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| NTRODUCTI ON

This paper will analyze and contrast the Cuba policy
of the United States with the Cuba policies of Latin
American countries. It will exam ne how these policies

and policy goals have changed over the years as relations
with Cuba and Cuba’s donestic and international
situations have changed. The study will also evaluate the
strengt hs and weaknesses of the various policies,

consider alternatives, and assess how they contribute to
or detract fromthe basic, w dely shared objective of
bringing about a transition to denocracy in Cuba.

Since the early 1960s, the officially stated goal of
U.S. policy toward Cuba has been to bring about a
peaceful transition to denocracy. Essentially, however,
t he goal has been to encourage the coll apse of the Castro
regime by isolating it politically and economically. The
mai n i nstrument of this policy has been a conprehensive
trade enmbargo, which was strengthened in 1992 by
congressi onal enactnent of the Cuban Denobcracy Act (CDA).
I n additi on, WAshington has applied bilateral and
mul tilateral diplomtic pressure on the rest of the world
to support its hardline stance against Castro. To date,
these policies have failed to bring about Castro’s
renmoval or significant political opening in Cuba. Wether
and to what extent U.S. policy has weakened the Castro
regime, potentially contributing to his eventual
repl acenent, remai ns debat abl e.

VWhile U S. policy toward Cuba has renmai ned
essentially intransigent for nore than 30 years and under
ni ne presidents, the Cuba policies of Latin Anerican
countries have changed dramatically and, particularly
over the past few years, have differed significantly from
t hose of Washington. For many years, Latin American
relations with Castro’s Cuba were hostile, primarily



because of Havana's active support for leftist
insurgencies in the region that sought to replicate the
fidelista revolution. However, with the end of the Cold
War and Cuba’s attenpts to export its revolution,

rel ati ons between Cuba and Latin Anmerica have greatly

i mproved. Al though there is no unanimty of views,
virtually all Latin American countries believe that
Castro’s Cuba no | onger represents a security threat. In
general, Latin American countries believe that it is

i nportant to encourage a peaceful transition to denocracy
in Cuba and that the best way to acconplish this is to
engage, rather than isolate, the Castro regine.



MUTUAL HOSTI LI TY: U. S.-CUBAN RELATI ONS SI NCE THE
REVOLUTI ON

FROM THE EI SENHOWNER TO THE BUSH ADM NI STRATI ON

On New Year’'s Day 1959, Fidel Castro and his
supporters marched into Havana, sucessfully culmnating a
two year guerrilla revolt against the dictator Ful gencio
Bati sta. Although Castro averred at the tinme that his
revol uti on was “not socialistic, but a denocratic and
national revolution” ' he later clained to have al ways
been a comuni st but not to have realized it at the
time. In any event, relations between Cuba and the U S.
qui ckly deteriorated. In 1959, Castro reneged on his
prom se to hold elections, many fornmer officials of the
Bati sta government were summarily executed, and hard-core
fidelistas replaced | ess radical supporters of the
Revolution. In February 1960 the first Soviet-Cuban trade
agreenment was reached and Soviet oil began to arrive in
April. At Washington’s behest, U. S.-owned refineries
refused to process it and were subsequently confi scat ed.
After President Ei senhower reduced Cuba s sugar quota to
the U .S. in July, nost U S. businesses in Cuba were
nationalized. In January 1961, in response to a Cuban
demand that the U S. reduce its enbassy staff in Havana
to eleven within forty-eight hours, President Ei senhower
broke di plomatic relations. In April 1961, Castro’s arny
crushed a Cl A sponsored attenpt by Cuban exiles to invade
Cuba at the Bay of Pigs.

In January 1962, at U. S. initiative, the
Organi zation of American States excluded Cuba from active
participation, and in February the U S. inposed a trade
enbargo against the island. In October, Cold War tensions
peaked when the U.S. confronted the Soviet Union over its
attenmpt to clandestinely place nuclear-tipped nmissiles in
Cuba. After a harrow ng seven days at the brink of
nucl ear war, the crisis was resolved by a Soviet decision
to remove the mssiles and a U. S. pledge not to invade
Cuba. In 1964 the OAS voted to suspend all diplomtic and
commercial relations with Cuba because of its support for
subversive activities in Venezuela. For the remminder of

! New York Times, January 26, 1959, p.1



the 1960s and the first years of the 1970s, U.S.-Cuban
relations remained frozen in hostility.

Rel ati ons bet ween Washi ngton and Havana began to
thaw in 1975 when the U S. nodified its trade enbargo to
all ow foreign subsidiaries of U S. conpanies to trade
with Cuba. This step was taken after the OAS voted to
allowits nmenbers to determne their own political and
econom c relations with Cuba. Also in 1975, the U S. and
Cuba began di scussions to explore the possibility of
i nproved relations but the tal ks were soon derail ed when
Cuba intervened mlitarily in Africa, dispatching some
20,000 troops to support a leftist faction in Angola’s
civil war.

President Carter took office in January 1977 and
shortly thereafter announced that his adm nistration,
unli ke his predecessor’s, would not insist on a
wi t hdrawal of Cuban troops from Angol a before U. S.-Cuban
tal ks could be resunmed. In April several maritinme and
fishing agreenents were signed, and in Septenber the two
countries opened “interest sections” in each other’s
capital, the U S. section in the Sw ss Enbassy in Havana
and the Cuban section in the Czech Enbassy in Washi ngton.
However, this positive trend was curtail ed by Cuba’s
increasing mlitary involvement in Africa and its support
for revolutionary novenents in Central Anmerica and the
Cari bbean. Moreover, relations were further strained by
the Mariel boatlift in 1980 in which Castro lifted the
barriers and sonme 120,00 Cuban refugees, including
crimnals and nental patients that were encouraged to
| eave by Cuban authorities, fled to Florida.

Rel ati ons between Cuba and the U. S. during the 1980s
remai ned generally tense as President Reagan insisted
that relations with Cuba could not be inproved until
Cuban troops were withdrawn from Africa. The U. S
intervention in Grenada in 1983 and conti nui ng Cuban
support of the Sandinista regine in Nicaragua and
guerrilla nmovenents in several other Central Anerican
countries further increased hostility. Nonethel ess, in
| ate 1984 Cuba and the U.S. reached an agreenent on
i mm gration and refugee issues under which Havana agreed
to accept the return of 2,746 “undesirables” fromthe
Mari el exodus, and WAshi ngton agreed to grant up to
20,000 visas each year to Cubans seeking to join
relatives living in the U S. However, Cuba suspended this
agreenent in 1985 after Radio Marti -- a part of Voice of



America (VOA) -- began broadcasting anti-Castro nessages
to Cuba.

Shortly after President Bush took office in 1989 he
t oughened the ternms for normalized rel ati ons. Previously,
the U S. had demanded that Cuba cease its support for
subversi on abroad, renove its troops from Africa, and
reduce its mlitary ties with the Soviet Union. Now, Bush
insisted that Cuba also hold free elections, establish a
mar ket econony, and reduce the size of its mlitary. A
series of incidents, policies, and acrinonious statenents
over the next several years further inflaned the U S. -
Cuban rel ati onship. These included: the firing of shots
by the U S. Coast Guard on a Cuban-chartered freighter in
international waters that refused to stop for a drug
i nspection; Secretary of State Baker refusing to rule out
a mlitary invasion of Cuba under certain circunstances;
the establishment of TV Marti; several U S mlitary
exercises in the Cari bbean perceived by Cuba as
provocative; a remark by Vice President Quayle that
change in Cuba mght require a “Contra”-style resistance
movenent; and several commando attacks agai nst Cuba
| aunched from Florida by anti-Castro Cuban exiles.

During the | ate 1980s and early 1990s Cuba’s
policies and situation in the world changed dramatically
in ways that m ght have been expected to |lead to reduced
t ensi ons between Cuba and the U. S.. These devel opnents
i ncl uded Cuban di sengagenent from Africa, conflict
resolution in Central Anerica marked by the el ectoral
ouster of the Marxist Sandinistas in N caragua and a
peace accord in El Sal vador, and the coll apse of Cuba’'s
| ongti ne patron, the Soviet Union. This |atter
devel opnent essentially marked the end of the Cold War
and elimnated the U S. concern that Cuba was a dangerous
tool of the Soviet Union and International Communism The
dem se of the Soviet Enpire was also a serious politica
and econom c blow to Cuba, isolating the Castro regine
internationally and renmoving the estimted four billion
dol | ar annual Sovi et subsidy that kept Cuba s centralized
and inefficient econony afl oat.

