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 Shame and Humiliation in the Cuban Missile Crisis:

 A Psychoanalytic Perspective1

 Blema S. Steinberg2

 This paper examines the major explanations for deterrence failure and proposes
 an additional explanatory variable drawn from psychoanalytic theory-the expe-
 rience of shame and humiliation by foreign policy leaders. Decision-makers who
 have undergone such experiences may be inclined to challenge the status quo, in
 order to restore their sense of self-esteem, even when such behavior violates the
 precepts of rational deterrence theory. The foreign policy behavior of Nikita
 Khruschev and John F. Kennedy, during the Cuban missile crisis, is examined in
 detail to demonstrate the way in which feelings of shame and humiliation are
 frequently followed by narcissistic rage that expresses itself in acts of aggression
 in an attempt to alleviate those painful affects and increase feelings of self-worth.
 The evidence suggests that placingforeign policy leaders in positions of humilia-
 tion may stimulate their desire for revenge, invite retaliatory behavior, and,
 particularly in times of crisis, run the risk of all-out war.

 KEY WORDS: deterrence; shame; humiliation; narcissism; Cuban missile crisis; John F. Kennedy;
 Nikita Khrushchev.

 INTRODUCTION

 Conventional wisdom on the subject of deterrence focuses on the vul-
 nerability of the defender as the catalyst for aggression and prescribes credible,
 defensive commitments as the most important means of discouraging it. A
 number of case studies of deterrence failure, however, suggest that even when a
 defender possesses overwhelming military superiority and communicates his
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 commitment to defend in a credible fashion, this may not be enough to preserve
 the peace. For the challenger, the military balance, even when correctly assessed,
 is only one of several considerations taken into account when contemplating war.
 Policy-makers will also be influenced by domestic and foreign political pressures
 that push them to act, frustration with the low probability of achieving their goals
 by peaceful means, as well as judgments about future trends in the military
 balance. Thus decision-makers who risk or actually start wars may pay more
 attention to their own strategic and domestic political interests than they do to the

 military capabilities of their adversaries (Lebow, 1985, p. 216).
 If it is not external opportunity that prompts a challenger to act, but his own

 perceived vulnerabilities, then a challenger's needs, and the perceptual distor-
 tions they engender, may actually constitute the greatest threat to peace (Lebow
 & Stein, 1987). Among the variety of needs that a challenger may manifest, the
 need to offset feelings of humiliation can often be critical in determining his
 behavior. Stein (1987a,b) details the way in which Egyptian leaders between
 1969 and 1973 spoke in almost apocalyptic terms of Egypt's need to liberate the
 Sinai before detente between the superpowers progressed to the stage where
 Egyptian military action became impossible. They alluded again and again to the
 escalating domestic crisis that could be arrested only if the humiliation of 1967
 were erased by a successful military campaign.
 Humiliation appears as a recurring theme in deterrence failures. Some of

 these failures have been characterized by the challenger's determination to avoid
 continued feelings of humiliation, i.e., Egypt's initiation of war against Israel in
 1973 and Argentina's attack on the Falkland Islands in 1983. Other examples of
 deterrence failure reveal that the primary objective of the challenger is to humili-
 ate its adversaries, i.e., German behavior in the first Moroccan crisis of 1905-06

 and Austro-Hungarian behavior in the Bosnian Annexation crisis of 1908-9
 (Lebow, 1981, pp. 59-64 and 66-69).
 This paper will explore the role that humiliation played in the Cuban Missile

 Crisis both as a determinant of the behavior of the Soviet challenger and as an
 explanation of the behavior of the American defender. In both instances, pre-
 vious experiences of humiliation and fears of future humiliation constituted
 important and largely neglected explanatory variables for superpower behavior in
 this crisis.3

 While political factors undoubtedly provide the lion's share of the explana-
 tion for superpower behavior, as explicated by the theory of rational deterrence
 with its emphasis on expected costs and benefits (subjective estimated utilities),
 critics of rational deterrence theory correctly point out that neither theories of
 deterrence nor rational choice say anything about the all-important preferences

 3A more complete psychodynamic analysis of Kennedy's and Khrushchev's behavior would encom-
 pass such additional elements as, for example, the role of pre-oedipal and oedipal drives and related
 defensive styles.

This content downloaded from 128.243.44.244 on Tue, 22 Jan 2019 16:57:50 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 Shame and Humiliation in the Cuban Missile Crisis 655

 that shape leaders' calculations (Jervis, 1989).4 Leaders in fact deviate systemat-
 ically from rational norms in their estimates of the factors specified by "rational
 deterrence theory" as critical to leaders' calculations. Misperception and mis-
 calculation are important not only as descriptions of how leaders think, but also
 as predictors of what leaders choose (Lebow & Stein, 1989, p. 215). Thus,
 superpower expectations about costs and benefits and the behavior they engage in
 cannot be fully understood using axiomatic models of deterrence. How and why
 does deterrence fail in ways unspecified by rational deterrence theory, and how
 can it be strengthened? Different models are required if we are to understand the
 anomalies in behavior that rational deterrence theory is incapable of either pre-
 dicting or explaining.

 Psychoanalysis has taught us much about the importance of shame, humilia-
 tion, and reactions to narcissistic injury in the conduct of human affairs. This
 paper is an attempt to apply that psychoanalytic knowledge to the psychology of
 world leaders and the sphere of international superpower politics.5 It will explore
 the way in which feelings of shame and humiliation contributed to biases in
 information processing, as well as to misperceptions and miscalculations result-
 ing in decisions that rational deterrence theory cannot fully explain.

 PSYCHOANALYTIC EXPLANATIONS OF SHAME
 AND HUMILIATION

 The experience of shame and humiliation are all-too-human phenomena.
 While there is widespread agreement in the psychoanalytic literature as to what
 these experiences entail at the affective level, psychoanalysts differ as to the
 reasons why we experience shame and humiliation. Shame is generally viewed as
 an unpleasant emotional experience implying an acute lowering of self-esteem. It
 can also be understood as a specific form of anxiety evoked by the imminent
 danger of unexpected exposure, humiliation, and rejection (Wurmser, 1981,
 p. 50). Shame involves feelings ranging in intensity from shyness and
 bashfulness to embarrassment, as well as the experience of being slighted, put
 down, dishonored, disgraced, humiliated, or mortified. Thus it is possible to
 speak of the "shame family of emotions" (Lewis, 1971, Nathanson, 1987).6

 4For a detailed treatment of the debate between proponents of rational deterrence theory and advo-
 cates of comparative case analysis, see "The rational deterrence debate" (1989).
 5Indicative of the need for psychoanalytic insights, Blight and Welch (1989) criticize the hyper-
 cognitive orientation of much of the psychological literature on crisis behavior for the lack of
 references to Freud. "Not that Freud had all the answers, but one would have thought he at least
 demonstrated the power and ubiquity of the emotional substrata, especially in crisis situations" (fn.
 83, pp. 339-40).
 6The one exception is Stamm (1978) who distinguishes between shame and humiliation. In shame,
 the individual is aware that he had either done something wrong or has failed to live up to the
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 A review of the psychoanalytic literature on shame and humiliation reveals
 that the terms are used virtually interchangeably. Within the spectrum of affects
 connoting shame, feelings of humiliation are considered one important variant.
 Psychoanalysts part company, however, in their understanding of the psycho-
 dynamics that produce the shame experience. In his early theorizing on the
 subject of shame, Freud (1905, 1926) sees it primarily as a defense against
 unacceptable sexual drives. Shame and disgust were mental forces that acted as
 resistances to inhibit the expression of sexuality in the latency child. In a similar
 vein, Abraham (1913) emphasizes shame as a defense against scoptophilia-
 essentially the wish to see the genitals of the parents, while Fenichel (1945)
 describes shame as a defense against exhibitionism. Jacobson (1965) also views
 shame as a reaction formation to oral, phallic, and especially anal instinctual
 impulses. "Shame reactions are originally provoked when one's loss of in-
 stinctual control, physical defects (castration), are exposed to others" (pp. 43-
 44). Uniting all these approaches is a view of shame as an affect produced by
 intrapsychic conflicts involving id-ego or id-superego phenomena.
 A second approach to understanding the shame experience focuses on ob-

 ject-relations theory and the individual's struggle with separation, individuation,
 and autonomy. It emphasizes the interpersonal origins of shame. Rank (1968)
 suggests that shame was an emotional reaction to the realization of difference. In
 his study of the eight stages of man, Erikson (1963, second edition) labels the
 second stage "autonomy vs. shame and doubt" and refers to the crucial conflicts
 as "will to be oneself versus self-doubt" and "self-certainty vs. self-con-
 sciousness." He sees shame as deriving from helplessness and loss of self control
 and links it to anal-phase struggles and parental attitudes toward toilet training
 and fecal products. "From a sense of loss of self-control and foreign over-control
 comes a lasting propensity for doubt and shame" (p. 254). Alexander (1938)
 claims that the awareness of being weak, inefficient, and unable to accomplish
 things is the breeding ground for feelings of inferiority that evoke shame and
 humiliation. In Kaufman's view (1985), there is no more humiliating experience
 than to have one's relative lack of power, in relation to another, continually
 rubbed in one's face, and yet children are forever forced to contend with others
 who are bigger and stronger. Such shame experiences are often triggered and
 intensified by previous experiences at the hand of a "significant other," recalling
 earlier feelings about oedipal competition and failures (Levin, 1971; Nathanson,
 1987; Wursmer, 1981).

 expectations of others or himself, thus producing a fall in self-esteem. In humiliation, the sensation
 of unpleasure occurs when an individual's self-esteem is attacked, diminished, or threatened un-
 justifiably either from without (external world) or from within (superego). In structural terms,
 humiliation involves a conflict between ego and superego or external world, whereas shame in-
 volves an conflict between ego and ego ideal (pp. 425-26).
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 A third major approach to the analysis of shame and humiliation links it to
 narcissism and self-esteem. From this perspective, shame arises when nar-
 cissistic wishes are abruptly disappointed, and when concerns of self-esteem are
 unexpectedly violated. It is for this reason that Wurmser (1981) calls shame "the
 veiled companion of narcissism" (p. 49). In his earliest treatment of narcissism,
 Freud (1911, 1914) writes that libido, which attaches to objects and which is the
 expression of an effort to obtain satisfaction in connection with those objects, can
 also leave the objects and set the subject's own ego in their place.

 The name for this way of allocating the libido-'narcissism'-was borrowed by us from
 a perversion described by Paul Nacke (1899) in which an adult treats his own body with all
 the caresses that are usually devoted to an outside sexual object. (Freud, 1916-1917, pp.
 415-16)

 Although Freud himself and his followers refined and enlarged upon this
 concept of narcissism, the crucial kernel-an involvement with the self, in which
 it is the self, rather than the object, that is taken as the love object-remained.
 Narcissism continues to refer to an investment of the self with psychological
 interest and feelings. Some psychoanalysts prefer to limit the concept of narcis-
 sism to include only feelings of positive self-regard (Dare & Holder, 1981,
 p. 326). Others assert that narcissism includes the investment of the self with
 aggressive as well as libidinous feelings.

 According to Piers and Singer (1953), in the experience of shame, there is a
 drop in self-esteem occasioned by the failure to live up to the ego ideal. The ego
 ideal contains a core of narcissistic omnipotence-grandiose and perfectionistic
 ideals, the sum of the positive identifications with parental images, and an
 awareness of the ego's potentialities and goals. Shame occurs whenever goals
 and images presented by the ego ideal are not reached (pp. 23-29). Lewis (1971)
 claims that identification with the beloved or admired ego-ideal stirs pride and
 triumphant feelings; failure to live up to this internalized admired image stirs
 shame (p. 23). Shame is thus a narcissistic reaction evoked by a lapse from the
 ego-ideal (p. 37).

