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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL
Hon. J. W. Fulbright,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Relations, 
U.S. Senate.

Dear Mr. Chairman: Herewith is our report on our recent trip 
to Cuba.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, we made this trip in response to the 
Committee’s action earlier this year calling for a review of United 
States policy toward Cuba. We believe our trip was useful, a necessary 
first step in the review process. We also believe our trip was a successful 
one—Secretary of State Kissinger said he found our report to him on 
the trip interesting and useful.

As evidence of success, we are pleased to point to the recent decision, 
subsequent to the preparation of this report, by the Cuban Govern­
ment to release four American prisoners. We interpret this action by 
the Cuban Government as an important gesture of goodwill. It 
indicates, in our judgment, the positive nature of our trip and as a 
tangible result it deserves an appropriate response from our Govern­
ment, hopefully along the policy lines recommended in our report. 
The text of our joint statement on the release of the Americans is 
included as appendix C of our report.

Mr. Chairman, we wish to thank you for your assistance in the 
undertaking of our trip. We also wish to thank Secretary of State 
Kissinger, who agreed to validate our passports for the trip. Finally, 
we wish to express our appreciation to Premier Castro and the other 
officials of the Cuban Government for the courtesies and hospitality 
extended to us during our stay in Cuba, for the friendly atmosphere 
in which we exchanged views frankly, and for the decision of the Cuban 
Government to admit some thirty American press and media personnel 
in conjunction with our visit.

Sincerely,
Jacob K. Javits, 
Claiborne Pell.
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THE UNITED STATES AND CUBA: A PROPITIOUS 
MOMENT

The purpose of this report is to summarize our views on the issue 
of normalizing relations with Cuba based on our recent trip to Havana. 
A complete itinerary of the trip is contained in the appendix of this 
report, as well as the text of our news conference on Tuesday, 
October 1 and press release of October 9.

Our visit to Cuba was undertaken pursuant to the Javits-Pell 
amendment to the State Department authorization bill (Section 14), 
calling for a review of United States’ Cuba policy by the Congress 
and the President. This proposal was unanimously adopted by the 
Committee on Foreign Relations and was approved by the Senate 
on April 23.

Prior to deciding to visit Cuba, we communicated the situation to 
Secretary of State Kissinger, who understood the purposes of our trip 
and validated our passports, as well as those of our aides and of some 
thirty U.S. press and media representatives who were admitted to 
Cuba to cover our visit.

During our conversations with Cuban officials we stressed that we 
were in Cuba in our capacities as members of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Committee; that we were not representing the United 
States or the Executive Branch; and that we had neither the intention 
nor the authority to negotiate with the Government of Cuba on 
behalf of the United States.

We stated clearly our belief that a normalization of relations between 
the United States and Cuba would have to deal with issues of major 
concern to many Americans. In this regard, we emphasized United 
States concern over: (a) the security implications of the Soviet military 
presence in Cuba; (b) the alleged Cuban policy of “export of revolu­
tion” to other nations of Latin America; (c) humanitarian issues, 
including the plight of political prisoners in Cuba, the separation of 
Cuban families and political repression in general; and (d) compensa­
tion for seized American property. The Cuban leaders placed greatest 
stress on their feeling of grievance respecting the U.S. trade embargo 
against Cuba which they regard as a blockade.

It is our considered opinion, after some ten hours of discussions 
with Cuban leaders—including a 3%-hour dinner meeting with Prime 
Minister Fidel Castro—that a propitious moment has arrived in 
United States-Cuban relations when it is possible to begin to talk.

From these discussions we believe the following conclusions are in 
order:

—The Castro Government interpreted our trip as an opening—a 
positive step on the long road back to a normalization of relations;

—the Cuban leaders with whom we spoke wished to leave with us 
the strong impression that their Government has decided to work 
toward normalized relations; and
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—the Cuban Government is giving serious considerations to gestures 
it might make to signal its interest in improving relations with 
the United States and is interested in receiving a signal to the 
same effect from the U.S.

If these conclusions are correct, and we believe they are, then indeed 
the time is ripe for beginning the process of normalization.

Here are our suggestions with respect to how the United States 
could approach such an on-going process.

— During this session of the General Assembly, the Executive 
Branch could consider relaxing somewhat the present travel 
restrictions on Cuba’s representatives to the United Nations 
confining them to a 25 mile radius of the center of Manhattan.

—As a follow-on measure, the United States could relax somewhat 
restrictions on the travel of American citizens to Cuba.