Despite the manifest reduction of the Cuban
“threat”, the U S. further tightened econom c sanctions
on Cuba, apparently in the hope that increased pressure
woul d soon bring about the dem se of the already weakened
Castro reginme. In 1992 the U S. Congress passed the Cuban
Denocracy Act (CDA) that prohibits foreign subsidiaries



of U S. owned conpanies fromtrading with Cuba (although
exi sting contracts were excepted), bans any ship that
docks in Cuba fromdocking in the U S. for the next six
nmont hs, and authori zes the President to prohibit U S.
assi stance or arnms sales to any country that provides
concessi onary assistance to Cuba. As one result of the
CDA, trade with Cuba by U S. foreign subsidiaries
declined from $718 mllion in 1991 to $336 mllion in
1992 and a nere $1.6 mllion in 1993. Although President
Bush initially opposed the CDA, he endorsed it and

subsequently signed it into law after Bill Clinton, his
opponent in the 1992 presidential election, endorsed the
bill in an obvious attenpt to curry favor with the

politically inportant anti-Castro voting bloc in Florida.
Al t hough the main intent of the CDA was clearly to
further squeeze the Cuban econony, it did provide for
sone nmeasures intended to alleviate the suffering of the
Cuban peopl e and i nprove comuni cati on between the two
countries. These provisions allow for donations of food
and medi ci ne to non-governnmental organizations in Cuba
(each donation, however, must be approved and |icensed)
and the expansion of telecommunications systens between
the two countries.

The CDA proved extrenely unpopul ar internationally,
even anmong nost traditional U S. allies. For exanple,
Canada and the United Kingdom have issued bl ocking orders
prohibiting U S. subsidiaries in their countries from
conplying with the bill. Additionally, in Novenber 1992,
a nonth after the CDA becane |aw, the UN General Assenbly
supported a Cuban resolution calling for an end to the
U.S. enbargo by a vote of 59 to 3, with 71 abstentions.
Only Israel, Romania, and the U.S. voted against the
resol ution. Although nmuch of the vote reflected
resent ment at Washington’s perceived attenpt to force its
political will and | aw on other countries rather than
support for the Castro regime, the vote was hailed in
Havana as a mmjor victory.?

2 The sections on U.S.-Cuban relations have been derived primarily from the following: Gillian Gunn, Cuba
in Transition: Optionsfor U.S. Palicy (The Twentieth Century Fund, 1993) pp. 1-26.; Mark P. Sullivan, Cuba:
I ssues for Congress (Congressional Research Service, October, 1994) pp. 1-8.; Mark P. Sullivan_Cuba-U.S.
Relations: A Chronology of Key Events (Congressional Research Service, October, 1994) pp. 1-6.; and
Facts on File (1960-1994).




POLI CY AND RELATI ONS UNDER THE CLI NTON
ADM NI STRATI ON

Al t hough the Clinton Adm nistration took office
prom sing “new thinking” on a variety of domestic and
international issues, its Cuba policy has changed little
fromthe policies of the last thirty years. In |ate 1993,
Assi stant Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs
Al exander Watson testified to Congress that: “President
Clinton’s policy toward Cuba is to maintain our economc
enbargo until there is true, denocratic reform and
respect for human rights, while reaching out to the Cuban
people to elimnate their distress. He does not intend to
deviate fromthis policy.”?® Watson went on to review the
status of the various sections of the CDA, enphasizing
the need to vigorously enforce econon ¢ sanctions, but
al so highlighting neasures to “reach out” to the Cuban
people with humanitarian assi stance.

In their official statements on Cuba, Watson and ot her
Clinton adm nistration officials, |ike their predecessors
in previous adm nistrations, have tended to enphasize
that U.S. policy is intended to encourage denocratic
reforms through peaceful means in Cuba, not explicitly to
force the departure of Castro. Nonetheless, there is
l[ittle doubt that Washington views Castro as the root of
all problems in Cuba and his departure fromoffice as
essential. For exanple, in May 1993 Vice President Gore
told an audience in Mam that “...our principal policy
for hastening the departure of Castro is to convince the
peopl e of Cuba that his |eadership is an abject failure.
And our policy is to stay the course....There are
t renendous opportunities in Cuba if they can just get rid
of this dictator.”?

Al t hough the Clinton Adm nistration continued to
support the Cuba policy it had inherited from previous
adm nistrations, it seenmed reluctant to make any new
initiatives or even to undertake a high |evel policy
review that many critics said was needed in the post-Cold
War world. Beset with foreign policy difficulties in the

% Statement by Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs Alexander F. Watson to the House
Foreign Affairs Committee, Washington, DC, November 18, 1993. Reprinted in “U.S. Department of State
Dispatch”, December 6, 1993, Val. 4, No. 49, p. 853.

* Citedin Gunn, Cubain Transition, p. 23.




former Yugoslavia, Haiti, the Mddl e East, and el sewhere,
the Clinton Adm nistration appeared generally content to
i gnore Cuba.

I n August 1994, however, events once again brought
Cuba to the forefront. The crisis began in July when
thirty-two woul d-be refugees drowned after a Cuban
governnment vessel collided with (probably ramred) a
tugboat that had been commandeered by Cubans attenpting
to flee to Florida. This incident provoked several weeks
of escalating rhetoric between Havana and WAshi ngt on,
with Castro threatening to unleash a nmassive exodus of
refugees if the U S. continued to incite Cubans to | eave
illegally, and the U S. insisting it would not tolerate a
replay of the Mariel boatlift. On August 15, Castro made
good on his threat by announcing that security forces
woul d no | onger prevent illegal departures, provoking an
i medi ate surge of refugees.

Faced with a tidal wave of thousands -- potentially
hundreds of thousands -- of refugees, Clinton reversed a
| ong-standing U S. policy of granting al nost automatic
asylumto Cuban refugees and announced that “ill egal
refugees from Cuba” would no | onger be given safehaven in
the U.S. Additionally, Clinton inposed four measures
desi gned to punish and further squeeze the Castro regine.
The first, and nost inportant, was to block cash
remttances to Cuba. Previously, U S. citizens could send
up to $300 quarterly to their relatives in Cuba. The
clear intent of this step was to further constrict the
Cuban econony by limting Cuba s ability to obtain hard
currency. The other three nmeasures further restricted
charter flights between M am and Havana, increased Radio
and TV Marti broadcasts to Cuba, and prom sed increased
vi gi l ance of human rights abuses in Cuba.

In |ate August, Cuba indicted it would be willing to
hold tal ks on the refugee crisis if the U S. was prepared
to discuss its “true causes” including the economc

enbar go. Although the Clinton Adm nistration responded
that it had no interest in broadening the agenda beyond
the immediate crisis, U S. and Cuban officials began

tal ks on mgration issues in New York on Septenber 1. On
the 9th, the U S. and Cuba signed an accord under which
they agreed to facilitate safe, legal, and orderly Cuban
m gration to the U.S., consistent with the 1984 m gration
agreenment between the two countries. The U S. agreed to
accept a m ninum of 20,000 Cuban i nm grants each year,



not including immediate relatives of U S. citizens.
Additionally, the U S. agreed not to grant asylumto

m grants who reach the U.S. illegally, and Cuba agreed to
t ake measures to prevent “unsafe” departures from Cuba.®

® Information on relations during the Clinton Administration was obtained from: The New Y ork Times; The
Washington Post; Sullivan, Cuba: Issues for Congress; and Sullivan, Cuba-U.S-Relations. A Chronology.




CUBAN- LATI N AMERI CAN RELATI ONS, 1959- PRESENT
EXPORTI NG THE REVOLUTI ON

In ate January 1959, a nmere three weeks after his
triunphant march into Havana, Castro traveled to Caracas
to neet with Venezuel an President Ronul o Betancourt, who
had been denocratically elected a year earlier. Castro
and Betancourt were widely viewed as representing the
hopes of the denobcratic left in Latin Anerica for a new
era of denocracy and progress. According to newspaper
accounts of the tinme, Castro suggested that Cuba and
Venezuel a could take the lead in furthering unity anong
Latin American denocracies. According to the |ater
recoll ection of Betancourt, however, Castro had sonething
nore m schievous in mnd. Castro told Betancourt that he
was “thinking of having a ganme with the gringos”. Wat he
needed from Betancourt was a | oan of three hundred
mllion dollars and access to cheap Venezuelan oil.°
Bet ancourt clainms he rejected Castro’ s proposal out of
hand, telling the Cuban | eader that Venezuel a would
pursue an evol utionary rather than revol utionary course.
Sone anal ysts have concluded fromthis episode that
Castro was deeply stung by Betancourt’s rebuff and from
that time on was determned to retaliate by supporting
revol uti onary novenents in Latin Anerica and,
specifically, in Venezuel a.’

In any event, over the next several years Cuba
| aunched, or helped to | aunch, arnmed expeditions agai nst
Panama, the Dom ni can Republic, Ni caragua, Guatenmal a, and
Haiti. These small expeditions sought to replicate the
fidelista experience®. It was expected that a small group
of commtted guerrillas would be able to infiltrate a
targeted country, set up a guerrilla foco in the
hi nterl and, gain the support of the oppressed popul ace,
and go on to bring down the tyranny. After all, the

® Hugh Thomas , Cuba: The Pursuit of Freedom(Harper & Row, 1971), pp. 1089-1090.

" Tad Szulz, “Exporting the Revolution”, in John Plank, ed., Cuba and the United States (Brookings
Ingtitution, 1967), pp. 77-78.

® Ibid., pp. 77-8L.
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fidelistas had required just two years to carry out such
a programin Cuba. Unfortunately for Castro and his
woul d- be enmul ators, though, none of the expeditions
managed to gain so much as a foothold. They were crushed
by mlitary force.