 For Jacobson (1954), self-esteem is a function of the discrepancy between
 the self-representation and the wishful concept of the self, while Reich (1960)
 maintains that "self-esteem depends on the nature of the inner image against
 which we measure our own self as well the ways and means at our disposal to live
 up to it" (p. 217).7 Where a defect or failure of the self is perceived, the resultant
 shame carries with it a decrease in narcissistic self-esteem (Jacobson, 1964). The
 affect of shame arises when the individual perceives himself (or believes himself

 71n an effort to distinguish between the two closely related concepts of "ego ideal" and "ideal self,"
 Morrison (1983) argues that the ego ideal represents the classification of goals, ideals, and valued
 object representations which an individual internalizes as a checklist against which to compare
 himself. The ideal self, on the other hand, is the more subjective, less specific, and cognitive sense
 of self toward which the individual aspires with regard to ideals and standards (p. 303).
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 to have been perceived by others) as having failed to live up to ideal standards
 which he accepts.

 Shame might be related to 'I cannot see myself as I want to see myself or as I want others
 to see me.' (Sandier et al., 1963, p. 157)

 Lynd (1958) refers to the involvement of the whole self in the affect of shame.
 Unlike the guilty act for which one can make confession, expiation, penance, or
 reparation, the shameful act requires an alteration of the person. The person
 thinks 'I cannot have done this. But I have done it, and I cannot undo it because
 this is I.'

 When a child is chastised, some aspect of the idealized omniscient parent is
 lost, but in order to maintain a stable-if no longer real-object image, the ego
 introjects a sense of parental omniscience which is retained in the superego. This
 representation and the experience of devaluation in its presence contributes to the
 experience of shame (Spero, 1984, pp. 262-63). It is the failure of internal
 objects (real objects as introjected by the ego) to respond to the self's idealiza-
 tions that leads inexorably, to the experience of shame (Morrison, 1987, p. 277).

 But ego/ego ideal tensions may not be necessary for shame. Kohut (1968,
 1971) maintains that many shame-prone people do not possess strong ideals;
 most are exhibitionistic and driven by ambition. Shame, from his perspective, is
 not about the failure of the ego to live up to the ego ideal. Rather, it is a reaction
 to the loss of grandiosity and omnipotence of early childhood and, later, to the
 loss of narcissistic supplies afforded by idealized objects which take the role of
 real loved objects.

 The current interpersonal unresponsiveness of an external object may not be
 what determines shame; rather it may be the repeated developmental experiences
 of emphatic failure during development. An internal object unresponsive to the
 self's needs for mirroring or idealized merger fosters instead the development of
 narcissistic shame-vulnerability (Morrison, 1987).

 SHAME, HUMILIATION, AND AGGRESSION

 Habitually, we use the term aggression in psychoanalysis to cover the entire
 gamut of intentional or purposive harm to the object, ranging from the inflicting
 of pain or humiliation to death or annihilation (Stone, 1979). Aggression may be
 construed as a pure accumulation of a special type of psychic energy without
 intrinsic direction. In becoming functional, it must have a target, whether it be
 the subject's own ego (or self) or an external object, or the ego's projection.

 The phenomenon of narcissism, the lever for externalization of aggression, is thus crit-
 ically important. It contributes decisively to the sense of differentiation of the self from the
 outer world, and later,-in its balance and interaction with object love-, to the modes,
 directions and degrees of externally directed aggression. (Stone, 1979, pp. 209-10)
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 In an effort to reconstruct speculatively the earliest provocation of aggres-
 sion, Hartmann et al. (1949) invoke Freud's assumption that the neonate tends to
 project all discomforts and tensions to the outer world and to assign all gratifica-
 tion or pleasure to the self. The self and its acknowledged extensions are seen, a
 priori, as good and lovable, and others are seen as bad, the objects of suspicion,
 and potentially the natural objects of violent attack, especially if they create
 tensions or fail to gratify (Stone, 1979, pp. 210-11).

 The child's primitive feelings of pleasure and unquestioned security are
 undermined as it comes into contact with a less gratifying environment. The
 infantile feeling of being able to subject the disobedient object world, including
 one's own body, to the wishes of the infantile ego diminishes, producing uncon-
 trollable feelings of helplessness, anxiety, and rage (Reich, 1960). These repre-
 sent narcissistic injuries that necessitate continuous reparative measures. In this
 context, self-esteem plummets and attempts to restore the feelings of infantile
 bliss can produce compensatory narcissistic self-inflation. This state of self-
 inflation is intensely competitive as a rule. "I am bigger than you, I am better, I
 am the best." Such crude comparison easily lends itself to use for purposes of
 aggressive competition since the very process of self-admiration involves con-
 tempt for the other (Reich, 1960, pp. 222-24).

 In Freud's first lengthy treatment of the subject of aggression, he wrote that

 aggression seemed to be a component of the sexual instinct (1905, p. 158). It was
 not until later that Freud (1930) gave separate and special consideration to the
 aggressive and destructive instincts. He focused on aggression in the light of
 thanatos-the death instinct which carries each of us to his grave, and concluded
 that man's natural aggressive instinct is the derivative and main representative of
 the death instinct which exists alongside Eros. Freud thus denied any indepen-
 dent functional role for aggression except as a force opposing all that supports
 human existence.

 Whether or not there is a latent primary aggressive drive, Stone (1979)
 suggested that the prolonged helpless state of human infancy may be viewed as
 especially conducive to the mobilization of aggression. Developmentally, ag-
 gression may be seen as arising in the drive to master the actual or threatened
 traumatic helplessness of infancy (pp. 219-20). Waelder (1956) argues more
 forcefully that the drive for mastery is a major motivation and purpose of aggres-

 sion-part of the self-preservative complex and an ego function. Failed mastery
 and feelings of inadequate gratification can, however, create conditions of trau-
 matic helplessness, that range from the inner or outer threat of death, or castra-
 tion, to such complex matters as the experiencing of profound insult or humilia-
 tion and the need for vengeance (Stone, 1979, pp. 239).

 Self-psychologists also challenge the view that a tendency to kill is deeply
 rooted in man's psychological make-up and stems from his animal past. They
 argue that it is not enough to say that such phenomena as warfare, intolerance,

This content downloaded from 128.243.44.244 on Tue, 22 Jan 2019 16:57:50 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 660 Steinberg

 and persecution are due to man's regression toward the undisguised expression of
 a drive. To understand the role of human aggression, Kohut (1972) emphasizes
 the way it arises from the matrix of archaic narcissism as it expresses itself in the
 phenomenon of narcissistic rage. Ridicule, shame, humiliation, contempt, and
 conspicuous defeat tend to provoke narcissistic rage; empirically, he argues, the
 narcissistically vulnerable individual responds to actual (or anticipated) nar-
 cissistic injury either with shamefaced withdrawal (flight) or with narcissistic
 rage (fight) (Kohut, 1972, pp. 377-79).
 Aggression can be the product of both the desire to turn a passive experience

 into an active one (Freud, 1920, p. 16) and a wish to identify with the aggressor
 (Freud, 1936). This explains the readiness of the shame-prone individual to
 respond to a potentially shame-provoking situation by the employment of a
 simple remedy: the active (often anticipatory) infliction on others of those nar-
 cissistic injuries which he is most afraid of suffering himself.
 Although virtually everyone tends to respond to narcissistic injuries with

 some feelings of anger and embarrassment, Kohut (1972) notes that the most
 intense experiences of shame and the most violent forms of narcissistic rage arise
 in those individuals for whom a sense of absolute control over an archaic en-

 vironment is indispensable, because the maintenance of self-esteem and indeed
 of the self depends on the unconditional availability of the approving-mirroring
 functions of an admiring self-object, or on the ever-present opportunity for a
 merger with an idealized one (p. 386).

 For Rochlin (1973), the important question, is not what makes people
 aggressive and hateful, but what makes them prone to feeling vulnerable and
 humiliated. In his view, narcissism and aggression are linked in an invisible
 bond: when narcissism is threatened, we are humiliated, our self-esteem is in-

 jured, and aggression appears. Humbled by others, we are likely to attack them
 when we ourselves fail. A lowering of self-esteem mobilizes aggression in such a
 way that increased demands are made upon a relationship for relief from the
 overpowering sense of diminished worth.

 Although Anna Freud (1936) documents the way in which the individual
 frequently engages in "identification with the aggressor" as a powerful defense
 against being a victim, Rochlin (1973) declares that she ignores the role aggres-
 sion plays in enhancing self-esteem, by enabling the individual to overcome
 threats and injuries to his narcissism. "The gain in identification with the ag-
 gressor serves, in the course of becoming aggressive oneself, to enhance self-
 esteem" (Rochlin, 1973, p. 213). Enhanced self-esteem then serves to increase
 the security of the self by removing the threat to narcissism (Rochlin, 1973,
 pp. 255-56).

 There are two instances in which we are prone to the most violent aggres-
 sion. Neither one is without significance in regard to the self. Toward those
 whom we once loved, "there is no rage like love to hate turned," and toward

This content downloaded from 128.243.44.244 on Tue, 22 Jan 2019 16:57:50 UTC
All use subject to https://about.jstor.org/terms



 Shame and Humiliation in the Cuban Missile Crisis 661

 those to whom ordinarily we are indifferent-that is the stranger, aliens, and
 foreigners on whom we have placed little value-we can mount boundless
 attacks (Rochlin, 1973, p. 258). Interstate conflicts thus provide the opportunity
 for a combination of the wounded narcissism of decision-makers and the behav-

 ior of foreigners to unleash hostility.
 A study of some of the great classics of literature documents the understand-

 ing their authors had about the relationship between aggression and injured
 narcissism. The characters of Medea, Achilles, and Othello are eloquent testi-
 mony to the human vulnerability of self-esteem and the compelling need to repair
 its injury with acts of violence (Rochlin, 1973, pp. 185-201). In the great classic
 of the international crisis literature, the Cuban missile embroglio, the characters
 of John F. Kennedy and Nikita Khrushchev also provide us with clear and painful
 evidence of these same lessons. A study of the Cuban missile crisis allows us to
 explore the context in which Khrushchev and Kennedy each experienced nar-
 cissistic injury and humiliation at each other's hands, and how each then at-
 tempted to repair his wounded self-esteem using the power of his respective state
 as an instrument of aggression.

 THE SOVIET DECISION TO INSTALL MISSILES IN CUBA: THE
 ROLE OF SHAME AND HUMILIATION

 Orthodox interpretations of Khrushchev's decision in the summer of 1962 to
 place missiles in Cuba have tended to ignore psychological variables and to focus
 instead on Soviet calculations of costs and benefits-a rational actor model.8

 From this perspective, three principal explanations emerged to explain the Soviet
 emplacement. The first and most widely accepted was that the Soviet Union was
 fearful of the political implications of the unfavorable shift in the global balance
 of power that was taking place. Soviet leaders, according to this argument, knew
 that their oft-proclaimed assertion of strategic missile superiority was bluff. In
 response to growing American strategic superiority, the Soviet leadership decid-
 ed to place medium- and intermediate-range missiles in Cuba in order to give
 themselves a "quick-fix," a way of compensating in the short term for Soviet
 strategic inferiority. Although the missiles would be vulnerable to nuclear and
 even conventional strikes from the United States, their existence, nevertheless,
 was seen as complicating a U.S. attack, and thereby strengthening the Soviet

 8Allison (1971) analyzes the Soviet missile emplacement and the American imposition of a blockade
 using a rational actor model first, and then two additional models-bureaucratic politics and
 organizational processes-to demonstrate the limitations of the rational actor model. Other analysts
 who studied the missile crisis using alternative models include Janis (1972), using group dynamics,
 Steinbruner (1974), cybernetics, and Snyder (1978), cognition.
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 deterrent, at least until a survivable intercontinental force became available (Ka-

 han & Long, 1972, p. 568).
 A second explanation for Soviet foreign policy behavior highlighted Soviet-

 Cuban relations. Khrushchev himself offered this explanation in his speech of
 December 12, 1962, when he stated that the sole objective for the missile
 deployment was to defend Cuba against an imminent American attack, and that
 the weapons were withdrawn when U.S. imperialism, having learned its lesson,
 gave up its intent. Many analysts initially dismissed Khrushchev's descriptions of
 Soviet motivations as an attempt to portray his unmistakable foreign policy
 defeat as a triumph.9 Horelick (1964) argues

 to regard the outcome of the Cuban missile crisis as coinciding in any substantial way with
 Soviet intentions or interests is to mistake the skilful salvage of a shipwreck for brilliant
 navigation. (p. 365).

