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    Synopsis




    The book describes how the parallel processes that converged chronologically in the presidential announcements made at noon on December 17, 2014 by Presidents Raúl Castro Ruz and Barack Hussein Obama were conceived and developed, and has a strategic dimension for Cuba's foreign policy. Among his fundamental objectives, the author sets out to explain what transformations occurred within American society, within Cuban society and in the regional context, which, in their interrelation, marked the threshold to a different era in bilateral relations.
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    Author’s Note to the English Edition




    The present edition of the book in its English language version comes out three years after the original Spanish text was published. The time elapsed since then has not denied, but rather confirmed, the main conclusions that were initially stated.




    The year 2021 was the first of Joe Biden’s administration. Despite the fact that he rose to the presidency making promises of change, his position regarding Cuba was simply to expect that the combined effects of the COVID19 pandemic plus the intensified coercive measures implemented during Trump’s term would bring about an implosion of the Cuban revolutionary project.




    However, this logic did not work and failed just as the original imposition of the blockade in 1962 and its reinforcement in 1992. The lack of success in relation to Cuba was added to the debacle of the projects against Venezuela and Nicaragua and other initiatives to intimidate or influence progressive social processes in Mexico, Bolivia and Colombia.




    After resisting another onslaught from Washington, Havana not only showed signs of creativity, introducing innovative policies and new actors in its socio-economic regime, but was also able to maintain its principled attitude towards the 22 memorandums of understanding signed under the Barack Obama administration. This position has been decisive regarding the fact that, by mid-2024, the U.S. government has fully re-confirmed their validity.




    The original purpose stated by the author of the book in 2021 was to offer a proposal of interpretation for Cubans and Latin Americans/Caribbeans of the events that took place immediately before and during the negotiating process between Cuba and the United States from 2015 to 2017. Since then, no alternative analysis has been published that contradicts the assumptions that were put forward at that time.




    Building on that strength, the text is now presented in English for a much wider audience and, in particular, for the U.S. public that can use its content to determine how best to serve the national interests of their country either by working constructively and respectfully with a sovereign neighboring country, or by supporting the short-term agenda of a tiny political group, which promotes the anti-Cuban agenda as a means to appropriate and control vast funds from the federal budget.


  




  

    Prologue to a Unique, Useful and Timely Book




    Cuba’s existence as an independent country has been lacerated, first by the well-known hegemonic ambitions of the United States (intention to take over Cuban territory, imposition of the Platt Amendment, military occupation of the national territory, interference in internal affairs) and, subsequently, since 1962, by a State policy aimed at destroying Cuban revolutionary power and reestablishing domination over the island.




    Much has been written on the subject, but this book has unique characteristics that make it stand out among all that has been explained on the development of U.S.-Cuba relations, at least so far this century.




    The work offered by Ambassador José Ramón Cabañas Rodríguez PhD is unique in that it focuses on a transcendental event at the international level: the negotiations between Cuba and the United States during the presidency of Barack H. Obama which led to the re-establishment of diplomatic relations between the two countries, severed for more than half a century, and created the conditions for a process of bilateral discussions and negotiations with a view to opening official and private ties in areas of common interest.




    The author’s observations on the complex and intricate process of official decision-making by the United States on controversial issues, in general, and not only in the case of government policy toward Cuba, are very useful for evaluating U.S. policy toward the island.




    This is a key element in addressing the issue of U.S. government policy, since it is required in the development of its management to build a consensus among a multiplicity of opposing official, political, social and economic factors, on what is most important for the U.S. government. The author provides enlightening and convincing facts concerning the official U.S. policy towards Cuba.




    Another outstanding feature about this book is that Ambassador Cabañas participated directly and personally in important moments of that negotiation, given his position as head of the Cuban Interests Section in the United States and, later, as Cuba’s Ambassador to Washington. This circumstance qualifies him to carry out the endeavor of “succeeding in explaining what transformations took place from within U.S. society, from Cuban society and in the regional context, which in their interaction served as a threshold to a different era in bilateral relations”.




    Ambassador Cabañas uses the Introduction to explain how, even before its constitution as an independent nation, the Europeans who, representing the interests of England, settled in the northwestern central Atlantic region, showed interest and intention to take over Cuba, as part of a sequence of cycles: independence, territorial expansion, civil war, national capitalist unification, establishment of imperialism. In each of these sequences concepts and formulas in keeping with the expansionist ambitions of the dominant forces in what is now known as the United States of America were applied.




    Within these cycles, Ambassador Cabañas highlights two fundamental decisions regarding U.S. policy toward Cuba. The first —when it had already reached the imperialist phase of capitalism— was the invasion of Cuba in 1898 to thwart the Cuban independence process by imposing a neocolonial republic. The second, in 1962, when it put into effect a State policy aimed at overthrowing the revolutionary power victorious on January 1, 1959 that had definitively buried the neocolonial republic established on May 20, 1902.




    The Introduction and the first four chapters address issues that form the basis and pave the way for what should be a new framework for U.S. actions in its relations with Cuba.




