was important to Adenauer due to its symbolism and significance regarding 

reunification. Although Berlin represented American resolve and a commitment to 

defend its allies for Kennedy, he also saw the city as the site of a resurgent crisis and a 

point of contention with Khrushchev. As such Kennedy and Adenauer disagreed on the 

conduct and handling of the Berlin crises, the organization of the Western Alliance, and 

the pursuit of détente with the Soviets. West Germany, although America’s ally, to some 

degree served as a barrier to improved relations with the Soviets and an impediment to 

future potential agreements. 

 If Kennedy and Khrushchev were going to make progress toward improving US-

Soviet cooperation, they would need to minimize the difficulties they were having with 

their respective Germanys. The leaders of each Germany had agendas of their own that 

they were determined to pursue. Rolf Steininger examined relations between the two 

Germanys and their respective superpower patrons during the Berlin crisis.37 During this 

period, Khrushchev ultimately assented to East German leader Walter Ulbricht’s solution 

to the problem of a divided city in the middle of East Germany and allowed him to build 

the Wall. Although the crisis atmosphere subsided, the solution was hardly ideal.38  

Kennedy accepted the Wall’s construction, viewing it as a preferable alternative to war 

over Berlin. The Wall’s construction diminished the potential for another crisis to erupt in 

Berlin. 
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Kennedy considered how Germany could factor into the negotiations with 

Khrushchev. If Khrushchev was willing to discuss, even as a remote possibility, the 

reunification of Germany, then further accords were conceivable. If Kennedy could come 

to a modus vivendi with the Soviets that preserved the status quo in Berlin, then he and 

Khrushchev could build on this foundation to forge a consensus on other issues, among 

them a non-dissemination of nuclear weapons agreement, a non-aggression arrangement, 

and the recognition of established borders in Europe. Marc Trachtenberg concurs and 

notes that Kennedy recognized that a test ban agreement was more than a “simple arms 

control measure.” It was directly tied to “the most central political problems” and 

negotiations could lead to a “package deal with Moscow.”39 

Kennedy and Khrushchev supported their respective German allies to the extent 

that they were able. Both feared the loss of the Berlin they respectively controlled, had 

they pushed for more than they considered prudent. Steininger notes that the intense 

disagreements over Berlin and Germany between the United States and the Soviet Union 

gave way to cooperation. The limited test ban treaty was the first concrete example of this 

new cooperation.40 

 

 The French 

 While the British were directly involved in negotiating the limited test ban treaty 

and the Germans felt it directly impacted them, they were not the only allies who had a 

stake in the European power politics of 1963. After the British and the Germans, the 

                                                 
39 Steininger, Der Mauerbau, 333, 340-1, 345-6; Marc Trachtenberg, A Constructed Peace: The Making of 
the European Settlement 1945-1963 (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1999), 388, 397; 
Trachtenberg, A Constructed Peace, 365. 
40 Steininger, Der Mauerbau, 397. 

25 
 



French were the Americans’ most consequential ally in Europe. Yet the French were not 

playing the dutiful ally and openly challenged American supremacy and policies. French 

recalcitrance, coupled with Adenauer’s contumacy, also made it difficult for Kennedy to 

proceed with what appeared to be a unilateral policy. The obvious cracks in the Western 

alliance emboldened the Soviets, who were always looking for ways to fracture their 

opponent’s unity. 

De Gaulle was not content to see France play the role of supporting player and 

charted a course that would often come in conflict with Kennedy and his vision for a 

European bloc headed by the British. Erin Mahan notes that the friction between the 

French and American presidents prevented Kennedy from confidently engaging the 

Soviets diplomatically secure in the knowledge that he spoke for the Western allies and 

that his efforts would not be subverted. The public dissonance eroded the image of 

NATO as a unified bulwark against Soviet aggression or a unified adversary with whom 

the Soviets could negotiate. Unfortunately Kennedy and de Gaulle undermined each 

other’s efforts on many alliance issues, a détente with the Soviet Union in particular.41 

 The French effectively denied the British membership in the European Economic 

Community, positioned themselves to supplant US leadership within the alliance, and 

insisted on developing a nuclear arsenal, autonomous of American oversight. Considering 

the French position on nuclear weapons, the Kennedy administration had concerns that 

the Germans would demand their own nuclear capabilities too. Kennedy maintained a 

belief that a test ban was still possible, despite its languishing in Geneva for so many 
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years. If he could not convince the Soviets that the French would go along, he had no 

leverage to utilize against the Soviets regarding Chinese adherence. Regardless of the 

Chinese, Khrushchev faced a nuclear United States and a nuclear Great Britain. A nuclear 

France would further exacerbate his security concerns. 

Kennedy continued to struggle with his European allies, and their impact on his 

attempts to pursue détente, throughout his final year. Although his European trip in June 

1963 was a public relations success, especially in Germany, the evolution of European 

politics toward a more independent stance continued to plague him. Unfortunately the 

French and the West Germans were wary of improved relations between the United 

States and the Soviet Union. A détente between the superpowers could come at the 

expense of France and West Germany through some arrangement made without their 

consent that might jeopardize French nuclear ambitions or the West German goal of 

reunification. The two West European nations had no desire to be pawns in superpower 

relations. Despite the difficulties Kennedy faced, however, he was resolute in his 

determination to chart a new course in Cold War diplomacy. 

 

1963 in Perspective 

 Kennedy’s final year could have been just another year in the course of the Cold 

War. He could have continued his policies from his first two years and the possibility is 

great that nothing traumatic, or even significant, might have transpired in the remaining 

years of his presidential term. Fear of the consequences of a nuclear exchange was 

enough to deter further direct confrontations with the Soviets. The danger would have 

remained but it would have been held at bay, for a few months, a few years, or even a few 
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decades. Any president who faced the same circumstances as Kennedy may have 

continued the policies that had been more or less effective since the end of World War II. 

Kennedy, however, chose a new path. Whether due to a genuine change of heart, political 

expediency, or egocentric self-aggrandizement, Kennedy chose to redefine the nature of 

the relationship between the United States and the Soviet Union. He chose to engage 

Khrushchev to see if the two superpowers could peacefully coexist. Fortunately for 

Kennedy, Khrushchev was also willing to engage his adversary and explore agreements 

or understandings that would reduce the dangers of their rivalry. 

 For Trachtenberg, Kennedy’s death did not necessarily mean that his pursuit of 

détente was for naught. Trachtenberg stresses that 1963 was a watershed year in the Cold 

War. Kennedy’s final year marked a distinct departure from his previous foreign policy 

emphasis. The test ban was the “centerpiece” of the Kennedy administration’s non-

proliferation policy, something Kennedy increasingly stressed and that laid the 

groundwork for the European settlement that eventually did take shape. In Trachtenberg’s 

estimation, the Kennedy administration fundamentally altered the nature of the Cold War. 

Although minor harassments continued regarding access routes into and out of Berlin, it 

would never again reach crisis proportions. West Germany reluctantly recognized its 

dependence on American support and acquiesced to a non-nuclear status. “The period of 

high drama, of truly heroic decision making, had come to an end. The threat of general 

nuclear war, which had loomed so large in 1961 and 1962, now faded into the 

background. The Cold War had become a different kind of conflict, more subdued, more 
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modulated, more artificial, and, above all, less terrifying.”42  Berlin and Cuba were no 

longer flashpoints and a formal Berlin agreement was eventually codified in 1971. 

 Gaddis concurs that this was a significant turning point, one where the Cold War 

took on a “certain stability, even predictability.” He concedes that the arms race escalated 

under Kennedy but confrontation between the two superpowers from this point forward 

was indirect, systematized, and “codified in formal agreements.” The limited test ban 

was the precursor for the Non-Proliferation Treaty of 1968 and the Strategic Arms 

Limitation Treaty of 1972.43  It had, in effect, evolved into Trachtenberg’s peaceful 

international system. 

 While Trachtenberg and Oliver emphasize events in Europe and the impact of 

alliance politics, Jennifer See focuses on the impact of the Cold War on events in the 

United States and domestic considerations that affected Kennedy’s attempts to achieve 

détente with the Soviet Union. Kennedy went to great lengths to influence public opinion 

in support of the limited test ban treaty, cultivated press support, and engaged in 

significant arm-twisting to ensure Senate ratification. Kennedy had to be careful, 

however, in how far he pushed Senators. He knew that they would not support a treaty 

that jeopardized their constituent support. Additionally, he needed Republican support 

not only on the treaty but also for his anticipated civil rights legislation, legislation that he 

knew would be a hard sell to Southern Democrats.44 

See also examines the effects of the Cuban Missile Crisis on both Kennedy and 

Khrushchev and what they hoped to achieve with the limited test ban treaty. With the 
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resolution of the Cuban Missile Crisis overwhelmingly in America’s favor, at least in the 

perception of most Americans, and the success of the treaty, Kennedy had created an 

atmosphere in which “American public opinion…appeared willing to depart from the 

shibboleths of Cold War containment and embrace a new perspective.” She maintains 

that “the events of 1963 reveal clearly the significant, but often overlooked, role 

American domestic politics played in shaping Cold War developments.”45 The shift in 

domestic attitudes meant that by 1963, Kennedy could negotiate with the Soviets without 

fear of a blanket public condemnation for being soft on communism. Public backing 

meant it would be easier for the president to get congressional support. Both would have 

to be carefully cultivated in order for Kennedy to successfully pursue his foreign policy 

agenda. With Kennedy’s death, however, a president far more attuned to the domestic 

politics that See deemed so influential on foreign policy entered the White House. 

 

Johnson 

 Kennedy’s presidency ended abruptly on November 22, 1963. In a normal 

transition, an exiting president spends from November to January preparing to hand over 

the reins of power. An incoming president would have two months to assemble a cabinet, 

familiarize himself with sensitive matters and the status of national security, and 

generally prepare himself for the four or eight years that lay ahead. Johnson did not have 

this luxury. He took the oath of office on Air Force One before the plane left Dallas with 

Kennedy’s body. He inherited his predecessor’s cabinet, policies, and legacy. Implicit in 
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any evaluation of the end of the Kennedy administration is a consideration of its abrupt 

ending and the presidency that immediately followed. 

 Thomas Schwartz considers 1963 not from the perspective of the end of the 

Kennedy administration but the beginning of the Johnson administration. Whether 

Johnson was committed to Kennedy’s policies or not, he was committed to improving 

relations with the Soviet Union and reducing the risks of nuclear war. Schwartz attempts 

to reform the view that Johnson was a bumbling provincial with no diplomatic abilities. 

His Johnson, rather, was adept at managing alliance politics in Europe and successfully 

negotiated a nonproliferation treaty with the Soviet Union. He does not embrace the 

notion that an opportunity was missed, because he presents the case that Johnson 

continued or completed many of Kennedy’s foreign policy initiatives.46 

 An unlikely but valuable source to evaluate whether Lyndon Johnson chose to 

continue Kennedy’s initiatives or merely played lip service to maintaining continuity 

between the two administrations is the Soviet ambassador to the United States. Anatoly 

Dobrynin provides the Soviet perspective from Washington of the Kennedy 

administration. He also served as a conduit between Khrushchev and Kennedy, especially 

after the back channel through Robert Kennedy and Georgi Bolshakov ceased to 

function.47  Dobrynin questions the Johnson administration’s professed continuity. The 

personal relationship Dobrynin and the president had developed and the shared 

experience of the Cuban Missile Crisis laid the groundwork for potential deeper ties 

between the two superpowers. Johnson’s lack of interest in foreign policy, Rusk’s 
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conservatism, and the eventual removal of Khrushchev, in Dobrynin’s estimation, set 

détente back by years. 

 Dobrynin cites the comprehensive test ban as an unrealized achievement for 

Kennedy. He notes that Robert Kennedy informed him that good relations between the 

United States and the Soviet Union depended on good relations between the president 

and Khrushchev. In his estimation, relations would have continued to improve and, out of 

political necessity for Khrushchev, a new summit would have had to be successful. 

Furthermore, the two leaders had begun to understand each other. A new president meant 

Khrushchev had to start over building a relationship. Khrushchev did not know Johnson, 

but more importantly, he did not understand Johnson, who ultimately postponed a US-

Soviet summit which then never occurred in his presidency.48 

 

The Soviet Perspective 

 That Dobrynin would be such a valuable tool to gain insight into both Kennedy 

and Johnson is indicative of historiographical development since the end of the Cold 

War. Prior to the opening of the Soviet archives, Western scholars were dependent 

largely on TASS and Pravda reports and the memoirs of Soviet policy makers.49 With the 

collapse of the Soviet Union, censorship of memoirs ended, Soviet archives are more 

open, and Russian scholars interact more frequently with their western counterparts. A 

fundamental advantage of writing forty years after Kennedy’s presidency and seventeen 
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years after the fall of the Soviet Union is not only access to new American documents but 

an increased understanding of the Soviet perspective. 

 Kennedy could not act unilaterally. Any strides he attempted, or would have 

attempted, to make in improving relations with the Soviet Union required Soviet 

cooperation in general, and Khrushchev’s cooperation specifically. Vladislav Zubok 

provides valuable insight into Khrushchev’s thinking during Kennedy’s presidency. The 

Soviet premier constructed his foreign policy through a “blend of geopolitical ambitions 

and Communist ideological promises—the revolutionary-imperial paradigm.” This 

stressed, in a Marxist-Leninist framework, that the Soviet Union should be a world 

power, one that happened to be in conflict with the capitalistic imperialist nations in the 

West. The failure to achieve a strategic nuclear foothold in Cuba and his backing down 

during the missile crisis did much to discredit Khrushchev’s “ideological messianism” 

and his reckless “nuclear brinkmanship.” 50 

 Aleksandr Fursenko and Timothy Naftali downplay the importance of ideology 

for Khrushchev and stress, rather, that he was more pragmatic than previously thought. 

For this reason, he saw 1963 as a year ripe with “opportunity.” Khrushchev felt the 

timing was right in 1963 to “make his biggest political investment in détente with the 

West.” The combination of the elimination of the Jupiter missiles in Turkey, as agreed in 

the secret deal to end the Cuban Missile Crisis, and Kennedy’s American University 

speech encouraged Khrushchev in this conviction. He had already spoken about the need 

for the Soviet Union to negotiate a partial test ban with the United States and Great 

Britain “at a moment of Moscow’s choosing. Now he believed that moment had arrived.” 
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Although Khrushchev was willing to negotiate the limited test ban treaty, Fursenko and 

Naftali conclude that this was the limit of his “additional confidence-building measures.” 

Khrushchev was just as intransigent as before 1963 regarding disarmament or Berlin.51 

 

The Sino-Soviet Split 

 The wild card that complicated US-Soviet bilateral negotiations was China. 

Kennedy and Khrushchev both could not ignore the growth of Mao’s China. The Soviet 

Union was ostensibly America’s greatest adversary and the Peoples’ Republic of China 

(PRC) was nominally a Soviet ally. While not mutually exclusive, improved relations 

with the United States would exacerbate Khrushchev’s deteriorating relations with the 

Chinese, his ideological allies.  

Scholars differ on the basis for the Sino-Soviet split. The newest evidence is 

presented by Lorenz Lüthi and Sergey Radchenko. Although these two scholars cite 

multiple reasons for the formation, continuation, and ultimate finality of the split, Lüthi 

places greater emphasis on ideology, while Radchenko stresses a more “enlightened 

realist” position. Lüthi states that while both camps were “true Marxist-Leninist 

believers,” they disagreed substantially over how to implement that ideology, specifically 

relating to “establishing a socialist society domestically and over the direction of the joint 

policy of the socialist camp toward the capitalist world.”52 

For Kennedy, how they interacted with the capitalist world was critically 

important. Unfortunately for the Kennedy administration, Washington was unclear what 
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was occurring within Sino-Soviet bloc. As US policy-makers were unsure how to affect 

the Sino-Soviet relationship, they had to settle initially for monitoring it closely. 

According to Lüthi, by early 1963, Kennedy was deeply concerned about the prospects of 

a Chinese nuclear capability and what that would mean for American security.53 Pursuing 

détente with the Soviet Union provided one potential means to address American 

concerns regarding the Chinese. Fortunately for Kennedy, communist ideology could be 

adaptable. 

Although ideology was for Lüthi the most important factor in the schism, he 

recognizes that the application of ideology was the result of a genuine “belief system,” as 

well as a “political tool” that could be utilized to achieve more immediate ends. For Mao, 

ideological convictions and domestic requirements took precedence over security or 

nationalism when dealing with the Soviet Union. By June of 1963, a Soviet-US nuclear 

rapprochement fused, in Mao’s estimation, with the growing tension between the Chinese 

and the Soviets. Lüthi notes that due to “Mao’s hard-line ideological position” at that 

time, “Khrushchev eventually decided on nuclear rapprochement with the United States 

at the expense of ideological reconciliation with the Chinese comrades.” Kennedy seized 

on this and viewed the more openly critical attacks between the two communist powers 

as evidence of greater potential for success of a US-Soviet détente.54 

Sergey Radchenko differs with Lüthi on the role of ideology in the deterioration 

of the Sino-Soviet relationship. Ideology was a means to an end, not an end in itself. 

“Peaceful coexistence” and ideological differences were merely a “cover for the power 
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struggle between the Chinese and the Soviets for global influence.”55 Evidence of this 

power struggle would come to a head in July when a Chinese delegation’s visit to 

Moscow would overlap with American and British delegations in the Soviet capital for 

the limited test ban talks. 

One potent indication of power for both communist nations was possession of 

nuclear weapons. The Soviets had them and, until 1964, the Chinese did not. Nuclear 

weapons provided security and were a sign of strength. Without them, China could not 

truly become a true great nation. Because “nuclear capability symbolized for Mao 

socialist China’s power,” he took great exception to perceived Soviet efforts to deny 

China that power.56 

Radchenko differs from Lüthi in his assessment of American knowledge of the 

increasing split. For Radchenko, the Kennedy administration was unaware that 

Khrushchev’s overtures to the West resulted from a “sharp deterioration in Sino-Soviet 

relations and intensifying Chinese propaganda.” Regardless of American discernment of 

his motivations, Khrushchev, “in an effort to prove the merit of a foreign policy that was 

sharply criticized by the Chinese, chose to pursue détente with the United States.”57 
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Fursenko and Naftali note that Khrushchev was aware that his attempts to work 

toward “coexistence with the West would anger the Chinese.” Despite this he “extend[ed] 

an olive branch” to Beijing because he had somehow come to believe that he could 

simultaneously enjoy good relations with the Chinese and the Americans.58 

For his part, Kennedy considered the intensifying Sino-Soviet split as the 

“greatest variable in the international system.” While the president was aware that it 

would have some impact on his negotiations with Khrushchev, he was not sure what 

those consequences would be. Kennedy told his advisors “we should keep in mind that 

there’s a major collision going on here, and what result it will bring, whether helpful to us 

or not, I don’t know.” Kennedy faced a challenge to the fundamental paradigm of the 

Cold War. He could tacitly recognize that Communism was not a monolithic enemy. In 

so doing, he could ally himself with one communist nation against another in order to 

further US interests or actively work to exacerbate the division within the Communist 

bloc. Zubok notes that this ultimately worked to Kennedy’s advantage as the tension 

between the Soviets and the Chinese facilitated the Soviet acceptance of the partial test 

ban when they did. 59 

 

Kennedy and Khrushchev 

The Chinese were not Khrushchev’s only concerns, however, and, like Kennedy, 

he had to contend with politics at home in his efforts to achieve diplomatic successes 

abroad. If Kennedy were going to attempt to fundamentally alter the face of the Cold 

War, he needed a willing partner in Khrushchev. If Khrushchev could not marshal the 
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support he needed at home, he could not welcome his adversary’s overtures of détente. 

James Richter presents an interesting Soviet mirror to See’s emphasis on American 

domestic politics’ impact on foreign policy decision-making. Richter examines how 

Soviet domestic politics limited and restricted Khrushchev’s ability to engage in foreign 

policy. Khrushchev’s ability to pursue an innovative foreign policy that involved 

improved relations with the West was shaped not only by his perceptions of the world but 

also his perceptions of his country’s place in the world. The more radical his foreign 

policy became, the stronger his domestic political coalition needed to be in order for him 

to carry out his initiatives.60 

 Despite intrabloc tension or domestic crises, Khrushchev remained optimistic 

about future relations with the United States under Kennedy. Zubok notes that in the 

aftermath of the Cuban Missile Crisis, Khrushchev reevaluated Kennedy and viewed him 

no longer as a “pushover target of nuclear brinkmanship” but rather as a “valued 

negotiating partner.” William Taubman calls the limited test ban treaty the “most 

important arms control agreement since the start of the cold war” and it was an 

achievement on which Khrushchev could build. Sergei Khrushchev, the Premier’s son, 

relates that in a meeting with Lord Home on 5 August his father was “extraordinarily 

satisfied,” in fact “positively ‘happy,’” with the new treaty. According to Taubman, “That 

happiness reflected Khrushchev’s conviction that better things lay ahead. Having 

reestablished a relationship with Kennedy, he had six more years (if the president was 

reelected) to build a real partnership.”61 
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 Regardless of Khrushchev’s optimism about a working relationship with 

Kennedy, the KGB informed him that Johnson warranted no such confidence. Taubman 

notes that a Kennedy family friend informed the Soviets that Johnson “would be 

‘incapable of realizing Kennedy’s unfinished plans.’” The impression that he generated 

in Moscow was that he would be preoccupied with other matters, such as Vietnam. 

“Khrushchev was prepared to take risks with Kennedy as a partner, he told his son, but 

with Johnson in power, ‘everything will be different.’”62 

 

Conclusion 

 Kennedy’s premature death has generated debate within the historical community 

regarding the impact his departure had on the implementation of his foreign policy goals, 

what those goals actually were, and the ultimate effect his premature demise had on the 

course of the Cold War. In order to assess the probability of what was about to occur in 

Kennedy’s final year, an examination of the more complete historical record is both 

useful and necessary. A consideration of the events that transpired over the long 1963, the 

fourteen months between the Cuban Missile Crisis and Kennedy’s assassination, will 

provide insight into each step of the story of that year, as well as clues to the events that 

were poised to occur in years following. 
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Chapter 2: October 1962 – May 1963 

 Kennedy came out of the missile crisis with a new perspective on relations with 

the Soviet Union, the destructive potential of nuclear weapons, and the belief that the 

Cold War did not have to end in an inevitable and violent confrontation between the 

world’s two superpowers. On a more personal level, Kennedy was also a politician and 

the scion of Joseph Kennedy. He was a man with a large ego and considerations for his 

legacy. How his presidency would be remembered certainly had occurred to him on more 

than one occasion. 

 The president spent the winter and spring preparing to publicly modify his 

orthodox cold war views. He took steps to capitalize on both his favorable approval 

rating and, despite an initial distancing, his ironically strengthened relationship with 

Khrushchev. These eight months would be the time Kennedy needed to formulate his 

new policy regarding the Soviet Union and to strengthen his relationships with his allies. 

As he geared up for a presidential campaign that he could very well win, Kennedy looked 

forward to the following year. He was not, however, going to leave a second term victory 

to chance. 

 Although by the end of October the worst was over in the Caribbean, the Kennedy 

administration still faced a number of challenges, obstacles, and potential opportunities. 

Nuclear weapons were still a very real and threatening reality. The danger of proliferation 

was a legitimate concern as France continued testing and the PRC prepared to test its first 

nuclear device. Beyond developing an independent nuclear deterrent, a defiant de Gaulle 

seemed bent on taking the lead of a more independent West European bloc and was 

poised to pull Adenauer and West Germany into his fold. In the past, Kennedy could 
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have counted on British support to offset difficulties on the continent, but cracks in the 

“special relationship” appeared under the weight of Franco-German pressure and a 

botched American deal over providing the British with their own nuclear deterrent. At the 

end of 1962 the president had to decide how best to chart a course through a minefield of 

potential diplomatic adversities. He ended the year comfortable in the knowledge that his 

resolution of the Cuban crisis had been a success and a significant one at that. How 

significant and how he could capitalize on it were his first priorities when he finally lifted 

the quarantine of Cuba in November. 

 

Aftermath of the Cuban Missile Crisis 

With the crisis phase in Cuba over, Moscow and Washington now had to decide 

what course of action they wanted to follow. Historian Lawrence Freedman notes that in 

the aftermath of the crisis, both leaders had seen first hand the sobering effect of potential 

imminent nuclear war and tried to proceed with a “more constructive agenda” in their 

bilateral relations.63 

 The Cuban Missile Crisis effectively ended on 28 October 1962. Khrushchev 

agreed to dismantle the Soviet missiles in Cuba in exchange for a public declaration of an 

American non-invasion pledge of Cuba and a private assurance that within six months the 

United States would remove its Jupiter missiles from Turkey. Four days later Kennedy 

announced that the Soviets were dismantling and removing their missiles from the island 

nation. Three weeks of negotiations followed, mostly related to Soviet IL-28 bombers on 

the island. The crisis officially ended when the United States and the Soviet Union jointly 

requested on 20 November that the United Nations (UN) Security Council remove Cuba 
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from the agenda. Kennedy and Khrushchev continued to exchange letters in the ensuing 

months to ensure that both parties adhered to the terms of the agreement. 

 The missile crisis had a number of tangible and intangible results. Kennedy and 

Khrushchev had come through the most tense and dangerous moments of the Cold War 

and had managed not to destroy the world. The crisis forced them to communicate with 

each other and an improved relationship resulted. The two men realized that they could, 

in fact, work together and achieve results that were in their interests without having to 

resort to open warfare. Kennedy later confided to Khrushchev that “Perhaps only those 

who have the responsibility for controlling these weapons fully realize the awful 

devastation their use would bring.”64 

Kennedy’s staff was also encouraged by the initial post-crisis atmosphere. 

Presidential advisor Theodore Sorensen states that he had a “general impression,” but 

could not “specifically remember,” that the optimism in late 1962 was related to the 

“aftermath of the missile crisis.” He agreed with Deputy National Security Advisor Carl 

Kaysen’s assessment that based on the correspondence between Kennedy and 

Khrushchev, possibly there existed the chance “that a resumption of [test ban] 

negotiations at that moment would prove fruitful, or might prove fruitful.”65 

 Sorensen believed that Kennedy did not view relations with the Soviet Union as a 

“conflict of ideologies at all.”66  He argued that Kennedy’s views were more hard-line as 

a senator than as president. Prior to the missile crisis, Kennedy’s rhetoric as a 
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congressman, senator, and president had largely followed standard cold war doctrine. The 

conventional thinking at the time held that the Soviet Union was the enemy and only 

through strength and perseverance could the United States fight back this enemy as it 

tried to spread communism throughout the world. The world was bipolar. There were no 

true neutrals. In the Cold War, every country was either with us or against us.67 

As President, however, Kennedy came to realize “that the modern world, with 

modern weapons, did not permit or require a victory of one system over another, and that 

the real cause of difficulty was the Soviet Union’s attempt to impose its system upon 

others by force.” Sorensen notes that Kennedy on multiple occasions, including with 

Khrushchev’s son-in-law Alexei Adzhubei and in his 10 June American University 

speech, advocated that if these Soviet efforts “would cease, the threat to world peace 

would cease. We were not trying to wipe communism from the earth.”68  Kennedy also 

said to Vasiliy Vasilyavich Kuznetsov, the Soviet Union’s First Deputy Foreign Minister, 

that the United States and the Soviet Union “have no national interests which bring them 

into collision.”69 

Khrushchev’s views during this period seemed amenable to some sort of accord, 

even if temporary, with his American counterparts. Khrushchev characterized US-Soviet 

relations in December 1962 as “already now entering their normal course.” He noted to 

Kennedy that the two of them shared the experience of having “lived through a rather 

acute crisis,” a crisis that both sides were prepared to escalate to the level of nuclear war, 
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a “thermonuclear war with all its dreadful consequences.”70  This certainly had a 

sobering effect on Khrushchev and affected his thinking regarding Kennedy and 

negotia
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Khrushchev agreed with Kennedy that the successful resolution of the m

crisis clearly showed that, “when their mutual interests decidedly outweigh the 

differences of views on the remainder,” the United States and the Soviet Union 

come to a modus vivendi. Khrushchev also expressed dismay that the working 

relationship t

ter.71 

In his memoirs, Khrushchev assessed the seriousness of that period and the 

disposition of his opponent. “One must have an intelligent, sober-minded counterpart 

with whom to deal. At that point in my political career, my partner was Kennedy, 

head of the mightiest capitalist country in the world. I believe he was a man who 

understood the situation correctly and who genuinely did not want war. He realized that 

the time had passed when such disputes could be decided by force.”72  He also informed 

Kennedy that the Soviet leadership assumed that he would “receive a mandate” in the

next presidential election. The Soviets would therefore be deali

another six years, a prospect “which would appeal to” them.73 

 The Soviets viewed Kennedy’s reelection favorably based on assessments

developed during his first term presidential campaign, ones that characterized an 

individual who could be handled or at least with whom they could reasonably negotiat

 
70 Khrushchev to Kennedy, 11 December 1962, FRUS 61-63, Vol. VI, 227-8. 
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72 Nikita Khrushchev, Khrushchev Remembers: The Last Testament, trans. Strobe Talbott (Boston:  Brown, 
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They viewed Kennedy as a “typical pragmatist” who, in the political realm, was “not 

governed by any firm convictions, but by purely pragmatic considerations.” Although 

they concluded that Kennedy approached the Soviet Union as an adversary, that Kennedy 

did see a “conflict of ‘basic national interests,’” he “nevertheless grants the possibility of 

a mutually acceptable settlement of these relations on the basis of a mutual effort to avoid

nuclear war.” The Soviets also cited Kennedy’s perceived criticism of both an American 

and Western failure to develop a “concrete plan” regarding disarmament.

 

of Kennedy complemented this early appraisal and 

eapons, 
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74  

Khrushchev’s post-crisis assessment 

proved a promising basis for future relations. 

 According to Vladislav Zubok and Constantine Pleshakov, as the crisis wound 

down, Khrushchev embraced the concept of “joint management of the world” with his 

rival superpower. He eventually reconciled “his Communist creed and his—albeit very 

crude—sense of social justice” to this idea. Khrushchev and Kennedy’s understanding 

following the crisis was a “step toward peace, not war.” In the age of nuclear w

Khrushchev resolutely believed that only two alternatives existed:  “‘peaceful 

coexistence’ and all-out-war between the Soviet Union and ‘the imperialists.’” 

Consequently, American and Soviet nuclear stockpiles played a large—but not the 

determining—role in interbloc relations.75  Regardless of whatever aversion to their use 

that they may have had, however, Kennedy and Khrushchev were bot

their ever increasing nuclear inventories could very well be utilized. 
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 Commenting on advances in nuclear weapons research and their impact, 

Khrushchev noted, “To those people who claim that the development of nuclear weapons 

precludes war, I say that the development of nuclear weapons precludes limited war—

that is, it precludes war fought with conventional weapons. Now there is the ever-present

danger that big states will be drawn into a military conflict between smaller states; and 

once that happens—no matter what guarantees, assurances, and agreements may exist—

it’s hard to believe that a drowning man won’t clutch at straws.” He seemed fairly certai

that as soon as a nation started losing a war, it would have to resort to nuclear weapon

and a global disaster would soon follow.
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76  In October 1962, Khrushchev and Kennedy 

both had to acknowledge the possibilities of a small confrontation in Cuba escalating 

rapidly beyond conventional weapons. Kennedy considered ways to minimize or preven

the likelih

but he had to consider not only their urgency or importance but also their likelihood of

success. 

 Kennedy’s successful handling of Khrushchev’s Cuban misadventure averted 

open war between the United States and the Soviet Union. The American public 

recognized this. As a result of the president’s effective crisis management, or at least the 

public perception thereof, his approval rating jumped from below 60 percent up to 76 

percent following the crisis.77  By endi

d the political clout to take risks with his foreign policy initiatives without being 

accused of being soft on communism. 
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Shortly after the missile crisis, Kaysen suggested to Bundy that the ad

test whether or not the conclusion of the crisis did in fact result in “a major change in US-

Soviet relations.” To do this, the administration needed to act and Kaysen proposed two 

issues worth addressing:  “Berlin and disarmament,” issues that he felt were 

“complementary not competing possibilities.” Kaysen stressed that both issues had been 

under discussion for some time but that neither had made any real progress. The exi

venues had to date accomplished little, so Kaysen proposed a “new channel…a bilatera

summit…followed by foreign ministers’ meetings of four powers.” In his estimation, this

would have the highest chance of success. He conceded that both the allies and the 

Soviets, due to the “internal turmoil in Moscow” in the aftermath of the missile crisis, 

would most likely oppose a bilateral summit. He believed, however, that the presence of 

such disorder was why a bilateral summit was their best option. “It is precisely the 

existence of turmoil which makes the opportunity for a productive summit.” It would add 

a new element to the negotiations that would result in “uncertainty” and the possibility of 

“re-evaluation on the Soviets’ side.” Additionally, a “properly arranged” Berlin summit 

would alleviate the Soviet problem of “appearing to the rest of the world as bowing to US 

demands.” Kaysen stressed to Bundy that the Cuban crisis enabled the United States

the Soviet Union “to see with greater clarity where our joint interests lie and how it is in 

our joint interest to limit occasions of conflict and direct confrontation between us and to

reduce the potentiality for any remaining occasions to escalate into general war.”

ministration 

sting 
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 and 
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78  

Kaysen’s proposed summit never occurred. Summits are very high profile and potentiall

hazardous. A president stakes his prestige and opens himself to the possibility of publi

 
78 Kaysen to Bundy, 31 October 1962, FRUS 61-63, Vol. V, 550-1. 

47 
 



failure. Vienna had not been successful, Kennedy probably did not want to expose 

himself to a repeat disappointment. He considered the risk and opted for other avenues. 

 Kennedy could pursue disarmament or a solution to the vulnerability of West 

Berlin or both. The United States and the Soviet Union deemed both issues important a

parties on both sides of the cold war divide had discussed and ne

nd 

gotiated these issues 

ith little recent success. Both were linked on many levels and the successful resolution 

ould have facilitated a workable solution of the other, as they were potentially 

omple

to 

 

 

oth 

ailed to resolve the German question in the almost two decades following 

World War II. The nation and its former capital remained divided and no peace treaty had 

w

of one c

c mentary. With this in mind, Kennedy examined the possibilities to expend his 

political influence on one or the other, or possibly both, issues. 

 

Berlin 

 At the end of the Second World War, the victorious powers divided Germany in

zones of occupation and its capital into occupied sectors. The Western allies ultimately

merged their sectors into West Berlin and the Soviet sector became East Berlin. The 

successor to the Soviet Zone of Occupation, the German Democratic Republic, 

eventually bled its population through the relatively open border that divided the city. 

The East German regime responded with the infamous Berlin Wall to stop the flow of 

refugees. The construction of the Wall had done much to ease the tension in this Cold

War hot spot but the Soviets gave no guarantees that they would not revive the crisis 

atmosphere in the divided city. Although the United States was content with the status 

quo in Berlin, this was an issue that could not be pushed easily to the back burner. B

blocs had f
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ever fo

 

n 

ults” 

atify the status quo in the narrowest sense,” something they had not 

accomp

ed 

 

ensive 

ered the various options at the Soviet Premier’s 

disposa

rmally ended the war. Looking for ways to utilize his newly enhanced credibility, 

Kennedy considered ways to provide security to a West Berlin surrounded by East 

Germany. 

Kennedy’s staff considered resolution in Berlin important; Kaysen’s views were 

particularly fervent. Despite the lack of an immediate crisis in Berlin, Kaysen argued that

the plight of the Berliners and the “importance of the German problem in intra-Europea

politics” demanded a “major effort” to solve the problem. To achieve “minimum res

in Berlin, would “require substantial movement by” the United States. This would mean 

“to do more than r

lished in the previous eighteen months. Ideally, they would seek agreement 

regarding specific access rights and movement between the two halves of Berlin and the 

two Germanys.79 

Throughout the Cuban Missile Crisis, Kennedy and his advisors repeatedly rais

the issue of Berlin and considered a possible Soviet retaliation. Kennedy admitted, “We 

don’t know what’s going to happen in Berlin.” He informed Macmillan that he would 

limit American actions regarding Cuba “in order not to give [Khrushchev] a complete

justification for Berlin.” He considered escalating the quarantine of Cuba from “off

weapons” to commodities as well, but not yet “because it gives [Khrushchev] an obvious 

tit for tat in Berlin.” Kennedy consid

l, such as “seiz[ing] Berlin” or a blockade of the city. Ultimately Kennedy 

                                                 
79 Ibid., 551. 
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decided that “I would suspect that he will do something unpleasant to us in Berlin, w

I think he is going to do anyway.”

hich 

isis, 

 

uba but Berlin 

s well t the 

ght 

 an 

                                                

80 

John C. Ausland, who served on the State Department’s Berlin Task Force and 

advised the Joint Chiefs during the missile crisis, observed that “Throughout the cr

Washington was concerned with the possibility that Khrushchev would respond to

American action against Cuba in Berlin.” To Ausland the “parallel seemed obvious. Just 

as Cuba was in America’s backyard, so Berlin was in Khrushchev’s.” Additionally, “talk 

of blockading Cuba inevitably evoked memories of the Berlin blockade.” Beyond 

theoretical musings at the State Department, at the start of the missile crisis when 

Kennedy met with Gromyko on 18 October, the two discussed not only C

a .81 The president later told the NSC that “Gromyko had left the impression tha

Soviets were going to act in Berlin in the next few months.” Soviet action in Berlin as a 

retaliation for the blockade of Cuba would therefore have meant that US actions “brou

on their Berlin squeeze earlier than expected.”82 

 Graham Allison and Philip Zelikow explore the linkage between the two hot 

spots. They explicitly cast the Cuban escapade as a feint designed to gain Khrushchev

advantage in Berlin. Khrushchev stood to gain regardless of American actions in the 

Caribbean. If the United States did not react to the placement of missiles in Cuba, 
 

Missile Crisis (Cambridge, MA:  Belknap Press of Harvard University Press, 1997), 284. See also 
Memorandum of Telephone Conversation, Kennedy and Macmillan, 22 October 1962, FRUS 61-63, Vol. 
XI, 163-5. 

80 Ernest R. May and Philip D. Zelikow, The Kennedy Tapes:  Inside the White House During the Cuban 

81 John C. Ausland, History, “Kennedy, Khrushchev and Berlin (The 1961-1964 Berlin Crisis), 1 April 
1967, BC02934, Digital National Security Archive 
<http://nsarchive.chadwyck.com.proxygw.wrlc.org/home.do> [hereafter: DNSA], p. 5/18-5/19. Ausland 
wrote a State Department history of the second Berlin crisis that explicitly linked the two crises. It was later 
published under the title Kennedy, Khrushchev, and the Berlin-Cuba Crisis, 1961-1964 (Boston:  
Scandinavian University Press, 1996). 
82 May and Zelikow, The Kennedy Tapes, 229. See also Memcon, “Germany and Berlin,” 18 October 1962, 
FRUS 61-63, Vol. XV, 376-87 and Minutes of the 507th Meeting of the National Security Council, 22 
October 1962, FRUS 61-63, Vol. XI, 152-3. 
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Khrushchev could use them to leverage the Americans out of Berlin, reasonably secure 

that the missiles would act as a deterrent to open war. If the Americans blockaded or 

imilar 

ing 

nection with 

est 

n 

n 

rushchev an “enormous psychological and political edge over 

Kennedy.” Following the Cuban Missile Crisis, however, he rejected any proposals to 

attacked Cuba, Khrushchev could respond in kind in Berlin or even justify more overt 

action. Any action that Kennedy took in Cuba, Khrushchev could reasonably take s

action in Berlin. American actions could also be politically damaging to US alliances in 

Europe since the Europeans would certainly question the necessity or utility of attack

Cuba. This would prove to be very divisive, again a success for the Soviets.83   

 Bolstering Allison and Zelikow’s hypothesis, in a secret session of the Politburo 

on 1 July 1962, Khrushchev informed his colleagues that he would again raise the 

prospect of a Berlin crisis. He already had the scheme in mind to put missiles in Cuba but 

had not informed his colleagues that they would provide the leverage he anticipated. 

Although the Politburo members discussed Cuba prior to adjourning, the con

Berlin was never explicitly stated. Further establishing the link, in a meeting with W

German Ambassador to the Soviet Union Hans Kroll, Khrushchev displayed a curious 

confidence when discussing his plans to address the western allies’ presence in Berlin. In 

the same conversation, he broached the topic of Cuba. Kroll pieced together a connectio

but when he raised his concerns back in Germany, he was all but ignored.84 

 Zubok maintains that the Cuban Missile Crisis stopped both Khrushchev’s 

brinkmanship and his attempts to squeeze the Western allies out of West Berlin. A win i

Cuba would have given Kh

                                                 
83 Graham Allison and Philip Zelikow, Essence of Decision:  Explaining the Cuban Missile Crisis, (New 

s and his perceived closeness to Khrushchev. Fursenko and Naftali, Khrushchev’s Cold War, 442-3, 

York:  Addison Wesley Longman, Inc., 1999), 104. 
84 Kroll had fallen out of favor in Bonn due to his vocal views about improving West German-Soviet 
relation
457-9. 
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blockade West Berlin in the event of American hostilities against Cuba.85 Fortunately

Kennedy, Khrushchev’s gambit did not work as planned. Regardless of the outcome, 

however, the crisis intensified the connection between Cuba and Berlin in the mind

American policy-makers. 