 Far from deterring the "imperialists," the discovery of Soviet strategic missiles
 in Cuba provoked a U.S. naval quarantine, a rapid build-up of U.S. army and
 tactical air forces in the Southeastern part of the country, and a worldwide alert of
 the Strategic Air Command (Horelick, 1964, p. 368).
 Furthermore, it appeared that too large a discrepancy existed between the

 ends that Khrushchev allegedly sought and the means used to achieve those ends
 (Horelick, 1964, pp. 365-68; Horelick & Rush, 1965, pp. 125-38; Leon Lip-
 son, 1967, pp. 178-79; Allison, 1971). The Soviet Union sent Cuba at least 42
 Ilyushin-28 jet bombers and an equal number of missiles. Nine missile sites were
 constructed with launch pads, storage, fueling and control facilities. This repre-
 sented a major expenditure for an installation whose avowed purpose was to be
 abandoned so soon.

 According to the orthodox interpreters, the weapons systems introduced
 also weakened Khrushchev's justification for his actions. The medium-range
 ballistic missiles (MRBMs) had a range of 1100 miles; the intermediate-range
 ballistic missiles (IRBMs) had a range of twice that distance. Between them,
 they could target almost any important population center or military installation
 in the United States. If all that Khrushchev sought was the defense of Cuba, a
 less formidable strategic force-one capable of hitting only parts of the south-
 eastern United States-would have been preferable; it would have helped allay
 American anxieties. The Soviets could have attained this capability with a lim-

 9At least two Western analysts accepted Khrushchev's explanation at face value. In his preface to
 Khrushchev's chapter on the missile crisis, Edward Crankshaw argued that Khrushchev obtained
 what he had sought-the securing of Castro's Cuba from the standing threat of invasion (Khru-
 shchev, 1970, p. 488). Similarly, Stuart Chase (1963, pp. 18-20) commented that it was not
 impossible that Soviet willingness to withdraw their missiles from Cuba was part of a plan to secure
 a pledge against invasion. They were clearly in the minority until revelations by Soviet participants
 at a conferences in Cambridge, October 11-12, 1987, and Moscow, January 27-28, 1989, provided
 ample support for this explanation.
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 ited number of MRBMs; the remaining missiles were clearly redundant and
 provocative.

 Because the means clearly outweighed the ends of defending Cuba, some
 foreign policy analysts suggested a third explanation for Soviet behavior; an
 attempt to achieve a more far-reaching trade-off; the missiles in Cuba would be
 exchanged for the Jupiter missiles in turkey, the United States would be "per-
 suaded" to withdraw from other foreign military bases threatening to the Soviet
 Union, to renegotiate its position in Berlin and to agree to a peace treaty with
 Germany (Allison, 1971, pp. 44-45; Steinberg, 1981a, pp. 83-105, and 1981b,
 pp. 192-96).

 These explanations of Soviet behavior focus primarily on Soviet strategic
 and political considerations and presume that Soviet leaders acted rationally-
 that is that they engaged in purposeful behavior and employed careful cost-
 benefit and cost-risk calculations. Allyn, et al. (1989, 1990) question whether
 Soviet behavior was well thought out in advance and point to the important role
 that Khrushchev's personality played, particularly his emotionality. They con-
 clude that "the discussions at the Moscow conference gave little reason for
 revising the common wisdom that the venture was, in important respects, ill-
 conceived and subject to insufficient critical examination" (p. 144). Garthoff
 (1989), detailing the accounts of Mikoyan and Alexseyev, challenges Khru-
 shchev's assertion that the Soviet decision was "from the outset, worked out in

 the collective leadership." In his view, "The Presidium was brought in to display
 unanimity on the occasion of the delegation's departure [to seek Castro's ap-
 proval of the missile emplacement] not to deliberate the pros and cons of a
 decision already made" (p. 16). Lebow (1983) is also critical of the rational actor
 assumption and comments that it is curious why and how Khrushchev was able to

 convince himself in the face of all indications to the contrary-namely, Ken-
 nedy's carefully worded warnings-that he could successfully put Soviet mis-
 siles into Cuba. In his view, what seems to have been critical was not American

 failure to communicate its intentions clearly, but the Soviet leadership's faulty
 perception that the American commitment was vulnerable, a perception that was
 rooted less in Kennedy's presumed weakness,' 0 and more in Khrushchev's needs
 to achieve specific foreign policy objectives. Lebow (1981) argues that foreign
 policy leaders may be predisposed to challenge the status quo when faced with
 grave foreign and domestic threats, even when a rational calculation of costs and
 benefits would dictate otherwise. Under these circumstances, they may pursue an
 aggressive foreign policy that violates the normal canons of rational deterrence
 theory.

 loln this regard, Fyodor Burlatsky, Khrushchev's speech writer and Sergei Mikoyan both attested to
 the fact that Khrushchev saw Kennedy as inexperienced, weak, and too intellectual to stand up to a
 bold challenge (Blight & Welch, 1989, pp. 298, 314).
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 A predisposition to perceive foreign and domestic threats as demanding
 aggressive action, even when the opportunity for realistic foreign policy gains is
 virtually nonexistent, is enhanced by such psychological mechanisms as denial,
 bolstering, groupthink, etc. A largely neglected explanatory factor, however, in
 many of the motivated biases observed in deterrence failures is the need for
 foreign policy decision-makers to maintain or restore self-esteem particularly in
 the face of an experience of humiliation. Behavior which is otherwise inexplica-
 ble, or only partially comprehensible, takes on a logic of its own when viewed
 through the prism of damaged self-esteem and the efforts to restore the self.
 Important evidence for the role which Khrushchev's feelings of humiliation
 played in the Cuban missile crisis was provided by senior Soviet officials at
 meetings with a group of American scholars and former Kennedy administration
 officials that took place first in Cambridge, Massachusetts, on October 11-12,
 1987, and again in Moscow on January 27-28, 1989.11 The Soviets present at
 the Cambridge meetings were Georgi Shaknazarov, a member of the Central
 Committee, Fyodor Burlatsky, a playwright and Khrushchev speechwriter, and
 Sergei Mikoyan, a foreign ministry official and son of former Deputy Prime
 Minister, Anastas I. Mikoyan.12 They were joined at the Moscow meetings by
 Sergei Khrushchev, Nikita Khrushchev's son, Andrei Gromyko, former Foreign
 Minister, Anatoly Dobrynin, the former Soviet Ambassador to the United States,

 and General Dmitri Volkogonov, head of the Moscow military history archives
 institute.

 According to the Soviet participants, the Kremlin installed missiles in Cuba
 for three principal reasons: to overcome Soviet strategic inferiority by providing
 for a temporary quick fix, to deter an expected American invasion of Cuba, and
 to redress the humiliation Khrushchev had experienced as a result of the installa-
 tion of Jupiter missiles in Turkey.13 Underlying all three motives for Soviet
 behavior was a common ingredient-the experience of prior humiliation and the
 fear of future humiliation at the hands of Washington.
 The Soviets acknowledge that their own strategic inferiority, coupled with a

 llFor both a critique of "oral history," in this case the recollections of officials in the United States,
 the Soviet Union, and Cuba who either participated in the Cuban missile crisis or knew the
 participants, see Kramer (1990) and for the rejoinder, see Allyn et al. (1990).
 12Burlatsky and Mikoyan had been first-hand witnesses to the crisis. Burlatsky was with Khrushchev
 before, during, and after the crisis. Mikoyan spent part of the crisis in Moscow and then travelled to
 Cuba with his father, who had been given the task of convincing Castro to go along with the Soviet
 decision to withdraw the missiles. According to Lebow (1988), one of the American academics
 who participated in the Cambridge conference, the Soviets were remarkably open and forthright
 and those American participants, like Raymond Garthoff and Robert McNamara, who had exten-
 sive prior experience with Soviet officials, came away convinced that Shaknazarov, Burlatsky, and
 Mikoyan were telling the truth as they understood it (p. 8).

 13The use of Soviet missiles in Cuba as a trade-off for Jupiter missiles in Turkey or to exert pressure
 on the Western position vis-a-vis Berlin or Germany has continued to be denied by the Soviets,
 including Gromyko (Blight and Welch, 1989, pp. 296-97).
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 perceived need to redress the gross imbalance in deliverable strategic nuclear
 weapons that favored the United States, was a major factor in prompting the
 missile emplacement. In that sense, the orthodox interpretation is correct. But
 what it ignores, however, is the psychological impetus-the role of shame and
 humiliation-behind the drive for a "quick fix." The first generation of Soviet
 intercontinental ballistic missiles (ICBMs) had proved to be a disaster, given
 their frequent tendency to blow up on the launching pad. As a result, the USSR
 had been able to deploy only about 20 intercontinental missiles, thus giving the
 United States an enormous strategic advantage.14 But it was not until after
 Roswell Gilpatric's speech in the autumn of 1961, in which he publicly detailed
 American knowledge that the United States knew that Soviet first-generation
 ICBMs were a failure, and that the United States had targeted all Soviet missile
 sites and military airfields, that Khrushchev decided to emplace missiles in
 Cuba. Having been publicly shamed in this fashion-the myth of Soviet strategic
 superiority shot down in flames-Khrushchev was both fearful of the additional
 humiliation that U.S. demands might impose upon him and his country and
 unwilling to postpone the need to restore his damaged self-esteem by waiting for
 the next generation of Soviet ICBMs to be deployed.

 A successful Soviet installation of missiles in Cuba would have added two-

 thirds to the total Soviet nuclear arsenal; no doubt Soviet leaders hoped and even
 expected that such a dramatic increment to their strategic military power would
 have political and military dividends for an activist Soviet foreign policy. Its
 contribution, however, to resolving Soviet strategic inferiority and to strengthen-
 ing the Soviet offensive capability would have been extremely limited given the
 vulnerability of these soft target missiles to conventional and nuclear attacks
 from the United States, and the difficulty in coordinating their use with Soviet
 ICBMs in a first-strike attack.