—At the OAS Foreign Ministers’ Meeting to be held next month 
in Quito, the United States delegation could signal that it is in­
terested in progressing toward a normalization of relations with 
Cuba on a two-way street basis.

—Consideration should also be given to relaxing restrictions con­
cerning third countries which are affected by the embargo.

—Hearings should be held on Senator Fulbright’s proposal (S. 3880) 
calling for the repeal of the Cuban Resolution of 1962 and the 
provisions of the Foreign Assistance Act and Public Law 480, 
prohibiting foreign aid and Title I, Public Law 480 sales to coun­
tries trading with Cuba.

Favorable action on these matters, if reciprocated by Cuba, would 
generate sufficient momentum to justify reconsideration of the em­
bargo provisions in U.S. legislation and Executive Orders. Once this 
is done, it may be desirable to remove the trade and other restrictions 
in stages rather than in one fell swoop—to begin, for example, by 
allowing trade in food and drugs, or by putting trade with Cuba on 
the same basis as the Eastern European members of COMECON 
(to which Cuba belongs).

Though there appears to be an exaggerated idea of how much trade 
there would be with Cuba in the absence of an embargo, there would 
certainly be some.

When and if there are discussions on the re-establishment of diplo­
matic relations, we believe consideration should be given a joint 
United States-Cuban statement reaffirming mutual policies of non­
intervention. This is as far as the Cubans probably will be willing to 
go, at least publicly, in disavowing the export of revolution.

Positive developments along the lines of the above (which would 
take some time), would serve to lay the groundwork for tackling the 
remaining knotty problems: American political prisoners being held in 
Cuba; human rights in Cuba; the reunification of families;,expropria­
tion claims; and the United States base at Guantanamo.

If and when United States diplomatic representation is again con­
sidered, it ought to be done with a very low profile. Any U.S. mission 
in the future in Havana ought to be a small, traditional diplomatic 
establishment. Our representation there should consist of nothing 
more than a Chief of Mission and a small staff of a few regular politi­
cal, economic, commercial and consular officers. PERIOD. No CIA. 
No USIA, except maybe a librarian. No Defense Attach^ unless the 
Cubans take the initiative and request one here. And certainly no 
AID mission.
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How the leaders of the Cuban Government would respond to the 
above scenario is, of course, impossible to predict with precision. We 
believe that on balance their response would be positive. So long as 
that prospect exists, it should be pursued—actively and responsibly.

We are firmly convinced that neither the United States nor Cuba 
has anything to gain from a continuation of the current status of our 
relations or the lack of them. Nothing more is to be gained from this 
policy; it is obsolete and it should give way to a new era of relations 
between the two countries, in line with the improvement of relations 
with the People’s Republic of China and the Soviet Union. At the 
same time, we recognize that the United States and Cuba can survive 
without each other; they have proven this during the last fourteen 
years.

The time seems propitious to bring this chapter in the history of 
relations between our two nations to a close. We believe it is in the 
national interest to begin this process and we think our trip to Cuba 
has made a contribution to it.

41-004—74----- 2





APPENDIX

Appendix A

Schedule of Events

Senators Javits and Pell trip to Cuba, September 1-974
Friday, Sept. 27:

12:45 p.m_________________
3:30 p.m__________________

3:45 p.m__________________
5:15 p.m__________________

5:45 p.m__________________

6:15 p.m__________________

7:15 p.m__________________

7:30 p.m__________________

8:30 p.m__________________

10:45 p.m__________________

11:45 p.m_________________
1:00 a.m___________________

Saturday, Sept. 28:
8:30 a.m.-10:30 a.m_________

11:00 a.m.-12:30 p.m_

1:00 p.m.-3:00 p.m__________

3:30 p.m.-5:00 p.m__________

7:30 p.m.-10:30 p.m_________

11:00 p.m____
Sunday, Sept. 29:

8:30 a.m.-ll:00 a.m________

Departed Andrews Air Force Base.
Arrived Homestead Air Force Base, 

Miami, Fla.
Departed Homestead Air Force Base.
Arrived Jos6 Marti International Airport, 

Havana, Cuba. A brief discussion with 
newsmen at the airport followed by 
refreshments served to the official party 
in the Diplomats Quarters of the airport.

Departed for Hotel Riviera, downtown 
Havana.

Arrived at hotel. Discussed schedule of 
events with Cuban government officials.