    In fact, the book’s explanation of the effect of fundamental aspects that have a significant impact on that policy, such as the Latin American and Caribbean regional perspective on U.S. policy towards Cuba (Chapter I); the role of the U.S. business community in the rapprochement towards Cuba and its influence on the Executive and Legislative branches (Chapter II), is highly relevant and useful. The same applies to the description of the role of the so-called “Cuban Americans” in the United States as instruments of that policy, since initially they were basically employed to carry out the paramilitary and political subversive actions that the U.S. government organized against Cuba and, in the last four decades, they have been acting in two opposing directions: for and against the eventual normalization of relations between the empire and revolutionary Cuba (Chapter III).




    The last of the fundamental aspects identified by the author, among those that facilitated for Obama the negotiation process with the Cuban counterpart, is related to the annual assessments of the U.S. Intelligence Community in the period 2009-2014 (Chapter IV) collected in the six reports submitted by the U.S. National Director of Intelligence, on behalf of the 17 agencies that make up the U.S. Intelligence Community, to the Senate Special Committee on Intelligence.




    These reports are prepared on an annual basis and reflect the consensus of the main U.S. intelligence agencies on aspects of the international situation in which the U.S. Government is involved and which, with regard to Cuba, in the six reports issued annually between February 2, 2010 and February 26, 2015, the most relevant aspects were those related to the economic situation on the island and its possible implications on the political superstructure of the country in the face of a “faded internal opposition”, without making any reference to possible “threats” that could derive from the actions of the Cuban government.




    Of particular interest are chapters V, VI and VII, which narrate aspects related to the negotiation process itself. The author’s perceptions, opinions and evaluations regarding important aspects of that process play a very relevant role, precisely because of the responsibilities that Ambassador Cabañas carried out as Cuba’s highest diplomatic representative in the United States.




    In Chapter V, Cabañas presents and evaluates the conditions and circumstances in which Barack Obama was becoming familiar with and forming a vision of Cuba, in which his (Obama’s) personal experiences of living in countries of the so-called Third World and himself being part of it, being the son of an immigrant from Kenya and later living in Indonesia, are decisive. But, at the same time, Cabañas stresses that Obama had assumed in the political field the Democratic conceptions and projections (meaning, of the Democratic Party) in an increasingly multipolar world, all of which placed him in a position to produce a change in the US policy towards Cuba, with the objective of promoting transformations in the political, economic and social system of the island and he incorporated that approach as a theme of his 2008 presidential campaign.




    Ambassador Cabañas points out that the message Obama used in his electoral campaign was the promotion of “democracy” in Cuba through Cuban émigrés, which would have the additional advantage of taking away the electoral support of that sector from the Republicans. He also used this message at the Summit of the Americas held in April 2009 in Trinidad and Tobago, less than three months after taking office as president of the United States.




    In Chapter VI, Cabañas evaluates the impact on the course of negotiations between the United States and Cuba of the arrest in Cuban territory on December 4, 2009, by Cuban authorities of Phillip Alan Gross, a U.S. agent hired to carry out subversive activities for “regime change” in Cuba under the Helms-Burton Act. Gross was sentenced on March 11, 2011 by the Chamber for Crimes against State Security of the People’s Provincial Court of Havana to 15 years in prison.




    Although U.S. federal government authorities were reluctant to accept that Gross’ activities in Cuba were part of a subversion program directed by a federal agency. The contracting company itself finally acknowledged in a May 16, 2013 communiqué that “Cuban government authorities arrested Mr. Gross while he was carrying out work ordered, paid for and controlled by the U.S. Government“. In that same month of May, secret negotiations began between the governments of Cuba and the United States, which culminated in the simultaneous announcement on December 17, 2014 by Presidents Barack Obama and Raúl Castro Ruz, which included the release of the Five Cuban Heroes and Gross.




    The seventh and last chapter includes a broad overview of the agreements and progress achieved between December 17, 2014 and January 19, 2017, when the last memorandum of understanding between the two governments was signed. It is worthwhile to make a leisurely reading of it to assess the significance of that negotiation process which, as Ambassador Cabañas rightly says, not even Donald Trump was able to reverse during the four years he served as President of the United States. But it is a paradox that a new Democratic administration, presided over by the person who was vice-president during Barack Obama’s two terms in office and who repeatedly announced during his electoral campaign that, if elected, he would resume the policy adopted by Obama in relation to Cuba, has instead opted in official statements to urge and support actions of subversion against the Cuban government.




     




    Ramón Sánchez-Parodi PhD




    Havana, October 2021


  




  

    Introduction




    Understanding how the parallel processes that converged chronologically in the presidential announcements made at noon on December 17, 2014, by Presidents Raúl Castro Ruz and Barack Hussein Obama were conceived and developed has a strategic dimension for Cuba’s foreign policy.




    The Cuban Revolution guaranteed its survival during the 55 years prior to that moment with the full understanding of the threats that affected it, as a result of the hostile policy of the Government (eleven different administrations) of the United States,1 articulated since before January 1, 1959, transformed into State Policy on February 7, 1962 with the application of a regime of sanctions against Cuba and legally reinforced with the so-called Torricelli Act2 (1992) and Helms-Burton3 (1996).




