
� Publisher’s Note

The Defining Documents in American History series, pro-
duced by Salem Press, offers a closer look at important
historical documents by pairing primary source docu-
ments on a broad range of subjects with essays written es-
pecially for the series by expert writers, including
historians, professors, researchers, and other authorities
in the subject under examination. This established series
includes fifty-three titles that present documents se-
lected to illuminate specific eras in American history—
including The Great Depression, Civil Rights, and Post-
war 1940s—or to explore significant themes and develop-
ments in American society—The Free Press, Business
Ethics, Prison Reform, and Slavery.

This set, Defining Documents in American History:
America’s Influence on Foreign Governments, 1960-Present,
offers in-depth analysis of 78 documents, includingmem-
orandums, treaties, acts, addresses and speeches, legisla-
tion, reports, internal government documents, and more.
These selections help define events surrounding the evo-
lution of America’s foreign policy, and how those events
have helped shape history.

The material is organized into five sections, each be-
ginning with a brief introduction that examines the poli-
tics and policies of the United States through a variety of
historical documents.

The first volume includes essays on the following
topics:

• Missiles and Misadventures

• Control and Consequences

The second volume contains documents on the follow-
ing topics:

• The 9/11 Era

• A Rules-Based Order?

• Recent Disruptions

The documents contained within these sections pro-
vide an overview of the history and significance of
America’s colossal influence on the world stage, from
covert CIA operations to current disruptions to the
world order.

Essay Format

Each Historical Document is supported by a critical essay,
written by historians and experts, that includes a Summary
Overview, Defining Moment, About the Author, Docu-
ment Analysis, and Essential Themes. An important fea-
ture of each essay is a close reading of the primary source
that develops broader themes, such as the author’s rhetori-
cal purpose, social or class position, point of view, and
other relevant issues. Each essay also includes a section
entitled Bibliography and Additional Reading that provides
suggestions for further readings and research.

Appendixes

• Chronological List arranges all documents by
date.

• Web Resources is an annotated list of websites
that offer valuable supplemental resources.

• Bibliography lists helpful articles and books for
further study.

Readers can explore more influence on foreign govern-
ments in Defining Documents in American History: Amer-
ica’s Influence on Foreign Governments, 1783-1960. As the
UnitedStates grew in size and international stature, its influ-
ence could increasingly be felt around the world. Other na-
tions eagerly formed trade alliances, while the U.S. backed
its allies in two world wars, among other conflicts. Mean-
while, theU.S. also sought to influence foreign governments
through means such as diplomacy, economic pressure, cul-
tural exchanges, and even military intervention.

Contributors

Salem Press would like to extend its appreciation to all in-
volved in the development and production of this work.
The essays have been written and signed by scholars of
history, humanities, and other disciplines related to the
essays’ topics. Without these expert contributions, a pro-
ject of this nature would not be possible. A full list of the
contributors to this set with their affiliations appears
following the Editor’s Introduction.
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� Editor’s Introduction

This work brings together a wide-ranging set of primary-

source materials that, together, trace how the United

States has sought to influence the governments of other

nations from the late eighteenth century to the present.

The record compiled here—treaties and proclamations,

presidential speeches and congressional debates, diplo-

matic notes and secret memoranda, intelligence assess-

ments and directives, executive orders and public

statements—collectively represents the official lan-

guage, as it were, of American engagement abroad. Such

documents are the instruments through which policy-

makers have argued for courses of action, justified coer-

cive measures, negotiated compromises, and sought to

shape both foreign political outcomes and domestic per-

ceptions. While these primary texts do not (and cannot)

present a full picture of American foreign influence,

they do serve as historical evidence of past policies and

practices, up to the present. They demonstrate how

power and influence have been conceived, asserted,

rationalized, and contested over time.