 A more likely reason for the Soviet attempt to increase their strategic mili-
 tary power was

 almost certainly a perceived need to prevent the United States from using its growing
 strategic superiority to compel Soviet concessions on various issues under contention.
 Forty Soviet medium- and intermediate-range launchers in Cuba, while in no way confer-
 ring a decisive strategic advantage that would free Soviet hands, could be expected to help
 restrain American actions. . . . (Garthoff, 1989, p. 21)

 At the very least, they would have complicated the American ability to launch a
 first strike and would have enabled the Soviets to avoid having to make any
 humiliating concessions to the Americans. A successful deployment of missiles
 in Cuba, moreover, would have been a symbolic demonstration of Soviet parity

 14This number was reported by General Volkogonov at the January 27-28, 1989, conference held in
 Moscow between leading American and Soviet decision-makers who had participated in the Cuban
 missile crisis. American intelligence experts had estimated at the time that the Soviets had 75
 ICBMs (New York Times, January 29, 1989).
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 in the political, if not in the military, sense; it would have contributed to Soviet
 pride and alleviated feelings of low self-worth.
 The motivation that Khrushchev himself put first in all his later explanations

 was the Soviet desire to prevent the loss of Cuba. Reflecting on his visit to
 Bulgaria in May 1962, Khrushchev noted:

 One thought kept hammering away at my brain: what will happen if we lose Cuba? I knew
 it would have been a terrible blow to Marxism-Leninism. It would gravely diminish our
 stature throughout the world, but especially in Latin American. If Cuba fell, other Latin
 American countries would reject us, claiming that for all our might the Soviet Union
 hadn't been able to do anything for Cuba except to make empty protests to the United
 Nations. We had to think up some way of confronting America with more than words. We
 had to establish a tangible and effective deterrent to American interference in the Carib-
 bean. But what exactly? The logical answer was missiles (Khrushchev, 1970, p. 493)

 Several well-placed Soviets, including Andrei Gromyko, Aleksandr Alekseyev,
 Sergei Khrushchev, and Sergei Mikoyan, concur that fears of an imminent Amer-
 ican invasion were, in fact, uppermost in Khrushchev's mind and a major moti-
 vation for the missile decision (Allyn et al., 1989/90, p. 139, fn. 6; Blight &
 Welch, 1989, pp. 225-290; and Keller, 1989a). They cite as evidence of Ameri-
 can intent the fact that the United States had orchestrated Cuba's expulsion from
 the OAS, that it alleged widespread Soviet support for a large number of counter-
 revolutionary movements in Latin America at a time when such practices were
 not occurring, and finally, that the United States was engaging in a variety of
 attempts to assassinate Castro and destabilize his regime as a prelude to a coming
 invasion.15 In September 1962, U.S. military exercises involving 150,000 men
 stationed in south Florida and designed to unseat a mythical dictator with the
 code name of "Ortsac" seemed to the Russians to be the final stage in the pre-
 invasion plan. When asked by Khrushchev, Defense Minister Malinovsky report-
 edly informed the Soviet premier that Cuba could resist a full-scale American
 invasion for three or four days-hardly long enough to send reinforcements.
 According to Ambassador Alekseyev, Khrushchev maintained at meetings with
 Presidium members that "there was no other path" to save the Cuban revolution
 than through the installation of nuclear missiles (Moscow Conference Transcript,
 cited in Allyn et al., 1989/90, p. 141).
 A reexamination of Soviet motivations for its missile emplacement suggests

 a growing consensus among American scholars that it was certainly designed, in
 part, to help defend Cuba. Faced with the wide range of overt political end
 economic maneuvers against the Castro regime, "it was not unreasonable for
 Cuban and Soviet leaders to be concerned in 1962 over intensified U.S. hostile

 action against Cuba, including the possibility of an invasion" (Garthoff, 1989,

 15Recently declassified government documents, made public at the outset of the meetings between
 Soviet and American officials in Moscow (January 27-28, 1989), showed that top American
 officials had made active plans for the overthrow of Castro and seriously contemplated sending
 American troops to help (Keller, 1989a).
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 p. 9). 16 Bundy (1988) acknowledges that the Soviet desire to prevent the loss of
 Cuba was a motivation for Khrushchev's action "that we were not well placed to
 understand in 1962" (p. 415). In their analysis of the motives for the Soviet
 deployment, Allyn et al. (1989/90) argue that "the perceived need to deter an
 American invasion of Cuba and prevent the destruction of the Cuban revolution"
 was one of the two most important motivations for Soviet behavior (p. 138)17
 Khrushchev may have believed that a deployment of conventional forces to the
 island as a trip wire would have been inadequate (given the weakness of its over-
 all strategic deterrent capability) and that the Soviet Union could not credibly
 deter an American invasion by threats of retaliation elsewhere (Allyn et al.,
 1989/1990, p. 140, fns. 8 and 9). Cuba's loss to the American "imperialists"
 would have been, moreover, a humiliating testament to Soviet inability to protect
 the territorial integrity and political independence of its Marxist ally.

 A third factor contributing to the Soviet decision to place missiles in Cuba
 and that contributed to "the desire, born of national pride and prestige, to counter

 American deployments of nuclear weapons on the Soviet periphery . . ." was
 the presence of American Jupiter missiles in Turkey (Allyn et al., 1989/90,
 p. 138)."8 In his memoirs, Khrushchev added an important point not made in the
 official Soviet statements in 1962 or in later Soviet commentaries: "In addition to

 protecting Cuba, our missiles would have equalized what the West likes to call
 'the balance of power.' " And as Garthoff (1989) notes, Khrushchev "went on to
 spotlight a psychological-political consideration" (p. 10) in his comments: "The
 Americans had surrounded our country with military bases and threatened us
 with nuclear weapons, and now they would learn just what it feels like to have
 enemy missiles pointing at you; we'd be doing nothing more than giving them a
 little of their own medicine" (Khrushchev, 1970, p. 492, cited in Garthoff, 1989,
 p. 10).

 Recent evidence indicates (Blight & Welch, 1989, pp. 230-241; Garthoff,
 1989, pp. 12-20) that Khrushchev first thought of the idea of the missile deploy-
 ment in April, and it was spurred by the American deployment of similar missiles

 16Garthoff (1989) pulls back somewhat a few pages later, as though not quite comfortable with the
 implications of his own analysis. "The explanation for the deployment subsequently given by the
 Soviets-to deter an American attack on Cuba-was not only convenient but virtually necessary
 once the crisis had been resolved by withdrawing the missiles in exchange for an American pledge
 not to attack Cuba. It was a factor, but a supplementary and secondary reason for desiring the
 missile deployment" (pp. 21, 22).

 '7Khrushchev may have believed that a deployment of conventional forces to the island as a trip wire
 would not have sufficed (possibly because of the marginal credibility of any explicit or implicit
 strategic nuclear threat undergirding it), and that the Soviet Union could not credibly deter an
 American invasion by threats of retaliation elsewhere (Allyn et al., 1989/1990, p. 140).

 '8Although Khrushchev, in a letter to Castro which was edited by Burlatsky, emphasized the symme-
 try between the deployment of missiles in Cuba and the deployment of Jupiters in Turkey. Allyn et
 al. (1989/90) argue that "there is no evidence that it rivaled the other motivations in urgency or
 importance" (pp. 144-45).
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 in Turkey. From reporting in Pravda, we know that while in Bulgaria, Khru-
 shchev strongly criticized the installation of American intermediate-range mis-
 siles in Turkey (Pravda, May 17, 1962, cited in Garthoff, 1989, p. 11). Soviet
 participants at the Cambridge Conference intimated that Khrushchev installed the
 missiles in Cuba to avenge the sense of shame and humiliation he experienced as
 a result of the installation of the Jupiters in Turkey. Fydor Burlatsky commented
 "... I'm not sure Khrushchev thought out the aims. From my point of view, it
 was more an emotional than rational decision. He talked a lot about United States

 bases around the Soviet Union" (Blight & Welch, 1989, p. 235). A story Bur-
 latsky recounted was as follows: In the spring of 1962, Khrushchev, on holiday
 on the Black Sea, fell asleep on the veranda of his dacha after having eaten an
 ample lunch. He awoke late in the afternoon, observed the beauty of the scene-
 the sea and the horizon-and commented on its peaceful quality to his comrade,
 Deputy Marshal Malinovsky. The Soviet general is reported to have bellowed,

 Peaceful! Don't you know that what is being installed on the other side of the horizon are
 American missiles targeted on Soviet territory.

 Three weeks later, on a visit to Bulgaria in May, Khrushchev is said to have
 remonstrated,

 why should we have missiles sticking up our ass and they have none! I'm going to stick it
 to him [Kennedy] too-maybe then they'll know what it feels like.19

 Khrushchev's language reveals the extent to which American behavior had
 left him feeling humiliated; it also demonstrates the way in which he hoped to
 repair his damaged self-esteem by engaging in aggressive behavior designed to
 humiliate his superpower opponent-deceptively installing missiles in Cuba and

 '9These two vignettes were recounted by R. N. Lebow, director of the Peace Studies Program,
 Cornell University, a participant at the Cambridge Conference, during a lecture at McGill Univer-
 sity, on September 19, 1988. In subsequent correspondence with Lebow, he indicated that he had
 been unable, as yet, to provide additional confirmation; Garthoff (1989, p. 12, fn. 19) reports a
 similar conversation whose source is also Fedor M. Burlatsky. Khrushchev's own memoirs would
 also seem to support Burlatsky's account.

 The Americans had surrounded our country with military bases and threatened us with
 nuclear weapons, and now they would learn just what it feels like to have enemy missiles
 pointing at you; we'd be doing nothing more than giving them a little of their own
 medicine. And it was high time America learned what it feels like to have her own land
 and her own people threatened. (Khrushchev, 1970, p. 492)

 As for the timing of Khrushchev's decision:

 It was during my visit to Bulgaria that I had the idea of installing missiles with nuclear
 warheads in Cuba without letting the United States find out they were there until it was too
 late to do anything about them. (Khrushchev, 1970, p. 493)
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 lying about it.20 It may also explain, in part, why the number of missiles in Cuba
 were in excess of the 14 obsolete Jupiters in Turkey, beyond what was necessary
 to defend Cuba, and yet still insufficient to redress the overall strategic im-
 balance. As a powerful phallic symbol, having more missiles in Cuba than the
 United States had in Turkey could have provided Khrushchev with the uncon-
 scious phantasy that he had triumphed over his superpower rival and eradicated
 the differences in their relative power, which he experienced as so humiliating.

 SHAME AND HUMILIATION IN THE KENNEDY

 ADMINISTRATION: THE PRELUDE TO THE MISSILE CRISIS

 If the pain of having been humiliated, the fear of future humiliation, and the

 wish to retaliate by inflicting humiliation on his superpower opponent motivated

 Khrushchev's behavior vis-at-vis the United States, such emotions also influenced
 Kennedy's behavior. To appreciate the role that shame and humiliation played in
 Kennedy's response to the American photoreconnaissance discovery on October
 14, 1962, that Soviet medium- and intermediate-range missiles were being
 placed in Cuba, it is important to understand the psychological context in which
 these actions occurred.

 Cuba was an issue on which Kennedy felt particularly vulnerable for a
 number of reasons. It began to assume prominence for him as the 1960 presiden-
 tial campaign entered its final phase. The Senate internal security sub-committee,
 dominated by conservative Democrats, released a report charging that Cuba
 "was handed to Castro and the communists by a combination of Americans in
 the same way that China was handed to the Communists" (Horowitz, 1965,
 p. 358).21 Following publication of the report, Kennedy made the Cuban issue a
 major part of his campaign.

 On October 6, 1960, he blamed the Eisenhower administration for allowing
 Cuba to become "communism's first Caribbean base" (Horowitz, 1965, p. 358).
 At the same time that he criticized the administration for supporting the Batista
 dictatorship, he noted, with approval, that Ambassadors Gardiner and Smith had
 warned that communism was a moving force in the Castro leadership, but that the
 administration had failed to heed their advice. On October 18, Nixon responded
 that "this Communist-Cuban regime had become an intolerable cancer and that
 the time was now at hand when patience is no longer a virture" (quoted in

 20George and Smoke (1974) remarked, "the fact the secret Soviet deployment of missiles would
 inflict personal and political humiliation on the President could not have escaped Khrushchev's
 attention when he planned the operation as well as while he was carrying it out" (p. 469).