The | esson drawn by Castro fromthese failed efforts
was not that Latin America was unripe for revolution, or
t hat Cuba could not assist in fonenting it, but that it
woul d not be as easy to spark rebellions as had been
hoped. More work and nore tinme would be required. Instead
of trying to transplant precisely the Cuban nodel, Cuba
would try to further revolution in countries that had an
existing instability and a lucha armada that coul d be
nurtured. Venezuela was such a country.

Even t hough Venezuel an Presi dent Betancourt had been
fairly and decisively elected in 1958 after helping to
oust the longtime caudillo Marcos Perez Jinenez, nuch of
t he Venezuelan | eft refused to accept this | ess than
“revol utionary” outcone, and sone el enents began to
organi ze and undertake arnmed resistance. This guerrilla
resi stance, which was to plague Venezuela for the next
decade, provided anple opportunity for Castro’s Cuba to
meddl e. In the early 1960s Cuba brought Venezuel an --and
other Latin American -- insurgents to Cuba for training
in guerrilla warfare and subversion. In 1963, then
director of the CIA John McCone testified to Congress
that at least 1,000 to 1,500 subversives had received
training in Cuba, which was, he asserted, the driving
force behind revolution in Latin Arerica. In effect,
McCone charged, Castro was telling Latin American
revol uti onari es:

Cone to Cuba; we will train you in under-
ground organi zati on techni ques, in
guerrilla warfare, in sabotage, and in

terrorism We will see to it that you get
back to your honel and. Once you are
there, we will keep in touch with you, give

you propaganda support, send you propaganda
materials for your novenent, training aids to
expand your guerrilla forces, secret

conmuni cati on nmet hods, and

per haps funds and specialized denolition

equi pnent . °
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In addition to training guerrillas, Cuba also provided
them arnms. In Novenber 1963, the Venezuelan mlitary
di scovered an arms cache consisting of three tons of
rifles, bazookas, machi ne-guns, ammunition, and
expl osives that was traced to Cuba through markings on
t he weapons. ' Arned with this new and convi nci ng
evi dence that Cuba was indeed trying to subvert
Venezuel an denocracy, President Betancourt called for the
overthrow of Castro, declaring that: “There will not be
peace in this hem sphere as | ong as Fidel Castro exists
in Cuba”. Betancourt also called on the OAS to act
agai nst Cuba, and in July 1964, after its investigation
val i dated the Venezuel an charges, it voted sanctions
agai nst Cuba that included the severance of al
di pl omati ¢ and commercial relations. The OAS resol ution
al so authorized its nmenbers “to engage in individual or
coll ective self-defense, including the use of arned
force, in the event of a new Cuban aggressi on through
subversi on before the OAS has tinme to invoke collective
measures” . *?

The OAS action, disarray of insurgent forces in
Venezuel a, and concerns by the Soviet Union over the
effects of Cuban policies apparently pronpted a
conference in Havana in Novenber 1964 to reassess the
policy of exporting revolution. OQut of this conference
cane the “Havana Conprom se” in which it was agreed that
certain countries (Venezuel a, Col onmbia, Guatenal a,
Hondur as, Paraguay, and Haiti) were indeed ripe for
revolution and that all parties (i.e. Cuba, the Soviet
Uni on, and Latin American conmmuni st parties) would
support arned rebellion in these countries. As for the
rest of Latin America, it was agreed that at the present
time nmore could be acconplished through peaceful neans
t han through armed struggle.®®

° New York Times, March 2, 1963. p. 1.
10 1bid., November 7, 1963. p. 34.

" 1bid., November 30, 1963, p. 1.
2 |pid.

Ibid

July 26, 1964. p.1.

B3 CarlaAnne Robbins, The Cuban Threat (McGraw-Hill, 1983), pp. 32-33.
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However, the apparent unity that had been achi eved by
t he Havana Conprom se soon began to unravel. The rapidly
expanding U.S. involvenent in Vietnam and the dispatch of
25,000 U.S. troops to quell a rebellion in the Dom nican
Republic in April of 1965 were seen by Castro as proof
that a new strategy agai nst what he perceived as newy
aggressive U.S. inperialismwas needed. Castro used the
Tricontinental Conference, which was held in Havana in
January 1966, to hammer out the new revol utionary
strategy. Castro was able to manipul ate the vari ous
del egations of Third World representatives, conmmuni st
parties, and woul d-be revolutionaries into supporting a
policy of intensified armed revol ution agai nst
inperialism particularly in Latin America. Thus, the
consensus achi eved by the Havana Conprom se was
effectively dead. The policy was now, as articul ated by
Che CGuevara, “to create two, three, many, Vietnanms.” by
“turning the Andes into the Sierra Maestra of al
America”.

Guevara tried to inplenment this policy in Bolivia by
setting up a Cuban-led foco fromwhere, it was hoped,
first a Bolivian and then a continental revolution could
be sparked. However, Guevara enjoyed little success.
Nei t her the Bolivian Communi st Party nor the Bolivian
peasantry rallied to his cause, and in October 1967 he
was hunted down and killed by the Bolivian arny.

CUBA REASSESSES

The death of Che Guevara seenmed to significantly
reduce the zeal of Cuba’s canpaign to spread arned
revolution in Latin America. H's death appeared to bring
home to Castro the unavoi dable fact that all attenpts to
transplant the revolution had failed. And it nust also
have been apparent that Cuba’ s revolutionary exhortations
and support of insurgencies had severely conplicated its
relations with all of its Latin Anmerican neighbors, its
patron the Soviet Union, and its nmain adversary the U S.
There is no evidence that Cuba undertook a fornal
reeval uation of its policies follow ng Guevara's deat h,
but the fact remains that fromthis point on Cuba becane
much nore selective in its support of Latin Anerican
revol utionary groups and nore willing to inprove its

" 1bid. pp. 31-39.
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relations with Latin Anmerican governments whose
overthrows it had previously tried to abet.

Cuba’s turning away fromits policy of exporting
revol ution was not clearly defined or explicit; it was
gradual and only gradually apprehended by those it
affected. The essence of the new Cuban policy was that
the road to revolution in the various Latin Anmerican
countries could be negotiated in different ways. An
i medi ate and arned revol ution was now not the only or
necessarily the best strategy. In July 1969, Castro
st at ed:

We are not inpatient, we are not in a
hurry. We will wait while one by one
they break with the past, while one by
one they devel op their own revol utions.

How long will we wait? For as |long as
necessary -- ten, twenty, thirty years

if necessary -- though nobody thinks even
remotely that it will take that |ong.*

Reading only a bit between the lines, Castro seenmed to be
saying that while the ultimte success of the revol ution
was still inevitable, it mght be best if the |lucha
armada were replaced for a while by a nore cauti ous
policy. Castro did not nake it easy, however, to
ascertain exactly what Cuba's policy was toward Latin
Ameri can governnents and revolutionaries. In April 1970
he decl ared that *“Cuba has not denied, Cuba will never
deny support to revolutionary novenents. Qur position on
the revolutionary novenment is that while there is
inperialism while there are fighters ready to fight

i mperialism our people will give themhelp”. In the sane
speech, though, Castro noted that “Cuba is prepared to
establish relations with countries breaking the economc
enbar go agai nst her and attenpting to lift thenmsel ves out
of underdevel opment”. ' There was nothing precisely
contradictory in these statements, but the forner tended
to reflect the old revolutionary bravado of the m d-
1960s, while the |latter seened to represent a noticeable
softening of rhetoric and at |east a tentative extending
of an olive branch to Latin Anmerican nei ghbors.

> bid. p. 176.

'8 Quoted in Lester A. Sobel, ed., Castro’s Cubain the 1970s (Factson File, Inc., 1978), p. 52.
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RELATI ONS WARM

| ndeed, the early 1970s saw a marked i nprovenent in
rel ati ons between Cuba and nost countries of Latin
America. Wth Cuban support of armed revolution wthered
to al nost nothing and revolutionary rhetoric nmuted to
“acceptable” levels, Latin American governnents were
eager to undertake (or at |east consider) a rapprochenent
with Castro’ s Cuba. Venezuel a, which had been Cuba’'s
nunber one priority for revolution in Latin Anerica and
whi ch had taken the lead (along with the U S.) in
pursui ng OAS sanctions agai nst Cuba, was by 1973 ready to
bury the hatchet with its erstwhile enemy. In April 1973,
t he Venezuel an Foreign M nister Calvani declared that
“There is a middle way between hostility and the
establi shnent of diplomatic relations, and our policy
with Cuba has reached this level”. Calvini indicated that
Venezuel a believed the OAS should accept a doctrine of
“ideol ogical pluralisn’ and that “there is no reason why,
when i nternational organizations such as the United
Nati ons recogni ze Marxist-Leninism the Anmerican states
shoul d not do so”.'