The official party left the hotel for a brief 
walking tour of a downtown shopping 
area.

Party proceeded to El Bodequito del 
Medio Restaurant.

Departed restaurant for a meeting with 
the Minister of Public Health, Jos6 
Antonio Gutierrez Muniz. The meeting 
was held at the Public Health Ministry.

Departed the Public Health Ministry to 
attend “block parties” celebrating the 
founding of the Committees for the 
Defense of the Revolution.

Arrived at the Hotel Tropicana.
Returned to Hotel Riviera.

Meeting with the Minister of Education, 
Jose Ram6n Ferndndez Alvarez, at the 
V. I. Lenin Vocational School in suburb 
of Havana.

Meeting with the Minister of Foreign 
Relations, Dr. Rdul Roa Garcia, at the 
Ministry.

Lunch at the Hotel Riviera with the Vice 
Prime Minister for Foreign Relations, 
Carlos Rafael Rodriguez Rodriguez.

Meeting with the President of Cuba, 
Osvaldo Dorticds Torrado, at the Rev­
olutionary Palace.

Cocktail/buffet at the residence of the 
Swiss Charge.

Returned to Hotel Riviera.

Brief tour of Havana dock area devoted 
to fishing industry and briefing by 
Cuban Government officials on their 
fishing industry.
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11:00 a.m.-12:00 noon_______

12:00 noon-12:45 p.m________

1:00 p.m.-2:30 p.m__________

2:30 p.m.-6:00 p.m__________

8:30 p.m.-ll:45 p.m_________

12:00 midnight-1:00 a.m_____
Monday, Sept. 30:

7:00 a.m__________________

8:00 a.m__________________

10:45 a.m_________________
1:30 p.m__________________
2:30 p.m__________________

Traveled to the Valle de la Picadura, a 
major agricultural and livestock center 
near Havana.

Briefing by Cuban Government officials 
on agriculture and livestock industries.

Lunch with Ramon Castro, who directs 
the agriculture and livestock program 
for the area.

Returned to Havana with intermediate 
stops at (1) a new agricultural commu­
nity and tour of apartment complex, 
(2) prison camp construction site at 
Camilo Cienfuegas. 45-min. discussion 
with political prisoners.

Dinner meeting with Prime Minister 
Fidel Castro at the Prime Minister’s 
office in the Palace of the Revolution.

Press Conference at the Hotel Cuba Libre.

Departed hotel for Jose Marti Inter­
national Airport.

Departed Jose Marti International Air­
port for Homestead Air Force Base.

Departed Homestead Air Force Base.
Arrived Andrews Air Force Base.
Arrived Capitol.



Appendix B

Tuesday, October 1, 1974.

TRANSCRIPT OF NEWS CONFERENCE ON VISIT TO CUBA, SENATOR JACOB K. JAVITS 
AND SENATOR CLAIBORNE PELL

Javits. We have had a press conference in Havana, as you all know, and, 
hence, we felt it was only fair to have a press conference here. In addition, as 
we have come back and gone through our notes, etc., naturally, we have crystal­
lized our thinking. And, finally, we said in Havana that we would not offer recom­
mendations or suggestions there. That we would offer them here. So this is the 
opportunity.

Now, for myself, very briefly and Senator Pell will follow me, we considered 
our purpose accomplished in respect of this visit. It was strictly exploratory. 
But, obviously, the origin came out of what happened in the Foreign Relations 
Committee, which in Aoril—in the course of considering a resolution by Senator 
Pell to repeal the so-called Cuba resolution which is the basis of our current 
policy—found that it was modified by the Committee based upon a proposal 
which I made—which traced the experience in mainland China—to review the 
policy with Cuba. When that was adopted Senator Pell felt that he would like to 
go and see the situation on the ground. He invited me to go with him and I 
felt it my duty to do it, strictly in my course of work as a member of the Foreign 
Relations Committee. It took us some months before we could make all the 
detailed arrangements, but we finally did.