 21This report was largely based on the testimony of two pro-Batista former ambassadors to Cuba,
 Earl E. T. Smith, (a personal friend of Kennedy's) and Arthur Gardiner (Horowitz, 1965, p. 358).
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 Horowitz, 1965, p. 359). In New York, Kennedy hit back asserting that the
 embargo was "too little and too late" and that it followed an "incredible history
 of blunder, inaction, retreat and failure." He went on to urge stiffer sanctions and
 that the United States should attempt "to strengthen the non-Batista democratic
 forces in exile and in Cuba itself" (quoted in Horowitz, 1965, pp. 359-60).
 Two days after the inauguration in January 1961, President Kennedy and

 several leading members of his new administration were briefed about a proposed
 invasion plan that had been initiated by the Eisenhower administration. In March
 1960, acting on Vice-President Nixon's suggestion that the U.S. government
 secretly send a trained group of Cuban exiles to fight against Castro, President
 Eisenhower had directed the Central Intelligence Agency to organize Cuban
 exiles in the United States into a unified political movement against the Castro
 regime and to give military training to those who were willing to return to their
 homeland to engage in guerrilla warfare.
 From late January to mid-April 1961, a core group of presidential advisers

 repeatedly discussed this inherited plan informally, and in the meetings of a
 special advisory committee that included the joint chiefs of staff. In early April
 1961, at a meeting with the president, all his key advisers gave their approval to
 the CIA's invasion plan. On April 17, 1961, a brigade of about 1400 Cuban
 exiles aided by the United States navy, air force, and the CIA invaded the
 swampy coast of Cuba at the Bay of Pigs. Nothing went as scheduled. Plans two
 days before to destroy Castro's air force on the ground by means of air strikes
 failed miserably. Only a few of Castro's planes were destroyed; the lumbering
 B-26 bombers used by expatriate Cuban pilots were shot out of the air or dis-
 persed by Castro's T-33 jet fighters. On the morning of the invasion, not one of
 the four ships containing reserve ammunition and supplies arrived; the first two
 were sunk by a few planes in Castro's air force, and the other two promptly fled.
 By the second day, the brigade was completely surrounded by 20,000 troops of
 Castro's well-equipped army. By the third day, about 1,200 members of the
 brigade, comprising almost all who had not been killed, were captured and
 ignominiously led off to prison camps (Janis, 1972, p. 15).
 How and why the Kennedy administration could have lent itself to what has

 been generally viewed as "among the worst fiascos ever perpetrated by a respon-
 sible government" (Janis, 1972, p. 14) has been the subject of extensive analyses
 (see for example, Hilsman, 1967; Janis, 1972; Meyer & Szulc, 1962;
 Schlesinger, 1965; Sorensen, 1965; Wise & Ross, 1964; Wyden, 1979). Among
 those who have explored Kennedy's contribution to the debacle, Wyden com-
 ments that too much can be made of group dynamics and that the decision to give
 the "go" order was made by Kennedy after extensive lonely soul-searching. The
 initiative and responsibility were his and he seemed to relish both, and to want to

 give the country "vigah" after the sleepiness of the Eisenhower years (Wyden,
 1979, p. 316). Moreover, his confidence in his own luck seemed unbounded. As
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 Schlesinger (1965) observes, "Everyone around him thought he had the Midas
 touch and could not lose" (p. 259). Hilsman (1967) argues that had he said "No"
 to an operation to get rid of Castro that had been approved by the previous
 administration, and that was fully supported by the career military and intel-
 ligence experts, "the fact of his saying 'No' would promptly leak to the Re-
 publicans-and his administration, plastered with a label of 'weakness," would
 never get off the ground in the great enterprises that he had set for it" (p. 32).

 The importance of such a fiasco, however, went far beyond what it said
 about decision-making problems in the new administration and Kennedy's spe-
 cific role; psychologically, the humiliation that Kennedy experienced remained to
 haunt him and would resonate later in his handling of the Cuban missile crisis.
 When the news of the crushing defeat began to filter in, Kennedy, although
 outwardly composed, was beneath it all angry and sick at heart.

 The Bay of Pigs had been-and would be-the worst defeat of his career, the kind of
 outright failure to which he was not accustomed. He knew that he had handed his critics a
 stick with which they would forever beat him . . . (Sorensen, 1965, p. 308)

 Not only had Kennedy been shamed by the debacle, but he seemed fearful that
 his failure would translate politically into weakening his position and strengthen-
 ing his political opponents, which, in turn, would have further compounded his
 humiliation. Part of his response was to blame himself.

 How could I have been so far off base," he asked himself out loud. "How could I have
 been so stupid to let them [the experts] go ahead?" (Sorensen, 1965, p. 309). His
 [Kennedy's] anguish was doubly deepened by the knowledge that the rest of the world was
 asking the same question. (Sorensen, 1965, p. 309)

 Although neither his youth, his wealth, nor his Catholicism had managed to
 defeat Kennedy in his race to the White House, Castro, with the help of Soviet
 arms, had dealt him a humiliating blow. Kennedy was aware that he could be
 seen as having "lost" Cuba, since, by his option, he had legitimized a military
 solution while failing to go far enough, namely, providing the invaders with
 adequate American military support to overthrow Castro. That Kennedy con-
 tinued to regard Castro's retention of power as an unacceptable humiliation is
 suggested by his administration's decision to adopt a major new covert action
 program, "Operation Mongoose," to overthrow the Castro regime.22 It was to be
 no more successful than the Bay of Pigs.

 22The basic purpose of Operation Mongoose was to assist the Cuban people "themselves [to]
 overthrow the Castro regime rather than U.S. engineered efforts from outside Cuba." Throughout
 1962, the Kennedy administration vigorously pressed the Mongoose operation which was designed
 to culminate in October 1962 with an open revolt and overthrow of the Castro regime. Following
 the Cuban missile crisis, the Mongoose operation was disbanded. In its place, an interagency
 "Cuban Coordinating Committee" was established within the State Department with responsibility
 for developing covert action proposals. On June 19, 1963, Kennedy approved a sabotage program
 against Castro, not to overthrow him, but to harass him by nourishing a spirit of resistance and
 dissatisfaction among the Cuban people ("Alleged Assassination Plots ... ," (1975).
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 But the Bay of Pigs had not been the only source of humiliation for the
 Kennedy administration in 1961. At the Vienna Summit in June of that year,
 Kennedy was brought face to face with Khrushchev's determination to sign a
 peace treaty with Germany, within the following six months, that would cancel
 all existing occupation rights, including the presence of American military forces
 in West Berlin. At their final meeting of that summit, the president expressed the

 hope that, in the interest of relations between their two countries, the chairman
 would not present him with a crisis so deeply involving the American national
 interest as Berlin. Khrushchev replied that, in fact, it was the United States
 which wanted to humiliate the Soviet Union. Further, if the president insisted on
 occupation rights in Berlin after a treaty between the Soviet Union and the
 German Democratic Republic was signed, and if East German borders were
 violated whether by land, sea, or air, force would be met by force. The United
 States should prepare itself for this, and the Soviet Union would do the same
 (Schlesinger, 1965, p. 348).
 Kennedy's advisers were divided. Some advocated a strong military build-

 up and the use of force, if necessary, to maintain Western rights in Berlin,
 arguing that the Berlin crisis had little or nothing to do with Berlin-it was a test
 of American resolve. Others were concerned that declaring such a national
 emergency might undermine Khrushchev's prestige to a point where he felt he
 could not back down from a showdown (Schlesinger, 1965, p. 363). Kennedy
 himself mirrored that ambivalence in an interview he had with James Wechsler of

 the New York Post. Only "fools" Kennedy said, could cling to the idea of victory
 in a nuclear war. But lasting peace seemed equally unlikely. He still hoped to
 arrive at a point where both the Soviet Union and the United States would accept
 the premise that the only alternatives were authentic negotiation or mutual anni-
 hilation. What worried him was that Khrushchev might interpret his reluctance to
 wage nuclear war as a symptom of an American loss of nerve. Some day, he said,
 the time might come when he would have to run the supreme risk to convince
 Khrushchev that conciliation did not mean humiliation. "If Khrushchev wants to

 rub my nose in the dirt," he told Wechsler, "it's all over." But how to convince
 Khrushchev short of a showdown? "That son of a bitch won't pay any attention
 to words," the president said bitterly on another occasion. "He has to see you
 move" (Schlesinger, 1965, p. 363).
 Concern with the need to maintain a reputation for resolve is part and parcel

 of what rational deterrence theory would expect if the credibility of the deterrer is

 to be maintained. But the way in which Kennedy personalized the required
 response, his fear that Khrushchev was out to humiliate him, and his belief that
 only a show of force would impress Khrushchev are suggestive that more than
 rational-choice percepts were operative.
 At a Book and Author lunch, Eli Abel recounted a visit to the president in

 September 1961, after the Bay of Pigs and the Berlin wall. Abel told Kennedy
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 that he wanted to write a book about the administration's first year. "Who," the

 president asked despondently, "would want to read a book about disasters?" He
 felt that Khrushchev, after these two debacles, might think him a pushover
 (Stone, 1967, p. 19).

 Kennedy's experiences of humiliation at the hands of both Castro and Khru-
 shchev produced highly affective responses. Thus, it is hardly surprising that the
 discovery of the missiles in Cuba, just over a year later, led Kennedy to try to
 restore his damaged self-esteem by administering his own brand of humiliation to
 Cuba and the Soviet Union.

 THE AMERICAN BLOCKADE: THE ROLE OF SHAME
 AND HUMILIATION

 For many in the White House, the discovery of Soviet intermediate- and
 medium-range missiles in Cuba on October 14, 1962, raised anew the issue of
 Moscow's intentions. Was Khrushchev once again trying to test America's re-
 solve in the full expectation that he could take such unprecedented action, pub-
 licly humiliate the United States, and provide himself with an umbrella for
 subsequent action against Berlin? From the outset, discussions in the ExComm
 (Executive Committee of the National Security Council)23 suggested that few of
 its members were concerned with the strictly military-strategic significance of the

 missiles being rushed to completion in Cuba.24
 Secretary McNamara, initially, and for two or three days thereafter, felt that

 Soviet missiles in Cuba made no real difference. He argued that their interconti-
 nental ballistic missiles could already reach the United States and that the Soviets
 would undoubtedly continue to build ICBMs no matter what happened in Cuba.
 Thus, he concluded that putting MRBMs and IRBM's in Cuba merely permitted
 the Soviets to begin to close the gap in 1962, rather than a few years later. "A
 missile is a missile" was McNamara's argument: "It makes no great difference
 whether you are killed by a missile fired from the Soviet Union or from Cuba."
 The clear implication of McNamara's position was that the United States should
 do nothing but simply accept the presence of Soviet missiles in Cuba and sit tight
 (Hilsman, 1965, p. 195). As McNamara explained it, the United States had long
 been within range of Russia's missiles and had expected the Russians to put up

 23Transcripts of two of the Excomm meetings have been declassified. Abbreviated versions have
 been published in International Security, 1985, 10:164-203 and International Security, 1987/88,
 12: 30-92. More complete (but still censored versions) are available from the Kennedy library.

 24Among those who dissented from this perspective was Paul Nitze, then assistant secretary of
 defense for international security affairs, who argued that the manned bomber force of the United
 States Strategic Air Command was based largely in the southern part of the United States and hence
 would be very vulnerable. There would be a 15-min warning from missiles based in the Soviet
 Union, but only a 2- or 3-min warning from missiles based in Cuba (Hilsman, 1965, p. 195).
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 with American missiles close by. Reacting calmly to Khrushchev's Cuban ven-
 ture could prevent him from exaggerating the significance of the move (Soren-
 sen, 1965, pp. 769-70). On October 17, three days after the discovery of the
 missiles in Cuba, Sorensen, his trusted assistant, informed the president that
 most advisers agreed "these missiles, even when fully operational, do not signif-
 icantly alter the balance of [military] power. "The missiles, Sorensen explained,
 "do not significantly increase the potential megatonnage capable of being un-
 leashed [against] American soil, even after a surprise attack" (Bernstein, 1976,
 p. 16). Most members of the ExComm agreed that the addition of missiles in
 Cuba, though outflanking the U.S. radar warning system, did not add to the
 likelihood of a Soviet first strike, did not reduce the impact of a U.S. first strike,
 and did not add significantly to Soviet retaliatory capacity after a U.S. first strike
 (Bernstein, 1976, p. 16).25
 After the crisis, Roswell Gilpatric, deputy secretary of defense, explained,
 "the military equation was not altered" by the introduction of missiles into Cuba.
 "It was simply an element of flexibility introduced into the power equation that
 the Soviets had not heretofore possessed" (The New York Times, November 12,
 1962). In a television interview on December 17, 1962, President Kennedy
 indicated his substantial agreement with this position when he stated:

 [The Russians] were planning in November to open to the world the fact that they had
 these missiles so close to the United States. Not that they were intending to fire them,
 because if they were going to get into a nuclear struggle they have their own missiles in the
 Soviet Union. But it would have politically changed the balance of power, it would have
 appeared to-and appearances contribute to reality. (Horowitz, 1965, pp. 385-86)