    The re-establishment of diplomatic relations between Cuba and the United States on July 1, 2015, the previous and subsequent negotiation process and the removal of Cuba from the list of countries sponsoring terrorism on May 29, 20154 plus the implementation of a set of regulations5 that stimulated some interest of the U.S. business sector towards the Cuban economy, explained the beginning of a stage in the history of bilateral relations that was presented as qualitatively different. These steps, however, coexisted with the continued application of the rules of the blockade against the island.




    Whether or not there is a scientifically accurate understanding of how this point in time was reached depends on the interpretation of whether this was a reversible change, whether it was a tendency movement, or whether it could have been the beginning of a new medium or long-term cycle in the bilateral relationship. The essential causes of the process must also be evaluated, and of these certainties, which are fundamental and which are secondary. The possession of this knowledge is essential to build and preserve a future in which Cuba will continue to live under the pretension of the United States to exert influence over it economically, politically and/or culturally.




    This text does not attempt to chronologically arrange the events preceding the change, an important task already undertaken byseveral authors.6 Nor does it attempt to describe in detail the negotiating processes immediately prior to December 17. The task is to explain what transformations took place within U.S. society, within Cuban society and in the regional context, which in their interrelation served as a threshold for a different era in bilateral relations.




    The decision of the highest level of the U.S. Executive Branch to introduce changes in the way it managed its strategic objectives with respect to Cuba, was the result of the coincidence in time of at least three groups of processes, namely:




     




    

      	
1. By the beginning of President Barack Obama’s second term in office (2012-2016), not only was the failure of the blockade policy against Cuba evident, but also that the lack of recognition of the Cuban Revolutionary Government and its role in the Latin American and Caribbean context was alienating the United States from the rest of the regional players. Cuba was being confirmed as an important regional actor after its economic recovery in the post-Soviet world and, in contrast, the United States was entering an irreversible decline as “leader of the Western world”, especially after the political-military debacles in the wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, with the consequent economic cost.




      	
2. At the same time, in the domestic U.S. electoral space, denying the existence of Cuba and trying to destroy its revolutionary process, with all the accompanying ideological baggage, ceased to guarantee per se a significant number of votes among Cuban Americans in Florida. On the contrary, for years there was a trend among the second and third generations of Cubans towards greater sympathy and alignment with the local Democratic caucuses and more widespread support for the normalization of relations with Cuba. Increasingly, it became evident that the implementation of the “family agenda”7 among Cubans on both sides of the Florida straits required a certain stability in bilateral official relations.




      	
3. At the beginning in 2010 of the process of Perfecting the Cuban Economic Model, which allowed an important space for foreign capital investment and the creation of small and medium-sized enterprises, a significant part of the U.S. business community realized that, if their government’s policy towards the island did not change, they would be excluded from a new market that was opening up to the world just 90 miles from their shores.



    




     




    In the background to all of the above, the perception was maturing among the bureaucracy and experts in a group of technical areas in the United States that cooperation with Cuba was essential to the U.S. national interest. This criterion was increasingly endorsed by years of direct or indirect exchange on issues ranging from hurricane monitoring, the fight against drug trafficking, or the treatment of tropical diseases. The U.S. Intelligence Community, which discontinued its assessment of the “threats” coming from Cuba, stands out in this section.




    Both the formulation of policy within the United States and the management of its foreign relations involve the participation of highly sophisticated political and administrative systems, with a multiplicity of actors and more or less stable relationships among them, which are sustained in varying units of time,8 depending on the issue being debated or negotiated.




    Just to describe the political subject, the United States, it should be noted, first of all, that it is a federation of 50 States, which have the capacity to decide on matters under their jurisdiction, as do the 3144 counties and 19,354 cities or towns “incorporated” into the Union. The Federal legislative branch has a bicameral Parliament made up by 100 senators and 435 representatives. Each state has its own assembly, bicameral or unicameral (Nebraska), as the case may be, while each county and city elects its own council, which decides on a daily basis on various internal matters.




    Within the Executive Branch there are between 60 and 2579 independent federal agencies or organs, depending on the source consulted to obtain the data, which issue a variety of regulations on particular or common issues, often overlapping areas of responsibility. The Judicial Branch is also organized in three levels, headed by the Supreme Court, 13 Courts of Appeals and 94 federal prosecutors’ offices at the district level, to deal with felonies.




    From the political point of view, there are 5 so-called “traditional” parties,10 of which 2 are represented in the federal Congress, 3 others have significant state representation (between 23 and 37 states) and 28 are registered and carry out some level of activism in at least one state of the Union.11




    In addition to the aforementioned figures, we should also consider the thousands of duly legalized non-governmental organizations,12 religious denominations, the media and business associations,13 among others, which in a more or less organized manner, with a larger or smaller budget, try every day to have their points of view heard, taken into account and at some point become the country’s official policy or influence a legislative change.




    The class definition of the State as an instrument created to guarantee and protect the interests of one class over others, explains how several of the actors in the political system of the United States have commonalities by nature or by preservation interests. But even so, there are conflicting interests among them which sometimes even question the existence of the conventionalism called the United States as a single whole.




    Although all the actors mentioned in the preceding paragraphs would not have to show a specific consensus for a particular policy to be carried out, at least their enumeration is useful to imagine how complex the U.S. decision-making system is, plus the magnitude and stability of the endogenous alliances that must be built for an initiative to become a law or an executive decision.