The summary of my own feeling is as follows. I believe that there is a desire 
on the part of Premier Castro and his regime in Havana to come to a better 
accommodation with the United States in terms of policy. We believe that the 
moment is propitious to begin that progress. We believe there are major issues, 
such as the problems involving the security of the United States and the security 
of Cuba, as they see it; the problems of exporting revolution as it called by Cuba, 
which has happended before; the problem of the human rights which are in­
volved in so far as political prisoners are concerned, American prisoners (Senator 
Pell will address himself very specifically to both those subjects); and reunion 
of families and the other relationships which the very large number of Cuban 
refugees in the United States may have with Cuba. Finally, there is the question 
of compensation for seized American property, and, indeed, property now of 
Cubans in this country which was seized from those who are now American 
nationals. So there is an enormous problem. Then there are smaller steps which 
might be taken to sort of signal the thaw between the two countries. And, again, 
Senator Pell has delved into those very, very deeply and will specify those to 
you. ■- . ;

I believe that there are two other factors of great importance. One, that the 
Russians are omnipresent in Havana. There’s no question about that. We saw 
the harbors full of Russian ships. The amount of money pouring in from the 
Soviet Union is very large and other influences are very great. We don’t think 
that this is a good thing for the Americans. It’s right on our threshold. It’s brought 
on one crisis that, could have lead to an atomic war in 1962. And one doesn’t 
want that kind of omnipresent danger around if one can help it. Not that the 
Soviet Union can be displaced in Cuba. I don’t believe it can. But at least a 
better relationship can exist with the United States which is not inconsistent 
with some much reduced presence of the Soviet Union in Cuba..

Probably, the Soviet Union might not be unwilling. It’s spending an awful 
lot of money down there. Not that we would step in and spend the money, but 
rather that American tourism and other aspects of American commercial relations, 
if they ever occurred, would be a much more logical way of financing Cuba’s 
development.

The second point is the Americas. There’s going to be a meeting at Quito in 
November at which there are great stirrings about repealing the sanctions imposed 
on Cuba by the Organization of American States. This could become a sharp bone 
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of contention between the United States and our Latin American brethern. It is 
much more advisable that it should not become that and that, in so far as possible, 
consistently with our principles and our national interests, that there be a har­
monization—if that is possible—of policy in the Americas. All of that leads in 
the direction of trying to find ways in which we can begin to have better relations. 
Our impression, both Senator Pell and myself, is that Premier Castro is interested 
in working toward that end.

Pell. I’d like to interpolate here my own interest in Cuba. It’s not of recent 
origin. I was the last member of Congress to be there before we went back this 
time. I was there in December, 1960 and was very struck at that time that the 
majority of the people that I saw seemed either acquiescent or favorable to the 
regime. Those who were opposed were either not visible, dead, fled, in jail. But, 
nevertheless, the regime seemed in force, in control. I came back and reported 
that to Director Dulles of the CIA and his high command. My advice was ignored 
and about three months later the Bay of Pigs occurred. Ever since that time I 
have followed Cuba perhaps more closely than many. I received authority from 
the State Department for the validation of my passport on May the 5th of this 
year. And we have been working on this trip together, Senator Javits and I have 
many interests in common as well as being friends, ever since. When it came to 
the choosing of the actual date—and this is a very important point—twice we 
chose earlier dates to go and each time, at the request of the State Department, 
the trip was aborted. We finally chose this week-end, because Senator Javits had 
some other problems he was working on in New York and it was the last week-end 
that we could go. We were not aware when we went that September 28 is the 
regular day each year when Castro gives an anti-American speech. We were told 
of this two days before we left in a briefing we got, by which time it was too late. 
The speech was about the same that Mr. Castro gave September 28 last year and 
that he will give September 28 next year. It had nothing to do with our being there 
and he was very gracious in his personal relations with us and seemed genuinely 
embarrassed—not at having given the speech—but that we should have been in 
Cuba when he gave it.

Now, when we were there, he was very cooperative in making arrangements for 
us to see just about everything we wanted. We even went and spent three-quarters 
of an hour at a prison camp for political prisoners, talked in English with some of 
them, asked them about their food, looked at them, talked with them. If you have 
any questions about that, I’ll be glad to answer them more specifically. And I 
think when it comes to the movement, as I see it, it will be little steps and from 
these little steps we move into some of the bigger ones.

In the first and most important little step was the very fact we were there, with 
valid passports, and on their side the arrangements they made to bring in your own 
colleagues in the press and us and the welcome that they gave us. From these 
steps we will move along and I would say that the major steps are still a long way 
off. Compensation is a long way off. That $2 billion, whatever we get on the dollar, 
a long way off. And I give you the example of what has happened in many of the 
Eastern European countries, where we had relations with those countries but not 
a settlement of trade patterns or compensation for seized property until long after 
those relations had been established.