The collection unfolds across a broad timeframe that

is meant to reveal both the continuities of American

statecraft and its disruptions. The narrative begins with

the earliest treaties and declarations that framed the

United States’ place in the post-Revolutionary or-

der—texts such as the Treaty of Paris, Jay’s Treaty, and

foundational congressional addresses that articulated vi-

sions of sovereignty, commerce, and nonentanglement.

These early documents established the language of au-

thority, legal obligation, and moral duty that shaped sub-

sequent choices. They also reveal how a state born of a

colonial rebellion developed diplomatic routines and le-

gal arguments that would later be deployed in very dif-

ferent contexts, from hemispheric claims to power in the

face of European interference to disputes over Indigen-

ous sovereignty.

The nineteenth century, as represented in these doc-

uments, is a period in which American influence was

primarily regional but increasingly assertive. Judicial

opinions, congressional debates, and presidential proc-

lamations from the era show how theUnited States fash-

ioned a rhetoric of hemispheric privilege that culmi-

nated in the Monroe Doctrine. At the same time,

documents such as treaties with Native nations, con-

gressional records on Indian removal, and the Treaty of

Guadalupe Hidalgo reveal the interpenetration of do-

mestic policy and foreign relations. This is an early les-

son repeated across eras: influence on foreign govern-

ments often proceeds through domestic institutions and

legal means, the line between internal governance and

external power being somewhat porous.

The turn to the twentieth century marks a decisive ex-

pansion of imperial intentions. The collection docu-

ments the debates over imperial policy at the century’s

opening—arguments over annexation and overseas rule

that accompanied the Spanish-American War, the

Treaty of Paris (1898), and subsequent instruments gov-

erning colonial possessions in the Philippines and else-

where. The materials from this period—the Teller and

Platt Amendments, presidential notes and congressional

debates, reports from colonial administrators—illustrate

both the rhetorical power of “civilization” (or the “civiliz-

ing mission”) and the practical mechanisms of control,

including military occupation and legal restructuring.

These documents make clear that American claims to

influence could come in many forms: as trusteeship,

protection, or liberation even while they served strategic

and economic interests.

World wars and their aftermaths moved the United

States from hemispheric preeminence to global leader-

ship. The collection includes Wilsonian texts that envi-

sioned a new architecture of international law and

collective security, as well as Roosevelt-era statements

that sought to reconcile great-power responsibility with

national interest. The Atlantic Charter, the founding in-

struments of the United Nations, and the legal and dip-

lomatic wrangling surrounding the use of atomic

weapons, all appear as documents evidencing an at-

tempt to rebuild international order under American

auspices. At the same time, wartime correspondence,
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Missiles and Misadventures

The years between 1960 and 1974 were an inflec-
tion point in American foreign policy: a decade

and a half in which the United States, driven by Cold
War imperatives and domestic political pressures, ex-
tended its reach into the internal politics of distant
states with great intensity and uneven results. This
section traces that history of intervention—overt and
covert, diplomatic and military—to show how strate-
gic calculations about missiles, ideologies, and influ-
ence repeatedly collided with the realities on the
ground. The documents and episodes collected here
reveal a pattern: high-stakes decisions made under
the banner of containment, often premised on flawed
intelligence, competing institutional agendas, and the
impulse to manage outcomes by force or clandestine
means. The result was a sequence of interventions
that reshaped governments, destabilized regions, and
left enduring moral and geopolitical questions.

Beginning in the early 1960s, the United States
confronted its ColdWar rivals on several fronts simul-
taneously. Contemporaneous Central Intelligence
Agency (CIA) memoranda on Patrice Lumumba and
the Congo illuminate how decolonization was recast
in Washington as a theater of superpower rivalry,
where nationalism could be conflated with commu-
nist influence and where covert action seemed to of-
fer a quick correction to an unfavorable outcome. The
launch of the Peace Corps in 1961, by contrast, dem-
onstrates a softer, idealistic strand of American influ-
ence—a belief that development, goodwill, and
cultural exchange could offset revolutionary currents.
Yet the hope of hearts-and-minds strategies would
soon be tested by harder measures.