    However, when the U.S. Government makes a decision on an issue from the top of the Executive Branch, when its initiative or that of third parties results in legislative action, it can never be said that such an outcome represents a monolithic agreement or a sufficient balance among all or most of the components of this complex system.




    The value of this assessment, in terms of foreign policy, lies in understanding that there is always room for other official or non-governmental exogenous entities to exert some influence on some of the actors in that system and try to induce changes in their behavior that will benefit the bilateral or multilateral relationship in question.




    This consideration is also valid for affirming that, when a trend becomes sustainable in the internal or external performance of such a system, it is more difficult for a setback to occur in its behavior in historical terms, a drastic change or a sharp turn in its evolution. This idea leads directly to the concept of political cycles cited later in this text for the Cuban case.




    Most actors in the U.S. political system do not have declared and shared values or principles, there are no partisan disciplines with adherence to clearly established platforms, so that alliances that are established to support or reject a given policy course may be short-lived and even take on a completely opposite sign to the original one, depending on the juncture.




    The only “rules of the game” that are more or less shared are in the generation of profits, in the country’s legal codes to protect the wealthiest, in the interpretation of these and in the judicial praxis influenced decisively by the Executive Power with the appointment of judges.




    This reality also requires to take into account, for any projection over time, the occurrence of unexpected events or the unforeseeable actions of some actors. In other words, although the U.S. political system observes certain rules in its regular conduct, an unexpected change in the behavior of one of its secondary elements can substantially alter the performance of the system as a whole.14 In U.S. domestic politics, as in its foreign policy, on many occasions a marginal factor, real or metaphorical, has contributed to deciding the election or defeat of a presidential candidate, or has played a role in the decision to attack a foreign nation.




    The existence of such secondary factors and their intentional use to affect the entire decision-making system is also related to the generation of real or fictitious crises, which have the virtue of mobilizing local and international public opinion in a short period of time and at a relatively low economic cost. However, depending on the type of coalitions that have been established to bring one or another president to power, the ideological platform on which they have been elected and the economic moment the country is going through, the Executive Branch can exert more or less control over the Legislative Branch, influence the Judiciary and impose a certain measure of order on the secondary elements of the system.




    The articulation of foreign policy decisions in the United States has been associated with the occurrence of crises, or the reaction to threats, and with the use of these as excuses to develop courses of action that had been previously conceived. There are enough examples to corroborate this, from the self-inflicted provocations to launch war against Mexico (1846-1848) and occupy part of its territory, to the entry into World War II after the Japanese attack on Pearl Harbor (1941) and the attacks on the Twin Towers in New York, which led to the beginning of the so-called war on terrorism in 2001.




    For years, there has been an extensive debate in the United States regarding the concept of international crisis and its definition has included variables such as the lack of predictability of the event itself, the risk or threat to the vital interests of the imperial power, the short timeframe for decision-making by federal agencies and other components.15 It is not in the interest of this Introduction to contribute to a unique understanding of the crises, but rather to point out those junctures in the most recent Cuban history in which the U.S. Government fundamentally affected the Cuban reality, in order to at least make a comparison with the chapter that began towards the end of 2014.




    It must be assumed, however, that the intentions of the foreign policy actor known today as the United States to exercise domination over the island of Cuba predate even the formation of the former as a nation and date back to the time when the northern territories of America were governed by British colonists.16




    The two previous moments in recent history in which strategic definitions of bilateral policy were made from the United States towards Cuba were accompanied by the supposed occurrence of “crises”, or the perception of them from the U.S. side. These moments were the invasion of Cuban territory in 1898, decided when the victory of the “mambi” forces over the Spanish colonial troops was already highly probable, and the very occurrence of the triumph of the Cuban Revolution in January 1959, inserted into the U.S. geopolitical vision of the global East-West confrontation.




    In both cases a State Policy with respect to Cuba crystallized and was projected into the future in each subsequent period, understood as “the decisions taken by the highest level of State management, with the broad consensus of the dominant sectors of the country, which become norms to achieve over time the attainment of its fundamental objectives, beyond the junctures or long-term goals”.17




    No other event generated a process within the United States that would lead its political classes to propose a progression of probable actions, socialize them and make decisions regarding Cuba, which would be reflected in executive and legislative actions -plus other components- that would be valid for a span of 50 to 60 years, that is to say, that would constitute policy cycles.




    At the time of the imposition of the colonial regime on Cuba, this State policy was centered around at least six elements: military intervention and the possibility of repeating it according to convenience, protected by a constitutional amendment; the imposition of onerous conditions unfavorable to Cuban commercial and economic interests; permanent interference in Cuba’s decision-making processes; obtaining unlimited economic benefits; distorting the direction of the country’s economic and technological development; and the introduction of habits, customs and expressions that distorted the foundations of Cuban cultural traditions.18




    Similarly, the confrontation with the Cuban Revolution was based from the beginning on a group of premises on which there has been consensus up to the present, with no other substitute norms having emerged. These are: commercial, economic, financial and scientific-technical blockade; attempted international, political and diplomatic isolation; internal political and ideological subversion; acts of sabotage and terrorism against the country’s economic and defense activities and the use of military force or the threat of resorting to it.19




    In both cases, it could be asked whether the United States reacted to a “crisis”, in the most widely shared interpretation of current political science, or whether these were processes that were observed from the United States well in advance and their outcome was based on pre-designed actions.