Question. Senator Javits, your colleague Senator Buckley said yesterday that he 
might be prepared to accept a change in relations with Cuba in the future............ 
United States should require that Cuba order the Soviet Union military tech­
nicians and intelligence operators to withdraw and to deny the use of Cuban 
territorial waters and base facilities to the Soviet navy. What is your reaction?

Javits. My reaction to that is that it’s a condition precedent which would abort 
the talks entirely. For the same reason that if the Cuban government and Premier 
Castro insisted that we had to repeal the embargo before he would talk to us— 
that would abort the talks and they would not take place. Therefore, we believe 
that without in any way deciding that question now the desirability of beginning to 
discuss some of our problems which were opened up by our visit there is superior 
to either country taking some flat position which will make it impossible to talk 
because neither country can do what the other demands, as a condition precedent. 
But I am confident—Senator Pell, of course, will speak for himself—that if this 
process which we believe was sort of sparked by our visit, actually commences, 
that it will result ultimately in a very material reduction of the Soviet presence in 
Cuba—a reduction of such magnitude as to make that whole situation much more 
agreeable to us. Similarly, it is bound to result in the same way in the major 
sticking points the Cubans have with respect to our own embargo. But I wish to 
emphasize that all of these things depend upon these talks which will ultimately
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lead to negotiations. And to set flat conditions precedent is only another way of 
saying that nothing’s going to happen. I really would hope very much that the 
openness which resulted in what Senator Pell and I consider the usefulness of our 
trip may continue.

Question. One of your junior colleagues, the Senator from Florida, said this 
morning that he felt you were used by Castro and that you were going on this trip 
‘carrying vour hat in hand’. Will you respond to that?

Pell. That was maybe his interpretation, but it certainly is not the fact and it is 
certainly not the impact on the Cubans. Because we talked just as vigorously as 
possible to the Cuban officials we met with as to what our position was and 
what our views were * * * the need for some justice to be accorded our prisoners 
who are there, the need to give better conditions to the people who are in jail 
there, the problems of indemnification, and we did not go with our hat in our hand. 
In whatever you do, you have to see it through the other man’s eyes and I’m sure 
that he believes that, but it is not a fact.

Question. It is widely believed that chances for better relations with Cuba now 
are better under the Ford Administration, because of Richard Nixon’s widely 
known dislike, personal dislike, for Castro. These two previous unsuccessful trips 
you tried to make, were they before or after Nixon was out?

Pell. Both were after.
Javits. In all fairness, we do not believe that the personal predilections of former 

President Nixon really had anything to do with this. This was the determination 
of the State Department through Secretary Kissinger as to when the time might 
be propitious. That was his judgment. We were not prepared to forgo this trip by 
his judgment but we were prepared to accommodate, as far as we could without 
disturbing the substance of what we were seeking to accomplish by the trip, the 
State Department view. I believe that that was successfully done. We have made 
the trip. They facilitated us in making it. They could have stood in our way and 
said flatly “no”. And at the same time they were not in any way committed to 
it or committed to anything we did. And we think the balance was maintained 
and we showed restraint and so did the State Department.

Pell. I think Senator Javits is much more kindly in this through President 
Nixon’s administration. But I do think that with the departure of President 
Nixon, the possibilities of action being taken to improve relations are better than 
they would have been otherwise.

Javits. I concur with that completely.
Question. Senator Javits, have you briefed Secretary of State Kissinger and if 

so, did you offer any specific recommendations to him and what was his reaction?
Javits. I have been in touch with the Secretary of State for both of us and we 

have also appeared before the Foreign Relations Committee yesterday afternoon. 
We. I think, can fairly be said, feel that the ground is now prepared by which 
there mav be talks with respect to specifics and the generality of how relations 
might be' improved without in any way committing either side. My general 
impression is that that is being favorably considered * * * it may not be acted 
on. And I think that is about all we ought to or could say on that score now.

Question. Senator Javits, * * * before we lift embargo * * * (inaudible).
Javits. I do not wish to characterize Castro or to characterize us. However, I 

do not believe that it is necessary to deal with preconditions for talks. It is neces­
sary to deal with preconditions for negotiations. As far as Senator Pell and I are 
concerned, this is at the talk stage.