The Bay of Pigs invasion and Operation Mongoose
exposed the perils of clandestine attempts to topple
adversarial regimes. These failures sparked discus-
sions about plausible deniability, operational control,
and the political costs of exposed covert operations.
By 1962, the crisis over Soviet arms in Cuba forced
the Kennedy administration to confront the ultimate
symbol of Cold War brinksmanship: the ballistic mis-
sile. President John F. Kennedy’s deliberations reveal

the nuclear dimension of the conflict and the extraor-
dinary pressures that decision-makers faced when
strategic deterrence and immediate security concerns
intersected.

Southeast Asia then became the theater in which
American policy increasingly relied on both military
escalation and political manipulation. Internal
memos on South Vietnam and the National Libera-
tion Front, the Gulf of Tonkin episode, and subse-
quent policy papers by presidents and national
security advisors capture how local insurgencies and
proxy warfare were interpreted through a global, bipo-
lar lens. The U.S. commitment in Vietnam deepened
from advisory roles to sustained military engagement,
and the doctrine of containment moved from theory
to costly practice. Parallel decisions to expand opera-
tions into Cambodia and to entertain the prospects of
clandestine political interference elsewhere show a
growing willingness to employ extraordinary measures
to shape outcomes.

Similar dynamics played out in the Global South.
The 1965 coup in Indonesia and U.S. telegrams relat-
ing to it illustrate how American officials moni-
tored—and at times facilitated—regime change when
anticommunist forces appeared ascendant. In Latin
America, documents on Chilean policy and the infa-
mous Henry Kissinger memos reveal the moral ambi-
guities of supporting or undermining democratically
elected leaders (in this case, Salvador Allende) in pur-
suit of strategic goals. These interventions often pro-
duced short-term alignment with U.S. interests but
long-term instability and resentment, complicating
America’s global standing.

Even toward the decade’s end and into the early
1970s, the contours of U.S. influence shifted. Presi-
dent Richard Nixon’s outreach to the People’s Repub-
lic of China demonstrated that strategic realignments
could also take the form of rapprochement rather
than coercion—a pragmatic recalibration that altered
the Cold War’s balance. At the same time, legislative
responses like the Jackson-Vanik Amendment sig-
naled that domestic politics and human-rights
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� CIA Memos Regarding Patrice Lumumba of the Republic of
Congo
Date: August 25, 1960; February 14, 1972

Author: Livingston T. Merchant; Gordon Gray; John N. Irwin II; Allen Dulles; Lyman B. Kirkpatrick Jr.;
Richard M. Bissell Jr.; Sidney Gottlieb

Nation(s): Republic of Congo; Belgium

Genre: memorandums

Summary Overview

Patrice Lumumba became prime minister when the Belgian Congo gained independence (as the Republic of Congo)
on June 30, 1960. His government quickly unraveled amid Cold War tensions, army mutinies, and the secession of
Katanga province under Moïse Tshombe. In early Sep-
tember 1960 President Joseph Kasa-Vubu attempted to
dismiss Lumumba, and on September 14, 1960, army
chief Joseph-Desiré Mobutu—backed by Belgian,
American, and other Western interests and covert sup-
port—seized power, placing Lumumba under effective
house arrest. Lumumba escaped later that year to
reach supporters in Stanleyville but was captured in
late 1960 by forces allied with Mobutu and Belgian- and
Katangan-aligned elements. On January 17, 1961, he
and two colleagues were transferred to Katanga,
where local authorities, with the involvement of Belgian
officers and white mercenaries, executed and muti-
lated them; his remains were concealed for decades.
While the killings were carried out by Katangan actors,
declassified documents, parliamentary inquiries, and
later investigations show U.S. and other Western gov-
ernments and intelligence services actively pursued
covert operations to remove or neutralize Lumumba.