    With regard to the military occupation of Cuba in 1898, there is sufficient historical evidence to indicate that the U.S. government monitored the events that took place on the island for years and that there was an intense debate within that society about whether or not to recognize the belligerence of the Cuban liberators, which extended from the way in which the insurgent emissary José Morales Lemus was received in Washington in 1869,20 to the harassment and persecution21 faced by José Martí on U.S. soil at the beginning of the last decade of the Nineteenth Century.




    Morales Lemus’ experience transited between the reaction to his request by Secretary of State Hamilton Fish, who favored a negotiation with Spain to buy Cuba’s independence and conceived a recognition of belligerence as a last option, and the position of Secretary of War John Rawlins, who had succeeded in August 1869, in a meeting of the federal cabinet, to put an end to negotiations with Spain in favor of Mambi recognition. Rawlins died a few days after the meeting with Morales Lemus. Fish, supported by those who wanted to avoid a direct confrontation with Spain, succeeded in overturning the cabinet decision.22




    By the end of the 19th Century, however, Spain as a colonial power had bled dry its economy to maintain its possession of Cuba, the Mambi army was close to victory and within the United States there had been a process of economic expansion and an accumulation of capital that aspired to greater realization abroad. There was also a strengthening of the country’s military structure, which tipped the balance of the political debate towards interventionism to the detriment of isolationism. In José Martí’s own view, “dead here (in the United States) in politics will be anyone who dares to say that the shadow of the eagle should not cover the world”.23




    The years of political interpretation of the Cuban-Spanish conflict, the balance of power between the main colonial powers of the time, plus the economic expansion of the United States as a future power, even within Cuba, had as a background the argumentation of the Ripe Fruit policy thesis (1823), or of Manifest Destiny (1845), among other foundations elaborated since the beginning of the 19th century to exercise hegemony over Cuba, the Caribbean and the rest of North America.




    However, the pressure to determine a definitive course of policy toward Cuba came in Washington when one of the parties to the conflict seemed to turn the tide irreversibly. The Cuban Mambises were now clearly defeating the Spanish colonial power. It was under these circumstances that the famous phrase “You furnish the pictures and I’ll furnish the war”24 by William R. Hearst who, on behalf of the supporters of intervention in Cuba, desperately sought arguments that would convince American public opinion that the United States should act militarily. In the midst of the lack of such graphic impressions to make an impact on people’s feelings, the explosion of the battleship USS Maine in the port of Havana took place on February 15, 1898, followed swiftly by the blockade of Cuban ports in April and the invasion of the east of the country in July of the same year.




    Thus began four years of U.S. military occupation, which, together with the economic presence already existing on the island since the mid-nineteenth century and the imposition of a Constitution that accepted limits to the country’s sovereignty, initiated a sixty-year cycle of continuity in Cuban political and social life, with the only formal alteration occurring in 1933, when the popular uprising against the government of Gerardo Machado was “resolved” by peaceful means and the U.S. military intervention foreseen in the Platt Amendment to maintain the status quo on the island was ruled out for the first time. A transition had taken place from a fully colonial scheme of domination to another, which from 1933 onwards would be just neocolonial.




    The fact that it was the Executive Power of the United States that flouted the Joint Resolution25 approved by the Federal Congress, which recognized the sovereignty that the new State that was emerging on the island of Cuba should enjoy, sheds considerable light on the hypothesis put forward in this text.




    The revolutionary break with that past, which took place in January 1959, was prompted in a more accelerated way in terms of time than the “crisis” prior to 1898 but the United States was no less prepared to face the outcome, after materially supporting the tyranny of Fulgencio Batista (1952-1959), having placed intelligence agents close to the main rebel leaders26 with plans to assassinate them and having tried to induce a negotiated solution that would downgrade the revolutionary triumph.27




    In April 1959, Vice President Richard Nixon, after a personal meeting with Fidel Castro in Washington, declared that the Cuban should be “guided along the right path”28 and from that moment on, the White House put into practice every conceivable project to put an end to the Cuban Revolution, from the military action at the Bay of Pigs in 1961,29 the creation of the largest operational base of the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA) in American territory (Miami), to the promotion of every type of terrorist operation against the Island.30




    Based on the logic that the young revolutionary power would not endure the onslaught for long, it was not until 1962 when, with the argument of Sino-Soviet penetration in the continent and later on the presence of Russian defensive missiles in Cuban territory, a comprehensive regime of sanctions was applied against Cuba31 and the Trade with the Enemy Act of 1917 was invoked.




    Thus began a 52-year cycle in which the unalterable principles of the anti-Cuban policy were built by the Executive Branch and complemented by the Legislative Branch.




    The reasons for such steps were clearly established in the logic of the East-West confrontation and in the anti-communist history that had been spreading throughout the United States since the 1950s. They also responded to the emergence of the People’s Republic of China and the decolonization process generated since the end of World War II. There was no need to create a specific consensus regarding Cuba, if the confrontation with this country could be inscribed within the equation of capitalism-socialism, East and West.