Pell. Also there are a lot of little actions that can be taken that have nothing 
to do with embargo, like letting the Cuban diplomats move around with greater 
freedom than now, where they are restricted to five counties in New York. With 
all respect to the State of New York, that is a small area for them to be in, in New 
York. The restrictions on visas that are given on both sides; the question of the 
unification of families—either allowing Americans to go to Cuba to see their 
families or permitting them out to come here. These are little steps that could be 
done, taken as signals to improve relations. And in addition to that, when it comes 
to the embargo, it’s not one big curtain that you pull up as you pull up a shade. 
But it’s a whole lot of different measures. There are little executive actions that 
can be taken. There are different degrees on which the embargo is applied. So I 
think the thought that suddenly we will lift up the shade and then we’ll have good 
relations is not correct. You’ll find that the shade will get gradually more and 
more translucent and relations will improve as we move.

Javits. I’d like to add to the list of measures which Senator Pell has specified. 
And he has been especially concerned with those with great specificity. . . . the 
human rights of prisoners' and others whose human rights may be involved, the 
willingness to listen and respond on human rights and compassionate grounds and 
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individual cases, of which there are quite a number. These are also important in 
the thaw.

Question. Senator Javits, did you discuss with anyone in Cuba about having the 
kind of diplomatic mission just short of diplomatic recognition, comparable to 
what we have in Peking now?

Javits. That would have been inappropriate for us. We were not there repre­
senting the United States government as negotiators. We were two members of the 
Foreign Relations Committee who were there really with the acceptance—I think, 
because there had to be some cooperation—of both governments to open the door 
to what might follow and what you have asked about a mission is something which 
might follow but certainly was not a proper subject for us.

Question. As a member of the Foreign Relations Committee and as an individual 
Senator, do you think it would be wise or appropriate for us to have such a mission 
there now? You sneak of negotiations; wouldn’t it be easier for someone with the 
rank of Ambassador Bruce to answer to negotiations there, instead of your going 
second or third hand?

Javits. For myself, and I wish Senator Pell would answer this, too, I don’t be­
lieve we’re ready for that yet. I believe we said talks, not negotiations, and there­
fore we mean talks. And we believe that negotiations if tried now would fall on 
their face because of an insistence on a condition precedent—lift the embargo, 
throw out the Russians or something like that. Neither is going to happen.

Pell. It would be premature, no question about it, to move as we have in 
Peking a,t this time. But there’s no reason in the world why talks can’t take place 
in corridors of the United Nations and many other places where Cubans and 
Americans are together.

Question. Senators, you said that your being there just happened to coincide, it 
was just a coincidence that you happened to be there on this annual day where 
Castro lets loose on the United States. But it was described in news reports as the 
most bitter attack in five years. Do you have any inkling as to whv that is?

Pell. We listened to it on the TV, with the help of the Swiss Charge who looks 
after American interests there, and understood the content of the speech. Between 
the time when he had originally wanted us to come, which was the end of August, 
and when he gave the standard anti-American speech, you’ve had the problem of 
the CIA in Chile coming out and President Ford has mentioned that we had used 
CIA funds to support press and involve ourselves in the domestic problems of 
Chile and in addition to that there being a . . . there’s one other factor here.

Javits. The other factor was, of course, President Ford’s statement about 
OPEC countries which Castro chose to interpret as being a threat to the Third 
World of which he defines the oil producing countries as a part. Now, of course, 
that is really standing the world on its ear and it’s untrue, but that was his thesis.

Pell. These two factors occurred after the date he wanted us. He had originally 
asked us to come at the end of August. He never asked us to come at the end of 
September. Then, in addition to that, as far as his anti-American tone was, it was 
I think the shortest anti-American September 28 speech he ever gave. So it may 
have been intense, virulent, but it was short. And in addition he read the text very 
carefully. He did not go into any of these hysterical, colloquial gestures and he 
read it word-for-word. So I think that he was conscious of our being there, other­
wise it might have been even more bitter and more long and I think he was per­
sonally—I can’t say this for sure—but I think he was personally embarrassed that 
we should have been in his country on that date. Looking back, I rather wish we 
had been briefed as to the standard anti-American speech day more than two days 
before we were scheduled to go.

Question. Senator Javits, it would appear that the American people have ydu 
and on the other hand this speech. Could you give us some specific evidence you 
saw there to suggest that this is the time to do something with the Cubans.