 Twenty-five years later, at a reunion of the political survivors of the missile
 crisis which took place at Hawk's Cay on March 5-8, 1987, Sorensen spelled out
 the president's state of mind during the autumn of 1962. He reminded his lis-
 teners that as the 1962 Congressional campaign heated up, the Republicans
 warned, with increasing vehemence, of the dangers of Soviet arms shipments to
 Cuba. On September 4, the president attempted to defuse this issue by stating
 that there was no evidence of "offensive ground-to-ground missiles" in Cuba.
 "Were it to be otherwise," he declared, "the gravest issues would arise" (U.S.
 Department of State, Bulletin, Vol. XLVII, No. 1213, September 24, 1962,
 p. 450). Sorensen stated that

 I believe the President drew the line precisely where he thought the Soviets were not and
 would not be. That is, to say, if we had known that the Soviets were putting 40 missiles in
 Cuba, we might under this hypothesis have drawn the line at 100 and said with great
 fanfare that we would absolutely not tolerate the presence of more than 100 missiles in

 25Notable exceptions to this perspective were the views of General Maxwell Taylor, Paul Nitze, and
 Douglas Dillon. For a discussion of how they saw these issues, see Blight and Welch (1989, pp.
 21-221).
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 Cuba. . . . (Cited in Lukacs, 1987, p. 27; "Proceedings of the Hawk's Cay Conference
 on the Cuban Missile Crisis," 1987, p. 51; Blight and Welch, p. 43; and Garthoff, 1989,
 pp. 33-34)26

 In other words, had the president known of the introduction of Soviet offensive
 missiles in Cuba, prior to the threats he issued in September, he would have
 altered the content of his statements. What was at stake was not a military threat
 to the security of the United States, but the humiliation that Kennedy would
 suffer in the face of Soviet deception and defiance of the line which he had
 drawn. To be publicly exposed on the eve of a congressional election as having
 been duped was bad enough; even worse was to give the appearance of
 powerlessness in this situation. The missiles in Cuba had to go.

 Despite the broadly shared feeling that the missiles were not a significant
 military threat, and that Kennedy would have been willing to define away the
 crisis before the fact, most ExComm members concluded that the missiles had to

 be removed because the Soviet Union was testing America's courage and com-
 mitment, her will and credibility-perhaps in preparation for a demand on Berlin
 or pressure elsewhere (Sorensen memo, October 17, 1962, quoted in Bernstein,
 1976, p. 16). Even if rational deterrence theory can explain the linkage between
 the removal of the missiles in Cuba and America's subsequent ability to deter a
 Soviet move against Berlin or elsewhere, it is less successful in explaining why
 the missiles had to be removed in a public confrontation.

 Career diplomat and Soviet expert Charles Bohlen argued for private nego-
 tiations first. On 17 and 18 October, when the ExComm was still deliberating
 tactics to secure the removal of the missiles, Bohlen proposed that Kennedy
 communicate first with Khrushchev privately and then decide, after the premier's
 response, on whether a blockade, invasion, or air strike was necessary.

 No one can guarantee that withdrawal can be achieved by diplomatic action-but
 it .. .seems essential that this channel be tested out before military action is employed.
 (Bohlen, 1973, pp. 491-92)

 Llewellyn Thompson, another Soviet expert and career diplomat, also favored
 this course of action, as did Ambassador to the United Nations Adlai Stevenson.

 Stevenson joined the ExComm deliberations on October 17 and pressed for
 a political solution to the impasse. He wanted the American government to start
 up the traditional machinery of diplomacy either through discussions in the
 United Nations or through a high-level, secret approach to the Soviets in which
 the United States could present Khrushchev with an ultimatum (Martin, 1977,

 26Commenting on Sorensen's revealing statement, Garthoff (1989) remarks on the closeness of
 Sorensen to the president, noting that he had drafted his September statements, most public
 statements on the Cuban situation, and his personal messages to Khrushchev. "Even more impor-
 tant, he was able to gauge President Kennedy's thinking unusually well" (p. 33).
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 pp. 721-23; Pachter, 1963, pp. 90-91). Stevenson also forecast grave difficulties
 at the U.N. concerning the Jupiter bases in Turkey.

 People would certainly ask why it was right for the United States to have bases in Turkey
 but wrong for the Russians to have bases in Cuba (quoted in Abel, 1966, p. 95)

 He also urged the president to consider offering to withdraw from Guan-
 tanamo as part of a plan to demilitarize and neutralize, and to guarantee the
 territorial integrity of Cuba. Both ideas were rejected. After this encounter,
 Robert Kennedy decided Stevenson lacked the toughness to deal effectively with
 the Russians at the U.N., and John J. McCloy, a hardliner, was dispatched to
 assist Stevenson in preparing the American case for the world body. For his
 efforts, Stevenson became an object of scorn. In a piece in the Saturday Evening
 Post, some weeks later, he was accused of having advocated a "Munich."
 Although the authors, Charles Bartlett and Stewart Alsop, both close to Kennedy,
 denied that the president was the source of the story, as did Kennedy himself,
 Otto Friedrich, an editor of the Post has written that he was (Walton, 1972,
 p. 119).

 The ExComm, however, seemed committed to a hardline posture emphasiz-
 ing a requisite measure of force. Yarmolinsky (1971) notes that from the discov-
 ery of the missiles on October 14, until October 28, when Khrushchev promised
 to remove them, the ExComm spent at least 90% of its time studying alternate
 uses of troops, bombers, and warships (p. 127).

 Although the possibility of seeking withdrawal of the missiles by straightforward diplo-
 matic negotiation received some attention with the State Department, it seems scarcely to
 have been aired in the Ex Com. (Yarmolinsky, 1971, p. 127)

 Kennedy was concerned that, having indicated in his statements of Sep-
 tember 4 and 13, 1962, that the installation of offensive ground-to-ground mis-
 siles in Cuba would be unacceptable, Khrushchev would perceive his failure to
 act forcefully, in the light of their discovery, as a green light for further Soviet
 moves (Sorensen, 1965, p. 683). Kennedy's insistence upon the use of force may
 be explicable by the canons of rational deterrence theory. But Kennedy's emo-
 tional reaction to the discovery of the missiles suggests that his response was
 more than that of a rational actor calculating what would be strategically appro-
 priate; it also reveals the pain of someone who has been profoundly humiliated
 and wants a modicum of revenge. According to nearly all of those close to him,
 the swift, secret, and deceptive nature of the Soviet move had intensely angered
 Kennedy. "He [Khrushchev] can't do this to me" was, according to Richard E.
 Neustadt, one such response (Blight and Welch, 1989, fn. 92, p. 367). Even
 before any discussion of costs and benefits could take place in the ExComm,
 Sorensen (1965) noted that "the President had rejected this course [a diplomatic
 solution] from the outset" (p. 683), scarcely the hallmark of a rational decision-
 maker. Bundy (1988) also writes that "Kennedy's instant conclusion that there
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 must be an active response was tested repeatedly in the days that followed .
 ," but the president felt that his warnings to the Soviets were so clear that
 inaction would be read at home and abroad as craven retreat (pp. 392-93).

 The choice of a blockade was not merely responsive in character; it seems to
 have had important dynamic motives as well. Sulzberger (1962) argues that,
 some weeks before the Cuban confrontation, Washington had decided that Khru-
 shchev's Cold War offensive was petering out, and that it therefore had resolved
 on a showdown with Russia at a time and place of its own choosing. In his view,
 the Soviet emplacement of missiles in Cuba had provided just such an oppor-
 tunity and that was the real meaning of the Cuban crisis. Horowitz (1965) also
 comments,

 Having built a sizeable missile superiority of its own, and having laid the plans for a
 rapid increase in this superiority in the next few years, the Kennedy Administration had
 waited for an opportune moment to demonstrate its nuclear superiority to the world, and
 with the prestige thus gained, [could] tip the scales of the world power balance. The test
 was expected to come in Berlin, when Cuba presented itself. (p. 390)

 The opportunity to humiliate the Russians by facing them with a public show of
 force must have seemed too inviting for Kennedy and some of his advisers to pass
 up. It would compensate for their earlier Cuban failure, redress the sense of
 powerlessness over Berlin, and underline the courage and commitment of the
 administration.

 In Kennedy's broadcast on October 22, announcing the blockade of Cuba,
 there was a highly personal and affective tone.

 This secret, swift and extraordinary build-up of communist missiles . . . is a deliberately
 provocative and unjustified change in the status quo which cannot be accepted by this
 country, if our courage and our commitments are ever to be trusted again by either friend
 or foe (Dept. of State Bulletin, November 12, 1962).

 As Stone (1967) remarks, it was the courage of John F. Kennedy which was in
 question, the credibility of his readiness to go the whole way if the missiles were
 not removed (p. 20).

 If the issue had been solely one of standing up to the Soviet challenge, "it is
 not self evident why the blockade was preferable to the diplomatic route"
 (Hampson, 1984-85, p. 139), since a diplomatic ultimatum did not foreclose
 imposing a blockade should the former fail to work.27 But a strong perception of

 27In a spirited defense of the administration's position, McGeorge Bundy (1988), special assistant for
 national security affairs at the White House during the Kennedy administration, argued that a
 diplomatic course of action offered no reasonable promise that the missiles would be removed; it
 would simply have allowed the Russians to complete their installation of the missiles and stand pat,
 showing the world that the United States either could not or would not take action to prevent or
 reverse a move against which the American president had given solemn and explicit warning (pp.
 393-94). Bundy may be right that a diplomatic solution would not have worked; my argument is
 that the president opposed it from the outset and that it was not explored with the same degree of
 rigor as the blockade and airstrike options.
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 time constraints seems to have dominated the thinking of the ExComm. It had
 been estimated that the missiles would become operational in about 10 days.
 "The deadline defined the strategy" (Schlesinger, 1965, p. 735).
 Why this deadline was chosen, since it was not expected that the missiles

 would be fired at the instant they became operational, has been variously ex-
 plained. Bundy (1988) argues that if Kennedy had begun by public diplomacy he
 could have expected an immediate clamor for action and conflicting public
 advice as to what action to take, and how quickly, all in the context of continuing
 Soviet construction at the missile sites. He would have been under enormous

 pressure to decide on early action, but in a far less favorable situation that the one
 in which he found himself for a few days, starting October 16 (p. 394).28 But the
 deadline can also be explained by Kennedy's fear of further humiliation on the
 Cuban issue. He was already on public record that the missiles in Cuba were only
 for defensive purposes; the discovery of "offensive" systems would raise serious
 doubts about Kennedy's credibility before an important congressional election,
 only three weeks hence. A do-nothing or diplomatic approach was simply not
 acceptable to him. The president had to be perceived as acting forcefully. Bundy
 (1988) writes that the moment Americans knew what Khrushchev was doing, the
 overriding question would be what their own government was going to do about
 it. "Reinforcing the natural instinct of Republicans to capitalize on warnings
 come true would be the anger and fear of a people whose government had been
 challenged in a way it had not expected on an issue of the highest possible
 emotional force" (p. 194). Had he failed to act forcefully, Kennedy would have
 had to confront the wounded narcissism of the American people and their shame
 and humiliation at being challenged in a way they did not expect. As former
 Ambassador John Kenneth Galbraith, an intimate of the Kennedy circle, ob-
 served about the intensity of the domestic pressure on the American president:

 once they [the missiles] were there, the political needs of the Kennedy administration
 urged it to take almost any risk to get them out. (quoted in Steel, 1971, fn. 1, p. 119)

 For Kennedy, the need to appear strong and forceful seemed compelling.
 But "why," asks Nathan (1975), "was Kennedy so concerned about 'appear-
 ances'?" (p. 265). He suggests that Kennedy felt that the American people
 demanded a demonstration of force, given their purported frustration over Cuba.