    However, Cuba’s survival after the demise of the Soviet Union and the so-called socialist camp in 1991 served to demonstrate that this policy cycle had deep roots in the other initiated in 1898, or that perhaps both were part of a single whole, albeit with qualitative differences. What ultimately justified the U.S. confrontation with the Cuban Revolutionary Government was not the framework of associations in its foreign policy, but the willingness of a small nation to accede to its sovereignty and demand equal treatment rather than be absorbed by the northern power.




    It took another 20 years for the U.S. political class to realize that every kind of confrontation had been tried against Cuba, without any success. The explanation that the Cuban model depended on the support of the so-called Soviet bloc did not stand the test of time. When attempts were even made to reinforce the blockade with legislation passed in 1992 and 1996, Cuba still resisted, providing further evidence of the ineffectiveness of the policy structured since the early 1960s.




    However, this conclusion alone did not bring about the necessary consensus in Washington to try to achieve the same objectives by other means. The United States was imposing its agenda in an almost unipolar world and its government did not feel that it was time to make corrections or adjustments to its foreign policy.




    It was after a longer period of time (55 years) that there was a vacuum of effectiveness, a fatigue in arguing the validity of surrendering Cuba by the most extreme methods and, above all, in explaining that repeated failure would bring some benefit to the United States, particularly in the hemispheric arena. However, this “crisis” alone would not explain the transformation that had begun to take place. The conditions for change had been created by other factors as a whole, which are explained as follows.




     




    

      

        1 The name of this country itself is a conventionalism. The magnitude of its state machinery, the diversity of local issues and political practices, plus the division (real or supposed) of powers makes inaccurate the statement that would present the country as a monolithic and functional whole.


      




      

        2 The official abbreviated name is Cuban Democratic Act. It takes its name from its main sponsor, Robert Torricelli (D-NJ).
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    The Latin American and Caribbean Regional Views on the United States Policy Toward Cuba




    The Cuban Revolution took place in the context of a geographic region in which the United States had been building a network of institutions of the so-called Inter-American system that served the sole purpose of guaranteeing U.S. hegemony.




    The Inter-American Defense Board (IADB) was created in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, during the Third Meeting of Consultation of Ministers of Foreign Affairs of the 21 American Republics, then members of the Pan American Union, by Resolution No. XXXIX of January 28, 1942.32




    The Inter-American Treaty of Reciprocal Assistance (TIAR),33 also called the Rio Treaty, as an inter-American mutual defense pact, was signed on September 2, 1947, two years before the North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO), and was invoked 20 times just between 1950 and 1960.




    Finally, as a successor to the International Union of American Nations (1890) and the Pan American Union (1910), the Organization of American States (OAS) was created on April 30, 1948.




    An even more complex system of inter-American organizations was formed before and after these three pillars, from the Pan American Health Organization (PAHO, 1902) to the Inter-American Institute for Cooperation on Agriculture (IICA, 1942) and the Inter-American Development Bank (IDB, 1950).




    The Cuban revolutionary event, by its nature, constituted a questioning of the essence of that Pan-American order. Cuba’s bilateral and multilateral relations with the Caribbean States and Latin America went through several qualitative periods after January 1, 1959, to which different authors have given different periodizations. For the purposes of the present research, these stages are divided according to the milestones recorded in the U.S. attempts to isolate Cuba at the regional level and in the success of the latter in confronting such policy.




    Therefore, a first period would extend throughout the entire decade of the 1960s, when the United States imposed the economic, commercial and financial blockade on Cuba34 and got most of the governments of the hemisphere35 to support the view that Cuba was an “extracontinental agent”, which could not be considered part of the Inter-American system embodied in the OAS.36




    At the same time, the United States offered Latin America the Alliance for Progress (1961), curiously called a “revolution for the Americas”,37 with promises of economic growth, reduction of illiteracy, democratic stability, steadiness of prices and fairness in consumption plus the assurance of investing US$ 80 billion in 10 years. But history has recorded that this never happened.




    Cuba’s expulsion from the OAS in 1962 did not mean a break with the political forces of the area, especially those of the center-left, quite the contrary. Precisely because of the reinforcement of anti-Cuban isolationist policy, many political parties, social groups and emerging progressive movements found in the island the obligatory point of meeting, exchange and learning.




    The Organization of Solidarity for Africa, Asia and Latin America (OSPAAAL)38 emerged, at Cuba’s request, as an extension to the region of African and Asian solidarity mechanisms that had been in place since 1961. The exchanges that took place in that space and the political theories published in the magazine Tricontinental by Latin American and Caribbean leaders, who over the years became government or legislative leaders in their respective countries of origin, or executives of multilateral organizations, are memorable and irreplaceable in time.




    Specifically, the First Conference of the Latin American Solidarity Organization (OLAS) was held in Havana between July 31 and August 10, 1967. Its origin stemmed from the decision of the revolutionary leaders of the 27 countries that represented the region at the Solidarity Conference of the Peoples of Asia, Africa and Latin America, to achieve greater strength and better hemispheric coordination capacity.




    From these interactions and others, relationships of identity, solidarity, and respect for leaders and organizations in the region started to emerge, emulating the example of the Cuban Revolution, took the path of armed struggle as a method for gaining access to power and henceforth to produce the necessary social and economic transformations.