 Khrushchev had explicitly linked events in Cuba with Berlin, stating that the 

“Americans knew that if Russian blood were shed in Cuba, American blood would surel

be shed in Germany.”

 for 

s of 

y 

that 

e mig

ediately 

 

d it 

 in 

lanning. Of note, however, 

                                                

86 Ausland maintains that despite the fact that there were no 

incidents in Berlin during the Cuban crisis, “it had a decisive effect on Khrushchev’s 

scenario.” Before the Americans had discovered the missiles, Khrushchev had hinted 

h ht visit the United Nations (UN) following the mid-term elections. According to 

Ausland, “at that time, he intended to have a showdown with Kennedy on Berlin.” If the 

Cuban venture had succeeded, he would have had a “strong hand” coming into New 

York. After October, however, Khrushchev did not mention a trip to the UN again.87 

 Kennedy’s actions in October further highlighted Berlin’s importance during the 

Cuban crisis. After Kennedy chose the naval quarantine option in Cuba, he imm

turned his attention to Berlin contingency planning. McGeorge Bundy contacted Martin

Hillenbrand, the Director of the State Department’s Berlin Task Force and the Office of 

German Affairs, to set up a meeting regarding Berlin planning. Ultimately they deeme

“inadvisable to reopen any plans at that point,” citing the difficulties related to 

dissemination within the western alliance, secrecy, and that there was little prospect

the next thirty-six hours to improve on three years worth of p

 

 
nedy, Khrushchev and Berlin (The 1961-1964 Berlin Crisis),” 1 April 

A, p. 5/22. 

85 Zubok, A Failed Empire, 150. 
86 Nikita Khrushchev, Khrushchev Remembers, trans. Strobe Talbott (Boston:  Little, Brown, 1970), 500.
87 John C. Ausland, History, “Ken
1967, BC02934, DNS
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was that Kennedy and his team limited the number of people in the State Department 

who knew about the missiles. Out of necessity, “the Berlin Task Force officers found 

themselves swept into the work on Cuba.”88  As a result, the cross-utilized staffers 

witnessed or contributed to the effective end of both crises.  

 Hillenbrand characterized the Cuban Missile Crisis as a “watershed” in Soviet 

thinking regarding Berlin. The Soviets could no longer press their numerical and m

advantages in

ilitary 

 places like Berlin. Events in Cuba enlightened the Soviets as to Americans’ 

ons 

 

he 

at 

 superiority in troops held by the Soviets and the East 

erman

y 

                                                

willingness to utilize their nuclear deterrent to such a degree that it would elevate the 

Soviet risk to an unacceptable level. “Once the Cuban crisis was over and its implicati

had sunk in, the Berlin situation gradually ceased to play a primary role in Soviet 

thinking.”89 

   Whereas Khrushchev chose to defend Cuba with nuclear weapons, the western 

allies had to defend Berlin in such a manner. Berlin was defensible only with nuclear 

weapons. Jack Schick asserted in 1965 that in contemplating a solution to the Berlin 

problem, American policy makers had to rely on “military strategy rather 

than…diplomacy.” The situation prevented the effective use of diplomacy. This stemmed

largely from the Soviets having “directed a concerted military effort against Berlin for t

purpose of weakening the Atlantic Alliance.” The Western Allies’ presence in West 

Berlin was not maintained through diplomatic initiative but primarily through the thre

of nuclear war. The overwhelming

G s could easily have defeated in conventional combat the relatively small allied 

garrisons located in Berlin. Because true diplomacy failed in terms of Berlin, Kenned

 

istory], interviewed by Paul R. Sweet, 
88 Ibid., p. 5/19-5/20. 
89 Martin J. Hillenbrand Oral History [Hereafter: Hillenbrand Oral H
26 August 1964, Kennedy Library Oral History Project, JFKL, 29. 
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employed a military threat—the threat of nuclear weapons—rather than a diplomatic 

strategy in dealing with Berlin.90 

 Schick’s assessment may seem Manichean, and a more nuanced appraisal m

characterize Kennedy’s approach to Berlin as nuclear diplomacy. Trachtenberg has 

placed extreme emphasis on the role of nuclear weapons during the Berlin crisis as well 

as in US and Soviet diplomacy regarding Germany as a whole. He has asserted that 

Soviet fears of the West Germans obtaining nuclear weapons drove Khrushchev’s 

diplomacy during the crisis. The Soviets and the Americans had no desire to see a nucle

armed, and potentially revanchist, West Germany. Compounding a

ight 

ar 

 general anxiety about 

as 

l 

                                                

such a state of affairs, if West Berlin were threatened, West Germans might feel duty 

bound to come to its aid.91 Khrushchev was also aware that Soviet forces significantly 

outnumbered the small allied garrisons in Berlin and that the likelihood of surviving a 

confrontation limited to conventional forces was minimal at best. 

 Trachtenberg has stressed that the United States, of all the Western powers, w

the power most prepared to fight a nuclear war over Berlin. In the unlikely event that the 

Soviets pressed to the point of war, Kennedy’s predecessor Eisenhower would have had 

to “launch a full-scale nuclear attack.” Top State and Defense Department officials 

informed Eisenhower that “West Berlin was not militarily defensible in any norma

way…so the freedom of the city depended on America’s ultimate willingness to escalate 

 

any and 

stic and foreign policy reforms.  See Hope M. Harrison, 

90 Jack Schick, “The Berlin Crisis of 1961 and US Military Strategy,” Orbis 8(4) (1965):  816-817. 
91 Trachtenberg, A Constructed Peace, 253-6. Other historians disagree that keeping nuclear weapons out 
of West German hands was Khrushchev’s prime motivation during the Berlin Crisis. Hope Harrison argues 
that Khrushchev initiated the Berlin Crisis in 1958 in order to address his concerns about East Germ
“gain prestige by successful negotiations with the West.” Additionally he needed to deal with East 
Germany’s economic and refugee problems, force Western recognition of East Germany, and possibly 
silence some of the internal critics of his dome
Driving the Soviets Up the Wall, 97-8, 113-6. 
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up to the level of general nuclear war.”92 Kennedy, in light of Cuba, may not have b

so eager to embrace this limited option. The possibilities for some sort of resolutio

Berlin looked limited but Kennedy and his team were not deterred. Because such 

imperfect options, capitulation or thermonuclear war, did not appeal to Kennedy, h

his team maintained that other op

een 

n in 

e and 

tions were necessary. Cuba had affected US-Soviet 

lations. To what degree and how that could be utilized they had yet to determine. 

nedy decided Berlin would have to wait. The president’s sense of 

t for 

ar 

r massive retaliation as the favored response option. Flexible 

respons ons 

ations that 

two key 

                                                

re

Ultimately, Ken

connection to Berlin would increase greatly in June 1963 when he visited the city bu

the time being he saw greater potential to achieve a tangible victory in the area of 

disarmament. 

 

Disarmament 

 Though he did not dwell on the issue of disarmament early on, eventually it 

became one of Kennedy’s favored topics. His shift from Eisenhower’s “New Look” and 

its emphasis on massive retaliation to his own “flexible response,” stressed strength 

through a diversity of military options thereby reducing American dependence on nucle

weapons and the need fo

e made disarmament, or at least limited disarmament, possible. Nuclear weap

were still necessary but their use might not be.93 Additionally, the fewer the n

had nuclear weapons, the smaller the potential of them actually being used. The 

 
92 Trachtenberg, A Constructed Peace, 256-7. 
93 Flexible response utilized gradual escalation from a conventional to a tactical to a strategic level. In 
theory, this obviated the need to resort immediately to a nuclear response. See Philip Nash, “Bear Any 
Burden?  John F. Kennedy and Nuclear Weapons,” in John Lewis Gaddis, Philip H. Gordon, Ernest R. 
May, and Jonathan Rosenberg, eds., Cold War Statesmen Confront the Bomb:  Nuclear Diplomacy since 
1945 (New York:  Oxford University Press, 1999), 120-140; and Sorensen, Kennedy, 517-519. 
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aspects of Kennedy’s disarmament policy hinged on non-proliferation and limiting, or 

ending, nuclear testing. 

In the early sixties, the focus of disarmament and arms control shifted more 

heavily

 

apacity 

was mi ited as 

f a single 

y, he 

ize the risk of war, 

slow th

disarmament movement was “a factor of some importance in world politics,” that limited 

the number, proliferation, and development of nuclear weapons. Increasingly, 

                           

 from concerns regarding conventional weapons to a more prominent 

concentration on nuclear weapons. George Rathjens notes that the emphasis on 

controlling nuclear weapons stemmed from the immediacy of a nuclear threat and the 

staggering level of destruction they could deliver. Due to their limited number, they were

also “more susceptible to containment and reduction” than conventional weapons. The 

two superpowers could therefore take initial steps towards reduction on a bilateral 

basis.94 

During this period, American arms-control initiatives dealt almost exclusively 

with the Soviet Union. Although France was increasingly a concern, its nuclear c

niscule compared to the Soviet Union. Great Britain’s resources were lim

well and the British were heavily dependent on the United States for nuclear assistance. 

Rathjens states that three basic principles drove American efforts: “suspicion o

adversary—the Soviet Union; fear of a nuclear holocaust involving it and the United 

States; and belief that, through negotiations, this threat might be reduced.” Similarl

notes that American policy-makers had three goals in mind: to minim

e arms race, and decrease the destruction that would result from a war.95 

Lawrence Wittner contends that during the Kennedy administration, the 

                      
94 G. W. Rathjens, “Changing Perspectives on Arms Control,” Daedalus 104(3) (Summer 1975), 202. 
95 Ibid., 202-3. 
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governments in the early sixties agreed that, short of the total elimination of nuclear 

weapons, “they could acquiesce to the popular demand to halt some aspects of the 

arly sixties. 

. 

me 

 the 

w 

 be comparable, Khrushchev would only support a 

compre n 

t 

                                                

nuclear arms race without jeopardizing their national security.”96 

For the most part arms control and disarmament were associated with negotiations 

and treaties. As the decade progressed, nations began to institute more “internal 

processes” and policed their own nuclear efforts.97 Despite this later trend, there was 

some evidence of it in the late fifties and e

 In 1958 the United States, the Soviet Union and the United Kingdom—the only 

three recognized nuclear powers at that time—agreed to a moratorium on nuclear testing

In August 1961 in the context of the Berlin crisis Khrushchev announced that he would 

resume testing. Kennedy followed shortly thereafter by announcing that he would resu

underground testing in September 1961.  

 Timothy Naftali and Alexandr Fursenko note that the US resumption of testing 

dealt the Soviets a severe blow by supporting notions in Moscow that the United States 

was displaying a capability it planned to use in Cuba. Khrushchev recognized the lead

United States had in nuclear power and wanted to close the gap. A limited ban would 

favor the United States, as underground testing was more expensive and a relatively ne

development for the Soviet Union. To

hensive ban. The Soviet Premier was perplexed and aggravated that Washingto

believed he would agree to the limited ban. What further annoyed Khrushchev is tha

world opinion favored Kennedy despite a rising defense budget and American testing. 

 
ent, 1954-

Resisting the Bomb, 415. 

96 Lawrence Wittner, Resisting the Bomb: A History of the World Nuclear Disarmament Movem
1970 (Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press, 1997), 414. 
97 Rathjens, “Changing Perspectives on Arms Control,” 205; Wittner, 
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Kennedy appeared a competent player on the world stage in the face of Khrushchev’s 

provocative and dangerous actions.98 

By late 1962, however, the United States and the Soviet Union questioned the 

necessity and utility of further nuclear testing. In December, Khrushchev inform

Kennedy that the time had “come now to put an end once and for all to nuclear tests.” 

The current state of détente would, in his estimation, “facilitate this.” Khrushchev was 

aware of the aweso

ed 

me destructive potential of a nuclear exchange and, thanks to modern 

technol

ar threat 

e 

worse than they had been in the previous two decades. 

ent 

ogy, the speed at which this would occur. With the “modern rocket—nuclear 

weapons will stride across the seas and oceans within minutes,” bringing “enormous 

losses” to both Americans and the rest of the world. Perhaps overly optimistic, 

Khrushchev felt that “with the elimination of the Cuban crisis [he and Kennedy] relieved 

mankind of the direct menace of combat use of lethal nuclear weapons that impended 

over the world.”99 

For Kennedy, disarmament had distinct possibilities. A diminished nucle

certainly appealed to the United States, the Soviet Union, and the world in general. Th

chances for success were no 

Although envoys had made limited progress in Geneva, Switzerland, where disarmam

discussions in various forms had been underway since 1958, a significant breakthrough 

continued to elude the delegates. At least nominally, both sides saw some sort of 

advantage to progress in this arena. Considering past deadlocks, any strides on 

disarmament could be considered a success, or at least marketed as such, by both the 

Americans and the Soviets. 

                                                 
98 Aleksandr Fursenko and Timothy Naftali, One Hell of a Gamble: Khrushchev, Castro, and Kennedy, 
1958-1964 (New York:  W.W. Norton & Company, 1997), 155, 177. 
99 Khrushchev to Kennedy, 19 December 1962, FRUS 61-63, Vol. VI, 234, 236. 
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 An unlikely disarmament development occurred in December 1962. Kennedy 

contacted Norman Cousins, a peace activist and editor of the Saturday Review. Cousins 

was going to Moscow on behalf of Pope John XXIII in an effort to free some Catholic 

ousins 

ith 

ced with an increasingly independent de Gaulle, who was attempting to build a new 

xis in European politics, and the Soviets were faced with an increasingly 

ite a 

                                                

bishops being held in the Soviet Union. Kennedy broached the prospect of C

discussing US-Soviet relations with Khrushchev. Cousins agreed and in his meeting w

the Soviet premier, the two discussed détente and peaceful coexistence. Although 

Cousins was in Moscow officially on behalf of the Pope, Khrushchev wrote personal 

Christmas greetings to the Pope and Kennedy for Cousins to deliver.100 Cousins would 

return to the Soviet Union on Kennedy’s behalf in the following year and would become 

instrumental in the writing of the American University speech. 

 From late fall 1962 to spring 1963 both superpowers faced intrabloc 

developments that further complicated foreign policy decisions. The Americans were 

fa

Paris-Bonn a

unconstrained Mao, who was endeavoring to split the Moscow-Beijing union. Desp

renewed sense of détente between Kennedy and Khrushchev in the months following the 

missile crisis, alliance politics impeded significant advances between the two camps for 

many months. Had Kennedy lived, he would have had more time to address the issues 

within his own bloc and remove some of the obstacles to improved US-Soviet relations. 

 

 
100 Norman Cousins, The Improbable Triumvirate: John F. Kennedy, Pope John, Nikita Khrushchev (New 
York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1972), 32-3. 
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The British 

 To achieve his disarmament goals, Kennedy first had to manage his allies’ 

e 

 

w 

c 

 

rld 

in 

torious side in the Second World War and was a nuclear power. 

as 

ful 

                                                

expectations and ease their anxiety regarding the thaw between the United States and th

Soviet Union. To some degree, this rapprochement mirrored American perceptions of a

warming between France and Germany. De Gaulle and Adenauer were creating a ne

center of power on the continent. They were undermining Kennedy’s plan for an Atlanti

Community centered around the United States and the United Kingdom. Great Britain 

had long been the United States’ closest ally in Europe and it was only natural that 

Kennedy planned to build his Atlantic Alliance around the British. The British were also

an amenable partner. They were, however, no longer the superpower of the previous 

century. 

 The British Empire was considerably diminished in the aftermath of two wo

wars and the wave of decolonization that swept through the Third World. Still, Brita

had been on the vic

Maintaining its status as a recognized nuclear power, however, proved to be expensive. 

The United States agreed to sell Great Britain the Skybolt air-to-surface missile that w

in development, in lieu of the British Blue Streak missile. Following the first success

test of the Skybolt, however, US Secretary of Defense Robert McNamara cancelled the 

program citing technical difficulties and cost over-runs. Unfortunately for Macmillan, 

Great Britain had committed to building its nuclear deterrent around Skybolt.101  

McNamara had deprived the British of the promised American assistance that they 

 
101 David Reynolds, “A 'Special Relationship'? America, Britain and the International Order Since the 
Second World War,” International Affairs 62, No. 1 (Winter, 1985-1986): 12-13; Raymond C. Williams, 
“Skybolt and American Foreign Policy,” Military Affairs 30, No. 3 (Winter, 1966): 156; Frank Costigliola, 
“Kennedy, the European Allies, and the Failure to Consult,” Political Science Quarterly 110, No. 1 
(Spring, 1995): 119-20. 
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needed to remain a nuclear power and a valuable ally against an established Soviet 

nuclear capability. 

 In late December 1962 Kennedy met with Macmillan in the Bahamas. Topping 

 

e 

 

 

ls,” something Washington 

was confident the Soviets most certainly did not want. Kennedy also speculated that such 

an effort, and the cost concerns for the British associated with that endeavor, might have 

the agenda was McNamara’s cancellation of the Skybolt program. As compensation,

Kennedy offered Macmillan Polaris submarine-based ballistic missiles. He did this 

without consulting NATO, de Gaulle, or Adenauer. The fallout from the Skybolt affair 

and the meeting in the Bahamas was problematic on many fronts. The handling of the 

Skybolt cancellation had undermined Macmillan within the British government. Th

French and Germans were displeased at yet more evidence of the “special relationship” 

between the United States and Great Britain, as well as having not been consulted.102  

Furthermore, the Soviets were concerned with the prospect of further dissemination of 

nuclear weapons. 

 At Kennedy’s behest, American Ambassador at Large Llewellyn Thompson 

informed Soviet Ambassador to the United States Anatoly Dobrynin in December 1962 

that the President’s “chief concern” in providing the British with Polaris missiles was to 

“prevent, or at least delay, the development of national nuclear capabilities,” and that the

missiles would not be operational until late in the decade. Alliance concerns in the 

aftermath of the Skybolt cancellation would have resulted in a “serious rift” between the

United States and the United Kingdom and “would undoubtedly have resulted in British 

efforts to create their own missile, not tied to NATO contro

                                                 
102 Kennedy to Macmillan, 7 January 1963, PD00967, DNSA, 1; Background Paper, “Kennedy-Macmillan
Nassau Meeting, Decemb

 
er 19-20, 1962—Current Political Scene in the United Kingdom,” 13 December 

63, NP00927, DNSA, 3. 
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led to a

” 

 

 

ing détente between the two superpowers. Khrushchev, 

iate 

he 

d 

lear weapons or independent nuclear weapons 

stems in general.” Secondly, Kennedy was troubled by the prospect of Germans 

ear weapons. This uneasiness stemmed from its potential 

t 

 

other 

                                                

 joint British-French attempt, or possibly a “separate German effort” to develop 

nuclear weapons, also something the Soviets adamantly opposed. Kennedy “believe[d]

that preventing independent national programs “left open the possibility” of obtaining a

nonproliferation agreement with the Soviets and supported his disarmament efforts. 103

Such an agreement, either in the coming year or during a potential second term, would 

have further cultivated the emerg

however, was focused on the immediate problem at hand. 

That the missiles would not be operational until late in the decade did not allev

Khrushchev’s concerns regarding nuclear proliferation. He informed Kennedy that 

regarded the US offer of Polaris missiles to the British, regardless of when they woul

become operational, as an “expansion of armaments to states.”104 Although his views 

differed from Khrushchev’s, Kennedy had his own concerns about the nuclear 

capabilities of his NATO allies. 

 In discussing the NATO alliance, Sorensen states that Kennedy expressed 

“concern about the proliferation of nuc

sy

specifically acquiring nucl

perception in and impact on the Soviet Union. Thirdly, Kennedy was attuned to the fac

that the United States was the predominant nuclear power in the western alliance and he

was not entirely comfortable with the thought of responding to a nuclear war that an

 
 61-63, Vol. VI, 237. 

cember 1962, FRUS 61-63, Vol. VI, 241. 
103 Memorandum to Files, Thompson to Dobrynin, 22 December 1962, FRUS
104 Khrushchev to Kennedy, 29 De
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nation began. Finally, Kennedy had “doubts that decision-making in a nuclear deterr

could be distributed or delegated.”

ent 

d 

e nuclear sharing without 

e 

triumphing 

                                                

105 

 

The Multi-Lateral Force 

 It is from these concerns, balanced against the need to involve the allies in the 

nuclear deterrent, that the idea of the multi-lateral force (MLF) came about around the 

time of the Nassau meeting. Sorensen, however, did not believe that Kennedy was 

enamored with the idea. Despite Kennedy’s “sincere” desire to involve the allies, the 

MLF was not a “high priorit[y]” and he was not “terribly disappointed” when the 

European allies failed to accept it. Kaysen suggested that “many people in the State 

Department” viewed the MLF as an “important instrument of European integration.” 

Although Sorensen did not disagree with this view, he did not think that Kennedy “base

his hope[s] upon” the MLF.106 

 The MLF was originally conceived as a multinational NATO force of nuclear 

equipped submarines and then later surface ships. Through this structure, the United 

States could ostensibly provide NATO with a nuclear deterrent. The United States, 

however, would retain actual custody of the warheads and in effect a veto on their use. 

Historian Roger Morgan notes that the MLF would provid

nuclear dissemination. The NATO allies did not strongly support the concept and de 

Gaulle was against it from the beginning. Adenauer and Germany ultimately were th

MLF’s strongest supporters but the strength of that support was relative only to that of 

the other Western European nations. Washington suspected that Gaullism was 

 
ral History, 102-3. 105 Sorensen O

106 Ibid., 103. 
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over Atlanticism in Germany and the Kennedy administration increased its pr

Germany to strongly support the MLF.

essure on 

at 

they di

e 

e.” 

s 

resented a 

ial 

Warsaw Pact allies indirect nuclear sharing or the MLF. Politburo member Averkii 

Aristov noted that the Soviets had gained assurances from the Americans that “nuclear 

107  The Kennedy administration was concerned 

that West Germany might feel like a subordinate member of the alliance and wish to 

develop its own nuclear capabilities. The prime motivation for developing the MLF was 

to address the issue of German inequality within NATO. 

 The Soviets made it clear to the United States and to West Germany directly th

d not consider the MLF an option. They noted that in the West a debate was 

underway regarding “the form of [nuclear] access” that the NATO alliance would mak

available to the Germans. They informed the West Germans directly that “the 

Bundeswehr’s108 access to nuclear weapons, irrespective of the form of such 

access...would be tantamount to a serious aggravation of the state of affairs in Europ

The Soviets further emphasized that “regardless of the manner in which nuclear weapon

ended up in the hands of the Bundeswehr, directly or indirectly, the Soviet Union would 

regard this as a serious threat to its vital national interests and would be impelled 

promptly to take such necessary measures that would stem from such a situation.”109 

Soviet arguments, however, were tailored to internal and external audiences. 

Despite what they were saying to the Americans and West Germans, they p

different case to their Warsaw Pact allies. In an attempt to build support for a potent

nonproliferation treaty, the Soviets softened their position when discussing with their 

                                                 
107 Roger Morgan, “Kennedy and Adenauer” in Brinkley and Griffiths, John F. Kennedy and Europe, 27. 
108 The West German army. 
109 Groepper, Translation of Letter from the Soviet Government to the [West German] Federal Government
5 February 1963, Politisches Archiv des Auswärtigen Amtes, Aussenstelle Berlin (Political Archive of the 
Foreign Office, Berlin Branch) [Hereafter:  PAdAA], Bestand B1, Band 225, 5. [Translat
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ion by Dan Cook]  
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weapons would not be transferred directly or indirectly, or through military alliances to 

the national control of states.” More important, however, the Soviets would pursue 

explicit assurances that the “West German revanchists will not be able to get their h

on nuclear weapons.” They were opposed to any direct or indirect West German control 

or access. Despite this concern, the Soviets were still willing to agree to a 

nonproliferation treaty that lacked a “statement prohibiting outright the creation of

multilateral nuclear forces in NATO.”

ands 

 

 in 

ing 

West. 

n administration abandoned the whole 

oncept with little fanfare in 1964.111 That the MLF was not embraced during his 

d not deter Kennedy from his attempts to address West Germany’s non-

 

ith the 

110  Khrushchev apparently held this concession

reserve hoping that he could utilize it during negotiations as a concession he was will

to make in order to gain leverage in some other aspect of his negotiations with the 

 Regardless of Soviet or Warsaw Pact willingness to consider aspects of or 

assurances about the MLF, the NATO allies continued to express reservations regarding 

the potential program and eventually the Johnso

c

presidency di

nuclear status and not alienate the Soviets. Rather than alarm Khrushchev, Kennedy 

sought to further cultivate a US-Soviet relationship. It required subtle diplomacy, 

however, to court the Soviets while at the same time not distancing his own allies. Before

Kennedy could make the in-roads he wanted with the Soviets, he had to contend w

increasingly assertive and autonomous French. 

 

                                                 
110 Averkii Aristov, Memorandum, 1 April 1963, The Warsaw Pact Collection, CWIHP Virtual Archive < 
http://www.wilsoncenter.org/index.cfm?topic_id=1409&fuseaction=va2.document&identifier=5034DE19-
96B6-175C-965AB10873DA34EE&sort=Collection&item=The%20Warsaw%20Pact > 
111 Roger Morgan, “Kennedy and Adenauer” in Brinkley and Griffiths, John F. Kennedy and Europe, 27. 
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The Fr

s. 

ential. A strong alliance between the two would 

inimi

 

East-

t 

brokering separate deals. 

y had 

e 

Intelligence John McCone that “The President requests a major and continuing effort be 

ll sources about every aspect of Franco-Soviet 

ench 

 De Gaulle’s independent policies continued to be problematic for the Kennedy 

administration. A recurrent concern was that de Gaulle would engage in his own foreign 

policy separate and distinct from NATO and come to a bilateral accord with the Soviet

Furthermore, he could encourage the West Germans to do the same. Considering 

Germany’s history of attacking France three times over a century, de Gaulle considered 

amicable ties to the West Germans ess

m ze the chances for a fourth German invasion of France from a potentially 

resurgent, reunified Germany. 

The Kennedy administration publicly expressed interest in the future of a reunited 

Germany and how that would affect collaboration not only with France and Germany, but

with the Soviet Union as well. Kennedy had conceived of charting a new course in 

West relations and engaging the Soviets in a new dialog. He saw himself leading, and 

speaking for, a coalition of western allies. He wanted the West to speak with one voice 

and, contrary to what the French and West Germans may have believed, he did not wan

the Soviets 

 Kennedy did not entirely trust de Gaulle. The French president’s actions 

frequently generated anxiety in Washington and his motives were suspect. Kenned

decided that the United States would take the lead in the potential rapprochement with th

Soviet Union and Kennedy was not certain that de Gaulle understood this or was willing 

to abide by this policy. In February 1963, Bundy informed the Director of Central 

initiated to assemble information from a
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discussions or negotiations. He would like a weekly report on this subject until furth

notice.”

er 

 y 

 It 

r the 

d to 

 work in a Berlin crisis.” He 

d 

112 

Kennedy sought to create a “New Atlantic Community” under his leadership. B

consistently informing, rather than consulting the nations of Western Europe and 

America’s allies, however, he alienated rather than unified. Historian Frank Costigliola 

notes that the “Kennedy Administration talked community, but practiced hegemony.”

considered a truly unified and independent western Europe unsafe.113  Only unde

guiding hand of the United States could the European powers prudently engage the 

Soviet Union. 

Following the Cuban Missile Crisis, French Ambassador to the United States 

Harve Alphand informed Rostow that de Gaulle understood “why the Cuba crisis ha

be handled without consultation, but this technique could not

further stressed that “We should move as soon as we can on the problem of political 

consultation; and the initiative for it should come from Washington.” In light of 

American fear of a burgeoning Franco-Soviet relationship, Alphand ironically calle

Kennedy’s decision to meet with Gromyko on 18 October, however, a “mistake.” He did 

“not believe in giving the Russians the dignity of direct contact with the President.”114  

Regardless of Alphand’s critique of the president’s meeting with the Soviet foreign 

minister, Kennedy had a more significant matter to resolve. 

 The French were already developing an independent nuclear deterrent and the 

response in Washington to France’s pursuit of nuclear weapons development was 

                                                 
112 Bundy to DCI, 1 Feb 63, PR00038, DNSA. 
113 Frank Costiglia, “The Pursuit of the Atlantic Community:  Nuclear Arms, Dollars, and Berlin” in 
Kennedy’s Quest for Victory:  American Foreign Policy, 1961-1963, 24-6. 
114 Memorandum of Conversation, Alphand and Rostow, 9 November 1962, BC02884, DNSA, 1-2. 
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divided. The benefits of assistance, that were deemed “marginal” at best, included 

advantageous military deployments, significant dollar credits, “a willingness to join in a 

as 

 

ept 

clear 

of a substantial independent nuclear deterrent would elevate 

rance to the same level as Great Britain. The French would, however, ultimately achieve 

e. Kennedy examined the issue at various times, most heavily in 

early 19

neral 

 of the 

o 

                                                

nuclear directorate,” and enhanced French conventional forces in exchange for nuclear 

assistance. A strongly emphasized point not to aid the French was the effect it would 

have on the Germans, who could insist on developing their own nuclear arsenal. This w

a development that would not be allowed. “It is a fixed point of our policy toward Europe

that Germany should not have independent control of nuclear weapons.” Conversely, 

however, Kennedy administration policy-makers realized that “Germany cannot be k

down forever.” They therefore stressed the need to “bind” Germany in “a shared nu

defense,” within a “NATO framework” if possible but they were open to a “European 

alternative.”115 

 French acquisition 

F

this without assistanc

62, and eventually settled the issue himself. Ultimately, the United States would 

not assist the French. Kennedy’s advisors declared that doing so “would not bend Ge

de Gaulle to our purpose but only strengthen him in his.”116  In sharp contrast to the 

divided opinions on a French force de frappe,117 however, views were unanimous 

concerning German development of an independent nuclear deterrent. Regardless

course de Gaulle was charting, Kennedy could not and would not allow Adenauer t

consider a similar course. 

 
115 Draft-Memorandum for the President, “The U.S. and De Gaulle—The Past and the Future,” 30 January 
1963, NP00936, DNSA, 7-8. 
116 Ibid. 
117 Independent French nuclear deterrent. 
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The West Germans 

Khrushchev conceded the importance and urgency of disarmament, stating that it 

was “a major and difficult question now.” He emphasized, however, that the “main 

question is the German question.” In this matter, Khrushchev wanted to avoid American 

or Soviet policy subject to pressure from Adenauer. Khrushchev did not wish to see 

himself or Kennedy “become toys in [Adenauer’s] hands.” Khrushchev’s views 

notwithstanding, Kennedy and Adenauer’s relationship was rarely ideal. This was

partially the function of a conflict between two distinctly different personalities. Prepping 

Kennedy for his first meeting with the Chancellor, Henry Kissinger characterized 

Adenauer as a “difficult…, complex, even contradictory character.” By comparison, 

Kennedy could be charming, entertaining, and very personable. Hillenbrand cited the 

 

age 

 

 

future. 

difference between the two men as a contributing factor to their difficulties, noting they

were “really several generations apart.” Kennedy even told Sorensen that, when speaking

to the Chancellor, “I sense that I’m talking not only to a different generation, but to a 

different era, a different world.” The two were born in different centuries and drew on 

vastly different experiences. Kissinger informed the president that Adenauer had 

“experienced three revolutions and an inflation” and as a result was “deeply convinced of 

the transitoriness of most political constructions—particularly in Germany.” He was 

“conscious of, perhaps obsessed by, the possibility of tragedy.”118 In sharp contrast, 

America’s youngest president was the embodiment of youth and hope for the 

                                                 
118 Khrushchev to Kennedy, 11 December 1962, FRUS 61-63, Vol. VI, 230; Kissinger to Kennedy, 
Memorandum, “Visit of Chancellor Adenauer—Some Psychological Factors,” 6 April 1961, BC02027, 

, 559. DNSA, 2; Hillenbrand Oral History, 31; Sorensen, Kennedy
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nt 

eep 

 Most 

. 

s 

t the 

ossible dwindled. Hillenbrand 

aintains that the administration was “committed to reunification, but with fading 

le.” The Kennedy period represented a change from a 

concen btle 

                                                

While the two leaders had less than a perfect relationship, it was a functioning 

working relationship. Hillenbrand notes that their several meetings over the years “we

off more or less well.” Sorensen maintains that Kennedy “had a genuine liking and a d

respect for Adenauer. He admired what he had accomplished, and enjoyed his wit.”

of the main difficulties stemmed from the German perception of improved relations 

between the United States and the Soviet Union coming at the expense of West Germany

Adenauer and many Germans were of the mind that a détente between the United State

and the Soviet Union would involve a deal over Germany that would either come a

expense of reunification or result in reunification in an unacceptable form.119 

Kennedy frequently had to reassure the Germans that his administration was not 

pursuing a secret deal behind the German’s backs. Rhetoric to the contrary, however, 

Kennedy’s already weak belief that reunification was p

m

conviction that it was achievab

tration on “reunification” to an emphasis on “self-determination.”120 This su

shift may have fueled German fears. Regardless, Kennedy was not as concerned with 

seeing Germany reunited as he was with stabilizing the situation between the two 

superpowers. Germany and Berlin were merely two elements in Kennedy’s attempts to 

improve relations between the United States and the Soviet Union, as well as their 

respective alliances. He was convinced, however, that he could achieve his broader goal 

of détente without sacrificing West German interests. 

 
119 Hillenbrand Oral History, 31; Sorensen, Kennedy, 559. 
120 Hillenbrand Oral History, 31; Sorensen, Kennedy, 559; Telegram, Rusk to State, 29 September 1962, 
FRUS 61-63, Vol. XV, 342; Circular Telegram from State to Certain Missions, 15 January 1963, FRUS 61-
63, Vol. XV, 475-6; “Berlin Crisis Working Group with Martin Hillenbrand,” Transcript, 11 October 1988, 
BC02945, DNSA 17. 
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The Franco-German Treaty 

De Gaulle started 1963 with a double blow to Kennedy’s Grand Design by 

vetoing British membership in the Common Market on 14 January, and then signing wit

Adenauer the Ely

h 

sée Treaty, more commonly known as the Franco-German Treaty, on 22 

 He 

 

ag 

t to the 

ocused on the closer military political 

e, can 

 

detachments.” Anticipating a strategic coordination against the Soviet Union, the Soviets 

January. De Gaulle, much to Kennedy and Macmillan’s chagrin, was charting a course 

for France inimical to the Anglo-American special relationship. Since his return to power 

in 1958, de Gaulle actively sought to improve relations between France and Germany.

saw the strong ties between the United States and Great Britain as coming at the expense

of continental Europe. De Gaulle wanted to build a “third force” in Europe between the 

United States and the Soviet Union but independent of both. The Americans expressed 

their concerns regarding the treaty to the West German government, and the Bundest

ultimately added a preamble to the treaty reaffirming West German commitmen

NATO alliance. 

 Moscow also expressed to Bonn its dissatisfaction with and concerns regarding 

the Franco-German Treaty of Friendship, “a treaty f

alliance of West Germany and France…The Soviet Union, along with the other great 

powers who carry a special responsibility for the maintenance of the general peac

by virtue of its position as a great power...not ignore” the treaty, especially its “intended 

vast cooperation in the military domain.” Moscow specifically cited “the coordination of

military research functions, the exchange of instructors and students for the military 

academies, and even deployment from one country to the other of entire troop 
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also noted that a “calendar for regular deliberations between the defense minister and th

chiefs of the general staff of both nations is set.”

e 

, “another 

rights 

 

the name of all of Germany.”122 

he 

e 

is 

learly 

 

121 

 Equally unacceptable to the Soviets was the West German presumption to speak 

for all Germans, discounting the German Democratic Republic (GDR)

sovereign state—not to mention West Berlin, which is in fact a separate political entity.” 

The GDR “in no way empowered the Federal Republic of Germany [FRG] to conclude 

this treaty in its name and has condemned it promptly as a conspiracy against the cause of 

peace and against the removal of international tension.” The Soviets stressed their “

and responsibilities” in Berlin and Germany pursuant to “the four party allied accord” 

following the “absolute capitulation of Hitlerite Germany.” The Soviets deemed that the

Federal government “seeks pursuant to their apparently unrealistic and, in the interest of 

peace, contradictory line, to speak in 

 The Soviets informed the West Germans that they, as well as the “capitals in t

NATO states,” noticed that “the treaty silently skips over the question of limitation in th

area of nuclear weapons armament for the FRG.” The Soviets further adjudged that “Th

silence will be rightly assessed as an attempt by the [West German] government to 

exploit the indulgences of its partners.” The French and the West Germans were c

trying to “gain a free hand regarding the procurement of nuclear weapons,” something 

that “imperil[ed] attempted endeavors from other powers to limit the wider dissemination

of nuclear weapons in the world.”123 

                                                 
121 Groepper, Translation of Letter from the Soviet Government to the [West German] Federal Government, 
5 February 1963, PAdAA, Bestand B1, Band 225, 1-4. [Translation by Dan Cook] 
122 Ibid., 1-2 
123 Ibid., 4 
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 The Americans were aware of Soviet dissatisfaction with West Germany an

France. In February 1963 Paul Nitze, Chairman of the Berlin-NATO Subcommit

the Executive Committee o

d 

tee of 

f the NSC, submitted a draft paper to Kaysen and Thomson 

s 

 

.124 

 the 

d 

lems 

tween 

 

regarding future negotiations with the Soviet Union. Nitze evaluated the current situation 

in light of the recent developments between the two West European allies. Nitze 

speculated that for the Soviet Union to accept a reunited Germany, that was also 

acceptable to West Germany, the Soviets would “expect” the United States to withdraw 

its forces from Europe. Nitze advocated that the United States “must consider” ground

for achieving its own settlement with the Soviet Union to thwart such an action by the 

French and West Germans, as well as to “capitalize on certain opportunities inherent in

the new situation.” Such a deal could have included “major arms reductions,” the 

possibility of a “substantial withdrawal” of European-based US forces, or some 

combination of the two

 Nitze’s proposal anticipated that a reunification of Germany would result from

Federal Republic absorbing the Democratic Republic. The benefits from such an 

arrangement to the United States would have been a reduction of instability that stemme

from the current division, a reunification of Berlin, the elimination of the access prob

to Berlin, and resolution of the “unsettled boundaries” issue.125  Unsettled boundaries 

referred to the still disputed status of the Oder-Neisse line, the post-war border be

(East) Germany and Poland. It and the other elements listed were all tied to the larger

German Question that the victorious powers from the Second World War had yet to 

                                                 
124 Nitze to Thompson and Kaysen, 1 February 1963, NSF-Carl Kaysen, JFKL, Box 369, 1-2. 
125 Ibid., 3-4. 
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resolve.126  Kennedy sought an agreement with Khrushchev but it would not be over 

German reunification. 

 Despite Kennedy’s alliance problems in late 1962 and early 1963, he pressed 

 

n 

appalled at the options of having 

 counterattack or accept humiliation.” Cline was not optimistic, however, that the 

e at all interested in discussing disarmament issues.127 

alf 

isis, 

 

 Kohler 

forward with his efforts to reach some sort of accord with the Soviets. The CIA, however, 

considered slim the chances of a warm Soviet reception to Kennedy initiatives. Deputy

Director of Intelligence Ray S. Cline predicted in March 1963 that due to a “pause” 

required to enhance their military infrastructure, the Soviets would defer “any resumptio

of détente” or “any imputation of good intentions to the West.” Nevertheless, he 

characterized the missile crisis as “a turning point.” In his estimation, Khrushchev’s 

willingness to directly confront the United States in Berlin and in Third World nations 

had diminished considerably. Khrushchev seemed “sobered by the thought that the US 

was on the verge of attacking Soviet forces in Cuba, and 

to

USSR would b

 That same month American Ambassador to the Soviet Union Foy Kohler noted 

“an unmistakable change in the Soviet posture” during the previous month and a h

towards confrontation. Despite a more “forthcoming attitude” following the missile cr

he attributed the change to the Soviet difficulties with the Chinese. As a result of vocal

opposition from the Chinese to Khrushchev’s “‘peaceful coexistence’ policies,” Kohler 

maintained that Moscow felt that any test ban or Germany and Berlin accords would only 

aggravate their situation with the Chinese and leave them open to future attacks.

                                                 
126 Ironically reunification occurred almost three decades later just as Nitze conjectured. 
127 CIA, “Soviet Policies:  The Next Phase,” 18 March 63, NSF-Countries, JFKL, 4. 
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did not see any progress achievable until the “Soviet leadership decides how to deal w

Chicoms [Chinese Communists] and starts to do so.”

ith 

n 

mmunist allies stating that  “As long as we are 

es. 