In the United States, a high-level interagency na-
tional security committee (created in 1953) known as
the “Special Group” was charged with approving and
overseeing U.S. covert actions and sensitive intelli-
gence operations. Key participants included Director
of Central Intelligence (DCI) Allen Dulles, National Se-
curity Advisor Gordon Gray, senior State Department
official Livingston Merchant, Department of Defense
(DoD) representatives, and others. The group re-
viewed, authorized, and monitored clandestine
programs during the 1950s–1960s.
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� Official History of the Bay of Pigs Operation
Date: December 1979 (covering events of April 1961)

Author: Jack B. Pfeiffer

Nation(s): Cuba

Genre: report

Summary Overview

The Bay of Pigs (April 1961) is infamous in the annals of American history because it was a failed, CIA-backed at-
tempt to overthrow Cuba’s Fidel Castro that publicly exposed direct U.S. interference in another country. It be-
came a major political and strategic embarrassment.

The first extensive official history of that failed American intrusion, written eighteen years after the operation,
was commissioned by the Central Intelligence Agency (CIA). Of the five volumes drafted, only four were accepted
by author John Pfeiffer’s superiors. In volume three, a complete picture was given of the political leaders and
events in Cuba in the decade prior to the failed invasion as well as the individuals in the American government
who played a role in the creation of the Bay of Pigs Operation. Since the work was classified as Top Secret, Pfeif-
fer had access to public and confidential records as well as to individuals within the U.S. intelligence community.

As the head of the CIA’s history staff, Pfeiffer had the resources available to him to give a full picture from the
American perspective. Although the time lapse between the events and text meant that some information was no
longer available, it did ensure that the author could write freely about what had happened, as no one mentioned in
the Bay of Pigs historical text, or anyone else who
played a part but might want to protect his image, was
still in a leadership position at the CIA in the late 1970s.

Defining Moment

It is rare that a large organization in the federal gov-
ernment expends its own resources to document and
analyze a major event in its history, a decade or more
after the fact. Congress and other oversight organiza-
tions often do this as part of their responsibilities, but
normally agencies and departments do their own re-
view soon after the event has occurred. With fallout
from the Bay of Pigs Operation continuing to affect
the CIA, a decision was made to undertake a profes-
sional review. Jack Pfeiffer was given this task, and the
result was a thorough, multi-volume report. Pfeiffer’s
access to records, as well as to people, made this an
expansive report.

The CIA had been granted the power to undertake
covert operations in 1948. In the ensuing decade,
therefore, it began to realize some successes as well as
failures in these types of operations. Generally, the
failures were small enough or far enough removed
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� JFK on the Soviet Arms Buildup in Cuba
Date: October 22, 1962

Author: John F. Kennedy

Nation(s): Soviet Union

Genre: speech

Summary Overview

The Cuban Missile Crisis, as it came to be known, was a singular event in history of the Cold War: perhaps at no
other moment did the United States and the Soviet Union come as close to nuclear war as they did during this
event. Coming on the heels of both the Soviet downing of an American U-2 spy plane (May 1960) and the Bay of
Pigs debacle in Cuba (April 1961), tensions were already high between the two superpowers when the missile
crisis unfolded.

It started in October 1962, when an American reconnaissance unit obtained aerial photographic evidence that
the Soviet Union was deploying nuclear missiles at bases being constructed in Cuba, which is only ninety miles off
of the coast of Florida. Subsequently, President John F. Kennedy had to determine an American response that
would end the crisis but not escalate a tense situation into nuclear war. While many of his advisers were advocat-
ing for military action to remove the missiles and even
to overthrow the Cuban government, Kennedy chose
the less aggressive but still risky response of a naval
quarantine. Kennedy delivered this grave address via
televised broadcast on the evening of October 22,
1962, in order to update the American people about the
findings and their implications, explain the decision to
put the quarantine into effect, and confirm that the
country would not tolerate the threat or use of such
weapons against the United States or any other
country.