 In fact, repeated Gallup polls before the crisis showed 90% of Americans oppos-
 ing actual armed intervention in Cuba (Nathan, 1975, p. 265). Nevertheless,
 Kennedy's own sense was, as his brother Robert pointed out, that if he did not

 28Bundy (1988) also suggests that Kennedy opposed testing Khrushchev by a diplomatic exchange
 before choosing a course of action since he did not want to open communication until he knew what
 action he would take. Efforts to draft messages that might be sent to Khrushchev prior to deciding
 on a course of action "only served to show the opportunities any such demarche would offer the
 Soviet leader: a rush to the United Nations, a public announcement of what he had done combined
 with a full defense of it and perhaps the issuance of blood-chilling threats" (p. 397. fn. 8).
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 act, he would have been impeached (Kennedy, 1969, fn. 9, p. 45, and "After-
 word," p. 114). Whether or not Kennedy really believed that pursuing a diplo-
 matic rather than a military strategy would have led to his impeachment is not
 really the issue; Kennedy's thoughts about impeachment were indicative, at least
 in part, of his deep-seated fear of the humiliation that could follow any public
 perception of weakness or inaction.

 Kennedy's concern about impeachment as "the" outcome of his following a
 conciliatory course in the crisis suggests that he was not operating within an
 analytic or rational-actor paradigm (Steinbruner, 1974). Had he been, this out-
 come would have appeared as a rare limiting case. In contrast, cognitive theory
 readily accounts for the existence of firm, categorical, nonprobabilistic beliefs in
 the presence of intense uncertainty (Steinbruner, 1974, p. 110). The hallmark of
 a rational analytic process is the ability to order priorities and engage in value
 trade-offs. In the Cuban missile crisis, Kennedy and most of his advisers concep-
 tualized the decision in a way that avoided placing their two relevant values (war
 avoidance and the maintenance of prestige) in conflict (Snyder, 1978, p. 354).
 They structured the decision problem in such a way that Kennedy could "have
 his cake and eat it." Pursuit of a compellent strategy and refusal to negotiate was
 justified in terms of "risk war now" to avoid "certain war later" (Snyder, 1978,
 p. 357), thus seeming to satisfy the requirements of rational deterrence theory.

 If, as the evidence indicates, Kennedy functioned as a cognitive decision-
 maker rather than as an analytic one, an important explanation for his behaviour
 was the need to avoid any further damage to his self-esteem. Kennedy had
 suffered a number of humiliating experiences, the Bay of Pigs, the Vienna
 Summit, the Berlin Wall, and the deceptive installation of Soviet missiles. The
 potential loss of the forthcoming congressional elections, and, perhaps, even the
 presidency, may have seemed too much to bear. In this situation of anticipated
 narcissistic injury, Kennedy attempted to turn "passive into active," to switch
 from being the humiliated victim to that of the victorious humiliator, by turning
 the tables on Khrushchev.

 By October 16, Kennedy knew the Russians had deployed missiles in Cuba.
 Instead of confronting Soviet Foreign Secretary Gromyko with the evidence,
 while the Russian was carefully reassuring the president that missiles were not
 being installed, Kennedy chose to listen without comment. As Nathan (1975)
 observes,

 Instead of using private channels to warn the Russians that he knew and intended to act,
 Kennedy chose to give notice to the Russians in a nationwide TV address. After that a
 Soviet withdrawal had to be in public, and it almost had to be a humiliation. (p. 269)

 A summit meeting, Kennedy concluded, had to be rejected; for he was
 intent on offering the Russians "nothing that would tie our hands" but only
 something that would "strengthen our stand" (Sorensen, 1965, p. 699). "He
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 [Kennedy] did not want a compromise to be tied to the central issue of what he
 conceived to be a test of American will and resolve. . . . In other words, the
 Soviets had to submit to American strength before any real concessions could
 take place" (Nathan, 1975, p. 269). Once Kennedy's sense of narcissistic injury
 had been repaired, then a solution could be found.
 Although Khrushchev offered to exchange the Cuban missiles for the Jupiter

 missiles stationed in Turkey, Kennedy initially refused, even though he knew they
 were all but worthless; a marksman with a high-powered rifle could knock them
 out (Hilsman, 1965, fn. 2, p. 202). The Eisenhower administration had promised
 the missiles to Turkey in 1959; they were not in fact deployed until July 1962.
 Their deployment, in opposition to both the Defense Department, which re-
 garded them as militarily dangerous, and a Joint Congressional Committee on
 Atomic Energy, which proposed deploying a Polaris submarine instead as a much
 better retaliatory force, was a political decision. In the view of the State Depart-
 ment, to refuse deployment would risk offending the Turks, and as George C.
 McGhee of the State Department reported to McGeorge Bundy, the president's
 special assistant for national security, "in the aftermath of Khrushchev's hard
 posture at Vienna, cancellation . . . might seem a weakness" (quoted in Bern-
 stein, 1980, fn. 18, p. 101). The available evidence suggests that Kennedy went
 along with the missiles for Turkey, at least in part, in order not to appear weak
 vis-a-vis the Soviets, and was unwilling, when the crisis erupted, to consider
 their removal lest the Turks and the other NATO allies perceive American actions
 as pusillanimous. Robert Kennedy describes the administration's attitude as
 follows:

 We would have to make a deal at the end, but we must stand absolutely firm now.
 Concessions must come at the end of negtiation, not at the begging." (Schlesinger, Jr.,
 1965, p. 811)

 As Nathan (1975) comments: "An agreement [then] would have confounded the
 issue of will" (p. 269), and, by implication, Kennedy's need to stand up to
 Khrushchev.

 In the final act of the crisis, Kennedy accepted one of two letters sent on two

 consecutive days by Khrushchev. The second letter, dated October 27, contained
 the demand for removal of the Turkish missiles; the first, dated October 26, did
 not. Kennedy responded with a public letter to Khrushchev, on October 27, in
 which he accepted he more favorable terms of the first letter. 29 But this procedure

 of publishing the private terms of an interchange with another head of state was a
 considerable departure from diplomacy. It was not negotiation; it was, in this
 context, a public demand (Nathan, 1975, p. 269). It seems as though the clear
 intent of the Kennedy administration was to foreclose the possibility of further

 29In the literature on the Cuban missile crisis, this is frequently referred to as "the Trollope ploy."
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 negotiation,30 since bargaining after the terms have been stated publicly can be
 interpreted as a retreat. "Since reputation was at stake in Cuba as much as
 anything else, Kennedy's response was hardly more than a polite ultimatum"
 (Nathan, 1975, p. 269).31 In private, Robert Kennedy was even more forceful.
 He told Soviet Ambassador Dobrynin on October 27,

 We have to have a commitment by tomorrow that those bases would be removed .. . If
 they did not remove those bases, we would remove them. . . . Time was running out. We
 had only a few' more hours-we needed an answer immediately from the Soviet
 Union. ... We must have it the next day. (Kennedy, 1969, fn. 9, p. 87)32

 This time it would not be President Kennedy who would be publicly humiliated
 by the Soviets-the shoe was on the other foot.

 THE RESOLUTION OF THE CRISIS: SHAME
 AND HUMILIATION IN ABEYANCE

 Confronted with Kennedy's acceptance of his first offer to withdraw the
 weapons systems from Cuba in exchange for a pledge not to invade Cuba,
 Khrushchev dropped his insistence upon a public American pledge to remove the
 Jupiters from Turkey and acquiesced and accepted the additional sweetener of the

 private assurance of an American intention to remove the missiles from Turkey

 30Bundy (1989) argues that the administration had little room for maneuver since neither NATO
 leaders nor the Turks seemed prepared to propose a withdrawal of the missiles from Turkey as a way
 of resolving the crisis. "If we would not press the Turks to a decision when there was no crisis, how
 could we explain ourselves if we were to force them to give up the Jupiters to save our own skins?"
 (p. 429).

 31Garthoff (1989) also states that "the essential elements of the American proposal of October 27
 were an ultimatum . . ." (p. 87).

 32The American decision on October 27 to respond to the first message of October 26, the tone of the
 American ultimatum, and Robert Kennedy's strong statements to Dobrynin could have seemed both
 surprising and humiliating to the Russians, particularly in the light of what appears to have occurred
 the previous day. Garthoff (1989) notes that the evidence suggests that there was a previously
 unreported earlier meeting on October 26 between Robert Kennedy and Ambassador Dobrynin in
 which the importance of the Turkish missiles to the Russians was discussed. Kennedy left the room
 and after consulting with the president by telephone, confirmed the president's intention to remove
 the missiles from Thrkey, if the overall situation was normalized. Dobrynin then reported this to
 Moscow. "It thus now seems likely that this indication of American intention to remove the
 Jupiters from Turkey, in conjunction with the revised intelligence estimates on the imminence of
 American action against Cuba, prompted introduction of the proposal for removal of the missiles
 from Turkey in the second message received on October 27 (pp. 86, 87, and fn. 150). The timing
 and contents of the Kennedy-Dobrynin meeting of October 26 also explain why the transcript of the

 October 27 ExComm meeting reveals that the President was inclined to trade the Turkish missiles if
 he had to, and why he repeatedly returned to the countervailing considerations weighing in favor of
 the trade; "October 27, 1962: Transcripts of the meetings of the ExComm," 1987/88, pp. 37, 48,
 59). His support for the trade merely repeated the understanding that Robert Kennedy had already
 conveyed to Dobrynin.
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 and Italy that Robert Kennedy reiterated to Dobrynin late on October 27
 (Garthoff, 1989, p. 88). The missile crisis was over.
 Khrushchev's emotional need to avenge a number of perceived experiences

 of humiliation at American hands had led to his mistaken belief that the United

 States would tolerate the presence of missiles in Cuba (Lebow, 1983). The
 American response to their discovery-a public showdown in the form of a
 blockade of Cuba-further enraged Khrushchev. According to dissident Soviet
 historian Roy Medvedev,

 Khrushchev denounced the naval blocade as banditry, the folly of degenerate imperi-
 alism . . . [and] issued orders to the captains of Soviet ships as they were approaching the
 blockade zone to ignore it and hold course for the Cuban ports. (quoted in Blight and
 Welch, 1989, p. 306, fn. 86)

 Medvedev also writes that the order was rescinded just hours before a confronta-
 tion on the high seas would have occurred, at the instigation of Anastas Mikoyan,
 then Soviet first deputy premier, who preempted Khrushchev's order to run the
 blockade and ordered Soviet ships to stop just short of the quarantine line (Blight
 & Welch, 1989, p. 306). It remains unclear, however, whether Mikoyan reversed
 or circumvented the decision on his own or persuaded Khrushchev of its perils.
 In either case, Khrushchev's behavior offers yet another example of the way in
 which his experience of being humiliated provoked his narcissistic rage and
 promoted his decision to run the blockade as a way of reducing the damage to his
 self-esteem.

 Notwithstanding his aggressive behavior, Khrushchev seemed to be fully
 cognizant that the missiles could not remain in Cuba and that his job was to
 secure the best withdrawal deal possible. As predicted by rational deterrence
 theory, he was able to assess the potential costs and benefits of leaving the
 missiles in Cuba and to decide that the humiliation involved in their removal was

 clearly preferable to the danger that the conflict could escalate, perhaps even to
 the nuclear level. It now appears increasingly probable that 20 nuclear warheads
 of the 40 planned had already arrived in Cuba; the other 20 warheads seem to
 have been en route on the Poltava when their arrival in Cuba was interdicted by
 the blockade.33 These nuclear-equipped missiles were not, moreover, under any
 double-lock system and thus could have been fired by Soviet commanders in
 Cuba without authorization from Moscow in the event of an American air strike.