In addition to the warm ng rhetoric, there were
concrete indications of rapprochenment between Cuba and
Venezuel a. There were official exchange visits between
governnment officials, students, sports teans, and
prof essi onal groups. Mire inportantly, trade and econom c
relations began to inprove. Beginning in 1973, Soviet oi
tankers were allowed to pick up Venezuel an crude oil for
delivery to Scandi navia after having delivered oil to
Cuba. Previously the Soviet tankers had had to make the
return trip from Cuba to the Soviet Union enpty. This, of
course, was expensive and was an indirect cost of Cuba's
isolation in the hem sphere. OAS nenbers were not
supposed to allow port visits by ships that had delivered
goods to Cuba. Venezuel a, which had been the forenpst
proponent of sanctions agai nst Cuba, was now viol ati ng
t hose sanctions.® In 1975, this arrangenent was made nore
enconpassi ng. A trinational arrangenent was worked out
wher eby Venezuel a woul d export oil to Cuba directly for

' New York Times, May 22, 1973, p. 17.
8 Washington Post, May 22, 1973, p.36.
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which it would be conpensated by the Soviet Union in
goods and cash. **

I n August 1973, Venezuel a announced it would resune
di pl omatic relations with Cuba as soon as the OAS gave
its approval. In Septenber, Venezuel a, Col onbia, and
Costa Rica co-sponsored an initiative to end OAS
sanctions agai nst Cuba. In Decenmber, Venezuel a resuned
di pl omatic relations with Cuba even though the OAS had
not yet lifted sanctions. The OAS did act in 1974, voting
to rescind the sanctions and to allow its nenbers to
normalize relations with Cuba. The U S. and 15 ot her
menbers voted for the resolution, Chile, Paraguay, and
Uruguay agai nst, and Brazil and Ni caragua abstai ned. By
1977, at least 11 Latin American and Cari bbean countries
had full relations with Cuba: Mexico, Argentina, Guyana,
Venezuel a, Trinidad and Tobago, Jammi ca, Peru, Ecuador,
Bar bados, Panama, and Col ombi a. *°

During the |late 1970s and for nmuch of the 1980s,
rel ati ons between Cuba and Latin Anerica were conplicated
by Cuba’s mlitary interventions in Africa (Angola and
Et hi opia), its support of Marxist rebellions in Ni caragua
and El Sal vador, and its continued contact with sonme
subversive groups in other Latin American countries. In
general, however, Latin Anmerican countries preferred to
avoid the sharp hostility of their earlier relations with
Cuba. They seened to believe that Cuban behavi or coul d
best be noderated by continuing dialog and by efforts to
rei ntegrate Cuba, to sone extent, into the Inter-Anerican
system In any event, Cuba s withdrawal from Africa, the
el ectoral defeat of the Sandinistas in N caragua, and the
peace accord in El Sal vador, which was followed by
Castro’s statenent that Cuban support for insurgents was
a thing of the past, removed the primary obstacles to
good rel ations between Cuba and Latin America. Two ot her
i nportant factors that contributed to better relations
were the end of the Cold War, that further m nimzed the
possibility that Cuba could once again beconme a security
threat, and the redenocratization of the remaining non-
denocratic reginmes in Latin Anerica, that facilitated a
reexam nation of relationships.

9 New York Times, April 27, 1975, Section 11, P. 2.
® GeorgeT. Kurian, ed., Encyclopedia of the Third World, Volume |, Fourth Edition, p. 473.
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CUBAN- LATI N AMERI CAN RELATI ONS I N THE 1990S

Over the past several years both econom c and
political relations between Cuba and virtually all other
Latin American countries have inproved significantly.

Al t hough the Latin American denocracies remain critical -
- to varying degrees -- of many aspects of Castro’'s
totalitarian rule in Cuba, they no | onger agree with the
U.S. policy of isolating his regine politically and
econom cal ly. They argue that isolating Cuba will make
Castro even nore resistant to change, and w |
significantly increase the chance that when political
change does occur in Cuba, as it inevitably nmust, it wll
be through violent confrontation rather than snooth
transition. In the Latin American view, peaceful,
denocratic change in Cuba can best be encouraged by
engagi ng Havana in constructive dialog and by increasing
trade, conmunication, political, and other |inks between
Cuba and its hem spheric neighbors. Wthout exception,
the Latin American countries believe that the U S
econom ¢ enbargo of Cuba is counterproductive, illegal,
and shoul d be abolished. These countries also believe

t hat Cuba should be readmtted to various hem spheric
organi zations, including the OAS, although sone countries
support the U S. view that Cuba nust first take concrete
steps toward political and econom c reform

| MPROVED TRADE RELATI ONS

Cuban trade within the hem sphere has been increasing
significantly. As of June 1994, Latin Anmerica had becone
Cuba’s | argest trading partner, accounting for 40% (vice
7% in 1990) of total trade, worth about $900 mllion
annual | y. Canada accounts for an additional 10% of the
total. Cuban commerce with Col onbia, sonme of the nenbers
of the Caribbean Community and Common Mar ket ( CARI COM ,
and the Dom nican Republic is growing rapidly. Trade with
Mexi co, the only Latin American country that never broke
di plomatic relations with Cuba, has increased
significantly, with Mexican inports of Cuban goods rising
from$8 mllion in 1988 to nore than $80 in 1993. Mexico
is also Cuba’s biggest source of capital, wth mjor
investments in the tel ecommunication and oil sectors of
t he Cuban econony. Brazil, which is Cuba’s second | argest
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trading partner in Latin Anmerica, agreed in 1994 to buy
$30 million worth of nmeningitis vaccine, giving Cuba’s
i mportant biotechnol ogy industry a boost.?

| NCREASED POLI TI CAL LI NKS

Di plomatic |inks and high-level political contacts
bet ween Cuba and Latin Anmerica have increased
significantly in the 1990s as both have sought to
i mprove relations. Latin American countries have backed
several Cuban initiatives in international organizations,
and key Latin American | eaders have established personal
relationships with Castro. In 1990, Latin Anmerican
countries voted unaninously to grant Cuba a termon the
UN security Council. Also in 1990, the Rio G oup
condemed the US s establishment of TV Marti as a
viol ation of sovereignty and international |aw Moreover,
Latin American countries have supported al nost
unani mously annual Cuban resolutions at the UN for the
| ast three years (1992, 1993, 1994) calling for an end to
the U S. embargo.*

In the 1994 UN vote, Argentina, El Salvador, and
Guat emal a abstai ned, while Dom nica, Genada, and Sai nt
Kitts and Nevis were absent. All other Latin Anmerican
countries voted in favor of the resolution against the
enbargo, despite intensive U S. diplomtic |obbying. The
debate preceding the vote provides a sanpling of Latin
Anmerican views toward the issue. For exanple, the
Brazilian delegate said “...political, economc, and
commercial isolation only contributed to the hardship of
t he Cuban people at a tinme when there were positive signs
of change in that country.” The Mexican del egate stressed
that “Di al og and negotiated political solutions were the
best way to achi eve understandi ng”, and he urged the U. S.
and Cuba to resunme a dialog that would | ead to nornal
rel ati ons. The del egates from Col onbi a, Venezuel a, and
Surinanme al so nmade statenments for the record in support
of an end to the enbargo. The Argenti ne del egate
expl ai ned that his country would abstain in the vote
because the resolution involved a bilateral problem

2 TheInstitute for European-Latin American Relations, “Cubain Crisis: Processes and Prospects”
(Dossier No. 50, September 1994). p. 34-35.

Z All Latin American countries voted in favor of the resolution (i.e. against the embargo) with the
following exceptions: Paraguay abstained in 1992, voted no in 1993, but voted yesin 1994; Guatemala
abstained in 1992 and 1994, and voted yesin 1993; Argentinaand El Salvador have consistently abstained.

18



bet ween two states with which his country enjoyed
friendly relations.® It should be noted that although
Argentina’s President Menem has been sharply critical of
Castro’s reginme, and has generally backed the hard-I|ine
U.S. policy, he does not support a continued U S.

enbar go.

In the last few years Castro has net with key Latin
American | eaders on a variety of formal and infornma
occasions. Since 1988, the Cuban | eader has attended
presi dential inaugurals in Brazil, Ecuador, Mexico,
Venezuel a, Bolivia, and Colonmbia. His visit to Bolivia in
August 1993 was especially synmbolic because Che Guevara’s
ill-fated canpaign to spark a continental revolution from
that country in 1967 had marked the high-water mark of
Castro’s attenpt to export revolution. On his way home
fromBolivia, Castro stopped off in Colonbia for a
“private” visit with President Gaviria. The neeting
apparently went very well; in October, the two countries
resunmed diplomatic relations after a 12 year hiatus. The
foll owi ng August, Castro returned to Bogota to attend the
i naugur ation of Col ombia’ s new President, Ernesto Sanper.