Defining Moment

The decades following the conclusion ofWorldWar II
saw two of the former Allies, the United States and
the Soviet Union, emerge as the world’s superpowers,
with each trying to outmaneuver the other in terms of
political, military, and nuclear supremacy. While the
United States had been the first nation to develop a
nuclear bomb at the end ofWorldWar II, by 1949 the
Soviet Union had become a nuclear power as well,
and the number and destructive force of nuclear
weapons rapidly increased through the 1950s. Very
quickly, both superpowers were able to construct
enough weapons to completely obliterate the other,
and it was theorized that the main constraint to either
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Historical Document

Report on the Soviet Arms Buildup in Cuba

Good evening, my fellow citizens:

This Government, as promised, has maintained the closest surveillance of the
Soviet military buildup on the island of Cuba. Within the past week, unmis-
takable evidence has established the fact that a series of offensive missile
sites is now in preparation on that imprisoned island. The purpose of these
bases can be none other than to provide a nuclear strike capability against the
Western Hemisphere.

Upon receiving the first preliminary hard information of this nature last Tues-
day morning at 9 A.M., I directed that our surveillance be stepped up. And
having now confirmed and completed our evaluation of the evidence and our
decision on a course of action, this Government feels obliged to report this
new crisis to you in fullest detail. The characteristics of these new missile
sites indicate two distinct types of installations. Several of them include me-
dium range ballistic missiles, capable of carrying a nuclear warhead for a dis-
tance of more than 1,000 nautical miles. Each of these missiles, in short, is
capable of striking Washington, D. C., the Panama Canal, Cape Canaveral,
Mexico City, or any other city in the southeastern part of the United States, in
Central America, or in the Caribbean area.

Additional sites not yet completed appear to be designed for intermediate range
ballistic missiles capable of traveling more than twice as far and thus capable of
striking most of the major cities in the Western Hemisphere, ranging as far
north as Hudson Bay, Canada, and as far south as Lima, Peru. In addition, jet
bombers, capable of carrying nuclear weapons, are now being uncrated and as-
sembled in Cuba, while the necessary air bases are being prepared.

This urgent transformation of Cuba into an important strategic base by the
presence of these large, long-range, and clearly offensive weapons of sudden
mass destruction constitutes an explicit threat to the peace and security of all
the Americas, in flagrant and deliberate defiance of the Rio Pact of 1947, the
traditions of this Nation and hemisphere, the joint resolution of the 87th
Congress, the Charter of the United Nations, and my own public warnings to
the Soviets on September 4 and 13. This action also contradicts the repeated
assurances of Soviet spokesmen, both publicly and privately delivered, that
the arms buildup in Cuba would retain its original defensive character, and
that the Soviet Union had no need or desire to station strategic missiles on the
territory of any other nation.

32 • Missiles and Misadventures



� LBJ on Limiting the War in Vietnam
Date: March 31, 1968

Author: Lyndon B. Johnson

Nation(s): North Vietnam; South Vietnam

Genre: speech

Summary Overview

President Lyndon B. Johnson’s nationally televised speech of March 31, 1968, included two major announce-
ments: his decision to curtail the bombing campaign over North Vietnam as a way to induce the North Vietnamese
into engaging in peace talks and his decision not to seek reelection as president. Both decisions are practically
buried in the lengthy presentation, especially the latter announcement, which came in the penultimate para-
graph, with little preparation. It marked a precipitous fall for a politician who, just four years earlier, had been
elected in a landslide of historic proportions.

Defining Moment

Multiple contexts came together in President John-
son’sMarch 31 speech, encompassing both the war in
Vietnam and politics at home. Johnson had always
wanted to be remembered as a great president based
on his domestic policies, a program that he had
termed the Great Society. He became closely identi-
fied with the Vietnam War, which he viewed as a
threat to that domestic legacy. He feared that defeat
in Vietnam would undermine political support for the
Great Society. His decisions to escalate had been mo-
tivated by that fear as much as by events on the
battlefield.