, 

 the 

d the 

hina in 

128 

 

The Chinese 

 Mao had been troublesome for the Soviets, as well as the Americans, for years. I

early 1957, he declared that it would be preferable to establish relations with the 

Americans later rather than sooner in an attempt to isolate the United States. He was 

vocal in his dissatisfaction with Soviet polices regarding the United States and would 

therefore learn “selectively” from his co

aware of their mistakes, [we] can avoid committing the same mistake.”129  Mao, 

however, began to sense that it was he who was being isolated and not the United Stat

 The Chinese grew increasingly suspicious of the Soviets. In September 1960

Deng Xiaoping, General Secretary of the Chinese Communist Party and a member of

Chinese politburo, openly questioned Soviet support for the wrong side in the Sino-

Indian conflict as well as why Khrushchev would speak publicly about Eisenhower “with 

such esteem.” By 1963, suspicion had grown to distrust and Deng again challenge

Soviets. Citing years of perceived slights, he added that following Khrushchev’s visit to 

the United States, the Soviets, who had been “counting on some ‘spirit of Camp David,’ 

clutched at the straw extended by Eisenhower and began mounting attacks upon C

[their] statements without restraint.”130 

                                                 
128 Kohler to SecState, 16 March 1963, NSF-Countries, JFKL, Box 180, 1. 
129 Speech, Mao Zedong, “On Sino-American and Sino-Soviet Relations, 27 January 1957,” CWIHP 
Bulletin 6-7 (Winter 1995-96), 152-3. 

 

 

130 “The Short Version of the Negotiations Between CPSU and CCP Delegations (September 1960)”,
CWIHP Bulletin 10 (March 1998), 173; “Stenogram:  Meeting of the Delegations of the Communist Party 
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 Prior to Deng’s accusations in Moscow, however, the Chinese had already begun 

to take steps to rectify what they most likely perceived as imminent encirclement. In 

ecem

 

 

es, the Chinese considered this the “pursui[t of] an unseemly goal” that would 

                                                

D ber 1962, they were consumed by a need to clarify their borders with India, 

Pakistan, Mongolia, Burma, and Nepal. They were determined to resolve the Indian 

border dispute and looked to Mongolia in their pursuit of a regional ally. By that point, 

they were thoroughly dissatisfied with Soviet actions thus far. The Chinese were wary of

Soviet intentions and the apparent warming with the Americans. Concerning the 

expressed intent of the Soviet Union to conclude a non-proliferation agreement with the

United Stat

“bind China by the hands and feet.”131 Mao felt flanked and had adopted a siege 

mentality. His communications with Khrushchev were horribly strained. He had no 

contact at all with Kennedy but was acutely aware of the developing relationship between 

the two superpowers. 

 The Soviets struggled with developing an effective response to the difficulties 

they faced with their equivocal ally. The Americans watched closely as options could 

vary drastically depending on how the Soviets chose to proceed. This was not, however, 

an entirely new development. Kennedy and his advisors had debated the nature, extent, 

and import of the schism from the beginning of his presidency. By 1963, the Kennedy 

administration had already deliberated over various aspects of the Sino-Soviet split for 

two years. 

 

9; 

98), 178. 

131 “Record of Conversation (from East German archives) between Chinese Premier Zhou Enlai and 
Mongolian leader J. Zebendal, Beijing, 26 December 1962”, CWIHP Bulletin 8-9 (Winter 1996-97), 265-
“Stenogram:  Meeting of the Delegations of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and the Chinese 
Communist Party, Moscow, 5-20 July 1963,” 8 July 1963, CWIHP Bulletin 10 (March 19
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 As early as October 1961, the Kennedy Administration was considering way

“take advantage of the present Sino-Soviet split in the intere

s to 

sts of widening it further or 

 

ral 

ing 

ans 

est. 

 the 

olicy 

e debate in Washington continued throughout 1962 with Kennedy’s advisors 

stressin

                                                

otherwise exploiting it.” Just a month later, the United States further debated the division

but was still uncertain of its practical meaning. Allen W. Dulles, the Director of Cent

Intelligence (DCI), “cautioned” the NSC that despite the increasingly apparent grow

rift between the Soviets and the Chinese, this would not deter them from “engag[ing] 

jointly any nation which threatened Communist interests.” The two communist leviath

were still cooperating to some degree and still perceived a common enemy in the w

Rostow dismissed an assessment that lacked shading or nuance. At a Policy Planning 

Meeting in early 1962 he noted that “too many varieties of breaks [are] possible; we need 

a graduated system of analysis.”132 It served little purpose to say that the Soviets and

Chinese were either allies or not. While both nominally communist, their foreign p

agendas diverged, their support for one another on different issues varied, and their 

rhetoric was sometimes more intense than their actions. 

 Th

g both the inevitability of the split increasing as well as its temporary nature. 

Reconciliation was bound to occur eventually. From Belgrade, US Ambassador to 

Yugoslavia George Kennan believed that, “An environment of continued sharp, military 

bipolarity will leave the two partners little choice but to repress their differences and 

carry on.” Ambassador at Large, and former US Ambassador to the Soviet Union, 

Llewellyn Thompson independently concluded that recent analyses “exaggerate[d the] 

 
ol. 

.S. Policy,” 12 January 1962, FRUS 61-63, Vol. XXII, 177-8. 

132 Policy Planning Council Draft Paper, “U.S. Policy Toward China,” 26 October 1961, FRUS 61-63, V
XXII, 167; Allen W. Dulles, 15 November 1961, Editorial Note, FRUS 61-63, Vol. XXII, 168; James C. 
Thomson, Jr. to Harriman, “Secretary’s Policy Planning Meeting, January 2, 1962:  Discussion of the Sino-
Soviet Conflict and U
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likelihood of [a] Sino-Soviet break.” Rostow, however, argued that “Sino-Soviet re

are in a critical phase just short of an acknowledged and definitive split. There is no 

longer much chance of a fundamental resolution of differences.”

lations 

eak 

vent 

pt to 

d 

vision, the 

“United

hip. 

 was 

Soviet Union. Washington was aware of friction between the two communist nations but 

was hesitant to ascribe to it durability. Mao’s verbal attacks on Khrushchev following the 
                                                

133 The Kennedy 

administration failed to arrive at any sort of consensus regarding the severity of the br

or its implications for US policy short of acknowledging that the Sino-Soviet schism 

existed.  

More important than qualifying or naming the current relational status, American 

policy makers needed to decide how they would respond to it. In January 1962, Rostow 

considered what the United States should do in the unlikely, but entirely possible, e

of Mao’s death. Should the Chinese be courted or should the administration attem

enhance relations with the Soviets?  Even without Mao’s untimely departure, Rostow 

“called for a ‘carrot’ and ‘stick’ approach to Communist China.” Although Rostow di

not believe that the United States could do anything to “promote” the di

 States should ‘at least avoid measures which might have the effect of healing 

it.’”134 Kennedy should, in effect, hedge his bets. He should seek to improve the current 

Sino-US situation through the implied threat of an improved US-Soviet relations

 Historian Noam Kochavi notes that for the Kennedy Administration, the PRC

mainly considered as the third leg of a “strategic triangle” with the United States and the 

 
133 Memorandum, Bohlen to Bundy, Comments from Kennan and Thompson regarding “NIE 11-5-62:  
Political Developments in the USSR and the Communist World,” 25 May 1962, FRUS 61-63, Vol. XXII, 

 
licy,” 12 January 1962, FRUS 61-63, Vol. XXII, 178; Rostow to 

te, 

230-1; Rostow to Rusk, “U.S. Policy Re the Sino-Soviet Conflict,” 2 April 1962, Editorial Note, FRUS 61-
63, Vol. XXII, 207. 
134 James C. Thomson, Jr. to Harriman, “Secretary’s Policy Planning Meeting, January 2, 1962:  Discussion
of the Sino-Soviet Conflict and U.S. Po
Kennedy, Policy Planning Council Paper, “Basic National Security Policy,” 22 June 1962, Editorial No
FRUS 61-63, Vol. XXII, 271. 
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missile crisis and Moscow’s neutral stance during the Sino-Indian border conflict 

supported the notion that the split had attained some permanence. The Kennedy 

Admin

ch a 

the 

informed DCI John McCone, who had replaced Dulles after the failed Bay 

tion 

r 

through increased communication and eventually re-established the trust that had 

                                                

istration viewed the Chinese as unpredictable and fanatical and the thought of Red 

China acquiring a nuclear capability inclined American officials to consider ways to 

enlist Moscow’s aid in checking Chinese ambition and aggression.135   

Kennedy viewed developments in the PRC as highly disturbing. The Soviets were 

at least stable and a relatively known quantity and he could negotiate with Khrushchev. 

In January 1963 Kennedy “expressed great concern” to the NSC regarding “the 

possibility of the Chinese Communist nuclear capability.” He considered a test ban 

agreement as a possible means to “produce pressure against [the] development of su

capability.”136  Kennedy hoped to enlist the aid of the Soviets, if possible, to quell 

Chinese nuclear ambitions. 

Bundy 

of Pigs invasion, that Kennedy “felt…we should prepare to take some form of ac

unless they agreed to desist from further efforts in this field.” Coming off the Cuban 

Missile Crisis, McCone responded that perhaps “Cuba and the Communist China nuclea

threat are the two issues foremost in the minds of the highest authority.” To that end, he 

concluded that the CIA should handle them “accordingly.”137  The administration was 

increasingly coming to view the PRC as a greater threat than the Soviet Union. The 

missile crisis had ultimately strengthened Kennedy and Khrushchev’s relationship 

 
135 Noam Kochavi, A Conflict Perpetuated: China Policy during the Kennedy Years (Westport, CT: 
Praeger, 2002), 189-191. 
136 Memorandum, Record of the 508th Meeting of the National Security Council to Bundy, 22 January 
1963, FRUS 61-63, Vol. VIII, 457-462. 
137 McCone, Memorandum for the Record, 11 January 1963, Editorial Note, FRUS 61-63, Vol. XXII, 339. 
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diminished during the crisis. Concurrently Mao and Khrushchev’s relationship continued

to deteriorat

 

e. 

 

 any 

 

ts 

row 

especially if the United States shared 

t 

me. 

 Unfortunately for Khrushchev, barring a direct strike, which he had ruled out, the 

drawn in 

There were limits, however, to the extent that the Soviets would support 

American efforts to undermine Red China. The Soviet Union would not support

American efforts to utilize the nationalist Chinese to overthrow Beijing. The American 

Ambassador to the Republic of China Alan G. Kirk informed Kennedy that, contrary to

Chiang Kai-Shek’s appraisal, the United States was mistaken if it thought that the Sovie

would sit idly by while a communist regime in China fell. The Soviets would certainly 

welcome a “change in personalities” in the Chinese politburo but “a complete overth

of Communist domination would be intolerable—

therein.”138 

It would also seem that Khrushchev, while attempting to shore up relations with 

the Chinese and pursue détente with the United States, would not allow Soviet 

involvement in, or any kind of support of, a direct attack on Chinese nuclear developmen

facilities. This was an idea that had been tossed around in Washington for some ti

Harriman provided some confirmation of American perceptions through conversations 

with Soviet counterparts. He ascertained that the Soviets felt, at a minimum, uncertain 

about Chinese nuclear capabilities and would cooperate, to an extent, to prevent the 

Chinese from developing their atomic arsenal.139 

Soviets were hardly in a position to limit Chinese nuclear weapons development. Their 

direct contributions in terms of technology and expertise had already been with

                                                 
138 Amb to Republic of China Alan G. Kirk to Kennedy, 29 March 1963, FRUS 61-63, Vol. XXII,  358. 
139 Harriman to Kennedy, 23 January 1963, Editorial Note, FRUS 61-63, Vol. XXII, 341. Harriman wo
attempt to directly question Khrushchev on this issue during the t

uld 
est ban negotiations in July. 

80 
 



July 1960.140 Khrushchev explained that prior to the widening of the schism, the Soviet 

Union provided the Chinese with “almost everything they asked for.” They even 

provided nuclear expertise and technical assistance, training Chinese scientists in Sovie

labs. The Soviets, however, elected not to give the Chinese their own prototype atomic 

bomb. Khrushchev remembers that “We didn’t want them to get the idea that we were

their obedient slaves who would give them whatever they wanted, no matter how much 

they insulted us. In the end we decided to postpone sending them the prototype.”

t 

 

s 

ric 

 and eventually eliminated all Soviet assistance in this 

 

ear 

ect of 

al pressure did not seem to be a major concern for the PRC. They would 

141  A

the distance between the socialist countries grew and the Chinese anti-Soviet rheto

increased, Khrushchev curtailed

field. Political relations further soured following the missile crisis and trade between the 

communist powers continued to fall. Regarding the deteriorating state of Sino-Soviet 

relations, Khrushchev remembered that “It was getting harder and harder to view China 

through the eager and innocent eyes of a child. No longer could we rejoice about the

solidarity of our socialist camp. China was China, and the Chinese were acting in 

increasingly strange ways.”142 

 The Chinese were not interested in Washington’s or Moscow’s proposals to limit 

nuclear testing. Beijing would not support any treaty that excluded them from the nucl

fraternity and would continue to develop nuclear weapons independently. The prosp

internation

probably assent to the treaty only if all nuclear weapons in every nation were prohibited, 

                                                 
140 “Note:  The Soviet Embassy in Beijing to the Ministry of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of 
China, 18 July 1960,” CWIHP Bulletin 8-9, 249-50; Chen Jian, Mao’s China and the Cold War (Chapel 
Hill, NC: University of North Carolina Press, 2001), 82. In response to Chinese criticisms, Khrushchev 

erative projects in science and 
 roughly one month. Taubman, Khrushchev, 471. 

pulled out “1390 experts, tore up 343 contracts, and scrapped 257 coop
technology” in
141 Khrushchev, Khrushchev Remembers:  The Last Testament, 268-9. 
142 Ibid., 270. 
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something they were certain would never occur. Limiting, or at least delaying, the 

Chinese, however, was one of Kennedy’s prime motivators to push for a test ban treaty. 

Kennedy confided to his senior advisors in February that if the United States “c

delay the development of nuclear weapons by China, there is not much point to the 

treaty.”

annot 

h 

simulta

over 

 of 

ave 

d to 

es the impact of Kennedy’s wedge policies in early 1963 

143 

 Historian Gordon Chang believes that the chief advantage of the limited test ban 

treaty was that it would further split the Soviets and the Chinese. The strategic triangle 

created by the Americans, Soviets, and Chinese, however, complicated American policy. 

The United States was pursuing contradictory and seemingly paradoxical aims. Althoug

the Americans desired to pit the Chinese and the Soviets against each other, it 

neously hoped that the Soviets would put increasing pressure on the Chinese to 

fall in line. As the split widened, however, the Soviets had decreasing leverage 

Chinese policy-making. Chang characterizes the splintering of the communist bloc as a 

“mixed blessing” for Kennedy. Because the divide between the two communist powers 

had grown, Moscow was no longer in a position to induce the Chinese to sign any sort

test ban agreement. “Those of an ironic mind in the Kennedy administration must h

asked, Where was the ‘Sino-Soviet bloc’ now that the United States ‘needed’ it?”144  

For Lüthi, the American efforts, such as the wedge strategy to split the Soviets 

and the Chinese, were only effective as the Sino-Soviet division became more 

pronounced. They merely intensified the progress of a separation that began unrelate

American policies. He minimiz

                                                 
143 Memcon, “Meeting with the President:  Test Ban Treaty,” 18 February 1963, NSF, Meetings & 

e United States, China, and the Soviet Union (Stanford, CA:  
. 

Memoranda, Box 317A, JFKL, 7. 
144 Gordon Chang, Friends and Enemies: Th
Stanford University Press, 1990), 249, 240
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on the change in Sino-Soviet-American relations. Although the United States and the 

uit of a 

d 

 made little headway since 1958. Prior to the Missile Crisis, 

that 

 

ue to 

ep 

r 

                                                

Soviet Union had other motives for “pursuing nuclear rapprochement,” American 

concerns “revolved around one important issue that could potentially undermine Sino-

Soviet relations: nonproliferation of nuclear technology.”145 China and its purs

nuclear capability continued to be problematic on both sides of the Iron Curtain. Beyon

problems with and within the Communist bloc, however, Kennedy had to deal with 

problems within his own bloc. 

 

Disarmament Revisited 

 China and its nuclear efforts aside, Kennedy still was optimistic that he could 

effect progress in the area of disarmament. The Kennedy administration’s efforts in this 

realm during the first half of 1963 were limited to the negotiations in Geneva, 

negotiations that had been

Kennedy met with Gromyko and discussed disarmament and the Geneva talks. At 

time, Kennedy conceded that the Geneva discussions had made few strides toward

disarmament but believed they were beneficial and both countries should contin

participate. In October, Kennedy was “not very optimistic that we would disarm totally in 

one or even three stages.” Despite this, he “believed it psychologically good to ke

working at this problem because it did have some influence on levels of arms.”146 Afte

the missile crisis and the early months of 1963, however, Kennedy realized that a new 

approach was necessary. 

 
145 Lüthi, The Sino-Soviet Split, 7, 247. 
146 Memcon, “Kennedy and Gromyko on 18 October 1962,” 22 October 1962, RG 59, Political Defense 
POL, Box 4121, NARA, 5. 
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 In early April, Norman Cousins planned to return to Moscow. Prior to his 

departure, he met with Kennedy who used Cousins to send a personal messag

Khrushchev. The president wan

e to 

ted Cousins to see if he could “get the test ban 

unblock wer than 

be not 

ted to Kennedy possible ideas for reinvigorating the two 

gress.” 

zed that this did not, however, alter his views on 

for the 

tes 

 

ed.” He was also to clarify that the United States could not accept any fe

three inspections as part of a comprehensive ban. On 12 April, Cousins met with 

Khrushchev in Pitsunda. Khrushchev would not budge on the number of inspections. 

Cousins told Khrushchev “Mr. Chairman, you’ve broken my heart. If this opportunity is 

missed, there may never be another.” Khrushchev responded, “That’s right, may

for twenty years, maybe we’ll go on for twenty years this way, but tell the president I 

tried.”147 Cousins was unable to convince Khrushchev to change his mind, however, 

upon his return he sugges

superpowers’ pursuit of peace. 

In May 1963, NSAM 239 addressed finding a new approach to test ban 

negotiations stating that the talks in Geneva “have unfortunately resulted in no pro

While the talks had produced “important developments” toward a test ban treaty, “they 

[were] now stalled.” Kennedy emphasi

obtaining a test ban treaty or other proposals leading to “general” or “complete 

disarmament.” To the contrary, the previous two years events raised his “concern 

consequences of an un-checked continuation of the arms race” between the United Sta

and the Soviet Union.148 

 That same month the Geneva talks were set to recess for up to two months and 

Kennedy wanted to utilize this time for a “re-examination” of the options available to the

                                                 
147 Cousins, The Improbable Triumvirate, 79. 
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United States. He wished to consider various and new alternatives to “significant 

measures short of general and complete disarmament” that the United States could table 

at the conference when it resumed.149 

 Kennedy established working groups to study “European security arrangeme

involving arms control and disarmament.” The thrust of these groups was in two 

directions: building western Europe’s conventional arms strength to match the Soviet 

Union and Warsaw Pact’s and “accept[ing] the inevitability of German or other nuclear 

capabilities.” The administration stressed that they should consider a third alternative “in

which substantial arms control and disarmament would play a major part.” The wor

groups, however, should not “attempt to develop arms control measures within the 

constraints of existing policy.” Th

nts 

 

king 

ey should instead assume that “really major changes” 

 

                                    

in the existing policy be considered.150 

 In light of this proposed US arms control and disarmament policy overhaul, 

Kennedy tasked the working groups with addressing a number of questions. These 

included considerations for the implications of existing agreements between NATO and 

the Warsaw Pact, “the role of escalation as a deterrent to possible Soviet aggression, the 

Berlin problem’s role in disarmament proposals,” “the implications of major reductions 

in strategic armaments,” possible “denuclearized zones in Europe,” adjustments in 

conventional armaments, NATO allies’ views (especially French, British, and German),

and the proposed MLF’s role.151 

             

 
lear weapons in West Germany. See: James R. Ozinga, The 

149 Ibid. 
150 Ibid. 
151 Ibid., 1-2. In 1957 Polish Foreign Minister Adam Rapacki proposed to the United Nations a 
denuclearized zone in Poland, both Germanys, and Czechoslovakia. The proposal became known as the 
Rapacki Plan. The plan never received serious consideration due to opposition from NATO member
countries and NATO’s desire to station nuc
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 Kennedy’s focus regarding nuclear weapons centered on non-proliferation and

test ban. He considered a German independent nuclear deterrent, as well as a French 

force de frappe, equ

 a 

ally disconcerting. In time of war, what would an independent French 

uclear force mean and if the French further developed nuclear weapons, what would that 

hermore, an independent French force would certainly affect 

 

cular 

n

mean to the Germans?  Furt

Chinese justifications for their own development of nuclear weapons. Kennedy stressed 

that a test ban would be a package deal and would not single out the Germans or the 

Chinese. For their part, the Soviets anticipated that regardless of Kennedy’s intentions, 

the Chinese and the French would not “agree to become parties to an agreement on the

nonproliferation of nuclear weapons.”152 Kennedy, however, was determined. By the 

middle of spring in 1963, he took stock of what he had accomplished and what he still 

hoped to achieve.  

 

Assessment and Prospects 

 Meeting with the Yugoslav ambassador in April, Kennedy conceded that despite 

efforts to come to some sort of accord with the Soviets, he had achieved no “specta

agreements.” He emphasized, however, that the two superpowers were not at war. It was, 

at a minimum, a situation that was “less tense” and less “dangerous” than the one that 

existed in the fall of either 1961 or 1962. He considered this “very lack of danger...a form 

                                                                                                                                                 
 Rejection 
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Rapacki Plan: the 1957 Proposal to Denuclearize Central Europe, and an Analysis of Its
(Jefferson, NC: McFarland & Co, 1989).  
152 Averkii Aristov, Memorandum, 1 April 1963, The Warsaw Pact Collection, CWIHP Virtual Archive < 
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of success,” because “agreements themselves are not always satisfactory,” citing Laos a

a specific ex

s 

ample in this regard.153 

uld 

ark. 

 a 

an 

 

ize of inspection teams, the rules governing their 

onduct, and the locations they would drill had not been settled. Kennedy stated that 

ns should be answered first and then the number of tests could be settled. He 

                                                

 Despite the possible disappointments that ineffective or failed agreements might 

produce, Kennedy expressed his desire for peace with the Soviet Union. He most likely 

realized that, while it served an important function in its own right, rhetoric alone co

only advance the cause of peace so far. To take the next step, to make significant, 

tangible advances toward peace, Kennedy would need an agreement, one that left a m

Despite all of the problems that he and previous administrations had faced in pursuing

test ban, he still considered this a viable, if not promising, option. In May, he “reaffirmed 

his desire to get some solution” towards a nuclear test ban and, conveyed to the Canadi

Prime Minister that he believed that his administration was “ahead of Congress in this 

respect.”154 

 Having discussed the test ban and inspections privately with his staff, as well as 

with foreign leaders and diplomats, Kennedy then made his case to the American public.

In a press conference on 22 May 1963, Kennedy addressed the issue of inspections, 

specifically commenting on the official US government position of having seven 

inspections. He also said that the s

c

these questio

added that the “Soviet Union has refused, however, to consider these matters until we 

 

t 
on the Neutrality of Laos signed in Geneva, Switzerland on 23 July 1962. The fifteen signatory nations, 

aties. 
0 May 1963, NARA, RG 59, 

153 Memcon, Call of Yugoslav Ambassador on the President, 18 April 1963, NARA, RG 59, “Presidential 
Memorandums of Conversation, 1956-64,” Box 2, NARA, 3. “Laos” refers to the International Agreemen

including Laos, agreed to respect Laotian neutrality and would not include them in any military tre
154 Kennedy and Lester B. Pearson, Memcon, “Nuclear Test Ban,” 1
“Presidential Memorandums of Conversation, 1956-64,” Box 3, 1. 
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agree with their position of three” inspections. He concluded his press conference look

forward to the summer, emphasizing that “the pace of events is such in the world that 

unless we would get an agreement now, I would think the chance of getting it would be 

ing 

compar

he 

hich he 

f 

clear proliferation. Unfortunately his discussions with the Soviets had stalled. 

y the 

 

 

. 

hina had 
                                                

atively slight. We are therefore, going to continue to push very hard in May and 

June and July in every forum to see if we can get an agreement.” He conceded that t

Soviets, since December, had not changed their position on the number of tests, w

deemed as “not...satisfactory.”155 

 

Conclusion 

 Kennedy had a sense that the proliferation of nuclear weapons would lead to a 

more unstable and more dangerous world as other, possibly less responsible, powers 

came into their own as nuclear powers. His chief concern in Europe were French and 

possibly German ambitions and his chief concern in Asia was the PRC. In the current 

state of affairs, limiting nuclear testing seemed to him to be the most hopeful means o

limiting nu

As May ended, Kennedy prepared for possibly the most significant, certainl

most memorable, foreign trip of his presidency. In June Kennedy would depart for

Europe to meet with his troubled, and troubling, allies and would make in Berlin 

probably the most famous speech of his tenure as head of state. Kennedy entered June 

believing he had a good chance at overcoming the setbacks that had plagued the Geneva 

Conference and had prevented a test ban. Although the issue of inspections continued to

be a problem, Kennedy was hopeful that a comprehensive test ban was not out of reach

Although France had already successfully tested nuclear weapons, France and C
 

155 Press Conference, 22 May 1963, JFKL <http://www.jfklibrary.org/jfk_press_conference_630522.html> 
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not yet achieved their nuclear ambiti considered whether de 

rect 

 

n 

ing. A comprehensive test ban 

ould have been ideal but, as was later clear, a limited test ban would suffice. 

ons. He and Khrushchev 

Gaulle and Mao’s nuclear aspirations could be successfully thwarted either through di

coercion, and possible action, or whether they would feel the weight of international 

pressure. 

The period from October 1962 to May 1963 saw the end of a crisis and the

beginning of new understanding between the United States and the Soviet Union. 

Kennedy and Khrushchev repaired and even improved their relationship through 

increased contacts and small steps that they hoped would lead to larger gains. Kennedy 

entered the summer of 1963 with the clear intention of further developing the associatio

between the two superpowers, or at least minimizing any hostility between them. From 

there he hoped to make a lasting impact on nuclear test

w
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Chapter 3: June 1963 

 June marked a turn in what would be Kennedy’s final year in office. It would 

denote the beginning of a series of fresh new initiatives between the United States and

Soviet Union that would continue until h

 the 

is assassination. Part of Kennedy’s realignment 

of Ame

 

 

 

nts. A number of disparate peace groups either formed 

or were  

complemented each other’s efforts. 

Two particularly prominent groups that emerged in early 1957 were the 

rican foreign policy in 1963 involved conveying his new reasoning to the 

American public, Congress, and the world, especially Germany and the Soviet Union. He 

decided the best vehicle for expressing his new vision was a speech, and the venue he 

chose was the commencement address at American University in Washington, DC on 10

June 1963. The major theme he wished to convey was “peace.” Kennedy was aware of 

the growing peace movement and its potential to influence public opinion. The speech 

would be both altruistic and politically advantageous. 

The Peace Movement 

The modern American peace movement coalesced after World War I and fed into

the isolationist spirit of that post war period. Though very limited during World War II, it 

saw a resurgence during the Cold War, with a focus on the increasing build-up of 

conventional and nuclear armame

 revitalized in the 1950s and 1960s. Among them were the Catholic Worker

Movement, Women Strike for Peace, and the Student Peace Union. Although they each 

had specific constituencies, these and other groups increasingly either coordinated or 

Committee for Non-Violent Action (CNVA) and the Committee for a Sane Nuclear 
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Policy (SANE). According to James Tracy, the CNVA was to promote a “radical pacifis

agenda, concentrating on direct action.” SANE, on the other hand, was to appeal to

t 

 the 

“middl

ted the Golden Rule’s 

attempt t 

nd 

ase. 

n 

 

gress 

emained fairly constant into the 1960s but the number of chapters increased to 

150 and

                                                

e class and intellectuals by pursuing more moderate avenues” to discourage or 

prevent atmospheric nuclear tests.156 

Tracy attributed the strategy of the “radical pacifists” to a desire to emulate the 

“nonviolent revolution” that civil rights activists had achieved. One example of CNVA’s 

radical efforts included attempting to sail a ship, dubbed the “Golden Rule,” into the US 

nuclear test zone in the Marshall Islands. The Coast Guard thwar

s to disrupt any nuclear tests but CNVA was successful in raising awareness abou

atmospheric testing. The ship’s crew was imprisoned for violating a court injunction a

subsequently received significant national and international media attention.157 

SANE, by contrast, was more conservative and had a larger membership b

Kennedy was well aware of SANE, as one of its most prominent leaders was Norma

Cousins, the editor of the Saturday Review, with whom Kennedy had consulted prior to 

Cousins’ December 1962 meeting with Khrushchev. SANE, unlike CNVA, had access to

the presidency, as well as considerably more political support from members of Con

concerned about nuclear testing. 

SANE’s membership peaked at around twenty-five thousand in 1958. This 

number r

 moved from exclusively urban areas on the two coasts to more remote areas 

 
-1963,” in Charles F. Howlett, ed., History of the American Peace 

t 1890-2000 (Lewiston, NY: The Edwin Mellen Press, 2005), 155. 
 177. 

156 James Tracy, “Direct Action, 1957
Movemen
157 Ibid., 156-8,
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throughout the country. The Hollywood SANE chapter included numerous high-profile

celebrities who greatly increased the exposure of the group’s ideas and agenda.

 

, 

 

ison 

UN 

tic Congressman 

obert Kastenmeier of Wisconsin and Democratic Senator Hubert Humphrey of 

trumental in lobbying the Kennedy administration to 

stablis t 

 as 

 

200,000 marchers participated in forty-four “Easter marches” in thirteen countries. 

Among those nations that held protest rallies were West Germany, the United States, 

                                                

158 

Building on the success of the civil rights movement’s use of nonviolent protest

peace activists in the early 1960s often relied on marches and demonstrations to draw

attention to their cause. In the spring of 1960, SANE organized a protest rally at Mad

Square Garden in New York with twenty thousand people. After the rally, five thousand 

participants marched to the UN. In 1962, ten thousand peace activists protested at the 

on 28 October during the height of the Cuban Missile Crisis.159 

Although the Peace Movement was somewhat overshadowed by the civil rights 

movement, it gained increasing political credibility. The most prominent members of 

Congress to forge relationships with peace organizations were Democra

R

Minnesota. Humphrey was ins

e h the ACDA. The Council for a Livable World, another prominent peace activis

group, identified seven sitting Senators they wanted to see returned to office, as well

six others who supported their views. Among these were liberal Democrats Eugene 

McCarthy of Minnesota and Albert Gore, Sr. of Tennessee. As Wittner observed, “if US 

disarmament groups had not yet secured respectability, important parts of their message

had.”160 

The success of the peace movement was not limited to the United States. In 1962, 

 
158 Wittner, Resisting the Bomb, 246. 
159 Ibid. 
160 Ibid., 264. 
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Canada, the Netherlands, Italy, Australia, and Great Britain. Roughly twenty thousa

participated in the United States. The groundswell of

nd 

 international participation and 

r 

er 

-

nt 

Peace Speech 

 Kennedy’s commencement address at American University, which came to be 

known as the “Peace Speech,” was distinct because its tone was in stark contrast to 

 

can 

 

cooperation resulted in the European Federation Against Nuclear Arms to convene an 

international conference in Oxford, England. The conference took place from 4 to 7 

January 1963 and included delegates from forty peace groups representing eighteen 

countries. The conference voted unanimously to form the International Confederation fo

Disarmament and Peace (ICDP). The ICDP continued to grow and add new memb

organizations from new countries throughout Kennedy’s final year and into the Johnson 

administration.161 Ultimately, peace activist groups morphed and merged with the anti

Vietnam War movement, but in June 1963, Kennedy intended to capitalize on the exta

peace movement expanding in the United States and around the world. 

 

Genesis of the 

previous speeches, such as his inaugural address and some of his campaign speeches in

1960. Historians such as Stephen G. Rabe question the sincerity of the speech in light of 

later speeches and Kennedy’s proposed comments in Dallas the day he was shot. Rabe 

emphasizes that Kennedy’s rhetoric in the weeks and months that followed the Ameri

University speech quickly reverted to boasts of American nuclear superiority and military

                                                 
161 Ibid., 302-4. 
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capability. Regardless of Kennedy’s skeptics, this appeal at least sought to convey 

America’s desire for détente and hope for peace.162 

 Kennedy entrusted Sorensen to draft the speech, as he did essentially all of his 

important public addresses. Due to his intimate knowledge of Kennedy’s views on policy 

matters, Sorensen is in a unique position to comment on Kennedy’s intentions and what 

the administration’s priorities would have been had he not been assassinated. Theodore 

. Win

 of 

 

O dt, Jr. explains that the collaboration between the president and his senior 

speechwriter was unequalled within the administration. Additionally, Kennedy’s level

trust was so great that, unlike other speech writers, Sorensen did not have to have his

drafts cleared by other bureaucrats and only the president had the authority to edit his 

writings. The two of them held in high esteem the value of well-chosen words for their 

ability to champion a policy as well serve as “linguistic monuments” to Kennedy’s 

presidency.163 

                                                 
 For text of Kennedy’s first inaugural speech see Public Papers of the Presidents of the United States: 

John F. Kennedy [Hereafter: PPP JFK], 1961 (Washington, DC: United States Government Printing 
162

Office, 1962), 3; James N. Giglio and Stephen G. Rabe, Debating the Kennedy Presidency (Lanham, Md.: 
2003), 68. Kennedy’s prepared remarks for the Dallas Trade Mart are a 

. He does not speak of the evil of communism but rather international 
mmuni he 

resses  
nuclear arsenal but one that is complemented by “radically improved…conventional forces.” He also 

utilizing our own military. While they do seem out of sync with his American University address, they are 

allas, 

the “Family of Man,” the dangers of nuclear war, and the recurring campaign topic of the importance of 
s in 

November 1963,” 838-842. 
 

ential Speechwriting:  From the New Deal to the Reagan 
e Station, TX:  Texas A&M University Press, 2003), 102-4. 

Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 
prime example of campaign rhetoric
co sm’s “ambitions.” Communists are opponents competing for control of the world. In response, 
st American military strength, noting the deterrent power of a “greatly modernized and expanded”

addresses the importance of foreign aid, to stop communist gains, at a significantly cheaper price than 

meant for a specific audience: conservative southern Americans looking to the next campaign seeking 
reassurance as to American strength. See also “Remarks Prepared for Delivery at the Trade Mart in D
22 November 1963, PPP JFK 1963, 890-4. His Dallas remarks also emphasize a rhetoric of military 
strength. In sharp contrast, his comments to the Protestant Council in New York two weeks earlier stressed 

foreign aid. Although he speaks of a “Communist menace,” for Kennedy, “even little wars are dangerou
this nuclear world.” “Remarks at the Dinner of the Protestant Council of the City of New York,” 8 
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 Sorensen explains much of what went into both his and Kennedy’s thought 

processes in developing this landmark address. Kennedy apparently had the idea for the 

s 

, 

 

 plenum, or central committee. The 

ming 

list 

 

 

 Cousins maintained that “it would be to the advantage of the 

United 

. 

 

suggested in his letter to Kennedy that he 

speech in the early spring of 1963, the focus of which would be peace. Kennedy wanted 

to emphasize America’s “peaceful posture” and spoke of a “peace race instead of an arm

race.”164 Sorensen asserts that Kennedy’s “main source of inspiration” was a letter from

and a subsequent visit to the president by, Norman Cousins. 

 Cousins argued that a public announcement of American intentions in early spring

would precede a late spring meeting by the Soviet

ti was important because Khrushchev was under “increasing pressure from the 

Chinese since his own failure to keep missiles in Cuba [and] would be required” to take 

one of two courses of action. He could either denounce the United States as “imperia

warmongers who had failed to respond to his peaceful initiatives; or, if possible, pointing

with pride to the growing success of a policy of peaceful coexistence, list concrete results

achieved since the withdrawal of the missiles in Cuba.” Regardless of which option 

Khrushchev embraced,

States to be on record with the world at large with a speech which demonstrated 

our peaceful intentions.”165 

 Cousins met with the president before and after his trips to the Soviet Union

Upon his return from Moscow at the end of April, he recalls that he “advocated” that 

Kennedy should make “a breathtaking offer to the Russians.” The president said he 

would consider it and discuss the matter with Sorensen. Sorensen later contacted Cousins

and they explored the idea further. Cousins 

                                                 
164 Sorensen Oral History, 72; Theodore Sorensen, Counselor: A Life at the Edge of History (New York: 
Harper Collins Publishers, 2008), 325-8. 
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“beat Mr. K. to the punch.” Kennedy could make a significant impact with the “mos

important sp

t 

eech of [his] Presidency.”166 

 ed, 

ing 

t discussed its proposed contents with anyone else in the government. 

e 

 

s 

 

ges, 

y’s 

                                                

Sorensen and Kennedy decided together, and McGeorge Bundy later concurr

that the American University commencement would be a suitable forum and the tim

was right, as the Soviets had postponed their own meeting to the end of June. Kennedy 

then tasked Sorensen with the initial drafting. Sorensen maintains that, initially, neither 

he nor the presiden

This was not unusual for Kennedy’s speeches.167 

 Considering the importance Kennedy placed on this address and the radical natur

of its message when considered in a Cold War context, it is not surprising that Kennedy

did not permit the State or Defense Departments the opportunity to water down the 

content. If the remainder of his presidency was going to be a more aggressive pursuit of 

détente with the Soviets, he could not afford to start with a tepid statement of stale idea

and recycled policies. The American University commencement was an opportunity that

he was going to seize. 

Sorensen wrote the first draft of the speech overnight on the Thursday before the 

Monday address. On Friday, he revised it and gave it to Carl Kaysen, in Bundy’s 

absence, to “obtain the necessary clearances.” He then traveled to Hawaii to meet 

Kennedy who was on a speaking tour. Kennedy reviewed the draft on Air Force One 

while traveling back to Washington from Hawaii. Kennedy “made a series of chan

but basically liked it.” Averell Harriman, also on Air Force One, saw it after Kenned

 
166 Seaborg, Kennedy, Khrushchev, and the Test Ban, 212; R. Reeves, President Kennedy,  511-12; Cousins 
letter to JFK, 30 April 1963, Sorensen Papers, Box 36, JFKL. 

ral History, 72; For a description of how the drafting of this speech varied from the normal, 
 

echwriting as Rhetorical Collaboration,” in Presidential Speechwriting, 92-107. 

167 Sorensen O
“chaotic routine” the Kennedy administration followed when drafting a speeches, see Windt, “John F.
Kennedy:  Presidential Spe
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revisions and “liked it very much, which encouraged the President not to change it 

further.”168 

Due to his experience with the Soviet Union, Harriman’s approval probably 

reassured the president that the Soviets would not reject his proposals out of hand. 

Harriman’s buy-in to the contents of the speech was also important because he was g

to have to implement many of the initiatives that would flow from it, including the tes

ban negotiations.  

 Sorensen included a proposal by the United States not to test nuclear weapons 

first in the atmosphere and suggested an “agreement with the British and the Soviets to

try a new round of negotiations in Moscow.” Kennedy planned to include the proposal 

regarding renewed negotiations because Khrushchev had sent Kennedy a letter the 

previous day indicating that he would accept emissaries to discuss the test b

the letter was ne

oing 

t 

 

an. Although 

gative in its overall tone and expressed the suspicion that the test ban 

ight be a means by which to spy on the Soviet Union, the fact that Khrushchev would 

ouraging.169 

red 

ng 

 a 

                                                

m

receive a delegation to discuss the ban was enc

 Kennedy was also aware that Dobrynin, who was respected in Moscow, favo

coming to some sort of accord with the Americans. Rusk and Dobrynin met “one eveni

in June” aboard the presidential yacht. Rusk relates that “Dobrynin and I badly wanted

treaty, and he might have communicated the seriousness of the administration’s intent—

and interest in a limited ban—back to Moscow.”170 This informal communication 

between two senior representatives reinforced both sides’ desire for an agreement.  

 

w It, 256. 

168 Ibid., 73. 
169 Sorensen Oral History, 73; Khrushchev to Kennedy, 8 June 1963, FRUS 61-63, Vol. VII, 714-18. 
170 Rusk, As I Sa
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 Kennedy’s initial goal was to bring about a comprehensive test ban treaty. A to

ban had been discussed at the Geneva talks that had been ongoing since 1958. Kennedy

was determined that the trip to Moscow would be successful. The main sticking point

negotiations over a comprehensive test ban was still the issue of inspections. Sorensen 

attributes the lack of progress at this time to a “Soviet change of position during the

spring and summer.” The Soviets insisted on unanim

tal 

 

 in 

 

ous agreement on any decisions 

ade b

hey 

 listening and hopeful that they would be receptive. He 

orld 

 He 

e.” 

                                                

m y the “inspection team which consisted of Soviets, Americans, and neutrals.” At 

Vienna, Khrushchev had informed Kennedy, and Gromyko had informed Rusk, that t

insisted on this because of their experience in the Congo, which had shown them that 

there were no truly neutral nations. The Soviets were adamant that without a veto, the 

“international bodies could damage the national interests of the Soviet Union.” This was 

a guiding “principle” during subsequent talks on disarmament and test ban 

negotiations.171 

 

The Commencement at American University 

 Kennedy returned from Hawaii with his revised copy of the speech in hand, 

confident that the Soviets were

began his landmark address by announcing he would talk about world peace and then 

went on to define exactly what he meant. “Not a Pax Americana enforced on the w

by American weapons of war. Not the peace of the grave or the security of the slave.”

meant, rather, “the kind of peace that makes life on earth worth living.” He spoke of 

“hope” and future generations, “not merely peace in our time but peace for all tim

 
171 Sorensen Oral History, 75-6; Memcon, “Meeting between the President and Chairman Khrushchev in 
Vienna,” 4 June 1961, FRUS 61-63, Vol. VII, 31; Telegram from Rusk to State, 4 June 1961, FRUS 61-63, 
Vol. VII, 84-5. 
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 The impetus for this need for peace was the new nature of war. “Total war . . . 

makes no sense in an age when a single nuclear weapon contains almost ten times the 

at 

lved 

 

 of practical measures, “a series of concrete actions and effective 

greem

iet 

t 

rhetoric described a “distorted and desperate view of the other side,” but Americans, 

themselves, should not fall prey to this same narrow mindedness. He was careful to 

differentiate the Russian people from the Soviet government and highlighted the 

explosive force delivered by all the allied air forces in the Second World War.” This 

damage would be further enhanced by the destructiveness of nuclear fallout throughout 

the world, on current and future generations. Peace was therefore essential and the 

“necessary rational end of rational men.” 