Javits. I believe that that’s a very fair question. In the first place, let us re­
member that notwithstanding our great efforts at detente with the Soviet Union 
and the opening with mainland China, that those same speeches are still being 
made at the highest level in both quarters. And that hasn’t thrown us. That hasn’t 
disuaded us from the fact that, our moment was right with both of them. So why 
should there be any different standard as to Cuba? Secondly, we are satisfied from 
the fact that we made the visit at all , . . the first time legislators like ourselves 
have been there in all these years. And the fact that we were very well received by 
all ministers and by Premier Castro himself, that the discussions were very frank 
and open, and that we certainly have the story—we know what they want—and I 
think they know what we believe, that is Senator Pell and myself, might be the ■ ' • ■ • -
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U.S. attitude, generally; the admission of a large body of the press and our general 
feeling of responsiveness by all the ministers. We believe, therefore, that the im­
pression we have is entirely correct and valid.

I cannot say that Premiere Castro has taken that decision. But I believe that 
for the purposes of our advice on future U.S. conduct, we can assume that that 
decision somewhere, somehow, has been taken.

Question. You say that we know what they want. Could you be more specific?
Javits. Well, they obviously—as I said, they’d like the embargo lifted. They 

want to trade with the United States. But I think we have done one very, very 
important thing. And that is that we have made it clear to them that this is very 
much a two-way street and there is not going to be any unilateral action by the 
United States and that any effort to paint the United States into a corner through 
isolating us in the Organization of American States will be counter-productive, 
rather than productive.

Pell. I’d like to add to that. Obviously, we can get along without Cuba and 
Cuba has established the fact that they can go it alone too and get along without 
us. So if we do engage in talks and better relations, each of us to do it with a sense of 
pride and nobody is overruling anybody. But if you were a Cuban and no matter 
how good the doctrinaire communist you might be, you found that 80% of your 
trade was involved with a country that was three thousand miles away and only 
20% of your trade and economic relations coming from within your own hem­
isphere, you, too, I think, would feel the time is ripe for some improvement of your 
own trade relations and some coming back into the American family. _

Question. You said this is a two-way street, Senator Javits. What points did you 
discuss?

Javits. Well, the second track, if you use Mike Mansfield’s word, would be, one, 
the human rights like the reunion of families; treatment of prisoners, etc.; and 
many other aspects of that in general and individual cases. Assurances that Cuba 
would not be fomenting revolution in other American states; that she would not be 
harboring threats to American security, such as were characterized by the missile 
crisis; and that there was a recognition of the fact that vast amounts of property 
have been confiscated, belonging to Americans, the estimate is two billion or more 
in dollars, and that there are vast amounts of property owned by American na­
tionals now Cuban refugees which have also been confiscated. I’m sure I haven’t 
given the complete catalog, but those are some of the things. On the other hand, 
Cuba would want to be sure that we would have no designs on it, that there 
wouldn’t be another Bay of Pigs or another operation such as Castro accused us of 
in Chile. So that there is lots to what I call the two-way street. The important 
point Senator Pell and I have gotten very firmly before Premiere Castro is that it’s 
got to be a two-way operation. That it isn’t going to work just by Cuba jumping 
up and down saying, “repeal the embargo and then we’ll talk to you”- It isn’t 
going to happen. Any more than our jumping up and down and saying, “throw out 
the Russians and we’ll talk to you”. That isn’t going to happen, So I believe that 
we’ve brought this to the stage of realism. And I’d like to add, too, that I really 
think this hat in hand business is really, ladies and gentlemen, for the birds. I’ve 
been on a lot of missions and I’ve rarely seen one that had the force and the dignity 
and the equality of presentation that this one had, fully respected on both sides, 
with absolutely no nonsense. If it isn’t that, why, it will never get anywhere.

Question. Senator, did you make these points to Premiere Castro?
Javits. Yes. . , . „
Question. And what was his reaction? Specifically, to point A, B, Cr
Javits. I cannot give it to you and it would be unfair to what we were trying to 

do, if I went into that catalog. Except to say, and that’s all I can say, that our 
impression is that he is interested in working toward a betterment of relations 
between us, period. .

Pell. And the flavor of wThat we said is exactly the flavor of what we re trying 
to give here. And in connection with his speech, diverting to that for a moment 
again, we stressed very specifically to him that we took exception to his speech 
and to what he said and he understood this. .

Question. Senator Pell, that gets into the good will toward our Latin neighbors, 
all that discredited thing we were taught in grade school. I’m interested in what 
the Cuban reaction was to the specific proposals made by you and Senator Javits, 
such as the confiscated American property, such as reuniting families.

Pell. I’m sure you’re interested in the reaction to them . . . but he would not 
have talked frankly as we talked. So we’re not giving you his reactions. We’re 
saying what we discussed. There were no commitments made on either side.
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We were not in the position to do it. And I just want to emphasize what the points 
were and he’s aware of what the problems are from our viewpoint. We’re aware of 
what the problems are from his viewpoint.