Until 1968, the escalation of the war, not the pros-
pect of defeat, roiled U.S. politics and fueled the anti-
war movement. Then came the Viet Cong’s Tet
Offensive of January–February 1968, which under-
mined public faith in the official narrative of how well
the war was going. (This was compounded by the Pen-
tagon’s confusing analysis that the offensive had back-
fired, resulting in the decimation of the Viet Cong,
but also that U.S. military leaders would now need
205,000 more troops.) On March 26, the “Wise
Men,” a team of elder statesmen that Johnson con-
sulted, changed their previously optimistic view of the
war’s prospects, determining that it was time to move
toward disengagement. Turmoil extended into the
president’s party. Senator Eugene McCarthy

(D-MN), whom Johnson had considered as a possible
running mate in 1964, challenged him for the
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President Lyndon B. Johnson. Photo via Wikimedia Commons.
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� Ronald Reagan’s Remarks on the Bombing of the U.S. Marine
Barracks in Beirut
Date: October 24, 1983

Author: Ronald Reagan

Nation(s): Lebanon; Iran

Genre: speech; news conference

Summary Overview

In 1983, U.S. Marines were in Lebanon as part of the Multinational Force (MNF), an international peacekeeping
operation. Their presence was a direct response to the chaotic and violent Lebanese Civil War. The MNF was
meant to act as a neutral buffer between the warring factions and deter further violence. U.S. Marines were also
involved in training the Lebanese Armed Forces to help them assert control over the country. However, the U.S.
role gradually evolved and became increasingly entangled in the conflict. The Marines, initially seen as neutral
peacekeepers, began to be perceived by some factions, particularly Shiite groups with Iranian backing (who
would later form Hezbollah), as supporting the Christian-led Lebanese government against their interests. This
shift, combined with some U.S. military actions (like naval shelling in support of the Lebanese Army), made the
Marines a target.

On October 23, 1983, a suicide bomber driving a
truck laden with explosives attacked the U.S. Marine
barracks at Beirut International Airport, killing 241
American servicemen (220 Marines, 18 sailors, and 3
soldiers). Simultaneously, a similar attack occurred
against French paratroopers, killing 58. These attacks
were attributed to Hezbollah, with significant backing
from Iran.

Upon returning to the White House on the evening
of the bombing, President Ronald Reagan made a
short 204-word statement of sorrow and outrage in
connection with the attack on the Marine assigned to
the barracks. On the following day, October 24, Rea-
gan attended a previously scheduled press meeting
with representatives from regional broadcasters (not
the normal Washington correspondents). He used this
forum to make the statement presented here and to
answer questions.

In this short prepared statement, Reagan reaffirmed
the American interest in having a stable and vital Leb-
anese nation. As on the previous day, he stated that
those responsible for the bombing, and the bombing at
the French barracks, would be held accountable. For
Reagan, strengthening the democratic government of
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Whether or not agreement is reached here, we will take concrete steps to help
meet this challenge. President Clinton and I understand that our first obliga-
tion is to address this issue at home. I commit to you today that the United
States is prepared to act—and will act.

For my part, I have come here to Kyoto because I am both determined and op-
timistic that we can succeed. I believe that by our coming together in Kyoto
we have already achieved a major victory, one of both of substance and of
spirit. I have no doubt that the process we have started here inevitably will
lead to a solution in the days or years ahead.

Some of you here have, perhaps, heard from your home capitals that Presi-
dent Clinton and I have been burning up the phone lines, consulting and
sharing new ideas. Today let me add this. After talking with our negotiators
this morning and after speaking on the telephone from here a short time ago
with President Clinton, I am instructing our delegation right now to show in-
creased negotiating flexibility if a comprehensive plan can be put in place, one
with realistic targets and timetables, market mechanisms, and themeaningful
participation of key developing countries.