 Significantly, Kennedy did not limit his appeal for change to the Soviets. He also 

stressed to Americans “that we must reexamine our attitude—as individuals and as a 

Nation—for our attitude is as essential as theirs.” He was hopeful and optimistic th

change, both by the Soviets and by Americans, was possible and that, from that change, 

peace could ensue, stating, “Our problems are manmade—therefore, they can be so

by man.” Despite his optimism, he stressed that he was not speaking of “the absolute, 

infinite concept of peace and good will of which some fantasies and fanatics dream.” He

was speaking instead

a ents which are in the interest of all concerned . . . . World peace, like community 

peace, does not require that each man love his neighbor—it requires only that they live 

together in mutual tolerance.” 

 Kennedy called for a reexamination of American attitudes regarding the Sov

Union. He conceded that there was a gulf between the two nations and that Sovie
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immense contribution the Russian people made and the terrible losses they suffered in 

 

and 

 

 meet this need. Beyond communication, a commitment to arms control 

 

 First, 

World War II. 

 The impact of the missile crisis on Kennedy can be seen in his statement that 

“while defending our own vital interests, nuclear powers must avert those confrontations 

which bring an adversary to a choice of either a humiliating retreat or a nuclear war.” 

Despite the dangers of nuclear war, he reemphasized the United States’ commitment to 

defending its allies, specifically Western Europe and West Berlin, stating that the United

States would not make a “deal with the Soviet Union at the expense of other nations 

other peoples,” regardless of convergent interests. There were, however, common 

interests on which both the Soviet Union and the United States could build a future. One 

important issue he mentioned was the need for enhanced communication between 

Washington, D.C. and Moscow, and he proposed a direct phone line between the two

capitals to help

would be necessary. 

 He concluded by endorsing a comprehensive test ban treaty and to emphasize the

Administration’s seriousness on the matter, he announced two important decisions.

the United States and the United Kingdom would send representatives to Moscow to 

discuss such a comprehensive test ban treaty. Second, the United States would not 

“conduct nuclear tests in the atmosphere so long as other states do not do so.”172 

                                                 
172 Kennedy, “Commencement Address at American University in Washington,” 10 June 1963, PPP JFK 
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The Reaction to the Peace Speech 

 Robert Dallek called the speech one of the “great state papers of any twentieth-

century American presidency.” The speech addressed a number of constituencies. It was

directed at the American people, the leadership of America’s allies, as well as that of the 

Soviet Union. It was also directed at Congress. Oliver notes that Kennedy knew he wou

have to get any test ban treaty through Senate confirmation and senators would be loath 

to accept additional concessions. In spite of this, Kennedy had to offer the Soviets a 

“token of American sincerity.” He had, however, only his rhetoric and the moratorium on

atmospheric testing. The speech was t

 

ld 

 

herefore “born out of political weakness as much as 

politica

or 

 to Reeves, after Kennedy officially 

 get 

l strength.” Oliver believes that Harold Macmillan “would have relished the 

paradox . . . that an elevated moral tone can sometimes be an excellent substitute f

substance.”173 

 Richard Reeves suggests that Kennedy’s push to get a treaty with the Soviets, 

even if it were a limited test ban rather than a comprehensive one, was a function of the 

election cycle in the United States. According

announced he would run for a second term, it would be significantly more difficult to

a major treaty past the Republicans in the Senate. As Reeves puts it, “There was a 

political rhythm to being a Cold War President—talk tough to win the job, talk peace to 

keep it.”174 

                                                 
173 Dallek, An Unfinished Life, 619; Seaborg, Kennedy, Khrushchev, and the Test Ban, 211-12; Oliver, 
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 In some ways, the speech was his first campaign speech of the 1964 

the campaign cycle progressed, his rhetoric would have to be tailored to the various 

election. As 

audienc

f 

e 

epublicans characterized Kennedy’s Democratic 

legacy 

 

st 

’s 

self 

rs sent to the White House. In sharp contrast to the level of 

comme ate 

people” and press coverage was minimal. Kennedy’s speech in Berlin at the end of the 

s actions in early June, however, seemed to 

es whose votes he would attempt to garner. June was early enough that he would 

be under less pressure to conform to polls and other election necessities. The danger, o

course, is that he could be accused of flip-flopping. In a second term, he would not have 

to tailor his rhetoric in the hopes of getting re-elected. His continued pursuit of détente 

with the Soviets in a second term, if unsuccessful, could have forced his successor to tak

a harder line with the Soviets if the R

as one that was soft on communism. If they were successful, however, he would 

have cemented his legacy in history. 

Favorable historical assessments of the speech aside, it was all but ignored in the

United States immediately following its delivery. On the same day as the speech, 

Americans watched US marshals forcibly integrate the University of Alabama, again

Alabama Governor George Wallace’s public opposition. The following day, America

attention was directed half way around the world as the image of a monk burning him

to death in Vietnam filled its television sets. 

 Most of the handful of responses to the speech by the American public were 

favorable. From the speech's delivery to the end of June, Kennedy received only 30 

critical responses in 1,677 lette

nt on the speech, the President received 52,000 letters addressing the freight r

bill.175 Historian Lawrence Freedman notes that it “hardly electrified the American 

month quickly eclipsed his “peace speech.” Hi
                                                 
175 Dallek, An Unfinished Life, 621. 
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contradict his words. Also on 10 June, the date of the American University 

commencement, Congress passed the largest defense budget in American history.176 

One can reconcile the discrepancy between his public pronouncement and the

of the defense budget if one considers the budget process. The planning for the 1964

budget began years before it was submitted and the details of the defense ap

 size 

 

propriation 

efense 

 

emed 

s” 

 

ve 

ioned 

 “imperialist” foreign policy around the globe, specifically in areas such as 

were outlined long before the missile crisis. Regardless of the size of planned US d

spending, Khrushchev took more notice of the speech than the American electorate had

and responded to Kennedy’s words. 

According to one of Khrushchev’s close aides, the Soviet leader privately de

Kennedy’s pronouncement “the best statement made by any president since 

Roosevelt.”177 Yet Khrushchev still had issues with some of the “contradictory these

contained within the speech. He specifically cited, during an interview with the editors of

Pravda and Izvestiya, a US unwillingness to “explore avenues” that would lead to a 

German peace treaty. The US position, rather, supported the “reactionary aggressi

forces of western Germany headed by Adenauer, Brandt, and other revenge-minded 

persons.” In his commentary on the speech, Khrushchev again stated his case for the 

formal recognition of two Germanys and a free city of West Berlin. He also quest

an American

Cuba, China, and Vietnam.178 

Khrushchev utilized the occasion to repeat his call for a non-aggression pact 

between NATO and the Warsaw Pact. He cast doubt on the likelihood of concluding a 

                                                 
176 Freedman, Kennedy’s Wars, 268. 

i quoted in Taubman, Khrushchev, 602. 
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178 “Text of Khrushchev on Kennedy Speech,” 14 June 1963, NSF, Countries, Box 181, JFKL, 2-3. Bran
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comprehensive ban due to the persistent issue of inspections.179 His comments su

that he would still push for a non-aggression pact during the July Harriman mission but

not necessarily require it. Khrushchev’s initial private support of Kennedy’s speec

followed by his later measured comments during his interview, suggest a qualified 

advocacy and an optimistic stance tempered by domestic political realities. 

 The CIA ju

ggested 

 

h, 

dged that “the Soviets were favorably surprised by the tenor of 

f 

 did 

 they 

the 

Naftali and Fursenko note that on 13 June, Khrushchev launched his own peace 

 Although he did not reference Kennedy’s speech, it had 

made a n 

                                                

President Kennedy’s speech because it reflected a broad progressive approach toward 

solving current problems.” The agency also emphasized that the Soviet perception was 

that the “atmosphere” the speech generated would do much to aid in the success o

achieving a test ban treaty. According to the CIA, the Soviets held that “no chief of state 

would make such a speech unless he was completely convinced that agreement was 

probable.” Kennedy’s speech removed the largest previous obstacle to success, that of 

Soviet “doubt[s]” of US “sincerity” to conclude such a treaty. Although the Soviets

take issue with Communists being referred to as “sources of world tension,”

“generally liked the speech very much,” even if they “disliked the comments relevant to 

West Berlin.”180 The CIA provides valuable insight into American perceptions of 

Soviet response; unfortunately for American policy-makers, however, they were 

inaccurate. 

 

initiative at a Presidium meeting.

 significant impression on him. What made a greater impression on him was a

overture Adenauer had made during a diplomatic reception in the West German capital to 

 
179  Ibid., 4-5. 

ch of President Kennedy,” 11 June 1963, 
-Nuclear Test Ban Negotiations, Box 100, JFKL, 1-2. 

180 CIA Information Report, “Soviet Reaction to 10 June Spee
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the Soviet Ambassador to West Germany Andrei Smirnov. Adenauer, before his 

retirement, sought a “broad normalization of relations” with the Soviet Union. He also

indicated that his retirement in 1963 was not a foregone conclusion. It was these 

pronouncements that Khrushchev keyed on during the Presidium meeting. He considere

détente possible, not due to a change in American attitudes, but because of Adenauer’s

furtive contact.

 

d 

 

he 

t 

sful, 

 

eing threatened by such a 

 

 

t was 

                                                

181 

 Adenauer’s approach, although possibly insincere, allowed Khrushchev to end t

Soviet’s failed Berlin policy. Khrushchev advocated changing tactics, as “We will not ge

an agreement from the Americans.” He envisioned a new Treaty of Rapallo, the 

agreement signed between Weimar Germany and the Soviet Union in 1922. If succes

like Rapallo, this new understanding with West Germany would lead to an enhanced 

economic relationship between the two nations. “We really are partners,” Khrushchev

declared. “The Americans, the British, the French, they are the rivals.” Somehow, 

Khrushchev did not anticipate the United States b

relationship.182 Ultimately nothing ever came of this proposal. The offer, combined with

Kennedy’s speech and the removal of the Jupiter missiles, however, emboldened

Khrushchev to pursue détente further with the West. In July, he would announce his 

intentions to negotiate a partial test ban treaty.  

 

Global Response to the Speech 

Although the American public paid little attention to the speech initially, the 

Soviets and American allies gave it significant attention in their respective presses. I

 
181 Fursenko and Naftali, Khrushchev’s Cold War, 522, 525. 
182 Ibid., 525-6. 
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one of the rare instances in which the Soviets declined to jam a broadcast of American 

rhetoric and subsequently published the speech in its entirety for the Soviet public to 

digest. Moscow’s response to Kennedy’s speech was favorable but not ideal. Ken

pledge not to test in the atmosphere until the Soviets did was noted in the TASS report 

made available to the Soviet audience. Moscow’s foreign broadcasts to the rest of the 

communist world, however, “ignore[d] this pledge.” S

nedy’s 

oviet commentary further 

“welco

ted a 

readin

 

, 

is 

senseless, that war in our time is madness.” Another Moscow commentator, during 

                                                

me[d] the President’s recognition of the importance of preserving world peace, 

while deploring some of his ‘distortions.’” Soviet satellites followed the party line with 

“similarly qualified approval of the speech.” Following the speech, a Yugoslav 

correspondent noted from a Soviet source “extraordinary interest” in Moscow to the 

initiatives proposed by Kennedy. Moscow was “in a state of expectation” and he no

“ ess on the Soviet side to accept constructive proposals,” possibly leading to a 

summit meeting. North Korea was a notable exception and attacked the speech as a 

“hypocritical” example of “US imperialism.”183 

 The mixed response in Moscow vacillated between probing and encouraging. A

TASS commentator noted “surprise” at a minimum among Moscow officials to 

Kennedy’s “demand that the Soviet Union adopt a more enlightened position,” because 

Kennedy did not clarify this. He also deemed it “very significant” that Kennedy asked 

Americans to “reconsider their own attitude toward the Soviet Union and the cold war.” 

His assessment was that Kennedy finally concurred with the long stated Soviet position

Khrushchev’s position, “that the most important issue today is world peace, that war 

 
183 “Special Memorandum, Foreign Radio and Press Reaction to the President’s Foreign Policy Speech at 

niversity on 10 June 1963,” 12 June 1963, NSF, Subjects, Box 305A, JFKL, 1. American U
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broadcasts beamed at North America, reiterated the sentiment that this had long been the

Soviet position. He stressed, however, that “words must be backed up by deed

 

s” and 

e 

ited States and, by extension, 

 

ted 

edy 

he Soviet 

ing 

egard 

e 

 

                             

cited American obstruction of “both partial and general disarmament measures, 

specifically a nonaggression pact and nuclear-free zones.” The report ignored Kennedy’s 

proposed suggestion of a direct communications link between the White House and th

Kremlin to improve “contact and communication.”184 

The reaction in the West was no less important than that of the Soviets. Kennedy 

had communicated the direction he intended to take the Un

NATO and the Western Bloc. If he could not get support for his bold new idea, he would

have difficulty implementing it. Washington carefully monitored reaction in western 

Europe for indications of how difficult it would be to proceed on this new course. 

 The reaction in the noncommunist world was mixed. The State Department no

that the French position was “unchanged, skeptical.” The French reaction was the least 

favorable. This was important as obtaining French support or adherence was the Kenn

administration’s chief obstacle on the allied side to obtaining a treaty with t

Union. Although the French government gave no official response immediately follow

the speech, the French press emphasized the limited aspect of a test ban treaty with r

to disarmament in general. They also noted that “any agreement that might be reached 

‘would not be binding on France, which considers the nuclear test-ban question only on

aspect of genuine disarmament.’” De Gaulle’s attitude, as summarized by Paris radio, 

was that the treaty would hold little importance in light of the significant quantity of

                    
184 Ibid., 2. 
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nuclear weapons already stockpiled and that negotiations with the Soviets hardly made 

sense as long as they pursued a “policy based on threats and intimidation.”185 

 The French press noted that even if the United States, Great Britain, and the 

ty, France and China would not likely stop testing. Because the 

ar 

e 

t 

e 

s 

tial 

resolution to resist the pressure for Soviet expansion.” Rusk further noted that the speech 

                                                

Soviet Union signed a trea

French and the Chinese decided later than the three signatories to build their nucle

deterrent, French would wait at least until it saw evidence of total nuclear disarmament 

before it would give up its force de frappe. They also doubted that the Chinese could b

convinced to stop pursuing their own nuclear deterrent.186 

 The State Department characterized the British press response as “optimistic bu

cautious.” The two potential problems specifically cited were British concern over the 

number of inspections and difficulty getting the US Senate to ratify the treaty. The 

London Times believed that the speech’s timing was “‘mainly for the benefit’ of th

CPSU Central Committee meeting” that was to occur in June and the Sino-Soviet talk

scheduled for July. The speech would ensure that communist leadership had a “clear 

statement of US attitudes and objectives when these talks [took] place.”187 

 As the speech was a significant departure from previous cold war rhetoric, in 

order to further clarify Kennedy’s position in discussions with world leaders, Rusk 

disseminated talking points to American embassies and diplomatic missions worldwide. 

First among the issues covered was that Kennedy’s address was “a major Presiden

statement of the continuing policy of the Administration.” The important emphasis was 

on achieving disarmament but not at the expense of a “weakening in the American 

 
185 Ibid., 4. 
186 Ibid., 4-5. 
187 Ibid., 5. 
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should not be taken as an indication that the United States had chosen sides in the Sino-

Soviet split but that it merely wanted to “emphasize the positive opportunities for a more 

 

 

ing 

n 

is 

y, 

 

bitions” 

constructive and less hostile Soviet policy.”188 

From Rhetoric to Action 

 McNamara addressed the practical repercussions of Kennedy’s initiative. 

Kennedy’s pursuit of détente and the new opportunities that would flow from improved

relations would also come with consequences beyond the Soviet Union. The Defense 

Secretary drafted an internal response to Kennedy’s announcement to send 

representatives to Moscow that detailed the implications of nuclear weapons diffusion 

with and without a test ban. Beyond the current four recognized nuclear powers, which

included France, the Defense Department saw the potential for eight other nations to 

acquire within the next decade nuclear weapons and delivery system capabilities. 

Although cost was cited as the biggest factor inhibiting these nations from acquir

nuclear weapons, also cited were “lack of a clear military need, legal restrictions, concer

for international repercussions, moral pressures, lack of effective independence in the 

case of the satellites to undertake a program, and hope that diffusion will be halted. Th

combination of motives has clearly been effective in such countries as Canada, German

India, Japan, Italy and the European satellites.” This was not the case, however, in Great

Britain, France, “almost certainly China, and probably Israel.” In these instances, 

“prestige, coercive and deterrent value, and military utility” had “overridden inhi

which had dissuaded other nations from efforts to acquire nuclear weapons. A larger 
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concern for McNamara, however, was that Germany, and subsequently Italy, would feel 

increasing pressure to develop its own deterrent.189 

 McNamara then evaluated the prospects of dissemination under three conditions: 

 

 

. 

ished.190 

s 

rs 

interesting however, was that the Kennedy administration considered giving France 

. 

with a comprehensive ban, with an atmospheric only ban, and with no ban. The Defense 

Department deemed a comprehensive ban a “necessary, but not a sufficient condition” to

limit the spread of nuclear weapons. It would slow diffusion but not stop it altogether. 

Regardless, China would be loath to sign a comprehensive ban and France and Israel 

were also by no means guaranteed signatories. Defense considered possible incentives or

penalties that would induce nations to sign, but the United States and the Soviet Union 

would most likely have to apply pressure individually or jointly to ensure adherence

With a limited test ban, one that addressed atmospheric testing only, underground testing 

would still be allowed and the moral pressure not to test would be dimin

 McNamara concluded that diffusion of nuclear weapons would not be in 

America’s interests due to the unreliability of control or influence over smaller nations, 

who could also act irrationally. The number of nations possessing nuclear capabilities in 

the upcoming decade would be small but beyond ten years the number could increase 

dramatically “unless some effective action is taken.” More important than a test ban’

effect on diffusion would be “pressures” the United States, the Soviet Union and othe

put on limiting testing. He deemed placing pressure on France, however, problematic, 

despite the fact that France was the nation most likely to continue testing. More 

technical assistance in developing nuclear weapons if it was willing to support a test ban
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The Soviet Union would be as unlikely to apply direct pressure with the United States on 

China as the United States would be to apply, in a joint effort with the Soviet Union, 

direct pressure on France.191 

 Colonel Frederick J. Yeager, Director of the Sino-Soviet Region in the Office of

the Undersecretary of Defense, considered the Soviet perspective under the assump

that Kennedy had “made a decision to take radical steps, in cooperation with the USSR, 

to prevent the further proliferation of nuclear capabilities.” The S

 

tion 

oviets might consider 

ngement in order to protect their national security. Yeager believed that 

re aware of the “increasingly unstable international environment” and the impact 

 

ager 

 US-

eration as essential to the maintenance of world peace.” In this light, they 

might b

nity 

s 

                                                

such a joint arra

they we

proliferation would have on it. Chinese acquisition would cause some concern, but 

Yeager suggested that the Soviets had “an almost pathological fear of the possible future

acquisition of an independent nuclear capability by West Germany.”192 

 Although the United States was the Soviet Union’s “principal adversary,” Ye

noted that “it has from time to time been a characteristic of Soviet leadership to view

USSR coop

e willing to consider some sort of joint political or military action. The extent and 

nature of such cooperation, however, was limited by Soviet hopes to maintain u

within the communist bloc. Yeager noted that “While the Soviets apparently are not 

willing to sacrifice basic principles guiding Soviet policy just to placate the ChiComs, 

they, at the same time, remain hopeful that the present poor status in Sino-Soviet relation

 
191 Ibid., 5. Kennedy would again convey his possible willingness to assist the French with their nuclear 
program in July. While discussing nuclear weapons at an NSC meeting regarding Harriman’s instructions 

ennedy said he “wished to avoid any clause which would prohibit [the United States] from in Moscow, K
giving [nuclear] weapons to France,” if he later deemed that desirable. Summary Record NSC Meeting, 
“Harriman Instructions for Mission to Moscow,” 9 July 1963, NSF, Box 317A, JFKL, 3. 
192 Col. F. J. Yeager, “Possible Soviet Outlook,” 12 June 1963, NSF, Box 265, JFKL, 1.  
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can be repaired, and appear loath to precipitate, through Soviet initiative, a formal split in

these relations.” Soviet willingness, therefore, was directly related to the current status o

Sino-Soviet relations. The worse the relations, the more likely it would be that they 

would cooperate with the United States and vice versa.

 

f 

 queries 

ined 

 

gton and 

st 

63 the State Department considered the consequences of an anticipated 

p 

 

193 It would seem that Yeager’s 

assessment was fairly accurate. As the Americans would discover in July, despite 

Khrushchev’s dissatisfaction with the Chinese, he would not entertain Harriman’s

regarding a joint US-Soviet strike on Chinese nuclear facilities. 

  

Berlin 

 China was not the United States’ only concern. Détente could also be underm

by Soviet allies that were not openly and actively rebellious to Moscow. East Germany

was pursuing a course of action that would have driven a wedge between Washin

Moscow, not to mention the problems it would cause Kennedy in Bonn. Kennedy’s 

prospects for future agreements would be greatly weakened by an antagonistic Ea

Germany. 

In June 19

move by the East Germans, with Soviet acquiescence, to “formally and legally 

incorporate East Berlin into the GDR.” This concerned the State Department because u

to this point Berlin’s division had been de facto, whereas this move would give the split 

“legal status.” This would in turn “undercut Western negotiating positions, and over the

longer run tend to weaken German confidence in the US as an ally.”194 

                                                 
193 Ibid., 1-3. 
194 Thomas L. Hughes to SecState, “Policy Implications of A Formal Incorporation of East Berlin Into the 

hird German state, occupied by the victors of 
GDR”, 11 June 1963, “Germany 6/63”,  Box 77, Box 77, JFKL, 1. Berlin was not technically part of either 
West or East Germany. It was a distinct political entity, a t
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 The State Department promoted any American effort to dissuade the Soviets and 

East Germans from formally merging East Berlin with East Germany. If the merge

occur, however, the United States should “have avoided prior actions which might give 

grounds for subsequent rumors that the US, either by lack of vigor or by collusion with 

the USSR, was respon

r did 

sible for it.” The Kennedy administration would also have to 

ugh and felt that had he acted with more 

solve, the Wall might not have continued to divide the city. Kennedy’s own special 

General Lucius Clay, the hero of the Berlin Airlift, had 

here 

develop contingency plans to address the new status of West and East Berlin. 195 

 Concerns about American complicity or acquiescence to the proposed merger 

were very real in light of the German reaction to Kennedy’s response to the building of 

the Berlin Wall in August 1961. Many Germans, as well as other allies, viewed 

Kennedy’s response as not aggressive eno

re

representative to Berlin, 

advocated a much stronger stance. This was a theme that persisted when Kennedy sought 

to conclude the test ban treaty with the Soviets. The Germans in particular were 

concerned that Kennedy might sell out German interests in pursuit of an arrangement 

with the Soviets. 

 The final concern was probably the most difficult for Kennedy and the State 

Department to address and would cause the greatest difficulties for Kennedy’s détente 

agenda. If the Soviets and the East Germans did proceed with this course of action, t

was little the United States and its allies could do. If the Soviets and East Germans did 
                                                                                                                                                 

rlin” by 
de facto merger following the departure of the Soviet representative on the Allied Control Council and was 

195 Thomas L. Hughes to SecState, “Policy Implications of A Formal Incorporation of East Berlin Into the 
ne 1963, “Germany 6/63”, Box 77, JFKL, 1. 

World War II and divided into four occupation sectors. The three western sectors became “West Be

more formally recognized as a distinct entity, separate from East Berlin, following Kennedy’s radio and 
television address of 25 July 1961. The building of the Berlin Wall added to the sense of separateness and 
of permanence to the division. Although Berlin was in effect divided between west and east, it was 
technically still united under the Potsdam agreement at the war’s end. 

GDR,” 11 Ju
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not threaten the citizens or allied garrisons in West Berlin, the Americans and their allies 

could do little to affect the policy in East Berlin. War was out of the question and 

sanctions would have no effect considering the paucity of trade between the east and the

west. Diplomacy had proved difficult enough in the past for resolving issues that directly 

affected West Berlin. 

 State Department officials were aware that the measure 

 

might have been linked to 

ential 

eled to 

he 

press 
                                                

the test ban talks but were not sure how. They were also uncertain as to how such a step 

would affect the talks. They did “note, however, that past instances in which the Soviets 

appear to have deliberately combined ‘soft’ moves on disarmament with ‘hard’ moves on 

Berlin [made] predictions hazardous.”196 

 

Preparing for Moscow 

 Regardless of possible East German or Soviet moves, Kennedy moved ahead with 

his plans for July and the talks in Moscow. He selected Averell Harriman to lead the 

delegation. Considering the importance to Kennedy of these negotiations, and pot

future initiatives, the administration and Harriman’s team planned and prepared 

accordingly. Glen Seaborg played an important role during this period. He had trav

Moscow in May with a team of Atomic Energy Commission officials and renewed the 

Memorandum on Cooperation in Peaceful Uses of Atomic Energy on 21 May with 

Andronik Petrosyants, the Chairman of the Soviet Committee on Atomic Energy. On 30 

May, he left the Soviet Union and stopped for “technical discussions with French 

officials” in Paris before returning to the United States the next day. Upon his return, 

met immediately with both Bundy and Kaysen at the White House before giving a 
 

196 Ibid., 2. 
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conference on 3 June for the American press, as well as TASS and Izvestiya, regardin

activities in Moscow. He was optimistic in his meeting with Kennedy on 14 June, stati

that his delegation’s “visit came at a critical time. 

g his 

ng 

The members of our delegation were 

ell in 

 to 

re 

oviet 

gotiations. Kennedy was 

stablishing a pattern of building on previous smaller successes that he would parlay into 

 world of diplomacy moves very slowly. 

ey are 

s 

ith the United States ahead in both nuclear technology and in 

nuclear  

st 

keenly aware of their potential role as ‘ambassadors of good will’ and performed w

this regard . . . . I like to think that our visit, coming at a propitious time, helped

reinforce those currents leading to a relaxation of tensions.”197 

 In a way, Seaborg’s trip served as a precursor to the actual negotiations that we

to take place in July. He laid significant groundwork and strengthened ties with his S

counterparts so as to minimize Soviet resistance to the formal ne

e

larger successes in the future, knowing that the

The larger the stakes, the greater the potential resistance to changes in the current 

international framework. Small successes and brief contacts are not only helpful, th

necessary to effect significant change. The Kennedy administration realized this and 

proceeded with an agenda to that end. Seaborg’s trip would aid in the success of 

Harriman’s negotiations and Harriman’s negotiations, if successful, would enable 

Kennedy to accomplish his further ambitions involving détente and disarmament. 

 The US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency (ACDA) reinforced Kennedy’

disarmament efforts. W

 stockpiles, a test ban, whether limited or comprehensive, would be in the United

States’ favor. ACDA released White Paper Number 4 on 18 June 1963, arguing that a te

ban would be in the best interest of the US because it would “help to stop the further 

diffusion of nuclear weapons to countries not now possessing them.” It conceded, 
                                                 
197 Seaborg, 205-6; Editorial Note, FRUS 61-63, Vol. V, 684. 
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however, that a test ban “would not, of course, represent a complete solution to the 

problem.” Nonetheless, “it would greatly strengthen the hand of the US and others in 

efforts to halt the spread of nuclear weapons.”198 

 The ACDA in effect supported what they viewed as a first step toward the 

accomplishment of disarmament. For complete, or at least a more substantial, 

disarma

 

 trip to Europe, where he would he would muster 

 

ted 

 and anything that mitigated that mistrust worked to 

ved 

ment, the Kennedy administration would have to build on this one possible 

diplomatic success. Kennedy was building momentum in that direction. Successes in

other diplomatic and foreign policy arenas would continue that momentum and take 

disarmament from an idealistic notion to a very real possibility. 

 

Preparations for Kennedy’s European Tour 

 Kennedy prepared for his

support for the test ban treaty and explain directly to the Europeans his policies in 

Europe. As he would be travelling to Germany, he would again have to deal with West 

German concerns regarding the strength of the American commitment to continue 

military support of their NATO ally. He was aware that the détente he sought with the

Soviet Union caused unease in West Germany. The West German government distrus

American contact with the Soviets

Kennedy’s advantage. 

The West Germans were anxious that issues regarding them would be resol

over their heads and in a manner not to their liking. Kennedy had to convince the West 

German government, and the West German people, that the test ban was in their best 

                                                 
198 US Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, “White Paper No. 4:  “The Relationship Between a Test 
Ban Treaty and the Non-Diffusion of Nuclear Weapons,” 18 June 1963, NSF, Box 369, JFKL, 1-8 and 
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interests. He also had to convey that he would not negotiate changes to the status quo in 

Germany unilaterally. If the test ban was successful, and he could manage West Germ

anxieties, he could address the unresolved problem of a divided Germany. Neither 

an 

 

 as an 

nproliferation over Franco-German 

 

l 

t 

 

risis, 

 to avoid nuclear war in its pursuit of a 

iet 

superpower was satisfied with the current division. They also, however, could not agree 

on a resolution acceptable to both them and their respective German allies. 

The West Germans were apprehensive about the Soviet condition to include a

nonaggression pact as part of the test ban treaty. They feared this as “consolidating 

existing European boundaries and conditions,” which would, in effect, lock in the post-

war borders and cement the division of Germany. The White House viewed the trip

opportunity to speak directly to the European people, as opposed to their governments, 

since the former seemed to be more in favor of “no

acquisition of nuclear arms.”199 

 West German acquisition of nuclear weapons was a recurring theme and German

revanchism was a major concern to the American and Soviet leaderships. West German 

assertions of peaceful intentions notwithstanding, the memory of two world wars was stil

fresh in the minds of many world leaders in North America and in Europe. The Wes

German Defense Minister Kai-Uwe von Hassel addressed this and related issues in a 

press conference on 6 June 1963. 

 According to von Hassel, the West German government judged that although

Soviet methods and tactics may have been adjusted, the spreading of communism 

remained the Soviets’ first priority. The peaceful resolution of the Cuban Missile C

however, showed that the Soviet Union wished

balance of power advantage, a pursuit that was complicated by the increasing Sino-Sov
                                                 
199 Dallek, An Unfinished Life, 623. 
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split. The differences between the two great communist powers, however, affected only

their internal politics. They “do not affect Communist objectives with respect to the 

West, but rather the ways and means to be used in order to attain these objectives.”

 

 Europe was critical to enhancing allied support and to calming 

erma

 

’s 

 

the first American President since Truman to visit 

ed 

t 

 

200 

 Kennedy’s trip to

G n fears regarding improved American-Soviet relations coming at the expense of 

West Germany. The president’s new initiatives with the Soviet Union were far from

guaranteed. Kennedy had British support, despite the distractions of the Profumo spy 

scandal,201 but to further ensure success, he had to make sure the West Germans and the 

other NATO allies were on board as well. Khrushchev’s continued insistence on a 

linkage between a potential test ban treaty and a nonaggression pact between NATO and 

the Warsaw Pact was problematic to say the least. 

 Prior to Kennedy’s trip to Europe, the State Department considered the trip

objectives, implications, and probability for success. The trip itself was significant for a

number of reasons. Kennedy would be 

the occupied city of Berlin and would do so under very different conditions than exist

in 1945. Additionally, Kennedy would be the only NATO Chief of State outside of 

Germany to have ever visited the city. NATO and the world would take notice but the 

West Germans would be paying particularly close attention. A State Department analys

noted that Kennedy’s European tour came “at a time of change and flux in Western 

Europe when the role and influence of the American President have acquired added

significance in German eyes . . . . The visit comes at an important turning point in 

                                                 
200 Coburn Kidd to DepState, “Defense Minister von Hassel’s Views on NATO Defense,” 12 June 1963, 
“Germany 6/63”, Box 77, JFKL, 1. 

owgirl who was also the mistress of a Soviet spy.  He was later questioned about it in the House of 
s and lied.  Eventually he would resign. 
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modern German history, on the eve of the transition from Adenauer to Erhard with its 

obvious relation to the shifting of generations in German political life.”202 With this in 

mind, the White House and the State Department sought to clarify the trip’s objectives 

and optimize its impact. 

 First on the list of these objectives was to provide “tangible evidence of Ame

good will toward the German people and of [the United States’] recognition of the 

rican 

creas  

 

State 

pulation centers. They suggested 

ot 

 the 

ted to German reunification.203 

                                                

in ing importance of the Federal Republic as one of [its] major allies.” Additionally,

Kennedy’s presence would “provide graphic emphasis” on the importance of America’s

continued presence in and obligation to Europe, something that would aid in “restor[ing] 

some of the momentum toward European unity and Atlantic interdependence.” The 

Department wanted to maximize Kennedy’s exposure, “to see—and be seen by—as many 

Germans as possible,” in significant German po

Frankfurt, Wiesbaden, and Berlin because de Gaulle had not visited these cities during 

his trip to Germany the previous year. 

 The State Department highlighted “several major problem areas of particular 

concern” that Kennedy should address while in Germany. These included, but were n

limited to, the MLF and related military concerns, trade policy and British entry into

EEC, the balance of payments situation, and issues rela

 George C. McGhee, the US ambassador to Germany, also suggested to Rusk a 

number of themes that Kennedy might want to cover in private conversations with 

German leaders during his visit. First among these was the “Atlantic Community.” Their 

membership in NATO aside, the majority of Germans did not necessarily consider 

 
 61-63, Vol. XV, 202 Paper Prepared in the Department of State, “Scope: Germany”, 14 June 1963, FRUS

525-27. 
203 Ibid. 
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themselves part of a larger Atlantic community. In light of the recent Franco-Germ

treaty, the German leadership felt that its strongest ties were to France. Kennedy cou

emphasize that a “meaningful European community [would not] be possible unless [the] 

British [were] a part of it.” The ambassador also noted that Kennedy should stress

Erhard especially, who would be replacing Adenauer as chancellor in the upcoming 

months, that the United States would be “counting on German support” in this matter.

an 

ld 

 to 

 

ability, either alone or jointly 

uld use 

te 

se.” They wanted to feel 

cluded in Berlin planning “and to hear renewed US pledges of solidarity with the 

upport for reunification in freedom.”206 

the 

an 

t it 

                                                

204

 McGhee suggested that Kennedy should also raise the issue of nuclear weapons 

and whether the Germans desired to acquire a nuclear cap

with the French. Although the Germans would deny such a desire, the President co

the opportunity to clarify in detail American policy regarding nuclear proliferation, 

disarmament and the nuclear test ban talks. He could also discuss the American “estima

of Soviet intentions” regarding these topics.205 

 McGhee suspected that the “Germans realize [the] uselessness and even dangers 

of exacerbating [the] present situation.” They were aware that achieving a “modus 

vivendi if not actually reaching a settlement” was in their interest. The chief German 

concern, however, was that this would occur “at their expen

in

Berliners and s

 Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense Arthur Barber noted that Germany was 

MLF’s strongest supporter and that abandoning the concept “might undermine Germ

confidence” in the United States. Barber had concerns about proposing to Germany tha

renew for another two decades the Paris agreements that denied West Germany nuclear 

 
204 McGhee to SecState, “Presidential Visit,” 1 June 1963, NSF, Box 241, JFKL, 1-2. 
205 Ibid. 
206 Ibid., 2-3. 
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weapons. Without a “quid pro quo,” the United States “would undoubtedly drive 

Germany into the arms of De Gaulle and strengthen a Bonn-Paris axis opposed to a 

London-Washington axis.” He further stressed that “to pursue or initiate a non-diffusion 

arrangement with Moscow and yet retain the trust and confidence of the German 

government [the United States] must be prepared to offer solid US commitments to the 

defense  

 

Germany’s status cause for concern. This was a concern not limited to the 

ts 

est 

 

ce of 

timely and accurate communications between the two superpowers. The danger of war 

 of Germany throughout the treaty period.” He calculated that “As long as the

German government and people are convinced that the United States will defend 

Germany, Germany does not need nuclear weapons.”207 

 The West German government had repeatedly maintained that the Federal 

Republic neither sought nor required independent nuclear weapons capabilities. Despite

this, the Kennedy administration considered the possible link between an independent 

deterrent and 

United States. Other NATO allies and the Soviet Union also watched these developmen

with great interest. Kennedy knew that relations with the German people and the W

German government were important, but resolving the “German question” hinged on the

cooperation, or at least acquiescence, of the Soviet Union. 

 

The Hot Line 

 Just prior to Kennedy’s trip to Europe, the United States and the Soviet Union 

took another small but important step toward improving their own relations, finally 

concluding the “hot line agreement.” The missile crisis highlighted the importan

                                                 
207 Underlined in original. Arthur Barber [Deputy Assistant Secretary of Defense], Report, “O
Diffusion:  Volume II:  “To Govern is to C
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occurring due to misunderstanding or miscalculation was particularly relevant in the 

nuclear age. In 1954 the Soviet Union had proposed “specific safeguards against surprise 

ttack; it also expressed concern about the danger of accidental war.” A Conference of 

onvened in Geneva in 1958 but parted having accomplished 

ttle of

a 

 

ur Dean 

he 

 

e 

Washington and Moscow continued to negotiate until finally, on 20 June 1963, 

a

Experts on Surprise Attack c

li  concrete value. 208 

The idea for the “hotline,” as it came to be known, originated at the Genev

conference. The establishment of a direct link between Washington and Moscow would

eliminate the time-consuming process of enciphering and transmitting messages to 

respective embassies, and then carrying out decrypting, translations, and deliveries. An 

added benefit of successfully negotiating such a link would be that the two sides could 

agree on something and report their success to the world as evidence of their improved 

relationship. 

 The Soviets were open to such a proposal, but in a press conference on 23 July 

1962, Kennedy was cool to the idea. In December 1962, Ambassador Arth

proposed a working paper on the prevention of war by accident or miscalculation to t

Eighteen-Nation Disarmament Committee in Geneva, Switzerland. In this paper, Dean 

mentioned the possibility of a telephone or teletype connection between the two 

superpowers. The proposal seemed to go nowhere until on 5 April 1963 when the acting

representative of the Soviet Union to the conference, Semyon K. Tsarapkin, informed th

members of the conference that the Soviets were ready to consider the US proposal. 

                                                 
208 The Conference spurred research in this field but resulted in no written agreement. “Memorandu
Understanding Between the United States of America and The Union of Sovie
Regarding the Establishment of a Direct Communications Link,” State Department Website 

m of 
t Socialist Republics 
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representatives from the United States and the Soviet Union signed a memorandum of 

understanding regarding the hotline. It was operational by the end of that summer.209 

 

Kennedy’s European Tour 

 With the hotline in place and the Harriman mission to Moscow in the works, 

Kennedy departed for Europe. The trip extended from 23 June to 2 July and took 

Kennedy from Germany to Ireland, England, and Italy. He chose not to visit de Gaulle 

and his stay in England lasted only a day. The focus of the trip, where Kennedy hoped to 

make his greatest impact on US-European relations, was Germany and Berlin. Kennedy 

was unsure of how he would be received in Berlin and was conscious of the fact that 

relations with the West German government had been less than ideal. His staff was also 

concerned that his response, or lack thereof, to the building of the Wall may still have

been a sore spot with the Berliners. This was not the case, as evidenced by the exuberant 

reception he received, both in Berlin and in West Germany.

 

, the 

 

to 

ort” by 

                                                

210 

 At each stop, Kennedy emphasized American support of West Germany

Atlantic alliance, and NATO whenever possible. To ensure the success of the test ban

treaty, he would need widespread allied support. The president landed in West Germany 

and proceeded directly to Cologne, where Adenauer had served as Lord Mayor prior 

the Second World War, and then to Bonn. His remarks at both emphasized the German 

ancestry of many Americans, as well as the “common values” and a “common eff

 

Between the United States of America and The Union of Soviet Socialist Republics Regarding the 

209 News Conference Number 39, JFKL Website 
<http://www.jfklibrary.org/jfk_press_conference_620723.html>; “Memorandum of Understanding 

Establishment of a Direct Communications Link,” State Department Website 
<http://www.state.gov/t/ac/trt/4785.htm >; Seaborg, Kennedy, Khrushchev, and the Test Ban, 206-7. 
210 Freedman, Kennedy’s Wars, 268. 