Castro has also attended the |ast four sunmt neetings
of the | bero-Anerican presidents. In the comruni qué of
t he June 1994 summ t, the | eaders of Spain, Portugal, and
19 Latin Anerican countries called for the elimnation of
“uni | ateral coercive econom c and trade measures”.?
Al t hough neither the U. S. nor Cuba were specifically
naned, the nmessage clearly referred to the U S. enbargo
and was directed at Washington. At a neeting of OAS
foreign mnisters just prior to the |bero-Anerican
sunm t, a Pananmani an del egate descri bed Cuba’ s conti nuing
exclusion fromthe OAS as a “relic of the cold war”; OAS
Presi dent Baena Soares received a standing ovation from
del egat es when he asked, “Hasn’t the time come to admt
Cuba to the Latin American fam |y?”? Brazil, Canada,
Col onbi a, Costa Rica, Mexico, and Venezuel a have al so
supported Cuba’s readm ssion to the OAS in the short
term O her OAS nmenbers, however, assert that while
Cuba’ s eventual readm ssion to the group is desirable,
Cuba must first undertake neani ngful political and

% United Nations General Assembly Press Release, Forty-ninth session, Agendaitem 24, October 21, 1994.
pp. 5-11.

# New York Times, June 16, 1994, p.

25 M
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econom c reform Countries holding this view include
Argentina, Chile, El Salvador, Nicaragua, and Panama.?

At the Septenmber 1994 summt neeting of the Rio G oup,
Latin American | eaders explicitly called for an end to
the U S. enbargo agai nst Cuba, noted that a “peaceful
transition toward a denocratic and pluralistic governnment
in Cuba was essential” and advocated Cuba’'s “full
rei ncorporation into the hem spheric conmmunity”. They
al so praised the recent “direct negotiations” between the
U.S. and Cuba (the New York talks on mgration issues)
and urged the two countries to continue the dialog.? At
the Presidential Summit of the Anericas in Mam in
Decenmber 1994 (to which Castro was not invited), the
i ssue of Cuba was not on the formal agenda, although
unof ficial discussions took place. In March 1995 the OAS
| nter-Ameri can Comm ssion on Hunman Rights called on the
U.S. to end restrictions on the shipnent of food and
medi cine to Cuba, calling such restrictions a violation
of international |aw. The Conm ssion said the
restrictions were causing w despread suffering in Cuba,
and urged the U S. to “faithfully observe” the
traditional exenptions from enbargoes that international
| aw provi des for food and nedi ci ne?.

Bl LATERAL RELATI ONS

ARGENTI NA: Argentina maintains full diplomatic relations
with Cuba at the anmbassadorial |evel. Buenos Aires broke
relations in 1964 after the OAS voted to sever ties
because of Cuba’s support of subversion in Venezuel a, but
relations were restored in 1973. Somewhat surprisingly,
Argentina’s mlitary governnent in the 1980s mai ntai ned
normal relations with Cuba. Argentine mlitary |eaders
suspected that Cuba was aiding the Montoneros (a leftist
insurgent/terrorist group that was active in Argentina),
but clear evidence was |acking and it did not seemto be
a major issue. During the 1982 Ml vinas War, Cuba offered
mlitary aid (specifics unknown) to Argentina. Although

% “Cubain Crisis...”, p. 38.
" E] Comercio (Lima), September 11, 1994, P. A6.
% The Washington Times, March 3, 1995, p. A17.
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Argentina declined the assistance, it appreciated the
of fer.

Presi dent Carl os Menem has been one of Castro’s
harshest critics, and he has consistently called for
maj or political and econom c change in Cuba. At his
direction, Argentina voted in 1991 in favor of a UN
resolution sharply critical of Cuba s human rights
record. Previously, Argentina had avoided voting for the
resolution in order not to “offend” Cuba. Menem has net
informally with Castro several tines at various
presidential inaugurals and summt neetings, and their
di scussions are said to have been cordial, but the two
Presidents are not believed to have had any private
meeti ngs.

Despite President Menenmis strong criticismof Castro,
Argentina is not in favor of isolating his reginme and
does not support the U.S. enbargo agai nst Cuba®®. Buenos
Aires has abstained in all three of the UN votes on the
Cuban resolution calling for an end to the enbargo
because it views the matter as a bilateral issue between
“two friends”. Commercial relations are good, but
Argentina is concerned that Cuba’s current econom c
crisis could nake it very difficult for Cuba to pay back
the approximately $1 billion dollars it owes to
Argentina’s government and private businesses.
Negoti ati ons are on-going on this issue, and Cuba has to
pay in hard currency for new purchases.

EL SALVADOR: ElI Sal vador has no formal diplomatic ties
with Cuba, and relations were very strained for nmany
years because of Cuba’ s support of the leftist insurgency
in El Sal vador. Neverthel ess, El Sal vador maintains

mul tilateral contacts with Cuba through internationa
organi zations such as the UN and regi onal groups such as
the Latin American Group (GRULAC), as well as through
regi onal summt meetings which the Presidents of both
countries have attended the past few years. Additionally,

% Nonetheless, Menem has at times seemed to support the U.S. economic embargo. In an interview with the
Miami Herald in November 1994, inresponseto a question as to whether the embargo was a “relic of the
past”, Menem said “Who said it was arelic of the past? Why did Haiti return to democracy? What was
done with Cedras? It was precisely because of ablockade, an embargo”.

¥ |nformation on bilateral relations between Argentinaand Cuba was obtained in the author’s 8 February
1995 interview with Maria Julia Rodriguez, Secretary of the Argentine Embassy in Washington, and Alberto
D’ Alotto, Embassy Counselor.
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El Sal vador has offered to help pronmote a dial og anong
all the political sectors of Cuba, including “the
denocratic opposition outside that country”, to
contribute to reaching a political denocracy. The Foreign
M ni sters of both countries held an informal neeting at
the UN | ast year “to establish a direct dial og between
bot h governnments, in order to w den the know edge of our
mut ual problens.”3 El Sal vador has consistently abstained
in the UN votes on the U.S. econoni c enbargo agai nst

Cuba.

MEXI CO Mexico is the only Latin American country never
to have broken diplomatic ties to Castro’s Cuba, and
relati ons remai ned cordial even during the 1960 s when
Castro was trying to export revolution throughout the
region. There are three basic factors that explain this
“special” relationship. First, since its own revol ution
earlier this century, Mexico has been synpathetic to
other leftist revolutionary novenments, and has provided
saf ehaven for many revolutionaries exiled fromtheir own
countries. Castro hinmself lived in Mexico and sailed from
there with a few supporters in the Ganma to |aunch his
canpai gn agai nst Batista. Second, Mexico’s doni nant
political party the Partido Revolucionario Institutional
(PRI') has used friendly relations with Castro’s Cuba to
pl acate and coopt the Mexican left. Third, there has |ong
been a tacit but nonethel ess cl ear understandi ng between
Castro and the PRI that Castro would refrain from
supporting or stirring up the radical left in Mexico. A
fourth factor, although it is sonewhat specul ative, is

t hat Mexico has probably enjoyed “pulling the lion's
tail” of the Col ossus to the North. At sonme level-- in
Mexico and in other Latin Anmerican countries as well --
there seens to be a grudging admration for Castro’s
skill in standing up to the “gringos”, a traditional --
and under standabl e -- support for the underdog®.

PANAMA: Panama and Cuba maintain diplomtic relations at
the chargé | evel, although Panama is considering sendi ng
an anmbassador to Havana. Rel ations were reestablished in
1974 after being broken by Panama in 1964 follow ng OAS

3 |Information provided by Ana Cristina Sol, El Salvadoran Ambassador to the United States.

¥ This explanation of the relations between Cuba and Mexico isthat of the author, but they are based on
comments made by Mexico scholar Dr. Delal Baer of the Center for Strategic and International Studiesin a
lecture at the Inter-American Defense College, February 21, 1995.
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sancti ons agai nst Cuba. Concerning the U S. enbargo of
Cuba, Panama has officially stated that it holds no

opi nion on the issue because it is a bilateral matter.
Nonet hel ess, Panama voted in favor of Cuba’s UN
resol uti on against the enbargo 1n 1994 after abstai ning
in the 1992 and 1993 votes. Panama al so believes that “a
progressive lifting of sanctions acconpanied by a
paral l el process of denocratization in Cuba could bring
that nation back into the Inter American Systent .

PARAGUAY: Paraguay is the only South Anerican country to
have no diplomatic relations Cuba, and, especially during
Stroessner’s dictatorial rule, was a harsh critic of
Castro. Nonet hel ess, relations have warmed sonewhat over
the | ast few years. Paraguay does not believe that the
U.S. enbargo against Cuba is effective in pronoting
denocracy in that country, and in 1994 voted at the UN in
favor of a Cuban resolution calling for an end to the
enbargo (it abstained in the 1992 vote and voted agai nst
the resolution in 1993). Cuban Foreign M nister Robai na
visited Asuncion in 1994 -- a trip which would have been
unt hi nkabl e until recently --, suggesting that relations
coul d continue to gradually inprove*.

URUGUAY: Uruguay condemms Castro’s repression of
political dissent and abysmal human rights record, and
bel i eves that Cuba nust denobcratize. However, it does not
support the U S. policy of isolating the Castro regine or
t he econom ¢ enbargo agai nst Cuba, and has consistently
vot ed agai nst the enbargo at the UN®.