Earlier this century, the Scottish mountain climber, W.H. Murray, wrote:

“Until one is committed there is hesitancy, the chance to draw back, always
ineffectiveness. Concerning all acts of initiative...there is one elementary
truth, the ignorance of which kills countless ideas and splendid plans: that the
moment one definitely commits oneself, providence moves, too.”

So let us press forward. Let us resolve to conduct ourselves in such a way that
our children’s children will read about the “Spirit of Kyoto,” and remember
well the place and the time where humankind first chose to embark together
on a long-term sustainable relationship between our civilization and the
Earth’s environment.

In that spirit, let us transcend our differences and commit to secure our com-
mon destiny: a planet whole and healthy, whose nations are at peace, prosper-
ous and free; and whose people everywhere are able to reach for their
God-given potential.

Thank you.

��

334 • Control and Consequences



� Selected Trump Statements regarding Cuba
Dates: March 16, March 29, and May 2, 2026

Author: Donald J. Trump

Nation(s): Cuba; Russia

Genre: press statements

Summary Overview

In a series of highly confrontational and coercive statements in spring 2026, President Donald Trump portrayed Cuba
as a near-term target for U.S. intervention, following previous (and ongoing) Trump administration actions in Vene-
zuela and Iran. Combining boastful personal prerogative with provocative military posturing, Trump signaled his
usual preference for unilateral, force-backed action over multiparty diplomacy. There was no recognition on
Trump’s part of the potentially significant legal, diplomatic, economic, or security risks involved, though in one of his
statements he did allow that there was a humanitarian aspect to the existing U.S. blockade of Cuban oil importation.

Defining Moment

U.S.-Cuba relations have been shaped by a century of
geopolitical rivalry, ideological conflict, and intermit-
tent attempts at détente. After Cuba’s 1959 revolu-
tion and Fidel Castro’s alignment with the Soviet
Union, bilateral ties collapsed: the United States sup-
ported failed covert operations (notably the 1961 Bay
of Pigs invasion); the two states nearly went to war
during the 1962 Cuban Missile Crisis; and Washing-
ton imposed an economic embargo that hardened
into law across decades. Throughout the Cold War,
Cuba became a symbol of U.S.-Soviet confrontation
in the Western Hemisphere, while Havana cultivated
ties with Moscow and supported revolutionary move-
ments both regionally and, at least in one case
(Angola), farther afield.

The collapse of the Soviet bloc in 1991 triggered a
severe Cuban economic crisis (“Special Period”),
deepening hardship, and an acceleration of migration
to the United States. U.S. policy oscillated between
tightening sanctions and targeting political elites, and
applying humanitarian exceptions to migration and
remittances. High-profile migration events, such as
the Mariel boatlift (1980) earlier in the Cold War, set
patterns of irregular movement that persisted into the
twenty-first century.

A notable shift occurred under the Barack Obama
administration, which from 2014 to 2016 pursued a

policy of normalization: diplomatic relations were
restored, embassies reopened, some travel and trade
restrictions were eased, and bilateral channels for co-
operation were reestablished. That opening produced
modest economic engagement, increased peo-
ple-to-people travel, and expanded remittances; but it
did not end the embargo and wasmet with some resis-
tance by the Cuban-American constituency in
Florida (and elsewhere) and by some members of
Congress.

From 2017 onward the first Trump administration
largely reversed Obama-era measures, tightening
sanctions, restricting travel and remittances, and in-
creasing pressure on Cuba for its support to Venezue-
lan and other regional governments. U.S.
policymakers cited human-rights abuses, repression
of dissidents, and Havana’s security partner-
ships—especially its continuing ties with Venezuela
and military cooperation with other actors—as justifi-
cations for a harder line. The July 2021 protests in
Cuba, which drew international attention to eco-
nomic hardship and political repression, further po-
larized U.S. debates over the right mix of pressure,
support for civil society, and humanitarian relief.

Concurrently, Cuba deepened economic and secu-
rity relationships with external partners, notably Rus-
sia and China, which have provided energy,
investment, and diplomatic backing. These are
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