123 
 



the United States and West Germany. He spoke highly of Adenauer and confirmed

America’s commitment to “hel

 

p bear its fair share of the burden” in defending the cause 

s 

s good 

 

ng 

ermany following the war and the absence of hostilities might lead 

erman s 

ially 

 

addressed any concerns that the United States might have had. He also added, “I don’t 

of freedom.211 

 Throughout the day, large crowds of friendly Germans waved American flags a

Kennedy’s entourage passed. The president noted this in his toast to Adenauer at Palais 

Schaumberg that evening, saying that while he “believe[d] there was spontaneou

will,” he had trouble believing that so many Germans had American flags lying around in

their homes. While the public reception had impressed Kennedy, he again stressed duri

his toast the importance of the Federal Republic’s ties to the United States. The economic 

miracle in West G

G s to believe that the United States’ presence and protection would no longer be a

necessary as in previous years. Kennedy, however, hammered home that the “task in 

1963” was “to sustain an alliance through a long period of what may appear superfic

to be relative calm.”212 Kennedy’s unstated goal that day, however, was also to remove 

the superficial aspects of the rapprochement and establish it on a deeper level. 

 The following day, the President addressed a number of issues during a press 

conference at the German Foreign Ministry in Bonn. He noted that the purpose of the trip

was to emphasize the importance he placed on “the relationship between the United 

States and Western Europe as vital to [the] security” of both. He denied that the United 

States objected to the Franco-German treaty but noted that the preamble that the 

Bundestag added, that reaffirmed Germany’s “obligation” and “responsibility” to NATO, 
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think that we can find [the same] strength in bilateral arrangements that we can in 

multilateral arrangements.”213 

 Kennedy and Adenauer also met privately on 24 June to discuss “European 

s 

 

 

t and 

e 

ld 

 

merican] feelings about German reunification. Rusk’s reassurances 

were extended to Willy Brandt as well. In a separate meeting with Brandt, Rusk said that 

                                                

integration, relations between the European Community and other nations of Europe, 

progress toward the achievement of the Atlantic partnership, and the problems of Berlin 

and German reunification.” The two leaders were also joined by Rusk and Vice-

Chancellor Ludwig Erhard and Federal Minister of Foreign Affairs Gerhard Schröder.214 

Kennedy certainly knew that, as Adenauer was moving toward retirement, having the 

support of Erhard, his successor, was important to future successes involving or affecting 

West Germany.  

 In spite of the warm public reception, the Americans would still have to addres

West German insecurities. During the private meeting Schröder voiced concerns that he 

had noted in “recent US statements there were more references to Berlin and Berlin 

access than to reunification.” He conceded that there were “practical difficulties” as far as

the Soviets were concerned. Despite this he wondered if the United States could convey

to the Soviets that the right of self-determination was in the “Soviets’ own interes

need not have any unilateral adverse effect.” It would, rather, result in a “safer and mor

secure situation for the Soviets in Europe.” The heavier emphasis on West Berlin wou

continue an “atmosphere of tension.” Rusk had to reassure the West Germans once more

of “the strength of [A

 
 24 June 1963, PPP JKF 

3, 
512-13; Telegram, Rusk to State, 25 June 1963, FRUS 61-63, Vol. XV, 528-9. 

213 Kennedy, “The President’s News Conference at the Foreign Ministry in Bonn,”
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“ el that the security of West Berlin fundamentally depends on the US presence i

West Berlin which is based on the right of victory, not on an agreement. We won’t be 

pushed or negotiated out.”215 

 Kennedy had meetings and gave speeches in Bonn, Cologne, and Frankfurt o

first day in Germany. His most extensive comments were at the Paulskirche in Frankfurt

where he stressed military, economic, and politica

We fe n 

n his 

, 

l unity within the Atlantic alliance. He 

” 

t 

ermany 

t 

 

touched repeatedly on the role of NATO and the need to “build the Atlantic Community.

Fear of an American deal with the Soviets behind Germany’s back was a concern tha

Kennedy repeatedly had to address. He therefore also used the speech to address German 

concerns about American dependability noting, “Some say that the United States will 

[not] . . . abide by its pledges.” He attempted to reassure his audience that the United 

States would not sell them out. Tied to these concerns was also the role of West G

and an independent nuclear deterrent measured against the MLF. Kennedy continued to 

try to sell the MLF, something the Soviets were firmly against, stating, “it is natural tha

America’s nuclear position has raised questions within the alliance. I believe we must 

confront these questions—not by turning the clock backward to separate nuclear 

deterrents—but by developing a more closely unified Atlantic deterrent, with genuine 

European participation.” Despite his advocacy of a measure the Soviets opposed, he

stressed that “we work toward the day where there may be a real peace between us and 

the Communists.”216 
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 On 26 June, Kennedy flew from Wiesbaden Air Force Base to Berlin’s Tegel 

airport. Although the most famous events in Kennedy’s trip to Berlin are his visit to 

Wall and his speech at the Rudolph W

the 

ilde Platz (later named John F. Kennedy Platz) in 

ican 

n 

 

 “Ich bin ein Berliner” (“I am a 

 

use 

 

 much shorter address and then 

inserted two half-pages of his own. Kennedy’s aides, Kenneth P. O’Donnell and David F. 

 

n 

front of West Berlin’s city hall, Kennedy made two other speeches that day, one at 

Berlin’s Congress Hall to a representative body of German labor leaders and one at the 

Free University of Berlin to faculty and students. 

 The president’s speech in front of Berlin’s city hall is one of the most famous of 

his presidency. In a masterpiece of rhetoric, Kennedy was caught up in the moment 

before the throng of thousands of West Berliners that came out to embrace the Amer

president during his visit. Due to his improvised additions, the tone of the speech stood i

dramatic contrast to his speech at American University at the beginning of the month.

Although the only line that anyone remembers is

Berliner”), Kennedy also railed against Communism, noting that the Wall was “the most 

obvious and vivid demonstration of the failures of the Communist system.”217 Though 

Kennedy did not criticize Khrushchev by name, he did lash out at the Communist Bloc.

 In what Windt calls the “ultimate act of editorship,” Kennedy opted not to 

Sorensen’s prepared remarks and chose to “wing it” instead. The president discarded a

much longer version that Sorensen had written for a

Powers, observed the president’s speech was at the same time “magnificent” and a “grave 

political risk,” and Kennedy “knew it.” The intense anti-communist rhetoric could have

undermined “all of his appeal for peace and understanding with the Soviets” at America
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University. He simply got “carried away.”218 That speech, however, ratcheted up his co

war rhetoric and delivered a message that was decidedly out of sync with his Peace 

Speech from the beginning of June. 

 One could doubt the sincerity of Kennedy’s professed desire for peace and the 

new direction he had charted in his American University commencement address. Some 

of his later speeches lapsed into standard cold war hyperbole and seemed to contradict his

new message. His 26 June speech before the city hall in West Berlin is 

ld 

 

one example of 

 at the 

mencement 

l 

at 

 with the Soviets.220 

Kennedy getting caught up in the fervor of the moment and lashing out rhetorically

Soviets.  Schlesinger commented that Kennedy’s “words were true but unwontedly 

harsh.” Khrushchev also noted the apparent disparity between the June com

address and the speech in Berlin.  He informed Macmillan that “they seemed to have 

been delivered by ‘quite a different person.’”219 

 In front of a much smaller crowd at the Free University of Berlin, and in a much 

less electrifying moment, Kennedy toned down his rhetoric significantly. He was stil

critical of “dogmatic police states” but his emphasis was more on the possibilities th

would lead to East-West cooperation and the eventual reunification of Berlin and 

Germany. His emphasis again shifted to internal unity within the Western Alliance in 

order to successfully negotiate

                                                 
218 Windt, “John F. Kennedy:  Presidential Speechwriting as Rhetorical Collaboration,” in Presidential 
Speechwriting, 99; O’Donnell and Powers, Johnny, We Hardly Knew Ye, 417. Robert Schlesinger states 
that Kennedy worked from note cards that he had written “at some point,” adlibbing the rest. Robert 
Schlesinger, White House Ghosts: Presidents and Their Speechwriters (New York: Simon & Schuster, Inc., 
2008), 139-41. Windt’s reference to two half-pages appears to be his comparison of Sorensen’s original 
draft with the delivered remarks in PPP. 

at 
that working with the Soviets was not possible.  Reeves, 

 June 1963, PPP JFK 1963, 526-29. 

219 Richard Reeves notes that Sorensen and Bundy were dismayed as Kennedy had adlibbed a speech th
contradicted his 10 June address and claimed 
Profile of Power, 536; Harold Macmillan, At the End of the Day (New York: Macmillan, 1973), 472. 
220 Kennedy, “Address at the Free University of Berlin,” 26
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 The German populace greeted Kennedy favorably not only in Berlin but in the 

other West German cities he visited. One Kennedy administration official noted, “The 

public demonstrations in Cologne, Bonn, Frankfurt, Wiesbaden, and Berlin make it 

entirely clear that West German opinion is wholly committed to the alliance, with 

meric

h 

 

dmini visit, 

 

ose solidarity with the United States.”222 This was just the support 

ennedy needed to deal confidently with the West German government and subsequently 

 the Soviets. 

f the 

A a as the cardinal requirement for Germany’s safety.” The West German press also 

presented the Kennedy visit in a favorable light, something that was “reinforced by bot

the public and private remarks of leading German political figures.”221 

 The response within the West German government was favorable as well. 

Considering the importance of West German support for a test ban treaty, whether it was

linked to a nonaggression pact or not, this was significant for the Kennedy 

a stration. The official West German response internally was that Kennedy’s 

“despite being designated a ‘working visit’—[was] one of the noteworthiest events in the 

postwar history of German-American relations.” It gave West Germans an “opportunity”

to display a “sense of trust” in the “American people and their head of state.” More 

important, however, was that during Kennedy’s “entire trip,” the German populace 

“evinced their cl

K

to negotiate with

 The West Germans were aware of this and stated that Kennedy’s speeches 

“imparted an insight into the President’s train of thought about the greater lines o

East-West conflict. The President, in his examination of Communism, proceeds from the 

                                                 
221 Author unknown, Memorandum, “The meaning of the President’s European trip,  June 23 – July 2, 
1963,” 1 July 1963, NSF, Box 241, JFKL, 1. 
222 F. J. Hoffmann, “With Reference to: Kennedy Visit,” 1 July 1963, II 6-82.21/91.36-683/63, Bestand 
B32, Band 176, PAdAA, 2, 5. [Translation by Dan Cook.] 
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superiority and the wooing virtue of the liberal social order. The ideals of the West appe

to the President’s notions, as well as their attractiveness to the European satellites of th

USSR.”223 Kennedy’s speeches, therefore, had three audiences: the Germans, the Sovi

and the American public. 

 The German government noted that the president’s reception in Germany “deeply 

impress

al 

e 

ets, 

ed Kennedy” and that he “implied” that his “success with the Germans will be 

ot 

n 

ief of 

dy’s visit gave “a useful boost to local US relations 

useful to him in American domestic politics.” Kennedy tied the test ban’s importance n

only to his legacy but also to his aspiration to serve a second term, something the 

Germans themselves noted. “From the domestic political view,” Kennedy’s trip was a

“appreciable success that will surely affect the nascent election campaign.”224 

 Kennedy utilized his visit to Berlin not only to improve relations with the 

Germans but with the French and British as well. John C. Calhoun, the Assistant Ch

Mission in Berlin, noted that Kenne

with the British and particularly with the French.” Kennedy’s “public praise” of the 

French and British “contribution to the Allied effort” made 26 June a “day of some 

importance.”225 

 

After Germany 

 Kennedy then flew to Ireland and onto England to meet with Macmillan. In 

contrast to the four days he devoted to Ireland, Great Britain rated only one day. 
                                                 
223 Signature Illegible, “With Reference to: Article on Analysis of Kennedy’s Speeches (Communism),” 28 
June 1963, II 4-83.01/94.29/425/63, Bestand 32, Band 176, PAdAA, 1. [Translation by Dan Cook.] 
224 “With Reference to:  Kennedy’s Speeches in Germany,” 29 June 1963, “Kennedy’s Speeches in 
Germany”, 29 July 1963, II 6-82.21-91.36/680/63, Bestand 32, Band 176, PAdAA, 1-2. [Translation by 
Dan Cook.]; Signature Illegible, “With Reference to: Reaction to the Reception of President Kennedy in 

an 

un, Telegram, MissionBer to DepState, 27 June, FRUS 61-63, Vol. XV, 537. 

Germany,” 3 July 1963, Pol. 305-83.20-1055/63, Bestand 32, Band 176, PAdAA, 3. [Translation by D
Cook.] 
225 Calho
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Macmillan’s government was still reeling from the Profumo spy scandal and Kennedy 

and Macmillan met not in London but at Macmillan’s home at Birch Grove. In many 

ways, Kennedy’s visit to Great Britain was anticlimactic after his trip to Germany. In 

spite of this, Macmillan made the most of the trip and the opportunity to play some s

of role in US-Soviet relations and a potential foreign relations success such as the test b

treaty. 

 In addition to general discussions about topics such as the MLF, Kennedy and 

Macmillan repeatedly raised the issue of China. They deemed that there would be 

significant political advantage in a joint note with the Soviet Union addressed to the 

Chinese. The president noted that “if the Chinese could be restrained that would be the 

most powerful argument in favor of a test ban.”

ort 

an 

ese 

ud 

was better than one rejected by the Senate, declaring that “a close 

e 

, 

sire 

                                                

226 Increasingly Kennedy saw the Chin

as a major stumbling block to the success of a treaty and the Sino-Soviet split as a 

possible solution to that quandary. 

 Kennedy was generally concerned about over-reaching. He considered alo

whether no treaty 

contest might move us forward, but a bad defeat might be destructive.” This was 

something that had to be taken into account when preparing the instructions for th

diplomatic mission to Moscow in July.227 

 In his memoirs, Macmillan tried to put as positive a spin as possible on the 

meeting. The consensus was “full steam ahead” regarding the planned Moscow meeting

with the test ban the “No. 1 Priority.” Kennedy also did not challenge Macmillan’s de

 
ne 1963: Nuclear Matters, including forthcoming test ban 

id. 

226 Memcon, “President’s European Trip: Ju
discussions with the USSR,” 29 June 1963, FRUS 61-63, Vol. VII, 752-4. 
227 Ib
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to “go slow” on the MLF. 228 Although Kennedy and Macmillan discussed the test

and the upcoming talks in Moscow in depth, neither offered anything substantially ne

 Kennedy traveled from England to Italy to shore up relations with the Italians,

another defeated World War II power. Kennedy met with the new Italian Presiden

Antonio Segni and various member of his cabinet. Perhaps concerned that the Italia

shared some of the same fears as the West Germans, Kennedy informed Segni that he 

came to Europe to “demonstrate the s

 ban 

w. 

 

t 

ns 

olidarity of the Atlantic Community, the solidarity 

tion 

eeds 

 

When discussing the impending test ban talks, Kennedy cited first his concerns 

g a nuclear capability, which would “increase China’s 

 tried.” 

of the US with Europe.” The two then discussed various issues with particular atten

to the MLF. Kennedy told Segni that the MLF was conceived as a way to “meet the n

of countries not having a voice in the use of nuclear weapons but entitled to have such a 

voice.” Kennedy “accept[ed] the fact of the existence of a French nuclear force.” The 

MLF would address the “needs of Italy and Germany as great powers.” These needs 

could be met and his goal of nonproliferation maintained. Segni agreed with Kennedy’s

position and added that the “Italian Government was very anxious to avoid such 

proliferation.”229 

 

about the Chinese acquirin

prestige” and lead other nations to pursue nuclear programs of their own. He was very 

conservative in his estimation that the talks would succeed but he felt “it had to be

As an added benefit, “if the West could agree on something so important as this, there 

might be important consequences upon Chinese-Soviet relations. The Soviets would 

                                                 
228 Macmillan, At the End of the Day, 472. 
229 Memcon, Segni/Leone/Kennedy/Rusk/Bundy/Sorensen/et al., 1 July 1963, FRUS 61-63, Vol. XIII, 879-
81. 
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perhaps be moved more towards the West because of fear of China.”230 Kennedy 

attempted to broaden the base of support within NATO for the MLF and his goal o

nonproliferation. He also explicitly expressed that the Chinese acquisition of nuclear 

weapons was a primary concern and the Sino-Soviet split could work to NATO’s 

advantage in preventing this. Confident of his support, among the Italian

f 

s at least, 

Kenned

progress 

 

and British delegation to Moscow.  They still seemed willing to work 

s 

 his 

ending nuclear testing and the 

ing talks in Moscow.  He declared that the Soviets had suggested “banning nuclear 

                             

y returned to the United States after a brief audience with the Pope, who was a 

valuable ally in the pursuit of peace. 

 The beginning of July marked Kennedy’s homecoming. The trip’s German 

segment had been successful and his speech at the West Berlin city hall memorable. 

Fortunately for Kennedy, his comments at the end of June did not undo all of the 

he had made over the course of that month.  The Soviets did not cancel the planned visit

of the American 

toward improved relations.  Back in the United States, away from enthusiastic crowds 

and visible cold war divides such as the Wall, Kennedy aimed for more consistency in hi

message and his actions. 

 

Khrushchev’s Response 

 Khrushchev visited East Berlin less than a week after Kennedy and delivered

own speech on 2 July at a hall in the East German capital.  Khrushchev matched 

Kennedy’s bravado but did not reject outright the possibility of reaching some sort of 

agreement later that month.  The Soviet Premier addressed 

upcom

weapons and prohibiting their testing” in the past but that the Western powers, 
                    
230 Ibid., 885. 
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specifically the United States, had rejected his offer.  As the Western powers were 

unwilli

 

sing of 

he 

t 

tive is also telling.  According to 

Seabor

d face 

till 

e some resistance from America’s European allies. 

                                                

ng to conclude a comprehensive test ban, he now offered the possibility of 

agreement on a limited test ban.  He further suggested a non-aggression pact between

NATO and the Warsaw Pact.  These were steps he considered essential “toward ea

international tensions and the strengthening of trust between states.”231 

Acting Secretary of State George Ball concluded that “Khrushchev [was] offering 

a three-environment test ban, apparently with no insistence on a moratorium on 

underground tests.”  Furthermore, he “may or may not be insisting that the signing of t

test ban agreement be conditioned on the simultaneous signing of a NATO-Warsaw Pac

non-aggression pact.” How unrelenting Khrushchev would be in linking the two 

agreements was not clear and fueled speculation in Washington prior to and during the 

negotiations.232 

 Khrushchev’s proposal of a limited test ban rather than a comprehensive ban is 

significant in that it shows that he was now flexible in his negotiating position. That the 

Kennedy administration did not dismiss this alterna

g, even as late as the president’s trip to Europe, Kennedy was committed to 

pursuing a comprehensive ban. He found the continued deadlock regarding inspections, 

however, discouraging.233 Alternatively, the limited test ban did not require on-site 

inspections and could still be counted as a success.  It would also in all likelihoo

less opposition from the Soviets, since they had suggested it.  Unfortunately it would s

generat

 
231 George W. Ball to JFK, Memorandum, “Analysis of Language of Khrushchev Speech Regarding Test 
Ban and NATO Warsaw Pact,” 2 July 1963, RG 59, State Department Subject-Numeric Files, DEF 18-4, 
NARA, 1-2.  
232 Ibid., 2-3. 
233 Seaborg, Kennedy, Khrushchev, and the Test Ban, 226. 
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The Concerns of and about West Germany 

Kennedy needed to alter the perception in the United States and in Europe that 

negotiating with the Soviets was prohibited. He would start with the West Germans. 

Kennedy sought to build on the success of his recent trip to Germany where Vi

Chancellor and Economics Minister Ludwig Erhard, Defense Minister Kai-Uwe Von 

Hassel, and Foreign Minister Gerhard Schröder made favorable impressions on Kennedy

He reasoned that they would do much to s

ce-

. 

trengthen trans-Atlantic ties beyond just the 

West G dy 

d get 

 

 

n 

er and they were already expanding contact and finding areas in 

which t

’s 

ermans. In discussions in Washington, Italian diplomats shared with Kenne

their belief that a strong US-German relationship would provide a solid foundation for 

Italian-German relations. This must have appealed to Kennedy, especially if he coul

other European leaders to think in the same vein. Kennedy stressed to the Italians that the

potential of a Soviet attack on Western Europe had diminished greatly and that he

considered Berlin secure. Problems with the Soviets, therefore, were “more social and 

political.”234 Although military and defense issues would remain a concern, the situatio

was much less dangerous than in previous years.   

Kennedy knew that better relations with the Soviets were possible.  Khrushchev 

was an amenable partn

hey could agree on various issues.  Kennedy also knew that the West German 

government could be a considerable obstacle to improved US-Soviet relations. 

Fortunately, imminent changes within West Germany could easily shift in Kennedy

favor. 

                                                 
234 Memcon, “President’s European Trip June 1963,” 1 July 1963, RG 59, Lot 66D149, “Presidential 
Memorandums of Conversation, 1956-64,” Box 3, NARA, 2. 
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 Kennedy witnessed a turning point in West German politics in his final year

Konrad Adenauer, the chancellor who had forged the Federal Republic out of the ashes of 

the war, was on his way out after fourteen years as the only chancellor the fledglin

democratic nation-state had ever known. His party, the conservative Christian 

Democratic Union

. 

g 

 (CDU), would remain in power a few more years but the ascent of the 

Social e Lord 

 

 

e 

e 

 

mally to Brandt about the importance he 

Democratic Party (SPD) and its charismatic heir apparent Willy Brandt, th

Mayor of Berlin, was already underway. 

Brandt, who would eventually become chancellor himself, was charting a 

markedly different course for Germany than Adenauer had followed, developing a new

foreign policy for the Federal Republic; a foreign policy based on “change through 

rapprochement.”235  Brandt, who had lived in Berlin since 1948 and had been Mayor of 

West Berlin since 1957, had adopted the city as his home following his return to

Germany after the war. Brandt looked east and sought to engage not only the Soviets but 

the East Germans as well.  Kennedy seemed to recognize this and attempted to utiliz

Brandt’s new policies to support his own. Both leaders embraced détente, Kennedy as a 

means to improve relations with the Soviets and Brandt as an instrument to improve th

situation of Berliners. 

Kennedy made a point of keeping Brandt informed and occasionally used Kaysen

as a conduit. Kennedy wanted to “get word infor

attaches to the effort to get something out of Khrushchev’s speech and Harriman’s 

mission.” In addition to assurances about protecting West Berlin’s and West Germany’s 

                                                 
235 This policy embraced engaging the Soviet Union and the German Democratic Republic in an effort to 
alter their policies through increased contact. Egon Bahr, a journalist and member of Brandt's SPD party, 
coined the phrase “Wandel durch Annäherung” [change through rapprochement] during his informal 

sh, In Europe’s 
-6. 

remarks in conjunction with Brandt’s 15 July “Tutzing speech.” See Timothy Garton A
Name: Germany and the Divided Continent (New York:  Random House, 1993), 65
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interests, he stressed that “we must not miss the possibility of a real step forward.” 

Kennedy felt that, if he cultivated ties with Brandt, the rising leader could be a “hea

counter-agent in the German political structure.”

lth[y] 

ace 

nations. He 

pecifi

sure 

is, of course, 

 be one 

only 

 to 

gime 

may be preparing to explore recent signs of West German interest in more flexible 

236 Brandt was a valuable ally in 

Kennedy’s efforts to minimize the West German government’s distrust of improved US-

Soviet relations.  

Through Kaysen, Kennedy conveyed to Brandt the importance he saw in 

Khrushchev’s 2 July speech, emphasizing that limiting testing would curb the arms r

but more importantly halt the diffusion of nuclear weapons to non-nuclear 

s cally cited the impact that the Sino-Soviet split had on diffusion to China. The 

more sensitive issue, particularly for the Germans, was Khrushchev’s mention of the 

nonaggression pact. Kaysen, again speaking on behalf of Kennedy, attempted to reas

Brandt that the United States would “never enter into an arrangement which is 

detrimental to German interests.” He did not, however, want to exclude the possibility of 

an agreement that would be “advantageous” to all parties involved. Th

would depend on the context of the arrangement and the agreement would need to

that did not jeopardize the West’s established position in Berlin. To this end, Kaysen 

stressed that such an arrangement would reduce the danger of another crisis in Berlin.237  

Considering Brandt’s history and connection to Berlin, stressing the security of not 

Germany but of Berlin specifically made sense. 

 On 15 July, Rusk informed Harriman and George McGhee, the US ambassador

Germany and former Undersecretary of State for Political Affairs: “The Ulbricht re

                                                 
236 Bundy to Kaysen, Memorandum, 4 July 1963, NSF, Carl Kaysen, Box 370, JFKL. 
237 Kaysen to Brandt, Letter, 5 July 1963, NSF, Carl Kaysen, Box 370, JFKL, 1-2. 
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policies toward [the] Soviet bloc.” The government in West Berlin expressed similar 

ntime

bility 

erman 

t others were 

the opposing camp. It was fine 

to talk about reunification, but did anyone really want to see it occur? 

 Brandt presented an interesting parallel to Kennedy.  The future German 

chancellor embraced the president’s goal of improved relations between the East and the 

West. Brandt represented Germany’s future not its past.  If conditions were right for the 

reunification of Germany, it would take a man like Brandt to lead it from the West 

German side. Brandt, through his rhetoric and actions, was preparing Germany for the 

possibility of a working relationship with the Soviets. Kennedy, meanwhile, set about 

addressing the more immediate future by finalizing the preparations for Moscow. 

                                                

se nts. West Berlin Senat Director Egon Bahr decried the failure of economic 

pressures to achieve reunification and had publicly called for an end to the Hallstein 

Doctrine, an improved relationship with the Soviets, and “implicitly more contacts with 

the Ulbricht regime.” Rusk also cited Brandt’s push for “a foreign policy of flexi

and initiative” that stressed “German interests in the East.” In Brandt’s estimation, 

reunification in opposition to the Soviets was “manifestly impossible.” The current 

relations between East and West Germany would have to be redefined.238 

 It was reasonable to assume that Soviet acquiescence was necessary for G

reunification.  Brandt, however, seemed to be alone in publicly voicing wha

probably thinking. What the Western Allies were likely contemplating, and also not 

saying, was that that they had reservations regarding a unified Germany. A divided, and 

weakened, Germany was safer than a unified Germany in 

 
238 The Hallstein Doctrine was the West German government’s policy since 1955 not to recognize any 
government, except the Soviet Union, that recognized the East German regime. Rusk to Harriman and 
Ambassador, [teletype], 23 July 1963, Box 541, Harriman Papers [Hereafter: HP], Library of Congress 
[Hereafter: LOC]. 
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Conclusion 

 

st 

t of his presidency. 

 Kennedy began the month of June by announcing his bold new foreign policy 

vision. He spent the rest of the month bolstering support domestically and within the 

Atlantic Alliance to move from abstract statements about peace to concrete steps toward 

ending nuclear proliferation and dissemination. If successful, he could possibly 

dramatically alter the Cold War. Whether he was cognizant of or consciously pursuing 

such a profound impact is not clear. With thoughts of reelection in 1964, however, the

idea certainly had to have occurred and appealed to him. Kennedy abided by his decision 

not to resume testing first, worked out the “hotline” with the Soviets to enhance 

communication and decrease the potential for the escalation of devastating 

misunderstandings, and he traveled to Europe to shore up support for his program with 

the NATO allies. June successfully laid the groundwork for July and August and the mo

significant foreign policy achievemen
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Chapter 4: The Limited Test Ban Treaty 

 The Limited Test Ban Treaty was the cornerstone of Kennedy’s foreign policy

with the Soviet Union. Kennedy came into office committed to a test ban. It dominated

his agenda in the summer of 1963. The months leading up to the negotiations 

 

 

were filled 

storic 

e 

d by 

US-

s His Team 

f 

delegation and preparing its marching orders. The American delegation would join their 

with careful preparations, establishing the right message, assembling the right team, 

coordinating with the allies, and sounding out the Soviets. Following the treaty’s hi

signing in Moscow, negotiations would shift from between the United States and th

Soviet Union to between the Kennedy administration and the Senate. A treaty rejecte

the Senate would have been a hollow victory, would have had a detrimental effect on 

Soviet relations, and could have set back the pursuit of disarmament by years. Kennedy 

would have to move from the abstract ideas at the beginning of June to a tangible 

accomplishment. He would then have to see the agreement ratified in the United States 

and embraced throughout the world. 

 

Kennedy Assemble

 Kennedy, as promised in his American University speech, assembled a team o

negotiators to go to Moscow. Realizing how important it was to capitalize on the fragile 

state of cooperation that existed, Kennedy carefully went about pulling together his 

British counterparts in London and then proceed to the Soviet Union to negotiate the 

most significant treaty of Kennedy’s brief presidency. 

 Kennedy had selected Harriman in June to lead the American delegation. 

Harriman’s extensive business experience in the Soviet Union in the twenties, and his 
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service as the US ambassador in Moscow from 1943 to 1946 made him a strong 

candidate to lead the delegation. Kennedy informed Khrushchev that he had sele

Harriman due to “his clear record of sympathetic understanding of the Russian people 

and his service to our common cause in the critical days of World War 2.”

cted 

Khrushchev for hours in Moscow in June and July 1959, 

arrim

ut 

 

entists 

                                                

239 

 Rudy Abramson paints a picture of Harriman as a man who overcame limited 

intellectual ability through sheer will and determination to serve every democratic 

president of the last century except Woodrow Wilson. Harriman’s knowledge and 

familiarity with the Soviet Union and its leaders is also extensively chronicled. Yet 

despite having spoken with 

H an was initially excluded from all matters Soviet in the Kennedy administration, 

including the Vienna summit. Although Harriman blamed Rusk, other members of the 

administration, including the president and Bundy, considered him “over the hill and o

of date.” It was only by offering unsolicited, but cogent, advice to Robert Kennedy

regarding the Cuban Missile Crisis that Harriman gained the confidence of the 

administration.240 

 On Kennedy’s instructions, Harriman assembled a small but capable team to 

support him in Moscow. He eschewed a delegation predominantly composed of sci

in favor of men with a strong diplomatic grounding. His belief was that, if the argument 

 
a potential 
prehensive test ban, 

he had alienated many members of Congress who did not favor such a restrictive ban. Kennedy considered, 
but could not secure, John J. McCloy, a Republican and former Kennedy disarmament advisor who could 
have proved useful managing objections from Congress. Kennedy thought McCloy was “well and 
favorably known.” Kennedy also mentioned Roswell Gilpatric, the Deputy Secretary of Defense as a 
possibility. Bernard Firestone, “Kennedy and the Test Ban: Presidential Leadership and Arms Control” in 
Brinkley and Griffiths, John F. Kennedy and Europe, 82; Sound Recording Dictabelt 19A.2; Kennedy and 
Rusk, Telephone Conversation, 16 May 1963, Presidential Recordings, JFKL; Kennedy to Khrushchev, 12 

 61-63, Vol. VI, 300. 
ntury, 572-4, 581, 591-4. 

239 Harriman was not the Kennedy administration’s only candidate. William Foster was 
candidate but Kennedy and his advisors excluded him because, in his pursuit of the com

July 1963, FRUS
240 Rudy Abramson, Spanning the Ce
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came down to scientific and technical minutiae, each side would be able to interpret the 

 in 

 State 

ral counsel for the Department of 

fornia 

 

iman 

ually voiced concerns as to 

y 

                                                

data in a way that would support its respective position, deadlocking the treaty 

negotiations. Instead, Harriman gathered around him individuals that would assist him

a diplomatic breakthrough. His team included Carl Kaysen, Bundy’s deputy; Adrian 

Fisher, the Deputy Director of the ACDA; William Tyler, the Assistant Secretary of

for European Affairs; and John McNaughton, the gene

Defense. For technical support, he included Franklin A. Long, the ACDA Assistant 

Director for Science and Technology; and Frank Press, a seismologist at the Cali

Institute of Technology.241 

 Kaysen maintains that both Kennedy and Harriman wanted to keep the delegation

small. He states that it was Harriman’s decision and that “the President backed Harr

up.”  That Kennedy supported Harriman is significant because, despite Rusk’s initial 

endorsement of Harriman, the Secretary of State event

whether Harriman was the right choice or not. Kaysen asserts that Rusk was a “rather 

timid man” and that his initial suggestion of Harriman was based on the assumption that 

the president deemed him well suited for the job. Rusk’s main concern stemmed possibl

from the inferences he imagined the European allies would draw from Harriman’s 

personal history with the Soviets. Kaysen believes that George Ball convinced Rusk that 

Harriman would “upset the Germans” and thereby undermine relations with West 

Germany.242 Nonetheless, Kennedy stood by his selection of Harriman.  

 
241 Ibid., 595-6. 
242 Kaysen Oral History, 14-15, 17. 

142 
 



Preparing for Moscow 

 Once the decision to send Harriman was finalized, the Kennedy administration 

e 

ere not 

me 

k 

 

es, the Soviet Union, the United Kingdom, and France as the only nations 

ina as 

within an alliance. Rusk countered that the American veto on the actual use of nuclear 

had to decide what he would be instructed to attempt as well as how much latitude he 

would have to exceed his mandate. Kennedy was staking a lot on these negotiations and 

was very active in preparations for Harriman’s trip. Kennedy’s foreign policy, and 

perhaps his reelection, hinged on success in Moscow. 

 Harriman was to successfully negotiate a test ban treaty, prevent the linkage of th

nonaggression pact to the treaty, and sound out Khrushchev regarding potential 

diplomatic or military actions concerning the Chinese nuclear program. These w

new concepts. The United States and the Soviet Union had been negotiating these sa

agenda items in Geneva for years. The West Germans and NATO were quite vocal 

regarding their views on a nonaggression pact. The Soviets had the previous summer 

broached many of the issues that would be discussed. 

 Almost a year earlier, in August 1962, Gromyko had delivered a message to Rus

through Dobrynin emphasizing that “it would be in the interest of” both the United States

and the Soviet Union that “no further nuclear powers...develop.” They both recognized 

the United Stat

with nuclear capabilities at the time. They discussed China but did not recognize Ch

an existing nuclear power. More than China, however, the Soviets’ chief concern was 

prohibiting either East or West Germany from acquiring nuclear capabilities. To this end, 

Gromyko, taking aim at the MLF, again expressed Soviet opposition to nuclear sharing 
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weapons addressed Soviet concerns.243 A year later, both superpowers had similar 

concerns and similar positions. 

 With the Geneva negotiations as a starting point and influenced by US-Soviet 

exchan ed all 

 

nd 

uld be a comprehensive test ban treaty, with a limited test ban to be regarded 

as the i

 the 

r 

 instructions regarding nuclear weapons in orbit, as 

n 

 

ges in recent days, months, and years, the Kennedy administration consider

essential as well as possible negotiating points.  The NSC met on 9 July and reviewed 

Harriman’s instructions for Moscow. Among the issues discussed were an annual quota

on underground tests, a proposal to limit further dissemination of nuclear weapons, a

banning nuclear weapons in space. Rusk’s particular concern was that he did not want 

Harriman discussing specific numbers if the “Soviets propose a moratorium on 

underground testing.” Kennedy “acknowledg[ed]” that the United States would not 

benefit significantly from a quota on underground tests. Rusk also emphasized that the 

objective sho

nitial step in a process leading to the comprehensive ban.244  Although Harriman 

while in Moscow and Kennedy in the months that followed never actively pursued

comprehensive test ban directly with the Soviets, it was an important consideration prio

to the trip and a potential negotiating point during the negotiations that Harriman chose 

not to broach. 

 Beyond the comprehensive test ban, Kennedy emphasized that he wanted a 

stronger statement in the Americans’

“such an agreement would be useful” to the United States. Kennedy also asked Harrima

his views on Soviet willingness to address the test ban treaty with the Chinese. Harriman

                                                 
243 Kaysen, Memorandum, “Non-Diffusion of Nuclear Weapons,” 9 July 1963, Box 541, HP, LOC.  
244 “Instructions for Honorable W. Averell Harriman,” 10 July 1963, Box 541, HP, LOC, 2. 
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doubted the Soviets would be willing to broach this topic.245  Both of these were issues 

that would interest the Joint Chiefs.  Kennedy, however, had concerns about their supp

regarding the primary topic on his agenda. 

The same day in a meeting at the White House, the Joint Chiefs informed 

Kennedy that they could not now support even a limited test ban. Based on the resistance 

he faced from the Joint Chiefs, Kennedy announced at the NSC meeting that he would 

not request their “formal position because [he] wished to avoid a statement of their 

collective judgment becoming public.”  The press would seize such an opportunity to sell 

stories about dissension between the Kennedy Administration and the Department of 

Defense.  He did not want domestic issues undermining the success of his treaty.  “He fe

that if the Russians accept our treaty, we will have to fight for it in the Senate, win, l

or draw.”

ort 

lt 

ose, 

ocus on as comprehensive a ban as possible and the 

 the 

 

                                                

246 

On 10 July, the day after the NSC meeting, Kennedy presented Harriman with his 

initial instructions. Harriman’s mission consisted of “negotiating and exploratory 

aspects.” The negotiations should f

exploratory aspects should focus on two elements in particular: “What other acceptable 

measures of disarmament the Soviets are interested in undertaking?” and “What are

Soviet intentions in dealing with the problems related to European security, as raised in 

Khrushchev’s speech of July 2?”247 

 Harriman’s instructions stressed the test ban’s role as the “first step toward the 

halting of the arms race” and the reduction of international tensions. “More important,”

 
245 Bromley Smith, “Summary Record of the National Security Council Meeting,” 9 July 1963, NSF, 
Departments & Agencies, Box 265, JFKL, 1-7. 
246 Seaborg, Kennedy, Khrushchev and the Test Ban, 226-230; Bromley Smith, “Summary Record of the 
National Security Council Meeting,” 9 July 1963, NSF, Departments & Agencies, Box 265, JFKL, 1-7. 

s for Honorable W. Averell Harriman,” 10 July 1963, Box 541, HP, LOC, 1-5. 247 “Instruction
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however, was that it was the first step in halting the dissemination of nuclear weap

Although the Kennedy administration thought it “unlikely” that 

ons. 

the delegation would 

le 

ee 

ident, miscalculation, or failures in communication.” 

arriman was not to allow a linkage between the nonaggression pact and the test ban nor 

s inconsistent with German reunification. He was 

f a 

an.” 

it 

 

ssians the question of what we might do jointly or not jointly in 

achieve a comprehensive test ban, that was still the ultimate objective. To this end, 

Kennedy authorized Harriman to “carry such negotiations as far as you can.” Acceptab

topics to probe for sincere Soviet interest included nuclear weapons in space, nuclear fr

zones in the third world, elimination of certain US and Soviet bombers, and “measures to 

reduce the risk of war through acc

H

recognition of East Germany that wa

also to “be prepared to explore any other matters which the Soviets wish to raise under 

the general heading of improving relations between the Soviet Bloc and NATO; or 

between the United States and the Soviet Union.” Kennedy was still optimistic regarding 

the greater impact of the ban. Harriman’s instructions made clear that the conclusion o

limited test ban treaty “should be viewed as a first step toward the achievement of a 

comprehensive test ban treaty.”248 

 Kaysen drafted the original instructions, which were “discussed with Harrim

The day before the delegation’s departure, Kennedy met privately with Harriman, 

Kaysen, and Bundy. The President stressed two main points. One was that he had “cred

in the bank with the Germans” and that he was willing to “use some of it up” regarding 

the nonaggression pact. The other was that Harriman had “broad discretionary authority

to explore with the Ru

                                                 
248 Ibid., 1-3. 
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r  to the Chinese.” He could engage the Soviets regarding “their interests in 

preventing further development of Chinese military power.”

elation

ich it 

e 

diplomatic affairs. This would be his first and only international negotiation. Seaborg 

understood that the office Hailsham held made him a de rigueur selection but he found 

him thoroughly unqualified as a diplomat.  The British delegation also included Michael 

249 

 Before Harriman left Washington, Foster considered the greater implications of 

any test ban. Quoting from an ACDA memorandum, he considered that over the next 

decade, “the significance of a nuclear test ban lies more in the political doors wh

might assist in opening than in the military doors it might close.”250 With this in mind, 

the Americans departed for Europe. 

 

The Americans Arrive in England 

 On 12 July, Harriman and his entourage arrived in the United Kingdom. As the 

negotiations were a trilateral affair involving the United States, the United Kingdom, and 

the Soviet Union, the American team stopped in London en route to Moscow so that the 

American and British delegation could confer and discuss their strategy regarding th

upcoming negotiations with the Soviets. The Brits had assembled their team as well.  