VENEZUELA: Venezuela maintains full diplomatic relations
with Cuba at the ambassadorial |evel, but also believes

t hat Cuba nust nmake political reforns before it can fully
rejoin the Inter-Anmerican system (i.e. the OAS and Ri o
Group). Venezuela's relations with Cuba were particularly
good during President Carlos Andres Perez’'s second
presidential term (1990-94) as Perez and Castro

establi shed a warm personal rel ationship. Perez believed
t hat denocratic change in Cuba could best be encouraged

¥ |nformation provided by Fernando Eleta C., Minister Counselor , Embassy of Panama, Washington D.C.
¥ Paraguyan Ambassador to the OAS Jaureguy in discussions at the I nter-American Defense College
(IADC), 3 February 1995.

% Uruguyan Minister to the OAS Caceres Cardozo in discussions at the IADC, 2 February 1995.
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by di al og and negotiation, and that the U S. policy of
isolating the Castro regi ne was count er producti ve.
However, relations have chilled somewhat as President

Raf ael Cal dera, who took office in February 1994, has
been nore direct than his predecessors in calling for
denocratic change in Cuba. At the Rio Group presidential
summt nmeeting in Septenmber 1994, Cal dera publicly
exhorted Castro (through a witten comruni qué) to all ow
free elections in Cuba®. Although Caldera also called for
alifting of the U S. enmbargo, Castro was apparently
irked by what he perceived as undue Venezuel an
interference, and Havana conpl ai ned to Caracas through

di pl omati ¢ channels. In Decenber 1994, rel ati ons between
the two countries becane nore conplicated as Castro
personal |y wel comed to Havana ex-Venezuel an Arny

Li eut enant Col onel Hugo Chavez. Chavez had been cashi ered
fromthe arnmy and had served several years in prison for

| eadi ng an unsuccessful coup attenpt agai nst President
Perez in 1991. Castro’'s words of praise for Chavez’'s
“patriotisn’ were, not surprisingly, poorly received in
Caracas. At this time, Venezuelan officials are uncertain
whet her Castro nerely wanted to “tweak” them for
Caldera’s call for free elections, or whether the

i ncident signals a renewed Cuban interest in encouraging
subver si on®’.

% «\/enezuela exhorta al gobierno Cubano aabrir un proceso de eleciones’, Venezuelan government press
release, September 1, 1994.

3 Author’ sinterview with Ricardo M. Rodriguez, Venezuelan Minister Counselor to the OAS, February 17,
1995.
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POLI CY CHALLENGES: “I SOLATION’ VS. “ENGAGEMENT”

As should be clear fromthe preceding discussion and
anal ysis, there are sharp differences between the Cuba
policies of the U S. and Latin American countries. The
U S. policy continues to be a concerted effort to oust
Fidel Castro and bring about political and econom c
reformby politically and economi cally isolating his
reginme. Wiile Latin American countries differ anongst
t henmselves in their goals and policies, in general they
want to encourage a peaceful and denpbcratic transition
in Cuba by engaging the Castro regine in a variety of
di plomatic, political, econom c, and cultural
negoti ations. They believe that envel oping Havana in a
web of bilateral and nultilateral discussions and
relationships will inexorably |lead to denocratic change
i n Cuba.

The Latin Anericans are not alone in their core
assessnent that it is far nore productive to engage
rather than isolate the Castro reginme. In fact, virtually
no ot her countries support the U S. policy. In the |atest
UN General Assenbly vote (October, 1994) on an annual
Cuban resolution calling for a lifting of the enmbargo,
only Israel voted with the U S. against the resolution
(101 countries voted in favor and 48 abstai ned).
Additionally, the U'S. policy is increasingly being
criticized by a variety of individuals and groups in the
U.S., both in and outside of governnment. The Clinton
Adm ni stration has given no indication that it is
prepared to change or even review its Cuba policy.
Nonet hel ess, in a variety of academ c and public foruns,
critics and supporters of Washington’s Cuba policy are
engaged in a mpjor debate over the wi sdom efficacy, and
inplications of the current policy as well as potenti al
al ternatives.

In the debate over U. S. policy toward Cuba, four
general tendencies, or “schools of thought” can be
identified. These are: 1) those who support the current
policy and believe it should be maintained; 2) those who
believe the current policy of isolating the Castro regine
shoul d be intensified; 3) those who argue that the U S.
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shoul d negotiate with the Castro regi me and noderate sone
aspects of its policy on a quid pro quo basis; and 4)

t hose who believe the U S. can best serve its own

i nterest and encourage denocratic change in Cuba by
unilaterally lifting all or npst of its sanctions agai nst
Cuba and noving to normalize relations. For analytical

pur poses, the discussion below will identify these groups
as “maintainers”, “intensifiers”, “noderators”, and
“normal i zers”.*®

MAI NTAI NERS

The “mai ntai ners” nmake a number of arguments why the
U.S. should alter neither the goal of forcing Castro’s
departure nor the policy of isolating his reginme. They
assert that Castro is the problem and no neani ngful
political or econom c change is possible while he remins
in power. In response to those who point to recent
econom c |iberalization steps by Castro, such as
“dol l ari zation” and the authorization of some profit-
maki ng ventures, the mmintainers say that these are only
t oken nmeasures that will not be significantly expanded
and that will not keep the econony frominploding if the
pressure is maintained. They also point out that this
limted economic |iberalization has not been acconpani ed
by any political liberalization; on the contrary, Cuba
continues to have no qual ns about violating human rights
or repressing dissent. To refute the argunent that the
policy of isolating Cuba has been proven bankrupt by its
failure for the past thirty years to oust Castro, the
mai ntai ners say that it was only the | argesse of the
Sovi et Union that kept the Cuban econony afloat. Wth the
di sappearance of Sovi et subsidies, they argue, the Cuban
econony has clearly deteriorated and it is only a matter
of time before it coll apses.

| NTENSI FI ERS

¥ Thediscussion which follows on various schools of thought on policy toward Cubaisindebted to:
Gunn, Cubain Transition; Sullivan, Issuesfor Congress; and Mark P. Sullivan, Cuba-U.S. Relations:
Should the United States Reexamine Its Policy? (Congressional research Service, September 1994).
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The “intensifiers” essentially agree with the views
of the maintainers, but they take the argunment further.
They argue that now is the time to increase the pressure
on the Castro regine. According to this view, the |ong
struggl e between the U S. and Castro’s Cuba coul d be
conpared to a boxing match which has finally reached its
| ast round, and Castro is “on the ropes”, all set up for
a knockout blow (or at least ready to “throw in the
towel ). Why, the intensifiers ask, should the U.S. back
off and let Castro survive to fight another day? Wy not
press the advantage by increasing the pressure? To do
this, the intensifiers advocate an expansion of the U S.
econom ¢ enmbargo, a policy for which there is significant
support in the U S. Congress. In April 1994 Congress
passed the Foreign Relations Authorization Act which
i ncluded a non-binding resolution calling on the
President “to advocate and seek a mandatory international
U.N. Security Council enbargo against the dictatorship of
Cuba”. As noted earlier, however, the UN Ceneral Assenbly
has voted overwhel mngly for the past three years in
support of a Cuban resolution calling on the U S. to |ift
t he enbargo. Thus, there is virtually no chance that the
rest of the world will adopt the U S. enbargo.
Nonet hel ess, the congressional resolution suggests how
difficult it would be to abrogate or noderate sanctions
agai nst Cuba, absent major changes in that country.

The nost recent congressional attenpt to step up the
pressure on Castro cane in February 1995 when Senat or
Jesse Hel ns (Republican/North Carolina), introduced a

bill designed to tighten the enbargo, neke the sanctions
nore international in scope, and insure that Castro “nust
and will | eave Cuba”. Specifically, the Cuban Liberty and

Denocratic Solidarity Act would do the follow ng: 1) Cut
U S. funding to the World Bank, Inter-Anmerican

Devel opment Bank, and ot her | endi ng agencies by as much
nmoney as those organizations provided Cuba; 2) End U S.
preferential trade arrangements with countries that sel
sugar or nolasses to the U S. if they also buy those
products fromthe “Castro dictatorship”; 3) Cut-off aid
to former Soviet republics that provide subsidized trade
terms to Cuba; and 4) Prohibit entry into the U S. of
forei gn busi nessmen who have purchased U. S. owned
property confiscated by Cuba®.

¥ The Washington Times, February 8, 1995, p.1.
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Prospects for the bill’s passage are unclear, but the
direct effects on Cuba if the bill is enacted would seem
to be mniml. However, as described by Rep. Robert
Torricelli, the New Jersey Denocrat who was the primary
sponsor of the Cuban Denocracy Act, the bill would nake
“failure to conply with the enbargo on Cuba an el enment of
future relations with the United States.”* As such, the
bill is likely to be condemmed by virtually all other
countries, including key U S. allies and trading
partners, and, if enacted, it would seriously conplicate
U S. foreign political and economc relations. As it is,
nost countries perceive the U S. as msguidedly trying to
bully Cuba; they will view the Helns bill as an
intolerable effort to bully the rest of the world.