    In that context, which coincided in time with the direct military aggression against Cuba at Bay of Pigs, the dirty war39 and the fiercest application of the economic blockade, the revolutionary authorities felt completely free to support the national liberation movements in the countries that supported the extermination against Cuba. The most paradigmatic example was the Bolivian guerrilla led by Commander Ernesto Guevara de la Serna, assassinated in 1967. This support served to fan the flames of the theory of the “exportation of the revolution”. However, such accusations did not take into account at least three factors:




     




    

      	
1. Mutual support among revolutionary movements in the region long predates the Cuban Revolution. The difference established by the Cuban Revolution is that it achieved the success that previous attempts in other countries failed to obtain.40





      	
2. The main support provided by the Cuban Revolution was not in men, means or financial resources, but in achieving the recognition and unity of these forces, both within each specific country and with respect to the European and Asian references of traditional, classical, scientific socialism, or whatever it might be called.41





      	
3. As Fidel Castro explained on more than one occasion, the main reason for the existence of such organizations and movements and their attempts to gain access to power were the domination schemes established by the United States since the end of the nineteenth century to ensure hegemony in the region.42



    




     




    A second moment in Cuba’s official relations with the region began in 1972,43 when four Caribbean nations that had recently gained their independence from the colonial metropolis established diplomatic relations with Havana. It was the Caribbean nations who presented to the OAS (1975), and won its approval, the proposal to allow members to re-establish relations with the island. A new stage was beginning in which nationalist movements that had come to power in the late 1960s also re-established ties with Cuba in the 1970s, as in the case of the Panamanian government of General Omar Torrijos (1974), as well as General Juan Domingo Perón on his return to power in Argentina in 1973 and President Jaime Roldós, elected in Ecuador in 1979. Additionally, the socialist victory at the ballot box of Salvador Allende in Chile (1973), as well as the triumph of the Sandinista Revolution in Nicaragua and the New Jewel Movement in Grenada, both in 1979, favored a new type of relationship with Havana, or even considered the Cuban Revolution as a paradigm of the social changes that should take place in the region. The 1970s would also see continuity in the expansion of ties with the Caribbean, in the cases of the establishment of relations with the Bahamas (1974) and St. Lucia (1979).




    In 1975, Cuba became a founding member of the Latin American Economic System (SELA), being the first Latin American and Caribbean intergovernmental organization to which the island was invited as a full member.44




    As a backdrop to this process, it should be recalled that secret talks between the United States and Cuba had begun in 1974, as a result of which, in 1975, Washington allowed an agreement to be approved within the framework of the OAS, letting member countries define the nature of their bilateral relations with Cuba. In this way, the United States tried to prevent news of its rapprochement with Havana from leaking out and to make it seem that it was acting on the sidelines of the continental organization.45 At the end of the 1970s, based on the well-earned prestige of Cuba and its revolutionary foreign policy in the international arena, the country was elected to preside over the Non-Aligned Movement and Havana hosted the Sixth Summit in 1979. These were moments of clear questioning of the regional isolation designed from Washington and, at the same time, of a gradual and ascending growth of official bilateral ties of Cuba with the region.




    Among the bilateral and multilateral links reconstructed with Latin America and the Caribbean, special mention should be made of the still incipient bilateral cooperation programs developed by Cuba, which in all cases benefited the poorest sectors of the resilient societies, went far beyond the traditional partisan support and became over time initiatives that were difficult to dismantle even when center or center-right governments came to power in the capitals of the beneficiary countries.




    In the 1980s, with the accession to power of the New American Right,46 based on the Republican aspiration of Ronald Reagan, Washington’s relations with the region were marked more than ever before by the Cold War and the so-called East-West confrontation. It is worth recalling that the first sentence of the Republican platform for the 1980 elections offered in the so-called Santa Fe Report47 was that “America is under attack” and the second: “Latin America, the traditional partner and ally of the United States, is being penetrated by Soviet power”.




    Moreover, in this context Cuba was considered “the source” of the revolutionary changes in Latin America and, therefore, military options were prepared in Washington for its confrontation, according to the geopolitics designed by the then Secretary of State Alexander Haig.48




    Although the United States managed to halt and reverse the revolutionary advance of the most progressive forces in Central America in the 1980s, as part of the strategy of the so-called “low intensity conflicts”,49 the forces that had previously wielded arms to achieve their objectives became integrated into the political life of their respective countries, progressively occupying significant spaces of the popular vote.




    At the same time, military dictatorships began to come to an end in South America [Argentina (1983), Uruguay (1984), Brazil (1985), Paraguay (1989), Chile (1990)], which gave room for the establishment of new political forces that, regardless of their position in the spectrum, were committed to the search for a new alternative economic integration and began to see their immediate environment as an indissoluble whole from a cultural, economic and political point of view.




    In order to confront the “extra-continental forces” in the Caribbean, the Reagan administration designed the so-called Caribbean Basin Initiative (1983),50 which failed economically because it was essentially a political project aimed at exterminating left-wing political forces in the fragile nations of the Antilles and, once again, isolating Cuba.