Lord Hailsham, Quinton Hogg, headed the British delegation. Macmillan selected him 

largely due to his position as Minister of Science, despite his lack of experience in 

Wright, a disarmament expert, and Sir William Penney, a scientist who would provide 

technical support.251 

                                                 
249 Kaysen Oral History, 21-2. 
250 Foster to Kennedy, Memorandum, “Political Implications of a Nuclear Test Ban,” 12 July 1963, NSF, 
Meetings & Memoranda, Box 317A, JFKL, 1. 
251 Seaborg, Kennedy, Khrushchev and the Test Ban, 220; Firestone, “Kennedy and the Test Ban,” 87. 
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 Kennedy raised concerns during an NSC meeting about Hailsham, whom he 

thought “clearly envisages himself as a mediator between [the Americans] and the 

edy 

d 

d 

 the Soviet 

dor 

rgy 

vents 

w in July.  As calls in Great Britain for his resignation grew louder, he felt that 

                                                

Russians.” More than his concerns about Hailsham’s self-styling as a mediator, Kenn

chafed at the prospect of the head of the British delegation not falling in dutifully behin

the American team. Kaysen states that when the delegation stopped in London, 

“Macmillan made it plain that Hailsham’s instruction was simply to follow Harriman’s 

lead.” Despite Macmillan’s stated position, “US Embassy staff in London warne

Harriman of Hailsham’s ‘arrogance’ and ‘instability.’”252  

 Macmillan was confident in the British delegation’s contribution and potential for 

success, particularly with the on-site assistance of the British Ambassador to

Union.  The Prime Minister noted that “Fortified with the help of so able an Ambassa

as Humphrey Trevelyan, I felt sure [Hailsham] would do well. He had qualities of ene

and imagination which might appeal to Khrushchev.” Macmillan was aware of the 

importance to his own success within the United Kingdom hinged on the course of e

in Mosco

“The situation is dramatic and vital for me. If there is any chance of our agreement and a 

 

ause 
both him and his party much embarrassment and concern.” Bromley Smith, “Summary Record of the 
National Security Council Meeting,” 9 July 1963, NSF, Departments & Agencies, Box 265, JFKL, 3; Carl 
Kaysen, “The Limited Test-Ban Treaty of 1963,” in Brinkley and Griffiths, John F. Kennedy and Europe, 

and 

 
Hailsham to drop the issue of non-proliferation, as the US position on 

an to SecState, 

252 London embassy staffers described Hailsham as having “just enough instability (or perhaps better, 
unpredictableness) to permit occasional impetuous actions and public statements which subsequently c

109; Oliver, Kennedy, Macmillan and the Nuclear Test-Ban Debate, 195. Not surprisingly, Harriman 
Hailsham frequently did not see eye to eye during the negotiation sessions. Following a circuitous route 
reminiscent of grade school social behavior, Harriman indicated to Rusk that he should ask Kennedy to
inform Macmillan that he should tell 
this matter had already been clearly, and repeatedly, indicated to Hailsham. Harrim
Telegram, 23 July 1963, HP, Box 541, LOC. 
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Summit Meeting afterwards, I will fight on in home politics. If not, I shall feel inclined to 

throw in my hand.”253 

  Harriman reported to Washington that it was obvious to him, during a lunch 

 

 

 addressed. Harriman 

 

 

 

                                                

involving the principals from both nations, that Macmillan wanted a summit meeting. 

The Prime Minister suggested a Western summit, one that would have included Adenauer

and de Gaulle, in order to “thrash out subjects other than test ban.” He recognized that 

French opposition to adherence to the test ban and non-dissemination would be 

problematic and that “some special arrangement” would be necessary to “satisfy” France.

He “volunteered” himself to undertake this task. In order to make the negotiations “more 

palatable to the Germans,” he proposed that the term “pact” not be used.254 

 Macmillan further suggested to Harriman that the issue of non-dissemination 

should be raised, if possible, before the nonaggression pact was

agreed with this assessment. Although Home added that a nonaggression pact did not 

imply recognition of East Germany, Harriman stressed “German sensitivity” to this

issue.255 

 Kennedy, like any president, knew that he had a finite amount of political capital

at home and abroad. He had staked a significant amount of this on achieving a test ban, 

even if it was just a limited ban. By having a summit and broadening the negotiations,

Kennedy probably feared that he would lose the ban. By trying to accomplish too much, 

too soon, he would actually accomplish nothing and would be deemed, at home and 

 
253 Macmillan, End of the Day, 470, 476. Macmillan saw this as his last opportunity to remain Prime 

is critics in Great Britain.  

2 July 1963, Box 541, HP, LOC, 1. 

Minister. If the talks in Moscow were successful, and if a summit followed, then possibly he could put the 
Profumo scandal behind him. It would demonstrate that his government was still effective and silence 
many of h
254 Harriman to SecState, [First Telegram], 12 July 1963, Box 541, HP, LOC, 1-2. 
255 Harriman to SecState, [Second Telegram], 1
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abroad, responsible for yet another foreign policy failure. The failures of his first year, 

the Bay of Pigs and Vienna, certainly weighed on his mind. He did not want to be

distracted by someone else’s agenda. 

 Aware of Macmillan’s motivations and desires and also aware that Khrushchev 

might see an advantage to a broader summit, one that could 

come 

provide a forum to discuss a 

onaggression pact, the president laid out his intentions to the premier in a letter he sent 

arriman was to hand deliver Kennedy’s note to 

Khrush

te 

vor, giving him a tangible 

e 

e 

e 

s 

-

n

to the American embassy in London. H

chev. Kennedy sought to inform the Soviet premier that it was “sensible to reach 

agreement where agreement is now possible, in the area of testing in the atmosphere, 

under water, and in outer space.”  He advocated his support of this “more limited 

agreement” and was “encouraged” by Khrushchev’s Berlin speech but he did not indica

that Harriman would commit to more extensive agreements.256 

 Kennedy considered British motivation and it was clear to him that Macmillan 

wanted a summit. Due to political problems in Britain, stemming mainly from the 

Profumo spy scandal, a summit would work in Macmillan’s fa

foreign affairs success, assuming the summit went well, to distract the British populac

from the problems at home. Hailsham’s apparent desire to serve as mediator between th

two superpowers only reinforced this. Kennedy also thought that, for the signing, th

Soviets could push for a summit as well.257 A summit would give Khrushchev a succes

to display on the world stage and within the communist bloc. Mao, through intense anti

Soviet rhetoric, continued to challenge Khrushchev for the leadership of the communist 

                                                 
256 Kennedy to Khrushchev, 12 July 1963, FRUS 61-63, Vol. VI, 300. Harriman delivered Kennedy’s letter 
at his first meeting with Khrushchev on 15 July. Khrushchev to Kennedy, 27 July 1963, FRUS 61-63, Vol
VI, 301.  

. 

257 Summary Record NSC Meeting, “Harriman Instructions for Mission to Moscow,” 9 July 1963, NSF, 
randa, Box 317A, JFKL, 4. Meetings & Memo
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world and was increasingly attempting to usurp Soviet primacy in all things communist. 

A summit would display before the world Khrushchev speaking on behalf of all 

communists. When considering Soviet motivation, Kaysen believed, and he though

“reasonable proposition” as well, that Harriman saw the Sino-Soviet difficulties as

“main reas

t it a 

 the 

on” for the Soviets pursuing a test-ban treaty.258 

 

iet 

tely 

e 

icy of 

peaceful coexistence was viable and his leadership effective. 

ce of a Chinese legation in Moscow at the same time as an Anglo-

meric

Soviet Central Committee. The meetings can best be characterized as Chinese attacks on 

A Chinese Delegation Visits Moscow 

Khrushchev desired a détente with the United States and an end to the Sino-Sov

split. Despite his optimism that both could be possible, Mao’s intransigence unfortuna

made them mutually exclusive. As he came to this understanding, he had to decide 

whether he required a more hard-line stance with the American delegation or if he was 

more in need of an appreciable agreement. If he was more intransigent, he could silence 

internal criticism, as well as censure from Beijing, that he was too accommodating to th

West. If he obtained an agreement, he could tout a success that would prove his pol

 The presen

A an one personified the pull between the West and Asia that Khrushchev faced. 

Less than two weeks prior to the arrival of the American and British delegations in 

Moscow, Khrushchev received a Chinese delegation dispatched by Mao. The Chinese 

delegation, headed by Deng Xiaoping, visited Moscow from 5 July to 20 July and met 

with a Soviet contingent under Mikhail Suslov, a senior member of the Secretariat of the 

the Soviets followed by defensive Soviet rebuttals. Deng launched into a laundry list of 
                                                 
258 Ibid., 22, 24-6. 
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Soviet transgressions dating as far back as the 20th CPSU [Communist Party of the Sovie

Union] Congress in February 1956 and extending to January 1963. Most of the atta

t 

cks 

, one that effectively isolated him. Soviet comments, on the 

d an 

ith the Chinese and the Americans were incompatible goals. 

 it 

 

remlin took the negotiations seriously and that they 

were not merely for propagandistic show. Khrushchev made it clear on the first day that 

                                                

focused on the de-Stalinization of the Soviet Union and the development of, in the 

Chinese view, uncomfortably close ties between the United States and the Soviet 

Union.259 

These meetings provide insight into Chinese and Soviet thinking. Deng’s 

comments in Moscow reinforce the notion that Mao perceived a dangerous link between 

Khrushchev and Kennedy

other hand, convey a sense of frustration and disappointment. They clearly wanted to 

rectify the current disharmony but seemed at a loss to understand why it existed or what 

to do about it. Considering the location and timing of the meeting, it had to have ha

effect on the other negotiations taking place in Moscow that began five days prior to the 

Chinese departure. Suslov’s reports could only reinforce Khrushchev’s realization that 

improving relations w

 

The Negotiations 

  The American and British delegations arrived in Moscow on 15 July. They took

as a positive sign that they were negotiating with Gromyko rather than with someone of

lower rank. The fact that Khrushchev himself attended the proceedings the first day also 

bolstered their impression that the K

 
ry 1956.  On the last day, 

ve his “secret speech” denouncing Stalin’s actions and his regime.  “Stenogram: Meeting of 
ons of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union and the Chinese Communist Party, Moscow, 

 1963,” 8 July 1963, CWIHP Bulletin 10 (March 1998), 178. 

259 The 20th Party Congress took place in Moscow between 14 and 25 Februa
Khrushchev ga
the Delegati
5-20 July
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he was only interested in a partial test ban, as the issue of inspections continued to be a 

sticking point. Once this was clear, a draft proposal was tabled on the first day.260

 On that first afternoon, Harriman, Hailsham, and Khrushchev met for three h

They initially discussed generalities, such as relaxing tensions, avoiding nuclear war, a

non-dissemination, before proceeding to more specific proposals. Harriman suggested th

freezing of military budgets at 1963 levels, a return to an earlier proposal to protect 

against surprise attack, such as control points, and an agreement on force levels sta

in the two Germanys. 

 

ours. 

nd 

e 

tioned 

 

g 

ufficient 

issile

 

 

tinue 

ly.263 

ne 

                                                

261 

 Harriman asked Khrushchev whether he wanted to “discuss reducing his military

budget” or steps toward that goal, Khrushchev “indicated [a] readiness to do so,” statin

that he had planned to make such a reduction anyway as the Soviets had s

m s and he sought to redirect funding toward the chemical industry and agriculture. 

He alluded to pressure by the military to spend heavily on defense, pressure he “claimed

he was resisting.”262 

 Harriman believed that Khrushchev would accept the limited test ban without a

stipulation regarding a nonaggression pact but sensed pressure from Gromyko to con

to link them. Khrushchev also conveyed to Harriman a continued “strong interest” in a 

German Peace Treaty, something he had broached in his Berlin speech in early Ju

Harriman was able to maneuver around the German treaty issue at the time but it was o

that Khrushchev would raise again. 

 
260 Harriman to SecState, Telegram, 15 July 1963, Box 541, HP, LOC, 1-4. 
261 Ibid., 1-2. 
262 Ibid., 3. 
263 Ibid. 

153 
 



 Kennedy and his advisors continually updated Harriman’s instructions through

the negotiations.  They forwarded directi

out 

ves regarding the talks, treaty language, 

d 

ng 

h 

 of 

urrent or 

g came 

ntial 

o 

                                                

depository agreements, and the possibility of the president signing personally if the 

ceremony were held in a neutral location and not in Moscow.  In addition to repeate

guidance on the nonaggression pact, they gave Harriman permission to broach freezi

force levels in both Germanys and freezing budget levels.  They indicated that “Wit

respect to both budgets and levels of forces, however, you should say—but not in 

communiqué—that US does not seek any increase in arms race—but rather the reverse.” 

Although Kennedy had submitted the largest military budget in US history in 1963, he 

anticipated halting, and maybe reversing, the growth in military spending trend in the 

upcoming year provided relations with the Soviets remained positive.264 

 Kennedy and Harriman approached the Moscow talks not only as a negotiation

a test ban treaty but also as an opportunity to broaden the discussion to other c

future issues without the pressure and scrutiny that a summit would add.  If nothin

of these further talks, Kennedy could distance himself. His reputation domestically or 

internationally would not suffer.  If they were successful, however, they would only 

enhance the success of the test ban.  With this in mind, Harriman could address tange

issues such as military budgets, as well as more disparate topics such as a “more 

affirmative position on trade between the USSR and the West.”  What he could not d

was agree to a summit without Washington’s explicit approval.  The Kennedy 

 
264 SecState to EmbMoscow, “President’s Guidance as of 8:00pm, July 18,” Box 541, HP, LOC, 8-9; 

” 18 
Departments & Agencies, Box 265, JFKL, 2; Memcon, “Instructions to Governor 

eetings & Memoranda, Box 317A, JFKL, 2. 

Bromley Smith, “Memorandum of Conference with the President—Instructions to Governor Harriman,
July 1963, NSF, 
Harriman,” 18 July 1963, NSF, M
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administration was operating under the notion that the “Moscow delegation had ‘pact 

fever’ and need to be slowed down.”265 

 Kaysen has stated that their instructions were to explore the issue of the 

nonaggression pact, try to address it independently from the test-ban treaty, and, if 

possible, include a clause regarding Berlin.  Contrary to much that has already been 

written regarding the importance to the Soviets of including a nonaggression pact, 

Kaysen asserts that it “apparently wasn’t really important.” When the Americans “pushed

it off, the Soviets accepted it.” In drafting a joint communiqué regarding this, the S

version included a “strong statement” that the Anglo-American team was committed to a 

nonaggression pact following the test-ban negotiations. The Americans and the British 

countered with a statement that the commitment was “to discuss it with our allies with a 

view toward making progress.” These exchanges occurred in the drafting committee, 

which resolved them easily before they ever reached the delegation heads.

 

oviet 

Americ

rom 

, as well as a concurrent 

266 

 Regarding the more sensitive issue of Chinese nuclear capabilities and an 

an, Soviet, or joint response to such a development, Harriman attempted to raise 

this issue directly with Khrushchev. Khrushchev, however, refused to discuss this topic 

and, according to Kaysen, was “quite rude to Harriman” whenever it was broached.  

Zubok notes that the presence of the Chinese in Moscow prevented Khrushchev f

even considering a discussion or agreement regarding a joint action with the United 

States on Chinese nuclear facilities. The Chinese in Moscow

                                                 
265 Memcom, “Instructions to Governor Harriman,” 18 July 1963, NSF, Meetings & Memoranda, Box 
317A, JFKL, 1. 
266 Kaysen Oral History, 29-31. 

155 
 



m  of the Warsaw Pact, meant that, for “ideological reasons,” the Soviet premier 

“could not risk a secret alliance with Washington.”

eeting

 

ormal settings. After dinner on 26 July, the two 

uslov was 

as 

ut 

at 

ia, 

 

ce.”268 

t it would 

ly 

t 

as taking China very seriously. 

                                                

267 

 Despite Khrushchev’s rebuffs during the formal negotiation sessions, he was 

willing to discuss with Harriman Sino-Soviet relations and the Soviet assessment of

Chinese nuclear capabilities in more inf

exchanged views. Khrushchev characterized the current state as “aggravated” but better 

than it had been under Stalin. He did not comment on the current difficulties S

having with the visiting Chinese delegation. He dismissed the Sino-Soviet border 

disputes, attributing them to the fact that “in some areas [the] Soviet-Chinese border w

still unmarked.” Later, however, he “commented that if the Chinese could get by witho

the USSR, [the] Soviets could also get by without [the] Chinese.” He also made clear th

the Soviets were opposed, both publicly and privately, to a Chinese invasion of Ind

which upset the Chinese. He “expressed hope [the] Chinese would have enough common

sense not to engage in [an] invasion again as that would only harm the cause of pea

Khrushchev treated a nuclear China as a non-issue since he believed tha

be years before it could be considered a nuclear power. As far as he was concerned, on

the United States and the Soviet Union had the ability to “accumulate nuclear weapons.” 

He added that the “U[nited] K[ingdom] can’t and China wouldn’t be able to.”269 

Regardless of how much Khrushchev may have downplayed the seriousness of the threa

posed by China, Kennedy w

 

 
issue of East Germany. Ibid., 31-2; Zubok, A Failed Empire, 152. 

6 July 1963, FRUS 61-63, Vol. V, 

 SecState, Telegram, 15 July 1963, Box 541, HP, LOC, 1-4. 

267 Ibid., 22, 24-6. Interestingly, Kaysen asked that the tape recorder be shut off during his oral history 
when he addressed the Americans broaching the issue of China with Gromyko and he, in turn, broached the

268 Memorandum of Conversation between Khrushchev and Harriman, 2
717. 
269 Harriman to
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 Harriman “believe[d]” that the Soviets intended to minimize dissemination by 

maximizing the number of signatories on the test ban, “thus isolating and bringing 

pressure on [the] Chicoms [Chinese Communists].”  Hailsham’s repeated insistence on 

discussing nonproliferation with Khrushchev only resulted in the Soviet premier’s 

insistence on eliminating the MLF. 270 

 Beyond the aforementioned problem of Chinese or French adherence, three items 

 

 

 

 signatory nations: one in Moscow, one in London, and one in 

Washin

 

                                                

posed problems during the negotiations: the Soviet insistence on proposing a 

nonaggression pact, the American desire to insert a withdrawal clause, and the question 

of depository governments. Due to concerns regarding NATO, and specifically West 

Germany, Harriman adhered to his instructions to address the nonaggression pact as a 

topic that would be considered separately. Due to Kennedy’s concerns with getting the

treaty through the Senate, the withdrawal clause allowed the United States, or any 

signatory, to withdraw if they considered the terms of the contract breached. Finally, the 

issue of depository governments again addressed the Federal Republic. Due to the 

Hallstein Doctrine, West Germany would not afford East German any official 

recognition. Both East and West Germany signing the same international treaty could

theoretically result in this. The solution was that a copy of the treaty would be deposited

in each of the three

gton. Any nation later signing any one of the three would be sufficient to show 

adherence to the treaty.271 

The negotiations lasted ten days and at the end they arrived at a consensus. On 25 

July, principals from the three participating nations initialed the final draft of the limited

 
270 Harriman to SecState, Telegram, 23 July 1963, Box 541, HP, LOC. 
271 Kaysen, “The Limited Test-Ban Treaty of 1963,” in Brinkley and Griffiths, John F. Kennedy and 
Europe, 110. 
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test ban treaty. Harriman had gone to Moscow and had come away with a treaty. While

was not the comprehensive ban that Kennedy had hoped for at the trip’s outset, it was 

still a remarkable accomplis

 it 

hment coming less than a year after the Cuban Missile Crisis. 

 

d 

erns. 

 put pressure on the Chinese, the Soviets’ troublesome ally, and hopefully 

limina

Khrushchev wrote Kennedy afterwards to comment on the negotiations and to 

d that it was his understanding 

Both sides had tabled other topics for discussion. Both sides were disappointed with some

of their failed initiatives. More important, however, was that they were communicating 

and agreeing, at least on some things. 

 The Soviets’, and specifically Khrushchev’s, motivation for signing a limited, an

not comprehensive, test ban treaty stemmed from a number of considerations. First, the 

Soviets were against inspectors stationed in or visiting the Soviet Union. By eliminating 

the underground aspect of a treaty, the Soviets had addressed one of their major conc

Possibly, the two superpowers could address this aspect later. Second, the limiting of 

testing would

e te any future threat of a nuclear attack from them. This was a very real possibility 

in light of the deterioration of their relations and the increased frequency of border 

clashes. Finally, Khrushchev was under significant pressure domestically and within his 

own bloc to achieve a foreign policy success. His setback in Cuba and his failure to 

successfully remove the Western allies from Berlin meant that he desperately needed a 

trophy to exhibit. 

place the treaty in the context of future endeavors.  He note

that there would be a “continuation of discussion of the question regarding the conclusion 

of a non-aggression pact between the countries of NATO and the states-participants of 
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the Warsaw Treaty with the purpose of achieving agreement.”272  Beyond this, he an

Harriman had discussed other possibilities to foster world peace that the Soviets, for their

part, would not impede. 

d 

 

e 

 

 during his time with them had done a “great deal 

for the 

 

al 

Emboldened by the success in Moscow the day before, Kennedy shared his views 

that the situation in Europe was finally 

 

, 

                                                

273 

 Khrushchev spoke highly of Harriman, who “showed himself to be worthy of th

recommendation” that Kennedy had given him.  Khrushchev stated that Harriman was

“really an old friend” of the Soviets and

development of Soviet-American relations.”  The Soviets had not forgotten this 

and were always open to “exchange views with him on questions of interest” to the two 

superpowers. 274 From Kennedy’s perspective, the successful signing legitimated, if only

partially, his new foreign policy.  It was only an initial victory but it was a concrete 

example of the potential successes that lay ahead. It had made tangible the abstract ide

of peace.275 

 

during a meeting at the White House on 26 July 

less serious.  Speaking with the Thai ambassador in Washington, Kennedy explained that

he viewed the present situation as one of two challenges, one in the East and one in the 

West. The less serious of the two at the time was in the West. In Kennedy’s estimation

“Europe was getting along pretty well.” The situation with the Soviet Union was such 

 

274

rly as 
optimistic about the meaning of the Soviets’ signing of the limited test ban. He believed it in no way 

om the 
ture 

relations. The appearance of looking too eager to resolve American differences with the Soviet Union could 

ly 1963, FRUS 61-63, Vol. V, 719. 

272 Khrushchev to Kennedy, 27 July 1963, FRUS 61-63, Vol. VI, 301. 
273 Ibid., 302. 

 Ibid., 301. 
275 Chip Bohlen, US Ambassador to France and former Ambassador to the Soviet Union, was not nea

represented a concession on their part but that they would use it to try to gain further concessions fr
United States, particularly in the area of a nonaggression pact. He counseled extreme caution in fu

adversely affect relations with America’s European allies, particularly France and Germany, who had a 
“strong tendency” to view détente with the Soviets as coming at their expense. Bohlen to SecState, no title, 
27 Ju
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that he no longer considered them an immediate military threat in Europe. The real 

danger in Europe, rather, would result from “internal discontent.” Additionally, it would 

be focu

s 

 

e 

e 

as not yet complete. 

 

e 

elming victory with 

bipartisan support. He engaged in extensive arm-twisting to get the more than the 

sed not in Germany but in Italy, Spain, France and Portugal.  In the East, 

however, the Sino-Soviet rift was growing increasingly prominent.  The United State

would continue to apply pressure to “sustain ourselves and make it more difficult for

them to keep from splitting apart.”276  

Kennedy’s comments reveal a diminished sense of risk militarily when facing the 

Soviets. He also saw potential in the advantages that the Sino-Soviet split presented. H

had to be careful, however, to maintain unity within the Western alliance. If Kennedy’s 

program were to be successful, if he wanted to record more than a single victory, h

would have to manage events and participants in both the East and the West. His first 

victory, however, w

From Building Support  to a Historic Signing 

 While Harriman’s success pleased the president, the celebration was short-lived. 

Concurrent with the negotiations in Moscow, Kennedy turned quickly from reveling in 

his latest accomplishment to getting back to work. Kennedy did not want to be in the 

same position as Wilson, who had successfully negotiated a treaty in Europe only to se

the Senate refuse to ratify it. Kennedy pulled out all the stops. For the treaty signing 

ceremony in Moscow on 5 August, he intended to send influential Senators with Rusk. 

He did not want the treaty to merely pass, he wanted an overwh

                                                 
276 Memcon, “Call on the President by H. H. Thani accompanied by the Thai Ambassador saying farewell,” 

A, 26 July 1963, RG 59, Lot 66D149, “Presidential memorandums of Conversation, 1956-64,” Box 3, NAR
2. 
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necessary two-thirds vote. Rusk spoke with various Senators in an effort to sell the tr

and to seek out possible candidates to join Rusk, Harriman, and the others in Moscow. 

Kennedy and Rusk discussed potential Senate support and the Secretary of State 

noted “one or two surprises.”  A particular standout was the Senate Armed Services 

Committee Chairman, Richard Russell, a Democrat from Georgia.  Rusk found him 

“much more friendly to…[the treaty] than I had expected him to be.”  Rusk noted that

Russell, the “enormous support in the country” was

eaty 

 for 

 significant.  By contrast, Rusk found 

at mo

rd 

 

nedy noted the importance of popular support, as evidenced by Russell’s 

reaction  

y believed that the Senators “[will] move as the country moves. So, I think, we’ve 

th st of the resistance to the treaty came from “the hardcore,” which consisted of 

Republicans Barry Goldwater of Arizona, Strom Thurmond of South Carolina, Howa

Cannon of Nevada and Democrat Henry Jackson of Washington. Rusk was not as 

confident regarding his efforts to influence them, stating that “I don’t think I did as good

a job on them.”277 

Ken

, and the effect it would have on the Senators. Kennedy viewed the timing of

events regarding the Harriman mission’s return as critical as well.  He told Rusk that “I 

think that if we’re going to have in the next twenty-four hours a communiqué saying the 

treaty’s agreed to…we got to hit the country while the country’s hot.  That’s the only 

thing that makes any impression to these goddamned senators.”  Kennedy considered 

public support just as important as senatorial support.  The two were intimately linked.  

Kenned

got to go to the country…while there’s maximum interest.”278 

                                                 
277 Although a Democrat, Jackson was an ardent anti-Communist. Sound Recording Belt 23B6; Kennedy 

, Telephone Conversation, 24 Jul 1963, Presidential Recordings, JFKL. and Rusk
278 Sound Recording Belt 23C1; Kennedy and Rusk, Telephone Conversation, 24 Jul 1963, Presidential 
Recordings, JFKL. 
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  Despite the need to move with haste, Kennedy also exercised some caution. 

Kennedy agreed with Rusk that it was prudent to let Harriman come back and report on 

the trip before Rusk addressed anyone on the Hill, so that it “at least looks like we know 

what w

oked 

on, 

als as being anti-

Commu

 

 some 

 of 

                                                

ent on there.”279 It would not have benefited the Kennedy administration to rush 

to announce the victory and then appear ignorant as to what transpired. Taking care to 

ensure that those within the administration were well prepared, Kennedy also lo

outside the administration to further build support. 

 Kennedy enlisted the help of former President Truman. Truman’s reputati

although not spectacular when he left the presidency nor as strong as it is today, had 

grown in the years since his retirement. He had excellent credenti

nist and despite the unpopularity of the Korean War when he left office, he had 

stood up to communist aggression. He was also a plainspoken American from the 

heartland. 

Truman expressed his support and volunteered to assist in any way possible. 

Kennedy reassured Truman that even with the treaty, the United States would continue

underground testing.  Although Kennedy was not sure, he thought this may “have

importance because of the Chinese business.”  He added that it “seemed to me that we 

ought to explore how far we can go.”280 Kennedy was aware of the potential pitfalls in 

the ratification process and the potential arguments that would be marshaled against the 

treaty. 

 Kennedy then turned to the delegation. He placed as much care in the selection

the delegation to sign the treaty as he did in the delegation sent to negotiate it.  The 

 
279 Ibid. 

tial 280 Sound Recording Belt 23C2; Kennedy and Truman, Telephone Conversation, 24 Jul 1963, Presiden
Recordings, JFKL. 
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details had been hammered out and the signing was a necessary formality as well as a 

public relations event.  This did not mean, however, that it was insignificant.  The signing

would provide Rusk with an opportunity to meet with Khrushchev and Gromyko. 

Kennedy discussed with Frederick G. Dutton, the Assistant Secretary of Sta

congressional relations, possible senators to accompany Rusk to Moscow.  The presi

considered Th

 

te for 

dent 

omas H. Kuchel of California because he was the whip and, as a 

a 

an 

 

d later 

s. The 

preside

 

appear, appear to be niggardly about this, I think they’ll be the ones to suffer.”  Rusk 

y agreed. Eventually, 

Republican, would make “a good bipartisan” member.  Also considered were Leverett 

Saltonstall of Massachusetts, George Aiken of Vermont, J. William Fulbright of 

Arkansas, and John O. Pastore of Rhode Island.  Kennedy thought they had assembled “

pretty good delegation” but they still “oughta nail that down.”281 

Kennedy’s selection of Senators had longer-term implications as well. If he could 

get them to buy in to one part of his program, they would be more inclined to buy in later. 

He was making an investment in good will and political patronage. The more bipartis

support he could muster early, the more he would have to draw on later. Furthermore,

even the Senators that did not endorse his program at this stage might be swaye

either by the influence of those who did or by the achievements themselve

nt had to be careful, however, to build momentum slowly and steadily. 

 Rusk commented that “rather than fool around and sort of reaching out into left 

field for somebody like [Republican Kenneth B.] Keating [of New York] or somebody, 

we go with these three Democrats and two Republicans. And then if the Republicans

anticipated “very strong public support” for the treaty.  Kenned

                                                 
281 Kennedy and Frederick G. Dutton, Sound Recording Belt 24B1; Kennedy and Dutton, Telephone 
Conversation, 30 Jul 1963, Presidential Recordings, JFKL. 
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Kennedy settled on six senators.  The four Democrats that would attend were John O

Pastore, chairman of the Joint Committee on Atomic Energy, and three from the Foreign 

Relations Committee: J. William Fulbright, Hubert Humphrey, and John Sparkman.

two Republicans were Leverett Saltonstall, the ranking Republican on the Armed 

Services Committee, and George Aiken, the second rank

. 

 The 

ing Republican on Foreign 

Relatio

hat 

as 

 

oviets 

ly. 

cifics of the treaty discussions but also 

 

ns.282 

 After Kennedy formed the delegation, he returned to the important matter of w

they would seek and what they could achieve during this visit to Moscow. Harriman w

confident that there was potential for further diplomatic successes with the Soviets and 

was concerned that if the administration did not pursue further agreements, the United

States would “sink back into the pre-test ban situation.”  He “believe[d]” that the S

would be “willing to talk about control points, forced [sic] levels and [a] budget freeze in 

connection with NAP negotiations, but probably not separately.”  He saw, however, 

potential outside of the “nonaggression field” and considered it “conceivable that we 

might make further progress in other directions.”  To this end, he found recent 

discussions with Khrushchev as “unproductive” but “not threatening.”283 

Harriman met with Kennedy, Bundy and Kaysen at the White House on 31 Ju

Kennedy probed Harriman not only about the spe

about his general impressions of Khrushchev, the Soviets, and the Soviet Union.  

Harriman observed regarding the Soviet Union, that “I don’t think you can call it an

                                                 
282 Sound Recording Belt 24B2; Kennedy and Rusk, Telephone Conversation, 30 Jul 1963, Presidential 
Recordings, JFKL; Seaborg, Kennedy, Khrushchev, and the Test Ban, 259. 

ated but not distributed. File in my personal papers. 
er, 

283 Harriman, Memorandum, “Outlook for Future Discussions with USSR,” 28 July 1963, HP, Box 541, 
LOC, 1. Handwritten on this memorandum was “Dict
WAH”  Based on this comment, it is doubtful that Kennedy ever actually saw it.  Despite this, howev
these were his views and they are consistent with those that he shared with the president in their Oval 
Office meeting following his return from Moscow. 
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empire anymore…I think they’re loosening bonds.” 284  The Soviet Union was not a 

totalitarian empire mired in the repression of the Stalinist era.  Although it was far f

free and open society, changes were occurring and the Kremlin had to adjust to the 

changes that were occurring.  The Soviets, however, were not the only ones that had 

concerns or who had to engage in intrabloc diplomacy. 

Commenting on the seemingly regular criticism coming from Europe, Ken

wondered if the Germans and de Gaulle “will always…attack us?”  Harriman did not 

respond directly to the president’s que

rom a 

nedy 

stion but emphasized his own intention was to 

 

e 

d to 

“create the impression in Moscow” that “we take this thing seriously, that we’re working 

with our allies, we’re consulting with them, we’re trying to get them to agree to have 

discussion, possibly have some discussion tomorrow.”  Harriman thought a major 

consideration hinged on whether Kennedy could “tie this non-aggression to some sort of

stability in…West [Berlin].”  He did not “see any value in it unless there [was] som

greater stability in West [Berlin].”285 If the nonaggression pact included guarantees of 

West Berlin access and protection of its current status then it could prove useful to the 

Kennedy administration. If the treaty were to be considered a success, Kennedy ha

persuade his allies that there were subsequent benefits tied to it and he had to satisfy 

Khrushchev that he spoke for a unified alliance. 

 Kennedy asked Harriman if he would sign a nonaggression pact if it was not tied 

to West Berlin considerations and access to the city.  Harriman said he would not.  

Kennedy considered the “principle tie-in” to be the non-aggression pact.  He then 

                                                 
284 Sound Recording 102/A38; Kennedy, Harriman, Bundy, Kaysen, Meeting, “USSR and Non-aggression 
Pact,” 31 July 1963, Presidential Recordings, JFKL. 
285 Editorial Note:  Harriman kept saying West Germany and was repeatedly corrected by Kennedy, 

n Harriman corrected himself.; Sound Recording 102/A38; Kennedy, Harriman, Bundy, Kaysen, 
 “USSR and Non-aggression Pact,” 31 July 1963, Presidential Recordings, JFKL. 
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wondered “Do you think we could work out a formula?”  Those present considered the

question and found West German concerns about East German accession to be the 

primary obstacle. Despite these concerns about the West Germans, Kennedy “tho

would have been worthwhile to discuss” the nonaggression pact furth

 

ught it 

er with the Soviet 

nion.  

 

 

on’t 

cond 

Kennedy 

 him. Khrushchev was willing to work with 

im on

s, 

 

                                                

U As a possible means to get the Germans on board, he added that “Well I think that

if we keep indicating that…our purpose, well, one of our purposes, at least to the 

Germans [is to] get more stability for Berlin.”  This was a reasonable “objective” and

“they can’t very well object to it.” 286 

 Khrushchev was aware that the status of Germany was a contentious point not just

in the east but in the west as well.  Harriman reported that Khrushchev said, “I d

expect you to recognize East Germany.”  Kennedy probably found this reassuring as he 

had witnessed first hand West German opposition to the formal recognition of a se

German state.  The West Germans would take recognition of East Germany as an 

indication that the United States was not committed to reunification. The West Germans, 

however, were committed firmly to this goal and were quite vocal regarding it. 

noted a “strong reunification feeling…while I was in Germany, at least it was on 

everybody’s lips.” 287 Kennedy tried to reconcile his experience in Germany with the 

information Harriman was reporting back to

h  the one issue the Germans embraced viscerally. If Khrushchev was not going to 

push this issue, Kennedy could reasonably expect less resistance from the Germans. 

 Kennedy considered Harriman’s report, Khrushchev’s degree of cooperativenes

and the potential for German acquiescence to US-Soviet agreements they felt impacted

 
286 Ibid. 
287 Ibid. 
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their security or desire for reunification. July’s visit to Moscow was a success but was 

incomplete. The Americans and British would return in August for the signing. The wak

of the one meeting merged into the preparations for the next. Informed by fresh 

assessments, the Kennedy administration began planning in earnest. 

 The details of the treaty were set but that did not mean that Rusk could not probe 

Khrushchev to determine where the Soviet Premier would go next. Prior to Rusk’s 

departure, Kennedy and his staff discussed Khru

e 

shchev, future agreements, and the 

general ct, 

 

patched his delegation. After a brief stop in London to 

 

mlin to 

atic possibilities.  Khrushchev 

 state of international relations. In addition to discussing the nonaggression pa

Rusk could also address possible future trade agreements as long as there was no linkage

to the limited test ban treaty. Kennedy wanted the test ban finalized and secure. 

Ultimately, Kennedy wanted to “maintain the mood which Harriman’s visit created.”288 

 With the details of Rusk’s mandate hammered out and the selection of the 

assemblage finalized, Kennedy dis

confer with the British, they proceeded to the Soviet capital. Rusk, Harriman, and their

entourage of Senators were in Moscow from 3 to 10 August. In addition to the 

aforementioned, also present for the signing were Seaborg, ACDA Director William 

Foster, Ambassador-at-Large Llewellyn Thompson, UN Ambassador Adlai Stevenson, 

Ambassador Arthur Dean, and Foy Kohler. 

 On the morning of 5 August, the US delegation met Khrushchev at the Kre

discuss the impact of the treaty as well as further diplom

again raised the issue of a German settlement, saying that a solution was needed other 

than the liquidation of either East or West Germany. That afternoon a large reception 

                                                 
288 “Memorandum of Meeting with the President, Friday, August 2, 1963, 10:00am,” 2 August 1963, NSF, 
Meetings & Memoranda, Box 317A, JFKL, 3. 
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took pl

 

ot 

d 

 

 at this point 

concern

 a 

it 

ace, at which Khrushchev, Rusk, Home, and UN Secretary-General U Thant all 

gave brief speeches before a crowd of about one hundred guests. At 4:30 p.m. Moscow

time, in unison Rusk, Home, and Gromyko signed the Limited Test Ban Treaty. Another 

reception followed, with more prepared remarks from Khrushchev, as all present 

celebrated a treaty that was, in a sense, eighteen years in the making. Although it was n

mentioned at the ceremony, exactly eighteen years earlier the United States had droppe

the world’s first atomic bomb on Hiroshima.289 

The American delegation stayed an additional five days following the treaty 

signing ceremony. Rusk also met with British Foreign Minister Lord Douglas Home in 

Moscow on 5 August regarding the follow-on discussions. Rusk maintained that the 

“principal purpose” of the subsequent talks in Moscow “should be to probe whether [the]

Sov[iet]s [are] genuinely interest in moving toward détente or simply

ed with atmospherics.”290 

 Upon the delegation’s return, Kennedy and his staffers tried to work the treaty 

into the framework of further diplomatic success and sought ways to continue the 

momentum the treaty had established with the Soviet Union. Kennedy had championed

test ban treaty and the Soviets had cooperated thus far. He had his first step. Although 

was significant in its own right, the ensuing months, and possibly years, would determine 

its larger impact on Cold War diplomacy and the course of superpower relations. 

                                                 
289 Seaborg, Kennedy, Khrushchev and the Test Ban, 260-1. 
290 Memcon, Rusk and Home, 5 August 1963, RG 59, POL Political Defense, Box 4121, NARA. In an 
interesting aside, Khrushchev met privately with Rusk and voiced his doubts that the Americans would 
actually resort to nuclear war in order to protect Berlin. Citing personal conversations with Adenauer, De 
Gaulle, and Macmillan, Khrushchev informed Rusk that they had all indicated that they “would not fight a 
nuclear war over Berlin.” If this were the case, he doubted the Americans would. Rusk responded, “Mr. 
Chairman, you will just have to take into account the possibility that we Americans are God damn fools.” 

 its 

 Political Defense, Box 4121, NARA. 

While Rusk may have been a bit flippant, he conveyed the seriousness with which the United States took
responsibilities regarding the defense of West Berlin. Rusk to William C. Slany, Letter, 21 May 1984, RG 
59, POL
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As the treaty was so prominent in the American political landscape, three se

Senate Committe

parate 

es discussed the Treaty. Hearings began on 12 August in the Foreign 

Relatio

s for 

olicited ideas and 

discuss n 

ider 

 not feel it 

merited

ns Committee and continued intermittently until 27 August.  The Armed Services 

Committee held eleven closed-session executive meetings during that same period. The 

Armed Services’ Preparedness Subcommittee also conducted sessions.  Additionally, 

Democratic Senator J. William Fulbright of Arkansas, who chaired Foreign Relations, 

allowed members of the Armed Services Committee and the Joint Committee on Atomic 

Energy to sit on the panel with Foreign Relations and question witnesses.  The Senators 

called dozens of witnesses and heard numerous hours of testimony.  Fulbright noted that 

the hearings resulted in roughly a thousand pages of public testimony and hundreds more 

from the closed executive sessions.291  As a result, there were multiple opportunitie

Senators that wanted to go on record either for or against the treaty. 

Confident though not assured of Senate confirmation, Kennedy s

ed options with his policy advisors. Among the President’s suggested reading o

13 August was a memorandum from Walt Rostow which “outlin[ed] a possible w

framework for eventual negotiations with the USSR.” Although Bundy did

 “immediate action,” he thought Kennedy would find it of interest, as it was a 

“somewhat more sophisticated version of the thesis which Harriman has been advancing, 

and somewhat harder in tone.” Bundy also included a “summary of the Soviet proposals 

for ‘partial measures’ on Berlin.” He noted that the United States should prepare a list of 

                                                 
291 Email to author from Dr. Betty K. Koed, Assistant Historian, U.S. Senate Historical Office, 22 May 
2008; “The Nuclear Test Ban Treaty,” 9 September 1963, Congressional Re th stcord. 88  cong., 1  sess., 1963, 
16525. 
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“partial measures” of its own, as he deemed more than one of the Soviet measures 

“reasonable.”292 

Returning from Moscow, Thompson met with Kennedy, who wanted his views on

the follow-on talks, the Soviets, and Khrushchev. Thompson found Khrushchev “m

more human than we realized.” Of more interest to Kennedy than Khrushchev’s evidence

of humanity, however, was that Khrushchev “wanted [economic] credits…mostly cr

abroad.”  The president wondered aloud “what are credits to them?”  Thompson informed 

him that Khrushchev “hit that one pretty hard.  Then he talked about reducing his forces 

[and] reducing his military budget.”  In Thompson’s estimation, the “whole bloc” had

“real bala

 

uch 

 

edits 

 a 

nce of payments problem.”  He also added, “I think they are hurting.” 293 If this 

sure to the Soviet Premier. 

st” and 

mutual interest and they realized it.” Kennedy observed that “they didn’t push 

                                                

were the case, then Khrushchev would prove more amenable to future diplomatic 

gestures. A reduction in forces and the military budget would serve to slow the 

burgeoning arms race between the United States and the Soviet Union. 