MODERATORS

“Moderat ors” generally believe that the policy of
i solating Cuba is counterproductive, increases the
i kel i hood of violence or even civil war in that country,
is contrary to U.S. interests, and thus needs to be
changed. Although the noderators differ anong thensel ves
as to just what steps the U S. should take, they tend to
believe that the U. S. should take the initiative, but
shoul d not imrediately lift the enmbargo or establish
di pl omatic relations. Instead, the U S. should begin with
smal | steps and | et Havana know (officially or
unofficially) that further steps are possible but depend
on reciprocal neasures by Cuba. In this way, it is hoped,
the icejam of nutual hostility and m strust between the
two countries can be thawed and progress toward i nproved
and, eventually, normalized relations can be made.

Most noderators would begin by unilaterally lifting
t he sanctions inposed agai nst Cuba | ast August during the
m gration crisis. Those neasures included a ban on cash
rem ttances to Cuba from Cuban-Anericans in the U S.,
further restrictions on charter flights between Mam and
Havana, and increased Radio and TV Marti broadcasts to
Cuba. Other advocates of noderating U S. policy would
al so rescind the punitive aspects of the Cuba Denocracy
Act, especially the prohibition of trade to Cuba by
foreign subsidiaries of U S. conpanies and the banni ng of

“ Ibid.
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foreign ships fromU. S. ports (for six nonths) that dock
i n Cuba.

NORMALI ZERS

“Normal i zers” agree with the noderators that the U. S.
shoul d i nprove relations with Cuba but they would nove
further and faster, not waiting for reciprocal steps by
Cuba. In their view, the U S. enbargo works to Castro’'s
advantage by allowing himto claimthat Cuba s econonm c
probl ens are caused by the U S.. Although this claimis
dubi ous, it resonates with many Cubans, contributes to
nationalist feelings against the U.S., and allows Castro
to justify (however speciously) the |lack of political
freedomin Cuba. Renpving the enbargo, the normalizers
argue, would renove Castro’s excuse for Cuba’s economc
woes, dim nish popular resentnent of the U. S., and
probably weaken Castro’s | eadership. The normalizers
woul d al so do away with all travel restrictions on U S.
citizens to Cuba. They believe that the relatively small
amount of hard currency Cuba would gain by this would be
nore than offset by the positive effects of exposing the
Cuban people to increased contacts with U. S. tourists and
busi nessnmen. Al though normalizers point out that U S.
busi nesses coul d benefit significantly fromthe
opportunity to invest and trade with Cuba, their nore
inportant intent is to “legally subvert” Castro’s
communi st system by exposing it to the seductive benefits
of capitalism They believe that, just as with the fornmer
Sovi et Union and the fornmer conmuni st regi mes of Eastern
Eur ope, economc liberalization in Cuba would bring about
political liberalization.

29



CONCLUSI ONS

Supporters of the hardline U S. policy against Cuba
(whether maintainers or intensifiers) insist that this
policy best serves U S. national interest by working to
underm ne the Castro reginme and eventually to bring about
denocratic change. In reality, however, the hardline
policy suffers fromtwo serious flaws. The first is the
assunption that putting political and econom c pressure
on the Castro regime weakens it; in fact, the net effect
is to strengthen it. The second flawis a failure to
fully understand the unwel come consequences for the U S.
in the event the hardline policy did succeed.

W LL THE SQUEEZE PRODUCE A REBELLI ON OR COUP?

The current U.S. policy essentially anmounts to an
effort to squeeze the Cuban econony to the point that

Cubans will rebel against their governnent. The intent
(usually not articulated) is to make average Cubans so
desperately poor and angry that they will rise up en

masse agai nst Castro. However, the chance of a successful
rebellion is | ow because the security forces remain | oya
to the reginme, and to date have been very successful in
repressing dissent and maintaining order. Over the past
several years there have been isolated anti-regi me
protests in Havana and ot her areas that featured rock

t hrow ng and shouts of “down with Fidel”. The | argest
protest took place in August 1994, when an esti mated

1, 000 denonstrators clashed with police in Havana. Al nost
all of the unrest has apparently been provoked by food
and consuner goods shortages and prol onged el ectrical

bl ackouts. However, there is no indication that these
sporadic, isolated incidents are likely to coal esce into
regi me-threatening unrest. Although an anti-Castro coup
attenpt by disgruntled mlitary officers or units cannot
be entirely ruled out, it seenms unlikely.
Counterintelligence within the mlitary is pervasive and
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it would be difficult for coup plotters to organi ze, even
assum ng there are officers so inclined. Myst, if not al
officers probably see their fate as inextricably |inked
with Castro’s. If he falls, they nost likely will also.

Addi tionally, sonme evidence indicates that the Cuban
econony may have “hit bottoni, and that sonme recent
econom c reforns may inprove the situation and give the
Castro regi ne sone breathing room Food shortages have
been alleviated by allowing farmers to sell a portion of
their produce directly to consuners, and the governnment
seens to recogni ze the dangers of continued shortages.
Significantly, it was Gen. Raul Castro, the head of the
mlitary and Fidel’s brother, who pushed for reforns.
Just prior to the authorization of “farmers markets” in
Cct ober 1994, Raul Castro said “today, the political,
mlitary, and ideol ogical problemin this country is
providing food.... W nust be clear about something. If
there is food for the people, the risks don't matter” .
Even Fidel Castro has said that “while [he] is not a
great fan of capitalisni, he is a realist and recogni zes
that the world has changed and sone market oriented
econom ¢ reformis necessary.®

| MPLI CATI ONS OF “ SUCCESS”

To supporters of the current U S. policy, such
econom c i nprovenent in Cuba (mnimal though it may be)
has to be unwel cone because it reduces internal pressure
on the Castro regi ne and postpones the “day of
reckoni ng” they are anticipating. Nonetheless, the recent
econom ¢ i nprovenent could prove epheneral, the economc
slide toward chaos could resunme, and a day of reckoning
may eventually arrive as Cubans take to the streets
agai nst the regime. However, the inplications for the
U.S. of such a turn of events, even though it would be
the | ogical culmnation of present policy, my not be
fully appreciated. Although there is a renote possibility
that a popular uprising in Cuba could succeed in a
relatively short time and with mniml violence, it is
far more likely that the Castro regi me woul d use what ever
force it deemed necessary to repress the revolt. The
result would nost |ikely be a bloodbath and possibly a

*! The Washington Post, January 23, 1995, p. A15.
2 The New York Times, December 13, 1994, p.1.
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protracted civil war. Such devel opnents woul d al nost
certainly produce two unwel conme consequences for the
U.S.: a renewed surge of refugees and demands for
mlitary intervention, both of which are highly
undesi rabl e.

Even though the U.S. no longer grants asylumto Cuban
refugees, | arge-scale violence in Cuba would al nost
certainly produce a new wave of “rafters” seeking
saf ehaven in Florida. Since the U S. is already having
maj or difficulty in deciding what to do with the 30, 000
refugees fromthe August 1994 exodus currently detained
i n Guantanano, a new influx of refugees would severely
conplicate the problem Additionally, the |arge, and
vocal , Cuba- Anerican population in the U S. would insist
that the U.S. “do sonething” to resolve the situation.
Many Cuban exiles in Florida would probably take boats to
Cuba (as they did during the Mariel boatlift) to try to
rescue relatives and friends. Some mlitant exile groups
may try to infiltrate the island and join the anti-Castro
resi stance, possibly resulting in the death of Cuban-
Anmerican U S. citizens. Finally, although it is only a
renote possibility, a defiant Castro on the verge of
def eat could | ash out by ordering his Air Force to attack
targets in south Florida, possibly including the Turkey
Poi nt nucl ear power facility®. Thus, the upshot of
wi despread instability and/or violent unrest in Cuba
woul d likely be intense donestic pressure in the U S to
use mlitary force to resolve the situation. Although
scenarios vary widely, a mlitary intervention in Cuba
woul d probably not resenble G enada or even Desert Storm
Instead, it would likely result in a major mlitary
confrontation with Castro’s well-trai ned troops who be
mot i vat ed by defending their honmel and, and significant
U. S. casualties. Mreover, once the fighting ended, the
U.S. would be obliged to manage and oversee a denocratic
transition in Cuba. This would be a difficult and
protracted task, alnost certainly conplicated by the
return of tens -- if not hundreds -- of thousands of
Cuban- Anericans determned to reclaimtheir fornmer
property as well as play a political role in the new
Cuba. Thus, at a mninmum U. S. policy makers ought to
recogni ze and plan for the |likely consequences if the
current policy toward Cuba should “succeed”. It would
seem nore appropriate, however, to undertake a serious,

** Donald E. Schultz, “ The United States and Cuba: From a Strategy of Conflict to Constructive
Engagement” (Strategic Studies Institute, U.S. Army War College, 1993), p. 34.
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hi gh-1evel review of the current policy, consider
alternatives, and perhaps devise a new approach toward
Cuba that does not mlitate in favor of a violent
transition.

IS A NEW POLI CY POSSI BLE?