Question. Can you tell us what the price of sugar was in Havana?
Pell. That’s a good question and I think we failed to ask.
Question. Where does the Soviet presence fit into this two-way street?
Javits. Well, I believe the Soviet presence, which is an omnipresence, in Cuba, 

is a very important factor. One, it’s a reason why an effort should be made to begin 
the thaw of relations between. And, two, it will be undoubtedly effected by the 
thaw. In my judgment, it will be very materially reduced as time goes on. I think 
that’s a good thing, frankly. I don’t want to seem presumptuous. I think it’s not 
only a good thing for us, I think it’s a good thing for the Russians. The less points 
of friction like that that we have, the better. After all, the presence of the Soviet 
Union is still there; the missiles are out, but the Soviets are still in Cuba. You can 
bet your bottom dollar on that. And that’s the big one for us. Just like the big one 
for Castro is now that he’s thoroughly in bed with them and he’s got to absolutely 
depend on them. And to use an American colloquialism, they can pull the plug on 
him, too, and then he’s in deep, deep trouble. And I think he’s beginning to think 
that he’d better not try to cut that off, because I don’t think it’s going to happen. 
But at least to begin to try to associate more in the American family. That’s why 
the other American states are so critically important.



Appendix C

Wednesday, October 9, 1974.
JAVITS AND PELL ANNOUNCE RELEASE OF FOUR AMERICANS HELD PRISONER BY 

CUBA

Senator Jacob K. Javits (R-NY) and Claiborne Pell (D-RI) today released 
the text of a message from the Cuban government indicating that Cuba will release 
four Americans held prisoner in Havana as a “gesture of goodwill” toward the 
Senators following their recent visit to Cuba. Senators Javits and Pell visited 
Cuba from September 27-30 of this year.

The four Americans chosen for release by Cuban authorities are: David Bruce 
Nirenberg and Susan Lane Brown, arrested September 17, 1973; Philip Fred 
Burris and Richard Peter Johnson, arrested November 14, 1970.

In announcing the release of the American prisoners, Senators Javits and Pell 
released the entire text of the communique from Cuban officials. The communique 
was delivered to the Senators by Dr. Dusan Spacil, Ambassador to the U.S. from 
the Republic of Czechoslovakia at three p.m. today (October 9) on behalf of the 
Acting Cuban Foreign Minister. Following is the full text of the communique to 
Senators Javits and Pell:

“The Cuban government appreciates highly the gesture of goodwill by the 
Senators in coming to Cuba. As a response to their initiative and a gesture of 
goodwill towards the two Senators, but not towards the government of the United 
States, and as Fidel Castro indicated in his interview with the Senators, the 
Cuban government has decided to release four American prisoners and has asked 
the Czech Ambassador to so inform the Senators immediately.”

The Czech Ambassador told Senator Pell that he would contact his country’s 
embassy in Havana, so that the Cuban government could make necessary technical 
arrangements for the release of the prisoners.

Commenting on the release of the four Americans, Senator Pell said: “I am 
delighted at this tangible result of our trip. I hope that this gesture of goodwill 
by the Cuban government will be the forerunner of other gestures by both Cuba 
and the United States and will ultimately lead to better relations between the 
two nations”.

Added Senator Javits: “I, too, am deeply gratified at this gesture to us by 
Premier Castro and the Cuban government. I should hope, however, that any 
future gestures of this kind will be made as much in a spirit of goodwill toward 
the United States government as toward Senator Pell and myself, and also that 
the progress in such two way relations will warrant it.”

David Bruce Nirenberg and Susan Lane Brown were arrested September 17, 
1973 while aboard the yacht “Sahive” off the Cuban coast. They were charged 
with possessing drugs on the yacht. Both Nirenberg and Brown have three years 
remaining on their prison sentences. Nirenberg is from Upper Sagon, Pennsylvania 
and Brown is from South Royalton, Vermont.

Philip Burris and Richard Peter Johnson were arrested November 14, 1970 
after landing an airplane in Cuba with no Cuban visa or U.S. passport. They were 
charged with taking drugs into Cuba but have claimed there were no drugs on 
board the plane and that they landed in Cuba because of a fuel shortage on their 
aircraft. Burris and Johnson had one year remaining on their sentences. Burris 
is a native of Oakland, California.
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