Thompson also thought it was “very useful to have the senators” in Moscow, 

noting that “they all behaved very well.”294 This boded well for both the Senate 

ratification as well as increased senatorial expo

Kennedy asked Thompson “If you had to make a judgment as to why the Soviets 

accepted the treaty,” considering various opinions regarding the “effects of their te

the level of “desire…in the West,” why did they decide “to do it this way?”  Thompson 

said “a lot of people” would point to the Chinese.  For his part, he thought it “was in our 

 
292 A copy of the memorandum referenced was not present. Bundy to Kennedy, “Wednesday (Aug. 13) 

 the President,” 13 August 1963, NSF, Meetings & Memoranda, Box 318, JFKL, 1. Reading for
293 Sound Recording 106/A41; Thompson and Kennedy, Meeting, “Llewellyn Thompson’s Conversations 
with Nikita Khrushchev,” 15 August 1963, Presidential Recordings, JFKL. 
294 Ibid. 
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the…nonaggression pact very hard.”  Thompson responded that they were not going to 

let it drop and would raise it again.295 

 

l 

 had 

l 

 factors could 

ossible 

 

 

. 

peared to be 

Although he did not dwell on it, Kennedy had reassurance that his opponent had 

displayed a level of humanity that the administration had not previously assumed. 

Khrushchev also betrayed the economic hardships that the Soviet Union faced; financia

burdens that would compel them to seek new solutions. Furthermore, Kennedy

anecdotal evidence that the Chinese pressure on Khrushchev may have been instrumenta

in success on the test ban. Kennedy had reason to believe that these various

contribute to future successes, that he would be able to take the further steps toward 

détente. 

 Two weeks later, Kennedy and Thompson met with Dobrynin to discuss p

future US-Soviet agreements. The three explored various opportunities, among them

measures to reduce the danger of surprise attack and the issue of nuclear weapons in 

outer space.296 If the Soviets were serious about additional initiatives, then they could 

enhance the value of the progress Kennedy had made with the test ban and US-Soviet

relations. Kennedy, however, had his doubts. 

After the meeting, Kennedy asked Thompson why Dobrynin had met with them

Kennedy seemed concerned that the meeting may have been an attempt to “cause 

trouble” within the Western alliance. Thompson stated that the Soviets “ap

looking for an agreement on most anything.” Disrupting western politics may have been 

                                                 
295 Ibid. 

dy, Dobrynin, Thompson, Memcon, “Possibility of further agreements between the Soviet Union 
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“a factor but did not appear to be a major one” as the Soviets seemed willing to no

emphasize the “nonaggres

 longer 

sion pact as being an absolute requirement as the next step.”297 

ild a 

ct, 

 

the 

aty and testified against it. 

Fulbrig

ubt 

 shake 

 

. 

 

ennedy was heartened by this and thought his testimony “should prove 

     

The pact was potentially the biggest issue disrupting Kennedy’s efforts to bu

consensus in western Europe and forge ahead with the Soviets. If Thompson was corre

and the Soviets were sincere, the removal of this obstacle would allow Kennedy more

latitude to pursue the various other proposals he had been considering. Latent 

possibilities were promising but they depended on the task at hand, which moved front 

and center the day Harriman’s negotiations concluded: Senate ratification. 

 On 23 August Kennedy spoke with Fulbright to discuss the Republican response 

to the treaty.  Physicist Edward Teller, the driving force behind the development of 

hydrogen bomb, was a vocal critic of the proposed tre

ht thought that Teller “made some impression” on members of the Foreign 

Relations committee. This concerned Kennedy who commented that “there’s no do

that any man with complete conviction, particularly who’s an expert…is bound to

anybody who’s got an open mind. That’s the advantage of having a closed mind.”298

Although Teller was somewhat of a standout in the scientific community due to his 

opposition to the test ban treaty, his reputation in Washington was sufficient to cause 

alarm among those who viewed the treaty as dangerous. Kennedy could not discount 

Teller’s views and had good reason to be concerned about his testimony

Fortunately for Kennedy, George B. Kistiakowsky, who served as Eisenhower’s 

Special Assistant to the President for science and technology, would testify in favor of 

the treaty. K

                                            
297 Ibid. 
298 Sound Recording Belt 26B5; Kennedy and Fulbright, Telephone Conversation, 23 August 1963, 
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helpful.” The president added that “Kistiakowsky [wi]ll be good because he was 

Eisenhower’s fellow.”299 

 Rather than being scientifically based, criticism of the treaty was politically 

inspired, Fulbright thought. The Republicans had failed to make significant strides in 

working with the Soviet leadership and “now Khrushchev comes around,” for which 

Kennedy would take the credit.  To undermine this eventuality, Fulbright thought the 

Republicans would propose a reservation regarding the use of nuclear weapons during 

wartime. This incensed Kennedy who responded “God, we’ve made that so clear haven’t 

we?” Kennedy’s frustration stemmed from the fact that he, or those speaking for h

on multiple occasions, in statements and letters, declared that “the four safeguards 

that…the Chi

im, had 

efs insisted on” would be protected.300 

edge of 

eir 

 ban even if the Soviets had been willing. 

Kennedy had long considered the importance of the Joint Chiefs and their impact 

on the Senate hearing regarding the test ban treaty.  For Kennedy, “the Chiefs are the key 

                                                

The Chiefs’ “four safeguards” were required to ensure that the treaty did not 

jeopardize US national security. They included substantial continued underground 

testing, continued development of nuclear weapons laboratories and technology, 

maintenance of the ability to quickly test in the atmosphere if needed, and further 

enhanced monitoring capability to detect treaty violations and develop “knowl

Sino-Soviet activities, capability, and achievements.”301 That the Chiefs called for 

underground testing highlights the difficulties Kennedy would have had getting th

approval for a comprehensive

 
299 Sound Recording Belt 26C1; Kennedy and Fulbright, Telephone Conversation, 23 August 1963, 
Presidential Recordings, JFKL. 
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and what they will say in public would be more pro-treaty than what they will say under 

terrog

 than 

ed the 

preside e 

 

The 

he 

                                                

in ation” in the Senate Foreign Relations Committee.302 

 An additional concern for Kennedy was that the public, as well as members of 

government, would be debating the merits of a comprehensive test ban treaty rather

a limited one. Kennedy noted that when Harriman concluded the negotiations phase that 

“stories came out about the statements of the Chiefs. But, of course, they were concerned 

about the comprehensive [test ban].” Senator Mike Mansfield of Montana inform

nt that he had “told Stennis…the Foreign Relations Committee will have a chanc

to consider the limited test ban treaty…not the comprehensive.” That the Stennis

Committee would leak that the Chiefs had “grave reservations about this treaty” worried 

Kennedy.303 

 The test ban, however, was one of a number of issues Kennedy found himself 

juggling as he moved into fall. During this period, three significant US-Soviet initiatives 

developed essentially in parallel: the ratification of the US-Soviet-British treaty, the 

considered US-Soviet joint space program, and the sale of wheat to the Soviet Union. 

first and most important of these was the treaty ratification. Kennedy deemed 

disarmament and reducing the dangers of a nuclear exchange extremely important. T

test ban factored into this objective and Kennedy knew that Senate ratification in 

September was not assured. 

 

 
302 Sound Recording Belt 25B2; Kennedy and Mansfield, Telephone Conversation, 12 Aug 1963, 
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Treaty Ratification 

 The treaty was a high profile, charged issue.  In the aftermath of McCarthyism, 

 

 

t 

ried to attach an 

mendm ps 

 

, 

                                                

politicians still had to be careful to protect their anti-Communist credentials.  Kennedy

needed the treaty to pass but he had to be careful that he was not branded “soft on 

communism.” Negotiating a treaty with the fountainhead of world communism without 

appearing to be sympathetic to communism was truly a radical notion. Selling that treaty

to the American people and their elected representatives would be no small feat. 

Kennedy’s lobbying efforts in July and August to ensure senatorial support was 

not time wasted. He had successfully couched the treaty in bipartisan terms and 

minimized Republican opposition in the Senate.  Senator George D. Aiken of Vermont, 

the senior Republican on the Foreign Relations Committee, sent the treaty to the floor 

with unanimous Republican support and with no reservations attached. After the Treaty 

made its way out of the Senate Foreign Relations Committee, the whole Senate formally 

debated it on the Senate floor beginning on 9 September. Kennedy’s concern at this poin

was not just whether or not it would pass but by how large a margin. Also a concern, 

however, was that certain Senators would attempt to attach amendments or reservations 

to the treaty that the Soviets would find unacceptable. Goldwater t

a ent that would force the Soviets to “show good faith by removing all their troo

from Cuba and knocking down the Berlin Wall.”304 Through disruptive amendments, the

dissenters could effectively scuttle the treaty and provoke a Soviet withdrawal, thereby 

undermining all of the diplomatic efforts thus far.  Kennedy, however, had enough 

support from enough Senators of stature to prevent this from occurring.  In particular

 
304 “The Nuclear Test Ban Treaty,” 9 September 1963, Congressional Record. 88th cong., 1st sess., 1963, 

3, Vol. VII, 886. 
16525; Seaborg, Kennedy, Khrushchev, and the Test Ban, 279; R. Reeves, President Kennedy, 593; 
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Kennedy had the support of Fulbright who endorsed the president’s position regarding 

the nature and the importance of the treaty. 

  

ary 

 

to 

fear, or

s 

he 

d 

 more, adding that “What is really significant is, not the length of the step, 

but the

ell 

Taylor, the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs, conveyed the JCS support to the Senate stating 

that, “if adequate safeguards are established,” the “important gains” outweighed the 

        

Fulbright introduced the treaty on the Senate floor and stated that, in the event 

that it was ratified, it “may well prove to be a turning point in history of incalculable 

significance to the human race.” Although the Senate debated the technical and milit

aspects of the treaty at length, he attempted to place it in a larger framework.  He stated

that the treaty’s “essential purpose” was “to bring an element of sanity and restraint in

the relations of great nations.”  These “great nations” could make a decision “in anger or 

 a simple mistake,” and cause “the complete destruction of human society.” He 

did not try to overestimate the treaty’s practical significance but characterized it rather a

“a modest but realistic effort to increase our security by political means—by retarding t

proliferation of nuclear weapons and by diminishing, however, slightly, the tensions an

animosities of international relations.” It was a “very modest step” that would hopefully 

lead to many

 direction in which it is taken.” Fulbright added, “It is an important treaty because 

it demonstrates the fact that these two great powers have found enough common interest 

in the matter to reach an agreement.  That is quite significant.”305 

 Some Senators expressed concern as to whether the treaty would weaken U.S. 

defensive capabilities. Fortunately for Kennedy, he had the Joint Chiefs’ support. Their 

support, however, was conditional on the “four safeguards.” Ultimately General Maxw

                                         
ptember 1963, Congressional Record. 88th cong., 1st sess., 1963, 305 “The Nuclear Test Ban Treaty,” 9 Se

16525, 16532, 16536, 16539. 
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potential risks that the treaty represented.306 Despite the qualified endorsement from the

military, Ke

 

nnedy still had some convincing to do. 

ty 

gh the 

 

n the 

e 

 

 

uncil of Ministers of 

the Sov

ty 

Senator Everett McKinley Dirksen of Illinois, the Senate Republican Minori

Leader, discussed the limited test ban treaty with the president at length. Althou

treaty made it out of the Foreign Relations Committee by a vote of 16 to 1, the lone 

dissenter being Georgia Democrat Richard Russell, many of the Senators that voted to 

move it to the Senate floor for debate maintained their right to later vote against it. 

Republican Senators opposed to the treaty enlisted retired military to testify against it.307

On 10 September Kennedy wrote a letter to the Senate, and Dirksen read it o

Senate floor. Kennedy’s plea did not fall on deaf ears and the bipartisan support that h

had carefully nurtured was effective. All amendments to the treaty were defeated save

one, from Russell, which amounted to nothing more than a form of protest. The treaty 

was ultimately approved 80 to 19, which was fourteen more than the required two-thirds

majority.308 

On 24 September the Senate ratified the limited test ban treaty with the United 

Kingdom and the Soviet Union. A day later the Presidium of the Co

iet Union responded in kind. On 7 October Kennedy signed the documents of 

ratification and on 10 October the United States, the United Kingdom, and the Soviet 

Union deposited instruments of ratification in each other’s capitals. With this, the trea

entered into force. As Seaborg notes, the culmination of this process marked the “first 

                                                 
306 “Questions and Answers on the Test Ban Treaty,” 24 September 1963, Congressional Record. 88th 

ent Kennedy, 593; Editorial Note 366, FRUS 61-63, Vol. VII, 886. 

cong., 1st sess., 1963, 17824. 
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successful step in disarmament in nearly eighteen years of negotiations with the Soviet 

Union.”309 

 In the months following the treaty’s signing and ratification, Kennedy took 

additional steps to ensure that its impact would be lasting. Since Kennedy had 

successfully navigated his limited test ban treaty through Soviet negotiators, potentia

uncooperative European allies, the Joint Chiefs, and the Senate confirmation process, 

did not want to take any 

lly 

he 

chances that the United States would be the first country to 

iolate, or be accused of violating, the conditions of the treaty. In NSAM number 269 

ng what approval was necessary before 

d 

ch by 

 two agencies Bundy specifically addressed with these instructions were the 

Atomic Energy Commission (AEC) and the Department of Defense. They were to plan 

for future nuclear tests making every effort to “avoid tests that might be regarded as 

being a violation” of the treaty. He did concede that “this will be a matter of judgment” as 

the treaty does not “contain precise technical criteria as to the nature of prohibited tests.” 

He then outlined specific approval steps the review committee required before 

                                                

v

Bundy clarified Kennedy’s position regardi

nuclear tests were conducted by the United States. An as yet to be constituted review 

committee would include among the tests requiring approval those that were wholly 

underground but that could possibly release measurable levels of radioactivity that woul

be detectable outside American borders. Additionally “Any other nuclear test whi

its nature could reasonably give rise to domestic or foreign charges of a violation of the 

Nuclear Test Ban Treaty will be included in this category even though the sponsoring 

agency believes that the charges would prove to be unfounded.”310 

The

 
309 Seaborg, Kennedy, Khrushchev, and the Test Ban, 282. 
310 NSAM No. 269, “Procedure for Approval of Certain Nuclear Tests,” 31 October 1963, FRUS 61-63, 
Vol. VII, 898. 

178 
 



conducting such tests. He he review committee’s 

recomm

 

 

 

sity Kennedy had been able to do what no presidential administration had been 

 nor 

                                                

 concluded by noting that regardless of t

endation, ultimately the President required his personal approval for any “test of 

this type.”311  Although the Americans and the Soviets had considered the test ban prior

to his presidency, Kennedy’s stewardship of the limited test ban treaty had reached its

culmination. It had gone from a proposal at American University, to negotiations in 

Moscow, and approval in the Senate, and concluded with safeguards domestically to 

ensure its preservation. 

 

Conclusion 

 In the few short months since he announced his new foreign policy at American

Univer

able to accomplish since the end of World War II.  He did not end wars for all time

did he solve the problem of nuclear proliferation.  What he did do, however, was 

conclude a tangible, substantial agreement with America’s avowed enemy.  He proved 

that such agreements were attainable which implied that further agreements were also 

possible.  As Senator Fulbright had said, it was just one step, but it was a step in the right 

direction. 

 
311 Ibid., 898-9. 
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Chapter 5: Kennedy’s Final Months 

The period from September to November 1963 was a transformative period in the 

old War. Adenauer retired and Macmillan resigned, bringing new leadership to West 

nited States faced a much more drastic and tragic 

e 

 

ext 

 

 

helped ain 

 as 

 War 

C

Germany and Great Britain. The U

change in leadership, as an assassin gunned down Kennedy in Dallas. In these last thre

months Kennedy had hoped that his presidency would bring about a different sort of 

transition. He anticipated his administration dividing the Cold War between the status

quo ante and a new phase in international relations and superpower engagement. 

Although Kennedy’s final months were not as high profile as the previous year had been, 

the president spent them taking stock of his accomplishments and considered his n

steps. 

 The successful conclusion of the limited test ban treaty was just one of the 

initiatives Kennedy had in the works during the closing chapter of his presidency. At the

same time, he moved forward with agreements with the Soviets on cooperating in space

and the sale of American wheat. Although the rest of his agenda not as high profile, it 

establish a pattern of successfully working with the Soviets. Kennedy would ag

have to negotiate not only with the Soviets, however, but with members of Congress

well. The anticommunist mentality that pervaded American thinking during the Cold

meant Kennedy would face resistance to his ideas aimed at pursuing détente further. As 

these other developments occurred concurrently, they could either build on each other or 

prove to be a distraction. A further potential disruption also surfaced in Berlin. The 

Soviets initiated a minor crisis in the divided city— nothing on the scale of previous 

180 
 



harassments but significant enough to remind Kennedy that diplomacy is rarely easy or 

uncomplicated. With this in mind, Kennedy set to work. 

 

Joint Space Venture with Soviets 

 Kennedy’s second major initiative, contemporaneous with the test ban, was a 

cooperative effort with the Soviets in space. Schlesinger maintained that Kennedy sough

a number of different suggestions regarding areas in which the United States and the 

Soviets could cooperate, including “health, nutrition, agricultural productivity, [and] 

resources development.”  After Schlesinger and Richard Gardner at the State Department 

considered the various proposals, however, they “seemed trivial compared to t

enormities of the space age.”

t 

he 

e ways cooperating with the Soviets in this arena 

8 

 

he 

312 In som

was a logical compliment to the Treaty, which banned the testing of nuclear weapons in 

outer space. Further agreement on joint uses of space could be considered a reasonable 

corollary to prohibited activities outside the atmosphere.  Either coincidentally or with 

great foresight, Kennedy had laid the groundwork for this initiative two years earlier. 

The Americans and the Soviets had been competing with each other in earnest 

following the successful Soviet launch of Sputnik in October 1957, followed by the 

Soviets’ launch of the first man in space, Yuri Gagarin, on 12 April 1961. The first 

American program in manned space flight was the Mercury project, which ran from 195

to 1963.  On 20 February 1962, John Glenn became the first American to orbit the earth.  

 The idea of cooperating with the Soviets in space originated in 1961 as Kennedy 

prepared for the Vienna summit. Kennedy was concerned about the Cold War extending

into outer space. In May 1961, a joint committee of representatives from NASA and t
                                                 
312 Schlesinger, A Thousand Days, 919. 
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Defense Department suggested to Kennedy that the United States put a man on 

by 1967. Kennedy balked at the cost and he feared whether the Soviets would perc

the program as a threat. He chose i

the moon 

eive 

nstead to offer the Soviets the opportunity to cooperate 

eing 

would 

 the 

May, the issue was swept aside in favor of 

t in 

 “had long held this 

ame b ff 

 
                                                

on a joint program. Rusk broached the idea to Gromyko, who was visiting the UN, on 20 

May. Gromyko immediately declined the offer, citing the greater importance of agre

on general disarmament first. Despite Rusk’s argument that cooperation in space 

build trust in other areas, Gromyko would not reconsider. Although Gromyko raised

president’s offer at a Presidium meeting on 26 

more pressing issues, including Cuba. On 4 June, when Khrushchev and Kennedy me

Vienna, the Soviet Premier again rejected the American offer, again citing its 

impossibility without disarmament.313 

 After Glenn’s flight, Khrushchev welcomed the addition of an American to “the 

family of astronauts.”  He also expounded, in a letter of congratulations to Kennedy, on 

the benefits of cooperation to both countries in their efforts to explore space. Kennedy 

chose to take Khrushchev at his word and told Khrushchev that he

s elief.”  He informed the Premier that they should cooperate and instructed his sta

to develop potential projects “in a spirit of practical cooperation.”314  He then followed 

the letter with a press conference the same day announcing that he was encouraged by the
 

1958-1964 (New York: W. W. Norton & Company, 1997), 120-2, 125, 129. 

 
th st

Space Administration Scientific and Technical Information Office, 1978), 37-8. The Mercury Project’s goal 
was to successfully orbit a manned spacecraft around Earth. The project included 25 flights, six of which 

ame the first American in space on 5 May 1961and Glenn was the first 

3); Kennedy to Khrushchev, 21 February 

313 Aleksandr Fursenko and Timothy Naftali, One Hell of a Gamble: Khrushchev, Castro, and Kennedy, 

314 Khrushchev to Kennedy, 21 February 1962, as printed in US Congress, Senate, Committee on 
Aeronautical and Space Sciences, Documents on International Aspects of the Exploration and Use of Outer
Space, 1954-1962, 88  Cong., 1  sess., 1963, 232, in Edward Clinton Ezell and Linda Neuman Ezell, The 
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prospects of cooperation but would not speculate as to specifics. Kennedy and

Khrushchev exchanged a series of letters on this topic in the ensuing months and 

cooperation looked promising.

 

guarded response by officials at NASA and speculation that the Soviets 

ese 

onded 

xamin

on” and a 

e 

de a 

combined lunar mission. Space was not subject to problems associated with sovereignty. 

                   

315 

 Despite a 

had abandoned their efforts to pursue a manned lunar mission, a goal Kennedy had 

publicly expressed in 1961, discussions between Soviet and American scientists 

continued.  Mirroring the scientific contact, Kennedy and Khrushchev continued to 

correspond and suggest various proposals.316  

 Kohler, referencing a conversation Kennedy had with Dobrynin, specifically 

asked Gromyko in early September 1963 if the Soviet government “had given 

consideration to President’s broad, imaginative proposal for joint cooperation in outer 

space projects.” Kohler also wanted to know if the Foreign Minister would address th

issues during his visits to New York or Washington in September. Gromyko resp

that the Soviets “agreed in principle with the idea and he would of course be prepared to 

e e any specific proposals [the] US might have in mind.”317 

 Kennedy reinforced his commitment to the idea of “broader cooperati

joint space program in a speech before the UN General Assembly on 20 September. H

declared that for the United States and the Soviet Union, “in the field of space—there is 

room for new cooperation, for further joint efforts in the regulation and exploration of 

space.” He revived his earlier proposition to the Soviets that such efforts might inclu

                              

ennedy had announced that the United States 
fore the end of the decade. Kennedy, “Special Message to the Congress 

59-62. 

315 Ezell, The Partnership, 40-2. 
316 Ibid., 39-42. In a speech to Congress on 25 May 1961 K
would land a man on the moon be
on Urgent National Needs,” 25 May 1961, PPP JFK 1961, 404. 
317 Telegram, Kohler to Rusk, 10 Sep 1963, FRUS 61-63, Vol. V, 7
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“Why, therefore, should man's first flight to the moon be a matter of national 

competition? Why should the United States and the Soviet Union, in preparing for such 

expeditions, become involved in immense duplications of research, construction, and 

uter 

specific technical proposals.”319 

Ultimately, however, divisions within the Kennedy Administration and in public 

uestion of competition or cooperation with the Soviets in the field of 

 

320 

ion 

Cosmos satellite.  Observation from space mitigated the need for international inspections 

and “strengthened the system of stable nuclear deterrence.”321 The synergy of the two 

endeavors, cooperation in space and in the field of disarmament, created additional 

                                                

expenditure?”318 

 With the test ban behind him and collaborative US-Soviet efforts seemingly 

acceptable propositions to both governments, Kennedy again instructed NASA to 

develop “a program of substantive cooperation with the Soviet Union in the field of o

space, including the development of 

 

opinion over the q

space exploration undermined any concrete efforts from the American side. In December

Congress weighed in and passed an appropriations bill that strictly forbade NASA’s 

appropriated funds to be used on any joint manned lunar program without prior 

congressional approval.  This provision remained for the next two fiscal years as well.

 Although not often cited, one concrete gain of Kennedy’s attempts at cooperat

with the Soviets was what Schlesinger dubbed “tacit acceptance” of satellite 

reconnaissance by both nations utilizing the American Samos satellite and the Soviet 
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conditions that would have made a comprehensive test ban possible.  Had Kennedy 

another term, he could have convinced the Soviets that the satellites mitigated the main 

t 

The W

wo 

 

ited 

condition hindering previous efforts to conclude a comprehensive ban.322 

 In retrospect, Kennedy’s joint space proposals amounted to little concrete in his 

lifetime, and the first lunar landing in 1969 would be a wholly American effort. The join

Apollo-Soyuz Test Project (ASTP), which culminated in 1975 with an American capsule 

docking in space with a Soviet craft, however, is a testament to Kennedy’s goal and 

symbolically realized his efforts.323 

 

heat Deal 

 Kennedy’s third initiative with the Soviets in the fall was the wheat deal.324 T

successive bad harvests compounded economic difficulties within the Soviet Union and 

forced the Soviets to look outside their borders to meet their domestic grain needs. On 16

September, they purchased 5.3 million tons of wheat from Canada and two days later 

bought 58.5 million barrels of cereal from Australia. The Soviets had also purchased 

flour from West Germany that the Germans had previously bought from the United 

States. American allies had set a precedent of selling wheat to the Soviets, and the Un

                                                 
322 Although satellite images by themselves are not enough to confirm the occurrence of an underground 
nuclear explosion, when coupled with seismic data and radiation measurements, they might reduce but 

 States 
 American business 

. 

probably not entirely eliminate the need for on-site inspections.  
323 Ezell, The Partnership, ix. 
324 The term “the wheat deal,” although frequently used in 1963, is actually misleading. The United
was not considering one individual deal but potentially multiple sales through private
concerns
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States, with its own surplus of wheat, was itself in a position to make similar sales, on th

order of roughly 3 million tons.
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 the US 
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325 

 George Ball briefed the NSC on a prospective wheat deal with the Soviets. On 

positive side, it would highlight the “failure” of the communist system, as well as redi

Soviet resources from military production to the purchase of agricultural commodities

As a humanitarian gesture, the United States had a “long tradition of helping the Russia

people in periods of famine.” Additionally, the Soviets were more likely to “mai

status quo” in relations with the United States until the wheat arrived or risk losing the 

shipments.326 

To give the NSC a balanced view, Ball also listed the deal’s drawbacks. The 

Soviets had their own “grain resources and therefore are not in absolute need of US

wheat.” There were also no guarantees that the grain would remain in the Soviet Union

and not ultimately be redirected to one of their satellites. Finally, Ball concluded that “If 

we engage in trade of this magnitude with the USSR, it will be difficult for us to continue

to urge the underdeveloped nations to avoid becoming economically dependent on the 

USSR.” Ball anticipated a probable trade increase with the Soviet Union if their stockpile 

of wheat increased.327 Ball’s final point indicates that he anticipated that the Soviet

would, in all likelihood, redirect the wheat to the underdeveloped nations; thus,

would have in effect been supplying them and the USSR would have received the credit

 In addition to international concerns, any wheat sales faced potential domestic 

difficulties as well. Kennedy staffers were concerned over Congress’s response to the 

 
nedy, 741; Summary Record of NSC Meeting, 1 October 1963, FRUS 61-63, Vol. V, 774-
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wheat sale and its relevance to the “Latta Amendment” of the Agriculture Act of 1961, 

which states that “it is the policy of Congress that sale of agricultural commodities are to 

be made only to ‘friendly nations.’” Gilpatric said that the Joint Chiefs, as well as he, 

himself and Paul Nitze, the Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security 

Affairs, had “no military or strategic objection” to the sale “as a one-shot operation.” 

Harriman pointed out that if the Soviets did not get the wheat from the US, they could 

still purchase it from European states, to whom the US had already sold wheat. 

Agriculture Secretary Orville Freeman noted the Soviets could get 30,000 tons of flou

from West Germany, derived mostly from US wheat sales, and that the

r 

 United States 

but his 

we 

 

Johnso er 

United States and that of the Soviet Union. The Kennedy Administration’s role in the 

would be willing to sell to Germany knowing that it could end up in the Soviet Union.328 

 On 10 October Kennedy sent a letter to the President of the Senate and the 

Speaker of the House explaining his position on the potential wheat sale to the Soviet 

Union. Kennedy had to convince not only his Republican opposition in Congress 

Vice President as well.  Johnson initially dubbed the sale “the worst political mistake 

have made in foreign policy in this administration.” Kennedy defended his position to

n and Speaker John William McCormack not on the grounds of pursuing bett

relations with the Soviets or in the spirit of détente, but instead listed practical and 

beneficial advantages to the American farmer, longshoreman, and taxpayer.329 

 Ultimately, the wheat deal was not an exchange between the government of the 

deal extended only to the question of whether or not the Executive branch, or some other 

                                                 
328 Ibid., 775-8. 
329 Kennedy to President of the Senate and Speaker of the House, Letter, “Sale of Wheat to the Soviet 
Union,” 10 October 1963, John T. Woolley and Gerhard Peters, The American Presidency Project [online]. 
Santa Barbara, CA: University of California (hosted), Gerhard Peters (database) 
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part of the government, would block the sale. Kennedy chose not to hinder a beneficial 

commercial transaction that was to “be concluded by private American grain dealers for 

A an dollars or gold.” The benefits to the United States were numerous. He noted 

that “such sales will strengthen farm prices in the United States and bring added income 

and employment to American shipping, longshoreman and railroad workers as well as

grain traders and farmers.” Because the sale would be at current world market prices, he 

further noted the benefit in “recovery for the American taxpayer on wheat which the 

Government [had] already purchased at the currently higher domestic price which is 

maintained to assist our farmers and [was] still paying storage on.”330 

 To counter statutory arguments many in Congress

meric

 

 were voicing, such as the July 

 

ch 

red a “nonbinding declaration of interest.”  

                                              

1961 amendment to the Agricultural Act, the Johnson Act, the Export Control Act, and

the Battle Act, Kennedy included Justice Department opinion, which clarified that “this 

decision neither require[ed] nor [was] prohibited by any action of Congress.” He 

emphasized that the proposed wheat sales did “not represent a new Soviet-American 

trade policy, which, he added, “must await the settlement of many other matters.”331 

Beschloss notes that the impetus for this opinion stemmed from Kennedy’s 

brother Robert. The Berlin crisis spawned the amendment to the Agricultural Act, whi

prohibited selling subsidized commodities to unfriendly nations.  Robert Kennedy, 

however, thought that this should be conside

   
330 er of the House, Letter, “Sale of Wheat to the Soviet 

ncy.ucsb.edu/ws/?pid=9462> 
331 Ibid. The 1961 Amendment to the Agriculture Act included a “policy” of not selling subsidized 
commod t 
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to nations receiving Marshall Plan assistance. "U.S. Economic Relations with the Soviet Bloc," 25 May 
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Union,” 10 October 1963, <http://www.preside

ities to “other than friendly nations.” The 1934 Johnson Act prohibited loans to any governmen
efaulted in payment of obligations to the United States. The Export Control Act of 1949 requ

an export license to sell any materials which could a make "significant contribution" to the military 
potential of another country. The Battle Act of 1951 tied the restrictions of the Export Control Act direc
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President Kennedy, however, did not want to seem as if he were showing the Soviets any 

undue favoritism. Freeman characterized Kennedy as “very nervous” about the sale.332 

 If the “other matters” Kennedy referenced were settled, however, the deals may 

have led to some sort of trade agreement between the two superpowers. Kennedy seized

on an opportunity to improve relations with the Soviet Union and help the American 

public, killing two birds with one sto

 

ne.  It was in both nations’ best interests and did not 

, it 

 

hipments 

s 

of 
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The Soviets continued to engage with the Americans. In September Gromyko 

nedy, and in New 

threaten US security.  In addition to generating good will between the governments

would create, at least in the short term, some level of dependence on the United States to

feed the Soviet people.  If it was successful, it could have led to further deals for 

foodstuffs or possible other, non-military, commodities. 

 Ultimately, Congress did not block the wheat sales and in December, with the 

support of the new Johnson administration, the Soviet Union purchased its first s

of wheat. Kennedy’s efforts in the fall complimented his prior successes with the Soviet

and pointed to further movement toward peaceful coexistence. Although Kennedy was 

not alive to see the culmination of the wheat deal, his efforts prior to his death helped 

ensure its eventual success.  Taken together, the Limited Test Ban Treaty, the pursuit 

joint efforts in space, and the wheat deal supported Kennedy’s program of chartin

course in US foreign relations that led away from a confrontation with the Soviets and 

toward a constructive working relationship. 

 

Soviet Statements and Soviet Actions 

visited the United States, stopping in Washington to meet with Ken
                                                 
332 Beschloss, The Crisis Years, 644-5. 
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York to address the United Nations. Gromyko addressed the UN General Assembly on 

September and the CIA described his tone as “moderate and ‘statesmanlike,’” indicative

of a Soviet desire to “encourage a détente atmosphere.” Gromyko only briefly touched

Germany and Berlin and “repeated Khrushchev’s theme that, from the bloc viewpoint, 

the Berlin Wall [had] reduced the urgency of a German peace treaty.” He emphasized 

instead the issue of disarmament.

19 
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333 

 The CIA had its doubts, however, about Soviet sincerity and motives, a

d that the Soviets were merely employing “détente tactics.” The agency was not

optimistic about Soviet commitment regarding détente or East-West cooperation stating 

that “Soviet leaders appear to see little early prospect for further agreements com

to the test ban in importance. They are under no pressure, and they remain unwilling to 

make concessions as the price for agreement on major issues such as Berlin and 

Germany.” The CIA also surmised that the West Germans and the French would block 

“agreement on such measures as a NATO-Warsaw Pact nonaggression treaty, a reduction

of foreign forces in the two Germanys, and a nuclear free zone in Central Europe.”334 

 Assuming the CIA’s assessment was accurate, Soviet anxiety about the West 

Germans would have been well founded. In discussions with McGhee, Kennedy 

expressed frustration with Adenauer and “German resistance to the negotiation of Ea

West treaties which might have the effect of producing a détente. Adenauer had 

consistently opposed agreements with the Soviets and efforts to relax tension.” Kenned

wondered if Adenauer’s views were shared by other German leaders.335 

                                                 
333 Current Intelligence Weekly, 27 September 1963, FRUS 61-63, Vol. V, 773. 
334 Ibid., 773-4. 
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 Regardless of apparent West German opposition, the publicly professed Soviet 

desire to work toward successful East-West agreements was, for the CIA, essentially a 

alf-truth. As the CIA saw it, the Soviets were balancing a “desire to avoid new crisis 

“the increasingly bitter and damaging struggle with the 

West 

f 

e 

use 

for new solutions to related problems. He specifically focused on the 

ould 

, 

h

situations with the West” against 

Chinese Communists for leadership of the Communist movement.” Improved East-

relations were important to the Soviets in so far as they addressed recent economic 

problems, as evidenced by their substantial grain purchases from the West.336 

On 10 October, Khrushchev wrote Kennedy regarding the future of US-Soviet 

relations. Khrushchev thought that the success of the test ban treaty “has injected a fresh 

spirit into the international atmosphere showing that no matter how complicated 

contemporary problems, no matter how great the differences between social systems o

our states, we can find mutually acceptable solutions in the interest of all mankind.” H

conceded, however, that merely prohibiting nuclear testing did not “solve the principle 

international problem of our epoch—[it] does not eliminate the danger of war.” Beca

of this, he advocated continued cooperation between the United States and the Soviet 

Union in a search 

conclusion of a peace treaty formally ending World War II, the nonaggression pact, 

nuclear free zones around the world, non-dissemination efforts, prohibiting nuclear 

weapons in space, and guarding against surprise attacks. “Their implementation w

facilitate a significant strengthening of peace, improvement of international relations

would clear the road to general and complete disarmament, and, consequently, to the 

delivering of peoples from the threat of war.” To these ends, Khrushchev committed the 

                                                 
336 Ibid., 773. 

191 
 



Soviet Union to “do everything dependent on it” to improve relations in the spirit of the 

test ban treaty and move “toward [a] broad relaxation of international tension.”337 

 

Berlin and Autobahn Incidents 

 Ironically, the same day Khrushchev sent his 10 October letter to Kennedy 

advoca ce 

inly 

 

ent.  As US, and later British, 

convoy

e 

tion 

ting additional measures of cooperation, the same day the treaty entered into for

as the three initial signatory powers certified the treaty by depositing instruments of 

ratification in each other’s capitals, the Soviets increased tension regarding the Berlin 

issue. Berlin had been quiet for months.  There had been no major incidents and certa

nothing that approached the building of the Wall on 13 August 1961 or the standoff 

between US and Soviet tanks at Checkpoint Charlie on 27 October 1961.  In October 

1963, however, the Soviets elevated the tension surrounding the city by testing allied

responses at the checkpoints to various levels of harassm

s crossed the border from West Germany through East Germany en route to 

Berlin, the Soviet guards at the East German border stopped and attempted to search th

convoy vehicles. 

 These actions were surprising in light of the recent progress between the United 

States and the Soviet Union, as evidenced particularly by the success of the Test Ban 

Treaty.  Ausland noted that “Many people in Washington believed that the treaty 

foreshadowed a series of agreements with the Soviet Union.”  He further pointed to 

agreements that had never developed beyond discussions, “such as a consular conven

and a civil aviation agreement,” which were again being considered. Ausland’s 
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impression was that “the general assumption in the wake of the test ban treaty was that 

Berlin would remain quiet.”  He noted an “augury of improving Soviet-American 

relations” in Kennedy’s 9 October announcement that the grain sale would go forward.  

st 

s in Paris, who in turn notified the White 

House 

  

 

imilar v 
                                                

As things stood, the situation in Berlin was stable and the superpower relations were not 

contentious.338 

In late 1962 and early 1963 the Soviets had harassed some civilian automobile 

and air traffic but without any consistency or apparent design. On 10 October, however, 

the Soviets detained multiple American military convoys en route from Berlin to We

Germany.  The Soviets insisted the Americans dismount to be counted.  As this was 

contrary to established procedure, they refused. After contacting military superiors in 

West Germany, Berlin, and NATO headquarter

and the State Department, the issue was ultimately resolved two days after it 

began without the Americans yielding their position.339 

The level of involvement by the higher echelons of Soviet leadership was less 

than clear.  By chance, Gromyko was in Washington during the incident and met with 

Kennedy.  The Soviet Foreign Minister pleaded ignorance and offered no explanations.

Ausland commented that Gromyko probably left the meeting slightly ill at ease because a

s  meeting a year earlier was followed by the Cuban Missile Crisis. Khrushche
 

1967, BC02934, DNSA, p. 6/2-6/3. 

would restrict allied travel. The issues had dwindled to three major items: advance notification to the 

powers did not have uniform procedures. For the Kennedy Administration, the issue was not the procedures 
ts could unilaterally impose changes in procedure.” John C. Ausland, History, 

/4-

338 John C. Ausland, History, “Kennedy, Khrushchev and Berlin (The 1961-1964 Berlin Crisis),” 1 April 

339 Ibid., p. 6/3-6/4, 6/9-6/15; Editorial Note 365, FRUS 61-63, Vol. V, 794. At the end of World War II, 
the four occupying powers in Berlin established clear and specific procedures regarding the use of the three 
allied air corridors between West Germany and Berlin.  No such detailed agreements were codified 
regarding ground access. As a result, the Soviets over the years attempted to establish precedents that 

Soviets of convoy departures, troops dismounting to be counted at the checkpoints, and whether or not the 
tail gates would be opened to allow counting. Further complicating this issue was that the three Allied 

but “whether the Sovie
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made no public statements regarding the events while they transpired but, according to

Ausland, following the incident Khrushchev told reporters that he “had ordered

convoy released because the Americans had complied with Soviet procedures.”

 

 the 

eir 

lin 

some sort of settlement.  

” 

, was 

lin and 

 

ly” but also served as an implied warning that “further Soviet 

concessions on East-West issues could not be taken for granted.” They both, rather, were 

340 

 Despite the Soviet induced tension surrounding Berlin, neither side seemed eager, 

or even willing, to escalate the matter. Although Kennedy downplayed the incidents, the 

friction created by actions that made little sense in the context of the developing détente 

inevitably raised the tension surrounding Berlin. The Soviets’ actions cast doubt on th

reliability as a bargaining partner. It may have been an instance of front line Soviet 

officers acting without authority. It seemed, rather, that Khrushchev was using Berlin as 

leverage to explore the limits of Western tolerance of Soviet control in and around Ber

and to push again for 

On 25 October, Khrushchev gave a press conference. The CIA observed that his 

comments “contained no hints of any abrupt departures form the current ‘détente’ line.