For various reasons, however, the U S. governnent is
unlikely to undertake a reassessnment of its Cuba policy
anytime soon, and even less likely to noderate its
determ nation to bring about Castro’s downfall by
squeezing his reginme economcally and isolating it
politically. On the contrary, the new Republican majority
in Congress seens determned to step up the pressure by
ti ghteni ng econom ¢ sanctions and puni shing ot her
countries and foreign conpanies that do business with
Castro’s Cuba. The vehicle for increasing the pressure on
Castro is the Denpcratic Solidarity Act, sponsored by Sen
Jesse Hel ns and supported by a bipartisan group of
senators and representatives. At this point, the Clinton
Adm ni stration appears unlikely to oppose the |egislation
or to fight the donestic political nomentumthat is
movi ng toward an increasingly confrontational position
toward Cuba. Indeed, U S. State Departnent officials say
that in the absence of “significant, irreversible
novement toward denocracy” in Cuba inmproved relations are
“i npossi ble”. These officials say that such novenment
coul d consist, for exanple, of ending the hegenony of the
Cuban Communi st Party, allow ng opposition political
parties, and ending human rights abuses. |If these
measures were taken, the U S. would respond with
“carefully calibrated” steps designed to encourage
further liberalization in Cuba®*.

“ Statements concerning U.S. Cuba policy were made by Mr. George Lasic of the U.S. State Department to
I nter-American Defense College Class XX XIV, February 23,1995.
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RECOMVENDATI ONS

Thus, it appears all but certain that in the debate
over U. S. Cuba policy the “intensifiers” have prevail ed,
at |least for the short to md-term However, the
“nmoderators” and “nornmalizers” should not accept defeat
just because they have | ost the current battle. Although
the U.S. governnent is unlikely to formally review its
Cuba policy, the debate outside of governnent -- in
newspapers and journals, academ c forums and think tanks,
congressi onal hearings, and anong the public at |large --
will continue. In fact, the debate may well be
intensified and stinulated by Senator Helns’ effort to
ratchet up the pressure on Castro. In the wake of the
Helms bill, for exanple, Tine published a cover story on
Cuba that included an interview with Castro, an
exam nation of the situation in Cuba, and an anal ysis of

whet her increased U. S. pressure will succeed in bringing
Castro down*. Additional analysis, debate, and opinion
wi || undoubtedly be forthcom ng. So, the foll ow ng

specific recomendations are provided in the hope of
furthering this debate.

EMPHASI ZE TRACK |

Al t hough the main focus of the Cuban Denocracy Act
(CDA) was to toughen econom ¢ sanctions agai nst the
Castro reginme, it also provided for increased
humani t ari an support for and enhanced conmuni cations with
t he Cuban people. These | atter neasures, known as Track
Il, are intended to “reach out to the Cuban people" (as

** Time, February 20, 1995, pp. 51-59.



opposed to the regine). Since 1982, the U.S. governnent
has |icensed various private organi zations to provide
some $65 mllion worth of food, medicine, and nedical

equi pment to Cuban non-governnental organi zations such as
t he Cuban Red Cross and other charitable organizati ons?.
According to a senior U S. official, “W [the U S.
governnment] continue to | ook at ways to streanline
procedures for sending humanitarian goods directly to the
Cuban people”*. Additionally, Track Il authorized
“efficient and adequate” tel ecommunications between the
U.S. and Cuba, and in Novenber 1994 the U. S. governnent
approved applications by five U. S. conpanies to offer
expanded tel ecommuni cati on services to Cuba.

To date, the effects of the Track Il neasures have
been m nimal. Nonethel ess, they represent an inportant
begi nni ng and shoul d be expanded. To sone extent,
increased humanitarian aid could begin to chip away at
t he perception among many Cubans that the U S. is
primarily to blame for their desperate living conditions.
This could detract from Castro’s ability to scapegoat the
U.S. as the cause of Cuba's difficulties. However, the
under | yi ng assunption behind the U.S. enmbargo is that

econom ¢ deprivation will eventually encourage (force?)
Cubans to sonehow bring down the Castro regine. Thus, it
wll be interesting to see if Sen. Helns and his
supporters decide to oppose Track Il because it could

underm ne (in their view) the main goal of squeezing the
Cuban econony.

MODI FY THE EMBARGO

G ven the current political circunstances in the
US., it is all but certain that the econom c enbargo
agai nst Cuba is not going to be lifted or fundanentally
weakened, absent nmajor political change in Cuba. It is
al so unlikely that the present Adm nistration and

% See note 43.

" Statement by Assistant Secretary of State for Inter-American Affairs Alexander F. Watson to the House
Foreign Affairs Committee, Washington D.C. November 18, 1993. Reprinted in “U.S. Department of State
Dispatch”, December 6, 1993, VVol. 4, No. 49, p. 854.



Congress would “roll-back” the increased sanctions
i nposed by the CDA and by President Clinton during the
August refugee crisis. However, it is conceivable that

such a roll-back could be “placed on the table”. In other
words, the U S. could informthe Cuban government that if
it acted to inprove its human rights record, liberalize

the political system and reformthe econony, the U S.
woul d respond by nodestly adjusting the econom c
sanctions. For exanple, if Cuba were to release a certain
nunmber of political prisoners or to stop using goon
squads to beat up dissidents, the U S. would rescind,
say, the August 1994 ban on cash rem ttances by Cuban-
Americans to relatives in Cuba. Such a step would be
attractive to the U S. because it would inprove human
rights in Cuba, and would be attractive to Cuba because
it would provide hard currency for the econony. More

i nportantly, such a step (and it would not necessarily
have to be the one described) could set a precedent that
could lead to further negotiation and at least limted
political and economc |iberalization in Cuba. Over the
| onger term this would favor a peaceful transition to
denocracy i n Cuba.

CONTI NUE LOW LEVEL TALKS

Al t hough Washi ngton was nmore or |ess forced by | ast
August’s Cuban refugee crisis into resumng talks wth
Havana on nigration issues, the negotiated agreenent
clearly benefited both parties. The flood of “rafters”
has since slowed to a trickle, and by February 1995 the
U.S. had issued sonme 12,000 i mm gration visas to Cubans.
This result has defused one of the nost volatile issues
bet ween the two countries. It has also established a
measure of trust and laid the ground work for at | east
| ow-1 evel discussions on other matters. In addition to
continued nmonitoring and di scussions on migration, issues
coul d include cooperation on counternarcotics, which
could possibly lead to the sharing of intelligence
information and eventually even to joint interdiction
operations. Cooperative agreenents could al so be
negoti ated on weat her forecasting, disaster relief,
envi ronmental protection, and a new anti-hijacking
agreenent .

ESTABLI SH CONFI DENCE BUI LDI NG MEASURES



Al t hough the U S. is already officially conmtted not
to invade or otherwise mlitarily threaten Cuba, this
comm t ment needs to be enphasized by President Clinton
and ot her senior officials. This would counter the
occasional threats (both inplied and direct) by anti -
Castro zealots in the U S. that the U S. mght use force
to renove Castro, and reassure Havana (and, nore
i nportantly, the Cuban people) that the U . S. will not
engage in unprovoked mlitary action against the island.
Enphasi zing this policy would reduce Castro’s ability to
justify his repression of the Cuban people by claimng
that political freedomnust be limted to guard agai nst
the threat of invasion by the U S. Additionally, although
it is inpossible to know what Castro actually believes,
it is possible that he would be nore anenable to internal
reformif he were convinced that the U S. will not seek
to remove himby force. Along the sane lines, U S. |aw
enforcenent agencies should increase their efforts to
prevent param litary attacks agai nst Cuba by anti-Castro
organi zations based in Florida. Oher confidence buil ding
measures by the U. S. could include notifying Cuban
authorities of planned mlitary exercises in the
Cari bbean and the avoi dance of exercises that could be
construed as rehearsals for an invasion.

FI NAL THOUGHTS

The above recommendati ons woul d certainly be anathema
to those who are commtted to bringing down Castro by
isolating his regine politically and squeezing it
econom cally. The recomrendati ons could al so be
criticized for requiring the U S. to take the initiative,
wi t hout any guaranteed quid pro quo by Havana. In
reality, however, the U S. would have nmuch to gain by
noderating its Cuba policy and the risk would be m ni mal
The hardline U S. policy against Castro may have been
justified during the Cold War when Cuba served as an
ally, if not a surrogate, of the Soviet Union, tried to
export its revolution throughout the hem sphere, and
intervened militarily in Africa. Now, however, Cuba is no
longer a mlitary or political threat to the U S. or to
its Latin American neighbors, and its econom c systemis
entirely discredited. Wthin a few years Castro w ||
al nost certainly | eave the political scene in Cuba and

maj or political and econom c change will take place. The
unresol ved questions are what these changes will be and
how they will take occur. As this analysis has tried to
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denonstrate, it is clearly in the self-interest of the
U.S. and the rest of the hem sphere to encourage not only
a transition to denocracy in Cuba but a peaceful
transition. To do this would require political courage on
the part of the Clinton adm nistration, or its successor,
but the payoff in avoiding a potential bloodbath in Cuba
and very possibly a significant |oss of Anerican lives
could make the effort enornously worthwhile.
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