 At the Moscow conference on the missile crisis (January 27-28, 1989),
 Khrushchev's son Sergei added a further wrinkle to the unfolding drama when he

 33This information was disclosed by General Dmitri Volkogonov, head of the Moscow military
 history archives institute at the Moscow conference on the Cuban missile crisis (January 27-28,
 1989), who had consulted the Ministry of Defense archives and had spoken with two surviving
 Soviet generals who had been in Cuba (Keller, 1989a). On the basis of this and other information,
 Garthoff (1989) reversed the judgment he made in an earlier version of his book and is now inclined
 to believe that Volkogonov's account is substantially correct (pp. 37-42).
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 recounted, and subsequently denied, that his father had reacted with alarm upon
 receiving a message on October 26, from Castro, stating that an American
 invasion was imminent and urging the Soviets to fire their missiles. According to
 the American conference participants, Sergei said his father was visibly shaken
 by the message and declared, "We must take the missiles out immediately"
 (Keller, 1989b). Although Castro had no control over the missiles, his panicky
 message, if, in fact, it did occur,34 could have further fuelled Chairman Khru-
 shchev's awareness of how easy it was to lose control and for matters to get
 completely out of hand.

 Khrushchev's decision to install missiles in Cuba was the hallmark of a risk-

 prone challenger concerned about minimizing loss, not maximizing gain (Lebow
 & Stein, 1989, p. 210). Soviet strategic inferiority in conjunction with the humil-
 iation that this engendered combined to produce a narcissistic wound that Khru-
 shchev attempted to repair with a deceptive emplacement. But Khrushchev's
 efforts to restore his self-esteem failed. Why, at this juncture, was Khrushchev
 able to back down and tolerate his humiliation rather than continuing to respond
 in an aggressive fashion? Two factors seem of critical importance. First, Khru-
 shchev's ego functioning, his ability to engage in reality testing, was sufficiently
 intact that he understood that once the Americans had decided that the missiles

 had to go, the result was simply a question of time and the best deal he could
 fashion under the circumstances. Although Kennedy had forced Khrushchev to
 back down and accept the public humiliation of crating up the Soviet missiles and
 bombers and returning them home, the prospect of a reciprocal American action,
 even if not an an integral or public quid pro quo, made it easier for Khrushchev to
 accept the American ultimatum. American public pledges not to invade Cuba,
 and private assurances that the missiles in Turkey would be withdrawn, provided
 Khrushchev with enough of a psychological fig leaf. Contributing to this devel-
 opment as well was Khrushchev's ability to absorb the narcissistic injury of being
 seen as publicly backing down, without escalating the crisis further by a move
 elsewhere, i.e., against Berlin. Khrushchev, moreover, must have understood
 that to have allowed his wounded self-esteem further reign could have resulted in
 a direct Soviet-American confrontation involving nuclear weapons and the po-
 tential destruction of both Soviet and American societies.

 Although Khrushchev ordered the removal of the missiles, some of the
 sense of shame and rage he experienced clearly lingered on. After the missile
 crisis, John J. McCloy, operating on assignment from Kennedy, hosted Soviet
 Deputy Foreign Minister V. V. Kuznetsov at his home. Kuznetzov assured Mc-

 34The Castro story was denied most bluntly by Alexsandr I. Alekseyev, who was the Soviet ambas-
 sador to Cuba in 1962, and to whom Fidel Castro dictated his telexes to Moscow. Sergei Khru-
 shchev also asserted on January 29, one day after his first account, that there had been a misunder-
 standing and that Castro never requested the use of the missiles (Keller, 1989b). The true story may
 have to await the release of classified Soviet documents from that period.
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 Cloy that Moscow would observe the agreement to remove Soviet missiles and
 bombers from Cuba, but warned, "Never will he be caught like this again"
 (Newhouse, 1973, p. 68). Repeatedly, Kuznetzov warned McCloy that "the
 Soviet Union would never again face a 4-to-1 missile inferiority" (Lambeth,
 1986, fn. 18, p. 46).
 The Soviet military also responded to the humiliation that had been inflicted

 upon it by the American refusal to tolerate missiles in Cuba; it demanded a higher
 priority for strategic arms and a cutback on the agricultural and consumer sectors
 of the Soviet economy. Naval preparations, especially the building of Polaris-
 type submarines, were intensified and rapid deployment of ICBMs was under-
 taken. Between 1957 and 1961 only a handful of Soviet ICBMs had been de-
 ployed. After Cuba, the pace of deployment picked up, bringing the total number
 of operational ICBM launchers to around 200 by the time of Khrushchev's ouster
 (Wolfe, 1970, pp. 182-83). Although the Americans still outnumbered the Rus-
 sians by four to one in the number of missile launchers at this time, by 1968, the
 Soviets commanded a larger force than the United States (Nathan, 1975, fn. 73,
 p. 274).35

 If Khrushchev's feelings of humiliation were an important ingredient in
 producing the crisis, what role did such feelings play in Kennedy's management
 of the crisis? Having made the initial decision that the missiles had to be removed
 in a public demonstration of force-a choice that was, in some measure, nar-
 cissistically determined-Kennedy then proceeded to orchestrate the blockade,
 not always successfully, in a manner that suggested his determination to avoid
 any additional unnecessary humiliation of Chairman Khrushchev and a corre-
 sponding escalation in the crisis (George et al., 1971; Sorensen, 1965). Kennedy
 was also prepared to offer Khrushchev a public no-invasion pledge of Cuba in
 exchange for the withdrawal of Soviet missiles, but he refused to concede pub-
 licly to Khrushchev's demands for a Cuba-Turkey missile swap.

 What if Khrushchev's need to repair his damaged self-esteem had not per-
 mitted him to accept the private assurances given by Robert Kennedy to Ambas-
 sador Dobrynin that the Jupiter missiles would shortly be removed? Was the
 world only a few hours away from an air strike and potential nuclear war because
 of Kennedy's need to ensure that no one could doubt his courage and commit-

 35Stanislav Kondrashov, a prominent Soviet journalist linked the nuclear arms race, in part, to the
 Cuban missile crisis. "In the fall of 1962, under United States pressure, the Soviet Union withdrew
 the missiles from Cuba, but the Soviet leaders and military drew paractical conclusions from
 America's clear nuclear missile superiority. . . . When Khrushchev was ousted two years later, our
 military were, judging by everything, given carte blanche" ("Ends and Means, or a Digression into
 History Prompted by Current Events," Izvestiya, December 15, 1988). "In the fifteen to twenty
 years after the Caribbean crisis, having mastered its lessons, the Soviet Union, especially after the
 removal of Khrushchev, made up for its lag in strategic nuclear weapons" ("More on the Caribbean
 Crisis, in the Critical Light of Glasnost," Izvestiya, February 28, 1989, cited in Garthoff, 1989, pp.
 182-83, fns. 324 and 325).
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 ment ever again? Until recently, all that was known for certain was that his
 narcissistic needs could only be attained at a price-a potential nuclear holo-
 caust-that he was ultimately unwilling to pay.36 Like Khrushchev, Kennedy's
 ego strength had remained sufficiently intact so that when confronted with a
 potential nuclear disaster, his reality testing was not impaired.

 CONCLUSIONS

 The Cuban missile crisis is, in part, the story of two political leaders each of
 whom had suffered shame and humiliation at the other's hands, and each of

 whom then attempted to humiliate his opponent in order to restore his plummet-
 ing self-esteem. It is also a story of two individuals, President Kennedy and
 Chairman Khrushchev, whose ego strength and reality testing remained suffi-
 ciently intact to allow them to limit the demands for revenge imposed by their
 prior experience of narcissistic injury. For that the world can only be profoundly
 grateful.

 There are a number of important insights that the Cuban missile crisis
 highlights. The first addresses psychoanalytic issues of shame and humiliation as
 manifested in international crisis, the second and third focus on issues of interna-

 tional crisis prevention and the efficacy of alternative models in explaining
 deterrence failures.

 Psychoanalytic explanations for shame and humiliation that focus on intra-
 psychic conflicts involving id-ego or id-superego phenomena (a defense against
 unacceptable sexual and exhibitionistic impulses) could not be evaluated for
 either Khrushchev or Kennedy, in the absence of more detailed knowledge and
 information. Khrushchev's and Kennedy's behavior in the Cuban missile crisis,
 and the role that feelings of shame and humiliation played, do suggest, however,
 the relevance of an object-relations approach, and, more importantly, an empha-
 sis on issues of narcissism and self-esteem. Khrushchev and Kennedy each
 experienced an awareness of being weak, not in control of events, and of having
 their relative lack of power rubbed in their faces by their superpower opponent.
 Their inability to control the opponent's behaviour (i.e., American threats failed
 to stop the emplacement of Soviet missiles in Cuba, nor did Soviet commitments
 to Cuba stop American attempts to overthrow the Castro regime) engendered
 feelings of shame and humiliation on both sides. Object-relations theorists, with
 their emphasis on the infant's need for and dependency upon the "other," and the

 36Rusk expressed the opinion that "the Andrew Cordier ploy" would have been attempted on
 Monday if Khrushchev had not agreed to remove the missiles on Sunday, but McNamara was less
 certain that the president would have gone to the public trade. He thought it more likely that he
 would have "turned the screw on the quarantine and wrapped into the package something on the
 trade" (Blight & Welch, 1989, pp. 173-74 and p. 190).
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 feelings of powerlessness and rage that this entails, offer us a persuasive explana-
 tion for why adult repetitions of such experiences are so emotionally laden.
 The Cuban missile case also provides us with particularly rich material for

 exploring the links between the experience of shame and humiliation and the
 subsequent expression of aggressive behavior. As noted, Khrushchev's humilia-
 tion at the American discovery that his boast of missile superiority was a bluff, at

 the installation of Jupiter missiles in Turkey, and at his inability to protect Cuba
 were important factors contributing to the installation of missiles in Cuba. Simi-
 larly, Kennedy's humiliation at the discovery of the missiles in Cuba, in the
 context of the Bay of Pits fiasco, his meetings with Khrushchev in Vienna, and
 the upcoming congressional elections contributed significantly to his decision
 that a forceful response was required. Psychoanalytically, superpower aggressive
 behavior in both cases seems best explained by those theories that explore the
 links between narcissism, narcissistic injury, and failures in self-esteem which
 produce feelings of shame and humiliation, followed, in turn, by attempts to
 alleviate those painful affects through aggressive actions that increase feelings of
 self-worth.

 A second insight that this case study offers pertains to the debate over
 appropriate strategies for crisis prevention and the role of deterrence versus
 reassurance (Jervis et al., 1985; Lebow & Stein, 1987; Lebow 1987; Orme,
 1987). The data presented here supports the view that deterrent threats may be
 insufficient to preserve the peace and that reassurance, at least in the sense of
 avoiding behavior that can be perceived as humiliating, may be essential. If
 political leaders are no more exempt from humiliation than the rest of us, and
 may be even more vulnerable by virtue of their need for public recognition and
 reinforcement of their self-esteem, then placing one's opponent in a position
 where he is likely to feel humiliated can be a grievous error. In such circum-
 stances, the need to avenge the perceived humiliation may stimulate the desire
 for revenge, invite retaliatory behavior that will exacerbate tensions, and, partic-
 ularly in times of crisis, run the risk of all-out war, especially when political
 leaders have only a limited hold on reality.
 A third insight to be drawn from this case study concerns the utility of

 alternative explanatory models in international politics. As noted, the strength of
 the rational deterrence model lies in the power of its theoretical logic and its
 strong predictive capabilities (Achen & Snidal, 1989); it specifies the conditions
 under which rational initiators will choose not to attack, and it derives its rigor
 and predictive power from its specification of the interrelationship among the
 critical variables that allegedly shape an initiator's calculus (Lebow & Stein,
 1989). When faced with systematic deviations from rational choice, however,
 proponents of rational deterrence theory assert that psychopathological reasoning
 lies outside the scope of rational deterrence theory (Achen & Snidal, 1989), but
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 they fail to delineate the boundaries of rational choice (Lebow & Stein, 1989),
 thus preserving the generality of the predictive ability of rational deterrence
 theory at the expense of its empirical utility. In contrast, psychological and
 psychoanalytic models are very useful in explaining the anomalies in behavior
 that the deductive logic of the rational deterrence model fails to address. They are
 less successful, however, in generating predictions in advance about expectable
 behavior. Each paradigm has its strengths and weaknesses; used in combination,
 they could provide a more complete explanation of foreign policy behavior.
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