They did see indications, however, that Khrushchev, like Soviet leaders before him

frustrated by Soviet “inability to interest the West in serious negotiations on Ber

Germany during periods of relative relaxation of tensions.” He seemed to feel that the 

Western powers “‘must adopt a more realistic position’ toward a German settlement.”341 

 On 29 October, Thomas L. Hughes, the Director of the State Department’s 

Bureau of Intelligence and Research, clarified for Rusk recent statements by Gromyko

and Khrushchev regarding negotiations between the two superpowers. He noted that their 

statements were “friend
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watching for movement on the American side regarding possible agreements. Neither 

Gromyko nor Khrushchev, however, “ruled out a possible Soviet move in the 

disarmament field.” Hughes characterized Gromyko’s remarks as consciously civil a

not offensive. He further suggested potential areas for agreement but concluded th

initiative for a new agreement to follow the test-ban and bomb-in-orbit resolution would

have to come from the West.” Both leaders were disappointed with the current

on disarmamen

nd 

at “the 

 

 progress 

t initiatives. Khrushchev specifically declared that “the creation of an 

ceive 

n or the 

 

nd informed the Soviet Commander in East Germany, General Ivan I. 

the 

                                                

MLF would mean that the West Germans—the ‘most revanchist’ country—would re

access to nuclear weapons and the danger of thermonuclear war would increase.” Despite 

his focus on German problems, Hughes and Gromyko failed to mention Berli

convoy incidents. 342 

 In an attempt to avoid another incident, the Allies took steps to standardize their 

procedures concerning access to Berlin.  Ultimately, they established a set of uniform

practices a

Yakubovsky.  The Soviets did not respond but within a week initiated a second 

checkpoint incident on 4 November.  The Allies dispatched British and French convoys 

and the Soviets allowed them to pass without incident. As the standoff continued with 

Americans, Washington considered possible counter-measures, including canceling the 

pending wheat sale to the Soviets.  The Soviets escalated the incident by dispatching 

armored personnel carriers.  Nonetheless, the Soviets ultimately relented and allowed the 

Americans to pass.343 

 

,” 29 October 1963, NSF, Countries, Box 182, JFKL, 2-3. 
nd, History, “Kennedy, Khrushchev and Berlin (The 1961-1964 Berlin Crisis),” 1 April 1967, p. 
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 Following the second incident, Yakubovsky replied to the previous submission o

uniform Allied procedures.  In an effort to c

f 

larify an Allied misunderstanding of Soviet 

les, he provided the Soviet procedures.  There were marginal differences with the 

d Ausland, they “were almost completely compatible.”  

mi tactics, 

e 

els 

y 

, 

 

ington 

                                                

ru

Allied protocols but, note

According to Ausland, “without explicitly agreeing to the Allied position, Khrushchev 

implicitly assured Kennedy that he did not want another confrontation on the 

autobahn.”344 

 Ausland surmised that Kennedy was “obviously not enthusiastic” about the 

autobahn incidents, “particularly since it cut across his attempts to improve relations with 

the Kremlin.”  Kennedy had, however, approved the planning that the Allies 

implemented in response to the incidents and in effort to avoid Soviet sala

supported his commanders in Europe.  Ausland added that “As Kennedy remarked at on

point, it is not a question of the individual procedures but who is going to determine 

them.”345 

 Ausland noted that these incidents were not resolved through diplomatic chann

and the reason for this remains unclear because no diplomatic attempts were pursued b

either side.  As the Soviets initiated both incidents and made no diplomatic overtures

Ausland concludes that “there is an implication that they were more interested in bringing

pressure to bear on the Allies than working out an agreement.”  In the end, Wash

and Moscow, as well as London and Paris, had “to focus their attention on the problem at 

the same time.”346 The Soviets ceased harassing convoys and did not raise the issue of 

 
344 Ausland, History, “Kennedy, Khrushchev and Berlin (The 1961-1964 Berlin Crisis),” 1 April 1967, p. 
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convoy procedures again. The United States diffused the potential crisis and ended the 

latest chapter in Berlin crisis management. 

 

Transition in Germany 

 Knowing that Soviet and American decisions in Berlin could ripple outwards, the 

king 

es, 

 for further discussions” with the Soviets 

garding Germany were “not very good.”  The Secretary of State emphasized that “there 

no détente. There was, so to speak, only a hunting license for a 

détente

 

 

s 

e 

ot 

                                        

West Germans monitored events and considered their policy implications. Earlier in 

October Erhard, the new Chancellor, had noted “that the German public insists on lin

progress in East-West relations with the German problem.”  He returned to the issue of 

perceived German suspicions of an American willingness to trade German unity for 

improved US-Soviet relations.  He claimed that “There is no distrust of the United Stat

but we must not give the appearance that the status quo is acceptable.”347 

 Rusk informed Erhard that “prospects

re

was at the present time 

.” The possibility of reaching agreements with the Soviets on a nonaggression 

pact, observation posts, or non-dissemination of nuclear weapons were all “dead” due

Soviet insistence of linking each issue to some other ancillary issue, such as Berlin,

nuclear free zones, or the MLF. In Rusk’s “opinion complete agreement with the Soviet

will take a long time and will be achieved only through small steps. There is no 

possibility of moving rapidly to a détente.”  He cautioned, however, that there was caus

for concern with policy-makers or the people “thinking there is a détente which does n

         
any to the State Department, 3 October 1963, FRUS 61-63, Vol. XV, 585. 347 Telegram, Embassy in Germ
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e 48xist.”3 f 

ions 

he 

 the making, however, was not going to pass away 

abruptl

for him, 

e 1964 election.349 

Peace m

source of destruction to a rational adversary who also had a stake in seeing the world 

continue. 

 It is unclear from this exchange if Rusk was pessimistic about the chances o

success for détente or being very conservative in his estimate as to how long significant 

lasting progress would take.  He did not, however, want to encourage German not

that a popular, easy settlement with the Soviets, that would address all of Germany’s 

concerns, was just in the offing. 

 With the conclusion of the latest Berlin incidents, both the Americans and t

West Germans were eager to see the status of Berlin advance from normalization to 

resolution. A problem two decades in

y.  The United States had a vested interest in keeping a capitalist outpost deep 

within East Germany and the Soviet Union had an obvious stake in removing such an 

enclave. With Berlin quiet again, however, Kennedy could return to, what was 

an extremely important issue, his reelection. 

 

Reelection Campaign 

Kennedy decided that “peace” would be a major theme of th

eant that he was going to campaign on the prospect of a safer world through 

improved relations with the Soviet Union. Americans did not want to live through 

another crisis as frightening and potentially dangerous as the Cuban Missile Crisis. He 

would campaign on the expectation that through his continued leadership in a second 

presidential term, he could lead the way in reducing the Soviet Union from a potential 
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 For Kennedy to see his new direction in foreign policy with the Soviet Union

fully realized, he would need more time. The end of his first term as president was

 

 only a 

beginni

ile Crisis, did not translate into 

support

y 

lematic. 

Johnso

                                                

ng. Topping the list of American concerns in the upcoming election were 

“national defense, nuclear war,” and “communist subversion.” These were the issues 

most important to the American public, ones he was prepared to address. He had not 

accomplished all that he wanted but he was aware that even as president, he faced 

limitations. “Every President,” he wrote in 1963, “must endure a gap between what he 

would like and what is possible.”350 

Kennedy learned that favorable media attention and his high approval rating in 

foreign policy matters, especially after the Cuban Miss

 for his domestic policy agenda or even a high opinion of his domestic 

performance. Kennedy witnessed a distinct disconnect between the levels of 

Congressional bipartisan support regarding the two spheres of his leadership. Political 

scientist Aaron Wildavsky attributes this to the existence of “‘two presidencies’: one for 

domestic affairs and the other for foreign and defense policies.”351 

Kennedy’s foreign policy successes in his third year offset the setbacks of the Ba

of Pigs and Vienna. His domestic agenda, however, was proving to be more prob

Kennedy’s secretary, Evelyn Lincoln, suggested that the president considered dropping 

n from the ticket in 1964, to replace him with Terry Sanford, North Carolina’s 

racially moderate governor. This was highly unlikely. Due to the president’s more public 
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stance in support of civil rights, defections from Southern Democrats had risen and 

Kennedy would need Johnson to deliver the twenty-five Texas electoral votes.352 

 

 

viet Union. 

 

 

 

genda of détente with Soviet Union 

by incr s 

 

e. 

                                                

According to Sean Savage, in order to be reelected in 1964, Kennedy recognized

that he would need a substantial legislative record to tout to the American electorate. To 

do this he would need the help of congressional Republicans to offset the problematic 

Southern Democrats. Centrist Republicans had already assisted Kennedy in the passage

of the Limited Test Ban Treaty and in facilitating the wheat deals with the So

Kennedy’s new direction in foreign policy enabled him to “develop a suprapartisan, 

centrist consensus behind his foreign policy, especially in the Senate.”353 He would now

have to translate that support to his domestic agenda. 

In Kennedy’s final months, Goldwater emerged as the most likely Republican

candidate in 1964. Running in opposition to Goldwater would facilitate Kennedy’s 

suprapartisan consensus, a foundation that he needed to pass his Medicare, civil rights,

and anti-poverty initiatives. It would also further his a

easing trade with the Soviets and possibly lead to further treaties. Savage contend

that Kennedy, and subsequently Johnson, sought “to make this more liberal direction in

domestic policy, and to a lesser extent, in foreign policy appear to be moderate, 

responsible, and constructive, rather than divisively partisan and narrowly 

ideological.”354 

Robert Goldberg notes that Kennedy and Goldwater had a “mutual admiration” 

for each other as opponents and had discussed the prospects of the 1964 presidential rac

They had even talked of “barnstorming” the country in a debate style format pitting 

 
352 Savage, JFK, LBJ, and the Democratic Party, 197. 
353 Ibid., 185. 
354 Ibid., 206. 
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liberalism against conservatism. “Philosophical issues aside,” however, Kennedy was

most interested in Goldwater because he was confident of winning.

 

uld 

ised to be the 

most be

r 

Goldwater’s potential as president. In Kennedy’s estimation, if 

Goldwa

, 

 

 

ength 

 a 

 

Communists for the globe.  The “Communist offensive, which claimed to be riding the 

355 

 Beschloss concurs that Kennedy hoped his opponent in the 1964 election wo

be Goldwater. The archconservative had a way of self-destructing and prom

atable candidate. Kennedy’s main concern, however, was that Goldwater would 

self-destruct before he even received the nomination. Savage, however, considers slim 

the chances that the moderate wing and the “more pragmatic, compromising 

conservative[s]” of the Republican Party would have joined forces to support a “viable, 

alternative candidate” to Goldwater. Taking no chances, however, Kennedy pushed fo

his aides emphasize 

ter won the Republican nomination, he would subsequently lose the general 

election by a huge margin and deliver congressional wins to Kennedy as well. The 

president would then have the support he needed to accomplish the things he wanted

including building on the success of the Test Ban.356 

The same day the Senate passed the Test Ban, Kennedy left on a “conservation”

tour of the Western United States. Among the stops was a speech before the Mormon

Tabernacle in Salt Lake City, Utah on 26 September. Kennedy opened with a few 

comments on conservation but then quickly moved to foreign policy.  He spoke at l

about the United States in a global “interrelationship.”  As this was, unofficially,

campaign speech to a conservative audience, he spoke at length about competing with the

tide of historic inevitability,” had recently been “turned back.” He noted that advances in 
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technology meant that, “It takes 30 minutes for a missile to go from one continent to 

another.”  Because of this, “the test ban treaty is important as a first step.”  He recognized

that ultimately it might fail but the United States needed to take the step because a 

nuclear exch

 

ange could kill “300 million men and women in 24 hours.”357 

 

willing

 had an 

as 

                                                

Kennedy addressed, indirectly, concerns as to why the Soviets would submit to 

the treaty stating that Americans “must recognize that every nation determines it policies

in its own interests. … National interest is more powerful than ideology, and recent 

developments with the Communist empire show this very clearly.”358  The Soviets were 

 to take that first step because it was in their interest to do so but it was also in 

American interests. 

Salt Lake City, according to Schlesinger, was considered a “stronghold of the 

radical right.” Kennedy had not officially announced his candidacy but his speech

obvious political intent. In a speech about “extremism in foreign policy,” Kennedy 

targeted Goldwater. Despite a potentially hostile audience, Schlesinger described 

Kennedy’s reception as “unusually cordial.” Dallek asserts that Salt Lake City marked 

the first time Kennedy felt confident that his reelection was a definite possibility.359 

 In October, Kennedy began planning his reelection campaign in earnest.  It w

not until 13 November, however, that he held his first official reelection campaign 

meeting.  Leading the agenda at this meeting was the civil rights issue.  He was 

concerned that his popularity rating had dropped from a high of 82 percent to his lowest 

 
7 Kennedy, “Address in Salt Lake City at the Mormon Tabernacle,” 26 September 1963, PPP JFK 1963, 
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approval to date at 59 percent.  Gallup attributed this in large measure to the President’s 

 

n.361 

 well. 

nd 

took th body 

t day 

                                                

civil rights initiatives. This could have a significant impact in the South where Kennedy 

saw defections in the offing from Southern Democrats led by Alabama Governor George

Wallace. 360 

 Kennedy’s approval rating dropped significantly from 76 percent to 59 percent 

between January and November. Despite this, he considered the American public to be 

supportive. By March, 74 percent of Americans anticipated Kennedy’s reelectio

Although there was much campaigning left to do, Kennedy was confident of this as

On 21 November, President Kennedy and his wife, Jacqueline, began a two-day 

tour of Texas to shore up campaign support in the South. The next day, while riding 

through the streets of Dallas, an assassin’s bullet ripped through his neck and another 

through his head. The injuries proved fatal and his murder robbed America of its 

president and some of its hope, hope for a less violent, more peaceful future. That day 

aboard Air Force One, Lyndon Johnson picked up the mantle of the fallen president a

e oath of office to become the 36th president of the United States. Kennedy’s 

lay in state in the Capital rotunda for eighteen hours, 250,000 mourners filed past tha

and through the night to view the assassinated president.  The next day a nationally 

televised funeral procession moved through Washington to Arlington National Cemetery 

for the burial. Although Kennedy’s reelection bid, his presidency, and his life had ended, 

his public image and his place in history endured. Despite Kennedy’s absence, many of 

his programs and initiatives would continue under Johnson. 

 

 

hed Life, 634, 686. 
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Johnson 

 In the tradition of vice presidents ascending to the presidency, Johnson stresse

the continuity of the two administrations. In an attempt to reassure the American

and the world, Johnson made clear that there would not be a crisis of government and tha

the United States was ready to defend itself. Dallek compares Johnson in this respec

Theodore Roosevelt and Harry Truman, who both had succeeded to the presidency after 

the death of a sitting president.  In such a situation, continuity was important to 

“reassur[e]

d 

 public, 

t 

t to 

” Americans and foreigners alike that Johnson “would be faithful to the 

n 

 of 

ministration and the country together during a trying and difficult period. 

 

l.  

pital 

Hill. He also had extensive international experience from his years on the Foreign 

Relations Committee and his numerous travels abroad as vice president. 

                                                

previous administration.” To this end, despite a presidential prerogative to select his ow

staff, he made every effort to keep the Kennedy administration as intact as possible, lest 

Kennedy’s advisors’ departures be viewed as a “repudiation or an indirect statement

no confidence” in Johnson.362 The key figures from the Kennedy administration 

remained, many throughout Johnson’s next presidential term as well.  He successfully 

held the ad

For Johnson, it was important that not only the American public but also the 

leaders of the Soviet Union, as well as other nations, knew that the government was 

intact, that its leadership was sure of itself, and that America felt safe despite the recent

tragedy and abrupt transition. Coming into office, Johnson had the advantage of having a 

highly qualified staff to support him.  He had years of experience in Washington as wel

Johnson had been the Senate majority leader and a force to be reckoned with on Ca
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 Ambassador at Large Thompson met with Dobrynin on 24 November in 

Washington. He delivered a message from Rusk that “in general, President Johnson 

airs.” 

o 

 

 the USSR.” The president said he would not depart from 

Kenned

“negoti

The sam

Ministry Mikhail Smirnovsky met with Rusk. In that meeting Rusk “stressed [the] 

would continue the broad policies established by President Kennedy, and drew 

[Dobrynin’s] attention to the fact that President Johnson had assisted in the formulation 

of these policies.” Johnson, however, would obviously have a “different style” and 

Thompson “suspected would devote a larger proportion of his time to domestic aff

Thompson also conveyed that Johnson intended to “keep most of the Administration 

intact.”363 

 The Soviets sent Anastas Mikoyan, a senior member of the Soviet Politburo, t

attend Kennedy’s funeral. The Soviets were eager to reassure the United States that they 

were in no way involved in Kennedy’s assassination, despite the evidence that Lee

Harvey Oswald had recently returned to the United States after having defected to the 

Soviet Union. In addition to attending Kennedy’s funeral, Mikoyan met with the new 

president. 

 On 26 November, Mikoyan discussed with Johnson an American policy to “live 

in peace and friendship with

y’s policy. The Soviets were pleased by evidence of congressional support for 

ations and exchanges of views between President Kennedy and Mr. Khrushchev.” 

e day, Mikoyan, Dobrynin, and Chief of the US Section of the Soviet Foreign 
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continuity of U.S. policy,” promising that the United States would “continue to seek 

opportunities [to] improve international relations and prospects for peace.”364 

 Although he did not come to Washington personally, Khrushchev wrote Johnso

to express his assessment of the former president and convey his hopes for a productive 

working relationship 

n 

with Johnson that built on many of the themes pursued by the 

, 

ev’s estimation, “there has 

relations between the United States and the Soviet Union and that I have been in 
 

these policies along the same lines and hope that we can make progress in 

 Despite what Khrushchev told Johnson, the Kremlin’s view of the new American 

president was less than optimistic. The KGB noted that Johnson “supports conservative 

and reactionary views.” They also reported that a Kennedy family insider characterized 

                                                

previous administration. Khrushchev declared, “For my own part, I can say quite 

definitely that the feeling of respect for the late President never left me precisely because

like ourselves, he based his policy on a desire not to permit a military collision of the 

major powers which carry on their shoulders the burden of the responsibility for the 

maintenance of peace.” He also wanted Johnson to know that “in you we saw a comrade-

in-arms of the late President, a man who always stood at the President’s side and 

supported his line in foreign policy.” Furthermore, in Khrushch

been and remains readiness to find, through an exchange of views, mutually acceptable 

solutions for those problems which still divide us.”365 

 The new president responded to Khrushchev the same day in an effort to reassure 

the Soviet Premier stating: 

I should like you to know that I have kept close touch with the development of 

full accord with the policies of President Kennedy. I shall do my best to continue

improving our relations in resolving the many serious problems that face us.366 

 
364 Memcon, “Call by Mr. Mikoyan on the President,” 26 November 1963, FRUS 61-63, Vol. V, 835, 837. 
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him as a “clever timeserver” who was “incapable of realizing Kennedy’s unfi

plans.” The Soviets assumed that the new p

nished 

resident had “other things (such as reelection 

ng 

of 

d 

 

usk 

almos

 

emely 

her former president with 

xtensi  was 

. 

and Vietnam) on his mind.” Khrushchev shared his personal assessment with his son, 

stating that he was willing to take a chance with Kennedy but with Johnson “everythi

will be different.”367 

 Dobrynin noted Johnson’s lack of involvement in foreign policy, with the notable 

exception of Vietnam. The president instead tasked Rusk, who remained as Secretary 

State, “to follow Kennedy’s guidelines in foreign policy.” Dallek also has emphasize

Rusk’s role in foreign policy. For Dallek, Rusk was “an enormous comfort” to the new 

president.  He was Johnson’s “rock-solid advisor on foreign and national security policy.” 

Johnson could not have had a better matched secretary of state. Dallek considered R

“ t the perfect man in the right place at the right time.”368 

 Dallek states that “obvious goals” for Johnson included “containing Communism 

and avoiding a nuclear holocaust,” but the similarities to the Kennedy administration’s

international emphasis ended there. According to Schwartz, Johnson viewed as extr

important “his central and overriding presidential responsibility: to reduce the danger of a 

nuclear apocalypse.” For inspiration, Johnson looked to anot

e ve experience dealing with this particular foreign power.  His political hero

Franklin Roosevelt, a president who felt strongly about better relations with the Soviets

Schwartz attributes a failure by scholars to appreciate Johnson’s commitment to these 
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two tenets, and their impact on his foreign policy, to Vietnam and Johnson’s 

accomplishments in the domestic arena.369 

 In Leffler’s view, regardless of Johnson’s stance on the “utility of peace, détente 

” 

 soft 

plished “all the easy things.”  Future endeavors would be 

difficult and probably unpopular.  He would most likely anger American voters or 

alienate allies.  Bundy found Khrushchev’s German initiatives, Dobrynin’s suggestion of 

a possible summit, and commercial talks all problematic.371 

 Ultimately, Vietnam would overtake Johnson’s foreign policy agenda and 

undermine his domestic one.  Although he was torn by “sending American boys” to a 

foreign land, with seemingly no significance, he could not bring himself to be the first 

American president to lose a war or to be seen as the president who turned his back on 

American allies.  Johnson’s policies in Vietnam, which were an escalation of Kennedy’s 

                                                

was not a priority.”  Johnson was more interested in getting reelected, advancing his 

domestic program, stopping the global spread of communism, and “avoiding defeat in 

Vietnam.” He needed to “legitimize” his own presidency in order to achieve “credibility

so that he could accomplish his domestic objectives.  Although peace was important, 

Bundy and Rusk, as well as Dobrynin and the Soviet leadership, knew that Johnson 

would not let détente undermine his chances for reelection.370 Anticommunist sentiment 

ran high in the United States. Many Americans closely associated détente with being

on communism, a charge that could have proved fatal in post-McCarthy elections. 

 The problem for Johnson, notes Leffler, was that despite his desire to propose 

something “creative or concrete” towards the pursuit of peace, Bundy informed him that 

the United States had accom

 
369 Dallek, Flawed Giant, 86; Schwartz, Lyndon Johnson and Europe, 17-18. 
370 Leffler, For the Soul of Mankind, 202, 204-5. 
371 Ibid., 205. 
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increased commitment in adviso cy in the end.  Vietnam was an 

edy 

er 

 a 

 

 put 

rs, consumed his presiden

increasing distraction that was tearing the country apart.  Unfortunately, the one Kenn

policy that Johnson could usefully have let die with his predecessor, he did not. 

 The fall of 1963 had begun with the signing of the limited test ban treaty and its 

successful ratification. This diplomatic stepping-stone dovetailed with Kennedy’s oth

major US-Soviet initiatives: the wheat deal and cooperation in space. By the end of the 

fall, he had just begun to campaign formally on the promise of peace and a future facing

less menacing Soviet Union. He would never see this vision fully realized. After his 

death, it was up to the new president, and the devoted members of Kennedy’s staff who 

remained in the new administration, to see his vision through. Ultimately, however, 

Johnson would have his own priorities and a new focus. After November 1963, the 

momentum of the previous year stalled. Traces of Kennedy’s presidency were evident in

the following years, but the potential of significantly altering the Cold War would be

on hold for years to come. 
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Chapter 6: Conclusion 

 For roughly three years, Kennedy served as president, the famous “thousand 

days.” During his first two years, his foreign policy efforts were disappointing at best. 

Shortly

rly started one in Cuba.  In October 1962, Kennedy’s 

second

 possible 

 

 

, Kennedy was a status 

 one 

 only 

 

e 

charted a new course, determined to avoid a similarly dangerous moment. He chose to 

 after he entered office, the Bay of Pigs invasion failed miserably. The summit in 

Vienna two months later left Kennedy and Khrushchev far from agreement.  Shortly 

thereafter, the East Germans erected the Berlin Wall against minimal opposition. The 

Wall’s existence became symbolic of a hardening Cold War. Although the two leaders 

avoided a war over Berlin, they nea

 year in office, Cuba was ground zero in a direct confrontation ninety miles from 

American shores with the Soviet Union. At no other point in the Cold War did the two 

superpowers come as close to openly and directly engaging in combat, with the

exception of the Checkpoint Charlie standoff in October 1961, or utilizing their nuclear

arsenals. The start of the Cuban Missile Crisis epitomized the poor state of relations 

between the two most powerful nations in the world and reflected the policies endorsed

by their leaders. During his first twenty-two months as president

quo cold warrior whose actions and policies did little to change the course of a global 

stalemate that started at the end of World War II. Had Kennedy died one year earlier,

would not reasonably associate the term “détente” with his presidency. Examining

these initial years, one would anticipate more of the same, a continuation of the Cold War

formula employed for almost two decades. 

 Then, in his final year, Kennedy witnessed a brief détente between the United 

States and the Soviet Union. Following an intense and risky Cuban Missile Crisis, h
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engage the Soviet Union and opted for interaction that was safer and seemingly more 

rational. This brief détente in 1963 had the potential to continue and develop into a more 

substantial, systemic association based on the avoidance of nuclear war. 

Kennedy spent his final year establishing a framework in which he could test his

new approach to relations with Khrushchev and the Soviets. The first major trial for his 

new policy was the pursuit of a test ban. He succeeded in delivering a limited test ban. 

Was there, however, a greater opportunity implicit in this success that could have 

achieved in 1963 or perhaps later? 

The Cuban Missile Crisis had forced Kennedy to re-examine the prev

 

been 

ious years 

e 

e 

itical 

   

and contemplate his future policies.  At minimum, he had two years to change the cours

of his foreign policy and possibly the direction of the Cold War. Kennedy and 

Khrushchev both recognized that business as usual would eventually lead to a conflict 

that neither would be able to control. Conventional wars could escalate into nuclear ones. 

Nuclear war once unleashed had a will of its own and the shift from the tactical to th

strategic could happen more quickly than either leader desired.  

 In part because of the Cuban Missile Crisis, Kennedy’s thinking regarding the 

nature of the Cold War and the necessity to improve relations with the Soviet Union 

evolved over his years in office.  His ideas presented in the American University 

Commencement address were optimistic, but he was not naïve.  Kennedy was a pol

animal.  He would not commit to an idea unless he was relatively sure of success, a 

lesson he learned from the Bay of Pigs. He was confident of a victory with the Limited 

Test Ban Treaty and he was certain of the role it would play in future endeavors.
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 Part of Kennedy’s optimism resulted from Khrushchev’s willingness to negoti

on issues that did not imperil Soviet interests.  As a re

ate 

sult of previous stumbles, such as a 

iled a e 

viet security 

h were genuine in so far as both leaders could record 

ccomp

 

e a dialogue. In addition to direct 

l. 

ne 

est ban. 

rence 

fa grarian policy and the missiles in Cuba, Khrushchev needed to secure tangibl

victories to shore up his domestic support, as well as establish a counter-balance to the 

growing Chinese influence in the communist and non-aligned countries.  Successes such 

as the Limited Test Ban Treaty gave him leverage without endangering So

concerns. Kennedy’s new direction in foreign policy was matched by a similarly 

motivated Khrushchev. Bot

a lishments achieved at relatively little cost to their national security. 

 Kennedy had established that he and Khrushchev could work together and that 

some of their goals were complementary. Kennedy utilized multiple means to pursue 

further contact and further successes. He corresponded extensively with Khrushchev, not 

only to avoid misunderstandings but also to encourage an exchange of ideas. Rather than

two competing monologues, he sought to generat

communication, he conveyed his intent through official and unofficial avenues as wel

He had a healthy working relationship with Dobrynin and utilized his brother, Robert 

Kennedy, as a conduit in an effective backchannel with Georgi Bolshekov. The hot li

was a concrete manifestation of the elevated level of interaction between the president 

and the Soviet premier. These contacts led to informal understandings, such as the 

resolution of the missile crisis, as well as official agreements, such as the limited t

 Kennedy did not limit his attempts to find areas of compromise and concur

to military and nuclear matters. He also looked for opportunities in science and 

commerce, which led to the discussions regarding joint opportunities in space and the 
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wheat deal. Some of his attempts were successful. Others were not. He kept pushing 

forward, looking for alternate untapped possibilities. 

 Kennedy was also aware that as powerful as the presidency could be and as 

dominant as the United States was, he could not always act unilaterally. To this extent, he

built support domestically, in Congress, and internationally, within the Western Al

to ensure that the possibilities in relations with the Soviets coalesced into 

accomplishments. His successes bolstered American confidence and his constancy 

diminished Soviet doubts. 

 All of these efforts were channeled into a focu

 

liance, 

sed attempt to create a systemic, 

nly 

the Ken the 

e on 

interconnected approach to US-Soviet relations. Kennedy was building a structure that 

made the test ban only the first of many steps. He was creating an environment that 

would breed its own opportunities for future successes. He was establishing the means to 

have the limited test ban evolve into a comprehensive one. In his final year he was o

beginning to put this new framework to the test. 

 Was an opportunity missed in July 1963 to achieve a comprehensive test ban 

between the Soviet Union and the United States? Harriman and Seaborg both explicitly 

claim that the United States missed an opportunity with the limited test ban. In their 

estimation, it would certainly have been possible to achieve a complete test ban treaty if 

nedy administration had only pushed for it.  Because Kennedy settled for 

limited treaty, however, it is impossible to verify if the full ban, at that time, was 

possible. Assuming, however, that he had held out during the negotiations for the 

comprehensive test ban would the Soviets have agreed, and what would that have 

actually meant? The main unresolved issue remained. The two powers could not agre
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the permissibility and number of on-site inspections. Additionally, the United 

the Soviet Union had already declared a moratorium on testing. Despite Kennedy’s 

professed desire to curb the arms race, he continued to build up the American arsenal in 

the last year of his administration, a trend that Johnson did not reverse. On the surface, it 

would appear that Kennedy’s actions contradicted his public position. This is one 

indicator that could be seen as evidence of his insincerity regarding a professed desire for 

peace and an end to the dangers of a nuclear holocaust. Another explanation, however, 

could be that h

States and 

e had a strong sense of political realities and an understanding that peace 

g 

nce 

ates 

. 

a comprehensive ban in Moscow 

was att

e 

to contend with Congress and the task of getting re-elected. Kennedy believed that a 

and a non-nuclear world would not occur overnight. 

 Kennedy was not an autocrat. He needed the support of Congress and the Joint 

Chiefs, or at least their lack of active opposition, to enact any initiatives that affected 

American security. In the Cold War, perception was often reality. A nation was as stron

as other nations or leaders perceived it to be. The American public’s assessment of 

American security was therefore vitally important. If Americans understood that 

Kennedy was acting in their best interests, it would have been easier for him to convi

congressional leaders to support his programs. By creating the idea that the United St

was maintaining a strong deterrent, both conventional and nuclear, Kennedy gained 

greater leeway in pursuing treaties and arrangements with immediate or future benefits

Kennedy was also aware of what was possible and politically acceptable. 

Harriman and Seaborg may have judged correctly that 

ainable but Kennedy knew actions had political consequences, sometimes 

intended, often not. Harriman and Seaborg could afford to be idealists. They did not hav
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limited test ban was feasible and would yield a tangible political victory. The 

comprehensive test ban, however, which was an unrealized vestige from the Eisenhowe

administration, was still out of reach. The limited ban, however, was innocuous enough 

to be successfully negotiated wit

r 

h the Soviets and receive the approval of the Senate and 

d in 

f the 

it 

ad 

d to 

 

problem

d 

the Joint Chiefs, but noteworthy enough to be touted as a diplomatic victory grounde

a desire to ensure peace and make the world a safer place. Additionally, the success o

limited test ban would be a natural precursor to the comprehensive test ban in Kennedy’s 

second term. 

 As Kaysen saw it, the treaty “fulfilled some of the hopes that Kennedy had for 

but badly disappointed others.” By restricting the signers to underground testing inste

of atmospheric testing, it reduced the poisoning of the atmosphere that resulted from 

radioactive fallout. Although France and China did not sign or adhere to the treaty, the 

amount of above ground testing they performed was miniscule compared to previous 

testing by the United States, the Soviet Union, and Great Britain. The treaty also did not 

slow the arms race; as Kaysen points out, “arguably, it allowed it to be speeded up.” 

Despite this, he viewed it as “a significant step towards arms control.” In contrast to 

Harriman and Seaborg, however, he did not believe that an opportunity was misse

achieve a comprehensive test ban. The issue of inspections had not been resolved and 

even if the United States was willing to lower the number of necessary inspections, other

s or concerns would doubtless have arisen.372 

Obviously no can say for certain what would have happened had Kennedy pushe

for the full ban.  Despite the optimistic assertions of many of the key players, however, 

                                                 
372 Carl Kaysen, “The Limited Test Ban Treaty of 1963,” in Brinkley and Griffiths,  John F. Kennedy and 
Europe, 112. 
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too much was aligned against a comprehensive ban at that time.  Not only would 

Khrushchev have had to get it past an already skeptical Politburo, but Kennedy would 

have had to convince the Joint Chiefs of Staff, survive the Senate ratification proce

sway American public opinion. 

 The likelihood that the comprehensive test ban would have been realized in 

Kennedy’s second term, however, is slim though not impossible.  The Soviets were 

unwilling to yield on the issue of inspections, a seemingly insurmountable issue. Of more

immediate importance than pushing for the comprehens

ss, and 

 

ive test ban was the problem of 

ompli

e of 

t 

 would 

 whole. 

the way to new risks and still greater opportunities.” Fulbright also saw the potential of 

c ance with the limited ban. The United States, the Soviet Union, and the United 

Kingdom were quite content with their status as the world’s only established nuclear 

powers. That the French were currently testing and that the Chinese were on the verg

having nuclear capabilities did not sit well with the world’s custodians of nuclear power. 

Since a direct assault on Chinese nuclear testing facilities created as many problems as it 

might solve, Kennedy and his advisors deemed the finalizing of a treaty with the Sovie

Union the most prudent course of action to address the issue of the Chinese. This

place intra-bloc and international pressure on the Chinese not to begin testing. Dealing 

with France, a member of NATO and a nation already testing, was slightly more 

complicated. Kennedy never managed to curb French ambitions regarding testing but 

ultimately the limited test ban treaty drastically reduced atmospheric testing as a

Because the comprehensive ban was out of reach, the real opportunities that were 

missed were the other openings, the more subtle possibilities, on which Kennedy could 

have capitalized. Fulbright specifically pointed to this, stating that the treaty would “open 

216 
 



the treaty and where it could possibly lead. He conceded that although it would not 

“break the cycle” of escalation, it could “in some small measure mitigate the fears and 

suspicions of the cold war and perhaps in time lead to further measures of limited 

accomm

 

 

her 

ood of an unnecessary escalation 

h 

 the 

rne 

at accomplished successor agreements, especially in disarmament.  The 

treaty t d, 

odation.” Republican Senator John S. Cooper of Kentucky reaffirmed that the 

treaty “would open the way to further agreements.”  Former President Eisenhower 

concurred in a letter to the Senate Foreign Relations Committee stating that its “greatest 

advantage” was “that it might lead to enforceable agreements between the United States

and the Soviets and to a reduction in the arms race.”373 

 The first real evidence of the treaty’s effectiveness, and of Kennedy’s attempts to

build on it, was evident prior to his death. The two superpowers had facilitated furt

contact between their respective capitals. The hot line was installed and operational, 

which improved communication and reduced the likelih

of hostilities. On a commercial level, the two countries were also cooperating. Althoug

the United States did not have a new trade policy with the Soviet Union, it had begun 

trading with the Soviets. The Kennedy administration had pushed past the early 

resistance to the wheat deals and resolved the major issues blocking their success. In

field of science, early attempts at cooperation on space exploration enabled successor 

administrations to participate in the Apollo-Soyuz joint American-Soviet missions, as 

well as cooperation in the International Space Station after the Cold War’s end. 

 Only much later was the veracity of Fulbright and Eisenhower’s statements bo

out by those th

hat the Kennedy administration negotiated, successfully ratified, and implemente

                                                 
373 “The Nuclear Test Ban Treaty,” 9 September 1963, Congressional Record. 88th cong., 1st sess., 1963, 
16535-6, 16541. 
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laid the groundwork for multiple future agreements. The Nuclear Non-Proliferation 

Treaty in 1968, the Quadripartite Agreement on Berlin in 1971, and the Helsinki accords 

in 1975 all have roots in initiatives during the Kennedy administration. 

The comprehensive ban, however, sputtered in Geneva for years.  Kennedy was 

open to a comprehensive ban at the time, but that was not his primary objective.  His

primary objective was a concrete diplomatic success on which to build. He achieved t

A comprehensive ban would have been a logical success

 

hat. 

or to the limited ban, one that 

edy’s 

ed the country during a national and 

terna  an 

rent 

, in this respect, Johnson’s path diverged from Kennedy’s almost 

med

the Soviet leadership removed Khrushchev from office just eleven months after Johnson 

would have been that much more achievable in the immediate future as a result of the 

successfully concluded treaty. In this sense, with the death of Kennedy, an opportunity 

was missed because the momentum he had built up came screeching to a halt and 

Johnson had to start anew. Johnson, however, was not as invested in many of Kenn

foreign policy initiatives. His priorities lay elsewhere. 

 When Johnson came into office, he steadi

in tional crisis. He pledged to maintain the continuity of the two administrations in

attempt to reassure Americans and the world that the end of the Kennedy administration 

would merge seamlessly into the beginning of the Johnson administration. In many 

respects, Johnson accomplished this. Much that Kennedy began, Johnson finished. The 

most prominent example of this was the landmark civil rights legislation that Johnson 

pushed through Congress. Relations with the Soviet Union, however, were a diffe

matter entirely and

im iately. 

Johnson and Khrushchev never had an opportunity to develop a relationship, as 
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assumed the presidency. Johnson’s record with Khrushchev’s successors was far from 

ideal. Summits between the leaders of the two superpowers had become a staple of every 

preside

s a 

rms 

n 

te 

t 

with 

ath of the Cuban Missile 

ncy since Roosevelt’s during World War II. Johnson, however, had no direct 

contact until June 1967 when Aleksei Kosygin and he held meetings on 23 and 25 June in 

Glassboro, New Jersey. It would be hard to consider this meeting a success. Dallek 

characterized the meetings as an “exercise in ‘cordial disagreement.’” The improved 

relations they sought were years from being realized.374 

 Johnson accomplished minor diplomatic achievements with the Soviets, such a

consular treaty and a coordinated effort to stop the Six Days War, but headway on a

control was seriously lacking. It was not until the latter end of the Johnson administratio

that something as important and substantial as the nonproliferation agreement was 

finalized. During the Johnson era, there was only a hint of the Soviet-American déten

under Nixon that followed in the next decade.375 

 The world will never know exactly what would have happened during the las

year of Kennedy’s first term, or a potential second term. Memoranda from meetings 

Kennedy and the Kennedy tapes contain only clues to a strategy. He refrained from 

explicitly outlining in clear, unequivocal language his intentions, his true motivations, or 

his fundamental beliefs regarding how he would have managed his remaining time in 

office. One is left largely with speculation and shards of evidence collected from 

disparate sources. 

 There is some evidence with which to work. The afterm

Crisis could have been drastically different.  It would have been quite reasonable for the 

                                                 
374 Dallek, Flawed Giant, 432, 435. 
375 Ibid., 432, 438. 
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Cold War to have returned to the intense anticommunist rhetoric of McCarthyism on

side and brutal Stalinist oppression and paranoia on the other. It did not. 

Kennedy and Khrushchev’s relationship continued to evolve but was less tha

ideal.  The first autobahn incident in Berlin occurring the same day as the test ban treaty

effective date of 10 October 1963 shows that despite the progress they had ma

 one 

n 

’s 

de, their 

affiliati

lems. The Cold War had moved from a state of open hostility between 

int.  

ear can 

e 

e. Regardless of his intent, however, he laid the groundwork for a 

structural change in the Cold War.  He set a precedent for future presidents to build upon, 

such as Nixon with China and Reagan with the Soviet Union. 

 Speaking about the test ban, Fulbright commented, “It is entirely possible that a 

thaw in Soviet-American relations, even though conceived by the Soviet leadership as a 

on was still far from perfect. Kennedy and Khrushchev had, however, developed a 

working relationship.  Regardless of what they may have felt for each other personally or 

for their adversary’s political systems, they had found a way to cooperate and resolve 

critical prob

avowed enemies to competition between opposed adversaries. Although the Cold War 

did not end on Kennedy’s watch, it was transformed.  His last year was a turning po

The two superpowers never again faced each other directly. In 1963, a fundamental 

change occurred in the Cold War and Kennedy was at the center of it. 

 Kennedy publicly declared his intentions to change the nature of US-Soviet 

relations. With his broad goal declared, he set about moving in that direction. Some 

historians argue that he was disingenuous, that his statements regarding peace were not 

sincere. Kennedy’s change of course in both rhetoric and actions during his final y

be attributed to a genuine change of heart, to his impending reelection campaign, or som

other unknown motiv
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temporary pause, could lead gradually to an entirely new relationship.” To say that 

ennedy could have ended the Cold War would be reaching and premature. He could, 

his is something that Fulbright specifically 

f the nuclear test ban treaty is not to end the cold war 

but to modify i at direction.”376 

Kennedy set a precedent, however brief, that, to some degree, Gorbachev and then 

ated. He showed that the two superpowers, 

when they so d  an accord. They could transcend their formative 

paradig

, the end of the Cold War was the inverse of 1963. In the late 1980s, 

orbachev was willing to propose radical new ideas and found a willing partner in 

ite fears 

nd concerns, they were willing to talk to their counterparts, to develop a relationship, 

y were abandoning 

eft traces of progress in the 

years after his death that point r, but it was 

hose traces coalesced into something more 

 War were planted in 1963 and then left to 

hither for decades. 

           

K

however, have altered or shortened it. T

addressed noting, “The purpose o

t. … The treaty is only a modest first step in th

Ronald Reagan and George H. W. Bush emul

esired, could come to

ms. 

 In some ways

G

Reagan. In 1963, Kennedy found the same in Khrushchev. In both instances, desp

a

and to negotiate through that relationship without feeling as though the

their own deeply held views. The Kennedy administration l

ed to an end or a modification of the Cold Wa

not until Gorbachev and Reagan that t

substantial. The roots of the end of the Cold

w
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