    The invasions of Grenada (1983) and Panama (1989) and the support in resources and advice to the counterrevolutionary armed forces in Central America (Nicaragua, El Salvador, Guatemala) were just examples of how far the U.S. New Right was willing to go to annihilate the recurrent questioning of the most orthodox Pan-Americanism, a position in which Cuba was a leader.




    The harshness of Reaganomics51 within the United States and the design of neoliberal principles of induced application for the less developed economies of the Western Hemisphere had a severe impact during the rest of the 1980s and created in the medium term a scenario for the early 1990s that, paradoxically, hindered the “triumphal advance” of the U.S. model in Latin America and the Caribbean even after the strategic victory over European socialism.52




    These were the years, however, in which Cuba and the United States had a relative diplomatic rapprochement both in negotiating peace agreements in Angola, the independence of Namibia and the end of apartheid in South Africa, as well as constructively bringing about the peace agreements in El Salvador (1992) and Guatemala (1996).53




    The disappearance of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics and the so-called Socialist Camp and the consequent need for Cuba to insert itself even more in the Latin American and Caribbean space, together with Washington’s first proposals related to the so-called Western Free Trade Zone (1991) and the “new Pan-American order”,54 gave way to a third stage in Havana’s relations with the countries of the region.




    The main initiative for the institutionalization of this process, and for the creation of a single economic space under the aegis of the United States, was the initiation of the so-called Summits of the Americas in 1994 in Miami, with the well-known absence of Cuba. The Summits brought with them reforms to the Organization of American States and the approval of several Inter-American Conventions, which resulted in commitments by the signatories in various spheres.55 In the political sphere, these actions were accompanied by military decisions by the United States on the areas of attention of the so-called Northern and Southern Commands, using the argument of the war against drug trafficking as the main reason for strengthening the presence of U.S. military units and advisors in the region.




    Successive documents approved at the Summits of the Americas, ranging from the so-called Santiago de Chile Commitment (1998) to the Inter-American Democratic Charter (2001), reconfigured a region that was to be “in the image and likeness” of the Inter-American U.S. pattern, with the consequent exclusion of the Cuban “dissident” model.




    In parallel with that scenario, Cuba had successfully initiated since 1992 a series of annual condemnations of the U.S. blockade in the United Nations, an offensive that was also permanently transferred to the Ibero-Latin American Summits (See Annex I), and subsequently to other regional forums with important qualitative changes in the texts that were subsequently approved. These annual or biannual exercises, as the case might be, gradually shaped a regional consensus on the issue that became monolithic and permanent, regardless of the balance of political forces in the region at any given time.




    In terms of the Caribbean, a space for Cuba emerged in 199456 with the creation of the Association of Caribbean States and as of 2002 the Cuba-CARICOM summits began to be held in Havana,57 which offered a limited but important accompaniment to the aspirations of the largest of the Antilles to integrate with its close geographic partners. Similarly, Cuba’s incorporation into the Latin American Integration Association (ALADI) in 1998 facilitated the island’s economic relations with important Latin American actors beyond its immediate surroundings. Cuba signed economic complementation agreements with each of the eleven members of ALADI.




    Within the member countries of the “new Pan-American order”, transcendental changes took place as a result of the multiplied action and supranational interrelation of social movements and the rise to power after social upheavals in the respective countries of Hugo Chávez Frías in Venezuela (1999), Néstor Kirchner in Argentina (2003) and Luis Ignacio Lula da Silva in Brazil (2003). It was only with the existence of these alternative projects that it was possible at the Summit of the Americas in Mar del Plata, Argentina (2005) to defeat the project for the American Free Trade Area, designed by the United States.




    This event marked a turning point in inter-American relations in several ways, as it laid the groundwork for a reformulation of the objectives of the Southern Common Market (MERCOSUR),58 created conditions for the creation of the Union of South American Nations (UNASUR) in 2008,59 the Bolivarian Alliance for the Americas-People’s Trade Agreement (ALBA-TCP) in 2004,60 and eventually the Community of Latin American and Caribbean States (CELAC) in 2010; the latter two with the transcendent and active participation of the Cuban Revolutionary Government.




    The continued rise of new democratic forces in Honduras, with the election of Manuel Zelaya (2005), played an essential role in the creation of this new Latin American and Caribbean multilateral infrastructure; in Nicaragua, with the triumph of the Sandinista National Liberation Front (FSLN) led by Daniel Ortega (2006); in Bolivia, with the Movement Towards Socialism (MAS) led by Evo Morales Aima (2006); in Ecuador, with the Citizen Revolution of Rafael Correa (2007); and finally in Paraguay, with the coming to power of Fernando Lugo (2008).




    Although these actors and their supporting movements or parties were politically attacked from Washington for their alleged “anti-American” agendas, the main challenge to U.S. domination was the new type of integration they proposed and the new type of collaboration that emerged between them, in which, once again, Cuba played a leading political role that was way above the size of its limited economy.




    Beyond the role of markets and capital, the priority in the new forms of partnership was for ordinary people and the agenda was marked by concerns about access to health, education, culture and fuller dignity.




    By 2008 Cuba had diplomatic relations with all 33 independent countries in Latin America and the Caribbean. Perhaps the main achievement was that these relations had been established without causing friction in those nations’ ties with the United States and without Cuba making any concessions to achieve this.61
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