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 the giant step ahead. Movement in a straight and unbroken liine seems

 to have been alien to his nature-he could not go forward until he had

 tested the ground, studied all the reactions, and weighed all the risks.

 And yet Roosevelt had to be pushed into that last giant step; it took a

 Pearl Harbor to bring the United States into all-out war.

 It is in his discussion of Roosevelt's attitude toward collective security

 that Divine breaks most sharply with other interpretations. He points
 out that even as a young Wilsonian, Roosevelt was ready to accept the

 Lodge reservations to the League Covenant and that well before the
 1930S he had decided the League did not work well and he no longer fav-

 ored American entrance. During World War II, even while he was win-

 ning a lasting reputation as a prime proponent of the United Nations,

 he was holding firmly to the view that the preservation of the peace
 would be primarily the task of the great powers, the "Four Policemen."
 Finally, in a fresh analysis of Roosevelt's relations with Russia, Divine

 concludes that he was not as naive or soft as has often been charged, but
 a good deal more of a pragmatist. The serious miscalculation with Rus-

 sia, Divine feels, came over the ambiguous agreement at Yalta for es-
 tablishing a coalition government in Poland and the subsequent inter-
 pretations of that agreement; the quarrel over Poland made the cold war

 inevitable.

 Overall, Divine gives Roosevelt passing but not exceptional marks for
 his conduct of foreign policy.

 FRANK FREIDEL

 Harvard University

 Thirteen Days: A Memoir of the Cuban Missile Crisis by Robert

 F. Kennedy, introductions by Robert S. McNamara and Harold

 Macmillan. New York, W. W. Norton & Company, 1969.-

 224 pp. $5.50.

 There is nothing substantially new in Robert Kennedy's book on the
 Cuban missile crisis. The Cuban missile crisis decisions were well made

 by the Kennedy team. I believe, however, that the administration great-
 ly overestimated the danger of nuclear war-even if Khrushchev was a
 gambler, he was hardly so reckless to have risked nuclear war during a
 period of significant American strategic superiority-and that the

 Soviet Union could have been forced into a much greater retreat in Cuba
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 without significant nuclear danger. Still, the president would have had

 responsibility for the death and destruction had he been proved wrong.

 If he avoided even minimal risks and yet was able to get the missiles out

 of Cuba, it is very difficult to argue that he blundered. He was setting a

 precedent for the future. He self-consciously provided face-saving re-

 treats to the Russians in an effort to minimize risks and to establish the

 point that certain aspects of the nuclear status quo could not be changed

 unilaterally during a period of approaching quasi-parity.

 The Soviets had secretively and rapidly begun a missile buildup in

 Cuba while denying both publicly and in private communications to
 Kennedy that they were doing so or would in the future. The president

 had publicly committed himself by reliance on these assurances. The em-

 placing of the missiles was occurring during an election campaign-a
 period during which the president presumably would be politically em-

 barrassed were he to admit that he had been wrong and his opponents

 correct. Indeed, the subject remains embarrassing to relicts of the Ken-

 nedy administration who try to explain away Keating's evidence and the

 unwillingness of the administration to hear evidence of the buildup until

 it was incontrovertible-an unwillingness which, as in the case of the

 Bay of Pigs, made it very difficult for military or intelligence services

 to provide the information the president needed.

 Had the Russians succeeded in their gambit-whatever their motiva-

 tions actually were-a number of consequences would have ensued.

 The military threat to the United States would have appeared to be enor-

 mous. The ability of the Russians to change the nuclear status quo in the

 American backyard would likely have had very large repercussions in
 Latin America and indirectly elsewhere in the world. There is reason to

 believe that Khrushchev had badly underestimated Kennedy after the
 Vienna meeting. A failure in this crisis would have reinforced that inter-
 pretation of Kennedy and might have led to a Berlin crisis in circum-

 stances in which the various misinterpretations and miscalculations
 might easily have produced a nuclear war.

 Within this context, the charge that Kennedy escalated the missile

 crisis and risked nuclear war for purposes of the 1962 campaign takes

 on the quality of paranoia that one expects from the New York Review
 of Books. No doubt Kennedy thought of the elections. He was a politician,

 he had problems of regime control, and motivations are always mixed.
 Nonetheless, the easiest course for him in facing the 1962 elections
 would have been to deny the missile buildup until after the elections.
 On the other hand, he could not reveal the information before the elec-
 tions without adverse political consequences unless he gave the appear-
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 ance of effective action. (Even so, it was far from clear that he would

 emerge as well as he did.) In this case, however, his political interests

 and the national interest coincided. The worst outcome in this case for

 Kennedy, for the United States, and for the prospects for peace would

 have resulted from indecisive and ineffective actions against the Rus-

 sians. The course of action he took minimized the risks of conflict and
 maximized the prospects for agreement with the Russians both in the

 short and in the intermediate term. Although I have never been an ex-

 cessive partisan of the test ban and of the detente that followed, there

 seems little reasonable doubt that the policies pursued by Kennedy dur-

 ing the missile crisis stabilized the international situation. They also

 probably removed the immediate threat to Berlin. I am no defender of
 John F. Kennedy or of his family and by the time of his death I had be-

 come disaffected politically. I am startled, however, that the very actions
 that reduced the risk of nuclear war and that produced a period of detente
 have become the basis for the charge by some that he risked nuclear war

 for the sake of the midterm elections. The handling of the Cuban missile
 crisis was John F. Kennedy's shining hour. Those who make abominable

 criticisms of him for his handling of that crisis need to have both their
 heads and their hearts examined.

 MORTON A. KAPLAN

 University of Chicago

 Gulliver's Troubles, Or The Setting of American Foreign Policy
 by Stanley Hoffmann. New York, McGraw-Hill Book Company
 for the Council on Foreign Relations, E968.-XX, 556 pp. $11.95.

 As his contribution to the "Atlantic Policy Series" published by the
 Council on Foreign Relations, Professor Stanley Hoffmann of Harvard's
 Government department sets out to "determine what the United States,
 with its enormous power, can attempt and expect to achieve in the Atlan-
 tic area . . . ." He begins with a detailed diagnosis of what is wrong with
 American foreign policy generally, drawing examples copiously from
 recent experiences like the Vietnam war, the Dominican crisis, and the
 disarray within NATO. America's failure to understand the implications
 of the shift in the international system away from bipolarity, together
 with procedural and institutional hindrances, have, in Hoffmann's
 phrase, put "Gulliver in the chain gang." Much as this metaphor would
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